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SENATE, 
TUESDAY, January 23, 1923. 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rey. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father, we are dependent upon Thee, and in that depend- 
ence there is given unto us the privilege of recognizing Thee in 
all the demands and duties of life. And we come this morning 
asking that with the brightness of the day there may be in each 
soul a real sunshine of hope, of larger possibilities and richer 
opportunities in the great services of the daily life. Hear and 
help us continually. and give us grace to do Thy will. Through 
Jesus Christ, our Lord. Amen. 


NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER. 


The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following com- 

munication ; 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, D. O., January 23, 1923. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. GEORGE 
H. Mosxs, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform 
the duties of the Chair this legislative day. 

ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. MOSES thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer. 

The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro- 
ceedings of the legislative day of Sunday, January 21, 1923, 
when, on request of Mr. Curtis and by unanimous consent, the 
further reading was dispensed with and the Journal was ap- 
proved. 


REPORT OF EAST WASHINGTON HEIGHTS TRACTION RAILROAD CO. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
annual report of the East Washington Heights Traction Rail- 
road Co., made pursuant to law, for the calendar year 1922, 
which was referred to the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Director General of Railroads, in response 
to Senate Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, relative to 
the number and use of automobiles by the United States Rail- 
road Administration, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Secretary of Commerce, transmitting, in 
response to Senate Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, 
a report relative to the number and cost of maintenance of 
motor vehicles used in the Department of Commerce in the 
District of Columbia, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Secretary of War, respecting Senate Reso- 
lution 899, agreed to January 6, 1923, relative to passenger 
automobiles used by the department, stating that steps had 
been taken to secure the information called for and report 
would be made at the earliest practicable date, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 


TAXATION OF STOCK DIVIDENDS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, reporting, in 
response to Senate Resolution 409, agreed to January 17, 1923, 
information relative to penalties imposed by the Commissioner 
of Internal Revenue pursuant to section 220, Internal Revenue 
Laws of 1921, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


THe SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, January 20, 1923. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE. 
Mr Dran Mr. PRESIDENT: I have received the resolution of the 
Senate, No. 409, passed January 17, 1923, which the Secretary of 
the Senate transmitted to me with his letter dated January 16, 1923. 
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The revenue act of 1921, of which section 220 is a part, became 
effective for the taxable year 1921, and for subsequent years. The 
first returns filed under the revenue act of 1921 were not received 
by the Bureau of Internal Revenue until March, 1922, and the returns 
have not yet been examined because of the heavy pressure to dispose 
of the extraordinary accumulation of returns for the years 1917 
1918, and 1919. It is likely to be several months before the audit 
and examination of these 1921 returns can pe put under way. The 
returns for the year 1922, the year to which ate Resolution 409 
seems to have particular reference, have not as 05 been received b 
the Bureau of Internal Revenue, and are not due until March 1 
1923. assess 
only after the Commissioner of Internal Revenue certifies, in the ight 

his opinion 


the penalty imposed by section 220 of the revenue act o $ 

In this connection it is proper to point out that there seems to be 
much ee as to the effect of section 220 of the revenue act 
of 1921. It 1 to corporations formed or availed of for the —f— 


N of the business. The section does not impose a tax on undis- 
ributed profits or on accumulated surplus, but puts a penalt se; aa 
0 e 


declaration of a stock dividend to the oe gerne of section 220. 
Senate Resolution 409 refers in the pream 


ra- 
s of 


This 
was spur expressed by the Supreme Court in Eisner v. Macomber (252 
S. 189), as follows: 


As I bave already stated, there have neco been no cases as 

yet in which the penalty imposed by section 220 of the revenue act of 

1 75 3 been invoked, and there is therefore nothing to report at 
s time. 


Very truly yours, W. MELLON, 


8 of the Treasury. 
CALL OF THE ROLL. 
Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. : 
ie PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 
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The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators | Congress to give consideration to House bill 13574, relating to 


answered to their names: 


Ashurst huysen McKellar Sheppard 
Ball George y m 
Bayard McNary Smoot 
Calder Glass Moses Spencer 
Capper Hale Nelson Stanfield 
Caraway Harreld ew Stanley 
Colt Harrison Nicholson terling 
Culberson Heflin e 
Curtis Johnson Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Dial Jones, Wash, Pepper Walsh, Mont. 
Dillingham Kello, Phipps arren 
zrust Kendrick Pittman Watson 
Fernald Ransdell eller 
Fletcher M rmick Reed, Pa. Williams 
France McCumber Robinson illis 


Mr. WILLIS. I desire to announce the absence of my col- 
league, the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. PoMERENE]; on ac- 
count of illness, and I request that this announcement may 
stand for the day. 

Mr. McNARY. I wish to announce the absence from the 
Chamber of the senior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Fot- 
LETTE] and the junior Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrookHart] on 
official business. 

Mr. McKINL®Y. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Keyes] and the Senator from South Da- 
kota [Mr. Norpeck] are detained on official business. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I desire to announce that my colleague 
[Mr, TRAMMELL] is unavoidably absent. I ask that this an- 
nouncement may stand for the day. 

Mr. CAPPER. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] is detained at a hearing before the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask to have printed in the Recorp and to 
lie on the table resolutions adopted by the fifty-second annual 
meeting of the State board of agriculture, at Topeka, Kans., 
covering several subjects, 

There being no objection, the resolutions were ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Resolutions adopted at the fifty-second annual meeting of the State 
Seana ne agriculture, at Topeka, January 12, 1923. 
Resolved, That we commend our Congressmen and Senators in Wash- 
21 r chair wore tp rellove the Sondltion of agriculture by Fed- 
indorse the action of the “ apace 
rtance of agri- 

nited States. 


should be done 
to restore the f: For our surplus production, this mar- 
ket is eT Ss 
recovers 5 
We therefore urge that the President of the United States, at an 
early date, summon a financial and economic conference at Washing- 
ton, especially inviting those nations of Europe that are natural cus- 
tomers of the can farmer. We believe that the foreign debt fund- 
ing law, or such amendments as will give the President liberty of 
action to make necessary concessions to our customers, subject to the 
2 of Congress, is wise. 
e also t that this resolution be submitted to the chambers of 
commerce and other clyic bodies for their indorsements. 


Resolved, poet rae that milk, the preduct of the cow, is a food 
that has no substitute, and that the dairy industry of this State is a 
source of large income to our farmers; and in view of the fact that 
efforts have n and are made to manufacture so-called milk 
substitutes by extracting therefrom the butterfat and substituting in 
its place coconut oll and other oils having little or no food value, 
offering same to the public as milk or as a product equal to milk : 

We, the Kansas State Board of culture, in annual meeting as- 
sembled, res y and most urgently recommend to the Legislature 
of Kansas its earnest consideration of adequate legislation prohibiting 
the manufacture and sale within this State of the product known as 
“filled milk" or ‘immitation milk.” 

We also respectfully call the attention of the legislature to the fact 
that farmers received approximately $14,000,000 during the year 1922 
for butterfat sold to creameries for manufacture into butter, and these 
figures, not including farm butter manufactured, whole milk, and sweet 
cream sold for ice cream and other purposes, but that while it is well 
known that there is no substitute for butter, oleomargarine, due to 
our present lack of protective legislation, is offered for sale as a sub- 
stitute for butter, and that it is ofttimes advertised as a product of 
the cow; 

We therefore respectfully and argent, recommend to the Legislature 
of Kansas its consideration of legislation regulating the manufacture 
and sale of oleomargarine, and which will protect the interests of dairy 
23 Py this State, in which no coconut or other similar oils are 
produce 


Resolved, That a determined effort be made to have the rules govern- 
ing distribution of grain cars changed, either by the American Rail- 
way Association or by an order of the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
so that distribution of grain cars can be made on the basis of grain 
receipts under normal conditions and before shipments were curtailed 
by the car shortage. 7 


Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I send to the desk a concur- 
rent resolution of the Legislature of South Daketa, asking 


an appropriation for a monument at Fort Pierre, S. Dak., to 
commemorate the explorations and discoveries of the Verendrye 
brothers, which I ask may be printed in the Recorp. Let me 
say that House bill 13574 is identical with Senate bill 4350. 

The concurrent resolution of the Legislature of South Dakota 
was referred to the Committee on the Library, as follows: 


Senate concurrent resolution memorializing Con. to give careful and 
favorable consideration to House bill 1384 


Whereas on the 30th day of March, 1743, the Verendrye brothers, 
commissioned by the King of France, did at the present site of the 
city of Fort Pierre, S. Dak., make formal claim to the region now em- 
porting ag sages ne S E peters Pyeng aren 

ury in the ea a plate of lead upon which was insc 
the evidence of such claim ; —4 > 88 
Whereas while history records such event the exact place of the bury- 
ing of such evidence of claim remained a mystery until Sunday, the 
17th day of February, 1918, a period of 170 years, when some school 
children while engaged in play accidentally discovered and secured same, 
which evidence is now the pro y of South Dakota; and 

Whereas while this matter is, of course, of interest to the State of 
South Dakota, but in a broader sense of national historical moment, not, 
of course, in a class with Plymouth Rock, but of far more moment 
from a national historical event than many others which have been 


Boy ba is ding in Co 
ereas a now pen ngress, known as H. R. 13574 
roviding for the properly mark of the site as an event in national 
istory worthy of consideration: erefore be it 
Resolved by the senate of the State of South Dakota (the house of 
esire of this bod 


ingly ; be it further 
Resolved, That engrossed coples of this preamble and resolution be 

prepared by the secretary of the senate, signed by the presiding officers 
of the senate and house of representatives, and forwarded to Con- 
gressman WILLIAMSON, the Secretary of the Senate, the Chief Clerk of 
the House of Representatives of the United States, and to his honor the 
President of the United States, Warren G. Harding. 

CARL GuNpERSON, 

President of the Senate. 
A. B. BLAK 


. B. BLAKE, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
Pro a 9 

er o House. 
Waldrpr Ne 
Chief Clerk of the House. 


Mr. BROOKHART presented the following concurrent reso- 
lution of the Legislature of Iowa, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 


A coneurrent resolution memorializing the Congress of the United 
States with reference to a constitutional amendment affecting tax- 
exempt securities. 


Be it resolved by the senate (the house concurring): 

Whereas there has been issued and eee upon the market tax- 
exempt securities in such volume as to affect to a marked degree busi- 
ness conditions throughout the Nation; and 

Whereas by reason of such volume of tax-exempt securities money 
has been steadily and to an increasing extent leaving other channels of 
investment in such securities to the Injury of other securities, with the 
net result that interest rates have steadily increased; and 

Whereas the issuance of such tax-exempt securities has steadily 
decreased the amount of visible and intangible property subject to taxa- 
tion, thus 83 to an unwarranted degree the burden imposed 
upon other classes of property; and 

Whereas it is essential and 8 and for the best interests of 
the Nation as a whole that a constitutional inhibition against the 
issuance of such tax-exempt securities is necessary to accomplish uni- 
formity throughout the Nation: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the senate (the house concurriny), That it is the judg- 
ment of the Fortieth General Assembly of the State of Iowa that an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States prohibiting the 
issuance of such securities should be proposed by Congress and sub- 
mitted to the several States for adoption; be it further 

Resolved, That engrossed copies of this resolution be, and they are 
hereby, ordered presented to the President of the United States, to the 
Hon. ALBERT B. CUMMINS and the Hon. SMITH W. BRrookHant, Sen- 
ators of the State of Iowa, and to each of the Members of Congress 
from the State of Iowa. 

JOHN HaMMILL, 
President of the Senate. 
L. W. AINSWORTH, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
J. II. AXDERSON, 
Speaker of the House. 
A. C. GUSTOFSON, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 


Mr. NICHOLSON presented a resolution adopted by the con- 


gregution of the Second Presbyterian Church, of Fort Collins, 


Colo., favoring action by the Federal Government granting 
relief to the suffering peoples of the Near East, especially the 
Armenians, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. LADD presented a resolution of the board of directors of 
the Leith National Farm Loan Association, of Leith, N. Dak., 
protesting against the passage of the so-called Strong and Nor- 
beck bills amending certain sections of the Federal farm loan 
act, which was referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


1923. 
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He also presented a petition of 58 citizens of Streeter, 
N. Dak., praying for the passage of legislation extending imme- 
diate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the German and 
Austrian Republics, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

Mr. McLEAN presented a resolution of Windham County 
Branch, New England Milk Producers’ Association, of Moosup, 
Conn., favoring the prompt passage of the so-called Voigt 
filled milk bill, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of New 
Canaan, Conn., praying for an amendment to the Constitution 
regulating child labor, which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

He also presented communications in the nature of petitions 
of the women’s board of missions of the Congregational 
Churches of New Haven and the Council of Jewish Women, 
Bozrahville Section, of Bozrahville, both in the State of Con- 
necticut, praying for the granting of relief and assistance to 
the suffering peoples of Armenia and the Near East, which 
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. . 

He also presented a memorial of members of the Laymen's 
Service League, Protestant Episcopal parishes of Danbury, 
Bethel, Redding, Newton, and Ridgefield, in the State of Con- 
necticut, remonstrating against the passage of legislation de- 
signed to take away the lands of Pueblo Indians, etc., which 
was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. CALDER, from the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate, to which was refered the 
resolution (S. Res. 411) appointing a committee to investigate 
and report upon the problem for a 9-foot channel in the water- 
way from the Great Lakes to the Gulf of Mexico, reported it 
without amendment. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 3544) to enlarge the powers 
and duties of the Department of Justice in relation to the 
repression of prostitution for the protection of the armed 
forces, reported it with an amendment and submitted a report 
(No, 1032) thereon. 

Mr. BROOKHART, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 2598) for the relief of 
Franklin Gum, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1033) thereon. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED, 


Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that on January 23, 1923, they presented to the 
President of the United States the enrolled joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 43) to grant authority to continue the use of the 
temporary buildings of the American Red Cross headquarters 
in the city of Washington, D. C. 


BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. DILLINGHAM: 

A bill (S. 4393) granting an increase of pension to Maria L. 
Clark (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A bill (S. 4894) to provide for uniform regulation of mar- 
riage and divorce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMOOT: 

A bill (S. 4395) for the relief of Joseph H. Lokken; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4396) for the relief of Eldredge & Mason; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

A bill (S. 4897) to amend section 24 of an act entitled “An 
act to amend an act entitled ‘An act for making further and 
more effectual provision for the national defense, and for 
other purposes,’ approved June 3, 1916, and to establish military 
justice,” approved June 4, 1920; to the Committee on Military 
Affairs. 

By Mr, REED of Pennsylvania: 

A bill (S. 4898) in recognition of the valor of the officers and 
men of the Seventy-ninth Division who were killed in action 
or died of wounds* received in action; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. MeNART: x 

A bill (S. 4399) to fix standards for hampers, round stave 
baskets, and splint baskets for fruits and vegetables, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Manufactures. 


By Mr. WILLIS: 

A bill (S. 4400) granting a pension to Josephine Lydy (with 
accompanying papers); and 

A bill (S. 4401) granting an increase of pension to Mary A. 
Moessner (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions, 

By Mr. CAPPER: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 273) proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 


RETAINER PAY TO NAVAL AND MARINE CORPS RESERVES. 


Mr, CALDER submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to House bill 7864, providing for sundry matters 
affecting the Naval Establishment, which was referred to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed. 

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS, 


Mr. NELSON submitted an amendment providing that the 
present incumbent holding the position of master of the sword 
at the Military Academy, upon the completion of his service, 
shall be entitled to be placed upon the retired list of the United 
States Army (with the rank of colonel) under the same condi- 
tions as are prescribed by law for other officers of the Army, 
intended to be proposed by him to House bill 18793, the War 
Department appropriation bill, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. STERLING submitted an amendment proposing to ap- 
propriate $40,000 to acquire the tract (about 4 acres) known 
as Fort Stevens, the main defense of Washington during the 
Civil War, etc, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 
13793, the War Department appropriation bill, which was re- 
e to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
p ` 

Mr. SPENCER submitted an amendment proposing to appro- 
priate $6,300 for supervision of destitute children in their own 
homes to determine whether they can under the law be per- 
mitted to remain at their homes, intended to be proposed by him 
to House bill 13660, the District of Columbia appropriation bill, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


CALCIUM ARSENATE, 


Mr. FLETCHER. I offer the resolution which I send to the 
desk and I ask unanimous consent for its immediate consider- 
ation. It relates to an important matter affecting the interests 
of agriculture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida 
offers a resolution, which will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 417), as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby, 
directed to investigate and report the facts relating to any alle 
violations of the antitrust acts by manufacturers of or dealers in 
calcium arsenate. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida 
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
resolution. Is there objection? 

Mr. KELLOGG. I object. 

Mr. DIAL. I desire to suggest to the Senator from Florida 
that it might be very well to place a time limit in the resolu- 
tion as to when the Federal Trade Commission shall report on 
the matter referred to therein. I am a pretty strong supporter 
of the Federal Trade Commission, but I fear sometimes that 
they are taking a little nap at the switch. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I should prefer to leave the resolution 
as it now stands. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I object to the consideration of the reso- 
lution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made to the von- 
sideration of the resolution. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I hope there will be no objection to the 
resolution. I think there will be no discussion of it. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I do not know whether or not there will be 
discussion of the resolution, but the understanding was that as 
soon as morning business was over the Senate should take up 
House bill 11939, the bank bill. This probably will be the only 
chance to consider it, and if we get into a discussion of the 
antitrust laws it will last all morning. 

Mr. DIAL, There will be no debate on the resolution so far 
as I know. 

Mr. FLETCHER. There will be no debate on the resolution, 
and morning business has not yet been closed. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of the 
resolution submitted by him. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I object, 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Minnesota 
objects, and the resolution goes over under the rule. 

Mr. FLETCHER. In connection with the resolution I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp an article 
appearing in the Cotton News, which has been reprinted by the 
New York Journal of Commerce, on the subject of calcium or 
white arsenate, 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


ARSENATE STRENGTH A [BATURE op Year—SeRious SHORTAGE Has Dis- 
ASTROUS ErrectT—PRICE TREBLED IN YEARS—DEMAND MUCH HEAVIER 
pani Usvuat Owine TO USE ON Corron—Seexine New SOURCE OF 
SUPPLY. 


[New York Journal of Commerce.] 


One of the most sensational developments of 1922 in the chemical 
industry and one which is of vital importance to the country as a 
whole, through its effect upon the production of cotton and other crops 
7 which the country depends, was the sensational rise in price and 
the great scarcity of white arsenic. The Cotton Belt during the latter 
part of the year was seriously alarmed over the situation. It is still 
at a loss to find an adequate remedy for an ania ee of several 
thousands of tons of a material which is very badly needed if cotton is 
to be grown successfully. Tue use of arsenical insecticides and partic- 
57 of calcium arsenate in 5 the ravages of the cotton-boll 
weevil has grown tremendously during the past two years, since it has 
been shown that this particular insecticide was really efficacious when 
properly used. 

The sensational rise In price of arsenic during the last six months 
of the poer was accompanied by an outcry from the consumers. They 
claimed, among other things, that the arsenic market had been cor- 
nered, that manipulation by speculators had forced prices to their high 
levels, and that the farmers of the country were being mulcted by high 
prices and just as high profits, which were going into the pockets of 
Sellers of a material which the farmers had to use. An investigation 
was sought and started. Several meetings were held in which the mat- 
ter was aired and the consumers advanced their ideas on the situation, 


Nor ENOUGH PRODUCED. 


The real crux of the matter was and is that the production of arsenic 
by the smelters here, coupled with the imports which were brought in 
from other producing countries, lacked about 7,000 tons of being enough 
to take care of the tremendously inflated demand for the material. 
The shortages brought about high prices for imported arsenic for ship- 
pent and hence high selling 72 ces of imported arsenic in this market. 
jong demand and short supply and not manipulation were the reasons 
for this advance, 

At the outset of the year 1922 there were ample supplies of white 

arsenic available both in this market and for shipment in various 
future positions, There was little buying. Insecticide takers and other 
consumers were pretty well covered on contract for their 1922 spring 
requirements. ey could not be persuaded to give a thought to the 
“perenne of securing cheap supplies for the mare ae year. Instead, 
hey contrasted the price of 6 cents per pound with the pre-war price 
of 24 cents per pound and looked for a decline. They wholly over- 
looked the lack of domestic production due to the depression in the 
copper industry, They also overlooked the fact that demand during 
the 1923 insecticide season promised to be greater than ever before, 
owing to the use of the material as a boll-weevil killer. A few of the 
farsighted ones, the glass trade in particular, did buy their arsenic at 
the low prices then prevailing. The others, and particularly the in- 
secticide manufacturers, could not be persuaded to purchase even when 
they were shown definite statistics and really worth-while arguments 
as to why they should take this course. 

The dealers in-arsenic did realize the situation. About the middle 
of the year they bej to buy ap foreign supplies for shipment. The 
insecticide trade still held off, he price rose at first slowly and then 
more rapidly until in October it had practically doubled. Then, and 
not un then, did the producers of insecticides be to display any 
real concern over the situation. It was at about this time that they 
began to see a “corner in arsenic” and other nonexistent tainge. 
They did not apparently realize that arsenic was high then, only 
cause it had been low in the spring, when 5 could have purchased 
and did not. 3 that is the history of the arsenic shortage for 
the year 1922 and the spring of 1923. 


MUST FIND NEW SOURCES. 


All this, however, is now past. The insecticide producers are paying 
high prices this year, and so will the ultimate consumers. The pro- 
duction is a short one. It would seem that now is the time to look to 
the nuppua which may be expected to be produced and used next 
185 hould production and imports be normal, there will be about 
0,000 tons of arsenic available during the coming season. Reliable 
information is to the effect that this is not nearly enough to take care 
of the anticipated demand. New sources of protection must be sought 

nd found if a etition of this T ani high prices is to be avoided. 

hus far comparatively little has n accomplished along this line. 

ony one plant to date has 1 arsenical insecticides 
directly from arsenic-bearing ores. e Salt Lake Insecticide Co. 
working under a process devised by Dr. Frank Cameron, has succeeded 
in doing something along this line. This one plant has done well, but 
it is not enough. There are plenty of arsenic ores in the United 
States. It is true that not all of them are as rich in arsenic or carry 
it in as available a form as those in Utah now being worked. On the 
other hand, the need for arsenic is so pressing that it will be necessary 
= probaat 8 to turn to some ot the other ores for supplies. 

ompanies interested in the situation say that they will produce all 
the arsenic required if rey can get guaranties that it will brin 
10 cents per pound, This 8 is at best a rather vi 
scheme. n the other hand, it is pornos that arsenic, under 
conditions of demand, will bring 10 cents and more for some 
come. Foreign sources can not be expected to shi 
pey arè shipping at present, and domestic 
ndustry will not be sufficient to take care o 
mal conditions in the copper industry. 

The solution of the problem seems to rest in some scheme for direct 
production. It is believed that the plant referred to above could be 
made only one of a series of such projects wherever the ore is suffi- 
ciently workable. In the meantime it is likely that processes for the 
use of some of the other ores will be devised. The present season can 
not but be one of great scarcity and high prices. These may be avoided 
in future by proper attention now. lay will be fatal. 
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed: 
the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 247) authorizing the appropria- 
tion of funds for the maintenance of public order and the pro- 
tection of life and property during the convention of the Im- 
perial Council of the Mystic Shrine in the District of Columbia 
June 5, 6, and 7, 1923, and for other purposes, with amendments, 
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed a 
bill (H. R. 10034) relating to assuring compensation for acci- 
dental injuries or death of employees in certain occupations in 


the District of Columbia, in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate. 


CONVENTION OF THE IMPERIAL COUNCIL, MYSTIC SHRINE. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the joint reso- 
lution (S. J. Res. 247) authorizing the appropriation of funds 
for the maintenance of public order and the protection of life 
and property during the convention of the Imperial Council of 
the Mystic Shrine in the District of Columbia June 5, 6, and 7, 
1923, and for other purposes, which were, on page 1, line 8, to 
strike out “ $25,000” and insert “ $50,000"; on page 1, line 5, to 
strike out all after “able,” down to and including “ paid,” in 
line 6, and insert wholly”; on page 1, lines 7 and 8, to strike 
out “and the revenues of the United States“; on page 2, line 4, 
to strike out all after“ Commissioners ” and insert: 

There is hereby further authorized to be a à 
3 or so much thereof as may be eee ee 
or the construction, rent, maintenance, and for incidental expenses in 
connection with the operation of temporary public-convenience statio 
first-aid stations, and information booths, including the em loyment of 
personal services in connection therewith during such period. 

Mr. BALL. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House, 

The motion was agreed to. 


HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 


H. R. 10034. An act relating to assuring compensation for 
accidental injuries or death of employees in certain occupations 
in the District of Columbia, was read twice by its title and 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning business is closed. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the calendar, begin- 
ning with Order of Business 963, where, I understand, the con- 
sideration of the calendar was left off when it was last under 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Chair lays before the Senate Calendar 
No. 963. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask that that bill go over, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands the 
g from Arkansas to object to the consideration of the 

Mr. KELLOGG. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed with the consideration of House bill 11939, the banking 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Chair just announced that the consid- 
eration of the calendar, beginning with Order of Business 963, 
was in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair now understands 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Soor] stated that number inad- 
vertently. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I object to the consideration of the bill, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the resolution which the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. FLETCHER] submitted a moment ago. I understand that 
there will be no discussion of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. May the Chair state to the 
Senator from Arkansas that the Senator from Utah, when he 
asked for the consideration of Order of Business No. 963, was 
mistaken as to the number. The Chair is now informed that 
the Senator from Utah desired the consideration of the calen- 
dar to begin with Order of Business No. 961. The question 
therefore is, Shall the Senate proceed to the consideration of 
Order of Business No. 961? Is there objection? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I object, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

_ TAXATION OF NATIONAL BANKS, 


Mr. KELLOGG. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of the bank tax bill, being House bill 11939, the bill 
which was under consideration when the Senate adjourned last 
evening. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is-on the motion 
of the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. DIAL and Mr. FLETCHER asked for a division. 

The question being put, on a division the motion ‘was 
agreed to. 

CALCIUM ARSENATE. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from Min- 
nesota will consent to the consideration of the resolution which 
has been submitted by the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER]. 
There is no objection to the resolution, and there will be no 
debate on it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I will say to the Senator from Minnesota 
the custom of the Senate is during the morning hour to consider 
resolutions which involve no debate. The Senator from Florida 
has presented a resolution which he said would provoke no 
debate and require no discussion. I think the time of the 
Senate will be conserved and the consideration of the bill in“ 
which the Senator from Minnesota is interested will be pro- 
moted by allowing the resolution of the Senator from Florida 
take the usual course of such resolutions. If discussion should 
occur, then, of course, the objection of the Senator from Min- 
nesota would be justified. 

Mr. KELLOGG. If the consideration of the resolution will 
involve no debate, I shall not offer the slightest objection to the 
resolution. i 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida, the 
Chair understands, renews his request for unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the resolution which he pre- 
viously submitted. Is there objection? ; 

There being no objection, the resolution (S. Res, 417) sub- 
mitted by Mr. FLETCHER was considered and agreed to, as 
follows: 


Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commisston be, and it is hereby, 
directed to investigate and report the facts relating to any alleged 
violations of the antitrust acts by manufacturers of or dealers in 
cilcium arsenate. 


TAXATION OF NATIONAL BANKS, 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I mow ask -unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the .consideration of the calendar, 
beginning with Order of Business 961. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. House bill 11939 is now before 
the Senate by formal vote. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 11930) to amend section 5219 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending question is on 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
KeErLoGa] to the amendment ‘reported by the committee, which 
will be stated. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. On page ‘4, beginning in line 1, 
it is proposed to amend the committee amendment by ‘striking 
out the proviso there inserted and to insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 


Provided, That Whenever by any taxing district the shares in mer- 
cantile, manufacturing, or business corporations doing business therein 
are taxed the rate applied ‘by said taxing district to the shares in 
banking associations shall not exceed the average of the rates ‘applied 
by it to the shares of such other corporations or to the shares of such 
of them as are taxed therein. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Ainnesota to the amend- 
ment reported by the committee. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Minnesota whether the amendment he proposes is a committee 
amendment or an individual amendment? 

Mr, KELLOGG, I will say to the Senator the committee 
amendment is as printed on page 4 of the bill. After it was 
discussed on.a previous day it was suggested by the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroot] and some other Senators to 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] that the amend- 
ment was somewhat ambiguous and should be redrafted. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the amendment to which that 
statement relates? The Senator says the amendment at the 
top of page 4. x 

Mr. KELLOGG. I refer to the proviso at the top of page 4. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. 

Mr. KELLOGG. That proviso reads: 

Provided, That :said rate shall not exceed the average of the rates 
applied in said State to shares in mercantile, manufacturing, or busi- 


ness -corporations doing business in said State or in such of sald 
corporations as are taxed ‘therein. 


The Senator will readily realize that in the ‘taxing of bank 
shares that would necessitate arriving at the average of all of 
the rates of the municipalities of the States and the making 
of a uniform State rate. That was not what was intended by 
the committee, as I understand from ‘talking with the Senator 
from Pennsylvania. What was meant was the average of the 


rates applied to mercantile and other shares in the local com- 
munity, as the rates differ, of course, in each community, and 
banks are taxed according to the rate in the local community. 
Therefore the Senator ‘from Pennsylvania redrafted the amend- 
ment and it was submitted by me yesterday to cure that defect 
in the original provision; otherwise, the amendment is as re- 
‘ported ‘by ‘the committee. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I should like to 
le amendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota 

a 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will again state 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Minnesota to the 
committee amendment. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. In lieu of the proviso as printed 
at the top of page 4, line 1 to line 5 of the bill, inclusive, it is 
proposed to insert the following: 

‘Provided, That whenever by any taxing ‘district the shares in mer- 
cantile, manufacturing, or business corporations doing business therein 
are taxed, the rate pe acta by said taxing district to the shares in 
banking associations shall not exceed the average of the rates applied 

it to the shares in such other corporations or to the shares of such 
of them as are taxed therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Minnesota to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment ‘to 'the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CALDER. I submit an amendment to the committee 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from New York 
submits an amendment to the committee amendment, which 
will be ‘read. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY, On page 5, at the end of the bill, 
it is proposed to insert the following: 


That the ‘act of a State legalizing, ratifying, or confirming a tax 
heretofore levied or assessed upon shares of national banking assovin- 
tions, or providi for the retention by said State of any of the tax 
heretofore paid, shall not be deemed hostile to, or inimical to the in- 
terests of, the United States or any agency ‘thereof: Provided, That 
the amount retained, or to be retained, by such State is mot in any 
case greater than the tax imposed for the same period upon banks, 
banking associations, or trust companies doing a banking business, In- 
corporated by or under the laws of such State, or upon the moneyed 
capital or shares thereof. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment submitted by ‘the Senator ‘from New York to the 
amendment reported by the committee. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I understood that substantially 
this amendment was reported by the Banking and ‘Currency 
‘Committee as a separate bill, and that it was agreed to be in- 
‘advisable to have the two propositions comprehended in one 
‘measure. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I will say to the Senator when the bill was 
‘reported this amendment was reported as a separate bill. 
‘Subsequently—and, If J am incorrect, the Senator from Penn- 
sylvania will correct me—it was pointed out to the committee 
that the House bill contained both a clause for the basis of 
taxing banks in the future ‘anil ‘a ‘ratification clause. 

If the Senate should pass the bill simply with the clause 
pertaining to future taxation and leave out the ratification, and 
the ratification should be passed as a separate bill, it would 
not be in conferenee in the House. It:ought to be passed with 
the other bill, so that both provisions could be in conference, 
both provisions being in the House bill. The committee, as I 
understand, authorized the ‘Senator from ‘Pennsylvania either 
to offer it or to consent to the offering of it as an amendment 
to this bill, in view of that ‘legislative situation, and I ‘think it 
should be adopted as a part of this bill. 

Mr. GLASS. Very likely the committee did give that au- 
thorization, but as a member of the committee I did not. Asa 
matter of fact, some members of the committee ‘regarded this 
proposed amendment with a great deal of skepticism as to its 
constitutionality, and they would not have agreed to report the 
bill with the two amendments combined in one measure except 
by reserving the right to vote against it on the floor. I am not 
a lawyer, and it would seem rather venturesome for a layman 
to set up his opinion against that of trained lawyers, but I do 
not think the proposition now pending is constitutional, and 1 
cun not vote ‘for the bill ff it is incorporated in it. 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, this amendment is ‘known ‘as 
the validating provision. I realize that there is some doubt in 
the minds of lawyers as to the constitutionality of this provi- 
sion, but it seems to me, from a layman's examination of the 
subject, that it is in order and not in violution of that instru- 
ment. 

As à representative of the State of New York in this body 
Jam naturally deeply interested in this matter. Some twenty- 
odd years ago we were in the habit in New York State of 
considering bank stock and securities of like character in the 
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same way that we would consider personal property generally, 
and laid a tax upon it at the same rate as real property when- 
ever we could reach it; but, of course, in the main we never 
got at it. So, 21 years ago—lI think 21, to be exact—our State 
legislature passed a bill taxing the value of the stock and of 
the surplus 1 per cent. That has been the law ever since. We 
have been collecting that tax, and it was not until three years 
ago, when we passed our State income tax law, taxing Incomes 
of every character, that the question came up as to whether or 
not we had done the thing in a legal way. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. CALDER. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. In view of the statement which the Sen- 
ator has just made, his amendment has very great significance. 
I recall that when the pending bill was first under considera- 
tion before the Senate the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Perper], who was discussing the bill, expressed some doubt as 
to the power of the Congress to pass what he styled a validat- 
ing provision relating to the taxes heretofore levied and col- 
lected by the several States; and I wonder if the Senator from 
New York, appreciating that fact, would be willing to let the 
proposals in his amendment be considered as a separate proposi- 
tion? 

I can see the very great importance of the amendment to the 
State of New York and to other States similarly situated, but 
the amendment raises constitutional questions which present 
some difficulty to the minds of lawyers who have studied the 
subject. I therefore think it would be good policy to separate 
the questions so as to permit those who desire the passage of 
this bill during the present session to have their end accom- 
plished, and also permit those who are in sympathy with the 
provision contained in the Senate amendment to have that 
passed upon. I myself should be glad to see the matter take 
that course. 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, we submit this amendment 
here to-day, believing that if we fail to put it in this bill the 
probability is that this particular validating provision will not 
get through at this session. We have collected in the State 
of New York something over $20,000,000; and unless some 
such provision as this goes through, and we are given the oppor- 
tunity of rectifying the mistake that we made in legislating on 
this subject, through our legislature, which is now in session, 
we shall have to return all of this money. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. CALDER. I do. 

Mr. GLASS. Let me propound this inquiry to the Senator 
from New York: The difficulty in New York is that that State 
exempted from the bank tax private banking corporations. Is 
it proposed now to pass some retroactive law in New York 
taxing these private banking corporations for the same period 
over which it is proposed to validate the tax upon national 
banks? 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, I have not been advised 
whether it is the purpose or not, or whether it is the purpose 
of our tax commissioner or of our State authorities ask for 
that legislation. For my part, I would do it if I could; and 
in enacting the pending bill we propose to provide that in the 
future these private banks must be taxed. 

Mr. GLASS. Les; and in the future you can provide to tax 
national banks as they ought to be taxed, and not tax them, as 
you did do, as they ought not to be taxed; but in equity there 
is just as much reason why New York State should pass a 
retroactive law, if they constitutionally may, to exact taxation 
from private banking corporations which hitherto have been 
exempt, as there is for validating the illegal tax that is levied 
on national banks. 

Mr. CALDER. I am in perfect accord with the Senator’s 
statement, and I repeat, if I could have my way about it that 
would be done; but for 21 years we have been levying this tax 
upon our national banks, upon our State banks, and upon our 
trust companies, the tax being the same on all of them. 

No objection was ever made by any of them. In fact, this 
law was made in consultation with them. The State tax com- 
mission and the city of New York authorities sat down with 
them and agreed upon the terms of the law. It was not until 
the last three years that an opportunity presented itself to 
get out from under; and now through a decision of our court 
of appeals the national banks apparently are going to secure a 
refund of the tax paid by them and the State banks and the 
trust companies will be compelled to pay the tax. I submit that 


these taxes were paid in the main without protest; the amount 
was something like $20,000,000; and unless this validating pro- 
vision is agreed to the city of New York alone will have to 
return something like $17,000,000, 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. CALDER. I do. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think it ought to be made perfectly 
plain, and I think the Senator from New York ought to say 
whether or not that is his idea—because in construing acts of 
Congress the courts often look to the discussion here to see what 
was the intention of Congress—that Congress has not the 
authority and we do not now claim the authority to say to the 
State how it shall tax and what it shall exempt from taxation. 
No authority or power rests in Congress to validate any State 
‘law. That is a matter entirely with the State. All that this 
ean possibly accomplish and all, I hope, that the Senator means 
to accomplish by it—and, if so, that is what he ought to say 
now—is to say to the State of New York and to these other 
States where these taxes have been levied heretofore: “If you 
can find a way to validate your legislation, if you can find a 
way to make valid these assessments which are now said to be 
illegal because of some defect in the law, the Federal Govern- 
ment will make no objection to your doing so.” That is all we 
propose to do by this bill. 

Mr. CALDER. That is all we propose to do, and your pro- 
vision offered by me is perfectly clear. That is the purpose of 
the amendment, and my only purpose. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. CALDER, I do. 

Mr, SMITH, I propose to offer as an amendment to the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, on line 9, after the words “ banking associa- 
tion,” the words “ private banker.” 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, wait a moment. That would 
invalidate the whole thing. It would absolutely invalidate any 
ratification by the State of New York. We must validate the 
taxes which have been levied or else the whole tax is void. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand that one of the troubles with 
which we are now faced is the mere fact that private bankers 
have escaped taxation. If this thing is to be operative in the 
future, we might pass legislation that would not be retro- 
active as to the private banker, but it would take care of him 
in the future. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield, and if so, to whom? 

Mr. CALDER. I yield to the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. KELLOGG. This ratification has nothing to do with the 
future. In the future, according to this bill, all banking capital 
is to be taxed the same, whether it is in the hands of private 
banks, national banks, State banks, or trust companies. Let 
me say to the Senator from South Carolina, however, that in 
1920, 1921, and 1922 the State of New York had a banking tax 
system which taxed the stock of all banks and trust companies, 
State banks, and national banks at 1 per cent—concededly a low 
rate—but it also taxed to the individual the income from divil- 
dends or stock. Private bankers were individuals, and were 
taxed as individuals on an income basis. Now, the only way to 
ratify the tax for the last three years is to ratify the tax which 
was levied. The State of New York has to pass the ratifying 
act, and if it desires retroactively to cure the tax, it can do it, 
and it can also add to the private bankers an equal amount of 
tax; but the Congress can not do it. There is only one way 
for the Congress to consent to this ratification, and that is to 
consent on the basis that the taxes were levied. 

Would the Senator have the city of New York lose $20,000,000, 
and the banks entirely escape taxation, simply because three 
or four private bankers have paid an income tax rather than 
1 per cent on their capital? 

Mr. SMOOT. No matter in what form the law may have been 
worded, as I understand the Senator, the private bankers paid 
their pro rata share in another form, along with banks and 
trust companies. 

Mr. KELLOGG. No; the private bankers as individuals paid 
an income tax, and the Supreme Court of the State of New 
York held, principally on the ground that as national banks 
were taxed 1 per cent, and money and credits In the hands of 
individuals were taxed on an income basis, that therefore the 
income tax was void. There is no man on earth who will claim 
that the tax of 1 per cent was an excessive tax, and if this bill 
is not passed, New York State will have to pay back from 
$25,000,000 to $30,000,000, and the banks absolutely escape any 
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taxes whatever. 
do so. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let me ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I will answer it. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Legislature of the State of New York has 
to validate the legislation? 

Mr. KELLOGG. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. Therefore, why should we pass it? 

Mr. KELLOGG. Because they can not yalidate it without the 
consent of Congress. The Legislature of New York can not 
validate anything along this line without the consent of Con- 
gress, because banks can only be taxed by the consent of Con- 
gress, and in the manner Congress provides. 

Mr. SMOOT. I doubt very much whether the Congress of 
the United States has that power. 

Mr. KELLOGG. The Supreme Court has held over and over 
again that Congress has the power, and there can not be any 
doubt about it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The Senator means national banks? 

Mr. ‘KELLOGG. National banks, certainly. The court has 
held over and over again that Congress has the power to direct 
how national banks are to be taxed, and Congress has the 
power to consent to the ratification of any tax which Con- 
gress could originally have consented to. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. CALDER. I do. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, it is undoubted that Congress 
has the right to tax national banks. 

Mr. SMOOT. There never was any doubt about that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But after the Supreme Court of the United 
States had decided, very early in our history, that a State could 
not tax them because they were fiscal agencies of the Federal 
Government, and the power of taxation carried the power to 
destroy, it has been equally fixed that the States can not do it. 
Now, there is presented rather an interesting question as to 
whether Congress can authorize a State to perform an uncon- 
stitutional act. 

Mr. KELLOGG. The Senator misunderstood me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. One moment, if the Senator please. In 
other words, the question is presented whether Congress can 
waive any of the constitutional immunities and privileges of 
the Federal Government. If Congress could do that, it seems 
to me Congress could change the Constitution itself. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, the Senator from Mississippi 
entirely misunderstood me. I said that the States could not 
tax national banks except by the consent of Congress. Con- 
gress consented in 1864 and in 1868 to the States levying a 
tax against the stock of national banks, provided the tax was 
not greater than that levied on other moneyed capital in the 
hands of individual citizens, 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is that the proper statement? Did not 
Congress itself levy the tax and enact that it should go to the 
States? 

Mr. KELLOGG. No; Congress did not levy the tax. Con- 
gress simply consented that the States might levy the tax. 
Congress has never levied a tax on banks or bank stock. The 
point I make is that what Congress could originally consent to 
it can consent to the States ratifying. That has been held by 
the authorities over and over again, and I say right now that 
unless the Congress gives this consent, not only the State of 
New York but the State of Massachusetts and many other 
States are going to lose entirely from three to six years’ taxes 
levied on national banks, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from New 
York yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. CALDER. I do. 

Mr. SMOOT. So that the Senator from Minnesota may know 
what I had in mind, I want to make this statement: I have no 
doubt but that the Congress can give consent to the States to 
impose taxes upon national banks, but the question arises in my 
mind, Has Congress the power, under the Constitution, to grant 
toa State the power to remit taxes which have already been 
collected? 

Mr. KELLOGG. That is not what this bill provides for. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is what it would accomplish, or there is 
no need of its being here. 

Mr. KELLOGG. The bill simply authorizes the State to 
ratify the taxes which have already been collected by the State, 
That is all it does. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not for the future. 

Mr. KELLOGG. No; but for the past. 

Mr. SMOOT, The taxes have been collected in the past. 


If the Senate wants to turn it down, it can 


Mr. KELLOGG. If the Senator wants me to read the au- 
thorlties 

Mr. SMOOT. I have no doubt but that from the time of the 
passage of the act they would have the authority to do it, but 
I doubt whether 


Mr. KELLOGG. If I must read to the Senator from Utah 
again all the authorities which I read the other day, I will do it. 
The Supreme Court of the United States have settled it. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not ask the Senator to do that at all. 

K Mr. KELLOGG. I can read them again. They are in a brief 
ere. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President 

Mr. CALDER. If the Senator from Pennsylvania will permit 
me just to make one statement, I shall be glad to yield. I just 
wens in a word to make New York State’s position clear again, 

I may. 

Under the Federal authority for 18 years the State of New 
York taxed national banks 1 per cent upon the value of their 
stock, and we collected it. Previous to passing the law levying 
that tax, however, we were attempting to collect from the indi- 
vidual owner of national-bank stock the personal tax we levied 
upon all personal property. We agreed with the trust com- 
panies, with the State banks, with the National banks, that the 
tax upon them should be 1 per cent. 

That went on for 18 years and the tax was not disputed. It 
was not until we passed a State income tax law that it was 
disputed, and now our courts have held that we must return 
twenty-odd million dollars to the national banks in our State. 
We are not required to turn the taxes back to the State banks 
and trust companies. Unless we have some such relief as this, 
validating the previous collection, and permitting our legisla- 
ture to pass an act to conform to the decision of our Supreme 
Court the State of New York will have to give back about 
$20,000,000, 

I submit that the lawyers of New York, the lawyers there of 
great capacity familiar with tax matters, who saw the loop- 
hole in this thing, have gone through it, and we should do our 
part here to permit the States to save this sum if it can be 

one. 

Mr. GLASS, Is it quite accurate to say that it is $25,000,000? 
I have seen the statement made that it is less than $12,000,000. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I have the statement of the tax commis- 
sioner of New York that it is $20,000,000 in the city of New 
York alone. z 

Mr. SMOOT. It would not make any difference in the prin- 
ciple whether it was one million or twenty million. 

Mr. KELLOGG. It makes a good deal of difference to the 
city of New York, and to Boston, in the State of Massachusetts, 
it means over $12,000,000. I do not know what it is going to 
be in Minnesota and South Dakota and other States where 
suits are now pending. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish to advert to what was 
said by the Senator from Virginia a few moments ago respect- 
ing the attitude of the committee upon the question now under 
discussion. The committee conceived that the question in- 
volved in this so-called validating proposal is not a question of 
power on the part of Congress or a question of delegated power 
on the part of the State. The committee understood, I think, 
that the statement last made by the Senator from Minnesota is 
the correct one, namely, that the States have inherent power to 
tax property within their limits, including the shares of na- 
tional banks, but that they are restricted from the exercise of 
that power in the case of national banks, because, as they are 
fiscal agencies of the Federal Government, and the power to 
tax is the power to hamper or destroy, the exercise of the power 
by the State might be inimical to the National Government and 
contravene its fiscal policy, 

Therefore the Congress, in order to make it clear that the 
exercise of taxing power by the State in the case of national- 
bank shares is not inimical to the Federal policy, enacted the 
legislation which is now embodied in section 5219 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, That section specifies certain conditions and 
limitations upon which the power of the State to tax may be 
exercised. Those conditions and limitations were not observed 
by certain States, and taxes were levied in the exercise of the 
States’ plenary power of taxation, but in such a way as not to 
conform to the conditions of consent stated by the Congress in 
the legislation to which I have referred. 

Thereupon the question arose whether taxes collected under 
that State legislation would have to be refunded to the tax- 
payer or whether the State might retain them. It seemed to 
the committee that that gave rise to the question whether or 
not a State legislature may constitutionally declare that taxes 
already collected under legislation which did not observe the 
restrictions imposed by Congress could, nevertheless, be kept 
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in the treasury of the State, and the committee conceived that 
the answer to that question was clearly no, unless the Congress 
‘were to declare that, so far as the Federal policy is concerned, 
there were no objections on the part of the Congress to the 
doing of that thing by a State if it constitutionally could be 
done. 

The question whether, after such a declaration by Congress, 
the State may constitutionally do that thing is a question upon 
which members of the committee are divided. The Senator 
from Virginia and I were among those who were at least 
skeptical on the subject. I think that both of us felt that when 
the time comes for the State to pass such legislation it may 
well be determined by the courts that the legislation is in- 
operative, notwithstanding the declaration by Congress that 
there is no Federal policy in the way. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I understood the Senator from 
Minnesota to say that there is decision after decision of the 
Supreme Court covering that very question. That is the ques- 
tion over which I am skeptical, and I do not want to vote 
for any provision which I think is unconstitutional. 

Mr. PEPPER. As I regard the proposed act of Congress, 
embodied in the amendment now before the Senate, there is 
no question respecting its constitutionality, because, as pointed 
out by the Senator from Florida, it is merely a declaration of 
the policy of the United States in regard to the taxation of 
national banks. The purpose of the declaration, if made, is 
merely to enable the question of validation to be raised in 
the several States. Without the declaration by Congress, the 
States are foreclosed from raising the question. With the 
declaration of Congress, they may raise the question, and 
whether they raise it effectively and to their own advantage 
is a question which will then have to be decided by the courts, 

I say that some members of the committee, including the 
Senator from Virginia and myself, do entertain the opinion 
that when that question is fmally decided it will be decided 
against the validity of the State act, but some of us felt that 
it was at least fair for Congress to make a declaration of 
what is undoubtedly the fact, namely, that there is no policy 
of the Federal Government antagonistic to the retention of 
these taxes, if they can constitutionally be retained, and it is 
only to make it possible to raise the question that this amend- 
ment has been introduced. 

It is true, as pointed out by the Senator from Virginia, that 
the committee were of the opinion in the first instance that the 
permanent legislation amending section 5219 ought to be kept 
separate from this emergency measure, which deals with tem- 
porary validation, and therefore the committee were of opin- 
ion that two bills should be reported out and not one. But 
when it was drawn to the attention of the committee that that 
procedure would keep the validating question out of confer- 
ence and that without a validating provision annexed there was 
serious doubt as to our ability to get the permanent legislation 
through, the committee yielded to the suggestion, and I was 
authorized by the chairman of the committee, as the member 
in charge of the measure, to make no objection to the considera- 
tion of the amendment as a part of the bill which has been 
under discussion. 

I have made this statement, Mr. President, to clear up 
the question of fact as to what the action of the committee 
was and to make plain that those members of the committee 
like the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and myself, who 
are skeptical about the ultimate legislation of the States, may 
still be in a position of willingness that the question shall be 
raised and properly decided, which can not be unless this 


2 Mr. President, the Senator from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. Peprer] has stated the facts of the case quite clearly and 
correctly, so far as my knowledge of them extends. I did not 
know, however, that the Senate Committee on Banking and 
Currency had authorized a change of the program to the extent 
of accepting the amendment now proposed by the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. KELLOGG]. I was not present at that meeting. 

There was one question involved to which no reference has 
been made in the discussion, so far as I recall, and that was 
the moral right, the propriety, of the Congress of the United 
States giving its assent tə a proposition which involves the 
overthrow of a decision already rendered by the courts. The 
Senator from Minnesota has cited authorities to establish his 
contention that in the matter of taxation a State may do at a 
given time what it might have done at some other time but did 
not do. But I noted, even in one of the authorities cited by the 
Senater from Minnesota, that the court itself raised the ques- 
tion as to whether this could be done after litigation had 
already been had and the court’s decision rendered. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President—— : 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Vir- 
ginia yleld to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. GLASS. I yield. 

Mr. KELLOGG. It was done in a case where Congress had 
failed to authorize a tax, and Congress ratified the tax after 
judgment had been rendered in the court recovering it. In 
many cases it is said that the fact that a judgment had been 
rendered or decision had does not in any way detract from the 
power of ratification of the tax. The Congress ratified a tariff 
act after suit had been brought and the money recovered back 
because there was absolutely no authority originally to levy it. 
Congress ratified it after it had been paid and after suit had 
been brought and the money had been recovered back. 

Mr. GLASS. Of course, I would not presume to enter into a 
legal controversy with the Senator from Minnesota or any 
other lawyer who is contributing to the discussion, because I 
am not a lawyer. But I again insist that one of the decisions 
cited by the Senator from Minnesota raised the issue as to 
whether the taxing power of the State could be used to over- 
throw the decision of the court already rendered. However, 
whether it may legally be done or not, I think a moral ques- 
tion is involved as to whether the Congress of the United States 
should give its assent to a proceeding of that sort by a State 
if the State concluded to adopt that measure of relief, 

Also involved is a question of the escape from all this kind 
of taxation of the private banks of the various States. I say 
in equity it would be just as reasonable for the States to pass 
an ex post facto law, a tax law that would refer back to exact 
taxation from the private bankers, as it would be to permit the 
States to retain money illegally collected after the decisions of 
the court had been rendered. Action of Congress would simply 
mean assent to a proceeding that would nullify the decisions 
of the State courts in these tax matters. I doubt very much 
whether it ought to be done. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, there is just one aspect of 
the case in which I want to respond to the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. I do not discuss at all the legal aspect of the situation, 
because that has been ably presented by the Senator from Min- 
nesota and the Senator from Pennsylvania. With their conclu- 
sions I think we may all agree. But the moral aspect of the 
Situation is one that is very appealing to me, and I want to 
answer what has been said in that behalf by the Senator from 
Virginia by reading an excerpt from a letter to the Senator 
from New York [Mr. Carper] by the comptroller of the city of 
New York. I may say that in a letter from the corporation 
counsel of the city of New York to myself the same facts were 
stated. 


The equities, the moral aspects, of the situation appeal wholly 
in behalf of the amendment that is presented by the Senator 
from New York, and any relief that we may afford, anything 
that we may do to correct a situation that is practically in- 
tolerant, ought to be done. Here is what Comptroller Craig, 
of the city of New York, said in his communication, and I read 
it upon the aspect that has been suggested by the able Senator 
from Virginia: > 

The practical efect of this decision, if the law remains unchanged 
and the relief can not be had by curative 1 lation, is that national 
banks in New York City are exempt from forms of taxation what- 
ever, except the tax upon the b in which their banking house is 
located, If the bank happens to be the owner of such bullding. Such 
an exemption, coming at a time when under postwar conditions the 
burden of taxation upon all other classes for National, State, and 

purposes is regarded as oppressive, is at least most inequitable 
and unjust. The national banks in New York City have enjoyed a 
high degree of prosperity all during the war, as well as subsequent 
thereto. The city of New York has carried on deposit with the na- 
tional banks in New York City an average daily balance of approxi- 
mately $40,000,000, on which it has received but a small rate of inter- 
est, usually 2 per cent. I believe I am well within the facts when 1 
say that some of the national banks in New York City who have 
been the beneficiaries of these deposits have reloaned money so ob- 
tained in markets which have frequently netted them rates of interest 
from five to ten times as great as that allowed by them to the city of 
New York. A rule of the clearing house, which includes in its mem- 
bership all the national banks, precluded the city of New York from 
obtaining a higher rate of interest upon de ts in National as well 
as State banks, but no rule of any kind whatever precluded the na- 
tional banks in New York City from 8 4 to the limit of all 
possibilities with the moneys obtained m the city’s deposits, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield to the Senator from Virginia? 


Mr. JOHNSON. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. The vice of Mr. Craig’s statement is that it is 
totally inaccurate. He refers to all interests being taxed. If 
all interests had been equally taxed, there would have been 
no litigation and there would have been no decision such as 
there was in the New York courts. As a matter of fact, all 
interests were not taxed. The great private banking corpora« 
tions of New York were not taxed. 
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I may say, just in a word, that I am making no plea for the 
national banks. I am making a plea against Congress or the 
State legislatures either undertaking by legislative enactment 
to overthrow the deliberate decisions of the courts, That is 
what we are proposing to do here. 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Cali- 
fornia yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield. Å 

Mr. CALDER. There is no proposision here to tax the na- 
tional banks any differently from what we tax the State banks 
and trust companies and have taxed them for 21 years. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator is entirely mistaken about that. 
The decision of the New York court was rendered on the basis 
that the private banker of New York can escape this very tax 
levied upon national banks and required by the Federal statute, 

Mr. CALDER. The Senator from Virginia disputes my state- 
ment that the proposition here is to permit the taxing of na- 
tional banks exactly as we tax State banks and trust com- 
panies, ` 

Mr. GLASS. The proposition Is to overthrow a decision of 
the courts of the State of New York to the effect that New 
York State did not tax private banking capital as it taxed 
banking capital in national banks. 3 

Mr. JOHNSON. The Senator is in error, because it was the 
individual of whom he was speaking and not the banks. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. JOHNSON. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. LODGE. I merely wish to say that the condition of 
affairs in my State is almost precisely the same as the Senator 

- has described in New York. The effect of having no validating 
legislation would be to leave the banks without any tax what- 
ever for three years. There ought to be some opportunity at 
least to adjust it, and I think the amendment in its proviso ad- 
justs it very fairly. 

Mr. JOHNSON. That is the theory upon which the amend- 
ment is offered by the Senator from New York. Baldly put, 
the proposition is, Shall we, if we can, provide a mode by 
which a just taxation shall. be put upon the banks, or shall we 
hesitate in affording what remedy is possible to such States 
as New York, Massachusetts, and others involved, in order that 
national banks may escape their just and fair share of taxa- 
tion? Baldly put, that is the question, and I submit it to the 
Senate. 

Mr. GLASS. Baldly put, I contend that is not the question 
at all. It is not within the power of the Congress of the United 
States to say what shall be the method of taxation by States. 
It can only say that whatever method is adopted it shall not 
discriminate against the agencies of the National Government. 
That is what it did provide, and New York disregarded the 
Federal statutes and discriminated against the agencies of 
the Federal Government by exempting from this very tax the 
private banking capital, Therefore the decision. 

Aside, from that, baldly put, the proposition here is for the 
Congress of the United States to give its assent to the over- 
throw of the judicial determination of State courts, and I 
think that is a very much greater question than the question of 
returning a few million dollars to the great wealthy State of 
New York or some other great wealthy State. 

Mr. President, I shall not prolong the discussion, because 
while I have said it may be presumptuous for me to set up 
my opinion against the opinion of lawyers here, I have no 
idea on earth that the courts will hold that a State has the 
right to pass a retroactive law to upset the determination of 
the courts already rendered, 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I am as much opposed as is 
any other man to undertaking by legislation to discredit or 
otherwise disturb the decision of a court, but I wish to point 
out to the Senator from Virginia that the ultimate question 
of the constitutionality or unconstitutionality of the State law 
will rest with the court. If it be ultimately determined that 
this measure is one in which Congress has attempted to de- 
clare a right vested by judicial decree to be invalid and in- 
operative, then the act will be unconstitutional; but if the 
view of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. KELLOGG] shall 
prevail, that we are merely removing an inhibition upon the 
State by declaring that there is nothing inimical to the fiscal 
policy of the Government in the enactment of this legislation, 
then we shall not be doing anything in despite of the courts or 
of any judicial decision. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, what the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania has stated is technically true; but, in a great measure, if 
the State court shall decide, or if ultimately the Federal court 
shall decide, that the proposed validation is unconstitutional, 
Congress will occupy the position of having attempted here by 
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Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have had a great many doubts 
in my mind as to whether or not it would be proper for me to 
vote for this validating amendment. I think, however, I shall 
do so, but I wish it understood, so far as my record hereafter 
may be concerned, that I vote for the amendment with a great 
deal of apprehension. I think if the validating amendment 
shall be adopted and the State of New York shall then under- 
take to pass a validating act, that, of course, it will be fought 
in the courts. The question will then be decided upon the act 
of the legislature of the State of New York; and it is my 
opinion, when the question comes before the Supreme Court, 
that the court will hold to be unconstitutional any act of the 
State legislature to validate the tax collected. That is what I 
believe as much as I believe that I live, although I am willing 
to vote to postpone the date of the final decision. If, however, 
I were an official of New York or of Boston, I would antici- 
pate the payment of the amount of money received by taxation 
effected by this legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York [Mr. 
CALDER] to the committee amendment. 

Mr, SMITH, Mr. President, before the vote shall be taken 
on the amendment to the amendment, I wish to get this matter 
clear in my mind, The court of New York certainly must have 
decided this question in the light of the facts presented to it. 
As I understand, the law required that all capital engaged in 
banking business, if taxed, must be taxed uniformly. It seems 
as if the court has found that in the State of New York, and 
perhaps also in the State of Massachusetts, that was not the 
case, and therefore, as some banking capital, perhaps that of 
private banks, was not taxed uniformly with the capital of 
national banks, the national banks were not liable to the tax 
under the State law. If that be true, then we are attempting 
here to provide that the rule of uniformity in taxation shall 
be overturned and to allow the very thing to be done which the 
court has decided may not be done, 

The private banker in lending money necessarily comes in 
competition with all other banking capital, and especially has 
he a privilege if he does not pay a tax equal to that of his com- 
petitors. The courts haye decided that as he did not pay 
a tax equal to that of his competitors, it was detrimental to 
the interests of a Government function, namely, the national 
banks, and that, therefore, such a tax was null and void. 

It is not the proposition here to ask New York and Massa- 
chusetts to pass acts that are in conformity with the law, 
but we are now uttempting to pass an act to establish a. 
condition which the court has said can not and ought not 
to be maintained, 

The reason I offered the amendment which I have offered 
was that, if adopted, it would clear up the situation so far as 
Congress is concerned. The Senator from Minnesota has 
stated that my amendment, if agreed to, would inyalidate 
the entire legislation, because the State had not imposed the 
tax in that form on the private bankers in New York; that 
the State of New York would then have to legislate in order 
to collect a tax from the private bankers that it had never 
imposed, and that the amendment, if adopted, would upset 
the whole plan. On the other hand, however, if we do not 
provide that private bankers shall be specifically included in 
the proposed legislation, we shall be ratifying the very act 
which the court has said should not and shall not be done. 

Mr. KELLOGG. The Senator from South Carolina is entirely 
mistaken as to that. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
chusetts is recognized. 

Mr. LODGE, I merely wish to say a single word in reply 
to the statement of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who, 
it seems to me, misunderstands the situation. The Senator 
from Utah spoke about advising the States not to go on and 
spend the money. There will be nò spending of money by 
the States or the cities under this proposed law. The entire 
object of the legislation is to get back from the States and 
from the cities the money for the banks in the amount of 
$20,000,000 in New York and $12,000,000 in Massachusetts, 
which would leave the banks untaxed during the past three 
years. The proviso of this amendment limits the amount 
the States can recover. 

Mr, KELLOGG, Mr. President, I do not wish to prolong this 
discussion, but the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SITH] 
is mistaken in the statement he has made. The Supreme Court 
of New York has merely decided that the tax was void because 
it was in violation of an act of Congress which required that 
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national banks shall not be taxed at a greater rate than other 
moneyed capital in the hands of the individual citizen; and 
because such capital in the hands of individual citizens was 
not taxed at the same rate as were banks, therefore it was 
in violation of the act of Congress. 

This proposed law simply consents that the imposition of 
that tax for three years may be ratified if the State of New 
York desires to do so. The State of New York may ratify it or 
part of it or reenact the tax or a part of it, any way it sees 
fit; that is all there is to it; but Congress must consent to 
ratify the tax that was levied. We can not name any other 
condition, for if we do they can not ratify. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York 
IMr. Capra] to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment as amended. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to, 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill having been read 
three times, the question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE, I ask for the yeas and nays on the 
passage of the bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secretary 
proceeded to eall the roll. 

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I transfer my pair 
with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHrexps] to the senior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cummins] and vote yea.” 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Smmons], I transfer that pair to the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. Bursum] and will vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). In the absence 
of my general pair, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDER- 
woop], I transfer the pair to the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. BRANDEGEE] and will vote. T vote “yea.” 

Mr. ROBINSON (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SUTHERLAND], 
which I transfer to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] 
and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. COLT. I transfer my general pair with the junior 
Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] to the junior senator 
from Vermont [Mr. Pace] and will vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. HARRISON. I have a general pair with the junior 
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS]. I therefore with- 
hold my vote. If at liberty to vote, I should vote “nay.” 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have a general pair with the junior 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine]. I observe that he has not 
voted, and therefore I withhold my vote, being unable to se- 
‘cure a transfer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses). The present oc- 
cupant of the chair will announce that he has a general pair 
with the Junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Broussarp]. He 
transfers that pair to the junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Gooprne] and votes “ yea.” 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the affirmative). I trans- 
fer my pair with my colleague, the senior Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. Srantey], to the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
HABRELD] and will let my vote stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the fol- 
lowing general pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ener] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]; and 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean] with the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. Myers]. 

The result was announced—yeas 50, nays 18, as follows: 


YEAS—50. 
Ball Frelinghuysen MeN: 
Borah Geo — Stanfield 
Brookhart Gerry Nelson Sterling 
Calder Hale New wnsend 
Cameron Johnson Nicholson Wadsworth 
Capper Jones, Wash, orris Walsh, Mass. 
Colt Kello Oddie Warren 
Couzens Kendrick Pepper Watson 
Curtis = P pps Weller 
Dillingham Ladd Poindexter Williams. 
Ernst 8 Willis 
Fletcher M ck Sh dge 
France McKinley Smoot 


NAYS—18. 
Bayard pane Overman Smith 
Caraway eflin Pomerene Swanson 
Hitchcock Ransdell Walsh, Mont. 
Dial La Follette Robinson 
Glass cKellar Sheppard 
NOT VOTING—28. 
Ashurst Fernald McCumber Reed, Mo, 
Brandegee Goodin McLean Shields 
Broussard Harrel Myers Simmons 
Harrison Norbeck Stanley 
Cummins Jones, N. Mex. Owen Sutherland 
King Trammell 
Lenroot Pi Underwood 


THE CALENDAR. 


1 ae ee OFFICER. The calendar under Rule VIIL 
order. 

Mr. LADD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to bring 
up House bill 8086, Order of Business 963, to prohibit the ship- 
ment of filled milk in interstate or foreign commerce. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from North Da- 
kota asks unanimous consent for the consideration of House 
bill 8086.. Is there objection? 

Mr. DIAL and Mr. ROBINSON. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of Senate Resolution—— 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask that we proceed with the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The regular order is demanded, 
The Secretary will state the first bill on the calendar. 

Mr. SMOOT. The order of the Senate was that we should 
consider the calendar beginning with Order of Business No. 961. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The order of the Senate made 
this morning was that the call of the calendar should begin 
with Order of Business 961, which has been disposed of. 
Order of Business 963 goes over under objection. The Secre- 
tary will state the next bill on the calendar, Order of Busi- 
ness 


EXTENSION OF CIVIL SERVICE RETIREMENT ACT. 


The bill (S. 4167) to amend an acf entitled “ An act for the 
retirement of employees in the classified civil service, and for 
other ” approved May 22, 1920, in order to extend 
the benefits of said act to certain employees in the Panama 
Canal Zone, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. ROBINSON and Mr. DIAL. Let that go over. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I did not understand clearly 
what Senator did object, but I hope whoever objected will with- 
hold the objection. This is simply a bill to extend the benefits 
of the civil service retirement act to the employees of the 
Panama Canal Zone who are citizens of the United States and 
whose work is not intermittent but permanent in its character, 
I have a letter from the Secretary of War in regard to it. He 
warmly recommends the passage of this measure. I also have 
a reference to the desire of the Governor of the Panama Canal 
Zone in regard to it. I hope there will be no objection to the 
consideration of this bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. STERLING. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the number of persons affected by 
the provisions of the bill? 

Mr. STERLING. It is ascertained, I think, that there are 
about 2,100, all told, who will be aifected by the bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the increased cost to the Govern- 
ment, as estimated by the committee? 

Mr. STERLING. There has been no estimate of the increased 
cost to the Government, and I hardly know how we could get 
an estimate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Why was not the original act made appli- 
cable to the employees of the Panama Canal Zone? 

Mr. STERLING. It did apply to those in the classified serv- 
ice. Such employees as stenographers, typewriters, clerks, and 
so forth, are already included in the benefits of the retirement 
act; but there are a number of others in the employ of the 
Government and in the employ of the railroad, too. 

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President 

Mr. ROBINSON. Is it proposed by this bill to extend the 


provisions of the retirement act to persons not within the classi- 
fied service? 
Mr. SMOOT. That is what I wanted to ask the Senator. 
Mr. STERLING. To some who are not in the classified 


service. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That would be a very import: nt precedent; 
and I suggest that the bill go over in order that Senators. who 
are not familiar with it may have an opportunity to look into it. 
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Mr. STERLING. I want to say to the Senator that under 
the provisions ef the act the President may by Executive order 
extend the benefits of the act to those who are in the service 
of the Government. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; but this provides, in effect, for cover- 
ing them into the service by law, which is very different. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection being made, the bill 
will be passed over, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator one 
other question before the bill goes over. If the Senator has 
not the information at hand as to the meaning of the proviso 
on page 2, beginning on line 9, I wish he would get from some 
source the object of that proviso. It reads: 


That the inclusion of said employees within the provisions of the 
civil service retirement act shall not be construed as in any way affect- 
ing the regulations which may have been prescribed heretofore or which 
may hereafter be made applicable to appointments for isthmian service. 


I do not know what that means, or what effect it has. It is 
a new provision i: all of our civil service laws, and I hope 
before the bill comes up the next time the Senator will find out 
why that provision is incorporated in it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. With the Senator’s permission, it would 
seem to me that they would be taken into the service by politi- 
- cal influence, covered into the classified service by legislative 
act, and given the benefit of the retirement provision. 

Mr. STERLING. I hope other Senators, too, will take the 
opportunity to inform themselves in regard to that proviso, I 
shall, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. In retort to that remark of my good friend 
the Senator from South Dakota, I suggest that the Senator in 
charge of a bill and the Senator. who reports the bill ought espe- 
cially to inform himself respecting its provisions and effect. 

Mr. STERLING. I thought this particular proviso was 
harmless, so far as that is concerned. I did not give it very 
much study, and I can not now inform the Senator as to the 
basis of this particular proviso, but I shall take the trouble to 
inform myself accurately as to what is meant by it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Regular order. 

Mr. POMERENE. May I ask one question? 

Mr. ROBINSON, I withdraw the request for the regular 
order. 

Mr. POMERENE. Some time ago there were a number of 
Isthmian Canal employees who were furnished with houses. 
Is that class of employees included? 

Mr. STERLING. I do not think so. There may be some of 
them who are included in this measure. 

Mr, POMERENE. There is another matter I want to ask 
about, of which I have some personal knowledge. Some time 
ago there was a movement on foot to enable certain classes of 
employees to perpetuate themselves in office. For instance, 
there was some legislation providing for an examining board, 
and only that class of employees were to be on the examining 
board. As a result, of course, had that legislation gone 
through, nobody would have been able to get a position in that 
branch of the service unless he would pass an examination to 
be held by that particular board. 

Mr. STERLING. Does the Senator from Ohio state that 
there was some such legislation proposed? 

Mr. POMERENE. There was. 

Mr. STERLING. I did not know anything about it, and do 
not know anything about it now. 

Mr. POMEREND. It was proposed, and it was called to my 
attention by one man who thought he had a particular claim 
on me because he was born in Ohio. 

Mr. STERLING. I know nothing of the proposed legisla- 
tion to which the Senator refers. 

Mr. POMERENE. If no one else had made the objection, I 
would have made it at this particular time, because I think 
some of those things should be inquired into, 

STANDARD ATIERICAN DREDGING CO. 


The bill (H. R. 5475) for the relief of the Standard American 
Dredging Co., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator reporting this 
bill is not in the Chamber. I wanted to ask him about the 
amount after reading the report submitted by the Senator. 
He is not here, and therefore I ask that it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 

ESTATE OF JAMES W. MARDIS. 

The resolution (S. Res. 397) referring the bill (S. 3652) 
for the relief of the estate of James W. Mardis to the Court 
of Claims, was read and agreed to as follows: 


Resolved, That the bin (S. 3632) entitled “A bill for the relief of 
the estate of James W. Mardis,” now pending in the Senate, together 


with all the accompanying papers, be, and the same is hereby, referred 
to the Court of Claims in pursuance of the provisions of an act en- 


titled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating to the 
judiciary,” approved March 3, 1911; and the said court shall proceed 
with the same in accordance with the provisions of such act and report 
to the Senate in accordance therewith. 


LIEUT. HENRY N. FALLON. 


The bill (S. 3553) for the relief of the family of Lieut. 
Henry N. Fallon, retired, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. I ask some member of the Committee on Claims 
to give an explanation of the bill or else let it go over. Let 
it go over, Mr. President, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 


JOHN N. HALLADAY. 


The bill (S. 4028) for the relief of John N. Halladay, was 
ces as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as 
ollows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Postmaster General and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed to credit the account of John N. . 
former postmaster at Oak, Ala., with $8,012.13, and to certify said 
credit to the general accounting office, said sum being a balance due the 
United States which is chargeable to the embezzlement of funds and 
theft of money-order forms which were printed for and stolen from the 
pos office at Oak, Ala., and unlawfuily uttered in Pensacola, Fla., and 

obile, Ala., by Mr. and Mrs. Leon W. Mendel. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

ALMEDA LUCAS. 


The bill (S. 3328) for the relief of Almeda Lucas, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to pay to Almeda Lucas, the widow of Preston B. C. 
Lucas, the sum $5,000, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 

appropriated, as compensation for loss of certain lands and 
buildings in Tillamook County, Oreg., as a result of a resurvey of the 
homestead of the said Preston B. C. Lucas after the issuance of a 
final patent. z 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed, 

ESTATE OF THOMAS N. AVERY. 


The bill (S. 3988) for the relief of the estate of Thomas N. 
Avery was considered as in Committee of the Whole and was 
read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to y, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriat to the estate of Thomas N. 
Avery, deceased, the sum of $2,047.70 in compensation for losses sus- 
tained by the explosions at the plant of the T. A. Gillespie Loading 
Co., Morgan Arsenal, Morgan, N. J., on October 4, 5, and 6, 1918. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, this bill is for the 
payment of a claim to the estate of Thomas N. Avery for dam- 
ages caused to certain buildings belonging to the estate when 
the Morgan ordnance plant, at Morgan, N. J., was destroyed. 
The Ordnance Department appointed a board to consider and 
determine the amount of all the claims arising as the result of 
that disaster. This concern was under the jurisdiction of the 
Federal courts in bankruptcy proceedings at the time, and 
therefore no claim was made to the board. 

An estimate has been made of the damages to these buildings, 
the Federal courts having, under a compromise, settled the 
bankruptcy proceedings, and this claim is to pay for the dam- 
ages caused by that explosion, amounting to $2,047.70. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. ? 

BERTHA N. RICH. 

The bill (S. 4114) for the relief of Bertha N. Rich was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. DIAL. I would like to have an explanation of that bill, 
as to why the Government is liable. It seems to me a very 
large amount, and this is a very loose way of appropriating 


money. This kind of a claim ought to go to the Court of 


Claims, it seems to me. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, this bill provides 
for the payment of $15,000 to the widow of a man who was 
killed through the negligence of an Army detachment who were 
running a recruiting office at the Trenton State Fair in October, 
1920. 


The First Division of the United States Army were engaged 
throughout the country in exhibiting a circus at various fairs, 
and asked for permission to exhibit at the Trenton State Fair. 
They were accompanied by a recruiting squad, consisting of 34 
noncommissioned officers and men, in charge of a first lieu- 
tenant. That was auxiliary to the circus squad of the First 
Division. Arrangements were made with the fair authorities 
for both these exhibits. The recruiting exhibit included the 


r 


2226 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JANUARY 23, 


exhibition of a machine gun, as well as different kinds of 
ammunition. 

On October 2, 1920, the recruiting tent was exhibiting under 
these officers a machine gun, The first lieutenant in charge of 
the squad was not present, and the sergeant in charge had 
left to go to his supper, leaving several noncommissioned 
officers and privates in charge of the exhibition, Contrary to 
the rule, although there were no orders issued, there was a 
belt of live cartridges in the cartridge box of the machine gun, 
and a large number of loose cartridges lying around. The 
spectators were going in and out of the tent. The gun that was 
exhibited had been exhibited at various fairs, and the testi- 
mony of the witnesses for the Army shows that it was a defec- 
tive gun and had fired prematurely at Louisville, Ky. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, I will yield when I have finished 
my statement. During the absence of the sergeant this gun 
was exhibited by some men evidently not ordered to exhibit it. 
The testimony is very hazy as to what happened. There is 
evidence that private Abe Schwartz was pushed against the 
gun. There is other evidence from the Army that the gun was 
operated, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator has 
expired, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ator from New Jersey may proceed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator is recognized. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The spectators included Mr. and 
Mrs. Rich, a young married couple, who were looking at the 
exhibits, While the crank of the machine gun was being 
turned, the testimony shows that some of the spectators said, 
Turn that gun the other way.” Suddenly a shot was heard, 
and Mr. Rich, the husband of the claimant, said, “I am shot.” 
He was shot through the forehead, and died while being taken 
to the hospital. The evidence shows that a fired cartridge was 
taken out of the machine gun. 

I made a request of the Secretary of War that an investiga- 
tion be made, a board of officers was appointed by General 
Summerall, their findings are in the evidence, and they recom- 
mended the court-martial of Lieutenant Kutschko and Sergeant 
Eatherly. The charges were dismissed; the board’s findings 
were disapproved by General Summerall. Mrs. Rich had no 
means of support. It was shown conclusively that the negli- 
gence or the carelessness of the officers was the cause of the 
death of her husband, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The morning hour having 
expired, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished busi- 
ness, which will be stated. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. A bill (H. R. 12817) to amend 
and supplement the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other 
purposes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I shall be very brief. Secretary 
Baker, in a communication contained in the report of the com- 
mittee, stated that he felt that reparation should be made to 
the young woman, and while I felt that $25,000 was little 
enough to be paid to her, I submitted to the decision of the 
committee to make the claim for damages $15,000. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I hope when we call the 
calendar the next time we may follow the practice of this 
morning and begin where we leave off to-day. Those of us who 
have bills near the end of the calendar have waited day after 
day to get action on some Dill. I think it is but fair that when 
we next consider the calendar and commence the call of bills 
on the calendar we should begin with the bill that is now be- 
fore the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Michi- 
gan ask unanimous consent for that purpose? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. No; I do not think it is necessary. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate may proceed with the consideration of bills on 
the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; I object. We can not do 
that to-day. There is an appropriation bill which it is de 
sired to take up, and for that purpose I ask unanimous consent 
that the unfinished business may be temporarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. Putrers, Mr. Batt, Mr. FretrncHuysen, and Mr. Drar 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado is 
recognized. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from Colorado yield to me for a moment? 


Mr. PHIPPS. I will yield in just a moment. I move that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration of the bill (H. R. 13660) 
making appropriations for the government of the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year 1924. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Had the Senator from New 
Jersey concluded? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I had not. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Then the Senator from New 
Jersey is still entitled to the floor and will proceed. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I simply wish to ask the indul- 
gence of the Senate for the consideration of the bill to which 
I have been referring, and that it may come to a vote. 
ee OVERMAN. No, Mr. President; we can not pass it 
to-day. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. OVERMAN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Very well. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Colorado 
[Mr. PHiprs] moves that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of the District of Columbia appropriation bill. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate, as in Committee 
of the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H, R. 13660) mak- 
ing appropriations for the government of the District of Colum- 
bia and other activities chargeable in whole or in part against 
the revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations with amendments. x 

Mr. PHIPPS. I ask unanimous consent that the formal read- 
ing of the bill be dispensed with, that the bill be read for amend- 
ment, and that the committee amendments be first considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. The Secretary will proceed 
with the reading of the bill. 

The Assistant Secretary proceeded to read the bill. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the head General expenses, executive office“ on 
page 2, line 15. after the word “ supplies,” to strike out“ $250” 
and insert “ $350,” so as to read: 

Veterinary division: Veterinary surgeon for all horses in the depart- 
ments of the District government, $1,400, and for medicines, surgical 
and hospital supplies, $350. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top of page 3, to strike out 
the head “ Building inspection division,“ and at the beginning 
of line 2 to insert “ Building inspection division,” so as to read: 

Building inspection division : ne of buildings, 1 assist- 
ant inspector of buildings—1 $2,000, 3 at $1,500 each, $1,400 ; 9 at 
$1,860 each, etc. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 14, before the word 
“each,” to strike out “$10” and insert “$13,” and at the end 
of the same line to strike out “ $360” and insert $468,” so as 
to read: 


To reimburse three inspectors of elevators for expenses incurred by . 
them in the maintenance of their own motor cycles incident to the 
7 of their official duties, at the rate of $13 each per month, 

468. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, at the end of line 17, 
to strike out “$20” and insert “$26,” and, at the end of line 
18, to strike out “ $1,200” and insert “ $1,560,” so as to read: 


To reimburse five inspectors for expenses incurred by them in the 
maintenance of their own automobiles incident to the performance of 
their official duties, at the rate of $26 per month each, $1,560, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, line 19, to strike out 
the subhead “ Plumbing inspection division ” and at the begin- 
ning of line 20 to insert Plumbing inspection division,” so as 
to read: 

Plumbing inspection division: Inspector of plumbing, 
ant inspectors of plumbing—2 at $1,550 each, 6 at $1,36 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the item for the plumbing inspec- 
tion division, on page 4, at the beginning of line 4, to strike out 
“$10” and insert “ $13,” and, at the end of line 4, to strike out 
“ $600 ” and insert “ $780,” so as to read: 


To reimburse five assistant inspectors of plumbing for provision and 
maintenance by themselves of five motor cycles for use in their official 
inspections in the District of Columbia, $13 per month each, $780. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 4, at the end of line 5, 
to increase the total appropriation for the executive oflice from 
$154,080 ” to 154.828.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 


2.000; assist- 
each, etc. 
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Mr. PHIPPS. At this point I ask unanimous consent that 
the clerks at the desk be authorized to make the necessary 
changes in totals to correspond with the minor changes made in 
the amounts in the text. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Reep of Pennsylvania in 
the chair). Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The reading of the bill was continued. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 6, at the be- 
ginning of line 10, to strike out “three” and insert four,“ 
and, at the end of line 13, to strike out “$53,620” and insert 
“ $54,820," so as to make the paragraph read: 

COLLECTOR’S OFFICE. 


Salaries: Collector, $4,000; ore collector, $2,000; chief clerk, 
arrea ivision, $2.000 ; cashier, $1,800; 2 assistant cashiers, at $1,500 
each viene nah 1,600 ; 4 bailiffs, at $1,200 each; clerks—6 at 21.400 


each, 13 at 51,2 


each, 4 at $1,000 each, 5 at $900 each, 1 $720; 
clerk and bank messenger, $1, 
$54,820. 


2 messengers, at $600 each; in all, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Municipal 
Architect’s Office,” on page 10, line 6, after the word “ respec- 
tively,” to strike out “$2,650” and insert “and four Ford run- 
abouts of the ‘slip-on’ body type without self-starter, to cost 
not exceeding $550 each, $4,850,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For purchase of one truck of 14 tons Ke ee and one truck of one- 
half ton capacity, to cost not exceeding $ 7 
tively, and four Ford runabouts of the 
self-starter, to cost not exceeding $550 each, $4,850. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Public Utili- 
ties Commission,” on page 10, line 19, after the word “law,” 
to strike out “$5,000, and no part of this or any other appro- 
priation contained in this act shall be available for the employ- 
ment of special legal services by the Public Utilities Commis- 
sion,” and insert “ $8,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For incidental and all other general necessary expenses authorized 
by law, $8,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Surveyor’s 

on page 11, line 16, after the word “teams,” strike out 
“$7,000” and insert “$10,000,” and at the end of line 18 to 
strike out “$33,000” and insert “$36,000,” so as to make the 

paragraph read: 
$2,000; clerks—one 


$1,225, one $975, one $675; three assistant engineers, at $1,500 each; 
draftsmen— 


1 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Minimum 
Wage Board,” on page 12, after line 2, to strike out the follow- 
ing proviso: 

Provided, That until the constitutionality of the act crea this 
board shall have been determined by the Supreme Court of the United 
States there shall not be expended from this appropriation or from the 
appropriation for this board for the remainder of the fiscal year 1923 
a greater sum than at the rate of $1,600 per annum for personal sery- 
ices and $400 per annum for contingent and miscellaneous expenses. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Rent Com- 
mission,” on page 12, at the beginning of line 17, to strike out 
“$42,500” and insert 851,750; and in the same line, after 
the word “which,” to strike out “$13,750” and insert 
“ $23,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For salaries and expenses authorized by section 103, Title II, of 
the Food control and the District of Columbia rent act,” approved 
October 22, 1919, as amended by the act este August 24, 1921, 
extending the Rent Commission until Ma; „ 1922, and the act 

roved May 22, 1922, extending the said commission until May 22, 
1524. $51,750, of which $23,000 shall be available exclusively for the 
salaries of members of the commission. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “Free public 
libraries,” on page 14, line 2, before the words one $880,” to 
insert “one $1,000,” so as to read: 

Southeast Branch Library—Librarian, $1,400; first assistant, $1,200; 
assistants—one $1,000, one 8880, one $780; janitor, $660; page, $420. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 14, line 4, to increase the 
total of the appropriation for salaries in the free public libraries 
from “ $83,140 ” to “ $84,140.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Contingent and 
miscellaneous expenses,” on page 15, line 16, after the words 
“Board of Charities,” to strike out “ $45,000” and insert in- 


cluding an allowance to the purchasing officer of the District 
and to the secretary of the Board of Charities, not exceeding 
the rate of $26 per month for each, for the maintenance of an 
automobile to be furnished by them, respectively, and used in 
the discharge of their official duties, 850,000,“ so as to make 
the paragraph read: 

F. inting, boo boo! f ref iodi- 

. law ks, ks of r erence, ing ma 

reco! F 
8 of laboratory apparatus and equipment and maintenance of 
aboratory in the office of 


officer of the District and to the rene eae of the Board of Charities, 
not exceeding the rate of $26 per month for each, for the maintenance 
of an automobile to be furnished by them, respectively, and used in 
the discharge of their official duties, $50,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, on page 16, after line 10, to strike 
out: 


For maintenance, repair, and operation of egg epee passenger- 
carrying vehicles and motor cycles owned by the trict of Columbia 
and used 5 for official purposes; for the pay of persons em- 
porer exclusively maintaining, repairing, and operating such ve- 
es; for all expenses incident to the occupation of any building in 
whole or in part for the housing or eg 1 of such vehicles; for allow- 
ances to officers and employees of the District of Columbia for supply- 
ing for official use their own motor-propelled passen FT | vo- 
hicles at not to exceed $20 per month for an automobile and $1 per 
month for a motor cycle, there shall be set up on the books of the 
Treasury a single appropriation to which shall be transferred on July 1, 
1923, from appropriations contained in this act similar to appropria- 
tions which were properly available for such expenses during the fiscal 
year 1923, such sums as the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
shall certify as — 3 for the purposes hereinbefore enumerated 
and, except as herein r provided, no of any other appropria- 
tion contained in this act, after such transfers shall have been made, 
shall be available for any such ex : Provided, That nothing herein 
shall be construed as affeeting the appropriations herein made under 
the poneo, fire, and water departments, under the Superintendent of 
Public Buildings and Grounds, and under the Engineer rtment of 
the Army, but no motor-propelled passenger- or motor 
g acquired by purchase or otherwise by any o ted activi- 
es shall be transferred, loaned, or er activity 
8 for in this act: Provided further, That during the fiscal year 
924 not more than 40 persons shall be paid an allowance for supply- 
ing their own passenger-carrying automobiles and not more than eight 
s shall be paid an allowance for supplying their own motor cycles; 
ed further, That the Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
shall report to Congress at the beginning of the next regular session 
the total sum expended under each appropriation during the fiscal years 
1922 and 1923 for each of the purposes specified in this paragraph. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, line 14, after the word 
“acquired,” to strike out “ hereunder,” and insert “ under any 
provision of this act,” and in line 18, after the word “ author- 
ized,” to insert “other than motor vehicles for the police and 
fire departments,” so as to make the proviso read: 

d, That no automobile shall be acquired under ang provision 
of this act. by purchase or exchange, at a cost, including the value ot 
a vehicle exchanged, exceeding $650, except as may be herein specifi- 
cally authorized other than motor vehicles for the police and fire de- 
partments. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 19, line 13, after the word 
“department,” to insert “the assistant superintendent of the 
water department, the foreman of the water department, the 
inspector of valves of the water department,” so as to read: 

Telephones may be maintained in the residences of the superintend- 
ent of the water department, the assistant superintendent of the wate 
department, the foreman of the water department, the inspector ot 
valves of the water department, sanitary engineer, ehlef ins or of the 
street-cleaning division, assistant superintendent of the street-cleaning 
division, inspector of plumbing, secretary of the Board of Charities, 
health officer, assistant health officer, chief of the bureau of preventable 
diseases, chief r of the fire department, superintendent of police, 
electrical inspector in charge of the fire-alarm system, one fire-alarm 
oa oe two fire-alarm repair men, under appropriations contained 

this ac 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next. amendment was, on page 20, at the end of line 3 
to increase the appropriation for postage for strictly official 
mail matter, from “$15,000” to “$18,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, line 1, after the figures 
“$5,000,” to strike out the following proviso: 


Provided, That hereafter no more than 1,000 copies of the pamphlet 
of taxes in arrears shall be printed, and a charge of not more than 
$2.50 shall be made and collected from each person furnished with a 
copy of such et, the moneys to be covered into the Treasury 
of the United tes to the credit of the revenues of the United States 
and the District of Columbia in the same proportions as appropriations 
for printing the pamphlet are paid from such revenues. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


ing vehie 
such ex 
ed to or for any o 
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The next amendment was, on page 22, at the beginning of the 
paragraph in line 8, to strike out “ Hereafter the” and insert 
“The,” so as to read: F 

The recorder of deeds of the District of Columbia is authorized and 
directed to pay for copying instruments filed for record in his office 40 
per cent of the fees allowed by law for filing, indexing, and recording 
said instruments, and the same rate of compensation for making copies 
of the records of his office, and employees of his office when legally 
employed therein by the day shall receive compensation at the rate of 
$2.50 for each day so employed, payable out of the fees and emolu- 
ments of said office. > 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Street and road 
improvement and repair,” on page 24, after line 23, to strike 
out: ` 

Northwest: For paving Georgia Avenue, Military Road to Dahlia 
Street, 60 feet wide, $85,000. 

Mr, ROBINSON. Mr. President, the amendment just stated 
covers an appropriation for the improvement of Georgia Ave- 
nue, I would like to have the Senator in charge of the bill ex- 
plain why the committee struck out the provision. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The subcommittee made an inspection of 
Georgia Avenue in connection with the other avenues and 
streets. The improvements provided for in the current bill 
have carried the repaving of that avenue, which is a main 
thoroughfare, quite a distance toward Walter Reed Hospital. 
The item placed in the bill by the other House would com- 
plete that repaving for about a block and a half beyond the 
hospital buildings, or, say, to the property line of the hospital. 
The committee felt that that street could well wait for an- 
other year, while residential streets that have been improved 
on both sides were sadly in need of initial paving. We felt 
that we could not provide for all of the improvements at this 
time, and that by eliminating this large item necessary appro- 
priations could be provided for the improvement of three or 
four other streets where improvements are more needed. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator from Colorado state, in 
a general way, what is the cohdition of Georgia Avenue at 
the point where he has indicated the improvement will be 
abandoned under the amendment? 

Mr, PHIPPS. It is surfaced with asphalt, but it has not 
been curbed except in patches here and there. The surface, 
however, is really in fair condition. We traveled over it in 
both directions by automobile. On that roadway the travel 
is one way on either side of the car tracks, and it is really 
not in bad shape at this time. It is an item that will require 
attention in the near future; but we felt it advisable to post- 
pone it for one year. The same remarks apply to one or 
two other streets the appropriations for the improvement of 
which, as the Senator from Arkansas will note, have been 
stricken out by the Senate committee. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the statement which the Senator 
from Colorado has just made apply to lines 6 and 7, on page 
25, for paving Canal Road? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. Canal Road is in fair condition at 
the point indicated. It is a 30-foot street, and at least 20 
feet of the roadway are available for travel. The repaying 
there would merely make it a full 30-foot street, with curbing 
on one side and the sea wall on the other side. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 25, at the end of line 2, to reduce the appropria- 
tion for paving Bladensburg Road NE. from end of asphalt 
northward, 60 feet wide, from “ $210,000 ” to “ $110,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, after line 5, to strike 
out: 

Northwest: For ooo Canal Road, Aqueduct Bridge to Foxall Road, 
30 feet wide, $40,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 25, line 14, after the name 
“Perry Place,” to insert “and Spring Place,” so as to read: 

st: For paving P. Place and Spring Place, en 
Gant to Mtetecath treat $6,000. hig 2 3 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 18, to insert: 

Northwest: For ve Kenyon Street, Mount Pleasant Street to 
Eighteenth Street, $11,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 20, to insert: 

Northwest: For paying Kansas Avenue, Quincy Street to Shepherd 
Street, $12,600. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 26, after line 22, to insert: 

Northwest: For paving Thirteenth Street, Allison Street to lowa 
Avenue, $5,600. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, at the top of page 27, to insert: 

Northwest: For pa Buchanan Str = 

th West $14, oe ido eet, Georgia Avenue to Four 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 27, after line 2, to insert: 

Northwest: For ving Ninth Street, kenb t - 
Eon Boeck $4506" g eet, Quackenbos Street to Ritten 

The amendment was agreed to. 

an next amendment was, on page 27, after line 10, to strike 
out: ` 
ry Sa For paving Sigsbee Place, Tenth Street to Twelfth Street, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 27, line 15, after the words 
In all,” to strike out “$774,700” and insert $593,700,” so 
as to make the paragraph read: 

In all, $593,700, to be disbursed and accounted for as Street im- 

rovements,“ and for that purpose shall constitute one fund, and shall 
available immediately. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 27, after line 18, to insert: 

The ee sli! $16,800, included in the District of Columbia 
appropriation act for the fiscal year 1923, approved June 29, 1922, for 
repaving Fifteenth Street NW., H Street to I Street, 70 feet wide, is 
hereby repealed. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 28, line 20, after the word 
“ work,” to insert “ and including an allowance of not to exceed 
$26 per month for an automobile for use for official purposes,” 
so as to read: 

Repairs: For current work of repairs of streets, avenues, and alleys, 
including resurfacing and repairs to asphalt pavements with the same 
or other not inferior material, and including the purchase of two 
motor trucks at a cost not to exceed $800 each, and including the 
maintenance of motor vehicles used in this work, and including an 
allowance of not to exceed $26 per month for an automobile for use 
for official purposes, $550,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Bridges,” on 
page 29, line 23, to insert “including the allowance to the 
overseer of bridges for the maintenance of an automobile for 
use in performance of his official duties of not to exceed $26 
per month,” so as to read: 


For construction and repair, pome ae purchase of one special 
motor vehicle at a cost not to exceed $2,000, including the allowance to 
the overseer of bridges for the maintenance of an automobile for use 
250 55 of his official duties of not to exceed $26 per month, 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 81, line 9, before the name 
“Key Bridge,” to strike out Francis Scott,” so as to read: 


Georgetown Bridge, which shall hereafter be known as the Key 
Bridge, across Potomac River: For miscellaneous supplies and expenses 
of every kind necessarily incident to the maintenance of the bridge and 
approaches, $2,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Trees and 
parkings,” on page $1, line 21, after the word “ items,” to strike 
out 850,000“ and insert $60,000,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For contingent expenses, including laborers, trimmers, nurserymen, 
repairmen, teamsters, hire of carts, wagons, or motor trucks, tr 
tree boxes, tree stakes, tree straps, tree labels, planting and care o 
trees on city and suburban streets, care of trees, tree apaces, main- 
tenance of two motor trucks, and miscellaneous items, $60,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Collection and 
disposal of refuse,” on page 33, line 20, after the word “ ve- 
hicles,” to insert “or motor vehicles,” and in line 23, after the 
word “ vehicle,” insert $26 per month for an automobile, and 
$18 per month for a motor cycle,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For dust prevention, sweeping, and cleaning streets, avenues, alleys, 
and suburban streets, under the immediate direction of the commis- 
sioners, and for cleaning snow and ice from streets, sidewalks, cross- 
walks, and gutters in e discretion of the commissioners, including 
services and purchase and maintenance of equipment, rent of storage 
rooms; maintenance and repairs of stables; p ase and main- 
tenance of horses; hire, purchase, maintenance, and repair of wagons, 
harness, and other equipment; allowance to inspectors and foremen 
for maintenance of horses and vehicles or motor vehicles used in the 
performance of official duties, not to exceed for each inspector or fore- 
man per month for a horse and vehicle, $26 per month for an 
automobile, and $13 per month for a motor cycle; maintenance and re- 
pair of motor-propelled vehicles necessary in cleaning streets and 
poraa of motor-propelled street-cleaning equipment; purchase, main- 
7400,00 and repair of bicycles; and necessary incidental expenses, 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to know why 
the words “or motor vehicles” are inserted in line 20, on page 
88, in the bill, and what is intended to be done by the insertion 
of those words? f 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2229 


Mr. PHIPPS. The provision relates primarily to motor ve- 
hicles which the District now owns, which have been used in 
the street-cleaning service for some years past. I take it that 
it was through inadvertence that the words or motor vehicles“ 
were omitted from the bill. The motor vehicles have to be 
maintained, because they are in daily use. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many passenger vehicles are used by 
inspectors and foremen? 

Mr. PHIPPS. We have been furnished with a list, which 
shows that the number of motor vehicles in the District for 
which a monthly allowance is made is limited to 45 automobiles 
and 8 motor cycles. It is the policy of the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to dispense with the arrangement as 
rapidly as possible, however, and to have the District own and 
‘maintain its, own vehicles where necessary and not to allow 
them to be used except for official purposes or to be operated 
after business hours; but where motor vehicles, whether touring 
cars or Ford cars of the “ slip-on” body type, are owned by the 
individual and used in the District service he is, under the 
schedule, allowed so much per month for maintenance. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In other words, the employee owns his car 
and the Government furnishes the upkeep and the gasoline for 
running the car? 

Mr. PHIPPS. In part. The figures which we have show that 
the average cost to the District of upkeep for vehicles of the 
type for which allowed $26 a month is $35; that is, including 
repairs of all kinds and the painting, but without regard to 
depreciation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. To how many employees of the District 
government is $26 a month allowed for the operation of cars? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Allowance is made for 45 automobiles and for 
8 motor cycles. We have items covering them scattered through 
the bill, whereas the House sought to put them all in one para- 
graph. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What do those 45 employees do? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator's question covers all the depart- 
ments of the District government; for instance, the building in- 
spection, the surveyor's office, the engineer’s department, and so 
forth. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In the building inspection department how 
many employees own cars that are run at Government expense? 

Mr. PHIPPS. In the building division 4 automobiles and 
3 motor cycles are used; in the street-cleaning department 
16 automobiles and no motor cycles are used; in the electrical 
department 3 automobiles and no motor cycles are used; in 
the health department 9 are used. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How do the employees of the health de- 
partment use their automobiles on official business? 

Mr, PHIPPS. They are required to cover the entire terri- 
tory of the District of Columbia; they are compelled to go to 
all sections of the city in line of duty. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In their own cars? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I understand that one or two ambulances 
are included in this number. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In the number of eight cars? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. ; 

Mr, McKELLAR. Let me ask the Senator another question. 
How long has the Senator had those figures? Has he had 
them for some days? 

Mr. PHIPPS. This particular information is dated Janu- 
ary 15. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There was a resolution passed by the 
Senate some time ago requiring the District of Columbia 
authorities to furnish the Senate information in regard to the 
number of automobiles used by the District government. That 
information has not been furnished. Does the Senator know 
of any reason why it should have been furnished to him or 
other members of the committee and not to be furnished to 
the Senate by the city authorities? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator can readily distinguish between 
undertaking to make a report on a specific subject such as 
we have been discussing and making a full report as to all 
automobiles employed by the District government in its va- 
rious activities. The information I have relates to automo- 
biles for which allowances are made. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, when the Senator said that there 
were 45 automobiles in use by the District, that was not all 
of them, but merely a part of them. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is not by any means all of them. The 
District owns. perhaps hundreds of automobiles in use in dif- 
ferent activities. Many of them are work cars and some of 
them are passenger cars; but those to which I have been re- 
ferring are privately owned cars. 


LXIV——142 


Mr. McKELLAR. How many passenger automobiles does 
the city own and allow to be used by various employees? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I can not furnish the Senator that informa- 
tion offhand; I do not possess it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator, then, in referring to 45 
is merely speaking of the 45 that are owned by employees 
of the District government, for which the District government 
furnishes gasoline and repairs and upkeep. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Certainly; and that I understood to be the 
Senator’s inquiry. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many horses and vehicles are fur- 
nished under this particular allowance? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not have a complete list of horse-drawn 
vehicles before me; but the policy has been to dispense with 
such vehicles except for certain particular classes of work. 
For instance, in connection with garbage and ash collection 
experience has demonstrated that the work can be more eco- 
nomically accomplished by the use of horse-drawn vehicles, 
and therefore such vehicles are being maintained in that 
department of the service; but, as a rule, where it is desired 
to move from place to place in the shortest space of time pos- 
sible the horse-drawn vehicles have been displaced by motor 
vehicles. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me see if I understand the Senator 
correctly. Here is an appropriation of $400,000 for street 
sweeping and cleaning, and, as I understand the Senator, in 
connection with that service and the expenditure of that 
$400,000 there are 45 passenger automobiles used. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Oh, no. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There are that many used by employees 
and maintained by the Government. Is that correct or not? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The question the Senator directed to me was 
as to the number of automobiles in this particular activity 
for which the Government was allowing upkeep. I gave him 
the number. He then asked me for the total number in the 
District cared for in the same way, and I read separately the 
number of such automobiles and motor cycles engaged in 
various District activities. That does not mean that 45 are 
utilized in the street-cleaning department at all. I gave the 
Senator the figures for the street-cleaning department, the 
number being 16 automobiles and no motor cycles. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Here are 16 employees with 16 passenger 
automobiles engaged in the expenditure of $400,000 in the 
street-cleaning department. Does not the Senator think that 
the upkeep of 16 passenger automobiles in the distribution of 
$400,000, relatively a small sum, is a pretty good overhead 
charge in that connection? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator has confined his attention to 
the first item under this category of $400,000. If he will 
pursue his reading of the bill, he will discover an item of 
$900,000 which belongs to this same department, and that is 
the garbage-collection item. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Oh, if the Senator will read the provi- 
sion about the $900,000, he will read this— 
and allowance to inspectors for maintenance of horses and vehicles 
or— 

Under the amendment of the Senate committee— 


or motor vehicles used in the performance of official duties, not ta 
exceed for each inspector 820 per month for a horse and vehicle, 
$26 per month for automobiles, and $13 per month for motor cycles. 

There is another appropriation under the $900,000. That is 
to come out of the $900,000. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; but under the two items of $400,000 and 
$900,000 there is included an allowance for the upkeep of 18 
privately owned automobiles. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
whether this is not the fact: There is no existing law under 
which these inspectors or other employees shall have passen- 
ger automobiles in which to ride around the city. There is no 
law for it, Yesterday I was assured by the senior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Smoor] that there was no law providing for 
any such use of automobiles or the assignment of any such use 
of automobiles; it depended entirely upon these appropriation 
bills. Is it not a fact that in these various items there are 
fixed in an obscure way so many ways of obtaining automobiles 
and of obtaining the funds for running automobiles that neither 
the Senator nor anyone else can tell how many automobiles 
are actually in use by the city government here? 

Mr. PHIPPS, Mr. President, I can not agree with the 
Senator that anything is obscure, or that the committee in 
considering the various items has not had full information 
and made diligent inquiry as to the expenditures. I have 
stated the desire of the committee, which is also the desire 
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of the commissioners, to get away from this method of allowing 
the use of privately owned machines. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If that is the purpose, why report a Dill 
that gives a right to use these automobiles just as before, and 
even enlarges the right? Why does the committee, if it wants 
to deerease them, offer amendments here, as it does offer 
them on pages 33 and 34, containing provisions that will in- 
crease the use of automobiles? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me to make a statement, I will make it as concise as possible, 
but I should like to complete it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am yielding to the Senator. I hope 
the Senator will not feel offended if I take a little of my 
own time. 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; but the Senator on at least two oeca- 
sions has placed a wrong interpretation upon my language 
for the reason that he did not permit me. to complete my 
statement. 

Mr. MecKELLAR. All right; I shall be delighted to have 
the Senator complete it. I want the information. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator will find by referring back to 
the amendment adopted on a previous page that we have 
stricken out the provision adopted by the House on page 16, 
which provided for the entire number of automobiles and 
motor cycles privately owned that would be used in the District 
service. That meant, if we had permitted the language to rest 
as it was, that we would have had to have one account on the 
books of the District to keep track of all this, and then dis- 
tribute it around among these various activities, The judg- 
ment of your committee was that it was beter to allocate these 
motor vehicles to the various activities of the District in their 
proper place in the bill, following the custom of former years, 
We have made no amendment other than to split up the House 
amendment and put it in the separate places where it belongs 
in the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Under the Senator’s amendment how 
many employees of the city government can be paid allowances 
for running automobiles? That is a perfectly frank question; 
a perfectly fair question. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; and that is the information I have 
already given the Senator, in that an allowance for 45 auto- 
mobiles and 8 motor cycles is authorized in this bill. Those are 
privately owned, and those are the only privately owned ve: 
hicles whose maintenance is authorized in the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is an increase over the House? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is an increase of five over the House, 
but it is a decrease as compared with the current law. 

Mr. McCKELLAR, There is not any current law. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I speak of the appropriation bill for 1923 
as the current law—the present fiscal year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In that sense it might be regarded as 
current law. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is just a temporary allowance to these 
officials for the upkeep. and the gasoline for automobiles. How 
long has that been carried on by the District? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Several years; I presume almost ever since 
automobiles came into use. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is just growing a little every year. We 
are getting a little more and a little more, or a little better 
and a little better, as Mr. Coué says. 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; on the contrary, my own experience since 
I have been here and have had to do with this bill—and I think 
this is the fourth bill in which I have had a part—is that it has 
decreased; it is being kept down; we are cutting down. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, if that is the Senator's policy, why 
does the Senator increase the number over that of the House? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Because we have found that the House has 
cut under what they could get along with; that if we should 
adopt the House figures we would immediately have to appro- 
priate the money to purchase five automobiles. The number of 
machines on which allowances are made has been decreased 
and the rate of the allowance has been decreased. Formerly 
they were allowed $40 a month and $20 a month. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many does the city own? The Sen- 
ator says that we shall have to purchase some machines if we 
do not allow the upkeep of these privately owned machines, 
Does the city have some machines of its own in this service, 
besides the 45? How many does the city own in this service? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That information the Senator will get in re- 
ply to his resolution of inquiry, whieh we all voted for. 

Mr. MecKELLAR. I should think that before the committee 


undertook to report here an increase of the 40 or 45 privately 


owned machines, for the operation of which the Government is 
to furnish gasoline and oil and all the rest of the upkeep, 
they ought to know how many are used in this service, and that 
is what I am asking the Senator—how many are used in this 
service? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I can not give the Senator the 
figures. offhand. I desire, however, to call attention to this 
fact: Where an activity has been established it is carried along 
with a certain number of vehicles, If the work increases to 
the point where it can not be earried on with the number 
already appropriated, then the commissioners come in with a 
request for an Increase, and that request is considered before 
any additional vehicles are appropriated for. It is not ex- 
pected that each Senator sitting on the bill will have in mind 
and will every time call for the information as to how many 
automobiles are covered. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Why should there be a mystery about 
how many automobiles there are in any particular department? 
Why ought we not to know how many there are before we 
spend the people’s money for automobiles, and apparently in 
& very reckless way, without authority of law? Why should 
we not call upon the city authorities to tell us the number. of 
automobiles that are being used? I should like to know how 
many employees there are in this department. I am wonder- 
ing whether every employee in the department has an automo- 
bile to carry him around at Government expense. r 

i CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not know that the Senator from Colo- 

rado would have that information offhand, but what is the use 
to which five and seven passenger automobiles are put in the 
city government? 
Mr. PHIPPS. Those cars are generally used for taking out 
a gang of men. Say in surveying, for instance, there will be a 
erew of four or possibly five surveyors, one man in charge, 
with his chainmen and others; and they take, of course, their 
surveying instruments or other things with them, 

Mr. CARAWAY. They are rather expensive ears. They 
look like pleasure cars. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Oh, no. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And why should they be used at night? 
Do they survey in the District of Columbia at night? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I see these large passenger cars running 
around at night, and I wonder whether they are inspecting 
houses at night, or surveying the city at night; and if so, what 
kind of a survey of the city have we. 

Mr. PHIPPS. They occasionally would have cases of acci- 
dent where they might be called on—not surveyors, of course, 
but certain Government activities—but the Senator and I are 
in accord in wanting to cut out the privately owned automo- 
biles, and in wanting to keep the automobiles that are in the 
service of the District in the garages except during business 
hours, when they are actually working. I want to cooperate 
with the Senator in that regard. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does not the Senator think that if the 
Government is furnishing a lot of passenger automobiles for 
the pleasure of its employees, there ought to be a curtailment 
of that very unhappy practice? 

Mr. PHIPPS. If it is doing so; yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator made any investigation 
before this bill was reported, adding to the list of automobiles? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The point has come up repeatedly, and the 
commissioners and the other representatives of the District who 
appeared before our committee have been questioned time and 
again, and cautioned against the improper use of automobiles, 
just as the Senator himself, in sitting on the Post Office bill, 
will question the Postmaster General or his assistants or the 
supervisor as to the use of automobiles, 

Mr. McKELLAR. We generally find out something when we 
question the Postmaster General or any official of that depart- 
ment. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; and if the Senator has the time to read 
the hearings before the Appropriations Committee, I think he 
will be satisfied that the details of the bill were very thoroughly 
inquired into, just as in the case of the Post Office bill. 

Mr, McKELLAR. I am sure the Senator has read them, and 
I am sure the Senator has taken part in them; and if the 
Senator will just permit me to ask some questions—— 

Mr. PHIPPS. I shall be delighted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to ask the Senator whether each 
commissioner has an automobile at Government expense? 

Mr. PHIPPS. There are three commissioners. Each one is 
accorded an automobile, 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Who else in the city government is ac- 
corded an automobile at Government expense? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The health oflicer, for one; the chief of police, 
for another. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Are they accorded passenger automobiles, 
or are they the usual police machines? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Many of them are touring cars. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why should the chief of police or an 
inspector of police be assigned a seven-passenger touring 
car? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Does the Senator think he should have a 
limousine? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why should he be accorded a limousine, 
if he has a limousine? 

Mr. PHIPPS. At times it is very useful. There is a limou- 
sine that I had the pleasure of riding in the other day on 
inspection. It belongs to the District. It is allotted to the 
commissioner, but it is not used by him exclusively. It is at 
the service of the man in charge of roads and highways, or any- 
one else, providing the commissioner is not using it, 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many of those cars are provided by 
the city government at Government expense? 

Mr. PHIPPS. There are a great number, but they are all 
under the restrictions of law, which prevent their use except- 
ing for governmental activities. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is no law in the world which re- 
stricts their use. There is no law that even authorizes the 
purchase or the maintenance of an automobile. There is no 
law whatsoever about it, except what the Senate puts in these 
various appropriation bills, 

Mr. PHIPPS. If I may read to the Senator from page 33. 
in this very item now being discussed, it is provided, “ or motor 
vehicles used in the performance of official duties.” It is 
clearly limited to those used in the performance of official 
duties, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Does the Senator really think that con- 
fines their use to official duties? They could use them 1 day 
for official duty and 364 days for pleasure; that is, whenever 
they need them for official duties, they would so use them, but 
whenever they desire they can take their cooks or anyone else 
out for an airing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask the Senator to let this provision go 
over. Evidently the Senator has a list of some of the automo- 
biles used by the city, and surely, after some two weeks, the 
city authorities can give us a list of all that are used. I want 
the Senator to permit that to go over until I can telephone to 
the Municipal Building and get the list of automobiles. Let us 
see where we are. The committee evidently does not know 
how many there are in use in the city, or how they are used, 
and it does seem to me that the Senate ought to have that 
information. 

Mr, PHIPPS. Mr. President, I wish again to state to the 
Senator the method that is customarily followed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand the method perfectly. 

Mr. WARREN. I rise to a matter of order, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Wyoming 
will state his question of order. 

Mr. WARREN. As I understand the rules of the Senate, 
when a Senator is speaking and another Senator wishes to ask 
a question or break in, he must address the Chair and ask per- 
mission. I know we become remiss in that respect when con- 
sidering the appropriation bills, but there is no reason why, if 
we are going to permit running conversation, each Senator 
should not have a chance to finish answering a question when it is 
asked, or in putting a question. This running fire, one Senator 
asking another a question and not waiting until he has a chance 
to receive an answer, is entirely beyond the rules of the Senate, 
and I ask for a better observance of the rules. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennessee 
was understood by the Chair to have yielded to the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Absolutely; and I will take pleasure to 
yield at any time, under any circumstances. There is no use 
of our getting “ hot under the collar” over this matter. I am 
in perfectly good-humor, and I hope Senators will remain in 
good humor about it. I know this automobile question is rather 
a ticklish one with many Senators. We are wasting the people’s 
money in granting these appropriations for the use of auto- 
mobiles here and elsewhere in the so-called use of the Govern- 
ment, but these automobiles are being used, and we all know 
it-— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Will the Senator suspend for 
an inquiry? Is the Chair to understand that the Senator re- 
fuses to yield further to the Senator from Colorado? 


Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no. I suppose, having the floor, I have 
a right to the floor; but I will yield at any time. I yield to 
either one of the Senators, or to both. 

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. WARREN. I do not want to be misunderstood. There 
is no matter of feeling at all; but in the due course of business 
the subcommittee reports to the full committee, the committee 
considers a bill, and then we appear on the floor with the bill. 
I know it is quite usual for questions to be raised as to bills 
presented by the committee, and that I take in good part; but 
when a question is asked of a Senator in charge of a bill, he 
ought to be allowed to answer it in full as he wishes to do, and 
when he asks a question in return of another Senator, it seems 
to me we ought to observe the rule and allow him to finish the 
question, and then get an answer to it. Nobody is of better 
nature than my friend the Senator from Tennessee. He is a 
friend of mine, I hope; I am a friend of his; but in his en- 
thusiasm, by the time the Senator from Colorado answers half 
of one question, the Senator from Tennessee projects another, 
until we get very much confused. So I hope we may have a 
little better order. 

Mr. McCKELLAR. If I have offended in any way in the world 
either the Senator from Wyoming or the Senator from Colo- 
rado, I had no intention whatsoever of doing so; but I do want 
to get some information about the automobile question, and I 
am going to exert every resource of which I am capable in order 
to get it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Tem- 
nessee yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield, 

Mr. CARAWAY. In view of the rather gentle lecture from 
the Senator from Wyoming, who insists that if a Senator asks 
another a question he must wait until the other answers it, I 
would like to remark that if the one asked does not happen to 
have the information, I presume the Senate will have to ad- 
journ until he looks it up, because we can not proceed until 
the Senator is answered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not yet gotten the information I 
want. I want to know how many automobiles the city govern- 
ment owns and operates, and their cost. I think that when the 
Appropriations Committee comes in with an amendment increas- 
ing the number of privately owned automobiles run at Govern- 
ment expense they ought to be able to give us the facts about 
them—how many there are in the possession of the city gov- 
ernment, what they are being used for, and everything about 
them. That is what I am asking the Senator from Colorado, 
who has the matter in charge. He has not been able to give 
me that information, and in fairness it seems to me that the 
matter ought to go over until we can get detinite information, 
and I ask the Senator to let it go over. 

‘Mr. PHIPPS. Mr, President, I am perfectly willing to do 
that, but before agreeing to that I think it proper that I should 
explain my position, 

Mr. MCKELLAR. I yield to the Senator for that purpose, 

Mr. PHIPPS. There is no feeling whatever on my part, and 
has not been. I have worked with the Senator from Tennessee 
so long that I know it is customary for him to interrupt in the 
middle of a question or an answer, and I am accustomed to it, 
perhaps more so than my friend from Wyoming. 

The question directed to me now is one as to the number of 
automobiles owned by the city. I have already confessed that 
I am unable to answer that offhand. The intimation that the 
committee has been lax in not knowing the actual number in 
each department before appropriating for them I am willing to 
pass over. I have answered that by saying that the commit- 
tees take account of what has been authorized by law, and 
look into a question when there is a request for an increase. 
I do not think any committee on which the Senator serves 
would do otherwise, 

As to the number of privately owned automobiles, I have re- 
peatedly stated that there are 45 motor vehicles and 8 motor 
cycles privately owned for which allowance is provided in this 
bill. That is not an increase of 5, it is an actual increase of 1 
over the amount provided for in the current appropriation law 
for the year 1923, and that increase of 1 is due to the employ- 
ment of additional building inspectors. 

I am perfectly willing to pass over this item until the Sena- 
tor gets his information from headquarters. Should he fail 
to secure that information to-day, I would not like to have 
that interfere with the final passage of this bill, because this 
item is an amendment, therefore an item that will have to go 
to conference; so that the information, if it comes later, will 
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be just as available for the use of the conferees as it would be 
at the moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator has con- 
cluded his explanation of that item, I want to ask him why the 
Senate committee increased the amount of the allowance over 
the figure fixed by the House? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The figure recommended by the House Com- 
mittee on Appropriations was $26 and $13 per month, respec- 
tively, as against previous allowances in former bills of $35 
and $17.50, and in a still earlier bill of $40 and $20 per month. 
The House recommendation of $26 and $13 was changed on the 
floor of the House, on motion, to $20 and 510. Our subcom- 
mittee took note of that and called on the commissioners for 
information as to actual cost of upkeep, and, as I said awhile 
ago, we found those costs to be $35 and 60 per cent of $20, the 
cost of the motor cycles, As against $35 and $20 we are allow- 
ing $26 and $18, the same as in the law for this year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator knows that since the passage 
of the resolution which I offered some months ago to investi- 
gate the prices of crude oil and gasoline, gasoline has fallen 
very greatly, and my information is that it is still falling, and 
I expect it will continue to fall as long as the Committee on 
Manufactures continue its present excellent work in that re- 
gard. Of course, gasoline is the principal cost of running an 
automobile, or is one of the principal costs. Why, when the 
market for gasoline has fallen and is falling so considerably as 
it is, does the committee fix the same amount for upkeep as 
was allowed last year? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The price of gasoline, according to my in- 
formation, has fallen but very little. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. What is the price now? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The price to-day is 22 or 23 cents a gallon. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was 29 and 30 cents when that resolu- 
tion was passed. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It was 23 or 24 cents when the present rate 
of $26 and $13 was established. The present bill is for the 
coming year, beginning July 1 next. I do not feel that the com- 
mittee has a right to assume that there is going to be any 
further reduction of 10 or 20 per cent in the price of gasoline. 
I hope there may be. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator does not think that as soon as 
this investigation stops the price of gasoline will go up again? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Stranger things have happened. I remember 
when we paid only 13 or 14 cents a gallon. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is not basing his usual allow- 
ance of this very high price on the theory that as soon as Con- 
gress adjourns and the committee stops its investigation the 
price of gasoline will go up? I am sure he does not mean to 
do that. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have stated to the Senator the figures of 
cost that were submitted by the best authority we had at our 
command—that is, 835 and $20—and as against that we feel 
that $26 and $13 is low enough to discourage the use of these 
privately owned automobiles, We want to get rid of them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Has the Senator records showing the 
names of the employees who are provided for in this amend- 
ment; that is, the 45 who own private cars, and the positions 
they hold in the city government? If so, I would like to put 
them into the RECORD. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Of course, the committee does not go to that 
extent in asking information of the commissioners. It deals 
with positions. I would be pleased to furnish the Senator a 
copy of the information we have. That gives the divisions but 
not the names of the individuals and their salaries. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I would be glad for the Senator to put 
that in the Record if he has it. Then I would like to have 
the names of those employees and the positions they hold. I 
shall ask the city government to furnish me that information, 
and I ask unanimous consent at this point to put that in as a 
part of my remarks. à 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Srerrtine in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that the docu- 
ment the Senator from Colorado has may also be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recoxrp, as follows: 


COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE, 
Washington, January 15, 1923, 
Hon. Lawrence C, PRIPPS, 
Cheirman Subcommittee on Appropriations, D. C., 
United States Senate, 


Sin: Referri to the testimony of the commissioners before your 


| committee on the District appropriation bill, and specifically to the 
| Matter of the cost of operation of motor vehicles and motor cycles, 


I beg to advise you that an employee granted an allowance for the 

use of a motor vehicle should have his allowance fixed at $26 per 

month. Such an employee would run his car on official business ut 

3 per month, and the actual cost for this mileage would 
0. ws: 


35. 00 


Total 


An employee using a motor cycle in public business should recelve 
an allowance of $13 per month. He would make at least 700 miles 
Fer month on official business, and the actual cost of operation for 

is mileage would be as follows: 

Gasoline 
Oil and grease 
Tires and tubes 
Ar :::. — 
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for motor vehicles and 
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Motor cycles, 
allowance $13 
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Very respectfully, 
C. KELLER, 
Engincer Commissioner. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. At page 72 of the House hear- 
ings on the bill will probably be found substantially, at any 
rate, the information the Senator asked for awhile ago as to 
the number of automobiles owned by the District. This shows 
the number of cars to be maintained in the municipal garage 
during the fiscal year 1923, under contingent miscellaneous 
appropriations, as follows: 

Commissioners, 3; assistant commissioners, 3; assessor, 1; 
Board of Children’s Guardians, 2; surveyor, 4; building in- 
spector, 1; city refuse, 3; electrical department, 4; health de- 
partment, 1; inspector of plumbing, 1; corporation counsel, 1; 
municipal garage, 7; playgrounds, 1; municipal architect, 1; 
total, 33; with 1 truck and 10 motor cycles. 

I take it that is substantially, though it may not be, all the 
automobiles owned by the District. They have asked for the 
purchase of two new ones, as will appear on page 73 of the 
same hearings. I thought that might give the Senator the 
information he wanted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Iam very much obliged to the Senator for 
the information. As a matter of fact, there is but one way in 
which Congress is going to get rid of this drain upon the 
Treasury, this unauthorized drain, this drain that is little 
other than acquiescing in graft. That is about the best that 
can be said of it. Here we have three commissioners and 
three assistants to the engineer commissioner of the city r 
Washington, and each one has a touring car kept up at Govern- 
ment expense. That is a yery extravagant situation. There 
is not a city in the country in which the mayor and members 
of the city council each have an automobile furnished by the 
city. That is what the three commissioners are; they are 
menibers of the city council, and then we have three assistants 
to a commissioner as well. The idea of giving them each an 
automobile is little short of willful waste of the people's 
money. It ought to be stopped. There is but one way to stop 
it, and that is by publicity. We will not get very much pub- 
licity about it in the Washington papers, because they will not 
publish anything said in reference to extravagance here; that 
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is, it is not their custom to do it, to say the least. But it 
ought to be known, and so far as I am able to do it I am 
going to see that it is done. We are going to have facts. 

The city government has had ample time to furnish a list of 
every official who has a machine at Government expense and 
every employee who has a machine at Government expense. It 
appears in the list that there are 33 passenger cars now being 
used by the various employees of the city. Probably the cars 
cost the city government fully half as much as the salaries of 
the various employees of the city government, and in addition 
to that here are 45 employees who own their own cars which 
are kept up at the expense of the Government. There is no city 
government in the country that will stand fer such a situation 
as that—such extravagance, such waste. It is little short of 
graft. The Senator from Colorado ought not to agree to it, 
and I hope he will not agree to it, 

The Senator has stated that he ill allow the item to go over, 
and I shall undertake to get the exact information for which 
I have asked before a vote is taken upon the amendment. I 
shall move to strike out the provisions for appropriations for 
this purpose. At the proper time I shall certainly move to 
strike out the appropriations: by which the commissioners and 
the assistant commissioners are each given an automobile 
under the bill. 

I find that the surveyor of the city of Washington has four 
passenger automobiles, according to this list. What can he do 
with four automobiles? it is impossible to use them all, Of 
course, he would not have them all unless the Government was 
paying the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To what provision in the bill 
does the Senator's request extend? 

Mr. McKELLAR. To all that portion which refers to pas- 
senger automobiles in the city of Washington. It really begins 
with something that has already been passed—on page 16 of 
the House text. The House attempted in some way to limit the 
matter, and had a certain proviso which I think is good. I ask 
that the whole matter go over until it can be examined further, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it understood the matter 
on page 84 relating to motor vehicles goes over? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The matter on pages 33 and 34, and the 
House provision on page 16, as amended in respect to automo- 
biles only. Iam not asking that the rest of it go over. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Chair understands that 
the amendment on page 16 has been agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am asking unanimous consent that it 
may go over, notwithstanding it has been agreed to.“ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senctor from Tennessee? The Chair hears none, 
and the matter referred to will go over, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mav I ask the Senator from Colorado if 
there are any other provisions in the bill providing for automo- 
biles? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. I desire to call the Senator’s attention 
to another clause. in the set-up commencing on page 16 of 
the bill, which the Senate committee has divided and distributed 
throughout the bill, and, of course, the same or similar language 
occurs in several places throughout the bill. It would be my 
understanding that we would have to consider it all at one time, 
which is perfectly agreeable. 

I would like to call the attention of the Senator from Ten- 
nessee to the language on page 18, beginning in line 15, reading: 

All of said motor yehicles and all other motor vehicles provided for 
in this act and all horse-drawn carriages and buggies owned by the 
District of Columbia shall be used only for 3 directly pertaining 
to the public services of said District, and shall be under che direction 
and control of the commissioners. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Whenever an employee rides to the office 
in the morning and drives back home in the afternoon, that is 
official business. We all understand that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reading of the bill will be 
resumed. 

The reading of the bill was continued, 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
on page 36, line 15, after the figures “ $11,032,” to strike out the 
comma and the words “to be paid wholly out of the revenues of 
the District of Columbia,” so as to read: 

In all, for playgrounds, $11,032. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I inquire of the Senator in 
charge of the bill how the item for playgrounds has heretofore 
been paid, whether out of the District funds or out of the funds 
of the Government and the District jointly? 

Mr.-PHIPPS. I believe it has been paid in different ways at 
different times. For the present year, 1923, it is being paid out 
of the revenues of the District of Columbia; but in formulating 
the law, as the Senator will recall, the 60-40 basis was made a 


definite plan and can be changed by legislation only and not on 


an appropriation bill. With that provision was carried the 
edict that the District revenues, which have heretofore been 
covered into the District treasury, such as court fines, automo- 
bile licenses, and other receipts from privileges, markets, and 
so forth, instead of going into the District treasury as hereto- 
fore, should be covered in 60 per cent to the District and 40 
per cent to the Federal Government. 

The total amount that has heretofore been paid solely out of 
the District revenues, to which the Federal Government has not 
contributed, amounts to $136,000. It covers not only the play- 
grounds but the community centers, bathing beach, and outdoor 
sports. The committee felt that, having gone on to a definite 
60-40 basis and having taken away from the District a portion 
of the revenues which it had heretofore enjoyed, there was no 
good reason for continuing separate items in the bill which 
should be paid wholly out of the District revenues, except in 
some cases, perhaps, where it came under a provision of the law. 

The community centers, bathing beaches, and playgrounds are 
used largely by Federal employees. Perhaps it would not be 
unfair to state that 80 per cent of the use of the bathing 
beaches and the playgrounds is had by Federal employees who 
are not taxpayers in the District, and yet in former laws the 
District has been compelled to pay the entire cost. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I am not contesting the major conclusion 
stated by the Senator from Colorado. I am interested to know 
how he reaches the conclusion that 80 per cent of the benefits of 
the playgrounds accrue to Federal employees. I had not under- 
stood that Federal employees used the playgrounds. 

Mr. PHIPPS. These are not only children’s playgrounds. We 
have tennis courts and other activities which the Government’ 
clerks use. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I understand that; but I had not under- 
stood that 80 per cent of the value of the use of them accrued 
to Federal employees. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have not any figures upon which to base the 
statement, but we know how the golf courses and other activi- 
ties where sports are indulged in are used by the employees of 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator has stated, as I understand 
him, that the justification for the amendment is that the exist- 
ing law providing for the distribution of expenses of the Dis- 
trict government between the Federal Government and the 
District of Columbia contemplates that a portion of the expense 
for playgrounds shall be paid out of Federal moneys rather 
than wholly out of District funds. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I believe that is the way it was provided in 
the law which was enacted last year; that it is permissive; 
that there is no definite exception made. The activities which 
should be paid for entirely by the District of Columbia are not 
designated in the bill, but the 60-40 plan is set up and provided 
for except in certain cases, such as Congress may otherwise 
order in making appropriations. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I had not recently examined the statute 
to which the Senator refers, and I assumed when he made the 
statement that the Senator had examined it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have examined it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the statement is justified by the facts, 
it would seem to be a good reason for the amendment which 
the committee proposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment on page 36, line 15, the playgrounds item. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment on page 34, 
line 16, has nothing to do with automobiles, and therefore will 
be stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK. At the end of the items for collection 
and disposal of garbage, inspection, and so forth, on page 84, 
line 16, strike out “ $825,000” and insert in lieu thereof “ $900,- 
000.” 
The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head Electrical de- 
partment,” on page 37, line 12, after the word “body,” to in- 
sert “allowance for the maintenance of not more than three 
automobiles at not to exceed $26 per month each”; so as to 
read: 


For general supplies, repairs, new batteries and battery suppli 
telephone rental and purchase, telephone service charges, wire ana 
cable for extension of telegraph and telephone service, repairs of lines 
and instruments, purchase of poles, tools, Insulators, brackets, pins, 
ardware, cross arms, ice, reco stationery, printing, li A 
purchase and repair of bieycles, purchase of one i-ton Ford track: 
and one Ford semitruck with “slip on“ body, allowance for the 
maintenance of not more than three automobiles at not to exceed $26 
per month each. 


Mr. McKELLAR. I ask that that amendment go over. 
Mr. PHIPPS. Let the amendment go over. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment will be passed over. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was in the same paragraph, 
page 37, at the end of line 15, to strike out “$27,500” and in- 
sert “ $32,000.” s 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 38, at the end of line 13, 
to increase the appropriation for purchase, installation, and 
maintenance of public lamps, lamp-posts, street designations, 
lanterns, and fixtures of all kinds on streets, avenues, roads, 
alleys, and public spaces, etc., from “ $450,000” to “ $472,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 38, line 18, after the word 
“therewith,” to strike out “$20,000” and insert “$35,000”; 
so as to read: 

For replacing gas lamps and fixtures and older and less effective 
electric lamps and fixtures on streets, avenues, roads, and public 
spaces by improved electric installations, purchase of posts and fix- 
tures of all kinds, and for all necessary expenses in connection there- 
with, “ $35,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head“ Public schools,” 
on page 39, line 13, before the word “assistant,” to strike out 
“two” and insert “ three.” 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I wish to ask the Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. Purpprs], who is in charge of the pending 
bill, if it deals with that burning question which has been 
so fiercely debated recently as to whether some colored high 
school should be furnished face powder and lip sticks? 

- Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the committee has no authen- 
tie information on that subject; it has not charged itself 
with a decision of that question. 

Mr. CARAWAY. There is no provision in the bill covering 
that matter, is there? 

Mr. PHIPPS. If it is, it is so concealed that your com- 
mittee was unable to locate it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not see how lip sticks and face pow- 
der could be concealed so that the committee could not find 
them. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I appreciate the compliment. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator obtains any information 
as to that question I wish he would let us know, for I have 
been somewhat interested in it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I shall be delighted to do so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, is not the provision for 
“three assistant superintendents (one of whom shall have 
charge of business affairs)” new legislation? 

Mr, PHIPPS. That item is similar to the item which the 
Senate approved last year. The committee recommended three 
assistants, one of whom was to be a business manager, and 
that recommendation was approved by the Senate but was 
stricken out in conference. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the amendment is subject to a 
point of order, and I make the point of order against it that 
it is legislation on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from 
Tennessee will not insist on his point of order, as this matter 
will have to go to conference in any event. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I insist upon the point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
Chair will hear the Senator from Tennessee on the question 
of the point of order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is no law authorizing the proposed 
legislation. The clause reads: 

Three assistant superintendents (one of whom shall have charge 
of business affairs). 

It seems to me to be, and I think there can be no ques- 
tion but that it is, legislation. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I call attention to the fact 
that this additional place proposed to be provided for here 
was estimated for by the Budget Bureau, and also that it was 
reported by a standing committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands the 
Senator from Colorado to state that the position covered by 
the amendment which is questioned by the Senator from Ten- 
nessee was contained in the estimate sent in by the Budget 
Bureau? 


Mr. PHIPPS. It was. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The point of order is over- 
ruled. The question is on agreeing to the amendment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 39, line 14, 


after the word “superintendents,” to insert “ 
shall have charge of business affairs).” 

Mr. McKELLAR,. Is that appropriation also estimated for 
by the Budget Bureau? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Budget Bureau seems 
to be used for the purpose of increasing appropriations. My 
recollection is that when our Republican friends secured the 
establishment of the Budget system the purpose was stated 
to be to decrease appropriations and to aid us in running the 
Government more economically; but I notice that in the last 
two items, as has been frequently the case in other instances, 
the Budget Bureau is being used on the floor for the purpose 
oe reese items of expenditure in the various appropriation 

8. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Tennessee may find one or 
two items amounting to but a few thousand dollars which 
have been increased on the recommendation of the Budget 
Bureau, but the Budget Bureau has saved many hundred 
thousand dollars to the Government this year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But the Senator from Utah knows what 
is said about figures. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from Tennessee that 
there is not any question about the Budget Bureau having 
effected great savings in Government expenditures. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator from Utah is right 
about it, but the principal use of the Budget Bureau on the 
floor has been for the purpose of increasing individual items 
of appropriations. The Senator from Utah knows that the 
Budget Bureau has been appealed to quite a number of times 
for that purpose. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Tennessee can count such 
instances in this bill, I think, on the fingers of one hand. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Thus far we have only reached two such 
items, but we may find more before we conclude the considera- 
tion of the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think that only a few such instances will be 
found in the pending bill. Such items are very small and 
really do not amount to anything in the way of dollars and 
cents. The Budget Bureau has been the means of increasing 
appropriations a few cents here and there, but it has reduced 
appropriations in other cases by millions of dollars. 

Mr. McKELLAR. We hope so, but I have never as yet seen 
the figures which I have thought were reliable about the matter. 
I hope, however, the Senator from Utah is right about it. We 
are going to give the Budget system a fair trial, and I hope 
the Senator and his party will not use the Budget so often for 
the purpose of increasing appropriations of the people’s money. 
Mr. SMOOT. If there is any committee in this body or in 
the other which has watched the expenditures of the Senate 
more carefully than the one haying charge of the pending bill 
I do not know where it is, and I have been here now for 20 years. 
Mr. McKELLAR. ‘There are increases all through this bill. 
The Senator from Utah knows that we are increasing the ap- 
propriations right along. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not think there is an increase in the 
pending bill over the existing law. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not sufficiently familiar with that 
matter to say positively, but I think the Senator from Utah is 
mistaken. At any rate, the amendments which are brought in 
by the committee so far as we have yet come to them all pro- 
vide for increases. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 39, at the end of line 23, to strike out “$73,620” 
and insert “ $77,370,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

Salaries: fig pearson) $6,000; 3 assistant superintendents (one 
of whom shall have charge of business affairs), at $3,750 each; director 
of intermediate instruction, 13 supervising principals, supervisor of 
manual training, and director of primary instruction, 16 in all, at a 
minimum salary of $2,400 each; secretary, $2,000; financial clerk, 
2,000; clerks—1 $1,600, 2 at $1,500 each, 2 at $1.400 each, 8 at 
1,200 each, 4 at $1,000 each (one of whom to carry out the provisions 
of the child labor law); 2 stenographers, at $1,000 each; messenger, 
$720; in all, $77,370. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Teachers.“ 
on page 42, line 18, after the word “ including,” to insert “ ad- 
ministrative principals,” so as to read: 

Class 5, 233, at $1,200 each, ineluding administrative principals, 
vocational trade instructors, and teachers of Americanization work. 


The amendment was agreed to, 


(one of whom 
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The next amendment was, on page 44, line 24, after the word 
“work,” to insert “administrative principals of elementary 
schools,” so as to read: 


For longevity pay for director of intermediate instruction, super- 
vising princi supervisor and assistant supervisor of manual train- 
ing, principals of normal, high, manual-training high, and ior high 
schools, the assistant principals of the Centra 


McKinley Manual 
Training High Schools, the assistant principals (who shall be deans 
of girls) of the Central, Eastern, and bar High Sehools, principals 


of grade manual-training schools, heads of departments, director 
assistant director of primary instruction, directors and assistant di- 
rectors of drawing, physical culfure, music, domestic science, domestic 
art, kindergartens, a penmanship, principal and teachers in Ameri- 
eanization work, administrative pr of elementary schools, 
teachers, clerks, librarians and clerks, and librarians to be paid in 
strict conformity with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to fix 
and regulate the salaries of teachers, school officers, and other em- 
pleyees of the Board of Education of the District Columbia,“ a 

roved June 20, 1906, as amended by the acts approved May 2 
1508. May 18. 1910, and June 26, 1912, $620,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 45, line 18, to strike out 
840,000“ and insert “$25,000,” so as to make the paragraph 
rend: 

For allowance to principals of grade school buildings for services 
rendered as sach, in addition to their grade salary, to be paid in strict 
conformity with the provisions ef the act entitled “An act to fix and 
regulate the salaries of teachers, school officers, and other employees 
of the Board of Education of the District of Columbia,’ approved June 
26, 1906, $25,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Community 
center department,” on page 47, line 12, after the figures 
“ $35,000,” to strike out the comma and the words “to be paid 
wholly out of the revenues of the District of Columbia,” so 
as to read: 

For salaries of directors, supervisors, teachers, clerks, and other 
employees for civic, educational, recreational, and social activities under 
the direction of the board ef education; for payment of janitor serv- 
ice; for equipment and supplies; for lighting fixtares; for mainte- 
nance of automobiles (employees of the day schools may also be em- 
ployees of the community center department); in all, $35,000: Pro- 
vided, That not more than 70 per cent of this sum shal} be expended 
for salaries of direeters, supervisors, teachers, clerks, and janitors, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead Hygiene 
and sanitation,” on page 48, line 15, before the word “ exer- 
cise,” to strike out “give his whole time to, and” so as to 
make the paragraph read: 

Salaries: Chief medical and sanitary inspector, who shall, under 
the direction of the health officer of the District of Columbia. exercise 
the direction and eontrol of the medical i ction and sanitary con- 
ditions of the public schools of the et of Columbia, $2,500; 
16 medical inspectors of public schools, 1 of whom shall be a woman, 4 
)))) E Yo oE E CASAT HE PIOA ta 

Mr. McKIELLAR, Mr. President, I should like to have an 
explanation from the Senator im charge of the bill as to that 
amendment. Why should not the chief medical and sanitary 
inspector of the District give his whole time to the duties of his 
office? 

Mr. PHIPPS. He should do so, and does within legal hours. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why, then, should the words be stricken 
out? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator, no doubt, gives his full time to 
his senatorial duties, but he is not precluded from looking after 
his personal and private affairs after he leaves his office. 

Mr. McKELLAR, The law now requires this officer to give 
his whole time to the duties of his office, 

Mr. PHIPPS. It does. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then, why is not the amendment subject 
to a point of order? It has not been estimated for by the 
Budget Bureau. 

Mr. PHIPPS. He is the chief medical and sanitary inspector 
of the public schools 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand that. 

Mr. PHIPPS. And the amendment merely provides that he 
shall not be required to give his whole time to the direction 
and control of the medical inspection and sanitary conditions 
of the public schools.“ 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am wondering how such a provision can 
be defended. The amendment is legislation. The present law 
requires the officer to give his whole time to the work, and the 
amendment is designed fo excuse him from that requirement of 
the law. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Not at all. It does not change the law. The 
words proposed to be eliminated are merely surplusage. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If it does not change the law, why is the 
amendment proposed? I make the point of order against the 
amendment on line 15, page 48. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is the point of order? 


Mr. McKELLAR. That ft is legislation and changes the ex- 
isting law. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I merely wish 
to suggest that the amendment merefy proposes to strike out 
certain words incorporated in the bill by the other House. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and, if the House had not entered the 
field, of course the Senator’s point of order would be well taken; 
but the amendment simply proposes to strike out words that 
— fat the House bill so that it can not be subject to the point 
of O A 

Mr. McKELLAR. But the amendment is proposed by the 
Senate committee. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; but as the words were in the House bill of 
course the point of order can not apply. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is general legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill. If there is any technical way of getting around it, I 
Suppose that it will be availed of. Senators, however, ean not 
rely on the Budget Bureau as they did awhile ago, because it is 
not such a matter as could be estimated for the Budget. So 
resort to the Budget estimate fails. and now it is suggested that 
the amendment is not subject to the point of order because the 
words proposed to be stricken out were adopted by the House. 
The House, however, did not adopt the amendment now under 
consideration because the Senate committee has changed the 
wording of the House bill. However, I submit the question to the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the Senator state exactly 
the point of order which he makes against the amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR, That it is general legislation on an appro- 
priation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The point of order is overruled. 

The question is on agreeing to the amendment reported by 
the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was on page 49, line 14, to 
increase the appropriation for transportation for pupils attend- 
ing schools for tubercular children, from “ $2,000” to “ $3,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 50, line 11, after the word 
“for,” to insert including an allowance of not exceeding 
$312 per annum for a motor vehicle for each the superintend- 
ent of schools, the superintendent of janitors, the two assist- 
ant superintendents, the director of primary instruction, the 
school cabinetmaker, the supervising principal in charge of 
the white special schools, the chief medical and sanitary in- 
spector of schools, and the supervising principal of the colored 
special schools, and“ so as to make the paragraph read: 

For contingent expenses, Including furni 
pay of cabinetmaker at $1,200 Der annem, stationery” printing, 28 
and other necessary items net o se provided for, Tneluding an 
allowance of not exceeding $312 per annum for a motor vehicle for 
each the superintendent of schools, the superintendent of janitors, 
the two assistant superintendents, the director ef primary instruction, 
the school cabinetmaker, the re giant pe principal in charge of the 
white special schools, the chief medical and sanitary in or of 
schools, and the supervising principal of the colored specia schools, 
and including not exceeding $3,000 for books of reference and period- 
icals, $79,200. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to take enough 
time to call attention to the legislation about automobiles on 
this page. The automobiles referred to are privately owned, 
I presume. I will ask the Senator in charge of the bill if that 
is not se? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is my understanding that they are pri- 
vately owned automobiles; yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is there any doubt about it in the Sena- 
tors mind. 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; not the slightest. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. The amendment proposes to 
insert the words— 

llowan 0 
eee each the” ene ed de the Fuge 
of janitors, the two assistant superintendents— 

I presume that means the two assistant superintendents of 
janitors. 

Mr. PHIPPS. No. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Well, what are they assistant superin- 
tendents of? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Assistant superintendents of schools, one 
white and one colored. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many assistant superintendents of 
schools are there? 

Mr. PHIPPS. There have been two, but the bill now pro- 
vides for one additional. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That makes three; so that the superin- 
tendent of schools and each assistant superintendent of schools 
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have automobiles run at the expense of the Government; and 
then the superintendent of janitors has an automobile that is 
run at the expense of the Government; and then the amend- 
ment provides that the director of primary instruction shall 
have an automobile run at the expense of the Government, and 
the school cabinetmaker shall likewise be provided for. What 
does he do? 

Mr. PHIPPS. He goes from school to school and mends 
chairs and repairs furniture. By allowing $312 for the auto- 
mobile a year the District is saved two or three times that 
amount at least. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is a saving in his time, at any rate, 
and of course his time is very valuable. He has to go very 
rapidly from one school to another to repair a chair here and 
a chair there, and so, of course, I can understand why the 
cabinetmaker should be provided with an automobile. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The alternative would be to send a chair or 
a desk to a cabinetmaker, and we would have transportation 
both ways and the bill of the cabinetmaker, which would be 
several times the amount involved when the work is done in 
this way. 

Mr. McKELLAR. To show the ludicrousness of it, Senators 
and Congressman who have to visit the various departments 
every day of their lives, if they do what their constituents 
want them to do, at any rate—and most of them do—are not 
furnished automobiles or furnished the upkeep and gasoline 
and other means of operation of automobiles; and yet we find 
here in this amendment, which I think is clearly subject to a 
point of order—and I am going to make it a little later—a 
motor passenger car provided for each of the superintendents 
of schools and the superintendent of janitors and the two 
assistant superintendents. They may be assistant superin- 
tendents of schools, as the Senator says, or they may be assist- 
ant superintendents of janitors; I do not know, and the lan- 
guage itself does not tell. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Just one moment. The director of pri- 
mary instruction, the school cabinetmaker, the supervising 
principal in charge of the white special schools, the chief medi- 
eal and sanitary inspector of schools, and the supervising prin- 
cipal of the colored special schools have passenger automobiles 
furnished them by the city government. It does seem to me 
that we have carried this system of furnishing cars for em- 
ployees of the Government to an extent that no man can possi- 
bly defend. I do not see how the committee can defend this 
wholesale granting of automobiles—— 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. Just one moment. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator promised to yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will yield in a moment. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I only want to call the Senator’s attention to 
the fact that he is talking about an item that we have agreed 
to carry over until certain information can be obtained. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why, of course, I know that. 

Mr. PHIPPS. ‘These are part of the 45. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, I understand exactly what we 
have done; but I am calling the attention of the Senate now 
to this amendment which gives to these employees of the Gov- 
ernment the money for the upkeep and operation of their pri- 
vately owned machines in the city of Washington. I have been 
calling this temporary legalized graft. I think we have inves- 
tigated it now to the point where we can call it just plain 
graft. That is all there is in it. The idea of furnishing auto- 
mobiles and furnishing the means of keeping up and maintain- 
ing and oper ing machines for all these employees of the 
Government in the city of Washington is little short of a legis- 
lative outrage. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am through. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I just wanted to ask the Senator, if he were 
the superintendent of schools, if he would not expect to visit the 
different schools in the District from time to time, and, in fact, 
daily, to know what was going on, so that he might keep him- 
self informed; and if so, how would he travel? Would he 
patronize the street cars or would he walk? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Tennessee would per- 
form his duties as assistant superintendent or superintendent, 
as the case might be, just as he performs his duties as a Sena- 
tor. He gets a taxi or he rides on the street car or he walks, 
and pays for it himself; and that is what these petty officers of 
the Government should do. It is astonishing to me that the 
Appropriations Committee will offer here amendments of this 
kind; and at this time I make a point of order against all of 


these amendments, because they are legislation on an appropria- 
tion bill for which there is no warrant of law. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the Senator again forgot his 
promise to allow me time in which to complete a statement, 
and that was this: If the Senator did travel from place to place 
and visit these schools, if he did it at his own expense, and 
furnished the automobile or hired the taxis, he would expect 
his compensation to be increased accordingly so as to cover 
that expense. Now, it is a question whether it is wiser to 
allow $312 a year for them to use their own cars or to allow 
them enough additional salary to pay for their taxicabs, and 
in my judgment it would exceed the $312 allowance. It would 
involve an increase of at least $500 a year in each one of these 
salaries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN in the 
chair). The Chair overrules the Senator’s point of order, on 
the ground that it is an amendment reported by a standing 
committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Colorado, if these cars are so necessary, why 
did not his committee report in favor of giving each of these 
officials or employees an automobile? The committee seems to 
have given mighty nearly everybody else connected with the 
city government an automobile. Why not give it to these 
men? Why require them to buy their own automobiles at 
their own expense? Of course it is very nice of the Govern- 
ment to contribute to their operation and upkeep, but why not 
let the city furnish automobiles for each of them? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, if the Senator has finished his 
question, my reply is that the Senator can perhaps bring about 
that result by going before the Bureau of the Budget and hav- 
ing the automobiles properly estimated for, but the committee 
could not consider giving these officials new automobiles in 
lieu of travel allowance without a properly estimated allow- 
ance, passed upon and approved by the Budget, and it is not 
produced. The committee did not have such a Budget item for 
consideration. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Did the Budget approve this? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Budget approved the allowance for the 
upkeep of automobiles, but presented no item for the purchase 
of new automobiles. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then I think the committee is to be com- 
plimented to that extent, anyhow, that they did not disregard 
the Budget and furnish the money to pay for automobiles for 
all of these employees. I think the committee is to be very 
highly complimented for not giving automobiles to all these 
gentlemen and all these superintendents and all these assistant 
superintendents and cabinetmakers. Why, every cabinetmaker 
working for the city of Washington ought to have an automo- 
bile, and the committee no doubt has performed a good service 
in saving thé expense of actually turning over an automobile 
to these various employees of the Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Chair understand 
that the Senator in charge of the bill has consented to have 
this item go over? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next amendment of the committee. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I understood that the point 
of order was overruled by the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It was. 

Mr. HARRISON. I wanted to address myself to that propo- 
sition. I am not so much interested in the controversy between 
the Senator from Colorado and the Senator from Tennessee 
with respect to these automobiles, except in this respect: I 
think it would be much better to make an increased allowance 
to the respective officers of the schools, so that they could pay 
out of it any fares that they have to pay in order to travel from 
one school to the other, because the trouble in providing auto- 
mobiles is that they use them a great deal for the!r own private 
use, and so on, and it is a habit that has grown up here as well 
as a custom that should be stopped. I think that these persons 
who have to travel from school to school should be provided by 
the Government with funds enough to do it, and that their 
salaries should be increased accordingly; and I should much 
prefer to see that than to see them given automobiles by the 
Government so that they can ride around with their families, 
and so forth. 


Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that the trouble with 


that is this: If we increased the salary now, instead of using 
the increase for maintaining an automobile they would still 
wunt to have an automobile furnished to them; and not only 
that, but the employees in the other departments of the Goy- 
| ernment would immediately point to the salaries paid to these 
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individuals and want their own salaries increased. So if we 
are going to give them any kind of an automobile, I think the 
plan here is very much better than to furnish them an auto- 
mobile and have the Government pay the expense of it, because, 
if it is done in that way, it will cost a great deal more than 
$312 a year, as the Senator from Tennessee quoted the figures 
on yesterday in this discussion. 

Mr, McKELLAR. We may as well do it right if we are going 
to do it at all. Why not let us equip every employee of the 
city government with an automobile, and furnish a chauffeur 
for him, and gasoline, and all the expense of upkeep, and get 
him a new one about once a year? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I will say to the Senator that I would 
rather limit the ones to whom we are already giving auto- 
mobiles. I think we shall have to work out some kind of a 
plan, and I am going to try to work it out between now and next 
year to regulate this whole automobile business, because I 
know as well as the Senator from Tennessee knows that it is 
abused, and has been abused ever since the first automobile was 

ted to an employee of the Government. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator a question? I want 
to get the construction that the committee places upon this 
amendment., It is proposed here to give to each one of these 
parties $312. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. HARRISON, And out of that $312 they can spend what 
is required for fares and traveling from one place to another, 
can they? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; they use their own automobiles, and have 
the wear and tear of them, and furnish their gasoline, and 
make all of their repairs. 

Mr. HARRISON. If they want to buy a Ford automobile, or 
what not, they can do it; but the Government gives them $312 
a year? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is right. 

Mr. HARRISON. If they spend only $150 a year, they make 
the difference between the two? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; and if they spend $600 they lose the 
difference. 

Mr. HARRISON. And the superintendent here estimated, as 
well as other parties, that $312 was about the right figure? Is 
that the idea? 

Mr. SMOOT. I think that is about the right figure on a car 
of ordinary cost for the first three or four years. After that 
the repairs will be more than that. 

Mr. HARRISON. I had gathered the impression that we 
were furnishing an automobile to each of these parties. I like 
this plan much better than the other; but there is more to it 
than that. A point of order was made and the Chair over- 
ruled the point of order. I suppose, in overruling the point of 
order, the Chair assumed that the Director of the Budget had 
made his estimate specifically for these sums. If he had, of 
course, that may be all right; but may I ask the Senator from 
Colorado whether the Budget Bureau estimated for this? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It did, yes; and it was reported by the House; 
but before the Senator came in that item was explained. The 
House had the entire lot of automobiles and motor cycles per- 
missible under that heading grouped in one place. The Senate 
committee found it advisable to separate them, and put them 
in the different parts of the bill where they properly belong. 

Mr. HARRISON. I think the Chair is eminently correct. I 
did not know that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will continue 
the reading of the bill. . 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
on page 52, at the end of line 2, to strike out “$4,500” and in- 
sert 86.000,“ so as to make the paragraph read: 

For purchase of apparatus, fixtures, specimens, technical books, and 
for extending the equipment and for the maintenance of laboratories 
of the departments of 0 chemistry, biology, and general science 
in the several high and junior zh schools and normal schools, and 
for the installation of the same, $6,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 52, line 8, after the word 
“Navy,” to insert “and children of other employees of the 
United States stationed outside the District of Columbia,” so 
as to make the paragraph read: 

The children of officers and men of the United States Army and 
Navy and children of other employees of the United States stationed 
outside the District of Columbia shall be admitted to the public schools 
without payment of tuition. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask why this change 
is made in the language? 

Mr. PHIPPS. We restored the language of the appropriation 
bill of 1923. 


Mr. HARRISON. That is carrying out the purposes of that 
law, then? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “ Buildings and grounds,” on page 52, 
line 19, after the word “contract,” to insert “or contracts,” 
So as to read: 

For beginning the remodeling of and the construction of an addition 
to the Western High School, to provide a new assembly hall, a gym- 
nasium for boys, a gymnasium for girls, and additional classrooms, 
$100,000, and the commissioners are hereby authorized to enter into a 
contract or contracts for said remodeling and extension at a cost not 
to exceed $550,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 53, line 6, after the word 
land.“ to strike out adjacent to” and insert “in the vicinity 
of,” so as to read: 

For the oe of additional land in the vicinity of the Slater- 
Langston (Cook) Schools, $50,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 53, line 14, after the word 
“fund,” to strike out the semicolon à d the following provisos: 

Provided, That none of the money appropriated by this act shall be 

aid or obligated toward the construction of or addition to any build- 
ing the whole and entire construction of which shall not bave been 
awarded in one or a Hame contract separate and — from any other 
contract, project, or undertaking, to the lowest bidder complying with 
all the legal requirements as to a deposit of money or the execution 
of a bond, or both, for the faithful performance of the contract: Pro- 
vided further, That no architect's fee shall be paid or obligated for 
plans, specifications or any professional services whatever, unless they 
are such as will enable the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, 
or those letting a contract, to secure a legal bid within the amount 
authorized by Congress for the building or other project: Provided fur- 
ther, That nothing herein shall be construed as repealing existing law 
giving the commissioners the right to reject all bids. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I have had no opportunity 
of studying that amendment, but I should like to have the Sena- 
tor in charge of the bill make an explanation of it. The lan- 
guage stricken out here seems to constitute a limitation on the 
use of the funds appropriated. What is the basis for the con- 
troversy involved in the provision stricken out? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The appropriation bill of 1923, as it came 
from the House, had similar language in it, which was stricken 
out by the Senate. When the bill went to conference it was 
found that the House conferees were insistent upon that pro- 
viso. The representatives of the Senate reluctantly consented 
to adopt their language as a try out to see how it would work. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then, it is the language of the present 
law? 

Mr. PHIPPS. This language proposed to be stricken out is 
the language of the present law, but we decided to strike it 
out because the Senate committee is not convinced that it is a 
proper proviso. We think it undoubtedly restricts the com- 
missioners in entering into contracts, and therefore the con- 
tracts they make are at times less favorable than they would 
otherwise be. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The language seems to include a number 
of limitations or restrictions. In the first place, it prevents the 
use of any of the funds appropriated for the construction of a 
building, or any addition to a building, the whole and entire 
construction of which shall not have been awarded in a single 
contract separate from any other contract, project, or under- 
taking. I presume the object of that restriction was to make 
it appear on the face of the statute and of the proceedings un- 
der it just what amount is being expended for a particular 
building. 

Mr. PHIPPS. True, but the practical working out is this: 
The general contractor has to be intrusted with the installa- 
tion of the heating appliances, the e'ectric wiring. and other 
special work, which can better be left direct to the specialists 
who produce those things; and by putting it into the general 
contract, we not only have to pay the ordinary profit to the 
heating contractor or the electrical man but we have to pay 
the general contractor's profit on top of it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the practice of the commissioners 
with respect to the letting of these contracts? Do they uni- 
formly or usually let them to the lowest bidder? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Usually, I should say. There has been only 
one exception I know of in the past four years, and that was a 
justifiable exception, in that the difference between the lowest 
bidder and the next highest was a very small amount, less than 
a quarter of 1 per cent of the contract price; but time was a 
consideration, and the second highest bidder offered to and did, 
as a matter of fact, complete the building in 60 days less time 
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than the lowest bidder had been willing to contract for; so 
that the commissioners in that one instance only, to my knowl- 
edge, exercised their authority to reject the lowest bid. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The experience of the commissioners has 
shown that the provision requiring the construction of a build- 
ing to be let under a single contract has caused an increase in 
the cost of building as a whole. I believe the Senator has made 
that statement. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I would not like to put the commissioners on 
record as having made that statement. That is my belief, and 
it is my impression, from talking with the commissioners and 
the architect; but I have had no direct statement to that effect. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I do not want to take any position which 
would unduly bind the commissioners or impair the activities of 
the commissioners in the construction of these buildings, but 
on its face the restriction appears to be a wholesome one in 
many of its provisions. For instance, I notice, in addition to 
the two provisions already discussed, there is a requirement as 
to the execution of a bond for the performance of the contract. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is always required. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is always required, and even before there 
was any law the District required that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. There is no objection, then, to that require- 
ment? 

Mr. SMOOT. None whatever. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask either the Senator from Colo- 
rado or the Senator from Utah whether the committee gave 
thought to modifying the provision so as to retain the require- 
ments which are admittedly justified? For instance, if the 
Congress strikes out the provision requiring the execution of a 
bond by the contractor, the commissioners might take the view 
of the matter that that was an invitation to proceed in another 


way. 

Mr. SMOOT. I hardly think so, because it has been the 
practice ever since there was a commission. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is now the law; and if you change the 
law it might be regarded by the commission as an expression 
of an opinion on the part of Congress that the contrary course 
should be taken; certainly it would leave the commissioners 
free to enter into a contract without a bond. What objection 
can there be to requiring the execution of a bond if it is right 
and proper to have that precaution taken? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That would not be the result. The commis- 
sioners are required under the law to have a bond executed, and 
they do so in all cases. The language used in this proposed 
proviso necessarily couples up the fact that this must not be 
construed as relieving them from the requirement of a bond. If 
we eliminate the proviso, it disappears, and the law still re- 
mains that the contractor to whom a contract is awarded must 
furnish a bond. 

Mr. ROBINSON. A statute separate and apart from this 
provision requires the execution of a bond? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is correct. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That would seem to be an answer to my 
inquiry, and I thank the Senator for the explanation. 

What is the meaning and effect of the next proviso?— 

That no architect's fee shall be paid or obligated for plans, specifica- 
tions, or any professional whatever, unless they are such as 
will enable the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, or those 
letting a contract, to secure a legal bid within the amount authorized 
by Congress for the building or other project. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the committee feels that that 
is unnecessary, because it has insisted and the commissioners 
insist that all plans and specifications be drawn by the munici- 
pal architect, or under his supervision, and there are no con- 
tracts let to outside architects for the preparation of plans. 
This is an unnecessary provision. It is surplusage, and would 
have no effect. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is, provided the commission continues 
its present method of procedure. If this provision were elimi- 
nated, would there be anything in the law to prevent the com- 
missioners, if they chose to do so, from allowing fees to outside 
architects? 

Mr. PHIPPS. There is provision in the law. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is already in the law? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is already in the law. This is surplusage. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If that is the case it is really not necessary. 

Mr. SMOOT. The substance of the whole thing is the first 
provision, that there should be one single contract. I think the 
Senator has had experience enough himself in building to know 
it is very unwise to build in that way. I think it should be 
so arranged that bids can be asked from painters and brick- 
layers and carpenters, and for all the furnishings, and the 
lowest bids taken, the whole contract made in conformity with 
the lowest bids in all cases, and not take one contractor’s bid 
for the whole thing. 


Mr. ROBINSON. The practical experience of the Senator 
from Arkansas would not be of any very great value in deter- 
mining a question of this nature; but I can see that there is 
force in the suggestions made that the probable effect of such a 
restriction would be to increase the cost of construction as a 
whole rather than to reduce it, and so far as I am concerned I 
am going to follow the conclusion of the committee. 

Mr. WILLIS, Mr. President, I desire to offer several amend- 
ments, I request that they may be read for information and lie 
on the table until we come to them in regular order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair), 
Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

On page 68, in line 4, after the word “ officers,” insert: “ Director, 
probation department, $3,400.” 

On line 6, after the figures “ $1,500," insert: Case supervisor, at 
$1,880 ; 2 probation officers, at $1,400 each.” 

a ine 10, after the figures “$1,200,” insert: Stenographer at 


The 


The next amendment of the committee was, on page 84. 
line 11, to strike out “ $250,000" and to insert in lieu thereof 
** $300,000,” so as to read: . 

For repairs and improvements to school buildings and grounds and 
for repairing and renewing heating, plumbing, and ventilating appa- 
ratus, and installation of sanitary drinking fountains in buildings not 
supplied with same, $300,000. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would like to inquire of the Sen- 
ator from Colorado, baving the bill in charge, whether in the 
items recommended for school buildings the committee had in 
view the fact that a committee of the House and Senate have 
conducted a rather exhaustive investigation with a view to 
determining the mechanical needs of the school system—that is, 
the necessary schoolhouses, and so forth—as well as the char- 
acter of legislation needed to give to the District an efficient 
and proper educational system? What I want to know is 
whether or not the committee availed itself of any of the find- 
ings of that committee or whetber in their recommendations for 
school buildings they have made provision only for those which 
could be completed quickly, which seem to be indispensably 
necessary. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I assume the Senator refers to the committee 
of 1920, headed by the Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLING- 
HAM], of which he, together with the Senator from Mississippi, 
was a member? 

Mr. KING. There is a joint committee of the House and 
Senate, of which the Senator from Kansas [Mr. CAPPER] is 
chairman, and Mr. Waters, Representative from Pennsylvania, 
is vice chairman. They have been taking testimony, and have 
had before their committee educators of the highest standing 
throughout the United States, and have canvassed the question 
as to the kind of buildings which should be required, the cur- 
riculum which should be established, and, generally, the entire 
educational system of the District. That committee, I hope, 
will be able to report before we adjourn, and I think the com- 
mittee will recommend a program of school building which will 
eall for perhaps $6,000,000 to $10,000,000. I was wondering 
whether the committee preparing this bill attempted to deal 
with that progressive program or provided only for buildings 
which they deemed to be imperatively needed now. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, as the Senator is well aware, we 
have not caught up with our delinquencies due to the World 
War and the aftermath, and all we have put in this bill does 
not enable us to get up within two years of where we should 
be In a comprehensive building program. The committee has 
given careful study to the various locations for the proposed 
new buildings incorporated in this bill and visited them in 
person. We have made some additions, and recommended 
some rather large items of money expenditure over the recom- 
mendations of the House, looking to further expansion and the 
necessities of the future iu the rapidly growing communities. 
The Senator will find those items in the printed amendment, 
to which I called his attention on Saturday last, and he is 
familiar with them, no doubt. I feel sure, speaking for the 
committee, that not one single item of appropriation for the 
acquisition of property as a building site or the erection of a 
building will be found not to fit in with any program that a 
committee such as the Senator refers to will present to the 
Senate. We would like very much to have the benefit of that 
investigation and that report, certainly before we take up the 
consideration of next year’s bill, and if it is available now— 
and regarding that I have not been informed, although I am 
familiar with the Dillingham report—if we should come into 
conference with the House on any of these items, we would be 
glad to avail ourselves of that information. 

Mr. KING. Let me say to the Senator that owing to press 
of other official duties I have had no opportunity to examine 
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the bill or the amendments which the Senator was kind enough 
to place upon my desk on Saturday last. 

I only want to say that the committee, after a very full 
examination and after having visited the schoolhouses of the 
District, reached the conclusion that many of the buildings were 
archaic and needed either complete demolition or complete 
rehabilitation, and that a large number of improvements were 
needed immediately in the school buildings of the District; 
further, that a broad and comprehensive plan should be adopted 
for the construction of a number of buildings in various parts 
of the city that would meet the demands not only of the present 
but the demands of the city as we believe it will expand during 
the next 10 or 15 years. I think that program will call for a 
very large appropriation, as I said, perhaps $6,000,000 to 
$10,000,000, 

There is no doubt Lut what a considerable sum is needed im- 
mediately for the improvement of school buildings and for the 
erection of other school buildings. I sincerely hope that the 
committee, of which I happen to be a member, will be able to 
report before adjournment, and hand to those who are dealing 
with appropriations, a plan which will enable us to provide a 
proper system of education, not only so far as curriculum is 
concerned, but giving the necessary school buildings for the 
city. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 54, line 22, after the word 
“buildings,” to insert “ and for the purchase of land for school 
purposes; so as to make the paragraph read: 

The appropriations herein made for the construction of school build- 
ings and for the purchase of land for schoo] purposes shall be avail- 
able immediately. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 54, after line 28, to strike 
out: 

The total cost of the sites and of the several and respective build- 
ings herein provided for, when completed upon plans and specifica- 
tions to be made previously and W shall not exceed the sey- 
eral and respective sums of money herein respectively appropriated or 
authorized for such purposes. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, this provision inserted by 
the House limits the commissioners in the purchase of sites to 
the amount appropriated or authorized. It would seem to be a 
wholesome provision. I ask the Senator in charge of the bill 
whether, by striking out the provision, it is the intention of 
the committee to leave the commissioners with authority to 
create deficits or to make contracts for the purchase of sites in 
excess of the sum authorized for those sites? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The question came up for discussion and we 
had it up with the Comptroller General. I call the Senator's 
attention to the language found on page 53 preceding the lan- 
guage now under consideration. On page 53, line 12, the pro- 
vision is: 


In all, $700,000, to be disbursed and accounted for as “ Buildings 
3 8, public schools,” and for that purpose shall constitute one 
und. 


The two provisions were evidently conflicting, and the atten- 
tion of the Comptroller General was called to them. We had 
his letter stating that it would be in conflict undoubtedly, and 
if it were desired to handle the appropriation so that a little 
loss in one case might be eked out by a little taken from an- 
other item where there was a surplus, we should strike out the 
language which is now under consideration and allow the 
amount to remain as one fund in the same manner that the 
appropriations for the year 1923 were provided for. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator in his statement has assumed 
that there would be no abuse of the authority if the commis- 
sioners were vested with absolute power to spend amounts in 
their discretion for the purchase of sites within the limitation 
of $700,000. I do not mean to imply that any discretion vested 
in the commissioners in this respect would be abused, but I see 
no serious conflict in the two provisions, assuming that it is 
the desire of the Congress to require the commissioners in 
making purchases to act within the authorization. The lan- 
guage of the provision proposed to be stricken out by the com- 
mittee amendment now under consideration is as follows: 

The total cost of the sites and of the several and respective buildings 
herein provided for, when completed upon plans and specifications to 
be made previously and a, pred shall not exceed the severa! and 


8 sums of money herein respectively appropriated or author- 
ized for such purposes. 


Now, is it the intention of the committee to constitute as a 
single fund the $700,000 referred to by the Senator from Colo- 
rado and give the commissioners discretion, if they desire to do 
so, to expend that entire fund on one, two, or three sites, or 
on one, two, or three buildings, or is it the intention of the 


committee, and the effect of the provision as amended by the 
committee, to require the purchase of all the sites and the con- 
struction and completion of all the buildings within the limita- 
tion of $700,000, allowing the commissioners latitude as to the 
respective sites and buildings but requiring them to complete 
the whole project within the sum authorized? 

Mr. PHIPPS. To illustrate what has sometimes happened 
in the past, I would cite the two items which will be found in 
the bill on page 52. Beginning in line 22 is an item of $25,000 
for the purchase of a new site for the Tenley School, while on 
page 53 we find an item of $50,000 for the purchase of addi- 
tional land in the vicinity of the Slater-Langston Schools. 

There have been similar cases, and I am not drawing on my 
imagination. In the one case it may happen that the owners of 
the Tenley land, for instance, say we can not have that land 
for $25,000. The commissioners, of course, say that that is all 
they can spend for it, and so they condemn it. They can not 
take it otherwise unless they come back for an additional ap- 
propriation. On the other hand, they come to the Slater propo- 
sition and find that they can save two or three thousand dollars 
in their purchase there and by applying it on the Tenley propo- 
sition they can obtain both pieces of property and save years 
of time. 

I do not believe we are giving the commissioners too much 
latitude in intrusting them with the authority to use any 
savings they may make on one contract or in one project to eke 
out and finish another project. In that connection, when we 
provide a site for a building, as the Senator knows, we ordi- 
narily make an appropriation for its construction, say, $50,000, 
on account of construction, and the commissioners are author- 
ized to enter into contracts for the total amount of the com- 
plete structure not exceeding, say, $160,000 or $200,000, as the 
ease may be. So we have the limitation there as to the amount 
of the expenditure on the contract. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator how the items of 
appropriation in this part of the bill are arrived at? How 
did the committee find the amount which should be appropri- 
ated in the two cases which he has taken as illustrations—the 
Tenley School site $25,000 and the Slater School site $50,000? 
Is it not true that the purchase of the particular tract of 
ground is in contemplation, and that the committee or the com- 
missioners for the committee have ascertained either the value 
of the site or the price at which it can be purchased, and that 
the item as fixed in the bill responds to that Information? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The first move made by the commissioners is 
to look up the assessed value of the property and the assessed 
value of neighboring property so as to get a square-foot average 
price, and to know of actual sales that have been made in the 
neighborhood recently and are of record, and then to make in- 
quiry of the owners, knowing that under the law they have 
the power to condemn and if the case goes to court they would 
have to pay in the aggregate not more than the assessed value 
plus a certain percentage. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course the whole object to be conserved 
is the best interests of the Government, and that object, I ap- 
prehend, is uppermost in the minds of the committee reporting 
the amendment. Does it not occur to the Senator that if the 
Congress expressly authorizes an appropriation of $50,000 for 
the purchase of a particular tract of land, even though that may 
exceed the amount at which the land might otherwise have been 
purchased, the owner of the land or the real-estate agent au- 
thorized to sell it will insist upon the maximum amount au- 
thorized by Congress? 

How many instances can the Senator cite that have come to 
his knowledge where Congress has authorized the expenditure 
of a definite sum for a particular tract of land, and that land 
has been purchased by the Government for less than the amount 
Congress had authorized to be expended therefor? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I know of two or three offhand within my own 
knowledge within the last two or three years, since I have been 
endeavoring to follow the progress of legislation affecting the 
District. The fact that the outside figure is named in the bill 
does not mean that the commissioners are going to go to the 
owner and say, “ We will give this much for the property and 
no more.“ They do not do it in that way. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator does not state quite accurately 
the language of the bill in that particular. It is true that the 
commissioners are not compelled to expend any amount or the 
whole amount authorized by Congress, but the language em- 
ployed is: 

For the purchase of a new site * „ $25,000. 

Now, the real-estate agent having that land for sale, knowing 
the language employed, knows he can get $25,000 if he insists 
upon it for that particular tract of land. The conclusion the 
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committee has reached after investigation reflects the conviction 
of the committee that the tract is worth that much. 

The committee might make an error, in the opinion of the 
real estate agent or the owner of land, and fix the price too 
low; but I apprehend that the result of this method of pro- 
cedure, while undoubtedly it would be quite convenient to 
have the fund treated as a single fund, would be to secure to 
the owners of sites who are willing to sell for the respective 
amounts the maximum authorization by Congress, and give 
others encouragement, at least, to insist upon larger sums for 
their tracts where they feel the amount is insufficient, inasmuch 
as larger sums may be taken from the appropriation as a 
whole. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I shall say only a few words 
in answer to the Senator from Arkansas. Frankly, if it were 
a personal matter of my own, and I had an agent who was 
comparable with the District Commissioner who handles these 
transactions, I would not limit him in amount as to any one 
item. I would say, “Here is so much money; there are sọ 
many pieces of property to be acquired; go and do the best you 
can.” That is the only way we could acquire property to 
better advantage than under the methods now employed. The 
committee recognizes the unfortunate fact that a price has 
to be fixed in the appropriation bill as the upset price for a 
piece of property. It would be much better if we could pro- 
ceed undet the other plan, giving the commissioner so much 
money to expend for school sites, and then let them make the 
best bargain thev could. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I am not at all sure that the Senator's 
conclusion in that particular would prove correct. The net 
result of all legislation specifying certain amounts for sites 
and buildings has been that the commissioner, has often spent 
more for one site than the act authorized, provided he could 
purchase other sites or construct the buildings contemplated 
for less than the respective appropriations for those particular 
sites and buildings. I fear that such practice is not in the 
interest of economy, but that it will tend to encourage extrava- 
gance rather than to promote economy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I was absent from the Chamber 
when page 53 of the bill was considered, and particularly the 
item to which I desire to call attention. I now invite the 
attention of the Senator having the bill in charge to lines 1 
and 2, on page 53. The provision of the bill reads: 

For the ape of land for school purposes adjacent to the 
Langley Junior High School, $215,000, 

I wish to say to the Senator that I have no knowledge of 
this matter except such as has been furnished me by a letter 
which I have received from Mr. Clinton R. Thompson, chair- 
man of the school committee of the Piney Branch Citizens’ As- 
sociation. Mr. Thompson has recommended an amendment to 
this provision of the bill. His amendment is to strike out the 
language which I have just read, and to insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

For ng the construction of a new McKinley Manual Train- 
ing School on land now owned by the District of Columbia, adjacent 
to Macfarland Junior High School, $215,000; and the limit of cost of 
sgaid McKinley Man Training School is hereby fixed at $1,500,000. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I call the Senator's attention to the fact 
that under agreement we are now considering committee 
amendments. I am not even now offering amendments which 
have met with the favor of and have been recommended by 
the committee. The particular amendment to which the Senator 
refers is one which has been in print for several days, having 
been offered by the senior Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis]. 
At the proper time, if the Senator from Kansas desires to 
propose the amendment, or if the Senator from Utah desires 
to do so, it may be considered. 

While we are on that question, however, I may say that the 
subcommittee visited the alternative site proposed and decided 
in favor of the one which received the approval of the other 
House—the neighborhood of Langley Junior High School rather 
than the Macfarland Junior High School. 

Mr. KING. In view of the agreement first to consider re- 
ported amendments, I shall not press this matter until we shall 
have concluded the program agreed upon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
next amendment. 

The reading of the bill was resumed at line 20, page 55, 
and continued to the end of line 5 on page 57, being the clause 
providing for the salaries of the Metropolitan police. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I have not investigated and 
have had no time to enter into an investigation of the police 


needs of the city of Washington, but it seems to me that 
there must be some method of improving the conditions which 
surround traffic in the streets of this city. We have here a 
city of something less than half a million inhabitants. It has 
as a whole—I am not speaking now of individual avenues— 
the widest and best streets, perliaps, of any city in this coun- 
try and, probably, in the world. 

Mr. KING. Except the city in which I reside. 

Mr. LODGE. Except possibly the home city of the Senator 
from Utah; but I still insist on my original statement. Yet, 
so far as my experience goes in American cities, I think Wash- 
ington is the most dangerous city in the country for travelers, 
whether in motor cars or on foot. 

Within the past week the record of one day’s serious auto- 
mobile accidents was nine persons injured, five of whom were 
killed, They had been knocked down by automobiles; and from 
the accounts in the newspapers of those occurrences in every 
ease the injuries and deaths were caused by reckless and 
careless driving. 

Despite the wide streets of Washington, there is an amount 
of automobile parking permitted which reduces them to narrow 
Streets. Anyone who has occasion to go to the principal 
shopping streets, F Street and H Street, for instance, finds 
permanent parking there to such an extent that it is im- 
possible to get up to the shop doors, and there is apparently 
no limitation, as there is in other cities, of the time during 
which a vehicle may be halted in front of the shop. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit a 
statement there? 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think the Senator is in error about that, 
particularly as to F Street, because there is a limitation as 
to the length of time any vehicle may be parked on F Street. 

Mr. LODGE. I very seldom go shopping; but the Senator’s 
Statement is contrary to my experience and my observation. 
If the Senator is correct, then I should say the law is not 
enforced. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator will pardon me further, 
I think the trouble goes even deeper than that. I think the 
police are yery prompt in the enforcement of the parking 
regulations. 

Mr. LODGE. In making automobiles move on? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes, sir. The difficulty is that in the 
shopping centers of the city business is so congested that to 
permit parking at all upon those streets brings about the con- 
dition which the Senator has described. The only way, so 
far as I can see, to relieve it would be to prohibit for any 
period of time, other than that necessary to take on or dis- 
charge passengers, the parking of automobiles on F Street. 
Certainly the traffic conditions, so far as heavy trucks are 
concerned, might be very greatly improved by further regu- 
lations and their rigid enforcement. 

Mr. LODGE. That is precisely what I am aiming at. The 
streets of the old portion of Boston, my native city, are very 
narrow—Boston being an old city—and the same statement 
applies to lower New York. In those streets of the cities 
referred to if vehicles were not compelled to move on traffic 
would be congested, it would become impossible for it to move. 
The same thing is true, of course, of London with its narrow 
streets. In Washington, however, automobiles draw up to the 
curb and remain there a sufficient length of time almost to 
block continuously passage along certain streets. Between 
the White House offices and the State Department there is 
a short but wide street on both sides of which automobiles 
are parked from morning until night, making the passageway, 
the fairway, aS it is called on the water, extremely narrow. 
Those automobiles are parked there for the convenience of 
clerks in the departments, I have ascertained on inquiry. That 
is but one of many instances. It seems to me that some- 
thing ought to be done by the commissioners or by the police 
to make traffic safer, and there ought to be more trafie police- 
men at the points of crossing where there is a great deal of 
business passing both ways. 

There is also very reckless driving in Washington. The 
law against reckless driving may be adequate; certainly there 
are ordinances against it, but they are not enforced. I have 
not studied the question sufficiently to know whether that is 
because the police are incompetent or whether they are too 
few. 

I have been looking at the figures for New York and Boston, 
they being the two cities which I happen to know best—and 
that is the reason I take them for comparison—and I find 
there are 34 patrolmen to the square mile in New York and 37 
to the square mile in Boston, while in Washington, I think, 
there are 9 to the square mile. We may be imposing a burden 
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on the police beyond their power; but certainly there are 
many crossings in this city where there ought to be very efficient 
traffic policemen stationed all the time. 

There is no reason why Washington should not be the safest 
as weil as the best paved and best lighted city in the country. 
It is not a commercial city; it is not an industrial city, and 
heavy traffic is not very great in volume in comparison with 
such traffic in other cities. That may be one reason for the ex- 
treme rapidity with which automobiles are driven through the 
streets the moment they get out of sight of a policeman. Par- 
ticular sinners, so far as my observation goes, are delivery 
wagons of shops, driven generally by boys, and motor vehicles 
belonging to the Government of the United States, There are 
not as many as there used to be at one time, which is perhaps 
a good thing, but they add very much to the perils of pedes- 
trians in this city. It has become serious enough, it seems 
to me, for Congress to give some attention to it; and the Dis- 
trict Commissioners ought to feel that the first person to be 
considered are not the minority of automobile owners, but the 
first persons to be considered are the great majority of the 
population who walk or who do not park and block the streets 
with automobiles. 

It seems a pity that in this, the Capitol of the Nation, there 
should not be proper regulation, and, if necessary, enough 
police. I do not think we have enough police. I am not going 
to offer an amendment, for I have not investigated the matter 
sufficiently ; but we certainly ought to have more than nine toa 
square mile. - 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I quite agree with what 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lope] has said. I do 
not know whether the remedy lies in increasing the police force 
or not; but something ought to be done about this matter in 
the city of Washington. It has become the most dangerous 
city in America, according to the information that I have and 
according to the reports that we get. Foot passengers seem 
to have no rights at all that an automobile or truck or taxi 
driver is bound to respect. 

I have always understood that a man on foot in a city had 
the right to have safe sidewalks and safe streets upon which 
to travel, and the municipality is held responsible if those 
highways are kept or permitted to be in such a state that an 
accident is likely to happen to any citizen passing along; but 
here in Washington a man takes his life in his hands nearly 
every day when he attempts to cross a street anywhere. 

I do not know whether or not the number of policemen 
ought to be increased, but it would appear so from the fact 
that in practically every case where an accident happens there 
is no policeman anywhere about, and when a person who is 
walking properly and legitimately on the streets is run down 
and killed there is nobody to testify in the case except the 
operator of the automobile. That operator appears in court 
and says: “Why, this woman, or this man, ran against my 
running board and attacked my car and committed suicide,” 
and there you are. There is nobody there to question it. 
Nobody has seen the accident except the man operating the 
car, and the unfortunate victim is silent forever; and when 
the case comes up in court the man operating the ear is 
discharged, and that ends the matter. That closes the incident. 

I think in the recent case here of Mrs. Hill, the person who 
ran that car and killed her was discharged when the case 
eame into court; and so it is in nearly every instance. He 
had a hearing, and was discharged, and that is the record 
right along. There are no policemen, no officers anywhere 
about, to testify regarding the facts. The only witness is 
the person who operated the car, and he testifies, and the case 
is thrown out of court; and so it is day after day. Those 
things are happening here right along. 

I introduced a bill at one time, and have offered it as an 
amendment to the pending bill, regulating traffic in the Dis- 
trict, changing the rule of evidence so that when an accident 
eccurs a presumption of fact shall arise that the person 
operating the car was guilty ef negligence. Instead of put- 
ting upon the person who is maimed or killed the burden of 
proving negligence, the man operating the car must establish 
by a preponderance of the evidence that he was not negligent. 
That would have some effect, I think. Changing the rule of 
evidence with respect to that condition would have a good 
effect, and I think would have a tendency to make more care- 
ful these people who operate automobiles, taxis, and trucks; 
but I am inclinded to think that we do need more policemen, 
because in many of these dangerous places I never see a 
policeman at all. I walk quite a good deal, and I rarely see 
a policeman, although I have seen many instances of careless 
driving, reckless driving, endangering human life. I see it 
every day, and particularly with reference to passing street 


cars. When people are getting on or getting off street 
cars, half the time the automobile drivers do not observe the 
rule that they must stop to allow people to get off a street 
car or get on a street car. They run around them, and take 
all sorts of chances, and I never see a policeman. Many a 
time I have looked about to try to find one to make com- 
plaint, but I can not see them; and I do not think the police- 
men are neglecting their duty, either. I do not intend to 
9 at all. I think there are not enough of them in 

e i 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I was just wondering whether the Sena- 
tor had heard the Washington definition of “ the quick or the 
dead "—the quick being those who are able to get out of the 
way of automobiles, and the dead those who are not quick 
enough to get out of the way. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I should like to say for the 
Recorp that last year’s bill came to the Senate with an in- 
crease of 17 patrolmen. The Senate committee added 75. In 
conference that number was cut down to 42, so that the net 
addition to the bill was 59; but at the same time, by reason of 
the passage of a separate bill creating the White House spe- 
cial police force, we released 54 patrolmen from the White 
House grounds, and their services became available for the 
regular force. This year’s bill comes to us with an increase of 
only one captain and five patrolmen. That was the Budget 
estimate, approved by the House, and, of course, the commis- 
sioners were rather precluded from coming to the committee 
to ask for an increase, They did not ask for an increase over 
the Budget. We had no intimation that they thought the 
allowance was too light or that they favored an increase. 
They made no expression on the subject. In addition to the 
1,087 policemen who are on the rolls to-day there are a number 
of crossing policemen who are paid by the tramway companies. 
The exact number of those officers I have not at the moment, 
but there are quite a number of them, and they care for the 
down-town section and the crowded centers; but the commit- 
tee had no basis or authority on which to propose an additional 
increase this year. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Lopar] and other Senators have discussed at some 
length a question that is not pending before the Senate. That 
is to say, no provision in this bill and no amendment proposed 
to it contemplates any reform of the conditions complained of. 
It is doubtful whether an increase in the number of policemen 
will accomplish the very wholesome purpose of protecting the 
publie in Washington from avoidable traffic accidents. The 
difficulties grow in part out of the way in which the city of 
Washington is laid out. 

In nearly every city in the country other than the city of 
Washington, the streets run at right angles to one another, and 
the points of intersection are not so numerous as they are here. 
While our city is beautifully laid out, the manner in which the 
streets are extended certainly is not calculated to promote the 
safety of the public, especially under the conditions that 
obtain with respect to automobile traffic. 

We have a system of streets at right angles, the city being 
divided into four sections with reference to the compass, and 
the streets being arranged in each of these four sections prac- 
tically identically, the streets running north and south com- 
mencing near the Capitol being numbered, the streets running 
east and west commencing near the Capitol being lettered, all 
the letters being used, as I remember, except J, X, Y, and Z; 
so that at almost every important point in the city we not only 
have the streets crossing one another at right angles but we 
have intersecting them a system of avenues at obtuse angles, 
and also a system of “roads” and “places” which make the 
plan of the city quite complex, and which make the efficient 
handling of traffic, in so far as it affects the safety of the 
public, more difficult than it is in any other city within my 
knowledge. 

Boston has been referred to by the Senator from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. Lopez] and is mentioned by my colleague [Mr. 
Caraway]. In that city the streets are very narrow, and in 
many instances they are not straight. Nevertheless the prin- 
ciple that I have laid down is applicable even to the city of 
Boston, with its many crooked streets; so that is one condi- 
tion that it is fair to take into consideration when discussing 
this subject. 

Another is that with the enormous increase in automobile 
traffic, particularly in the shopping districts, it has become nec- 
essary further to revise the regulations. There ought not to be 
any parking of autemobiles on F Street, and there are other 
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localities in the city where parking must be prevented by action 
of the city authorities or of the Congress. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Sena- 
tor that possibly some rule might be laid down requiring some 
of these congested streets to be made one-way streets? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes. 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; that is a very good suggestion. 

Mr. ROBINSON. But I think the desired end can be better 
accomplished for the convenience of the public by simply allow- 
ing automobiles to appear on those streets where the traffic is 
so greatly congested only for the purpose of taking on or dis- 
charging passengers and requiring them to find their parking 
spaces elsewhere; and, in addition to that, I would make this 
suggestion 

Mr. LODGE. I think that reaches the great point of diffi- 
culty. 

Mr, ROBINSON. I do not know to what extent the city 
authorities have gone into the subject. I know that they are 
intelligent men and they must have given thought to it, and 
probably they have prescribed some regulations to control it; but 
one of the worst difficulties, one of the greatest dangers that 
menaces the safety of pedestrians in the District of Columbia 
and persons riding in passenger automobiles grows out of the 
manner in which large trucks are operated, and the places 
where they are permitted to go. There is no excuse for per- 
mitting a heavy truck to go on F Street, or on Pennsylvania 
Avenpe for that matter, except when it goes there for the 
purpose of taking on or discharging merchandise. There is 
no Senator present who has not observed recklessness approach- 
ing criminality among the operators of trucks in the District 
of Columbia. They disregard every traffic regulation respect- 
ing right of way. It is the common, the general practice of truck 
operators in the District of Columbia to take the right of 
way in spite of the regulations in the District of Columbia, 
aud they take it by the mere weight and power of the vehicle 
they are driving. The result is that a citizen who is operating 
an automobile or an individual who is walking along the 
street, relying upon the operator of a truck to observe the 
traffic regulations, takes the right of way when he is entitled 
to it, expecting the truck driver to respect the regulations, 
only to find his automobile destroyed or his person injured, 
if not his life taken by the criminal negligence of the truck 
driver. That condition can be quickly remedied, and it ought 
to be remedied, by the District authorities. 

The remedy suggests itself. If policemen would arrest the 
operators of trucks in the District of Columbia when they see 
them violating the regulations respecting the right of way, 
that condition would end, particularly if the driver were de- 
prived of his license. ` 

In addition to this, the regulations should be modified so as 
to permit heavy trucks to go upon certain streets only under 
conditions which make it necessary for them to go there. If 
such precautions be taken it will not be necessary, in my judg- 
ment, to increase the number of policemen to handle traffic in 
the District of Columbia. The traffic policemen in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia are as efficient as are to be found in any 
city in the United States, They display a degree of patience 
and tolerance that at times is amazing, and they certainly are 
not to be condemned, but are to be commended. But, with all 
that, you can not remedy the evil conditions respecting traffic 
in the District of Columbia by doubling the number of the 
policemen, because you can never have a sufficient number to 
have one present at all places where danger may arise or 
where accidents may occur. So that the proper remedy would 
seem to be to enforce the regulations, particularly those re- 
specting the right of way; keep the heavy trucks off the streets 
where pedestrians are compelled to go and where automobiles 
customarily go; and deny operators of automobiles the right 
to park on certain streets in the shopping district for any con- 
siderable length of time. 

Mr. LODGE. I agree with the Senator in his suggestion 
that trucks be allowed to go only on certain streets, and that 
things would be better if the laws were strictly enforced; but 
I must say that I think that the stopping of speeding, which, 
after all, is the principal source of accident, is best achieved 
when we have more police than we have in certain parts of 
the city here, so as to make people who speed entirely uncer- 
tain as to when they will see the next policeman. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think if the Senator will investigate 
the matter he will find that speeding, while very dangerous, is 
more rarely the cause of injury or accident than would at 
first appear. Every traffic man knows that the rapid moving 
of traffic often relieves congestion quickly and averts the 
danger of collision. In some cities you will find that if you 
drive slowly you will be arrested for doing so, because the 


traffic must move with a certain degree of speed. I want to 
make this suggestion: We talk about these matters with a 
great deal of earnestness and come to no conclusion except to 
agree among ourselves that something ought to be done. This 
whole subject ought to be studied by a subcommittee of the 
Committee on the District of Columbia, and if necessary the 
advice and opinion of experts ought to be procured, a plan 
ought to be devised and brought into the Congress, and what- 
ever legislation is necessary to put it into effect ought to be 
considered by the Congress and enacted. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I do not know 
whether I can contribute anything to the wisdom that has 
already been displayed in regard to the regulation of traffic in 
Washington, but I want to suggest to the District Committee 
that they might find a remedy in following the provisions of 
the automobile acts in the various States, which provide for 
the examination of chauffeurs under a yearly license and a pen- 
alty of cancellation of the license when they evade the law or 
when any accident happens through their negligence. If the 
commissioners should adopt a regulation of that character and 
deprive the driver of his license when he disobeys the law, you 
will find that they will observe the speed and traffic regula- 
tions. That was applied in New Jersey and the number of 
accidents was reduced fourfold. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Certainly. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I merely desire to say that that identical 
suggestion was made to me when I took my seat by my col- 
league, the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Caraway]. He 
also made this suggestion, that a person operating an automo- 
bile which injures anyone should have the onus of proving 
that the injury occurred without the negligence of the operator 
of the automobile, and should remain in custody until the in- 
vestigation has been made and a conclusion has been reached. 
I do not know whether it would be possible to enact legisla- 
tion so stringent as that, but I am satisfied that if it could be 
enacted such a measure, together with the revision of the regu- 
lations in the particulars mentioned, would go a long way 
toward making the individual who visits Washington feel that 
he is not guilty of gross negligence in appearing upon the 
streets of the city. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I may say to the Senator that I 
have been informed that the accidents in the city of Washing- 
ton are twice the number in any other city in the United States. 
That is the report of the accident insurance companies, and the 
companies which insure automobiles. If you regulate that by 
penalizing the driver of the automobile, first, compelling him 
to take an examination, licensing him under the regulations, 
and then, if he evades the law or disobeys the law, deprive him 
of his right of livelihood and his right to drive, these careless 
men who kill people in Washington will be more careful and 
the number of accidents will be reduced. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask the Senator whether any of 
those acts provide for a forfeiture of the machine? It seems 
to me that the act should go even further, and not only pro- 
vide for a forfeiture of the license but for a forfeiture of the 
machine, , 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Of course, I suppose you could 
bring a suit for damages against the owner of a commercial 
truck or a commercial automobile. The law to which I have 
referred was applied in New Jersey, and that was the initial 
law passed in this country. It has been copied by 33 States 
in the Union, The District of Columbia, I understand, has not 
adopted similar regulations; but if you would examine a 
driver and see that he is competent to drive an automobile, in- 
stead of allowing school boys and little colored boys to drive 
machines, as is done in the city of Washington, if you would 
ascertain, through some proper department, that a man was 
competent to drive, you would minimize the number of acci- 
dents in this city, whether you had more policemen or not, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I want to add just one thing 
to what the Senator from New Jersey has said. In the first 
place, if a driver is denied the right to operate a machine after 
he has been the cause of an accident, that is about the only 
punishment you can inflict on him that he really would ap- 
preciate, and seek to avoid. I think, however, the law ought to 
go far enough to make every man who owns a machine liable 
for whatever damage may occur, regardless of who drives it, 
because the owner of the machine ought to know the character 
of the man he puts in charge of his vehicle, and ought to be 
liable for any injury which may be occasioned by the reckless 
driving. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is the law now, is it not? 

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. He is liable under the law as it is 


now. 
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Mr. CARAWAY. He is liable, but with so many modifica- 
tions that he always finds a modification that gets him out 
of it. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator says that the only thing that 
would bother the chauffeur would be depriving him of his 
license. Does not the Senator think that if moderate jall sen- 
tences were given instead of fines, it would have a wholesome 
deterring effect on others as well as the man himself? My judg- 
ment is that one of the great troubles here in Washington is 
that chauffeurs who are guilty of negligence and bring about 
accidents are either turned loose or fined. They care nothing 
in the world 2 out fines. They ought to be put in jail even for 
a few days in the case of a light offense, and more days in jail 
in case of greater negligence. If the judges would put them in 
jail, I am quite sure there would be very much fewer accidents, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am sure of that, too; but the ordinary 
chauffeur regards a jail sentence as just so much time lost if 
he can get his machine as soon as he gets out. He ought to be 
deprived of his right to drive, and anybody who causes an injury 
to a person ought to go to jail. I have become thoroughly dis- 
gusted. In the city of Washington nearly every day some child 
is killed, and the coroner investigates and finds that it is an 
unavoidable accident. ‘There are no unavoidable accidents. 
Whenever a man hits somebody when driving a motor car, he 
could have avoided it. When anybody looks after the driving 
of his vehicle and observes the street, however reckless the 
pedestrian may be, he can avold the accident. I have driven a 
car myself—if you will permit a Ford to be so classified—and I 
know from years and years of experience there is never a time, 
if a man is driving with any care for those who walk, when he 
should injure anybody. Two men driving cars may run into 
each other, but that can be avoided; and if the coroner would 
quit always accepting the statement of an irresponsible driver 
of a car that the child who was killed ran into the street in 
front of him or that somebody walked out from behind another 
vehicle and he could not avoid striking him, and if the authori- 
ties would enforce the law, they could protect. life. 

I am sure, from years of experience, that there is absolutely 
no excuse for a man who, in driving a car, kills another. Of 
course if he wants to go out and hold hands with somebody, 
I rather imagine he might be guilty of hitting some one and be 
able truthfully to swear that he did not see the person he 
struck; or if he wants to talk and look off while driving, he 
might be able to truthfully say he did not see the person in time 
to avoid the accident; but if he is paying attention, he can 
avoid accidents. A man who drives a car in a crowded street 
ought to have so much regard for human life, and especially for 
the lives of children, as to watch the street, and I know he can 
avoid accidents. He should keep both hands on the wheel, as 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surra] suggests. 

The regula..ty with which the coroner, regardless of how an 
accident occurs, always find that the person who is injured or 
killed was at fault is a crime. If there is no law sufficient to 
punish people, Congress should enact one, raising to the grade 
of homicide cases where somebody recklessly kills another 
through negligence in driving an automobile. We read every 
day of some reckless driver of a car which he does not own 
dashing around the corner and killing some little child playing 
in the street. Let us make the punishment so severe that he 
will never drive another car while he lives. I am out of pa- 
tience with the way these cases are handled. There is no ex- 
cuse for it. There have been 8 or 10 deaths in the city of 
Washington within the last 30 days due to reckless automobile 
driving, and every man who caused one of those deaths is as 
guilty as if he had gone out and cut somebody’s throat, because 
he could have avoided it. I do not care what the coroner may 
say in relieving him of punishment, I know he could have 
avoided it. 

The authorities should take the license away from any man 
who causes an accident. For a second offense or disregarding 
the traffic regulations, take the license away from them and 
let them do something else for a living. A man who does not 
observe regulations ought not to be intrusted with a car. Make 
the owner liable wherever the injury is to individuals, and 
wherever one strikes an individual send him to jail until the 
facts are thoroughly investigated and it is determined that he 
is not responsible. That may be drastic, but the man who is 
so reckless as to kill, and particularly the one who kills chil- 
dren in the street, ought to be punished, and the punishment 
can never be too severe. 

I want to say that the traffic policemen here are efficient, but 
a traffic policeman ordinarily retards and does not expedite 
traffic. Only in the most congested centers ought there to be 


traffie policemen. Put them at crossings up and down the 
streets generally, and they actually retard and do not facilitate 
traffic. Make the drivers responsible, and let the traffic seek 
its natural flow. We would not gain safety by increasing the 
number of policemen and we do not gain safety by traffic po- 
licemen. We simply cause all the traffic to congest, and when 


‘there are turned loose frequently 8 or 10 or 15 cars in one 


body, turning from right to left, accidents are cansed. Remove 
the e policemen except at the most congested corners, pun- 
ish the driver and punish the owner of the motor vehicle, and 
we can get rid of the condition. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, may I state just a word in this 
connection? While it is not the province of the subcommittee 
or the Committee on Appropriations to deal with the question 
of the methods of affording ample protection as against auto- 
mobile traffic, the members of the committee did take occasion 
to call the attention of the various officials of the District to 
the existing situation. We learned at the time that they were 
in conference with representatives of the State of Maryland 
and trying to get together on a new plan for licensing automo- 
biles, and at the same time to have the same character of road 
regulations, traffic regulations, and so forth. 

I am not at all meaning to say that it is not a proper time 
for the Members of the Senate to discuss the question. I am 
merely trying to say for the Appropriations Committee that 
while it did not feel within its province to suggest as an 
appropriations committee what should be done to cure the 
existing situation, yet it did call the attention of the city au- 
thorities to the very well-grounded complaints which have been 
made because of the excessive number of accidents which have 
been occurring in the District. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator if the clause the 
Senator has been discussing had to do with the exchange of 
automobile licenses between the District of Columbia and the 
State of Maryland? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That question is not up for consideration. 
We were discussing the personnel of the police department. 

Mr. HARRISON. I was in hopes that the Senator would dis- 
cuss, before the bill is passed, the question of some kind of a 
reciprocal agreement, about which we see something in the 
papers, between the District of Columbia and the State of 
Maryland touching the use of District licenses in Maryland and 
of Maryland licenses in the District. 3 

Mr. PHIPPS. I would say to the Senator that that was not 
in the bill as it came to us, nor did the committee feel that it 
was justified in presenting something in regard to it, and par- 
ticularly at the moment when the commissioners and other 
authorities are in conference with representatives of the State 
of Maryland in an effort to arrive at a mutual understanding 
and agreement covering the matter. That would come in some 
other bill perhaps more suitably than in the bill under. discus- 
sion at the moment. I think it is really legislation. It is a 
matter that could be brought in very promptly by the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia rather than the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

Mr. HARRISON, So the commissioners representing the 
District of Columbia are now conferring with the authorities of 
the State of Maryland to try to adjust the matter? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They are. They are trying to arrive at an 
agreement not only as to licenses and gasoline tax, but also 
traffic regulations, 

Mr. HARRISON. So nothing will be done in connection with 
the pending bill touching that matter? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Nothing has been proposed in the bill as yet. 
The committee has not considered doing so, It felt that it should 
be the province of the Committee on the District of Columbia 
to formulate such legislation. 

Mr. HARRISON, I may say in this connection that I do 
not care what committee does it, but I was in hopes that some 
kind of an agreement could be reached so that some under- 
standing between the State of Maryland and the District of 
Columbia with respect to the use of automobile license tags 
might be had. I do not like to take the chance of being arrested 
when I go over into Maryland, and I am sure the genial Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses], now presiding over the 
Senate, would not like to be arrested if he went over there, 
Of course we both conduct ourselves in such way that there is 
no opportunity to get arrested, but just because one does not 
have a tag carrying a Maryland number should not, it seems to 
me, justify his arrest. There ought to be some sort of reciprocity 
about the matter. I hope it will be worked out, and that during 
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the present session of Congress we may be able to pass the 
proper legislation which will put it into effect. 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
under the head “ Metropolitan police, miscellaneous,” on page 57, 


line 15, to increase the appropriation for fuel from $7,000 * 


to “$10,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 58, line 19, to increase the 
appropriation for maintenance of motor vehicles and the re- 
placement of those worn out in the service and condemned 
from ** $25,000” to “ $35,000." 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 58, after line 19, to insert: 

For marking traffic lines for cross walks at street intersections, in- 
cluding personal services, materials, and supplies, $2,500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, we are making very rapid progress 
with the District appropriation bill, and, to disturb the monot- 
ony of the consideration of the bill, I ask permission to read 
an editorial from a very great paper—the Chicago Tribune— 
upon another matter which will be before us within a few days. 
I do it in the hope that the committee having in charge the 
bill to which the editorial refers will be admonished to pursue 
an economical course in dealing with it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. KING. Certainly. 

Mr, PHIPPS, May I inquire if the editorial relates in any 
way to the measure now before the Senate, and if it would 
not be better to have it printed in the Recorp so that all Sena- 
tors might see it, or does the Senator think it is going to be 
well to have those present considering the bill take the time 
necessary to hear it, when it can be read in the Recorp? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator from Colorado asks 
the question in such a naive way, and with so much apparent 
innocence, that I am almost inclined to abandon the resolution 
which I had to read the editorial. But I will tell the Senator 
that it is a very important editorial, and while it does not relate 
directly to the matter under consideration it does relate to ap- 
propriations. Knowing that the Senator is upon the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations, I am sure he will be doubly interested 
in the editorial, particularly as it comes from a Republican 
newspaper. The editorial is from the Chicago Tribune of Jan- 
uary 20, 1923, and reads: 

The pork barrel again. 


That is an expression with which we are familiar, particu- 
larly in dealing with appropriation bills. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does it speak of automobiles? 

Mr, KING. No. I read: 


In the palmy days of the rivers and harbors pork barrel appropria- 
tions u to run to about forty millions. It is something of a shock, 
therefore, to learn that the chairman of the House Rivers and Harbors 
Committee asks for $56,539,910, 

Why this enormous inflation? What are the sudden needs for river 
and harbor expenditure which justify such a demand? We used to be 
free spenders in those days before the Great War debt, yet our 
$40,000,000 barrels were a scandal which brought on budget reform. 
How is it, then, that now, with American business and the American tax- 

Met 641 K includes us every one, urging economy, we are asked for 
56,500, 

We know the old game well, the converging pressure of local appetite 
for Government money. It was a tremendous pressure, and Congress 
usually yielded to it until the facts of the outrageous waste it cov- 
ered were forced into the open. But now, apparently, the system 
has revived, and its vitality is shown by the fact that it revives in 
the face of a universal demand for economy and relief from moun- 
tainous taxation. 

he freed of localities and special interests can not be killed. but it 
should be fonght to a standstill in the interest of the Nation. We have 
poured hundreds of millions into creeks that could not float a raft and 
rivers that hardly know a barge. The story has been told while the 
Nation „ and that was when our taxes were a joke compared to 
what they are to-day. Must we fight that fight all over again? It looks 
as if we should have to. and the quicker we begin the better. 

Fortunately, we have entrenchments now to fight from. They are 
the new Budget system in Congress, 


The editorial must have been written before the House—and 
I speak with all due respect to the body at the other end of the 
Capitol—flouted the report of the Budget Bureau, took the bit 
in its own teeth, and appropriated, I think, a larger sum than is 
indicated in this editorial: 

What we really are fighting for is that 77 the system of con- 
sistent, orderly appropriation of Government funds in proper relation 
to our needs and our revenue. A business nation should tolerate no 
other method of expenditure.” If we could be reckless before the Great 


War debt. we can not afford to waste public money to-day. 
Now, how does this rivers and harbors appropriation stand in the 


light of Budget control as directed by the House Committee on Appro- 
pr 


27,000,000, 
39,000,000, 


ations? 
That committee recommended a new appro 
There is a balance of $12,000,000 in this fund. 


riation of 
hat makes 


or virtually the sum of the old pork barrel before the war. Then 
ressure was brought to bear and the committee added $10,000,000 to 
e original recommendation. Thus the total to be appropriated ran 
up to $49,000,000. 
But the chairman of the Rivers and Harbors Appropriation Com- 
pease wA not satisfied. He wants $7,500,000 more, or a total of over 


6,500, . 
At a time wh 
defense have been cut below the minimum of he Reeds. whos national 
general demand for retrenchment and most urgent need for econom f> 
such a demand for inflated expenditure on rivers and harbors should 
not be granted. The Appropriations Committee, which has cut the 
Army and the Navy ruthlessly, and even dangerously, should have stood 
by its original recommendation. But there is supposed to be no politics 
in maintaining the Army and the Navy. When fe comes to wasting the 
Nation's money on river contracts, there is something doing. 

I would like to add by way of parentheses that the attitude 
of the writer of the editorial with respect to appropriations 
for the Navy, I think, is not accurate. We have appropriated, 
directly and indirectly, more than $300,000,000 for the Navy, 
perhaps $325,000,000 to $330,000,000 for the next fiscal year for 
the Navy. 

Mr. CARAWAY, Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. KING. It was an extravagant appropriation rather 
than the reverse, as is indicated in the editorial, 

I yield to the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is what I was going to ask the Sena- 
tor. The Senator realizes that the editor does not know what 
ng is ae about when he refers to naval appropriations, does 

e not 

Mr. KING. I will not say that he does not know what he is 
talking about. 

Mr. CARAWAY. At any rate, he does not represent the 
fact as the Senator sees it? 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then, why should the Senator have any 
faith in what he says about rivers and harbors? Possibly he 
knows nothing more about rivers and harbors than he does 
about appropriations for the Navy. 

Mr, KING. The Senator from Arkansas knows many things 
upon many subjects, but I fancy that there are some subjects 
upon which his knowledge may not to be very profound, So 
this editorial writer knows perhaps many things and knows 
them well as to many subjects; and when he comes to deal with 
the Navy, he may know all about the Navy; and he may think 
that an appropriation of $335,000,000 is not too great, pos- 
sessing, as he does, a nayalistic if not a militaristic mind. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; and he doubtless lives upon the sea. 
May I ask the Senator from what paper the editorial is 
quoted? : 

Mr. KING. I am quoting it from the Chicago Tribune. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Well, there is a lake there, and there is a 
naval training station. It is difficult sometimes, the Senator 
knows, for a man who does not know a river when he sees it, 
to realize that rivers need improvement. 

However, I was going to ask the Senator another question. 
The Senator is one of the very best lawyers the Senate ever had. 

Mr. KING. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I say that seriously. The rule of evidence 
prevails, I think, everywhere that when a witness testifies reck- 
lessly about a material fact that the jury is entitled wholly to 
dismiss his testimony if it sees fit to do so, does it not? 

Mr, KING. Unless his testimony shall be corroborated by 
other credible testimony. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But so far as that witness is concerned, 
the jury may totally disregard his statement. So when we 
find this editor does not know what he is talking about in refer- 
ence to one subject, would we not be justified in saying that we 
should totally disregard his opinion about other matters? 

Mr. KING. I think he knows so much about the river and 
harbor appropriations that I am inclined to give a great deal 
of credence to his testimony upon that subject. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is simply becanse the Senator from 
Utah is familiar with but one river, which rises where nobody 
knows and ends where nobody cares, and he naturally presumes 
that a river is without use because the only river he has in his 
State rises somewhere und ends somewhere, but goes nowhere, 
and the water in it contains so much salt that one can not 
drink it, although, of course, that does not interfere with its 
use, and fish can not be put in it because they wonld get 
pickled before they could be taken out. [Laughter.] It is not 
navigable, because it is like some of the speeches in the Senate, 
it is very long but very shallow [laughter] and therefore not 
subject to be improved. Of course, I do not refer to the 
speeches of the Senator from Utah, but I was referring to my 
own, 
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I suggest, however, in view of the facts, that if I did not be- 
lieve that the editor knew much about the Navy I would not 
put much faith in what he has said about rivers and harbors. 

Mr. KING. Mr, President, I regret that the Senator from 
Arkansas should interject personalities into the discussion of 
this matter. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I beg pardon. I was not doing that. 

Mr. KING. The Senator may quarrel with the editor as 
much as he pleases, and he may attribute to myself as much 
ignorance with reference to rivers and harbors as he pleases. 
When the river and harbor appropriations shall be discussed, 
undoubtedly there will be demonstrated how much knowledge 
the Senator has about the rivers and harbors of the United 
States. 

I might add, parenthetically, that we haye had river and 
harbor bills before us ever since I have been in the Senate. I 
took occasion to spend more than six months in a critical ex- 
amination of every report that I could obtain showing the ap- 
propriations for rivers and harbors from the beginning of our 
Government until the year 1919. I examined every report that 
had been submitted to the Senate and to the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and every report prepared by the engineers of the 
Army and by those who had to do with the rivers and harbors, 
the appropriations for which aggregated more than $1,000,- 
000,000. I have not any hesitancy in stating, Mr. President, 
from a critical examination of nearly 20,000 pages of the record 
that more than one-half of the more than $1,000,000,000 appro- 
priated by the Government of the United States for rivers and 
harbors was wasted. 

I will now pursue the reading of this editorial: 

Our expenditures run nowadays in the billions, so a few tens of 
millions more or less may not seem worth a * p But every dollar 
is worth a fight, and in this case there is an issue involved of first- 
rank importance to the American people. It is the issue of Budget 
control, It is the issue of orderly, consistent appropriation in the 
interest of sound government finance and the general welfare, as 
against the old system of K and waste. hat means billions 
Saved in years to come, and they, at least, are worth fighting to save. 

The House should take a stand on this issue. And if the House will 
not, the Senate should not fail to defend the public interest against 
private and local greed. The time to save Budget control is now when 
yous opinion is unanimous for economy. The unnecessary expendi- 

ure of ten or twenty millions may or may not be a small matter. 
The assertion of Budget control is one of the most important duties 
before Congress to-day, if not indeed the most important. 

I commend the editorial, Mr. President, to the Committee on 
Appropriations, that will have before it the river and harbor 
appropriations as they come from the House of Representatives, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I wish to apologize to the 
Senator from Utah. I had no intention of being offensive, but 
probably I had but a poor sense of humor. 

I was not criticizing the Senator’s knowledge of rivers and 
harbors except in a facetious way. I have observed, however, 
that when expenditures are to be made-in the section of the 
country with which one is familiar, and therefore can properly 
appreciate the need, they are rarely criticized. 

The people of the West have built up great reclamation 
projects. They have erected dams, have reclaimed deserts, 
have made fertile fields where theretofore there was nothing 
but waste land, and have added to the permanent wealth of 
the Nation, but, comparing the results obtained, it has cost 
$2 for every acre of land that has been reclaimed in the West 
to $1 that has been used in river and harbor improvements. 
Honestly, the only investment in this country of Government 
funds that has actually paid a dividend is that which has been 
made to reclaim land along the great rivers of this country. 

I naturally presumed the Senator from Utah had in view the 
appropriation contained in the bill to which he refers for the 
improvement of the lower Mississippi River. I can remember, 
if I may be permitted to say so, one county in Arkansas—Mis- 
sissippi County—where twenty-odd years ago I taught school; 
and, incidently, I did not teach a second session because nobody 
asked me to do so. In that county at that time there was not 
a quarter section of land that would have sold for $40 an acre, 
There were a few farms lying along the river banks and 
bayous, because those localities were higher than the back 
country, but 90 per cent of the county was a swamp. During 
23 years that county has made such progress under river im- 
provements that this year it grew 100,000 bales of cotton; it 
grew one-tenth of all the cotton that was grown in the State 
of Arkansas; it grew almost one-fifth as much as was grown 
in the great sovereign State of South Carolina; it grew one- 
eighth as much as was grown in the State of Mississippi; it 
grew 1 per cent of all the cotton that was grown in the United 
States. In addition to that, it was one of the foremost coun- 
ties of the South in the production of corn, alfalfa, and wheat. 
Those figures show the result of river improvement in one 


LXIV— 143 


county alone. That county has paid back to the Government, in 
the shape of income and excess-profits tax, ten times more than 
the Government ever expended in improving the river front of 
that county, in addition to all the advantage derived by traffic 
on the river. What is true of that county is true in a lesser 
or greater degree of other counties in these United States. 
In other words, every dollar that this Government ever ex- 
pended on river improvement has paid a dividend, while the 
expenditures which have been made in many other directions, 
including those for the Army and Navy, have paid at least 
merely moral dividends, 

I am not criticizing the reclamation projects of the West, 
where the Senator from Utah lives, although it costs three 
times as much to reclaim a homestead there as it does to re- 
claim a homestead in the great fertile valleys of the rivers, 
against the expenditure of public. money for the improvement 
of which the Senator from Utah so eloquently declaims. 

The Senator from Utah said he had critically examined 20,000 
pages of evidence, The word “critically” explains the manner 
in which it was done. A man ought to examine such questions 
sympathetically and not “ critically.” 

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW. 


Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts obtained the floor. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
to make a request in regard to the hour of meeting to-morrow? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am glad to yield to the 
Senator. 

Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business to-day it shall take a recess until 
to-morrow at 11 o'clock a. m. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN in the 
chair). The Senator from Wyoming asks unanimous consent 
that when the Senate concludes its business to-day, it shall 
recess until 11 o’clock a. m. to-morrow. Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


THE TARIFF AND INCREASED COST OF WOOLEN GOODS. 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I wish to 
occupy the time of the Senate for a few minutes to call atten- 
tion to a statement in the press to-day which confirms the 
claim made by the Democratic minority in this Chamber last 
summer that the high duties levied in the Fordney-McCumber 
tariff act upon raw wool would lead to a substantial increase 
in the price of clothing. That claim was made repeatedly by 
the manufacturers of clothing in this country and by the 
members of the Democratic minority in this Chamber. It was 
denied most emphatically by leading members of the majority 
party. 

Before I present the facts which are disclosed in the press 
of to-day I wish to call the attention of the Senate to the 
language used by certain leaders of the Republican majority 
in making the claim that there would be no increase in the 
cost of clothing to the consumers by reason of the imposition 
of a rate of 33 cents per pound upon raw wool. I first desire 
to quote from the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who took, 
perhaps, the most prominent part in presenting the views of 
the majority when the wool schedule was under consideration. 
I quote from page 10558 of the ConcressionaL Recoxp of date 
July 22 last. The senior Senator from Utah was asked this 
question by me: 


Mr, Wasa of Massachusetts. I want to ask one question. What 
does the Senator say will be the increased cost on the wool in a suit 
of clothes, the average suit of clothes worn by the average American 
citizen, by reason of this duty? 

Mr. Smoor. Over existing law? 

Mr. WarsH of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. Smoor. On the ordinary clothing in the United States, under 
existing law to-day, there will not be any increase, and I can prove it 
to the Senator. t 

Later on the following colloquy took place: 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, The Senator says to me and to this 
body that we are proceeding to increase the protective duty upon raw 
wool, and consequently the compensatory duties upon the manufactured 
articles, but that there will not be any Increase in the cost of clothing. 
That is absurd, and even a child would not believe such a proposition 


as that. 

Mr. Smoor. The Senator misunderstood me. I did not say there 
was not any increase 

Mr. Warsa of Massachusetts. I asked the Senator what, in his 
opinion, would be the increased cost of a suit of clothes. He said not 
anything, Then I say to him that we are proceeding to increase the 
duty upon raw wool, and consequently the 1 duties to the 
manufacturers, and he has the hardihood to say it will have no effect at 
all upon the consuming public. 

Mr. Smoot. The Senator Se, did not understand what I said. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Perhaps I did not. I will give the 
Senator another chance. 

Mr. Smoot. I said that on the general run of clothing worn by men 


throughout the United States, under the existing rates, there is no in- 
crease, 
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In other language the Senator from Utah reiterated the 
statement that there would be no increase in the cost of 
clothing to the consumers. The Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. McCumeer], in discussing the effect of the rates of duty 
on raw wool upon the increased cost of clothing to the con- 
sumers, made this statement; and I quote now from page 
10566 of the Rxconb of date July 22: 


You talk about 7 the price of woolen goods. 


The qaty to tage is 
45 cents a pound scoured content of the wool. ty 


under the pdin 1 is 33 cents a pound, or 12 cents map und 
less. Then’ in God's name, how can any man claim ee ear 
the tariff 12 — 1 — a pound upon the scoured content is going to 


rease ? 
inn is not going is Waeet the price of the woolen goods. The price 
of those goods is coming down. It is bound to come down. 

I have not the time to quote from statements of a similar 
character made by other Senators upon the other side of the 
Chamber, but all of us will recall that again and again it 
was claimed in this Chamber that the tariff rates that were 
levied in that bill would not result in increasing substantially 
prices to the consumers in America. Particularly was the 
claim made by those advocating the high rates upon wool. 

Then Senator from New York [Mr. CALDER], when he was 
presented with some figures by leading clothing manufacturers 
of that State, Claiming that the increased cost of a suit of 
clothes under the rates that it was proposed to levy in that 
bill would be about $5 per suit, and on overcoats from $5 to 
$10 each, wrote to the Tariff Commission, asking their opin- 
ion on the subject. They gave their opinion, and he gave 
his; and the opinion of the Senator from New York was that 
the increased price to the consumer as a result of the rate of 
83 cents per pound on raw wool would be 92 cents on a suit of 
clothes, and $1.71 upon an overcoat. The Tariff Commission 
claimed a much higher increase but the Senator from New 
York rejected their estimates. 

Mr, President, the Daily News Record, a newspaper published 
in the city of New York, nonpartisan, without any editorial 
policy; confining itself to furnishing the trade, particularly the 
textile trade, with accurate and full information about the tex- 
tile business and the prices of textiles, states that yesterday the 
American Woolen Co. opened its samples of woolen and worsted 
goods and announced its prices. The American Woolen Co, 
controls 25 per cent of all the woolens and worsteds manufac- 
tured in America. It is the leader in fixing prices of woolen 
and worsted cloths, and all the independent companies wait 
until it sets the price, and they follow with the same price. 
That is not disputed. Yesterday the prices were fixed upon 
woolen cloths and worsteds, the first prices announced since the 
tariff law was passed in September, and the American public 
now know somewhat the effect of the high tariff duty levied 
in that act upon raw wool. 

This newspaper states that 50 leading worsted staples show 
an advance of 12} per cent over the fall line of last year. It 
further states that staple overcoatings have advanced about 16 
per cent. The advance in the price of staple worsteds is from 
5 to 55 cents per yard. The class of worsteds and woolens that 
were displayed yesterday for the first time to the manufacturers 
of clothing, who then and there were present to place their 
orders for cloths from which to make up clothing that will be 
sold to the American consumers next fall, were the goods that 
go into overcoats only. I am not now talking about suitings. 
At that price and sample opening yesterday the clothing manu- 
facturers of the country were asked by representatives of the 
press to make comment upon the increased prices and the re- 
sult of the increased prices in the increased cost of clothing to 
the American consumers. 

I now read from a statement contained in this paper, the 
Daily News Record, under the title “What clothing manufac- 
turers think”: 

In the face wot the 

tors to the ef that 

© prices in e the best expected. The consumer 

will be called upon to pa — ll = advance ot $5 to $10 on his overcoat 

for next fall, on the 8 9 woolen quotations, the 

trade figures. As for sults, ante s predicting anything, for the 

prices of cloths on which the bulk of next fall's suit business will be 
done have not yet been announced, it was 

Five to ten dollars increase in the price of overcoats. to the 
American consumers next fall —a higher figure than anybody 
estimated on the floor of this Chamber; a higher price than 
Goldman, who was abused and Yyillified for his prophecy by 
Senators in this Chamber, estimated. The cheapest overcoat 
that the Amerlean man or boy will buy next year will cost 
him $5 more by reason of this tariff bill. The estimate which 
I made, representing the minority, was that the maximum 
would be about 85 on overcoats. 

What answer are the majority going to make now to the 
assertions that were made by clothing manufacturers and the 
press at the opening of the prices of woolen and worsted cloths 


pans quotations of ind dent piece-goods 


0 ee was inclin 
t be 
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yesterday in the city of New York? Will they still claim that 
this high duty of 81 cents per pound on raw wool has not 
resulted in increasing prices to the consumer? 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I do. 

Mr. DIAL. I should like to ask the Senator if he thinks 
the top has been reached yet? Perhaps they are just starting 
to increase prices. Possibly the top has not yet been reached. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator's observation 
is a very valuable one, because this newspaper states that the 
top has not been reached; it is only the beginning of the in- 
creases in the prices of overcoats and suits. Of course, the 
burdens of this iniquitous law will not be fully fixed upon 
the poor, unorganized consumers for months. 

I want to read from this newspaper some views given out 
by the clothing manufacturers, who were there at the opening 
in large numbers, anxiously waiting to see what increase in 
prices there would be in the worsted and woolen cloth which 
they were to buy and send to their factories to make up into 
clothing to sell to the American people. Understand, there 
had been an increase in the fall prices as compared with 
the spring prices of 1922, and here is another increase in the 
prices that are made at this time which will become operative 
to the consumer when he buys his clothes next fall. Where, 
I ask, are our people to turn for relief from such tax burdens 
on their clothing? The prices are going up, up, up; the farmer 
is impoverished; wages are not in £ the” pay of the 
salaried men and women of this country, the clerks in the 
stores and the mops And banks, and the income of professional 
men remain tndisturbed. There is no increase to meet this 
increase in the cost of clothing, and this statement can not 
be denied. These figures tell eloquently, as well as pa- 
thetically, by whom tariff duties are paid. Fifty samples 
were displayed, showing advances of from 5 to 35 cents per 
yard. What will be the story when it comes to blankets? 
What will be the story when it comes to woolen underwear? 
What will be the story when it comes to sweaters? What 
will be the story when it comes to woolen socks? Here is the 
proof. We had to wait months for it. Now we have it. Here 
are the figures, and here are the increases in prices. Here 
is what your iniquitous tariff law is going to do to the pocket- 
books of our people—pick them continuously and to the last 
farthing. 

Returning to the news article and to the interviews that were 
collected from clothing manufacturers who were present, I quote: 

One factor expressed the belief that buying would be curtailed as a 
result of the substantia? advances recorded over prices for fall, ‘of 
1922, the fear of 5 purchases slowing up as a result of the 
increase that would be passed on to him was also expressed. 

Even some of the manufacturers of clothing felt disturbed 
lest these increased prices, when passed on to the consumer, 
would slow up their business. Let me read further. This 
comment was expressed especially by those in touch with the 
retail end of the business: 


prominent operator emphasized that indications pointed to 

ete fulfillment of the —— made by William Goldman, of 
Cohen, a & Co., before the present tariff law was passed, when 
he said that it would. the price of clothing to the consumer 
between $5 and $10. 
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Mr. Goldman page spes Sinerien aki d that the prices re- 
flected the o expressed W pes the trade as of 
3 1 ough more optimistic expressions have been commonly 
heard recenti egardin: e incr@ase that the prices would neces- 
sitate at who. e and Wan Mr. Goldman said: 

“ The — ‘wholes ae ein ulster- rain te th overcoat ar 30 = B 

nce at wholesale vary accor the maker an 
cord: ing to the arts is trimmed and made, from $3.50 to $7, or from 

ew 10 at retail, over last year.” 

sone the retailer the increase is from $3.50 to $7, to the con- 
sumer’ the increase is from $5 to $10. I quote Mr. Goldman 
further: tie 


Fabrics that contained reworked wool will show an advance of 
about $2.50 to $4 at wholesale, or from about $4 to $6 at retall, 

Fyen the clothing of the poor, made with reworked wool, is 
to be increased from $4 to $6. Mr. Goldman sald further: 

It is to be borne in mind that in all of these calculations I have 
taken into account not only ea increases in the cost ef cloth but the 
increased cost of trimmings and also a slightly more liberal: markup. 

I would say this: FT do not believe 
that the present market for wool is fally refi È 

That confirms the observation made by the. Senator from 
South Carolina. 

I believe that the mills, if th had: to figure, their wogls en the 
vang aoa the present market, would have to get somewhat more for 
inis is surely true of the staple suitings that are open 
bat mee 8 be different Riy to forecast the advance in suitin until 
fancy suitings on which bulk of the business is done, both Sool 
and worsteds, are open, 
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The 
prices of fancy suitings have not yet been made known, and 
it is fancy suitings that are used largely in the making up of 
suits of clothes, 

We will all be interested in hearing what the Senator from 


The prices of staples alone were opened yesterday. 


Utah has to say. I am sorry the Senator, who is here now, 
was not in the Chamber when I quoted his words from the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recorp used on this floor last July, when he said 
that there would be no increased prices reflected in the cost of 
clothing. i 

Mr. Smoor. I said there should not be; I did not state 
there would not be. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator said there 
should not be? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I have quoted the Senator’s 
exact words. Does the Senator still think there should not be? 

Mr. SMOOT. Absolutely. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. So the Senator says that 
either the manufacturers or the clothiers are profiteering, and 
the increase in tariff duties is not responsible. Then I ask 
him, as a good Republican, as a man who loves his party, and 
his country more, to offer a resolution to investigate the in- 
creased cost of woolen cloth and woolen goods, and find out if 
it is an effort of these manufacturers and clothiers to profiteer 
upon the American people, and is not an honest increase due to 
their having to pay a higher price for the raw wool which goes 
into the manufacture of clothing. 

Mr. President, I am not going to prolong the discussion. I 
want to give the Senator plenty of time, but I do want to hear 
from him, I do want to have him make some explanation about 
this. The country wants to hear it. I know he is disturbed 
about it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not in the least. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. He does not have to make the 
explanation. to-day if he does not want to, but he must face the 
fact that there has been this increase and that there will be an 
increase of from $5 to $10 in the price of overcoats. I repeat, 
it is due either to the tariff upon raw wool or to the spirit to 
profiteer upon the part of the manufacturers of this country, 
whose cause nobody has championed more insistently than has 
the Senator from Utah. He must take his choice. The increase 
is due to either his high tariff or to the fact that his friends 
the manufacturers are proceeding to extort this increased price 
from the American public. 

I want to apologize to the Senator from Colorado, who has 
charge of the pending bill, for injecting these remarks at this 
time, I know the subject is somewhat foreign to the bill under 
discussion, but I knew that the Senator from Utah especially 
would be irterested in the information which I have given to 
the Senate, as conveyed through the press of New York this 
morning. I wait with very much interest the denial of the 
press reports or the explanation as to why the American public 
must pay from $5 to $10 more for their overcoats next fall. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I am not at all disturbed by 
the injection of the interesting remarks of the Senator from 
Massachusetts. We expect such interruptions. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Not always from me. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I was called from the Chamber 
to a committee meeting, and I am sorry that I was not here 
when the Senator began his address; but I have heard enough 
of it to judge as to what he said before I arrived in the Cham- 
ber and the object of his remarks. , 

During the discussion of the tariff bill, when the Fordney- 
McCumber bill was before the Senate, I stated that, as far as 
the duty of 31 cents per pound on the scoured content of wool 
was concerned, there should be no increase in the price of cloth. 
I maintain that to be an absolute fact to-day. The duty that 
was paid upon clothing wools before the Fordney-McCumber 
bill passed was higher than the duty provided in that bill, and 
I defy any living soul to say that it was not. I will let the 
Tariff Commission themselves be witnesses. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Of course there is no dispute 
that at the time the McCumber-Fordney tariff law was enacted 
there was upon the statute books the emergency tariff law in 
which the duty upon wool was higher than that named in the 
McCumber bill. It is also true that that law was only upon 
the statute books about a year, and that in anticipation of its 
enactment the woolen manufacturers of the country filled their 
storehouses. There was little increase in the price of wool 
during that time, and the law did not, in fact, become opera- 
tive, because of business depression and the inclination of the 
wool trade to hold off buying new stock until the permanent 
tariff was enacted. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the figures contradict that state- 
ment from beginning to end. 
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Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. While the McCumber tariff 
law lowered the rate somewhat upon wool, in view of the em- 
bargo joker contained in the emergency tariff law, yet it in- 
creased the cost of wool greatly, for we had no duty for 10 
years before the emergency tariff law on raw wool. I ask the 
Senator how he explains the increased cost of overcoats, when 
he claims that his tariff bill reduced the rates upon raw wool? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, that is so easy to answer that 
It seems to me a Senator who comes from a State that produces 
overcoatings, and is so interested in the subject, would never 
have asked the question. Can a cotton manufacturer make 
cotton cloths with cotton at 28.9 cents, the price of cotton yes- 
terday, as cheaply as he can with cotton at 13 cents? I do not 
ask the Senator from Massachusetts to take the price of wools 
here in the United States to-day and compare them with the 
price the day we passed the McCumber bill. Let him take the 
markets of the world; take the London market, where most of 
these wools are purchased, and he will see the reason why the 
cloth is higher. It is not on account of the tariff, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. That has nothing to do with 
the increase? 3 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; the increased world price of wool has 
something to do with the increase, The Senator knows they 
have increased, and the Senator knows they have not increased 
to equal five and ten dollars a suit because of any tariff or 
because of the increased price of wool, and I am going to show 
the Senator that that is true. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator deny the 
fact that at the opening yesterday of the American Woolen Co. 
Samples there was shown to be a substantial increase in the 
price of woolen cloths? . 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly the Senator does not deny that. It 
is reported the increase on clothes was about 12 per cent, 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator says it is not 
due to the tariff duty levied upon wool in the McCumber bill. 
Then, I ask him to what it is due? 

Mr. SMOOT. I will tell the Senator in a few minutes the 
eause of it. The price of wool to-day, as compared with the 
price of wool when the McCumber tariff law went into effect, 
will make, perhaps, two and a half to three dollars difference 
in a suit of clothes. 

The Senator has read a statement to the effect that it 
makes a difference of $10 in the price of the wool in an over- 
coat. Does it? There are 4 yards of cloth in an overcoat. 
The cloth was 32 ounces per yard, according to the article 
as read. Being 2 pounds to the yard, 4 yards would make 8 
pounds, and 8 pounds at $1.25 a pound is $10, and thus far 
not the tariff on the wool but .ke cost of the wool in an over- 
coat, if the coat is all wool. Mighty few overcoats made in this 
country or any other country are all virgin wool. Most of 
them are made in part of reworked wool, as the Senator 
knows. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Will the Senator permit me 
to ask him this question: When a manufacturer increases the 
price of his product it is due usually to one of three things, 
is it not, a desire for more profits, an increase in the price 
of labor, or an increase in the cost of raw material. Am I 
correct in that proposition? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; that is true in the main. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I am claiming that the in- 
crease in the price of woolen cloths, as announced yesterday 
in New York, is due to an increase in tlie price of raw wool 
to the woolen manufacturer, caused in fact by the high: tariff 
duties on wool, and the Senator says it is not. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I did not say any such thing. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then we agree. 

Mr. SMOOT. I say that to-day in the markets of the world 
wool is higher than it was at the time the Senator referred 
to, and the Senator will admit it; just the same as cotton is 
higher to-day. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Did the increased tariff on raw wool have 
anything to do with the increased price of wool? 

Mr. SMOOT. There was a decrease in the rate of duty on 
wool in the present tariff act. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. A decrease in the rate fixed 
by the emergency tariff law, which was enacted for a limited 
time and which preceded only by a few weeks the drafting of 
the permanent tariff law we are now operating under. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, yes; over the emergency tariff act. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from Massachusetts knows that 
during the time the emergency tariff act was in effect they had 
to purchase wool for a light-weight season and for a heayy- 
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weight season, and those were the prices which they compare 
now with present prices, and therefore the tariff rate now 
should be compared with the tariff rates upon the wools of 
Which the cloth was made, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Of course, the object of the high tariff on 
raw wool was to increase the price of raw wool? 

Mr. SMOOT. Some duties are, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Any protective duty. 

Mr. SMOOT. I mean on articles where there is not enough 
produced in the country to fill all the wants of the consumers, 
I do not mean to say that all the rates of duty are added to 
the price of the article. I have in my desk clippings from En- 
glish publications in which it is stated that upon articles where 
increased rates of duty were imposed, the amount of the rate 
was deducted from the English price. I have a statement from 
the purehaser for Gimbel Bros. of dresses from Paris, that 
they were no more than they were before, that France had 
taken off the price the increased rate of duty, in ether words, 
deducted from the price just the amount of the increase in the 
last. tariff law. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair), Does 
the Senator from Utah yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly. 2 

Mr. ROBINSON. Does the Senator contend that. the emer- 

ney tariff rates, were reflected in the price of raw wool? 

Mr. SMOOT. Why, certainly they were, just the same as the 
present tariff rate is. The emergency tariff rates saved the 
wool producer in this country. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator, of course, understood the 
Senator from Massachusetts to maintain that under the peculiar 
conditions which existed surrounding the trade and the length 
of time that statute was in force and the conditions under which 
it went into effect, the tariff under the emergency act was not 
fully reflected in the price of the raw material. IL am asking 
if the Senator fully concurs in the view? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; but let me say to the Senator that Amer- 
jen does not produce much more than one-half the amount of 
wool she consumes. So any act of Congress could not be in 
force a year or more unless the rates proposed in the act 
would have a bearing upon the price of the goods during that 
time we had to import wool. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the supply of wool was such that im- 
portations were not imperative, it might be true that the rate 
might be inereased indefinitely and for quite a period not 
reflect itself in the price of the material. 

Mr. SMOOT. I admit there is no doubt about that, but what 
were the facts in the case? While the Fordney-McCumber law 
was under consideration in the Senate there was scarcely, any 
wool aetually imported into this country. There was 110,000,- 
000 pounds of it brought here but held in bond until the 
Fordney-McCumber tariff law went into effect. Why was that 
done? It was because the rates were just a little more than 
half the emergency tariff rate on clothing wool In other 
words, under the emergency tariff law the rate upon the 
scoured content of clothing wool shipped into this country was 
55 cents. Under the Fordney-McCumber law it was reduced to 
81 cents. That is why they piled up 110,000,000 pounds of 
wool in the bonded warehouses here and took it out of those 
warehouses after the tariff bill became a law. 

I simply want the American people to understand that if 
there is any increase whatever upon the cloth from which the 
clothing and overcoats are made, whether it be cheap or 
whether it be the finest made in the land, it does not come on 
account of the tariff rate. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. From what does it come? 

Mr, SMOOT, The reason that could be advanced comes 
from the fact of the increase in the price of wool in the mar- 
kets of the world. I want to say to the Senator that some time 
or other the American people will understand that no tariff 
law will impose a cost upon clothing as great as all the wool 
costs with the tariff added. They ean not get away with that 
fable forever. It is impossible, I say now that the American 
people will sooner or later understand that if it takes 4 pounds 
of wool to make the cloth in n suit of clothes and that the wool 
rosts $1.25 with the tariff included, then all of the wool in a 
suit of clothes, ineluding the tariff, amounts to only $5, and if 
it were given to them 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the Senator claim that 
the clothing manufacturers are profiteering? 

Mr. SMOOT. That I ean not say. I do not know what their 
prices are. I have not seen the samples. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Either the clothing manufac- 
turers. or the woolen manufaeturers are profiteering, and if 
they are I charge the Senator and his party with the responsi- 
bility, beeause they have increased the protective duty levied 


in. favor of the clothing manufacturer and also the manufac- 
turer of woolen. cloth. 
| Mr, SMOOT. That has nothing to do with the proposition 
previously made by the Senator from Massachusetts. 

2 3 of Massachusetts. It is not competition from 

Mr. SMOOT. Competition where? 

Mr: WALSH of Mussachusetts. Competition from abroad. 

Mr. SMOOT: All there is of competition in clothing, the 
Senator 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. There is not any, beeause 
the duties have been so high they could not come in. The 
duties upon clothing and upon woolen cloth coming into this 
country have been so high that there has been a monopoly 
here in the clothing manufacturing business and the woolen 
and worsted woven-cloth industry, and the Senator knows iti 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows nothing of the kind. The 
manufacturer in this country pays his duty upon the wool, and 
with the duty he has to compete, of course, with the foreign 
eountry, but where is there a country on earth that makes’ 
ready-made clothing as cheaply as we do in this country? 
Why, the duty was not placed on manufactured clothing, as I 
said to the Senator time and time again upon the floor of the 
Senate, because of a need ef protection. He knows it. He 
knows that Kirshbaum, Kuppenheimer, the Royal Tailors, and 
similar manufacturers can manufacture ready-made clothing 
as cheaply us any place in all the world. The only reason why 
the duty was placed upon it was to catch these 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The wealthy class who im- 
port fancy clothing. 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I will use the term “highbrows.” They 
are not satisfied with wearing clothing made in America; they 
must have it from England or Scotland. I wanted them to 
pay something for the privilege. That does not cost the Ameri- 
can people one cent; and if we could get some of the money 
out of them to help pay the expenses of the Government, that 
is what I wanted to do. I think the American people approve 
of it. I think when I get into a state of mind that I can not 
wear a piece of cloth made in America, and I want a certain 
Seoteh plaid or Scotch tweed, I ought to pay for it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr: President, will the 
Senator permit an inquiry? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I understood the Senator 
to say that he wants the American people to understand that 
the reason for the increase in the price of woolen cloth and 
clothing is due to the world-wide increase in the price of wool? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do in part. 

Mr. WALSH of Masachusetts. Am I right in the statement? 

Mr. SMOOT. I think that is a part of it. 4 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Then I ask, if that fs true, 
does not the Senator think the tariff does not help the American 
farmer in increasing the price of wool? 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes; it does. 

Mr: WALSH of Massachusetts. It is the world market that 
has made the price go up, and not the tariff, according to the 
logie of the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. The tariff is less to-day than it was before 
September 22 last, the day the present act became effective. If 
we preduce in the United States all the wool that could be con- 
sumed in the United States, then the Senator’s statement would 
be correct. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Does the tariff affect the 
price to the American wool grower? 

Mr. SMOOT. Certainly it does. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is not that paid ultimately 
by the consumer? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; to the amount of the tariff or approxi- 
mately so. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. How much is it in an over- 


coat? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not paid in the form in which the Senator 
said it was. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. But the Senator will admit 
it finally. j 

Mr; SMOOT. The rate now is 31 cents a pound on scoured 
wool. If there were four pounds of woo! in a suit of clothes, 
that would be $1.24 per suit. If every cent of it was reflected 
in the suit of clothes, so far as that is concerned, it would only 
be $1.24. I ask any Senator here if he would say that is not 
true? But the good people of America have been led to believe, 


through Goldman and his clique, that the wool grower was the 
man who was getting it. They had figures here to prove that 
the duty upon wool cost the American consumer something like 
$275,000,000, but the fact was at the same time all of the wool 
that was raised in America did not cost over $75,000,000. But 
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they repeated it over and over again, and the Senator from 
Massachusetts seems to have taken it upon himself to try to 
convince the American people it is true. 

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I wanted to emphasize the 
fact that Goldman. got. some confirmatory testimony yesterday 
from the prices quoted by the American Woolen Co. I think 
his prophecies were pretty well confirmed. 

Mr. SMOOT. There is not a word in the article as read that 
says anything about the price of wool. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. In the New York Daily 
Record? 

Mr. SMOOT. I mean the increased price of wool in the 
world market. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: I was talking about the 
increased price of woolen cloth and of clothing, and not of 
wool, 

Mr. SMOOT. The increased price of cloth is reflected by the 
increased price of wool and the increase in the world wool 
price has nothing whatever to do with what the tariff upon 
wool costs in a suit of clothes, 

Mr. President, I do not know whether it is worth while to 
say anything more upon the subject. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. We will have some more to 
say later when the prices on the worsteds and the woolen suit- 
ings are announced. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will add, however, while we are on the 
subject, that I have here the daily statement of the United 
States Treasury for January 19, 1923. In looking at one par- 
ticular item I am reminded of the fact that the Senator from 
Massachusetts stood upon the other side of the Chamber, week 
in and week out, month in and month out, claiming that if 
the Fordney-Medumber bill passed it meant the closing of the 
ports for all importations of goods into the United States. Has 
it proven so? Let us see. Do not take my word for it. Take 
nobody’s word except that of the Secretary of the Treasury 
as to the amount of money that has been received. 

The customs receipts up until the 19th of this month have 
been $276,766,301.37. For the corresponding period of the pre- 
ceding year the amount collected was $164,829,465.07. In other 
words there have been importations into the United States 
upon which tariff duties were collected that went into the 
Treasury of the United States amounting to $112,000,000 more 
this year than during the corresponding period last year. The 
law went into effect September 22, 1922. So all the dire pre- 
dictions have fallen to the ground, as we said they would. 

On the other hand, it was claimed by our Democratic spell- 
binders it would be impossible for us to export goods as. soon 
as the tariff law went into effect, What are the facts? 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield to the Senator, 

Mr. GLASS. Is the Senator seriously contending that under 
a high tariff our imports are greater than under a low tariff? 

Mr. SMOOT. I think generally they are greater in quantity 
under a low tariff; I am quite sure they are; but I want to say 
to the Senator that up to the present time, in the operation of 
the present tariff law, the statistics and the comparisons do 
not show that to be the fact. 

Mr, GLASS, That does not signify anything, as the Senator 
knows. 

Mr. SMOOT. It signifies that all the statements which were 
made on the other side of the Chamber as to the meagerness of 
the revenue which would be collected, and as to drying up the 
resources of the Government, if the bill went into effect, have 
proved to be unfounded. 

Mr. GLASS, The Senator had better wait until the first 
year of the operation of the law has passed, and not merely 
take a month or two after the bill has gone into effect. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is not a question of a month or two. Nearly 
seven months of the fiscal year have elapsed, and while the new 
tariff act has not been in operation all of that time, the emer- 
gency tariff act was in operation before the new tariff act went 
into effect, and the revenues have been increasing all the time. 
So far as I am concerned, Mr. President, I believe that every 
prediction that was made on this side of the Chamber for the 
bill is going to be fulfilled beyond question by the revenue 
which the Treasury will derive from imports; and I trust that 
our exports will remain as great in volume as they are to-day. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I should like to 
ask the Senator in charge of the pending bill if it is his in- 
tention to ask the Senate to take a recess very soon? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It was the intention to take a recess at the 
conclusion of the present discussion. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I inquire if the Senator from Utah 
has concluded? 


Mr, SMOOT. I should like to complete what I was about to 
say when interrupted. I should like to finish that thought; 
that Is all. 

In 1913, the year before the World War, our exports were 
$2,488,018,292, whereas: our exports for 1922—and I am refer- 
ring to calendar years, not fiscal years—were $3,831,516,735. 
That is a comparison of our exports for the years named. 

BERTHA N. RICH. 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (S. 4114) for the relief of 
Bertha N. Rich. The consideration of the bill was interrupted 
this morning by the call for the unfinished business, 

Mr. HEFLIN. What is the purpose of the bill? 

a McKELLAR, I should like to know what the bill pro- 
vi 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It is a bill reported by the Com- 
mittee on Claims to pay remuneration to a woman whose hus- 
band was killed by the discharge of a defective machine gun 
in the hands of the Army at a recruiting office at the Trenton 
State fair. 

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator not to 
request consideration for the bill at this time, as I desire to 
secure some information in regard to it. I will have the infor- 
mation here to-morrow, and I shall then have no objection to 
the bill being considered. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I merely want to say to the Sena- 
tor that the case involved is one of the most deplorable that has 
ever come to my notice, and a great deal of criticism has been 
leveled at me because I have not pressed the measure. I am 
desirous to see that justice be done this poor woman. Unless 
the bill may be passed within a reasonable time, we will not be 
able to secure action on it by the House. In the few weeks’ 
time remaining of the present session I should like very much 
to have the Senate consider and act upon the bill; and I hope 
I may be allowed to bring it before the Senate and secure its 


passage. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will have no objection against the considera- 
tion of the bill to-morrow. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 
to the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. First, I have objection to the amount carried 
by the bill; and, second, I desire to know something in relation 
to the responsibility of the Government. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. If the Senator wants to ask any 
questions, I have all of the evidence here. I have made a eare- 
ful investigation of the ease, 

Mr. SMOOT. I have read the report in full. 

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Has the Senator read the evidence? 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not read the evidence; but, as I have 
stated, I have read the report. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have the evidence all here. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the 
Senator the character of the bill. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It is a bill reported by the Com- 
mittee on Claims proposing to appropriate $15,000 as compensa- 
tion to a poor woman whose husband was killed by the acei- 
dental discharge of a machine gun in the hands of a United 
States officer. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Has it been unanimously reported by the 
committee? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It has been unanimously reported 
by the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection has been made to 
the consideration of the bill. i 

THE MARING OF TARIFFS. : 


Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I have before me an able and 
illuminating article written by William S. Culbertson, of the 
United States Tariff Commission, printed in the January issue 
of the Yale Review, on the making of tariffs. I know it will 
be of interest to the Congress and to the people, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the article may be printed in the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. b 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article referred to is as follows: 

rint from The Yale Review, January, 1923. Copyright by the 
om Yale Publishing Association, New Haven, Conn.] 4 
TRR MAKING oF TARIFFS. 
(By William S. Culbertson.) 

Tariff making by Congress presents enormous difficulties. These 
diffienities are fechnieal, economic, and litical, They increase from 
decade to decade, and their interaction es Increasingly complex, 
if not dangerous. They were dramatically forced upon our minds 
during the eral revision which came to a close on September 21 
when the President signed the tariff act of 1922. For about 18 
months Congress had struge with the making of this law. Over 
10,000 pages of “ infor on" for the committees of Congress were 
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printed, and millions of dollars were expended directly on the revision 
of the tariff. There were long hearin committee conferences, and 
debates. Manufacturers, farmers, stock raisers, miners, lumbermen, 
publishers, importers, representatives of department stores and mail- 
order houses, and consumers descended upon Washington to press 
their claims on Members of Congress in open hearings and private 
interviews. Some prophesied disaster if rates were not increased; 
others with equal zeal urged low duties or free trade for the articles 
in which they were personally interested. Floods of letters, briefs, 
and telegrams were sent by those who attempted to interpret the 
needs of special economic groups or pointed out the political con- 
sequence of this or that decision by the tariff makers. 

All this controversy seriously diverted the attention of Congress 
from the consideration of other pressing problems. Those who ex- 
ee to benefit from the tariff revision are not the only persons who 

ave chafed at the delay in the enactment of the tariff act. Dis- 
satisfaction has been freely expressed. There has been fruitless de- 
nunciation of “lobbies,” and some cheap criticism of individuals. 
These profit little. Criticism should be directed not against our 
political leaders, who have worked devotedly and conscientiously, but 
against the traditional system which they felt themselves bound to 
follow. The difficulty with this system is not that private interests ” 
seek to present their claims. nder our form of government this 
is inevitable. Private parties are entitled to present their points of 
view and to produce information which they believe to be relevant. 
Moreover, they are an almost indispensable source of information. If 
the system by which a tariff law is made does not provide a re r 
channel and an orderly procedure for the presentation of the facts 
by the interested parties, they will find some means to bring their 
case before those vested with the power of final decision. An ap- 
preciation of this situation makes obvious the futility of talk about 
private interests “lobbying” in the Capitol and has directed atten- 
tion to the improvement of the method of tarif making. 

Impetus was given to this movement by a number of factors. At the 
outset a tariff revision was recognized as involving questions of 
general policy of the utmost importance which Congress, and Congress 
alone, could determine. Any modification of the tariff-making process 
must recognize this fundamental gig The tariff is not a narrow 
subject, It affects every phase of our economic life. Considered from 
the standpoint of revenue, it becomes a fiscal problem and raises 
many questions of public finance. Viewed from the standpoint of the 
producer, it becomes an industrial problem and requires a careful 
analysis of ‘all the factors which relate to the actual and potential 
competitive strength of our many industries; Considered from the 
standpoint of the consumer, it raises the questions of the incidence of 
taxation, of the cost of living, and of distribution. Viewed from the 
standpoint of our foreign relations, it presents some of the most 
complex and difficult questions in the field of international commercial 
policy. In 1921-22 there were added to these aspects of the tariff 
question problems not previously encountered. We had emphasized, as 
never before, for example, the interest of our exporters of manufactured 
goods and of our financial groups in tariff legislation. 

Difficulties in tariff making, however, have not resulted from the 
determination of general policy but from the details of rate making, 
for which Members of Congress, except in rare cases, have no time or 
aptitude. The framing of a wise tariff law requires, in addition to 
judgment and common sense, accurate statistical and technical knowl- 
edge upon the thousands and thousands of issues which arise at every 
turn in the making of the bill. To vote intelligently on the tariff a 
Congressman must distinguish between raw silk, rown silk, spun 
silk, and artificial silk; between crêpe de Chine, georgette, and habutai; 
between tapestries. pile fabrics, and damasks. He must understand 
“cloths woven with eight or more harnesses, or with Jacquard, lappet, 
or swivel attachments.” He must know the quality and quantity of 
manganese ore produced in the United States and estimate the likeli- 
hood of an increase or decrease in production. He must differentiate 
crocus, tulip, and hyacinth bulbs. e must know the waar of nut- 
shells and how much cowhide there is in a pair of shoes-whose uppers 
are of kid. He must know the use of pieces of glass of areas respec- 
tively greater ahd less than 144 uare inches; and he must have 
similar information about the 4,000 different articles mentioned in the 
tariff. Otherwise he must either make a guess at the proper rates or 
accept the suggestions of interested parties. A vast amount of infor- 
mation of the nature just indicated is needed in making a tariff by 
any other method than simply asking the parties what rate they would 
like. Con s must depend upon outside sources for this information. 
The Tariff Commission stands ready to provide it, but under the old 
system there was no assurance that Congress would give it serious 
consideration in the face of political pressure from the interested 
groups. 

The tendency is toward greater complexity in tariff making. This is 
an inevitable consequence of our expanding population and of the 
8 intricacy of commercial and industrial life both in the United 

tates and in competing foreign countries. A hasty survey of the 
results of our Federal census is sufficiently impressive, but the great 
and wing diversity of American industrial life is not fully appre- 
ciated until it is analyzed in detail. In the field of the tariff particu- 
larly it is frequently not the 1 industries which present prob- 
lems; it is the new and small industries, whose products may of 
extremely small value but whose significance is very great in the indus- 
trial life of the country. The stimulus of the war of 1914-1918 to 
American industry was very great. Products never before produced 
in this country are now procaca in substantial quantities. New indus- 
tries have sprung up and are presenting in a new form the old infant- 
industry argument for protection. A number of these new industries 
are also so-called “key” or essential industries, the encouragement 
and maintenance of which might be justified on the grounds of national 
self-sufficiency. As materials which have received attention for the 
first time, or which for the first time have presented serious prob- 
le may be mentioned cerium, molybdenum, manganese, tungsten, 
ductile tantalum, and other metals used in steel and nickel alloys. 
The increasing diversification of American agriculture and the devel- 
opment of more intensive types of production have brought to the 
front as tariff issues semitropical fruits and nuts, including peanuts. 
Problems relatively unimportant a decade or two ago have become 
prominent in respect to dairy products, eggs and ess products, cereals 
and cereal products, canned and preserved fruits and vegetables, seeds, 
beans, and a considerable list of vegetable oils. 

The consideration at one time in a neral tariff revision of all 
these interests is a most serious defect of the old system. The merits 
of particular cases are often overlooked or disregarded. Politics and 
personal influence thrive. The deepest political forces in the country 


are brought into play, and they are frequently in conflict. Compro- 
mises must be reached in order to make any progress, and freqoentiy 
the weight of decision is upon that side which 
most effective 1 7 and personal influence. 

An important factor, which finally turned the scale in the considera- 
tion of new methods in tariff making, was the unusual rapidity of the 
anes in economic conditions now taking place in the United States 
and foreign countries. The conviction grew during the recent revi- 
sion of the tariff that rates adequate to meet a given situation might 
soon prove either excessive or insufficient under conditions which might 
arise six months or a year later, There loomed the possibility that 
Congress would have to consider the tariff problem continuously. Eco- 
nomic conditions in the United States were fluctuating under the in- 
fluence of twar adjustments, including liquidation, in 3 all 
of our industries. The changing of conditions, suficien ly serious in 
the United States, was infinitely more perplexing abroad. The situa- 
tion abroad was created not only by the demoralized condition of Euro- 
pon industry resulting from the war but also by the unbalanced 

udgets, the depreciation of currencies, and the failure to reach a deci- 

sion in the reparations question. There seemed to be no stability what- 
ever in European industry. The force of foreign competition, Yor, i 
equalized by the tariff at one moment, might suddenly be modified in 
a way to affect seriously American industry. Congress in many in- 
Stances fixed rates at a pomt which gave American industry the benefit 
of the doubt, but with the realization that rapidly changing conditions 
would probabl necessitate readjustments in the future. 

These conditions brought to the front as had never before been done 
the subject of our methods of tariff making. It was realized at the 
outset that the rule or praagi or policy upon which tariff rates are 
to be determined is distinctly a le; ative peonia and that a legis- 
lative function under no conditions can be delegated. The 3 of 
the facts and the’ application of the rule or principle to those facts 
were, however, recogn as essentially administrative problems, Con- 
gress has attempted to gather facts by means of meet ae but more and 
more it has looked to such organizations as the Tariff Commission to 
furnish unbiased and ad pie information. And in the actual fram- 
ing of the bill the committees of Congress not infrequently, after hear- 
ing the interested parties on both es, appealed to experts for as- 
sistance in applying to the facts as presented the principle upon which 
the bill was ng framed. The tendency of tariff making has been 
toward Congress laying down the rule or guiding principle and intrust- 
ing to a few men the application of the rule to the facts. In a general 
way, therefore, the new method of tariff making embodied in section 
815 of Title III of the tariff act of 1922 is a natural development. 

Before we discuss this important step in tariff ee a glance at 
past efforts in the same direction will disclose the tendencies. The 
desire of the American people to see better methods pursued has been 
summed up in the phrase, The tariff should be taken out of politics.” 
But constitutional objections and the absence of a practical plan made 
the early attempts to a large extent ineffective, although they were 
useful in laying a foundation. During the last half century several 
efforts at reform have been made. As far back as 1866 the need of 
expert advice was recognized in the law creating the office of the 
Commissioner of Revenue. In 1882 a temporary commission was 
created to prepare for the eral tariff revision then imminent. It 
conducted no field investigations, but gathered its information through 
hearings, much as do committees of Congress. Not until 1909 was an 
attempt made to establish a permanent board with an expert staff 
ready at all times to advise on tariff subjects. A minor clause in the 
tarif act of 1909 authorized the President “to employ such persons 
as may be required” to assist him in administering the maximum and 


can command the 


minimum provisions of that law. About the“ persons” appointed grew 
up the Taft Tariff Board, which did valuable pioneer work in investi- 
gating costs of production. Less direct, but nevertheless just as real, 


evidence of the desire for improved methods in tariff mak ng was the 
cost of production study of the Department of Labor under the act of 
June 13, 1888, and of the Cost of Production Division of the Bureau 
of Foreign and Domestic Commerce from August, 1912, when the tariff 
board was discontinued, to April, 1917, when the present Tariff Com- 
mission was . with broad 8 Powers but with no 
right to determine or even to recommend tariff rates. 

These attempts have been useful and cumulative in e ence, but 
they had little effect upon the actual making of rates because they 
stopped with the sanos of facts. They were predicated on the 
erroneous theory that if long columns of figures and other statistical 
data were laid before Congress the conclusion would be obvious to all, 
Accurate information is, of course, desirable. During the revision of 
1920-1922 Congress had more than ever before—not, indeed, all that 
could be desired but much more than it had time to d t. But 
tariff making is not a matter of mathematics or statistics solely; it is 
a matter common sense and judgment. The way to reform lies 
not in more general investigations and reports of findings for the 
use of Congress, but in the vesting of the power in the Executive 
to find the facts in particular cases and to fix a rate which those 
facts warrant under a rule laid down by Congress. 

And this is precisely what the elastic provision of the new tariff 
act does. It therefore represents a distinct departure in the United 
States from former tariff-making methods. The President has spoken 
of it as the “greatest contribution toward progress in tariff makin 
in a century.” Under it the President has power to — upwar 
or downward individual tariff rates after an investigation by the 
Tariff Commission has shown that this action is necessary to equalize 
“the differences in costs of production in the United States and the 
principal competing country.” He may also change the classification 
of articles specifi in the act, and, in the case of articles subject 
to ad valorem duties, when it seems to meet the requirements of 
the law more exactly, he may, without increasing the rate, change 
the basis for the assessment of an ad valorem duty by substituting 
the selling price of the similar competitive American article for the 
value of goods in the principal market of the country whence exported 
at the time of exportation. This emergency. powe over valuation 
and the duties on coal-tar dyes are, it may noted in passing, all 
that is left in the act as a result of the extensive propaganda for 
American valuation. Certain limitations are placed on the President's 
power, as, for example, that no rate can be increased or decrcased 
more than 50 per cent of the rate fixed-by law; otherwise his power 
is plenary. Whenever an investigation results in the Sonne of facts 
which warrant a change under the cost of production rule, the Presi- 
dent may issue a proclamation changing the rate in question, and 30 
days thereafter the new rate becomes effective at our customhouses. 

The criticism is occasionally heard that costs of production can 
not be found, and that if they could be they would not form a sound 
basis for tariff making. Such criticism results either from ignorauce 
or from a design to defeat scientific tariff methods. It has been 
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. out that the a tion of the principle of equalizing the 
fference in costs of production might be used to justify tariff rates 
of any height. It seems to have been forgotten t common sense 


and judgment will be exercised in the application of this or any 
other rule laid down by Congress. No attempt will be made to make 
profitable the production of coffee in Maine! In fact, no such attempt 
can be made under the law, for Congress has already determined what 
articles are to be dutlable and hag prohibited the transfer of an 
article from the free to the dutiable list, Congress also, by fixing 
a ma um limit of duties under the flexible tariff" section, 
prevented the maintenance of any industry which really not 
adapted to the economic conditions of the United States. 

The objection that costs of production are difficult to find is not so 
serious as it has made out. In 1912 it was pointed out as a 
result of the 8 of the tariff board that, while absolutely ac- 
curate finding of comparative international costs was not always prac- 
ticable, it was possible “in the case of most staple articles of manu- 
facture to determine the ratio of costs between two different countries.” 

Cost accounting is the only means by which certainty can be intro- 
duced into business organization. It presents no insuperable difficulties 
to industrial leaders. Difficult as it is to find costs of production 
every manufacturer knows that the finding of them is the basis of 
successful business. Even now costs are determined perni with a 
de; of accuracy sufficient for the purpose of control and even as an 
aid in the fixing of prices. Costs as a matter of fact are no more un- 
certain nor do they vary more than industrial life as a whole. Variet 
and difference are inherent in the problem. Cost accounting is an at- 
tempt to measure scientifically the uncertainty and change in indus- 
trial life. To reject it would be to abandon the most effective means 
of measuring -actual and 1 competition. Considering the pur- 
pose for which Congress laid down the rule, the term “cost of 
production will undoubtedly be LaF paca A construed. In determining 
these costs we shall take into consideration all conditions of produc- 
tion, including wages and other cost items, wholesale selling prices, 
and advantages and disadvantages in competition. This method will 
disclose, as no other can, the competitive strength of industries in the 
United States and competing e . countries, and will thus provide a 
sufficiently accurate basis for tariff making. 

To these comments concerning the cost of production it should be 
added that the new system of tariff making does not stand or fall 
upon the desirability or practicability of the cost of production prin- 

ple. This principle, for the time being: embodies the 2 of Con- 

s,_ It is a principle upon which it is possible for ocrats and 
epublicans to agree. But, if for any reason, political or economic, it 
becomes desirable subsequently to change the rule which the Tariff 
Commission is to apply, this can be done without disturbing the new 
method of tariff making. 

Uncertainty to business has been urged as another of the objections 
to this new power conferred pee the President. On the contrary, it 
is more likely that greater stability will result therefrom. Under the 
old. system individual rates were practically never changed except as 
a part of a general revision. Nothing could be more disturbing to 
business than the long-drawn-out tariff controversy throu which we 
have just agate For a year and a half Congress has been working 
on the tariff, and business has been held in suspense. Tife alternative 
is an orderly method of procedure by which individual rates may be 
changed when conditions require. nder the new powers conferred 
upon the President it is not 3 to await a general revision of 
the tariff in order to obtain relief in the case particular rates. 
Those interested In the tariff should welcome a measure which affords 
them adequate rtunity to be heard and to have individual rates 
modified to meet changing conditions without the serious upheaval 
which always accompanies a general revision of the tariff. 

The new provision has been attacked on the und that it transfers 
legislative wer from Congress to the Executive. Careful considera- 
tion was given by Congress to the question of constitutionality, and 
it was agreed that judicial decisions point to the validity of the pro- 
vision. ongress lays down a definite rule for the guidance of the 
Executive and leaves to the latter simply the finding of the facts and 
the application of the rule. The constitutional distinction was summed 
up in a quotation cited with approval by the United States Supreme 
Court, as follows: The legislature can not delegate its power to 
make a law, but it can make a law to delegate a power to termine 
some fact or state of things upon which the law makes or intends to 
make its own action de m 

po AR under the new sections 
be made by the United States Tariff Commission. 
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poar reshaped its organization. Under the commission there are 
now four broad divisions: The office of the chief investigator; 
(b) the office of the chief economist; (c) the legal division; (d) the 
pecretary’s office, - 
The secretary handles the routine business of the commission. To 
the legal division are referred questions of customs Jaws and pro- 
seas and any other legal question that may arise in the commis- 
work. eneral investigations which the commission may con- 
duct under its general investigational powers will be supervised by 
the chief economist, and special investigations made necessary by the 
new powers vested in the President will be under the direction of 


the chief investigator. 

The commission’s 0 ization under the direction of the chief 
economist and the chief investigator consists of a series of divisions 
each with a chief and other experts. These divisions deal with 
chemicals, pottery and glass, metals, wood and paper, sugar, agricul- 
turai products, tex leather, sundries, erential tariffs and 
commercial treaties, and accounting. In addition, the commission has 

rovided for the establishment of a New York office and for the con- 
ct of in countries 


tions im foreign 2 

The work the commission's staff is coordinated in an advisory 

board, which reports only to the commission and is under its imme- 
chairman of this board. 


diate direction. The chief investigator is 


Its other members are the chief economist, a 8 of the 
legal division, and the chief of the division of the commission con- 
cerned in the subject matter under consideration at any given time. 

The first step in defining the commission's procedure was the 
issue on October 7 of an Executive order by the President directing 
that all applications for investigation under the new provisions “be 
filed with or referred to the United States Tariff Commission for con- 
sideration and for such investigation as shall be in accordance with 
law and the ype interest, under rules and regulations to be pre- 
scribed by such commission.” 

The commission has issued rules of procedure. They set forth how 
7 tor investigations shall be made and under what con- 

tions and in what manner the commission will conduct formal in- 


Anyone can appl 
be in any 


When the commission finally decides to proceed formally with an 
investigation it will issue and publish a notice of the nature and sco 
of the investigation. Any person who then can show to the comm 
sion’s satisfaction an interest in the subject matter of the investigation 
may enter his appearance in person or by a representative. e will 
be notified of public hearings and afforded 3 to offer such 
testimony as may be deemed necessary for a full presentation of the 
facts. he commission’s hearings 1 be open to the public unless 
the commission believes that a private conference is necessary to pro- 
tect trade secrets or processes, Evidence submitted will be subject 
to verification from the books and records of the parties in interest. 
In conjunction with hearings the commission will conduct field investi- 
gations both in the United States and in foreign countries. 

In all formal investigations the Tarif Commission's procedure will 
be judicial in character. Its rules provide for the attendance and 
examination of witnesses, the production of documentary evidence, the 
issuance of subp@nas, and the taking of depositions, The commis- 
sioner or investigator in cha of any investigation will summarize 
the hearings and the information obtained by field investi 
will popan a report. Parties of record will be permitted, before they 
file their briefs, to examine this report as well as the record, except 
such portions as relate to trade secrets and processes. 

Final hearings will, ef course, be béfore the commission. Parties of 
record may file briefs, and in some cases may present oral arguments, 
The commission's findings will be in writing, and will be transmitted 
with the record to the President for his action. ` 

This article, as will be evident, deals not with the merits or demerits 
of the rates of duty imposed by the tarif act of 1922. but only with 
the method—the process by which rates of duty are fixed. Obvious as 
are the needs for improvement in our system of tariff nerk the 
elastic tariff provision not be sup ed by certain grou n the 
United States. One aop of opponents prefers to get its tarif claims 
accepted through political and personal pressure, nother consists of 
those politicians who traffic in such wares, and still another of those 
rec pions 2 minded persons who are afraid to brush the cobwebs down 
for fear the ceiling will fall. The vast majority of Americans, how- 
ever, believe in going forward in the improvement of our governmental 
machinery. The tariff-making methods heretofore in force do not com- 
mand their confidence, and when they understand the new method 
thoroughly they will welcome a change which, while ee to the 
legislative branch of the Government the determination of policy, will 
elevate the details of rate making above the level of personal and 
political influence and give it a judicial character. The present tariff 
act embodies this fundamental principle. If in operation it develo; 
minor defects, they will be used by its opponents as an argument for 
a ng this fundamental principle and reverting to the old system. 
But, whatever the difficulties of administration and whatever minor 
modifications ex ence may show as necessary in the new system in 
the next few A gig the act 3 the only feasible method of reduc- 


ing, the political element making | and if the people will 
5 vely support it against the opposition Which will develop its success 


Perhaps not so fundamental as the provision just discussed, but 
closely resembling it in the power over rates which they give the Presi- 
dent, are two other visions of the act of 1922. In sections 316 and 
317, as in section 315. 8 has prescribed general rules in accord- 
ance with which the Presiden 
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industry against the variety and subtlety of attacks which may be in- 
cluded in the term “ unfair competition.” 

The other feature of the new law is found in section 817 and is 
designed to aid American industry by Rrotecting American export trade. 
Particularly since 1914 has our interest in international commercial 
policies increased. This interest has been stimulated by the rapid 

evelopment of our export trade, by our growing dependence for raw 
materials upon foreign sources, particularly colonial sources, and by 
the increasing export of American capital and its investment in the 
development of the so-called economi y backward parts of the world. 

Before 1914 necessity did not force us as a nation to concern our- 
selves greatly with the protection of our overseas interests. We al- 
lowed our commercial treaty structure to become antiquated, and it is 
now ill adapted to the new conditions which confront us. We have not 
had a settled policy of tariff bargaining. Under the tariff acts of 1890 
and 1897 we tried two methods of bargaining which, because of their 
meager results, were finally abandoned. In the recent tariff discussion 
these methods were considered and rejected. One method rejected was 
designed to provide“ for special negotiations whereby exclusive conces- 
sions may be given in the American tariff in return for special conces- 
sions from foreign countries.” 

Offers to concede reductions in American tariff rates in return for 
reductions in foreign rates make a superficial appeal. They seem to 
arise from friendliness and to lead to a general moderation of tariff 
rates, but this view results from centering attention on single transac- 
tions. The experience of European countries during the last genera- 
tion shows that the concessional method of tariff bargaining by its very 
nature leads to bickerings and to tariff wars. At best it results in 
concealed, if not open, discriminations against third countries. The 
outcome has been mired tariffs. Each country makes generous ad- 
vances in rates to fortify its position for bargaining purposes; and the 
concessions which it grants are frequently, if not usually, less generous 
than the preliminary increases. 

The other meth rejected 8 the recent tariff discussion was 
designed to place in the hands of the President power to penalize the 
commerce of any foreign country which imposes on its imports, includ- 
ing those coming from the United States, duties which, in comparison 
with the duties imposed by the United States, he deems to be “ higher 
and reciprocally unequal and unreasonable.” Probably no more objec- 
tionable method of tariff bargaining than this has ever been suggested. 
The aim of this method is not, at least primarily, to remove discrimina- 
tions, but to batter down tariff rates, equally applicable to all coun- 
tries, which American export interests may regard as too high, but 
which the foreign country may think justified by its fiscal and indus- 
trial needs. From the beginning of our history we have been very in- 
„sistent upon our right to impose any duties which we thought our do- 
mestic needs required. Frequently, foreign nations have objected to 
our high duties, but their claims have been denied. In view of this 
fact, it was inevitable that Con, s would reject a method which was 
kai maa to employ penalty duties to force down the level of foreign 
tar! Furthermore, such a method was almost certain to lead to 
retaliation, and even when it did not provoke retaliation, the method 
was likely to be ineffective in opening foreign markets. 

Congress finally adopted in section 317 a method of commercial nego- 
tiation that followed the precedents established by the maximum and 
minimum provision of the Payne-Aldrich Act which, to quote the con- 
ferees who finally shaped the act, had for its purpose the obtaining 
of equality of treatment for American overseas commerce.” “The 
United States offers under its tariff (section 317) equality of treatment 
to all nations and at the same time insists that foreign nations grant 
to our ext commerce equality of treatment.” In detail, this sec- 
tion empowers the President, when he deems it to the publie interest, 
to impose additional duties or even prohibition upon the whole or a 
part of the commerce of any forei country that places the com- 
merce of the United States at a disadvantage compa with the com- 
merce of any other foreign country. The phraseolo; of the law is 
designed to secure real and not merely nominal equality of treatment. 
It is designed to secure the removal not only of open discriminations 
but of discriminations concealed in customs and sanitary regulations 
and in classifications. 

This new section, while similar in principle to the penalty provision 
of the Payne-Aldrich Act, differs in method and also, part, in object 
from its predecessor. In method the Payne-Aldrich provision was in- 
flexible, e amsy, and unworkable. Under it the President may be said 
to have been debarred for practical r from recognizing any dis- 
crimination unless it were of sufficient magnitude to justify the im- 
position of an additional sp ed cent ad valorem upon all the products 
of the offending country. e law permitted no adjustment accordin 
to the nature of the discrimination against American trade or accord- 
ing to the nature of our imports from the offending country. Under 
the present flexible law, any country-which continues to discriminate 
against American trade may find its trade suffering from exactly those 
penalties which will do it the greatest amount of harm with the least 
possible injury to American importi interests. 

Obviously, the object of section 317 is to obtain for American com- 
merce | treatment in accordance with accepted standards of nego- 
tiation between nations, but it goes further and includes within its 
scope discriminations often referred to as of only domestic concern. 


Most seriots from a standpoint of both trade and world peace are the. 


systems of import and export preference which to-day characterize the 
colonial commercial policies of the United States, Great Britain, France. 
Italy, Spain, Portugal, and Japan. Preferential import duties are levied 
by mother countries to poo ome industries an advantage in colonial 
markets, and preferential export taxes are imposed to give home indus- 
tries a preferential position in supplies of essential raw materials. So 
long as we maintain our policy of preference in the Philippines we 
are hardly in a position to penalize the colonial preferences of other 
nations. The term foreign country“ is, however, defined in section 
317 to inelude dominions, colonies, protectorates, or other subdivisions 
of government wherein separate tariff rates are enforced. It can, 
therefore, no longer be said that Congress regards colonial preferences 
as “ domestic questions.” 

An indiscriminate use of penalty duties against colonial preferences 
was probably not contemplated by Congress. The removal of systems of 
preference deeply embedded in the economic and political policies of 
countries may call for serious negotiations rather than for retaliato 
steps which might result in trade wars. In this respect the signifi- 
cance of section 317 is that foreign nations can no longer ignore bis 
views if the President raises with them some of the fundamental! issues 
of international commercial Hey, The world is drifting oren 5 — 
countries 


more toward commercial conflict. There is evident in man 
u desire to use commercial devices for the purpose of furth „ Boyt al 
Nations are not looking ahead nor visu: ing the 


national interests, 


situation which may result from every country 
tory policy in its commercial development. A wider application of the 
prin ple of the “open door,” which is already a recogn part of 
America’s 33 will do much to stay the drift toward 
imperialistic and exclusive commercial policies. Much can be done 
by the negotiation of commercial treaties, but the most fundamental 
and serious of the commercial issues between nations to-day must be 
worked out in an international conference. Merely agreeing to grant 
— access fo markets and to sources of raw materials is not sufficient. 
ations must cooperate to make their agreements effective. Too often 
the “open door” has been nominally accepted only to be evaded in 
practice, After all, there are some things which nations must do to- 
gether. Natlonalism, useful and essential in some fields. has its limi- 
tations. In many ways,” the President said, on October 11 1922, in 
his letter to Mr. MONDELL, real 8 comes from cooperation 
hiie 55 5 pere 5 85 8 of the day recognizes the 
ge intimacy and understanding in the social nom 
Sio ponada; suay of nations,” E ie 1 
e need prophets who can see clearly the dangers of economic 
rivalry between the nations and who will point the way of escape. It 
is a false nationalism which emphasizes self-interest to the point of 
destruction. Men and women will not love their nation less if they 
come to understand its place in the family of nations and to realize 
that the judicial settlement of disputes is the only road to security and 
progress. National control reaches a point sooner or later where it 
breaks down. Beyond this point national security depends on interna- 
tional security. Economic issues, such as the struggle for markets and 
raw materials, if not solved by genuine international cooperation, will 
destroy the nations, By adopting cooperation as a means of solving 
a e a nation „ 1 paning that is worth keeping, 
only course which in the long run w 
finest features of nationality. e 


SALARY OF ALIEN PROPERTY CUSTODIAN. 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have just received a letter 
from Col. Thomas W. Miller, Alien Property Custodian, in 
which he states: 

In looking over the debate on the ind dent offi i 
e 

, 0 essee, aske sa t Pro 
Custodian was not $10,000 a Wear: to which’ en e 
made by you. À 

I do not remember making the reply, although I heard one 
of the Senators on my right say he thought that was the 
amount; but, be that as it may, I participated in the discussion 
which followed. Colonel Miller proceeds in his letter to say: 

I appreciate the great mass of detail you must carry in the position 

ou 5 in the Senate, This is merely to advise you that my salary 


s $5, a year as fixed by statute. I took occasion to note the rest 
of your discussion with the Senator from Tennessee regarding minor 


ursuing a discrimina- 


matters pertaining to this office, and appreciate the manner in which 
you handled them, 
Sincerely yours, THoMAs W. MILLER, 


Alien Property Custodian, 

I merely desired to bring to the attention of the Senator 
from Tennessee and the Senate the contents of the letter re- 
ceived by me. 

RECESS, 

Mr. PHIPPS. I move that the Senate take a recess in ac- 
cordance with the unanimous-consent agreement entered into 
earlier in the day. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 25 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously made, took a 
recess until to-morrow, Wednesday, January 24, 1923, at 11 
o'clock a. m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
TUESDAY, January 23, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Almighty God, the gates of Thy mercy are open day and 
night. Thy throne is not of iron, but of love. Thou art our 
Father and the path of duty is the path that leads to Thee. 
We bless Thee that, as Thy children, Thou dost give joy to 
life, elevation to our aims, sweetness to our cxperiences, and 
peace to our souls, This day let the way be bright and help 
us to walk more precisely in it. We thank Thee for the 
privileges, the opportunities, and the fellowships that make 
life useful and sweet. Safely direct, shape, and control our 
national life. Always may the influences of this assembly go 
out for the welfare and the happiness of all the people. In 
Thy name. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE MISSISSIPPI RIVER. 

Mr. FAVROT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 11626. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Louisiana asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill which 
the Clerk will report by title. 
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The Clerk read as follows: x 

H. R. 11626. An act to extenā the time for constructing a bridge 
across the Mississippi River at or near the City of Baton Rouge, La. 

The Senate amendments were read. 

Mr. FAVROT. I move to concur in the Senate amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr, Speaker, I understood there was 
a conference report to be presented. 

The SPEAKER, It is not in yet. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of the joint 
resolution H. J. Res. 314. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, does the gentle- 
man from Iowa remember how much time there is left for gen- 
eral debate? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The timekeeper there can give it to 
the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair understands the gentleman from 
Iowa has 39 minutes and the gentleman from Texas 38 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Has the gentleman considered 
the desirability for extending the time for general debate upon 
this very important matter? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, I thought possibly if the time 
was extended it would be better to extend it on the proposed 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] than 
on the general debate, if that would be equally satisfactory. 

Mr. GARNER. I hope that the gentleman will ask that 
there be an hour on a side. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There are some gentlemen very 
anxious to go away. Will the gentleman be satisfied by making 
it 45 minutes on a side? 

Mr. GARNER. Additional time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; that would increase the time to 
45 minutes each, and some additional time, if the gentleman 
desires it, for discussion on his amendment. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman does not mean to say we are 
going to get through here in time for anybody to leave at 3 or 
4 o'clock? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, I do not know; that may not 
be possible in any event. But I think it will be almost neces- 
sary to get through this evening. 

Mr. GARNER. I agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman’s amendment to the 
joint resolution will be pending. 

Mr. GARNER. We can take up the entire day and have a 
vote by 5 o’clock. Let us have an hour on a side for general 
debate, even have three hours in all, and then take up the 
amendment. It is a short resolution, only covers one page. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, pending that motion, I 
ask unanimous consent that the time for general debate be ex- 
tended so that each side have one hour. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the time for general debate be extended so that 
each side have one hour. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. The question is on 
the motion of going into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the ayes 
seemed to have it. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. 

The House divided, and there were—ayes 60, noes 40. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con- 
sideration of the joint resolution (H. J. Res. 314) proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States, with Mr. 
McARTHUR in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
of House Joint Resolution 314, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

H. J. Res. 314. Joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution of the United States. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent that the first 
reading of the joint resolution be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the joint resolution be 
dispensed with. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman from 


Texas use 
some time? : 


Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I thought the gentleman from 
Iowa was going to explain the provisions of his resolution. 
However, if he desires, I will proceed. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to take up five minutes’ time for the purpose of calling the at- 
tention of the gentleman from Wyoming to what appears to be 
at least an inconsistency on his part. I am sure he does not 
intend to deceive anyone, because the leader of a great party 
ought not to deceive even Democrats, much less members of 
his own party. The gentleman from Wyoming the other day 
suggested the reason why he had not permitted a considera- 
tion of the Muscle Shoals proposition was that there was no 
chance of passing it in the Senate. Now, I suggested to the 
gentleman from Wyoming that he should not consider this 
pending resolution, because he knew it could not be considered 
and passed in the Senate. 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. In just a moment and then I will—and the 
gentleman from Wyoming in his heart knows that there is no 
chance for this resolution to be considered in the Senate, much 
less that it shall be passed. Now, how can he take the position 
before his Republican colleagues and make to them the excuse 
that the reason why he has not given Congress an opportunity 
to vote on Muscle Shoals is because the Senate could not con- 
sider and would not consider the legislation and pass it at this 
session, when at the same time he brings this resolution be- 
fore the House for consideration? As I say, I hope he is not 
trying to deceive anybody, but undoubtedly he is a little bit 
inconsistent. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. MONDELL, One of the minor reasons I gave when I 
expressed the view that it was not highly important that we 
should consider Muscle Shoals at this time was the fact that 
the Senate could not consider the Muscle Shoals matter at this 
session, But there were other reasons, and I gave them in ad- 
vance of that reason, There are many other reasons why it 
is not highly important that we should consider Muscle Shoals 
at this time, compared with which the matter of the failure to 
consider it in the Senate is minor. 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, Mr. Chairman, there is not a Member 
in this House who heard the gentleman from Wyoming and 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonawortH] apologize for the 
fact that they were being whipped into line by their party 
on Muscle Shoals but knows it was an apology, used as an 
excuse for the Republican Party’s failure to consider that bill, 
The Members know that they have failed to get an opportunity 
to consider the Muscle Shoals matter and vote on it for rea- 
sons other than that it will not be considered in the Senate. 

Now he brings before you a measure that has not been dis- 
cussed on the floor of the House except for one day, and he 
asks you to vote on the most important matter that has been 
brought before Congress at this session, considered from the 
standpoint of the interests of the General Government, and he 
brings it before you and presses for its consideration when 
he knows that there is no chance for its enactment by the 
Congress. It can not be considered in the Senate and it can 
not be passed there, and everybody knows it. 

Mr. Chairman, I see my genial friend from Michigan [Mr. 
Forpney] has just arrived. His arrival suggests to me the 
remark that was made here the last time this measure was 
considered, when he told you he voted against it in committee 
and felt in his heart that it should not be passed, and that 
if he were a member of the Legislature of Michigan he would 
not support it; and when I asked him why he supported it 
here, his answer was he believed we should submit it to the 
States and let them yote on it, and thus relieve himself from 
the responsibility. I asked him if he was willing to support 
a proposition that has been presented by a prominent states- 
man in the Senate proposing the recall of decisions of the 
Supreme Court, and he said it was “bunk.” [Laughter.] 
I am informed, however, that in the State of Michigan they 
have both the recall and the referendum. 

I am informed, I say, by a Member from the State of 
Michigan that they have the referendum and the recall. I 
refer to Mr. James, a Member of Congress from Michigan, 
who says he was chairman of the committee that reported the 
bill and passed it through the State Legislature of Michigan. 

I do not think gentlemen should take the position that they 
will vote to submit an amendment merely to give the people of 
the States an opportunity to vote upon it. Members should 
take such a position as their conscience and intellect dictate. 
I undertake to say, Mr. Chairman, that if you vote on this 
amendment according to your intellect and your conscience and 
the impression you have had made on your judgment by the de- 
bate here, by the analysis of the amendment, this measure would 
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not have a chance to get a majority, not one-third, much less 
two-thirds, in the House of Representatives. But the trouble is 
that while many of you have realized the importance of the 
proposition, and you believe that it should not be submitted to 
the States, that it is death to the States and dangerous to the 
Federal Government, yet you have gotten yourselves in the 
position where you think you should vote yea” in order that 
you may transmit to the States the obligation you now haye. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, and I ask 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GRxzx] to use his time. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the committee do now rise. à 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee moves 
that the committee do now rise. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. On that I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chairman appointed Mr. GREEN 
of Iowa and Mr, Garrerr of Tennessee to act as tellers. 

The committee divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 30, 
noes 67. 

The CHAIRMAN, So the committee declines to rise. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
{Mr. Garner] says that in his opinion there is no possible 
chance of the Senate acting upon this measure if we send it to 
them. He may be right, although I hope he is not. But that 
fact, even if it be only a guess, should not absolve us from the 
duty of passing it here ourselves, for it is designed to remedy 
an evil, a great and growing evil, which, in my judgment, is 
not exceeded by any other that afflicts our body politic to-day. 

Let me see if I ean put in plain, simple language just what 
this evil is. Statistics show that something more than 7,000,000 
people in this country earn an income somewhere between $20 
and $200 a week. That would be an average, say, of $50 a 
week. Now let us try to visualize this class of persons as one 
single entity and imagine the transaction that takes place be- 
tween that entity and the tax collector of the Government on 
tax day. That entity approaches the tax collector, and the tax 
collector says, What was your income last year?” He says, 
“ $2500,” and the tax collector says, How did you get it?” 
He answers, I earned it.“ Oh, very well, if you earned it, 

step up to the counter and pay $275,000,000.” 

Now let us suppose that another entity, a small but ever- 
growing class of persons whose money is all invested in tax- 
exempt securities, is approached by the tax collector, who 
says, “How much money did you make last year?” He re- 
plies, “ $25,000." Well, how did you get it?” “Why, I got 
it from investments in certain things which the Constitution of 
the United States says are not taxable.” “Very well,” says 
the tax collector, “in that case you are immune and there is 
nothing to pay.” 

There is the whole proposition involyed here. A man who 
earns his income or derives it from investment in any industrial 
enterprise, or something that gives employment to labor or pro- 
duces things which are of vital interest to the American peo- 
ple, has to pay a tax, but the man who puts his money into 
nontaxable securities and whose only work is to deposit the 
check in his bank account is absolutely free from any taxation 
whatever, 

The worst vice of it all is that slowly but surely earned in- 
comes are paying more.and more of the cost of government 
and unearned incomes are day by day getting rid of any tax 
whatever. The returns for this year show that men who earn 
their incomes are paying almost twice as much relatively of all 
the taxes as they were a year ago. That is utterly and abso- 
lutely vicious, gentlemen. There is no other country on the 
face of the earth that permits any such thing to exist. On the 
contrary, most enlightened countries discriminate in favor of 
earned incomes as opposed to unearned incomes. Great Britain 
does, France does, Japan does, and a number of other countries 
do. 5 

Mr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. My time 
is very short. I myself drafted a provision which for a time 
was incorporated in the committee’s bill of the 1917 revenue 
law, which made a discrimination of 20 per cent in favor of 
earned incomes as opposed to unearned incomes, and the com- 
mittee were for it unanimously in principle; but the trouble 
was we were informed by the Treasury Department that it 
could not be administered with their machinery, and it went 
out of the bill. I repeat that from no point of view can the 


proposition be justified for a moment that earned incomes 
should be taxed at a higher rate than unearned incomes. What 
has happened? In 1913, and, if I remember correctly, for some 
years previously, only something between $300,000,000 and $400,- 
000,000 was borrowed every year by the States and their politi- 
cal subdivisions on an average. To-day the average is more 
than a billion and a half of dollars every year—five times what 
it used to be. No one here wants to hurt or to limit the bor- 
rowing capacity of the States for legitimate purposes, and the 
most that can be said against this proposed amendment in 
that regard is that it will restore the precise condition that 
Siki in 1913 before the new income-tax system went into 
effect. 

Now, you may say, “ Why do these very rich men try to avoid 
taxes by putting their fortunes into these nontaxable securi- 
ties?” It never occurred before the war. It did not occur 
during the war, because men were willing in those days to pay 
half or three-quarters of their incomes for the support of the 
Government in time of war, but it is not human nature to do 
that in time of peace. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. It is not hard to explain how rich men will 
put their money into securities, but it is most difficult to ex- 
plain why all the rich men are in favor of taking this privilege 
away from themselves. s 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. They are not. 

Mr. GARNER. All that I have heard of are. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. That is the first time I have heard 
that argument, and I should like to have the gentleman from 
‘Texas cite me such a case. 

Mr. GARNER. I cite to the gentleman the Exchange Na- 
tional Bank of New York, the City National Bank of New 
York, the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, and every 
other man like Mr. Kahn, of Kuhn, Loeb & Co., and every one 
of these wealthy men who has appeared in print on the sub- 
ject, who is supposed to be holding these exempt securities, is 
in favor of the proposed amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Texas well 
knows that the first two he mentioned have their money in- 
vested in active business, and they do not benefit by this tax 
exemption. 

Mr. GARNER. I understand, then, that Mr. Mellon, who is 
supposed to be the second richest man in the United States, 
and Mr. Rockefeller, and Mr. Ford, and those people are en- 
gaged in active business, and therefore they are not concerned 
with this amendment! 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman from Texas {Mr. Gar- 
NER} may be in the confidence of Mr. Ford, who is possibly his 
candidate for the Presidency. I do not know. I am not in his 
or Mr. Ford's confidence. I assume that the position of Mr. 
Mellon, the Secretary of the Treasury, and he is in entire 
agreement with the President in his position, is in the interest 
of the people of the United States. Professor Seligman, a very 
distinguished scientist, a professor of political economy in 
Columbia University, who, I assume, is not attempting to dodge 
taxes, did not, I think, overestimate this evil and the situation | 
that it is surely leading to when he said, before the Ways and 
Means Committee: $ 

The issue of tax-exempt securities creates a class of nontaxable 
individuals that constitutes a fundamental infraction of democratic 
justice in taxation. In France, under the ancient régime, the clergy 
were not taxed, the nobility were not taxed, the law 
taxed. It was this series of class exemptions and vileges. which 
finally led to bring about the French Revolution. What we are doin 
at the present time is to create a class of vider ba individuals, privi- 
TTT 
posses That is the worst kind of privilege in a Gemoeratic com 
mu y. 

I do not think that Professor Seligman exaggerated the 
situation, If this continues much longer, gentlemen, we are 
going to break down absolutely our whole theory of the prin- 
ciple of a graduated income tax, It is as plain as the paper 
on the wall that the man whose income runs up to the high 
brackets and is subjected to a tax of more than 50 per-cent, if 
he can put his money where it is not to be taxed at all 
doit. I have not the slightest question but that my friend, Mr. 
GARNER, an able attorney, if a rich client came to him whose 
estate was invested in 6 per cent industrial bonds, 6 per cent 
railroad bonds, and in 6 per cent farm mortgages, subject to a 
tax of 50 per cent, and he should ask my friend, Mr. GARNER, 
whether it would not be to his advantage to put that money 
into securities which would bring him 5 per cent, and on which 
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there would be nothing to pay, that my friend from Texas 
would advise his client to do so at once. 

Of course he would. There is nothing unpatriotic either in 
the lawyer to advise his client to put his money where it 
is not taxed as it is for the man himself in a time of peace. 
In order to net on an industrial bond what you can net on a 
nontaxable bond provided you are a very rich man and the tax 
goes into the high brackets, that bond would have to net you 
at least 12 per cent. There is no such thing in existence as a 
12 per cent bond, but if there was here would be the situation: 
You would have to pay at least $200 to get that bond at all. In 
other words, for the very rich man a 5 per cent nontaxable 
bond is worth $200, and he can get it for $100. What is he 
going to do? Why, of course, he is going to put his money 
wherever he can in these tax-exempt securities. 

As I say, the average yearly output has increased from be- 
tween three and four hundred million dollars to a billion and 
a half dollars to-day. The amount outstanding is estimated to- 
day according to various estimates, somewhere between ten and 
eighteen billion dollars, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It lies within the power of 
any State to-day to prevent the issuance by itself of tax-exempt 
securities and the issuance of tax-exempt securities by sub- 
divisions. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Why, of course, but what State is going 
to do that when they can under this system issue bonds in un- 
limited quantities for anything they please. That is one of the 
vices of the system. We are getting to the point where the 
political subdivisions of a State are getting to be absolutely 
reckless in the way that they spend money, In my own State 
in the last election there were two constitutional amendments 
before the people. One of them was to prohibit the issuing of 
bonds to pay current expenses of the government, and the 
other provided that no bonds could be issued to provide for a 
specific project extending for a longer period than the existence 
of the project. Both of these amendments were beaten by a 
large majority. No State is going to do what the gentleman 
from Tennessee suggests. On the contrary, the States are being 
encouraged by the bankers to issue as many bonds as possible. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Ohio 
has expired. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Can I have three minutes more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield three minutes more to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. In old days when the little town of 
Podunk wished to issue bonds its officials when they ap- 
proached the banker had a hard time to be admitted to his 
presence. To-day these officials are welcomed with glee; they 
smoke the banker’s cigars, and put their feet on his desk, so 
to speak, because the banker is anxious to sell all the bonds 
that he possibly can to his rich clients. 

The fact is, gentlemen, if you consider this situation an evil, 
and it is undoubtedly the greatest evil that afflicts us to-day, 
there are but two alternatives to cure it. One of them is to 
reduce the surtaxes to a level where the very rich men are will- 
ing to leave their money in industrial enterprises and the other 
is to pass this amendment. We all know that it is utterly im- 
possible in this Congress, and I assume in the next Congress, 
to very substantially lower the higher income taxes. So our 
only way, then, is to amend the Constitution, put this class of 
securities in the same class that every other security is in, so 
that the hole from which all this money which should flow into 
the Treasury is leaking out may be blocked up. And more 
than that and above that, to relieve that condition, utterly un- 
justifiable from any point of view, where the clergyman, the 
lawyer, the doctor, the small business man, are called upon to 
pay a heavy tax to the Government, and the rich man, who has 
millions locked up in State and municipal bonds, can enjoy his 
income without one stroke of work for the benefit of the people 
and be absolutely exempt from all taxes. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Orprrecp] eight minutes. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am opposed to this resolution and shall vote against 
it, and will use the eight minutes allotted to me in telling why 
I am opposed to it. I attended the hearings of the committee 
and have given this question a great deal of study and thought. 
In the beginning I was rather inclined to support the reso- 
lution, but I find from the propaganda which came to members 
of the Ways and Means Committee and from the gentlemen 
who were backing the resolution, that I was forced to the 
conclusion—in fact, I think there is no doubt about it—that 
the very rich of the country are the ones who are favoring 
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the resolution, and I believe I now know why. I know that 
that is what the propaganda indicates. One crowd that was 
most insistent in the propaganda was the Farm Mortgage 
Bunkers“ Association. I think they have written more letters 
and sent more briefs and arguments to the members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means than any other organization 
in the country. Of course, it is easy to understand why they 
would like to see this adopted, because they want to go on 
as they have always done, charging the farmers of the coun- 
try 7, 8, and 10 per cent interest on farm-mortgage loans, 
and they want to kill off, if possible, the farm loan act. 

The gentlemen who ask for this proposition seemed to me 
to be inconsistent, indeed. The report says that it grants a 
private subsidy to certain interests, and Mr. Mills, of New 
York, one of the ablest Members on the Republican side, said 
that it meant a bonus to people who own and purchase these 
tax-exempt securities, and that it also meant a bonus to the 
States. I can not understand why a Republican who would 
support a ship-subsidy bonus would object to the States 
having that bonus, and yet the gentlemen who supported the 
ship-subsidy bonus are very much opposed to what they call 
a bonus to the various States, when they issue these tax-exempt 
securities, Here is the trouble with this proposition. It says 
that it encourages extravagance of governmental agencies. 

The gentlemen who support this proposition do not want the 
various States and the subdivisions of the States to issue road 
bonds, school bonds, reclamation bonds, because those bonds 
come in competition with the great industrial bonds of the 
country who want to have a monopoly of the bond market of 
the country. If they would place in this resolution the proposi- 
tion suggested by my friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER], we 
could all support it. I am not in favor of anybody getting out 
of paying his just proportion of the taxes. I was not in favor 
of reducing the high surtaxes on the rich or of lowering their 
taxes, but the majority of you gentlemen on the Republican 
side favored it; and I notice those same gentlemen are the most 
enthusiastic for this proposition. I opposed and the Democrats 
opposed and a great many of the Republicans opposed the repeal 
of the excess-profits tax, whereby we lost $450,000,000 a year 
in taxes from the great corporations of the country; but the 
very gentlemen who were in favor of repealing the excess-profits 
tax are urging this legislation, and they make it appear that 
they are urging it in the interest of the poor. In other words, 
they put themselves in the attitude of the rich coming to the 
Congress of the United States and urging something to their 
disadvantage and, on the contrary, to the advantage of the 
poor. I do not take much stock in that sort of argument; but 
under this resolution Congress could discriminate against the 
States, and the States could discriminate against the Federal 
Government by taxing the income of the Federal securities, by 
taxing the income of State securities more than they would tax 
the income of industrial bonds; and if they do that, what 
happens? You drive all of the money into the industrial bonds 
of the country, and you take away from the States and the 
subdivisions of the States and the Federal Government itself an 
advantage which they ought to retain, because the Federal and 
the State Governments protect all of the people of the country. 
Suppose we had war, would you want the States and the Fed- 
eral Government to be at a disadvantage as compared with the 
securities of the great industrials of the country? Oh, you say 
that they will not do that. Why, they will do anything. Any 
outfit that will come in here and ask for a ship subsidy, any 
outfit that will come in here and demand such a piece of legisla- 
tion as the Fordney-McCumber tariff law, the repeal of the 
excess-profits tax, and the lowering of the high surtaxes, will 
demand anything; and I have come to the conclusion that I 
would not believe any man on oath who would come before the 
Committee on Ways and Means and try to get the advantage of 
all of the rest of the people of the country, which they are 
always doing. They ought to be compelled to go under oath, 
and they ought to be compelled, if possible, to tell the truth 
when they are wanting this Congress to do something to their 
interests; and when they come here and say that this is in the 
interest of the masses of the people, they are saying what 
think they know not to be the facts. i 

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. 

Mr. LAZARO. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LONGWORTH] 
was asked this question awhile ago, whether there was any- 
thing to prevent the States from taxing securities, and the 
answer was no. I would like to know if there is anything right 
now to prevent the Secretary of the Treasury from issuing tax- 
bearing bonds in exchange to those that fall due now? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. No, I do not think so, and I think he ought 
to do it. Just to show you how inconsistent these gentlemen 
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are, and I mean the Republican members of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, in 1921 when they were amending the revenue 
act, any man who had the money to go and buy them could 
purchase Federal bonds to the amount of $160,000 and they 
would all be tax exempt, and yet they came right along in the 
face of that and increased that from $160,000 to $165,000. I 
think every man in this House ought to vote against this rese- 
lution, and I am satisfied that half of you will. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lone- 
WorTH] spoke about the millions of dollars in these tax-exempt 
securities being in the hands of the rich. Has the gentleman 
any estimate of how much it would enhance the value of those 
bonds in the hands of the rich if we should pass this resolution 
prohibiting any further tax-exempt bonds? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Yes. If a great many of them are in the 
hands of the rich of the country it would instantly increase 
their value to have this resolution. passed. If there are 
$11,000,000,000 of the bonds out, untaxed, the very moment that 
this resolution is adopted and ratified by the States it will 
increase the value of those bonds anywhere from $1,000,000,000 
to $2,000,000,000. There can be no question about that. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. In case this resolution were adopted 
and municipalities wish to borrow money, would they not be 
compelled to go to New York and borrow the money at whatever 
rate of interest New York might want to fix? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Well, yes, I think so. At any rate they 
would be put to very great disadvantage. It is difficult enough 
now, as you know, for the States to compete even with the Fed- 
eral Government, as everybody would rather have Federal bonds 
because all of the States are behind them. If you pass this 
resolution and it is ratified you will make it almost impossible 
to build roads, to dig ditches, to reclaim overflowed lands, to 
irrigate dry lands out in the West, because you will have no 
place to sell the bonds. The great industrialists, the Steel 
Trust, the Standard Oil Co., the railroads, the public utilities of 
Washington and other cities, will have a monopoly of the bond 
market, and I think it is just as important that the various 
States and subdivisions thereof should be shown as much con- 
sideration in the bond market as the Federal Government or 
these great industrialists, and I hope that gentlemen will vote 
against it. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 


pired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How does the time stand? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa has 42 minutes 
and the gentleman from Texas 43 minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, the argument of the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas [Mr. OLDFIELD] seems to be based on a 
comparison between Government securities and those of indus- 
trial concerns. I can not see the line of comparison between 
the two types of securities. The man who takes a chance in 
an industrial bargain naturally looks for a higher return of 
revenue than if he buys gilt-edge municipal or State securities. 
You can not draw a comparison between those rates of interest. 
Further than that, he says that the moment we adopt this 
resolution we then put a premium on the present tax-exempt 
bonds. How can we avoid doing it, even admitting it will be 
done? The estimate of tax-exempt securities ranges from ten 
to eighteen billions. Why increase that enormous amount and 
make a still further loophole for the high-income man to es- 
cape taxation? That seems to be what the gentleman wants 
to do. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Mississippi. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I can not, I regret; I have only five 
minutes. That is exactly the argument of the gentleman from 
Arkansas. Now, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that this whole 
question ought to be considered on an entirely impartial and on 
an unselfish basis. We are here as the representatives of the 
people, interested in both the State and the Federal Govern- 
ment, and we ought to base our decision on the exact merits of 
the case rather than from any selfish viewpoint, whether we 
come from a particular district desiring to sell irrigation or 
roads or schoolhouse bonds, and when we do that, Mr. Chair- 
man, and when we take into full consideration the merits of 
this case and study the testimony submitted pro and con, there 
can be but one decision reached, The gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. Crisp], when the subject was under debate before, 
brought this very clearly before the House. He analyzed in 
his very careful and judicial manner the testimony that had 
been submitted to the Ways and Means Committee, and there 
could be no question the decision is impartial from the evidence 
submitted. We had great scholars before us; we had the 


authorities in the Treasury Department; we had men that had 
previous experience in the Treasury Department; and the one 
whom I looked to more during the period of the war for advice 
and suggestions than any other one man was Assistant Secre- 
tary Leffingwell, and if you gentlemen, Members of the House, 
not having studied this problem, will read his testimony in an 
impartial and fair light, I am sure you will realize the merits 
of this tax-exemption amendment we are considering here to- 
day. The gentieman from Ohio [Mr. LoNawortH] has also 
stated the case very effectively when he says that unless we 
adopt this amendment in a very short time the whole system of 
graduated income tax will fall. It can not help but fall when 
those having the highest incomes are able to place those in- 
comes in tax-exempt securities in such enormous quantities as 
the Treasury officials to-day estimate they are doing. Briefly, 
the situation is this: People of large incomes can purchase 
securities aggregating eighteen billions and pay no taxes, 
whereas the average business man and the persons of small 
means must meet the entire tax levy. The rich man escapes; 
the business man, earning a livelihood, pays. There can be no 
question of comparison, Mr. Chairman, between the two classes 
of investments, and therefore it seems to me that an impartial 
judge must decide in favor of voting for this amendment. [Ap- 
plause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MOORE]. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway] speaks of testimony pro and 
con taken by the Ways and Means Committee. The testimony, 
so to speak, was only pro. There is hardly any testimony, if 
any at all, upon the other side. Now, I think from a practical 
point of view that the best reasons given against this resolution 
are contained in the questions which were asked and in the 
statements made by the very able chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee during the progress of the hearings. They 
are almost convincing, it seems to me, to any disinterested 
mind that the resolution ought to be rejected. I wish to quote 
another distinguished Republican on the principle that is in- 
volved. It is our duty to consider this matter from the view- 
point of the States, from the viewpoint of the Federal Govern- 
ment, and from the viewpoint of both as a dual system of gov- 
ernment. When the sixteenth amendment was under considera- 
tion Hon. Charles E. Hughes was Governor of New York. He 
was of the opinion that the amendment, as framed, would en- 
able the Federal Government to impose an income tax upon 
State securities and the securities of the political subdivsons of 
the States. It turned ont that the Supreme Court held differ- 
ently, but nevertheless the argument that was made at that 
time by Governor Hughes still stands in all its force and 
strength. 

It is embodied in a message that he sent to the New York 
Legislature on January 5, 1910, from which I wish to read two 
or three extracts. He says: 

But the power to tax incomes should not be granted in such terms 
as to subject to Federal taxation the incomes derived from bonds 
issued by the State itself, or those issued by municipal governments 
organized under the State's authority. © place the borrowing 
capacity of the State and of its 1 agencies at the mercy 
of the Federal taxing power would be an impairment of the essential 
rights of the State which, as its officers, we are bound to defend. 

Governor Hughes is no fantastic advocate of any ancient or 
vague theory of State rights, but a statesman who takes a 
comprehensive view of the entire situation. He says further 
at another point: 


To permit such securities to be the subject of Federal taxation is 
to place such limitations upon the wing power of the State as 
to make the performance of local government a matter of Federal 


grace. 

And he says in conclusion: 

While we may desire that the Federal Government may be equipped 
with all necessary national pers in order that it may perform its 
national function, we must be equally solicitous to secure the essen- 
tial bases of State government. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am sorry I have not the time to 
yield. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The present amendment does not go 
anything like as far as that amendment. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It goes exactly as far as Gover- 
nor Hughes supposed the sixteenth amendment would go. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 
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Mr. LONGWORTH. I understand that the gentleman is 
quoting Governor Hughes to show that Congress now has the 
power to tax State securities, because that was the pending 
amendment at the time. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Governor Hughes thought that 
under the sixteenth amendment it would have the power, and 
he argued against the power being granted; and now you are 
seeking to accord the same power, and Governor Hughes’s oppo- 
sition stands against this proposed amendment as well as 
against the sixteenth amendment in the light of the construc- 
tion he put upon it 

Mr. LONGWORTH. But, as I recall, Governor Hughes's op- 
position to that provision in the New York constitution was 
based on the proposition that under the sixteenth amendment 
Congress has the power to tax State securities. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The gentleman misapprehends the 
point altogether. I am quoting from Governor Hughes’s mes- 
sage to show that fundamentally he is opposed to this disturb- 
ance of the balance of powers; on the one hand the powers 
enjoyed by the States, and on the other hand the powers en- 
joyed by the Federal Government; and his argument is not 
diminished or weakened by the fact that you have the so- 
called reciprocity provision in the pending amendment. 

In his message Governor Hughes quoted from the opinions 
in several cases decided by the Supreme Court. In one case 
the court said (p. 74): 


In another case the court said (p. 75): 

The right of the States to administer their own affairs through their 
legislative, executive, and judicial departments, in their own manner 
through their own agencies, is conceded by the uniform decisions of 
this court, and b; e practice of the Federal Government from its 
organization. This carries with it an RS eE of those agencies 
and instruments from the taxing power of the Federal Government. Lf 
they may be taxed lightly, they may be taxed heavily; if justly, o 
pressively, Their operation aa) be impeded and may be destroyed 
an inter nce is permitted. ence the beginning of such taxation is 
not allowed on the one side, is not claimed on the other. 

[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. May I have two minutes more? 

Mr. GARNER, Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Virginia is reeog- 
nized for two minutes more. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I want to say this: It is almost 
absurd, I think, with due respect to the House and those in 
control, after a very casual hearing before the Committee on 
Ways and Means and only one side presented, to confine this 
Honse to a very brief period for the discussion of a very great 
question like this. The amendment, in my opinion, is full of 
defects. It will be an opening door for litigation such as some 
of the gentlemen on the other side do not now apprehend, and 
when we come to its discussion under the five-minute rule I 
shall endeavor to point ont how uncertain, and for that reason 
how dangerous, even should it be assumed that the general 
proposition is a good one. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman yields back 
the remainder of his time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back two minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

TAX EXEMPTION OF INCOME DERIVED FROM UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 
BONDS AND BONDS OF THE STATES AND MUNICIPALITIES. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I have given a considerable 
amount of study to this proposed constitutional amendment and 
to the arguments which have been used against its adoption. 
I have given more study to the arguments against it than I 
have to the arguments for it, because, if I know my own 
thoughts and purposes, I would not do anything which would 
even remotely endanger the sovereignty of the States or 
threaten the perpetuity of the State governments. But I can 
not bring myself to share the fears and apprehensions which 
have been so eloquently and ably expressed by gentlemen who 
have spoken against the submission of the amendment. 

Under the law and the Constitution as it exists at present, 
what is the condition in which we find ourselves? Here it is, 


The Federal Government levies a graduated income tax and 
comes, we will say, to four of its citizens—Jones and Smith 
and Dubb and Dough, and each one of them is earning a $25,000 
income annually—and Uncle Sam, through his tax collector, 
says to Jones and Smith and Dubb, Come in here; I want to 
have a little word to say to you. I need some of your income, 
I want it to help support the Army and the Navy. I want it 
to help pay the expenses of the national defense. I need it to 
pay compensation to the wounded and disabled of the World 
War and their dependents. I need it to pay interest on the 
national debt and to provide a sinking fund for fts ultimate 
retirement.” Now, Jones earns his $25,000 as a manufacturer, 
and Smith earns his $25,000 as a live-stock producer and a 
farmer, and Dubb earns his $25,000 as a professional man, and 
Dough is a retired capitalist and his money is invested in 
State and municipal bends, and it yields him an ineome of 
$25,000. But Uncle Sam says, “Dough, you can stay on the 
outside. I can’t take any of your money because it is income 
from State bonds, and the courts have said I have not the 
power.“ 

And then here is a State, Texas, we will say, and it levies 
an income tax for the support of its State government, and 
comes to four of its citizens, Jones, Smith, Dubb, and Dough. 
Jones is a manufacturer, Smith is a farmer and live-stock pro- 
ducer, Dubb is a professional man, and Dough is a retired 
capitalist and has his money invested in bonds of the United 
States Government. Each of them has an income of $25,000. 
The State of Texas, through its tax collector, comes to Jones 
and Smith and Dubb and says, “ Come in here, I want to have 
a word to say to you. I need some of your income to carry on 
our public schools. I need some of your income to build public 
roads. I need some of your income to provide the State’s 
eleemosynary institutions. I need some of your income to build 
asylums for the insane and hospitals for the blind.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield to me two or three 
minutes more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman two minutes 
more. 

Mr. BLACK. Smith and Jones and Dubb say, “All right; we 
are willing to do our part; but why don’t you call Dough also? 
He is just as much interested in the maintenance of schools 
and asylums and hospitals and good roads as we are, and has 
just as much income.” 

“Yes,” says Texas, “I know what you say is true; but if I 
should call him in, he won’t come, because the Supreme Court 
of the United States has said he need not come. That court 
has repeatedly ruled that under present constitutional Umita- 
tions I have no power to require him to pay any part of his 
$25,000 income earned from United States Goyernment bonds 
to the support of the State government under which he lives 
and whose benefits he enjoys.” 

Now, gentlemen, that is the situation in which we find our-* 
selves at present. What do we propose to do by this amend- 
ment, if it is adopted? This is what we propose to do: When 
the amendment becomes a part of the Constitution the Federal 
Government will enact a graduated income tax law, and it will 
come to these same four citizens, Jones and Smith and Dubb 
and Dough, and say to them, Come in here, Jones and Smith 
and Dubb; and you also come in this time, Dough. We now 
afford you the happy privilege of contributing to your Govern- 
ment’s support on the same basis as Jones and Smith and Dubh, 
a pleasure which you have been hitherto denied.” Applause. 
And in goes Dough with the rest to do business with the tax 
collector, not to be held up and robbed, but simply to pay the 
same amount as is paid by his neighbors and fellow citizens, 
Jones and Smith and Dubb. ‘ 

Is there anything wrong about that? The only reason that 
I have heard as to why it should not be done is because the 
opponents of this amendment say to bring Dough in and tax 
his income will be to destroy the sovereignty of the States 
and undermine our dual system of government. 

Well, I will simply say, I can not see it that way. If our 
dual system of government is no better founded than to be 
overturned by an act of justice of the kind I have just men- 
tioned, then it rests upon much more flimsy foundation than 
I have always been led to believe. Such objections are of the 
wave and not the rock. Our Republic will only cease to be 
an indestructible union of indestructible States when in the 
bosoms of its citizens the spirit of liberty is dead and when 
their virtue shall become a jest and love of country a for- 
gotten sentiment. Then is when America shall die and not 
before then. [Applanse.] 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. BLACK. I regret that my time is so limited. I can 
not yield. 

Mr. GARNER. I will yield to the gentleman one minute 
to answer my question. 

Mr. BLACK, I yield with pleasure to my colleague from 
Texas, 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Texas then would give 
the State of Texas or the Federal Government the power to 
say to Mr. Dough, “ You shall pay ten times as much as Mr. 
Smith.” 

Mr. BLACK. No. I would not give that power. 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; you do give the State of Texas and the 
Federal Government that power. You say they will not ex- 
ercise it, but you are giving them the power. 

Mr. BLACK. I will answer my colleague’s question very 
frankly, I am not saying that I would not favor any amend- 
ment to the resolution. 

Mr. GARNER. That is all right. 

Mr. BLACK. But I do say that I do not share the fears 
and the apprehensions of my colleagues who have so ably 
argued against the submission of this amendment, and if there 
is an amendment offered which I think will better safeguard 
the resolution, I will be very glad to support it. 

Mr. GARNER. But the gentleman would give that power to 
the Federal Government to discriminate. 

Mr. BLACK. I do not agree that the amendment would be 
open to that construction. . That is a point on which I. dis- 
agree with my colleague from Texas, but at the same time I 
am perfectly willing to safeguard the power granted by any 
proper amendment. fApplause.] 

Mr. GARNER. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Husrep.] 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, the distinguished gentleman 
from. Ohio [Mr. LoneworrH] referred to the testimony of 
Professor Seligman before the Ways and Means Committee in 
adyocacy of this amendment. Professor Seligman is a very 
eminent economist. He has been on the staff of Columbia 
University in the city of New York for many years. He is a 
man of great reputation; but Professor Seligman is not in- 
fallible. I remember that many years ago Professor Seligman 
wus the first man in the United States, so far as I know, to 
advocate the initiative, the referendum, and the recall. He ad- 
vocated those political processes to his pupils in the classroom 
at Columbia University. 

Professor Seligman got his ideas from the Swiss Cantons, 
but he was not practical enough to realize that while those 

political processes might be well adapted to the form of govern- 
5 5 in the Swiss Cantons they were not well adapted to our 
form of government. I also remember that more recently Pro- 
fessor Seligman has been very loud in his protest against a 
sales tax. I also assume that, like all other college professors 
who are political economists, he is absolutely opposed to a pro- 
tective tariff in any form. [Laughter.] 

I am opposed to this amendment, first, because I do not be- 
lieve in tinkering with the Constitution of the United States, 
unless it is absolutely necessary. I think we are too quick to 
resort to constitutional amendment, when other remedies would 
serve the purpose. When we have any serious difficulties with 
our political system somebody gets up and advocates an amend- 
ment to the Constitution. Well, I have so much respect for that 
venerable document that I do not want to see the Constitution 
amended unless it is absolutely necessary, and I do not believe 
it is necessary in this case. 

We are suffering from a very real evil. There is no question 
about that. A great deal of income is being invested in securi- 
ties which are exempt from taxation. But they are not exempt 
from taxation because the Constitution says they are. They 
art exempt from taxation because the Federal Government and 
the State governments have seen fit to make them so. This 
amendment is paraded under a misnomer. This ‘is not an 
amendment to make municipal securities and Federal securities 
taxable. It is a very different thing. It is an amendment pro- 
posed to the Constitution to make Federal securities taxable 
by State authorities and State securities taxable by Federal 
authority. 

But as I have said, we are suffering from a real evil and it 
is an evil which has arisen since the war. Why did it not 
arise during the war? Because in war time men are patriotic 
and give up their income, no matter how highly it may be taxed, 
for the support of the Government. But when peace comes, if 
surtaxes are unreasonably high, so as to be unwise and foolish. 
so high as to be uneconomic, then a certain portion of income 
goes into tax-exempt securities. The remedy for this situation 
is not by amending the Constitution of the United States and 
taking off all brakes on taxation. The remedy is to reduce the 


If those surtaxes are 


high surtaxes to a reasonable amount. 
reduced to a reasonable amount, the money will not flow into 


tax-exempt securities but it will flow into business. It will 
flow into enterprise. Your present system of surtuxes is 
throttling industry, is throttling initiative. It is all right in 
time of war, because then it is essential, but it is all wrong and 
all unwise and all foolish in time of peace. 

But what do you propose to do? You propose to take off 
all the brakes, and if you take off these brakes do you sup- 
pose this situation will ever be corrected? Do you suppose 
it will ever then be possible to get the high taxes reduced 
to a reasonable amount? Never in the world, and everybody 
knows it. So far (under the amendment) from getting the 
unreasonably high surtaxes reduced, the probability is that 
they will be increased to higher ranges until they amount al- 
most to confiscation of all income. 

But there is another reason why I am opposed to this 
amendment, and a more serious reason than any I have 
advanced. I believe it is utterly inconsistent with our con- 
ception of a dual form of government. {Applause.] The in- 
come tax law worked great changes in our form of govern- 
ment. Before we adopted the income tax law our revenue 
was comparatively small, but since its adoption it is prac- 
tically unlimited. We can raise as much money as we want 
for any use to which we see fit to put it. The result has 
been that under the income tax law with the new-found theory 
of cooperation and with the utilization of the welfare clause 
of the Constitution, the Federal. Government is constantly 
invading the domain of the States. The tendency is growing, 
and I regard it as a dangerous tendency. I do net want to 
see our Government become more paternalistic than it is, 
And so now under this proposed amendment you seek to remove 
the last barrier of the State against invasion by Federal au- 
thority. [Applause.] It is not necessary to do it, it is not 
wise to do. it, and I do not believe it is patriotic to do it. 
[Applause.] Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman yields back one minute. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks, and to incorporate therein 
some extracts from the decisions of the Supreme Court. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Virginia asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the manner indicated. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, how does the time 
stand? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
has 30 minutes remaining and the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner] has 27 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton]. 

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, one of the most serious dangers that confronts the 
country to-day is the creation of special privileges and the 
enactment of legislation which creates discrimination between 
different classes of the population. That which is a crime 
for one is an innocent transaction for another. We have the 
formation of blocs in this country; I do not know what is 
the cause of the bloc, whether it is the discriminatory legisla- 
tion or whether the blocs cause the discriminatory legislation. 
They act and react on each other. The fact that we have 
enacted these statutes which create discrimination makes it 
Heese to bring into the body politic this dangerous feature of 

locs. 

Nothing should be more equal than taxation. Let me point 
out to you some of the evils of the present system. We have 
the high surtaxes. Surtaxes are proper and natural. They 
are necessary in order that the burden of taxation may be 
equal and that the burden may rest upon those most able to 
pay. Along with the creation of the surtaxes you provide an 
avenue of escape for the very rich men who desire to invest 
in tax-free securities. More than that, you create a leisure 
class, you create a class which loses interest in the industrial 
progress of the country and is satisfied to rest upon the income 
derived from securities which pay no taxes to the country. 
{Applause.] You fetter industry, you take the resources 
which should be invested in those developments which create 
employment and stimulate the growth and production of the 
country, and put them into tax-free securities. 

I differ with the utmost diffidence from my good friend, Sec- 
retary Hughes, in his expressions in 1916. The evil had not 
then assumed the proportions which it now assumes. The 
amount issued in the year, 1921—1 have not the returns for 
1922—was about $1,300,000,000. The quantity has ‘increased 
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by leaps and bounds, and it will not be long before the total 
issues: reach $2,000,000,000 per annum, and the aggregate be- 
tween $20,000,000,000 and $30,000,000,000- 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Wilk the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is this. difference between this 
amendment and the one Secretary Hughes was speaking of. 
That gave the Federal Se atone absolute power to tax State 
securities entirely out of existence. 110 e 

Mr. BURTON. Tes; tk is a different situation and the propo- 
sition is a different one. Now, I am not at all afraid that this 
amendment will hamper the States or municipalities in borrow- 
ing all they need. I do think one heneficial thing would be 
wrought by it in that it would put some restraint on the wild 
riot in the issue of securities. We have had much extrava- 
gance in municipalities and too much extravagance right here 
in Congress. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTON. I beg the gentleman's pardon, but I have 
only a minute more, But there is no danger that the munici- 
palities and the States can not borrow all that they, ought, to 
have. They are a prime security. They are regarded as hav- 
ing a degree of stability’ and certainty which does not belong 
to most other investments. There is not the same risk that 
there is in industrial enterprise, and the rates of interest on 
the pee municipalities am srao 7 555 ey arai those 
on industrial securities, yery naturally. us have the same 
taxation for all securities. de H ne three platforms of the 
French Revolution, along with tty and fraternity, was 
equality, and there is nothing in which equality is more desir- 
able than in the burden of taxation and in treating all alike. 


IApplause.] 
The . The time of the gentleman from Ohio has 


exptred. . s 5 Ay TORETH 

Mr. GARNER: “Mt, Chairttian, T yield 10 minutes fo. tie’ 
gentleman from A PRE Eaten} p 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, John Marshall, the Chief 
Justice, in an opinion, once said’ that the power to tax is the 
power to destroy. In granting this power, which may be that 
of either life or death over the eredit of the Nation and over 
the credit of the States, we should proceed with caution. I 
do not intend to discuss this proposed amendment to the Con- 
stitution from the viewpoint of its effect upon the sovereignty 
of the States. That issue has been fully presented in the 
course of this debate and may be disposed of by stating the un- 
disputed fact that sovereignty without credit is no sovereignty 
ut all. 

But let us look at this amendment solely from the aspect 
ol its effect upon the finances of the Fderal Government, the 
States, and the political subdivisions of the States. As to the 
national finances I am sure that we are all convinced that the 
adoption. of this amendment is in the interest of the Federal 
Government. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Mints] 
has demonstrated that at the present time, while the United 
States gains about $111,000,000 annually in reduced rates of 
interest because of the fact that certain Federal securities are 
net taxed the Treasury is losing $250,000,000 each year by the 
inability to collect taxes on the income from these same se- 
curities. From a purely Federal point of view it therefore may 
be reasonably conceded that such a change in the Constitution 
is financially desirable. EEEn A Saracen 

} “Y iAd. DEBTOR STATES WILL NOT RATIPY, pitis: 

There are certain older States of the Union, where conditions 
are more or less stabilized, which will also benefit by the taxa- 
tion of the income from all securities. These States will not be 
under the necessity of borrowing so much money in the future 
because their road systems are practically completed, new school 
houses are not so urgently required, and they lave but little 
land to be drained and none in need of irrigation. The natural 
resources of these States are, to a large extent, developed. 
Within these older States are many persons who have for a 
long time worked and saved and now have surplus eapital to 
invest in securities issued by or under the authority of other 
States. Since each State is to be authorized to collect taxes 
on the income from securities owned by its residents these 
States will no doubt bé glad to obtain additional revenues, the 
original source of which is outside of their borders. As there 
are creditor nations in the world, so are there ereditor States 
in the Union and this constitutional amendment is primarily in 
their interest. 2 5 

The United States, until a very few years ago, was a debtor 
nation. Thronghont its history that fact was very properly 
taken into account by statesmen in determining our relations 


for the adoption of a protective tariff. Therefore the people of 
the West and South, those vast regions whose adequate develop- 
ment requires the borrowing of large sums of money, have a 
right to consider their own welfare at a time when it is pro- 
posed to make a profound change in the financial and economic 
relationship which one State shall bear to another and to the 
Nation as a whole. There are more than 12 of the 48 States of 
the Union that are now, and for years: will continue to be, 
borrowers rather than lenders, Their legislatures will not 
voluntarily surrender the privilege of obtaining leans for publie 
purposes of every nature at as low a rate of interest as is pos- 
sible, and. consequently they will not be in any haste to ratify 
this, amendment. ~ 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. With pleasure. 

Mr. MONDELL. Why did not the gentleman think of that 
whem he supported the sixteenth amendment, the income-tax 
amendment, autherizing the Federal Government to levy upon 
at income: ae all of the States and the subdivisions ef the 

tes? — 

Mr. HAYDEN., That case is not at all analogous. 

ROAD BONDS, + wrt vet 

There are a number of States which have not taken complete 
advantage of the appropriations made by Congress to promote 
the construction of good roads. There is now to their credit 
several millions of dollars in the Federal-aid. road fund which 
their legislatures have deelined to match by an equal appropria- 
tion, presumably because more improved roads are not. greatly 
needed. The State of Arizona, like practically all of the States 
of the West and South, has utilized every dollar of Federal aid 
and would like to see Congress appropriate more money for 
highway construction. To meet the allotments of Federal funds 
it has been necessary to issue road bonds in many instances. 
These securities: have been seld/to-the residents of other States, 
and the State of Arizona would gain no revenue by making the 
income from them taxable. abr Ha 

SCHOOL BONDS. ~ - 

The people of Arizona take just pride in the fact that their 
public-school system ranks. third among all the 48 States of the 
Union. They have taxed themselves to the limit to maintain 
this proud position, and they will of necessity be forced to 
borrow money to keep pace with the demands for buildings to 
care for an ever-increasing school population. Of course they 
will want to secure the needed funds as cheaply as they can. 

These securities. must likewise be disposed of to residents of 
other States who desire safe investments. Arizona can not tax 
the owners of these school bonds because they do not live within 
the State and therefore. can not. be -compelled+to'share in the 
cost of the local government If, one were to 'strike2a'‘Halance, 
as did the gentleman from New York [Mr. Mrs]; in the case of 
the Federal Government, it is certain that the taxpayers of mx 
State have more to lose than to gain by the adoption of this 
proposed change in the Constitution. f 

MUNICIPAL IMPROVEMENT BO Sl. 

Those of us who have fought what we thought ‘wis a ‘good 
fight in favor of the municipal ownership of water Works’ und 
other public utilities are blandly told that we have gone entirely 
too far. The report on this resolution says that the power of 
a city or town to issue tax-free securitie -- 
amounts to a subsidy Offered to every such tion. It also operates 
as an inducement to every municipality to- all kinds of — 


ve 
utilities owned and controlled by the municipality itself. 
is obvious that this condition of affairs makes it difficult for public 
n. 


es privately conducted to maintain their financial condition. 15 

Granting that all that I have quoted is true, yet I fail to see 
anything in the argument that would induce a member of a State 
legislature, who believes in municipal ownership, to. vote for 
the ratification’ of an amendment to the Federal Constitution 
which will make taxable the bonds issued by his city or town 
for a water system or other public improvements, 

a IRRIGATION AND DRAINAGE BONDS. 

There are millions of acres of land in the West and South 
awaiting reclamation, either by irrigation or drainage, Experi- 
ence has demonstrated that the most suceessful way to bring 
these waste places under cultiyation is through the organization 
of irrigation or drainage districts: In either event the district 
is a municipal corporation organized under the authority of the 
State with power to issue bonds. The reclamation law now re- 
| quires the organization of such districts on all new projects. 
| The; Smith-McNary bill, which has been favorably reported to 
| both the Senate and the House, speeifleally provides that when- 
| ever the lands within an irrigation or drainage projeet are ap- 

praised by the Federal Parm Loan Board and found to be worth 


with other countries. McKimley repeatedly gave it as a reason l more than twice the cost of their reclamation then the bonds of 
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the district shall be sold aud the United States reimbursed for 
the entire cost of the project. It is not denied that these dis- 
trict bonds, which may now be issued tax free, will have to bear 
a higher rate of interest if that privilege is withdrawn. The 
adoption of this constitutional amendment will therefore result 
in the imposition of an additional burden upon the settlers on 
all future reclamation projects. 
FEDERAL FARM LOAN BONDS. 

I have a further objection to this amendment which is most 
serious. I am convinced that, so far as securities of the United 
States are concerned, it is aimed directly at the taxation of 
Federal farm-loan bonds. It is true that the National Grange 
and the American Farm Bureau Federation, both representa- 
tive of farmer’s opinion throughout the United States, have 
gone on record in favor of an amendment to the Constitution 
to prohibit further issues of tax-free securities, but I seriously 
doubt whether the membership in general of either of those 
great organizations have studied this question in all of its 
phases. Last January the President called a national agri- 
cultural conference in the city of Washington, which was com- 
posed of about 350 delegates from all sections of the United 
States. At that conference the following resolution was 
adopted : 

We recommend: * * * A constitutional amendment prohibiting 
issuance of tax-free securities: Provided, That inasmuch as agricul- 
tural lands and mortgages are both taxed, and that agriculture is a 
fundamental industry upon which all industries depend, nothi in 
these resolutions. shall apply to bonds, debentures, certificates of in- 
debtedness issued under authority of the Federal farm loan act on any 
amendment thereto, 

The war with Germany is over and the amount of our na- 
tional debt will gradually decrease. This amendment is not 
retroactive and the outstanding obligations of the United States 
can not be taxed. The only new Federal securities likely to be 
issued in any large amount in the future are the farm-loan 
bonds. If it is not the purpose to tax these bonds, then the 
adoption of this amendment would be a nullity, because under 
its terms there can be no discrimination in favor of any class 
of securities. The income from all bond issues authorized by 
the Federal Government must be taxed at the same rate as 
the income from State securities of every character. The 
time may come when it will be proper to tax Federal farm- 
lonn bonds, but I am unwilling to do anything at present which 
will interfere with the widest possible extension of the benefits 
of the farm loan act that may be consistent with sound busi- 
ness principles. 

FEDERAL FARM LOAN SYSTEM SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO EXPAND, 

We are told in the report on this resolution that only 5 per 
cent of the American farmers who have borrowed money have 
obtained it from the Federal land banks. That may be true, 
but there are good reasons for the comparatively small amount 
which has been loaned. ‘The United States entered the World 
War shortly after the farm loan act was passed and the bond 
market was taken up by vast issues of Government securities. 
Then there was the long delay before the Supreme Court de- 
termined whether the act was constitutional. The Federal 
farm-loan system is yet young. It is just beginning to properly 
function. Do not cripple it now by taxation, but let it expand 
and render the service for which it was intended. When the 
Federal farm-loan banks have supplied the long-time credit 
needs of 25 or 50 per cent of our farmers, we may then stop to 
consider whether such bonds shall be taxed. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. ‘The gentleman is making a very fair 
argument and I want to compliment him on it, but the gen- 
tleman surely is aware that Congress can tax these farm-loan 
bonds now? 

Mr. HAYDEN. But the States can not, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is true. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The United States can not tax a State se- 
curity unless it also taxes the Federal farm-loan bonds. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Very true. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Then this constitutional amendment is de- 
signed to tax Federal farm-loan bonds? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know how the farmers of 
other States are, but I know the farmers in my State say 
if they have an even chance, if they are not obliged to com- 
pete with tax-exempt securities, they are willing those se- 
curities shall be taxed. : 

Mr. HAYDEN. But the farmers have not been getting an 
even chance. The only way that they have obtained any kind 
of equality is through the Federal farm-loan system which 
this amendment to the Constitution seeks to destroy, 

Mr. STEAGALL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN, I yield to my friend from Alabama, 


Mr. STEAGALL. A number of distinguished persons have 
recently been before one of the committees advocating an in- 
crease in the maximum amount of loans by the farm-loan 
banks, and opposing tax-free securities. They have no diffi- 
culty in reconciling the two positions. 

3 GREEN of Iowa. They have got all the money they 
need. 

CENSUS BUREAU NOW GATHERING STATISTICS ON INDEBTEDNESS. 

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. Chairman, I can see no need for haste 
in the submission of this proposed amendment to the State 
legislatures. No one to-day can tell the value of the outstand- 
ing tax-free securities. Practically all of the figures submit- 
ted in support of this resolution are based upon data gath- 
ered by the Census Bureau in 1912. That bureau is now 
engaged in an investigation which will show the total indebt- 
edness of the Nation, the 48 States, the counties, and all other 
civil divisions. Within a year these new facts will be avail- 
able. Congress and the State legislatures can then act intel- 
ligently, so why not wait until the effect of such an amendment 
can be properly estimated, 

TAXES ALWAYS PASSED ON TO BORROWER. 

I fully appreciate the desire of the great majority of our 
citizens that the owners of no form of wealth shall escape 
taxation. It was this same desire that induced many States 
to impose a tax on mortgages. The result was a positive injury 
to the borrowers, because since no one is compelled to make a 
loan the interest rate was raised to offset the tax. The owner 
of a mortgage does not pay the tax, and neither will the 
owner of any taxable security issued by the United States or 
by authority of any State. The tax will be passed on to the 
borrower, either through the purchase of the security below 
par or by increasing the rate of interest. In other words, those 
who have money to loan will always find a way to obtain a 
net return for its use which equals the current rate of interest, 
and no law ever passed has effectively changed this funda- 
mental economie fact. 

INCOME FROM EXISTING TAX-FREE SECURITIES EXEMPT. 

In conclusion let me say that no one pretends that this 
amendment will result in the taxation of incomes derived from 
the more than ten billions of State, county, and municipal 
securities that are now tax exempt. Yet these are the very 
incomes that everyone says should be taxed. That is the uni- 
versal desire, whether it be voiced by a demagogue who hates 
the rich because they are rich or by a patriotic rich man who 
honestly and sincerely desires that every form and kind of 
wealth shall bear its just share of the burdens of taxation. 
No one denies that if all future issues of securities are taxed 
then the value of the existing tax-free issues will immediately 
increase because there will be no more like them. If this in- 
crease is only 10 per cent, over a billion dollars of unearned 
wealth will accrue to those who now hold these tax-exempt 
securities, 

Would it not be well to pause before we take this step? We 
are asked to amend the Constitution, which not only guarantees 
to each of us our civil liberties but protects us all in-our rights 
to property. It is the supreme law of the land. Certainly in 
time a way can be found to perfect this or any other amendment 
so that at least a thousand million dollars will not be handed 
over to a few men who have not earned it and who have no 
moral right to its acquirement. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, I yield to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. JOHNSON]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, contrary to 
the advice of my physician, I got out of bed to-day to come over 
here that I might hear the arguments against this resolution, 
with the hope that I might hear something said or some argu- 
ment advanced which would enable me to vote with the seem- 
ing majority upon my side of the aisle, I regret to say that 
thus far I have not heard one single argument that in the least 
changes my opinion relative to this subject. Taxation always 
has been and always will be the greatest question before the 
American people. We haye had from the foundation of this 
Republic until now what we call tax experts. The more I 
have seen of them the quicker I am prepared to run from them, 
just as I would from the smallpox. [Laughter.] There is no 
tax expert who is pushing himself forward in our Nation's 
affairs to-day who is not a paid expert of the rich, unless it be 
the rich himself who does the talking. The argument has been 
advanced here to-day that if we impose a tax upon securities 
which now go untaxed, that they will advance in value. 
That argument is contrary to every economic principle that I 
have ever heard advanced before, but I hope it is true. If a 
town or a city or a county or a State wishes to borrow money 
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and the placing of a tax upon the proposed loan will advance 
the price of the securities, then Heaven knows I would be 
pleased, and I think everybody else ought to be. Then, again, 
we have just heard advanced by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Hustep] that he is opposed to tinkering with the 
Constitution. I would like to ask the gentleman if there has 
ever been a single amendment made to the Constitution of the 
United States that he opposes, unless it be the sixteenth 
amendment, which authorizes the income tax? The per cent 
is all against the gentleman. He is for every one of them, 
unless it be the sixteenth, and to-day his argument or his 
speech against this resolution is but another evidence that he 
would like to have certain property escape taxation. 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Burton] just a moment ago 
advanced the correct theory about this subject; and that is that 
certain classes of property and certain classes of persons are 
constantly being made for purposes of discrimination being 
made in their favor. To me this is the easiest solved subject 
that has ever been presented to me since I have been in this 
legislative body. Down in Kentucky, my native State, we have 
the most infamous tax law that is on the statute books of any 
State in the whole Union. There money deposited in bank 
pays a tax of only 10 cents, but money invested in farms and 
other projects or undertakings that the public or the people 
must have bears a tax of 40 cents. 

Capital seeks not only the largest return, but it also seeks 
the lowest tax rate. Neither the largest returns nor the low- 
est tax rate is to be found in investments in farming lands. I 
do not mean farm mortgages. I mean money invested in the 
actual purchase of farm lands. When we come to realize that 
cultivation of the farm is man’s first necessity, we should, with- 
out hesitation, undertake to relieve that necessity of as much 
burden as possible. 

However, the whole trend for many years has been to in- 
crease the burden on that greatest of necessities and to lessen 
it on other property until now, as the gentleman from Ohio 
{Mr. Lonewortu] has just said, there are eighteen billions of 
securities upon which no tax is imposed, and a billion and a half 
are annually being added to that already enormous amount. 

Only the other day I saw in one of the Louisville papers the 
statement that 10 banks alone in that city held on deposit more 
than one hundred millions of dollars. 

I am not advised how much is on deposit with the hundreds 
of other banks in the State, but it is safe to say that the amount 
just mentioned is multiplied over and over again. 

And all that money pays a tax of only 10 cents, as compared 
to 40 cents which farming lands bear. And, worse than that, 
the banks are now claiming that they should pay no tax at all. 

Reference to the unholy tax law in Kentucky may seem to 
some to be foreign to the subject now under discussion, but it is 
not, for it tends to show the drift to saddle the bulk of taxation 
on man’s very first necessity, instead of upon luxuries, has 
reached the point where an end to it must come. 

Every dollar that is invited to securities upon which there is 
little or no tax is a dollar driven from the farm, where taxes 
are highest. 

If the tax on cultivated land were made our smallest tax and 
that on idle lands and intangibles made the largest, then capi- 
tal would go to cultivated lands. And when capital had gone 
into cultivated lands there would be better farming, better 
products, and more upon which human life must be sustained, 

Banks throughout the country are paying 4 per cent and even 
5 per cent on deposits. They can not live on the difference 
between what they pay for money and what the law allows 
them to charge. The system begets usury; usury carried into 
business compels higher prices; and higher prices add to the 
cost of living. So I advocate turning the stream of money from 
the small bank tax, from untaxed securities, and from lightly 
taxed securities to the cultivation of the fields and the working 
of the coal mines—of the one to give food and raiment to hu- 
mankind, and the other to give warmth to the cold. 

About the only redeeming feature of the Kentucky tax law 
is that it does not tax farm products for the year of their 
production. This gives the producer time to put his grain, 
and so forth, on the market, and by taxing it after the first year 
has some tendency at least to prevent the granaries from hold- 
ing it back from consumption. 

Coal, like wheat, should be taxed out of the ground. But 
when out neither should bear more tax than barely enough to 
hurry it along to the needy, Bread. blankets, Clothing, and 
coal—the prime necessities of man—should go to man bearing 
the smallest possible tax; and this can not be so as long as 
other property, like the $18,000,000,000: just mentioned by the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lonaworru] goes scot free, to say 
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nothing of the untold millions of intangible personal property 
which bear a minimum tax. 

Never was there a greater fallacy than that a small tax on 
intangibles produces more revenue than a larger tax. The 
smaller tax does not increase the per cent of property listed 
for taxation. It does, however, increase the volume or total. 
But, while the small tax on intangibles increases the total 
amount of that class of property given in for taxable purposes, 
it at the same time lessens the volume or fotal amount of 
other property given in for assessment, When capital is with- 
drawn from investment in any class of property and put into 
another, the one is increased and the other decreased. If Ken- 
tucky’s tax system were reversed—if producing lands bore the 
smaller rate and idle capital the larger rate—then the tide of 
capital from the farm to tax-free securities would change and 
flow toward the farm and the smaller rate. Wherever the 
smaller rate of taxation is found there you will also find an 
increasing volume or total of taxable returns, and with it a 
larger revenue. I wish I had sufficient time to go further into 
ee this position, but I hope I have already made it 
clear. 

Gentlemen who oppose this resolution seem to forget that 
they are not acting finally. All that the resolution proposes is 
to submit the proposition to the several States. I for one say 
let it go to the people for their acceptance or rejection. 

One gentleman has said in substance that because those of 
the Republican Party who usually speak for the rich are in 
favor of the resolution that he is disposed to oppose it. That 
is not a safe test of the merits of the proposition. The public- 
spirited man who relies on the worth of his own good judg- 
ment is in much safer hands than when simply opposing those 
whose motives he prefers to suspect. The best fee I ever re- 
ceived and the biggest case I ever won in the courthouse was 
accomplished by not combating the position taken by opposing 
counsel. As long as he was coming my way I offered no 
resistance, e 

Uniform taxation and economical expenditures are Demo- 
cratic doctrines. So let the Republicans come on our way; do 
not stop them. Their motives in supporting this resolution to 
abolish nontaxable property perhaps comes as a result of the 
dressing down they got at the recent election. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Alabama [Mr. OLIVER]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend and revise my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s re- 
quest? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I make the same request. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arizona? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, it is not often that my good 
friend from Kentucky [Mr. JoHNsoN], who has just spoken, 
draws erroneous conclusions from what others have said.“ 
His speech, however, shows that he wholly failed to catch the 
significance of the arguments advanced by some—that if the 
pending resolution should be submitted and finally ratified 
by the States it would serve to largely enhance the value of 
all tax-exempt securities issued prior to the amendment’s 
adoption. No one undertook to say, as the gentleman seems 
to have understood, that the ratification of the amendment 
would increase the value of the securities thereafter issued, 
but on the other hand it has been contended that the interest 
rates on securities thereafter issued will be increased, and 
that there will be a large increase in the value of all tax- 
exempt securities now outstanding or hereafter issued prior 
to the ratification of the amendment. Attention was further 
called to the fact that it is claimed that a large part of the 
outstanding tax-exempt securities are now held by the rich. 

If the Members of the House will take time to read the 
speeches favoring the resolution, which have been made to- 
day, as well as those made in December, when the resolution 
was first discussed, you will find that the only reason ad- 
vanced by those favoring the submission of the pending con- 
stitutional amendment is simply that an opportunity and an en- 
couragement to avoid the burdens of taxation is now afforded 
the very rich by investing their money in tax-exempt securi- 
ties. I repeat, this is the one and only reason given in the 
speeches delivered on the floor of the House, so far as I can 
discover, for favoring this resolution. In other words, the 
adyoeates of the resolution point alone to an individual abuse 
of an unrestricted privilege now open to individuals, part- 
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nerships, corporations, and estates to buy and hold tax-exempt 
securities in unlimited amounts. 

I recognize there may be some force in that argament, and that 
there may be some ground for the fear expressed by some that 
the abuse and evil, to which they call attention, will grow, 
unless some method can be found to check it. I will go even 
further and state that if the pending amendment is the sole 
and only remedy to correct the abuse and evil referred to, 
then there is reason for now giving serious consideration to 
the submission of the pending amendment. I submit, how- 
ever, in all candor, that the pending resolution is not only 
not the sole and only remedy but it is not even the best rem- 
edy—yea, it is neither a sound nor reasonable remedy. It is 
not a remedy which the States will ever ratify, and if you 
submit the pending amendment as a remedy for the evil com- 
plained of the result will be a long postponement in the 
submission of a reasonable and effective remedy. This pro- 
posed amendment, when understood, will never be ratified by 
the requisite number of States, but its submission may cause 
the early issue of a large volume of bonds bearing tax-exempt 
privileges—so that such bonds can be sold in advance of any 
possible ratification of the amendment. 

Its submission will lead to propaganda by the very rich, 
who desire to invest money in tax-exempt securities, seeking 
to encourage States, municipalities, and school districts to 
issue bonds at once, for the reason, forsooth, that unless is- 
sued and sold before the ratification of the submitted amend- 
ment, all tax-exempt privileges will be denied such bonds. 
Now, I submit there is an effective remedy for the evil com- 
plained of, and I now propound this question to the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. Burton], who has spoken in favor of 
the pending resolution: Could not the evil and abuse you com- 
plain of be met by the submission of an amendment giving the 
right to levy a tax on tax-exempt securities hereafter issued, 
when held by any individual, estate, partnership, or corpora- 
tion in excess of a reasonable limit [applause], thus making 
the income from all tax-exempt securities hereafter issued, 
when owned by an individual, estate, company, or corporation, 
in excess of an amount to be fixed, subject to the levy of a 
tax? [Applause.] 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OLIVER. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. If those happen to be State and municipal se- 
curities, I would like to know how the gentleman would tax 
them under the decision of the Supreme Court? 

Mr. OLIVER. The gentleman misunderstands my position. 
Of course, it will necessitate the submission of a constitutional 
amendment. My position is, if the abuses complained of are 
so great as to now suggest the submission of an amendment 
to the Constitution, then instead of submitting an amendment 
which will hereafter deny to the United States, and to all 
States, the sovereign right that they now enjoy, why not sub- 
mit an amendment, involving simply the right to impose on 
securities, hereafter issued under the authority of any State, 
a tax, when such securities are owned by any individual, 
partnership, or corporation in excess of an amount which you 
may determine as a reasonable limit? Now, unfortunately, 
the reason given in the speeches that have been delivered, 
favoring the pending amendment, are not the only purposes, 
which some have in mind, who strongly favor the submission 
of this amendment. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Mutts} possibly represents the richest constituency of any man 
on the floor of the House. He strongly favors the pending 
resolution, and made what I consider a very damaging admis- 
sion, before the committee, during its consideration of the 
resolution. We find, however, no reference to it in his speeches 
on the floor. This was his statement to the committee in 
reference to the pending resolution: 

We have got to look at this from the national standpoint. 
are giving te the States the privilege, to be sure, of taxing national 
securiti but in return we are getting the great mass of securities 

on the whole are going to constitute a much larger tax base 
than the Federal securities are, and what is more, we are asking for 
the benefit and we are getting the benefit of taxing them at a much 
higher rate than the States are likely to do. 

His answer may be that the resolution requires that the 
National Government levy a like tax upon any securities that 
it may hereafter issue. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Garner] has well pointed out that for years to come, if this 
resolution should be ratified by the States, there may thereafter 
be no occasion for the issuance of national bonds and securities. 
The resolution, you will note, only deals with securities issued 
by the Federal Government or under the authority of any 
State after the ratification of the amendment by the States. 

How many States are likely to ratify this amendment, if the 
gentleman from New York was correct in his statement before 


We 


the committee as to the power it confers on Congress? I re- 
peat again, the individual abuses urged by those who have 
spoken in favor of the pending amendment can be corrected 
without denying to the United States or any State an important 
sovereign right it now enjoys. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. Hustep] well charac 
terized the pending amendment as a “quack remedy.” Every 
evil and abuse suggested by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Murs] or by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], who, in 
December, spoke in favor of this resolution, can be effectively 
met by an amendment such as I have suggested. There is some 
ground for hoping that the States might grant to Congress the 
right to impose a tax on securities hereafter issued under the 
authority of the State, when such securities are held by an 
individual, estate, partnership, or corporation in excess of, say, 
$100,000, or some other amount which you may determine is 
reasonable. You would simply then give to the Federal Gov- 
ernment power to levy a tax on the income from securities 
thereafter issued under authority of a State when such securl- 
ties were held by any single interest in excess of a reasonable 
amount A market for securities issued under authority of a 
State can always be found on advantageous terms, even though 
the income from tax-exempt bonds issued by such State may be 
subject to a reasonable tax when such securities are held by 


any single interest in excess of a reasonable amount. [Ap- 
plause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 


Mr. OLIVER. Under leave to extend my remarks, I simply 
wish to set out how section 1 will read if the amendment, which 
I will later offer, is adopted thereto: 


Sucrtox 1. The United States shall have pee to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of 
this article, by or under the authority of any State, when secur- 
ities are owned by any individual, estate, partnership, or corporation 
whose ownership of tax-exempt securities, Federal or State, exceed 
$100,000 in amount, according to the par face value of such securities, 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securities 
and in favor of income derived from securities issucd, after the ratifi- 
cation of this article, by or under the authority of the United States or 
any other State. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, 
one of its secretaries, announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the conference report on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses, had further insisted upon its amendments numbered 7, 
12, and 13 to the bill (H. R. 18593) making appropriations for 
the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes, disagreed to by the House of Rep- 
resentatives, had asked a further conference with the House on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and had 
appointed Mr. STERLING, Mr. Purers, Mr. MCKELLAR, and Mr. 
Harris as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the joint 
resolution (S. J. Res. 247) authorizing the appropriation of 
funds for the maintenance of public order and the protection 
of life and property during the convention of the Imperial 
Council of the Mystic Shrine in the District of Columbia June 
5, 6, and 7, 1923, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution: 

Senate Resolution 415. 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. THOMas E. WATSON, late a Senator from the State 
0 of the deceased 

fbute his high character and distin: 
to ie bute to g 


House of 
of the deceased. 


The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments the bill (H. R. 18696) making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and for sundry independent executive 
bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 80, 1924, and for other purposes, in which the con- 
currence of the House of Representatives was requested. 

AMENDMENT TO THE CONSTITUTION, 

The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL]. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I listened with a great deal 


of interest to the speech of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr, 
OLIVER], who has just taken his seat, because at the beginning 
of his remarks he said that, admitting a grievous condition of 
affairs and one that should be cured, the remedy proposed was 


1923. 
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not a proper one, and he would suggest a sufficient, proper, 
and wise remedy. And then he proceeded to suggest that the 
Federal Government should attempt to limit the amount of 
State and municipal securities that an individual might hold. 
Now, I am not a constitutional lawyer 

Mr. OLIVER. Will the gentleman yield a moment? 

Mr. MONDELL. No; I can not yield. I am not a constitu- 
tional lawyer. I do not pretend to know as much about the 
Constitution as the gentleman from Alabama does; but unless 
I have an entirely erroneous idea of that instrument, in order 
to accomplish what the gentleman from Alabama seeks to 
accomplish it would be necessary not only to amend the Con- 
stitution but to rewrite it from stem to gudgeon and to entirely 
change its principles. 

Mr. OLIVER. Unquestionably it would be necessary to 
amend it. 

Mr. MONDELL. Why, surely; and that would be a lovely 
amendment. f 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], following the 
practice frequently indulged in by people who have not a good 
case, talked about everything except the matter before us. 
Among other things, he charged me with inconsistency because 

believe we should vote on this matter at this time, That was 
oes a little smoke screen intended to cover the monumental 
and unfathomable inconsistency of the gentleman from Texas 
in the position he now takes. 

The gentleman from Texas has been noted as one of those 
who claimed to be after the rich. He has insisted, or assumed 
to, that they should be taxed and taxed a plenty. And now that 
we are endeavoring to present to the people of the United States 
for their adoption a proposal under which the rich can not 
escape taxation, the gentleman offers as an excuse for his oppo- 
sition the fallacious argument that we are invading State 
rights. Well, the gentleman should have thought of that when 
he favored so earnestly and vigorously the adoption of the six- 
teenth amendment to the Constitution, one of the greatest in- 
vasions of the rights of the citizen in the State ever accom- 
plished since the foundation of the Government, if we may ex- 
cept the eighteenth amendment, for which both the gentleman 
and I voted. 

Mr. GARNER. I beg the gentleman’s pardon. I did not vote 
for the eighteenth amendment. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MONDELL. Oh, no; I recall the gentleman did not. I 
accept the gentleman’s apology. The gentleman did not vote 
for it. He did, however, favor the adoption of the sixteenth 
amendment, and in doing so we created a condition in this coun- 
try in some respects as inconsistent and illogical as it is pos- 
sible for the human mind to imagine. We are now proposing 
to give the people an opportunity to cure that situation. 

The gentleman from Texas, in his alleged desire to tax 
the rich a plenty, insists on maintaining a 50 per cent surtax 
on top of an 8 per cent normal tax on large incomes. The 
gentleman says he wants to tax the rich. It is true that the 
58 per cent normal and surtax is not reasonable, sensible, con- 
sistent, or wise in time of peace. It is true it does not secure 
so large a tax return from the rich as a lower tax would, 
but the gentleman from Texas insists upon it. He insists, so 
he says, that gentlemen who have great wealth shall pay 
large sums into the Federal Treasury—sometimes. Having 
insisted upon that he would have us leave open an avenue as 
wide as the horizon through which the rich may escape all 
income taxation. He would continue a condition under which 
eventually no productive industrial enterprise in America, un- 
less it were earning a return that would be extraordinarily 
burdensome on the people, will be utilized by men of large 
wealth as a theater of activity and investment. Henry Ford 
with his great wealth can afford to build automobiles just 
so long as he can make upward of 15 or 18 per cent on the 
manufacture of automobiles. But the moment conditions arise 
under which the American people are not to be compelled to 
pay those great returns Mr. Ford, and all like him, will get 
out of industrial enterprises and invest their money in tax- 
free securities. The gentleman from Texas and those who 
Share his view and who have assumed his attitude can not 
fool the people by any pretense that here is an invasion of 
State rights. We now have a situation under which the very 
rich are continually taking their funds out of industrial enter- 
prises and investing them in tax-free securities. Within a 
week word has come to me of a transfer in New York of more 
than $40,000,000 from great industrial enterprises of very great 
importance to the Northwest, in which eventually hundreds 
of millions of dollars would have been invested—a transfer 
of more than $40,000,000 from that enterprise into tax-free 
securities. Ah, the gentleman from Texas—— 


Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONDELL. No; I can not yield. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. On that particular point? 

Mr. MONDELL. I can not yield. The gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner], adroit as he is, can not successfully ride these 
two horses, going in exactly opposite directions. Either he is 
in favor, as he claims, of compelling great wealth to make a 
large contribution to the Federal Treasury or he is not in favor 
of it, one or the other. [Applause.] He can not hold both 
beliefs and he can not carry out both intents and purposes at 
the same time. We shall either tax great wealth under this 
amendment when adopted or the holders of great wealth shall 
continue to enjoy the privilege of investing in classes of secur- 
ities on which they pay no penny of tax into the Federal Treas- 
ury. Which shall it be? I do not favor a 50 per cent surtax. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] does. This amend- 
ment would be just as necessary if the surtax were reduced by 
half, for even then men could not afford to retain their invest- 
ments in productive enterprises except when they paid great 
profits, so long as the field of tax-free securities remained open 
before them. I suggest to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER] and those who hold the view he claims to hold that 
they leave the company of gentleman who do not believe in 
income taxes, who do not believe in surtaxes on large incomes, 
who are against even a moderate surtax, and get over on the 
side of the people who believe that wealth should pay a fair 
income tax and be deprived of the avenues of escape therefrom. 
[ Applause. ] 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, there will be only one 
more speech on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] 
has seven minutes remaining. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I want to take the seven min- 
utes remaining to me to use the illustration of my friend and 
colleague [Mr. Brack], and I thank him for giving it to me. I 
want to propound to him this question: Take Mr. Jones, a 
merchant; Mr. Smith, a farmer; Mr. Dubb, a professional man; 
and Mr. Dough, a retired capitalist. Are you willing to say 
to the Congress we are going to give you power to say to Dough, 
because you invest in State and municipal securities which we 
think ought not to be used or issued in too great quantities— 
are you willing to say to the Federal Government, “ We are 
going to give you the power to tax Dough ten times what you 
tax Smith”? 

Mr. BLACK. I am not willing to do that. 

Mr, GARNER, I say to the gentleman that if you adopt the 
Green amendment without any amendment to it you give the 
Government that power. 

Mr, BLACK. I am willing to safeguard it so the taxation 
shall be on an absolutely equal basis. ; 

Mr. GARNER. That is all right, but I want to ask the gen- 
tleman this question—the gentleman from Texas was making 
an argument in favor of the Green amendment, and I now ask 
him if he is willing to vote for it if it will do what I have said, 
and he says “ No.” 

Mr. BLACK. I have not accepted the gentleman’s interpreta- 
tion of the Green amendment. k 

Mr. GARNER. I think I can convince any jury on the face of 
God’s green earth that if you will give me the power granted 
in the amendment I can pass any law that I please, and I can 
pass a law providing that when any man holds State or munici- 
pal securities that his income therefrom shall be taxed ten 
times the income of an individual. I could do that under this 
amendment, can I not? I yield to the gentleman to answer. 

Mr. BLACK. The income of an individual may include many 
classes of income. What does the gentleman mean? 

Mr. GARNER. For illustration, the income of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Brack] is $10,000 from the grocery business 
and the income of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OLIVER] 
is $10,000 from State bonds; I can pass a law requiring the 
gentleman from Texas to pay $100 and the gentleman from 
Alabama to pay $1,000 on that income, 

Mr. BLACK. The Green amendment provides that the Fed- 
eral Government in levying the tax does not have power to 
levy any greater tax on State or municipal bonds than it does 
on its own bonds. It is inconceivable—— 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, the gentleman is assuming what all men 
assume who support the amendment. He is assuming that Con- 
gress will not do a foolish thing. You can not afford to as- 
sume that Congress will not exercise the power that the State 
has surrendered. Why ask the State to surrender the power 
unless you are going to use it? I ask why you ©) not amend 
this so that you can fot tax the income of all of the people 
more than you do an individual? 
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Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, GARNER, I will, 

Mr. HARDY of Texas, Is It not possible, as the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. OLIVER] stated, that the Federal Govern- 
ment shall virtually cease to issue bonds hereafter for the pur- 
pose of absolutely stopping the issue of State bonds, and then 
levy very high or confiscatory taxes on State bonds or munici- 
pal bonds? 

Mr. GARNER. Let me say that the record is full—the gen- 
tlemun from Ohio [Mr. Buxton], the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Mrs], and every gentleman that has argued this ques- 
tion has come back to the original proposition that the States 
and municipalities are becoming too extravagant in the issue 
of bonds. That may be true, but are we to surrender the 
power of the State to issue them because they are temporarily 
displaying extravagance and unwisdom in issuing bonds? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I will yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Do I understand the gentleman to say 
that under his conception of this amendment it would be pos- 
sible to tax the income from municipal bonds at ten times that 
of any other security? 

Mr. GARNER. I did not say any other security; I said in- 
come of an individual. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman claim the limit 
under the present law is 58 per cent? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman say that Congress 
has the power to tax 58 per cent? 

Mr. GARNER. It would. I want to ask the gentleman from 
Ohio if we adopt this amendment if he would vote to pass a 
law that would double the tax on incomes from municipal 
bonds over what the individual pays on his personal income? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman from Texas said he 
could multiply it indefinitely, The gentleman will withdraw 
that? 

Mr. GARNER, Yes; for the sake of the argument, I will 
withdraw it. 

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman was one-fifth correct. 

Mr. GARNER. All right; let the gentleman from Ohio agree 
to my proposition that the amendment authorizes Congress to 
place a tax of twice as much on bonds of Cincinnati as he 
would on the income of the individual. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman modifies his statement. 

Mr. GARNER. Does the gentleman agree to my premise? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. No; I do not. 

Mr. GARNER. Then the gentleman does not understand 
the amendment. [Applause.] i 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa has 16 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Mr. Chairman, in the few minutes re- 
maining to close general debate I have no time for introduction 
or preliminaries, but must come down to some of the main 
objections made to this resolution. It has been claimed that the 
real object and purpose of the resolution Is to prevent abso- 
lutely the issuance of any further tax-exempt securities by 
States and municipalities, This argument is based on some 
statements made by the President and the Secretary of the 
Treasury in support of the resolution, when they called atten- 
tion to the flood of tax-exempt securities that are now being 
poured out. It is an all-sufficient answer to this claim to state 
that example and experience show that such will not and can 
not be the case. 

No other country in the world gives such an exemption. 
Canada does not, and the securities of Canada, taxable at home 
and taxable here, are sold freely upon our own markets at 
rates below some of the rates required on our own tax-exempt 
securities. England does not permit any such exemption, and 
the securities of the cities of England sell at a lower rate as 
a rule than those of this country. France does not, and even 
poverty-stricken, ruined France has no trouble in negotiating 
the bonds of her cities. The error in this respect is all the 
greater because the claim is made in behalf of the small 
municipality and of the district far away from money centers 
that this resolution ought not to be adopted because it would 
prevent those securities from being negotiated. 

The fact is that they do not get any appreciable benefit out 
of the present situation. On January 17 I introduced a set of 
tables in the Recorp which showed that the bonds of small 
towns in the South, of irrigated districts in the far West, bore 
a rate of 6 per cent, and they were gesting no benefit out of 
this situation, while the bonds of high-class railways, taxable 
so fur as the income was concerned, were in some instances be- 


ing negotiated at a rate lower than 5 per cent. What is the 
reason for this? The reason is that security is first, and not 
the rate. The large investor wants to have his money in well- 
known securities, readily marketable and upon which he can 
readily realize. The real beneficiary of this tax exemption is 
not the small town or the irrigated district. The real benefici- 
ary is the man of great wealth who does not have his money 
invested in active business and great estates like that of 
Marshall Field, entailed upon a person who never has or ever 
will lift his hand or use his brain in productive enterprise. It 
is proposed now that we shall maintain in behalf of such people 
this bounty of the Government, while we shall lay the burdens 
of taxation upon the high-class artisan, upon the salaried man, 
upon the man in active business who supports not only himself 
but large communities by his energy and his enterprise. 

I have often heard the charge upon this floor from gentle- 
men on the other side that those of large wealth who invested 
their money in tax-exempt securities are tax dodgers and tax 
evaders, I do not consider them such. If it is right as a prin- 
ciple and practice to issue tax-exempt securities, it is right to 
buy them, 

The wrong against the Government is the wrong in permit- 
ting them to be issued. Who will be responsible for the con- 
tinuance of this condition if this amendment is defeated? 
Upon whom will rest the blame for the failure of these men of 
great wealth to contribute in proportion to their incomes to the 
support of the Government? Upon those who vote against the 
resolution. No one can escape from the conclusion that those 
who advocate the continuance of this condition, those who vote 
against this amendment, in reality favor and advocate men of 
great wealth being able to exempt their property from taxation. 

Mr, TILSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Yes. 

Mr, TILSON. The gentleman has referred several times to 
men of great wealth and to estates investing money in these 
tax-free securities. Was there not information of a specifie 
character before the committee that that has occurred? The 
fact has been doubted by some. i 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Testimony was offered before the 
committee to that effect. I know there are some, not many, 
some on each side of the aisle, who frankly admit that they 
believe that wealth is now overtaxed, and they wish to provide 
this avenue of escape, but all admit, on the other hand, that 
those who are opposed to the resolution are in favor of provid- 
ing this avenue of escape to the extremely wealthy. 

There are some who believe that they can find a defense for 
thelr vote against the resolution in the amendment which will 
be offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER], an 
amendment which I trust will be rejected. The gentleman from 
Texas has all along been against this resolution. The Secre- 
tary of the Treasury has told us that this amendment which 
the gentleman from Texas proposes would absolutely nullify 
the resolution which is before us; but the gentleman from Texas 
says that he wants to prevent discrimination against State 
securities which he claims could be made under this resolution, 
made by the Representatives of the State in Congress. If Con- 
gress was disposed to so act, let me call the attention of the 
gentleman from Texas.to the fact that discrimination can be 
made now. We can discriminate now against these securities, 
and if this resolution is defeated we will be forced to do so. 
There are a half dozen ways in which we can discriminate 
against these State securities, but Congress has never wished 
to levy discriminating taxes. It never has wished to put any 
tax upon these securities in such a way as would absolutely 
put them out of existence, but the gentleman from Texas says 
that the power to tax may be abused. What power to tax was 
ever given any government that could not be abused? It is 
impossible to give the power to tax without giving something 
that may be abused. If you do so limit it, you nullify it. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Pardon me. I have not the time, 
Tf this fair and equitable method, this method that puts the 
States and the Federal Government upon perfect equality, be 
rejected, then we must use some other method, even though it 
be something that Congress in the first instance would not wish 
to put into effect and a tax that does not in all respects work 
justly. 3 

Mr. Chairman, it has been said that there has been propa- 
ganda in favor of this resolution. It is not propaganda. It is 
an all-embracing feature of this matter that from everywhere— 
the laborer, the salaried man, the farmer, the man in active 
business who has to compete with tax-exempt securities—comes 
the cry that they should and must be abolished. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has expired. The Clerk will 
read. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


“ Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of 9 in Congress e (two-thirds of each House 
concu therein), That the following article is proposed as an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall be valid to 
all intents and purposes tea of the Constitution when ratified by 
the legislatures of three-fi s of the several States: 

“‘ARTICLE —. 

“í SECTION 1. The United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of 
this article, by or under the authority of any State, but without dis- 
crimination against income derived from such securities and in favor 
of income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
article, by or under the authority of the United States or any other 


State.“ 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 1, line 9, strike out the word “ section“ and insert “ Sec.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, this is merely a mis- 

nt. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will be 
agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have another amendment, which I 
desire to offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Page 1, line 12, after 
the word State,“ strike out the comma and insert a semicolon. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the amendment will be 
agreed to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Was the first amendment adopted? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair said, without objection, the 
amendment will be agreed to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would like to make some inquiry of the 
chairman of the committee. I notice in referring to the 
printed copy of the Constitution where articles include more 
than one section the word “section” is printed in full. Take 
article 15. Why should not we conform to that rather than 
follow the abbreviated style of spelling the word “ section ”? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The drafting clerk informs me that 
in the original draft the form is the same as in this amend- 
ment, and therefore it was thought best 

Mr. STAFFORD. Here we have with respect to amend- 
ments to the Constitution the various sections where the 
word “section ” is spelled out in full and not abbreviated, and 
why should not we conform to that? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We do conform—— 

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman from Washington says 
every one is that way. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It may not In the print the gentleman 
has before him. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Here we have the print of the Constitu- 
tion and in every article containing more than one section the 
word “ section ” is printed out in full. 

Mr. TILSON. Is the gentleman sure his copy follows the 
original Constitution? 

Mr. STAFFORD. The authority is the manual, and it is 
copied directly, and I should hold that any person who would 
take undue liberties by submitting something that has not 
been adopted by the people 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Let me call the attention of the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin that in the copy of the resolution in 
one place the word “ section” is spelled “ Section,” and in the 
other it is “ Sec.” . 

Mr. STAFFORD. Why do not you make them conform? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not care which way it is, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Iowa will be agreed to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object and ask for a yote. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is upon the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Iowa. i 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent to with- 
draw the first amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to withdraw the first amendment. Is there ob- 
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The other amendment is simply the 
insertion of a semicolon instead of a comma, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 


Mr. LONDON, Mr. Chairman, I object. 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment proposed by the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman from Iowa and ask 
why a semicolon is grammatical and a comma is not. What is 
the necessity for the amendment? : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The amendment is made under the 
general rules of punctuation that where there are main di- 
visions in the paragraph and some smaller divisions, the 
smaller divisions are separated by a comma and the main 
divisions should be separated by a semicolon. 

Mr. LONDON. I think it is bad grammar. I think the 
gentleman’s amendment is an infraction of the rules of gram- 
mar. A semicolon can not divide a sentence which contains 
only one subject and only one predicate. Now, the entire 
section contains one sentence, and there is only one subject 
and only one predicate, and a semicolon can not split up a 
sentence. I object to bad grammar, The amendment is bad 
enough, but why the bad grammar? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not agree with the gentleman 
at all, nor does the drafting clerk. 

Mr. LONDON, I think I am right about the grammar, 
anyway. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman from Iowa 
ought to offer some reason why the rule of punctuation is vio- 
lated. The gentleman from New York is correct. You can 
not cite any rule of punctuation that would justify what the 
gentleman proposes to do. With all respect to the gentleman 
it is absurd to say you are going to separate—— 

Mr. HERRICK. Is an amendment to the section in order? 

The CHAIRMAN. Not until we vote on this amendment. 

Mr. TILSON. While on the subject of punctuation I should 
like to call attention to the punctuation in lines 10 and 11 of 
the first section. My attention has been called to a possible 
ambiguity. At the end of line 10 there is a comma after the 
word “issued.” Clearly this clause is meant to refer to secur- 
ities issued after the ratification of this article, but it is feared 
that it may be construed to reach back further and made to 
mean only that after the ratification of this article the United 
States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on these secur- 
ities. It makes a great deal of difference which interpretation 
is put upon it. It ought to be made perfectly clear and certain 
that it means that it shall apply only to securities issued after 
the ratification. 

Mr. WINGO. If the gentleman will permit, if that is what 
it is intended to do, apply only to securities issued after the 
ratification of this article, then the comma, of course, ought to 
come after the word “securities.” As you have got it now 


after the ratification of this article, then you can tax these 


securities. 2 

Mr. TILSON. Yes; that is the idea of some who fear that 
there may be an ambiguity. 

Mr. WINGO. If you mean that the limitation shall apply to 
the time of issue, then your comma ought to.come after 
“ securities.” 

Mr. TILSON. If I understand the meaning intended to be 
conveyed, it is that this will apply only to securities issned 
after ratification. 

Mr. WINGO. If you think that, do not you think the comma 
should come after securities“? 

Mr. TILSON. I wish to have the comma come in at the 
right place to make it mean securities issued after the ratifica- 
tion, and I wish to have no uncertainty about the meaning of 
the constitutional amendment. That is the reason why I have 
directed my inquiry to the gentleman in charge of the bill, so 
that it may be made very clear and express just what it means. 

Mr. GREEN of lowa. Mr. Chairman, there are two contin- 
gencies applied to the securities issued: First, that they shall 
be issued after the ratification of this article; second, by or 
under the authority of any State. The punctuation, except as 
proposed to be corrected by the amendment that I have offered, 
is correct, as is believed unanimously by the drafting bureau. 
This House has always heretofore accepted the conclusions of 
the drafting bureau about matters of punctuation. I think the 
meaning is perfectly clear, and it can not be construed the 
other way. 

Mr. TILSON. What is the meaning? I should like to have 
the gentleman state it for the RECORD. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I can not understand fully the diffi- 
culty under which the gentleman from Connecticut labors. 

Mr. TILSON. I should like to have the gentleman’s con- 
struction placed in the Rxconn, so that hereafter, if necessary, 
it can be used in construing this amendment. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have just stated that there are two 
limitations placed upon the securities issued under the provi- 
sions of this amendment, and which may be, first, those issued 
after the ratification of this article, and, second, by or under 
the authority of any State. 

Mr. TILSON. That is the gentleman’s interpretation of it, 
and that, I understand, is the meaning he intends to convey in 
this section. Whether the gentleman’s interpretation is the 
correct one or the one that would necessarily be given to it by 
a court in its interpretation, I do not know. I should like to 
have it made certain. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. Let me suggest to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut and the gentleman from Iowa that there are two limita- 
tions upon the word “securities.” “Securities” is the sub- 
stantive thing you are legislating about. There are two limita- 
tions upon the word “securities.” One is “issued after the 
ratification of this article” and the other is “by or under the 
authority of any State.” Now, by putting the comma after the 
word “issued,” what are you doing? You are putting that 
qualification to the whole thing that goes before the comma, 
and that is, The United States shall have power to lay and 
collect taxes on income derived from securities issued.” The 
word issued“ in that event is mere surplusage. Securities” 
is what you are talking about, and I submit in all seriousness 
that if I know what the gentleman intends, it is that the limita- 
tion on the securities should apply after the securities are 
issued. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. This has been discussed before the 
committee for months. The limitation is upon the securities 
issued, upon the word “ issued.” 

Mr. WINGO. No; I think the limitation is upon the securi- 
ties, not upon the issues. 

Mr, TILSON. I suggest the propriety of transposing those 
two phrases. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON, Yes. 

Mr. LITTLE. There is a comma after “ securities issued” at 
the end of line 10, and then after the words securities issued“ 
on line 1 of page 2. Is it intended that these commas shall 
remain in? You do not intend to keep those commas in, do 


you? 

Mr. TILSON. There is no motion to strike them out, and 
so I am inquiring as to the meaning of the section with the 
commas as they are. 

Mr. MONDELL. I can get no other meaning except that sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. TILSON. I confess that my own first interpretation 
of it was in accord with that of the gentleman from Iowa 
and the gentleman from Wyoming, knowing that to be the 
intent of the committee, but the question has been raised by 
people in whose good judgment I have great confidence, people 
who have studied this matter, and who contend with able argu- 
ment and great zeal that there is ambiguity here and liability 
to misconstruction. $ 

Mr. MONDELL. What is the ambiguity which these distin- 
guished people have mentioned? 

Mr. TILSON. The one referred to by the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Winco] that the comma after the word 
issued,“ at the end of line 10, carries the meaning of the clause 
following the word “issued ” back to the beginning of the sec- 
tion, so that it will mean only that after the ratification of this 
article Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
comes derived from securities issued by or under the authority 
of any State; or possibly so that it will refer to income derived 
from such securities after the ratification of this article, 
Neither would be the meaning intended by the committee in 
reporting the resolution. 

Mr. MONDELL. I presume the gentleman from Connecticut 
knows from long experience that gentlemen who are experts 
never agree, and that you can change this half a dozen times 
and yet never get the approval of all the objectors. 

Mr. TILSON. All I desire is to get it right. 

Mr. HERRICK. Mr. Chairman, has this matter been dis- 
posed of. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
to insert a semicolon in Heu of a comma after the word 
States,“ in line 12. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. 
substitute for that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi offers a 
substitute, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. In line 10 strike out 
after the word “issued” the comma and insert in lieu thereof 


Mr. Chairman, I offer a 


the words “by or under the authority of any State.” Then it 
will read as I imagine it is intended to read, The United 
States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on income de- 
rived from securities issued by or under the authority of any 
State after the ratification of this article.“ I do not think it 
will put any merit into it, but at least it will have some sense 
then. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk did not catch the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. In line 10, page 1, after 
the word “issued” strike out the comma and insert in lieu 
thereof “by or under the authority of any State.”. Of course, 
subsequently in line 11 we should strike out the words “ by or 
under the authority of any State.” Or I will suggest that we 
put it all in one amendment, and after the comma strike out 
the words “by or under the authority of any State.” 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Mississippi send 
his 5 to the desk in writing? The Clerk can not 
get it. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. 
enough. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
Would it be in order now to move to send this bill back to the 
committee, so that they may consider it with a view of getting 
it into shape to be considered by the Committee of the Whole? 

The CHAIRMAN, That is not a parliamentary inguiry. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. The amendment I offer is 
at the end of line 10, page 1, to strike out the comma and insert 
in lieu thereof the words “by or under the authority of any 
State ;” and, after the comma in line 11, strike out the words 
“by or under the authority of any State.” 

Then it will read as follows: 

The United States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
come derived from securities issued by or under the authority of any 
State after the ratification of this article, 

The CHAIRMAN, And what punctuation would the gentle- 
man suggest to follow that? 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. 
there. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Mississippi offers an 
amendment which the clerk will report. 

The clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Humpnureys of Mississippi: Page 1, line 10, 
after the word “issued,” strike out the comma and insert the words 
“by or under the authority of any State”; and in lines 11 and 12, 
strike out the words “ by or under the authority of any State.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the substi- 

tute. 
- Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the danger of trying 
to amend in this kind of a way in Committee of the Whole is 
very well illustrated by the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Mississippi. If his amendment should prevail, it 
would greatly expand the purposes of this constitutional amend- 
ment and would do something which I am sure he does not 
want to do. As he has it, it would read: 

Income derived from securities issued by or under the authority of 
any State after the ratification of this article. 

If the gentleman’s amendment should prevail and the consti- 
tutional amendment in that form should be adopted, we could 
tax income derived from past issues of securities. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. You can do it under the 
amendment as it now stands. As it now stands, there is no 
question but that is what would happen. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. This was all carefully gone over in 
the committee, and these words were put in the order in which 
they now are after full gonsideration. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. The way it reads now is: 


The United States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
incomes derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
article. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Issued after the ratification? 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Oh, no; you shut that off 
with commas. When shall the United States do that? As soon 
as this amendment is ratified you can levy a tax on income 
derived from State securities and Government securities and 
all other securities which are now exempt from taxation, if 
you leave it as you have it now. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If you should strike out that comma, 


He can get it easily 


The comma will still be 


there might be something in your contention. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. 
all stricken ont. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, I rise to oppose the substitute. 
It seems to me that the House should not vote hastily to change 


I would like to have it 
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the words of a constitutional amendment carefully considered 
by the committee in favor of words which are merely read and 
which it is impossible to compare with the text of the proposed 
amendment. I do not say that the gentleman’s substitute will 
accomplish what I propose to suggest, but I do say that if we 
make the transposition which he demands it is open to the in- 
terpretation that the words will refer back to the words in- 
come derived,“ and that the amendment may then read that 
the United States may tax incomes derived after the ratifica- 
tion of this amendment. If that be so, then that means that 
the United States could tax the income from bonds now exempt, 
and that is not the purpose of this amendment. I do not say 
that it would accomplish this, but I do say that it is open to 
that interpretation; and being open to that interpretation, in 
the future men will claim that interpretation and it will result 
in litigation. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. In one minute. I, for one, though I think this 
proposition is perfectly correct as it now stands, can see no ob- 
jection to striking out both of the commas that seem to be 
giving so much trouble to some of the gentlemen here, in lines 
10 and 11, so that the words “after the ratification of this 
article” will not be separated from the word “issued” nor will 
they be divorced from the words “by or under the authority of 
any State.” It would be a little clumsy, but it would not be 
open to any of the objections that have been urged on the floor 
to-da 


y. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. Does not the gentleman 
think this amendment which has been so carefully considered 
by the committee, with the comma after the word “issued” 
and the comma after the word “ article,” is capable of being 
interpreted as meaning that after the ratification of this amend- 
ment the United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on securities issued? 

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman asks me the question, frankly, 
I do not believe it is open to that interpretation. 

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. If it refers to securities 
issued after ratification of this article, will the gentleman sug- 
gest any reason why the comma should have been inserted 
there, separating “issued” from “after the ratification ”? 

Mr. MILLS. As I see it, I would say to the gentleman that 
you might have included those words “after the ratification 
of this article” in parenthesis, if so desired. It is a paren- 
thetical clause and obviously should be inclosed in commas, 
but if the commas bother the gentleman so much I for one am 
perfectly willing that they should go out, though I think they 
are correctly there. í 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, may I suggest the in- 
sertion of two words which I think would relieve all obscurity, 
if there is any. In line 10, if you insert after the word “ se- 
curities ” the words“ which are,” then you would have it read, 
“the United States shall have the power to lay and collect 
taxes on incomes derived from securities which are issued,” 
and so forth. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have no objection to both commas 
going out. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that the 

can not agree, I move that both commas be stricken out. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I will withdraw the 
last amendment in order that the gentleman from Wyoming 
may address the committee. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, this matter has been very 
carefully considered by the committee and I am inclined to think 
that the committee is correct in its phraseology. It might have 
been phrased somewhat differently but the phraseology is 
reasonably clear and understandable, I think the committee was 
also correct from the standpoint of most authorities as far as the 
punctuation is concerned. Not being an expert on punctuation 
and not claiming to know over much about these things, I should 
have left out both commas, the one after the word “issued” 
in line 10 and the one after the word “article” in line 11. I 
do not, however, think it makes any material difference. I think 
it makes it a little clearer, and I am going to ask unanimous con- 
sent to strike out the comma after the word “issued” at the 
end of line 10, page 1, and the comma after the word “article” 
in line 11. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unan- 
imous consent to amend the resolution as the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. MONDELL asks unanimous consent to strike out the comma after 


the word “issued” in line 10, and also to strike out the comma after 
the word “article” in line 11. 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 


Mr. DENISON. Reserving the right to object, I want to ask 
the gentleman from Wyoming a question. If you strike out the 


comma in line 11, it will then read “issued after the ratification 
of this article by or under the authority of any State.” 

Mr. MONDELL. I am not at all insistent. I do not think it 
makes any great difference, but I thought if we could get an 
agreement it would be well to do so. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I want to ask if this is in 
accord with the view of the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will say that we went over this ques- 
tion time and time again, and discussed it with the drafting 
bureau, and we punctuated it according to the best advice we 
could get. 

Mr. GARNER. I can not consent to having this changed 
after the subcommittee has gone over it for month after month 
with the experts from the Treasury Department and the ex- 
perts of the drafting bureau. I can not consent to having it 
changed by unanimous consent. It is a reflection on the com- 
mittee, and I am not willing to have the record show any such 
thing. I am a member of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and I do not propose to have it reflected upon in any such 
manner. 

Mr. MONDELL. I am glad to know the attitude of the 
gentleman from Texas. Everyone knows who has had any 
writing to do that there is a wide difference of opinion in the 
matter of punctuation. Some folks use few or no commas at 
all and some scatter them in almost anywhere. The com- 
mittee has taken the best advice that is obtainable. I think 
their punctuation is as it should be, but if anybody objects to 
those two commas, let us take them out. Otherwise I think the 
resolution should remain exactly as it was presented. 

SEVERAL MEMBERS, Regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The regular order is called for. 

Mr. LITTLE rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Kansas rise? 

Mr. LITTLE. I rise to get permission to ask a question 
and reserving the right to object. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is too late to reserve the right to ob- 
ject. The regular order has been called for. The question is 
on agreeing to the substitute amendment proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts. 

The question was taken, and the substitute amendment was 
rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the original amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green]. 

Mr. HILL. Let the amendment be reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Green of Iowa: Page 1, line 12, after the word 
“ State,” strike out the comma and insert in lieu thereof a semicolon. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Chairman, will another substitute be 
in order? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all N 
on this amendment 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio has the floor. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Chairman, in place of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Iowa to strike out the comma 
after the word “ State,” in line 12, I offer a substitute to strike 
out the comma after the word“ State“ and substitute a period. 
Then strike out the words “but without discrimination,” in 
line 12, and substitute However, the United States shall not 
discriminate against.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the substitute 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. CHALMERS as a substitute for the amendment 
offered iby Mr. Gruen of Iowa: On page 1, line 12, the word 

“ State,” strike out the comma and insert in lieu thereof a and 


strike out the language “but without discrimination” and insert in 
lieu thereof “However, the United States shail not discriminate 


against.” 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Chairman, the difficulty seems to have- 
been that we have here an involved compound sentence with 
the subject only in the first member. I am breaking it up 
into two sentences, putting in a period and putting the subject 
in the second member. That seems to me to clarify the pro- 
vision. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all 
debate upon this amendment and all amendments thereto be 
now closed. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the substi- 
tute offered by the gentleman from Ohio, 

The substitute was rejected. 
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The CHAIRMAN, The question now recurs upon the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa, 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. MANSFIELD: Page 1, line 11, strike out 
the words “after the ratification of this article.” 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas, 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GARNER. It has been usual heretofore in the House, 
when in Committee of the Whole, for the Chairman of the Com- 
mittee of the Whole to at least consider amendments that will 
likely be offered by members of the committee. I do not desire 
to cut off anyone else. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was the gentleman on his feet desiring 
to offer an amendment? 

Mr. GARNER. I was on my feet asking for recognition. I 
merely call the attention of the Chair to the situation and ask 
him at some time to glance in this direction. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was unaware that the gentleman 
from Texas was on the floor for the purpose of offering an 
amendment. The Chair will recognize the gentleman as soon as 
the gentleman from Kansas yields the floor. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, is there an amend- 
ment pending? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas rose for the 
purpose of offering an amendment, which the Clerk is about to 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, LITTLE: Page 1, line 10, strike out the 
comma at the end of the line, and in line 1 on page 2, strike out the 
comma after the word “ issued.” 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I wish to make an apology to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], if I seem to have 
been trying to take the floor away from him. I thought I had 
been standing here steadily and frantically trying to get recog- 
nition myself. 

Mr. GARNER. 
nition. 

Mr. LITTLE. It seems to me that it is hard work here to 
get a little recognition to talk about a stray comma, a little 
punk punctuation. It seems a very plain, simple question to 
me. You have a comma after the word “ issued,” at the end of 
line 10 on page 1. How it ever got there I do not know. You 
can not find a well-written English book in the Library 
that has a comma in such a connection and at such place as 
that. Just what the effect of it will be one hardly knows off- 
hand, because nobody ever saw that thing done before with a 
comma. This is also true about the comma after the word 
“issued” in line 1 on page 2. One reason I was trying to get 
recognition was that no one had any interest in this last little 
comma, which is in exactly the same position as the other. 

If we are going to fix it, why not fix this also? If the comma 
were absent it would mean that they could tax securities 
issued after the ratification of the article. When you put the 
comma in you make a change. What is it? You have set off 
to themselves the words “ after the ratification of this article” 
for some purpose, The comma makes a pause for some reason 
after the word “issued,” a slight pause, long enough to say 
when, for example. When will they have the power to tax 
securities? Why, the answer after the comma is, as soon as 
this article is ratified, of course. If that is not the purpose of 
the comma, for pity’s sake why is it there? If instead of set- 
ting off those words between the two commas you had inserted 
them in the first line after the words “ The United States,” they 
would have the same effect as they have now with a comma at 
each end and would say, “ The United States, after the ratifica- 
tion of this article, shall have power to collect taxes on income 
derived from securities issued.” The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Mrs] criticized the amendment of the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. HumMpHReys] because it might have that 
result, but the resolution as it stands now would probably have 
exactly the same result as would spring from Mr. HUMPHREYS'S 
resolution. Why make a case for the Supreme Court when 


I am glad that the gentleman obtained recog- 


your resolution will be perfectly plain if you strike out this 
comma? 

If this amendment goes through into the Constitution just 
as it is written, the law business will become more profitable 
than it has been for a hundred years. You had better have 


lawyers, not professors, writing your amendments to the Con- 
stitution, gentlemen of the Ways and Means, or punctuating 
them, rather. 

Mr, LONDON. Does anybody know of any reason that dic- 
tates this amendment? 

Mr. LITTLE. This amendment is presented to strike out the 
comma and restore the language to what the Ways and Means 
Committee say they meant. Replying to the suggestion of the 
learned gentleman from Virginia with regard to the commas in 
the Constitution interpreted, yes. Just as the Bible was writ- 
ten without punctuation, and just as Homer was written, and 
just as the English people, formerly at least, read their laws, 
without reference to commas. If you will look at this you will 
find that there is no earthly reason for the comma after either 
of these words, and it can not do any good and it may do a lot 
of harm, Gentlemen, the simplest and least complicated Eng- 
lish is best for the purposes of such legislation. God knows 
the difficulties in interpreting and applying it will be amply 
sufficient without these involved and complicated sentences. 
There is no earthly excuse for having one long sentence in this 
resolution, Certainly nobody has such pride of authorship as 
to insist on retaining a wicked and useless little comma that 
probably will start a prairie fire of litigation unless the Senate 
cuts it out. If you take the comma out after the word “ issued,” 
it would then read: 

The United States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
one derived from securities issued after the ratification of this 
And if you leave that comma in, the resolution will mean: 

The United States shall have power, after the ratification of this 
article, to lay and collect taxes on securities issued. 

Mr. TILSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LITTLE. Yes; certainly. 

Mr. TILSON. As I understand the purport of the gentle- 
man’s amendment, it is to strike out the comma after the word 
“ issued ” in both parts of the sentence. 

Mr. LITTLE. Yes. There is no earthly reason for commas 
being there. What harm they might do you can not so quickly 
estimate. : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I think the provisions 
would be construed just the same whether those commas stay 
in or go out. I move that all debate upon this amendment do 
now close. 

The motion was agreed to, 

The CHAIRMAN, The question Is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Kansas. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
LirrLe) there were—ayes 71, noes 76. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment which 
I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. GARNER: Page 2, strike out lines 2, 3, 
and 45 and insert in lieu thereof the following: from any other 
source, 


Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I call the attention of the 
membership of the House to the fact that there are two prints 
of this proposed amendment from the Printing Office. The one 
that Mr. Green is using and the one they are using at the desk 
have four lines in the first section of the second page, and I am 
going to offer in my time another proposed amendment to sec- 
tion 2. I make this explanation so that gentlemen can read on 
their prints where there are only three lines of section 1 on 
page 2, so that they may understand the second amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. GARNER: Page 2, line 10, strike out all 
after the word “from” down to and including the word “State” in 
line 11, and insert in lieu thereof the following: any other source.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The second amendment will be considered 
as pending. 

Mr. GARNER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say to the 
House that all I am doing is this—— 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman from Texas allow his 
first amendment to be again reported? We did not get it. 

Mr. GARNER, Will the Clerk report the first amendment 

in? 
ahe CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the frst amendment 
will be again reported. 

There was no objection. 

The amendment was again reported. 

Mr. MONDELL. I ask that the gentleman give the words 
stricken out. 

Mr. GARNER. I will ask that the gentleman from Wyoming 
get a copy of the bill. If he has a copy of the bill which has 
the print other than the one referred to, the one the Olerk is 
using and the one Mr, Green is using, and he will turn to page 
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In other words, 


1. strike out all after the word “income.” 
page 1, I strike out the word “ derived.” 

A MEMBER. What line? 

Mr. GARNER. Line 13. You strike out all on page 2 in lines 
1, 2, and 8 in place of 2, 3, and 4, after the word “from.” 

Mr. LONGWORTH. In line 1. 

Mr. GARNER. You strike out the words, if you have your 
print, if the Chair will wait a minute—I do not know what 
print he has, and not knowing what print I can not tell you 
what to do. I will read it as amended. 

Mr. MONDELL. If the gentleman will read what is proposed. 
to be stricken out. 

Mr. GARNER. All right, I will do it. 

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. It is absurd to refer to the 
print at all, if the gentleman will simply give us what he is 
going to strike out. 

Mr. GARNER. If my amendment were adopted, Article I 
would read as follows. 

Mr. MONDELL. If the gentleman from Texas will follow 
the suggestion of the gentleman from New Jersey and give us 
the exact words he proposes to strike out. 

Mr. GARNER, I will do that, but one gentleman makes the 
suggestion that I read it as amended, and another that I read 
the words stricken out. I will try again. 

On page 2 of the print of the bill which most of you have 
strike out all after the word “from,” the language to be 
stricken out being this— 

Securities issued, after the ratification of this article, by or under 
the authority of the United States or any other State— 

And insert after the word “from” the words “any other 
source,” so that it will read: 

The United States shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
come derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
article, by or under the authority of any State, but without discrimina- 
tion against income derived from such securities and in favor of in- 
come derived from any other source. 

Now, I do not know whether the House wants to adopt that 
amendment or not. Mr. Green of Iowa says he does not want 
to adopt it. But if you do want to limit the power of Congress 
to tax income from State and municipal bonds at the same 
rate as income of individuals is taxed, you are compelled to 
adopt this amendment or a similar one. Now, I am told by the 
experts of the legislative drafting service that there is an 
amendment on the desk that will reach the same purpose and 
have less objection. But to my mind its language is confusing 
and obscure, and that is the reason I offer the amendment 
which I am now discussing. 

With all due respect to the legislative drafting expert, and 
he is an expert and deserves much credit for his work in this 
Congress and in other Congresses, and for one I voted and 
expect to continue to vote to continue his services, but this is 
such a technical subject, it has been drawn in such a manner 
by the committee that nobody can understand it, not even the 
best grammarian in the House will agree as to what the man 
who drafted the section means, and I offer a plain amendment 
that any average man can understand; that is to say, I want 
to limit the power of Congress to levy on income from United 
States bonds, county bonds, and municipal bonds the same rate 
of taxes as is levied upon all other classes of individual income, 
I think that is what Congress wants to do. 

Mr. BUTLER. That is what we want to do. 

Mr. GARNER. And I am trying to fix it so the amendment 
will insure it; and, Mr. Burter, unless you do adopt this 
amendment you will give to the Congress the power to levy ten 
times as much taxes on income from the city of West Chester's 
bonds as might be levied upon the salaried income of indi- 
viduals. Will that be right? 

Mr. BUTLER. No; it will break the city of West Chester up. 

Mr: GARNER. Why, I do not think you want to do it; and 
not wanting to do it, I have offered this amendment in order 
that I may, as far as I can, protect the city of West Chester 
and other municipalities against a Congress that might want to 
stop its issues by imposing too heavy a tax, and the record in 
this case shows that some of the very people who are proposing 
this amendment want to limit and discourage the issuance of 
these bonds. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I want to fix it so that whenever you levy a 
high tax on income from State and municipal bonds you will 
also levy the same rate on other income of individuals and 
thereby give protection against unfair and dangerous dis- 
crimination. 

Mr. MON DELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield 
there? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 


Mr. MONDELL. I suppose we shall have the benefit of the 
gentleman’s influence to pass the resolution if the gentleman's 
amendment is adopted? 

Mr. GARNER. I will say this to the gentleman, that if you 
adopt it the House will pass the resolution, and if you do not 
it will not have much chance. 

2 Mr. MONDE How about the vote of the gentleman from 
exas 

Mr. GARNER. It does not make any special difference about 
my vote. Results are what you want, I suppose. If you are 
looking for results, my amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER, Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. Under the present law, when the 33 per cent 
Liberty bonds were issued they were made entirely tax exempt? 

Mr. GARNER. They were. 

Mr. BLACK. If the gentleman’s amendment is adopted it 
would preclude Congress from writing into future revenue laws 
a provision that would exempt income from these bonds, it 
seems to me. 

Mr. GARNER. Certainly not. My amendment applies to 
securities issued after the ratification of the article. 

Mr. BLACK. No. The gentleman strikes all that language 
out. 

Mr. GARNER. No; I do not. 

Mr. BLACK. The first part of section 1 refers to State obll- 
gations which are issued after the ratification of the article. 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; and then I go down and deal with Fed- 
eral obligations issued after the ratification. 

Mr. BLACK. The gentleman’s amendment is to strike out 
the part of section 1 found on page 2 of the resolution. 

Mr. GARNER. “ By and under the authority of the United 
States”; all right. 

Mr. BLACK. The gentleman's amendment does more than 
that; it strikes out from the section this language, “ securities 
issued after the ratification of this article by or under the 
authority of the United States or any other State” and inserts 
in lieu of the language stricken out this language, income 
from any other source.” These words would include income 
from the 34 per cent Liberties. In my judgment, a provision 
of that kind would nullify the whole effect of the amendment 
so long as the 33 Liberties are outstanding. 

Mr. GARNER. I am levying taxes now against State securi- 
ties, am I not? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. Then I am going to levy them against State 
securities at the same rate as is put on income from all other 
sources, 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has expired. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes more, 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARNER. This paragraph undertakes to tax incomes 
from State and municipal securities, does it not? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes, 

Mr. GARNER. I am going to limit the rate that you levy 
against such income to the same as other income of Individuals. 
In the next section the resolution reciprocates and gives the 
States the right to levy a tax against the income from United 
States Government bonds, and I say the State shall not levy a 
higher tax against the income from Federal Government bonds 
than it does against any other income of its citizens. Is not that 
fair? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes; that is undoubtedly fair and furnishes 
the main reason why I am going to vote for the submission of 
this amendment. But at the same time we can not repudiate 
the tax exemption which is already in the 34 Liberties and 
which is no doubt in some of the State and municipal bonds, 
and the resolution as now drawn provides for a recognition of 
these outstanding commitments. If I understand my colleague's 
amendment, it would not give any recognition to these outstand- 
ing commitments and would therefore nullify the whole amend- 
ment. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Texas undoubtedly does 
not understand this proposed constitutional amendment, and 1 
do not think there are a dozen men in the House that do. I 
know that If the gentleman from Texas understood what its 
effect would be he would not support it, because he is a sound 
Democrat. I was surprised when I heard his speech to-day in 
which he stated he favored this resolution. The attempt is being 
made here to give the Congress the power to levy on the in- 
comes from Federal, State, and county securities more than 
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other income of its citizens, if it sees proper to do It. I want 
to limit the authority conferred to the same rate of taxation 
that the taxing power will levy against the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Mrs], for example. 

Chairman, 


Mr. MILLS. Mr. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. In just a moment. You say that Congress 
will never levy a heavier rate of tax on income derived from 
State and municipal bonds than it levies on other income of 
individual citizens. Gentlemen, is it possible that you can con- 
sider for a moment that you are going to surrender to Congress 
a power so broad and inclusive because you contemplate it will 
never be used? Is there a man sitting in front of me who 
knows of a single amendment to the Constitution that is not 
being exploited by Congress to the extent of about all it will 
bear? Do you contend that you will give this power to Con- 
gress and it never use it? The idea of investing Congress with 
a power involves the idea that Congress will use that power. 
You should not console yourselves, as my colleague [Mr. Brack] 
does, with the idea that there is no reason to be alarmed. That 
may be true in your day, but your children and your grand- 
children may rise up and say, Here is something that makes 
sure the destruction of our local government by the Federal 
Government.” 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Does not the evidence of a lack of 
disposition to limit Congress indicate a purpose on the part of 
Congress to use the power? 

Mr. GARNER. Undoubtedly. If you take the record in this 
case, if you take Mr. Mrxts’s speech, if you take the declaration 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, if you take the message of 
the President of the United States, you will find that all of 
them show that the principal purpose of this amendment is 
that an appeal may be made to Washington to stop this alleged 
extravagance in the issuance of State and local bonds. In place 
of trusting your own people, in place of appealing to the com- 
munities, and the States through their legislatures. to stop this 
alleged extravagant issue of bonds, they say, “ Washington is 
the easiest place at the present time.” But, gentlemen, when 
you surrender that power once, then it is gone forever. Their 
sovereignty is gone. Their credit is gone; and I appeal to you 
that if you are going to surrender the sovereignty, the police 
power, the credit, the morals—I ask you, what is the necessity 
of continuing State boundaries? 

Mr. MILLS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. MILLS. Some 15 minutes ago when I first asked the 

entleman to yleld, he was mentioning the dangers of not adopt- 
ine his amendment, and he was stating to the House that unless 
it was prepared to adopt his amendment the United States Gov- 
ernment would find itself in a position to discriminate against 
State securities in favor of certain individuals. 

Mr. GARNER. I did. 

Mr. MILLS. I want to ask the gentleman to give us an ex- 
ample of what he has in mind, and to state the class of citizens 
who could concelvably so profit. 

Mr. GARNER, All right. I will take the gentleman from 
New York, who is as shining an example as you can find here 
or elsewhere, because he understands taxation as well as any 
man in the entire country, not only in Congress but in the en- 
tire country. He has had both experience and duties to per- 
form. If Congress wanted to stop the city of New York from 
issuing bonds—and by the way they now have outstanding 
$1,700,000,000—if Congress. wanted to stop what it deemed ex- 
travagant issue of bonds by your city, it would meet in sesion 
and Mr. Green would bring in a bill under this amendment if 
it was a part of the Constitution, providing that all incomes 
from securities issued by the Federal or State governments 
shall pay into the Treasury a tax of 50 per cent. Could you 
issue any bonds. under that? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; because the United States Government 
would in that same law under the terms of this constitutional 
amendment have to provide a 50 per cent income tax on every 
security issued in the country, and so there would be no dis- 
crimination. 

Mr. GARNER. What other security? 

Mr. MILLS. Every security. 

Mr. GARNER. Why? 

Mr. MILLS. On every security owned by any man. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from New York does not 
mean what he says. 

Mr. MILLS. I mean every word of what I say, because the 
gentleman knows that this bill provides that the United States 
may not only not discriminate in favor of its own securities 


and that it may not discriminate in favor of the securities is- 
sued by any individual State, but that it can not discriminate 
in favor of any of the securities issued by authority of any 
State, and that means all corporate securities. 

Mr. GARNER. All right. 

Mr. MILLS. Therefore if the United States wants to tax 
the incomes derived from municipal: securities at the excessive 
rate suggested by my friend from Texas, it would in that same 
law have to tax the income derived from any other securities 
issued in the United States; and that would mean no dis- 
crimination against municipalities. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. All right. Would it have to levy the same 
rate that it levies against a Congressman’s salary? 

Mr. MILLS. No. And therefore what the gentleman’s 
amendment is intended to do is to prevent the Government 
of the United States ever discriminating in favor of income 
earned as contrasted with income derived from securities. 
[Applause. ] 
oe GARNER, Oh, that is the gentleman’s construction 

Mr. MILLS. Therefore the gentleman’s amendment is a dis- 
crimination against the professional man and wage earner 
and in favor of the man who derives a fixed income from 
property. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, I hope that I may have at 
least a part of my time in which to conclude. When the gen- 
tleman from New York admits that this amendment will dis- 
criminate, will permit Congress to discriminate, he makes the 
strongest kind of an argument in favor of my amendment to 
the pending section. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has again expired. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I ask that the gentleman 
from Texas may have five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee asks 
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Texas 
be extended five minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I should like to have the other side 
of this stated. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARNER. All right, Mr. Chairman, I will yield the 
floor to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it will not take very 
long to show how utterly impossible it would be to put this 
resolution into effect for any purpose if the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] is carried. It provides 
that the United States shall not discriminate against incomes 
from any source. In the first place, we have three billion of 
34 per cent bonds outstanding. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield for me to make a request for information? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman will wait a moment 
until I get through with this line I will be very glad to yield 
to him. As I stated, in the first place we have $3,000,000,000 
of 33 per cent bonds out which are entirely exempt from tax- 
ation. We could not put this amendment in force until those 
bonds have been paid up, if the amendment of the gentleman 
from Texas were adopted. Besides that, we can not at this 
time levy any tax on the salaries of judges of the various 
courts. It would take still another amendment to the Con- 
stitution to make this resolution of any effect, if the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas should prevail, Then, on 
the other hand, the various States can not now levy any tax 
on the incomes of Federal officials, and that would require 
still another amendment. The gentleman says he fears dis- 
crimination, that we are going to put a higher tax or might 
put a higher tax on the incomes from State securities than we 
would, on rents, for example. Does not the gentleman know 
that if we want to discriminate against these securities. we 
can do it now? 

We can put an extra tax on any of these State or municipal 
securities that form a part of the estate of a deceased person 
if we wish to do so without waiting for the adoption of this 
amendment. We can put a tax on any man who deals in 
them at the present time, and preyent their being put on the 
market by investment brokers. Possibly we could also put a 
tax upon the transfer of these securities which certainly would 
force them out of existence entirely. 

Now, there is another thing. Under our present system we 
levy a certain tax upon corporations. We provide that divi- 
dends from corporations shall be exempt from the normal tax. 
We would have to revise our whole tax law in that respect if 
the amendment of the gentleman from Texas were put into 
effect. We would have to, in fact, revise the whole income 
tax law, besides the corporation tax law, in order to make it 
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work. The gentleman from Texas says he fears this tax 
might be abused, and therefore we should put such a limitation 


on the power that it could not be used at all. The gentleman 
from Texas really desires to fix the resolution so that it 
will not have any effect—that is the real purpose of his 
amendment, and it will have that effect exactly if his amend- 
ment prevails. Who is there here that wants to discriminate 
against the securities of the State? Time and time again the 
proposition to discriminate against them by these taxes has 
come up and been suggested to the Ways and Means Com- 
mittee, but the proposition has been rejected because it was 
deemed that a discriminatory tax was unfair. You can not 
limit the amendment in the manner proposed by the gentleman 
from Texas without absolutely nullifying it. The statement 
of the Secretary of the Treasury to that effect is positive. 
Why do we need anything of this kind to hold in check the 
representatives of the State themselves against imposing un- 
due taxes on the inhabitants of the State whom they repre- 
sent? The contention is absurd. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. i 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, this constitutional amendment is 
very carefully drafted with one particular end in view. True, 
it gives to the Federal Government the right to tax the income 
from State and municipal securities, but it guards the credit 
of the State and municipality by very carefully providing that 
the Federal Government can not discriminate against those 
securities. If there be no discrimination, there can be no undue 
restrictions on credit. If you do not tax any securities, they 
are all on a par, If you then levy a 5 or 6 per cent income tax 
on all securities—State, municipal, and industrial—they are 
still on the same basis and you do not in any way injure the 
credit of the State. 

This amendment is so carefully drafted that the Federal Gov- 
ernment not only can not discriminate in favor of its own securi- 
ties, but it can not discriminate in favor of the securities of any 
State, or of any industrial securities, or any public utility, or 
any other securities issued by any corporation throughout the 
United States. Therefore the United States can not under any 
conceivable circumstances discriminate against State or munici- 
pal securities, and can not in any conceivable way injure the 
credit of the State or municipality. Therefore the quotations 
which the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] read this 
morning from statements made by the distinguished Secretary 
of State do not apply to this constitutional amendment but to 
the sixteenth amendment as he read it, which did not contain 
any of these limitations with reference to discrimination and 
the other safeguards which have been outlined here this after- 
noon, 

Now, my friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] has been driven 
hard to pick a flaw in this constitutional amendment because it 
has been so carefully guarded, and he says let us amend it so 
that the United States can not discriminate in favor of income 
derived from any source. But when I asked him to illustrate 
what he meant he was finally driven to one possible discrimina- 
tion that the United States might exercise in favor of earned 
incomes as contrasted with incomes derived from property. 
But if that be so, then that is an argument not in favor of the 
gentleman’s amendment but in opposition to it, because if there 
Is one right the Federal Government and the State government 
should reserve, it is the right some day to make a discrimina- 
tion in favor of the man who earns his income as compared with 
the man who derives it without any effort from property in- 
herited or acquired in some other way. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. I will yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Is not the income of corporations 
earned income, and under the gentleman’s argument could not 
the Government discriminate in favor of corporations against 
the State bonds? 

Mr. MILLS. Very clearly not. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS, Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. Does the gentleman consider the income of 
interest on money loaned to an individual on a note earned 
income or unearned? 

Mr, MILLS. The gentleman knows that in a previous debate 
I stated that there were one or two examples—one of rent—in 
which there could be a discrimination, but you have got to 
weigh that in opposition to the tremendous advantage to be 
derived from distinguishing between earned and unearned in- 
come, But the thing that surprises me most, however, is that 
the gentleman has already announced that when we come to 
section 2, in the interest of consistency, he is going to offer 
the same amendment. Then we will have the amazing spectacle 


of the gentleman opposing this constitutional amendment in the 
name of State rights actually proposing to amend it so as to 
put the States into a strait-jacket.. [Applause. ] 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes. P 

Mr. GARNER. They have what they call “call loans” in 
New York. 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; and elsewhere. 

Mr. GARNER. Is the interest derived from these “call 
loans” earned or unearned income? 

Mr. MILLS. That would be earned income because ft is 
derived by men whose business it is to make these loans. It is 
a part of their current business. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from New York 
has expired. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time of the gentleman from New York may be extended for 
five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, as this constitutional amend- 
ment now stands the States are granted the privilege of tax- 
ing the income from Federal securities. The State can get 
that privilege by not discriminating against them as compared 
with its own securities, If we adopt the amendment suggested 
by my friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER], what is going to happen 
to the great majority of the States that do not have an income 
tax law and that tax all securities on a property basis? If 
the gentleman's amendment be adopted, in order to reach the 
billions of dollars or that proportion of the billions of dollars 
of Federal securities located within their borders they will 
have to abandon their general property tax and go to an income 


tax. In other words, if you adopt the gentleman’s amendment 


the Congress of the United States will be dictating to the States 
of this Union what form of taxation they must adopt in order 
to reach personal property, and many of these States, I will say 
to the gentleman from Texas, can not do it under their constitu- 
tions, so that we are going to say to the States: “If you want 
to avail yourselves of this reciprocal privilege, if you want to 
tax securities of the United States Government held by your 
citizens, you have to repeal your present constitution, repeal 
your property tax and adopt an income tax, and when you 
adopt that income tax you can not adopt an-income tax of your 
own choosing, because the gentleman from Texas in the name of 
State rights has provided in this Federal amendment the kind 
of income tax that you citizens of the States must pass. You 
must pass an income tax, for instance, in which you do not 
discriminate between earned and unearned income, you must 
pass an income tax in which you do not discriminate as between 
dividends and interest upon bonds.” 

In other words, what my friend from Texas is proposing to do 
in the name of State rights is to destroy the most fundamental 
right possessed by the States to-day—the right to levy its own 
taxes in its own way. So that I say, and I say it without hesi- 
tation, that both from the interest of the National Government 
and of the States—but much more, because of the vital in- 
terest of the States—the gentleman's amendment should be 
rejected without question by every man, whether he believes 
either in a strong centralized Government or in State rights. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I am very much in favor of the amendment proposed 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. I am, however, 
opposed to the resolution as a whole. The Garner amendment 
only makes it less objectionable. If this resolution passes, the 
State of New York can not discriminate against securities 
issued by the National Government and in favor of its own 
securities—that is, securities issued by New York—but New 
York will be taxing securities issued in Michigan, Nevada, and 
other States. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
yield? 

Mr. LANKFORD. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Is the gentleman aware that the State 
of New York can now tax bonds of other States held by its 
own citizens? 

Mr. MILLS. Yes; and we do, 

Mr. LONGWORTH. A property tax and every kind of a 
tax. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Tf this is done, it should be remedied. I 
shall later, before this resolution is voted upon, offer an amend- 
ment for this purpose. 

At this time I wish to address myself more fully to the merits 
of the original resolution. 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 


2272 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JANUARY 23, 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, should there 
be a constitutional amendment preventing the issuance of tax- 
exempt securities in the future? Yes is the answer that sug- 
gests itself to the average man. None of us who are poor are 
in favor of relieving the multimillionaires of the Nation from 
taxation. The idle rich have no right to avoid paying their 
share of the expenses of the Government. So at first blush it 
would seem that we can not escape the conclusion that the 
resolution to do away with tax-exempt securities should be 
passed, I confess the question has given me very serious con- 
cern, not because I found very great trouble deciding what is 
right, to my mind, but because I found many of my best friends 
at variance with my ideas on the question. 

I have spent much time weighing the arguments of my 
friends and viewing the question from every angle and I find 
that much that appears at first to be argument in favor of the 
resolution falls and will not stand the acid test of close analysis. 
The bitterest pills bear the thickest coats of sugar. The most 
vicious bills offered here bear the prettiest and most attractive 
titles and ofttimes appear to be in behalf of the great common 
folks when, as a matter of fact, they are designed for the un- 
doing of the great common people. All is not gold that glit- 
ters.” Those of us who are poor and represent the great masses 
of Iaboring men and farmers may not agree among ourselves as 
to whether or not this resolution should pass, some favoring it 
and some opposing it; but I find that every millionaire in this 
House is for the resolution. Every Member here who votes 
every time for the big rich and to relieve the big rich of all the 
taxes possible is for this resolution. I wonder why? The 
forces which would if possible put a sales tax into effect, thus 
saddling millions of dollars of taxes annually on the backs of 
the poorest of the poor and who would gladly relieve the big 
rich of surtaxes, are for this bill. Why, oh why is this true? 
The men who believe that the big rich are the great benefactors 
of the race and that all legislation should be shaped for their 
special benefit are for this bill. The men who believe that the 
common folks are only good to work and produce for the big 
rich profiteers of the country are for this bill. Those who be- 
lieve that the common folks should pay the taxes and fight the 
wars are for this bill. Have the big rich and their champions 
here suddenly had a change of heart? Have they decided to 
legislate for the poor and to make themselves pay more taxes? 
If so, then certainly the millenium is at hand. 

One of my good Democratic friends the other day in argu- 
ing for this resolution said he, too, was worried and wondered 
why those who always fight for the big rich now are for this 
resolution, and finally said he had decided that this millionaire 
crowd had decided to act this way for patriotic reasons and 
that he was going to vote with them this time. The big rich 
will admit that they are influenced by patriotic motives. 

The only trouble, Mr. Chairman, is that the brand of patriot- 
ism of the big rich means to take care of the big rich, while 
many of us here, thank God, have the brand of patriotism 
which impels us to legislate for the common folks as best we 
can, God being our helper. The Washington Daily News in an 
editorial in its issue of January 16 last so fully expressed my 
apprehensions until I must quote that editorial, which is as 
follows: 

WHY 80 HORRIFIED? 


For many days Representative Ocpsn L. MILLS, millionaire repre- 
sentative of New York's financial aristocracy, has n telling a com- 
mittee of the House all about the horrors of tax-exempt securities. 

But Ogůnx is no “voice in the desert erying alone.” No, indeed. 
He is ably seconded by multimillionaire Secretary of the Treasury 
Andrew Mellon, by many of Mr. Mellon's friends and partners, by the 
Western Farm ortgage Association, another multimillionaire con- 
cern; by the National City Bank, t Morgan interes 
Loeb interests, the Saturday eer | Post, the Wall Street Journal, 
and a host of other “ tribunes of a downtrodden proletariat.” 

Why all this sudden and tender solicitude for the common people? 
85 aig sudden hatred of the wealthy by the rich? What has 

appene 

Well, friends, admitting there are two sides to this question, we 
desire to offer the following facts in extenuation of the principle of 
tax-exempt munici and State securities—a principle which seems to 


be in the throes of a corrupt, inefficient, and nerve-wrecking street car 
monopoly; Los Angeles woi be buying water and hydraulic pene 
ongf 

mighty few State or county paved highways ; and the electric powé 
‘in trust” by the first friends 


These rich lovers of the common folk may be perfectly pure in their 
5 but somehow we're — — of the whole, Greek gift- 
g ow s 


Ah, Mr. Chairman, this bill has a good name but is afflicted 
with secret vices which everlastingly condemn it. It is sugar- 
coated, but when the sugar melts away it will be found to be a 
bitter pill. There is a “nigger in the woodpile” somewhere. 


Many of those parading as the friends of the common folks are 
only “in sheep's clothing, but inwardly are ravening wolves.” 
Let us quit calling the bill by its pretty name. Let us see what 
it really is. Let us scrape off the sugar and examine the pill 
and “re how bitter it is and decide whether or not we want to 
take it. 

It may be sugar-coated and yet contain too much arsenic or 
strychnine for use. The question is not, Shall the idle rich pay 
taxes? If this resolution passes, there will be just as many 
idle rich as were before its passage. As a general proposition, 
this bill will not hurt the idle rich, They will still be rich 
and still be idle. When they are not idle they are planning 
and scheming to profiteer on and steal either directly or indi- 
rectly from the great mass of common people. I much prefer 
an idle band of thieves and robbers rather than a busy band. 
This is fast becoming a nation of profiteers and financial crooks, 
Especially is this true among the big rich. The argument is 
made here that the man who makes a hundred thousand dol- 
lars a year profits, or $500,000 a year, or even several million 
dollars a year profits by financial manipulation, profiteering, 
or plundering the great common consuming public should be 
taxed lightly and should receive at our hands the tenderest 
consideration and care; and that the man or woman who does 
not profiteer, but who loans his or her money at 4 or 5 per 
cent to build schoolhouses, to drain wet lands, to reclaim arid 
lands; to build good roads, to pay the expenses of a city, 
county, or State, should be classed as idle rich and a special 
amendment to the Constitution adopted so as to mulct him or 
her in taxes. 

It is urged that special congressional consideration should be 
given the speculator who makes unconscionable profits out of 
nitrates which the farmers buy; who makes millions out of the 
coal which a shivering, freezing, country of men, women, and 
children need, and who pile up immensely his ill-gained profits 
by inflating the price of calcium arsenate and everything which 
a farmer must buy and use to make a crop, and who, still not 
satisfied, makes a middleman’s enormous profit out of the farm- 
er's crop and leaves the farmer nothing but debts and an enslaved 
family. It is urged that this profiteer is a great benefactor of 
the race and deserves the plaudits of a thankful populace, and 
that the man of money is a bad man who does not profiteer, but 
who buys farm-loan bonds yielding him 4} per cent and thus 
furnishes money at a low rate of interest to the farmers of our 
Nation. Is the profiteer the patriot and the man whose money 
at a low rate of interest is saving our people the financial 
slacker? I think not. Who was the patriotic, good citizen 
during the recent Great War? The man, woman, or child who 
bought war savings stamps and Liberty bonds to the last dollar, 
until it hurt, or the individual who said, “ No; I will not put my 
money in Liberty bonds; I will use it. I will profiteer and grow 
rich off of my country’s misfortune. I will pile up my millions 
of money while there is grief and anguish everywhere and while 
the children of men are dying by the millions.” Do you think 
that this Government did very bad wrong when it did not inflict 
a penalty in the form of a tax on the people whom the Govern- 
ment begged and almost forced to buy Liberty bonds? Do you 
think that the Government ought to go to Its citizens and beg 
for funds when we are in the midst of an awful war and yet 
say to the citizens of this country, “If you loan your money to 
the Government, the same Government which you help will 
punish you by a tax for doing what the Government so anxiously 
seeks” ? 

The Government would say, “ Yes, I will punish you for help- 
ing with your money and I will let the greedy taxgatherers of 
New York and other big commercial centers also punish you.” 
The Government would say, “I need money. Loan me your 
money; I promise you 5 per cent interest but I reserve the right 
to tax your bonds so as to take all or a part of your interest. 
I may charge even a part of your principal as taxes, and I will 
then deliver you to the big commercial centers for the infliction 
of further penalties in the form of taxes.” Many people even 
believed that the Government should have made Liberty bonds 
a form of money and kept them worth their face value instead 
of allowing them to sell for less than par for a long time. 

The Government could well have offered to spend a little 
money to keep these bonds stabilized at par so the people whe 
bought them would not lose on them rather than injure them 
still further by taxation. Alexander Hamilton, the first Treas- 
urer of our Nation, in 1795, speaking of the Government taxing 
its own indebtedness, made a statement as follows: 


To tax the funds is manifestly either to take or to keep back a portion 
of the principal or interest stipulated to be paid. 

To do this, on whatever pretext, is not to do what is expressly prom- 
ised; it is not to pay that precise principal or that precise interest 
which has been org, to paid. It 2 therefore, to violate the 
promise given to the der. 
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But is not the stipulation to the lender with a tacit reservation of 
the gry 5 the legislature to raise contributions on the prop- 
erty o e State 

his can not be supposed, because it Involves two contradictory 
things—an obligation to do and a right not to do; an obligation to pay 
a certain sum and a right to retain it in the shape of a tax. 

It is against the rules, both of law and reason, to admit by implica- 
fies u oe construction of a contract a principle which goes in destruc- 
tion o > 

The Government by such a construction would be made to say to 
the Jender: “I want a sum of money for a national Parnes, which 
all the citizens ought to contribute proportionately, but it will be more 
convenient to them and to me to borrow the money of you. If you will 
lend it, I promise you faithfully to allow you a certain rate of interest 
while I keep the money and to reimburse the principal within_a de- 
terminate period, exeept so much of the one and the other as I may 
think fit to withhold in the shape of a tax.” 

Is such a construction either natural or rational? Does it not, in 
fact, nullify the promise by the reservation of a right not to perform it? 

Speaking further along this same line, Mr. Hamilton, the 
Treasurer during Washington’s administration, said: 

Suppose the Government to contract with an individual to convey 
to him a hundred acres of land upon the condition of paying a hun- 
dred dollars. When he came to pay the $100 and demand his title 


could the Government require of him to pay $50 more as a tax upon 
the land before it would consent to give him the title? Who would 


not pronounce this to be a breach of contract, a fraud, which nothing 
could disguise? 
This case is rallel with that under examination, with circum- 


stances that fo the right of the lending creditor. 

The Government agrees with that for $100, which he delivers 
to the Government, it will deliver to him at the end of each year a 
Here the $6 to be delivered answer to the land to be conveyed, with 
this stronger ground of right, that the consideration for them has 
actually been given and received. Yet when the creditor comes to 
demand his 30 he is told that he can not have them except. with the 
reservation of $1 as a tax upon the $6, or that he can not have them 
- except upon the condition of returning $1 as that tax. What is this 
775 to say that yis title 4 ed money in iee Mls p to 93 1 — 

or, t de m r ow a further c 0 
for it re contemplated in the contract? Can there be a doubt that 
this also would be a breach of contract, a fraud? 

Again, Mr. Hamilton, in discussing the advisabilty of the Goy- 
ernment taxing its ewn securities, hit the keynote of the situa- 
tion. From his report I quote the following: 

But without undue refinement the lender of money to the public may 
be affirmed to have paid bis tax when he lends his money. 

Relying upon the agement of the Government, express or im- 

lied, that he will receive what is promised him without defalcation, 
Ke is content with a less interest than he would take if subject to 
any such defalcation, and if it was to be arbitrary as to its 
extent. In this lower rate of interest he may be truly said to pay his 
tax or to purchase an exemption from it. 

Here also we find what decisive on the point of expediency. 

If the Government bad a right to tax its funds, the exercise of that 
right would cost much more than it was worth. The money lender 
would exact exorbitant premiums, not only as an indemnification for 
the use which the Government might probably make of its right, and 
which, in practice, would be likely to be qualified by some regard to 
eguality of contribution but as an equivalent for insurance against the 
risk of possibility of a more extensive use. Hence the Government 
would be likely to pay much more in premiums upon its loans than it 
would draw back in taxes; and the former being supposed but equal to 
the latter, there would be no adyantage in exercising the right. 

But it will be, perhaps, more safe to affirm that there would be no 
borrowing at all upon such terms. The first precedent of a tax upon 
the funds might be cs $y to com the Government to an express 
renunciation of the right in every future loan. Solid capitalists would 
not be much inclined to adventure their money 4 — 80 precarious a 
footing as is implied in a power of taxing their credits. 

So it may be safely said that the so-called tax-exempt securi- 
ties are exempt only because the purchaser of them paid his 
tax when he bought them. Because they are exempt the pur- 
chaser pays more for them. If they were not exempt, he would 
hold back enough money not only to pay all his taxes on the 
bonds but enough to pay him for the risk of an increased rate 
in the future. Taxes are hard to collect. When a purchaser 
of a bond pays a bonus when he purchases there is no doubt 
about that tax or profit being paid. One tax that the Govern- 
ment, the State, the municipality, the country gets in full with- 
out cost or expense of collection is the extra amount paid by 
purchasers for the so-called exempt bonds. Others may hide 
their property, not so with the purchaser of National, State, 
county, or municipal bonds. Others may delay the payment of 
their taxes. Not so with the purchaser of these bonds. They 
are tax free because the taxes were paid in full promptly and 
without question at the time they were sold. 

All property is tax free after all taxes have been paid on that 
property. ‘Tax-exempt securities are tax free because all taxes 
have been paid on them. So the so-called idle rich are not 
dodging taxes by buying farm-loan bonds, school bonds, drain- 
age or municipal bonds so much as you heard they were, are 
they? Why not let the purchaser of these bonds pay the taxes 
on these sort of bonds when he buys them? If he does not pay 
a premium at the time he buys the bonds and thus, then, and 
there pay his taxes, he will play safe and hold back more than 
enough to pay all taxes demanded of him on these bonds in 
the future. If there is any way of escape which he can possibly 
find, he will probably avail himself of it and never pay in as 
taxes the money he held out to use in payment of taxes. Un- 


told millions of notes and securities in hands of the very wealthy 
are concealed and dodged about and no taxes whatever paid on 
them. Here is where the big rich escape taxation. They do 
not escape by buying bonds and paying their taxes in advance. 
All they do is simply get through with the tax proposition once 
and for all. 

Why should he not be allowed to do this? He may pay 
slightly less in some instances. It is at least certain. In many 
cases if he does not pay when he buys he will never pay. In 
all cases, even if the purchaser of Government bonds pays later 
all he held back at the time of the purchase, the Government 
in the end gets less, much less, for the Government must pay 
the expense of collecting this tax. Again, the Government will 
also lose millions of interest, for the Government will lose the 
use of the money between the time the purchaser of the bonds 
buys the bond and the time the Government collects as taxes 
the money held back by the purchaser for the purpose of pay- 
ing taxes, A definite amount of taxes collected is worth much 
more than a larger amount which may never be collected, and 
if collected must be collected later at great cost. 

A bird in the hand is worth two in the bush. i 

The United States Government can not possibly gain any- 
thing by taxing its own bonds and by allowing the States in 
which those bonds are owned to tax them. The man buying the 
bond will hold back every cent he has to pay the United States 
as a tax. The Government will lose the interest on this money 
while it is held back and will have to pay some one to try to 
collect it later, and may never get it. Then, again, the bond 
purchaser will also hold back enough of this bond money to pay 
the taxes in his home State of New York, Massachusetts, H- 
linois, or Pennsylvania. The bond purchaser will not be hurt. 
He will play safe. He will pay less for his bonds. He will hold 
back a nice, fat sum and use it. The Government may or may 
not get at great expense less than half of what is held back; 
the other half he keeps, unless his State gets it. If his State 
gets it he is still playing safe, for it goes to his beloved New 
York, or Massachusetts, or other big commercial State, and helps 
to lessen the other taxes he and other bondholders must pay. 

Practically all Government bonds are held by citizens of New 
York, Boston, Chicago, Philadelphia, and other great northern 
cities. If this resolution passes, these money centers will reap 
a rich harvest; but where will Georgia and other such States 
come in? They will be doing the paying, as they have always 
done. The Government will be trying to sell a few million dol- 
lars of farm-loan bonds to get money to loan to Georgia farmers, 
and the buyer will be holding back five to ten dollars on the 
hundred dollars, fifty to one hundred on the thousand dollars, 
and $50,000 to $100,000 on the million dollars to be used for 
taxes, part to New York State or other wealthy States where 
the bonds are sold. Where does the Southern and Western 
States come in? Where does the farmer come in? I repeat 
they will do the paying. 

The farmers who get money from our present rural-credit 
system, or from any credit system, will pay the taxes by paying 
a higher rate of interest. They must pay a higher rate for the 
Government will be getting less for the bonds and must charge 
a higher rate. The farmers who borrow from private loan com- 
panies will also be paying a tax which will never go to the 
Government, but will go as loan commissions to lawyers and as 
high interest to big life insurance companies and other big 
concerns which make long-term loans to farmers. If we pass 
legislation which makes the rural-credit system of the Govern- 
ment charge higher interest, all other concerns will do the same. 
If we can only pull the rate of loans of the Government loan 
system down, others will be forced to come down. It is esti- 
mated that only one dollar out of every twenty now loaned to 
the farmers on long-term loans are loaned by the Government 
agencies, but that one-twentieth is large enough to effect 
mightily the rate of interest of all loans. It controls the rate 
of interest. For God’s sake, let us not do anything to run up 
the interest rate of money the farmers must have. For every 
dollar the Government gets out of farm-loan bonds as taxes the 
buyer will hold back two or more, and for every dollar the 
farmer loses who borrows through the rural-credit system 20 
other farmers will each lose a dollar while borrowing from 
private long-term loan companies. One farmer in borrowing 
$100 pays $5 interest to the Government as taxes and $5 In- 
directly to the State of New York or Massachusetts as a tax, 
and also at the same time interest rates are held up and 20 
other farmers who can not yet get a Government Ioan and must 
get a private loan each pay $10 extra, or $200 extra. In 


other words, the Government of the United States would get 
less than $1 out of every $40 lost by the farmers of the Nation 
by this bill. How can anybody who loves the man who tills the 
soll and who sees this bill in its true light vote for it? Men 
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here who love the farmers of the Nation and favor this resolu- 
tion are, to my mind, the worst mistaken that honest men have 
ever been on an important issue. 

Several folks have asked me why the big rich favor this 
resolution with this pretty name, which provides for the taxa- 
tion of tax-exempt securities and which, some say, means to 
tax the idle rich. I have demonstrated that the purchasers of 
bonds in the future have all to gain and nothing to lose. Then, 
again, many of these future purchasers are also interested in 
life insurance companies and other wealthy corporations, which 
will be loaning money all the time at a high rate of interest to 
the farmers. Everyone who stops to think knows full well 
why the big loan concerns are so anxious about this resolution. 
They are deathly afraid of the Government farm loan system. 
They are afraid it will take their loans away from them, and 
they are still more alarmed lest the rate of interest which is 
so dear to their hearts will be forced down. 

The wealthy men in Congress, in the President’s Cabinet, and 
in the Nation mean to not only cripple the rural credit system 
of our Nation but are determined to strangle it to death. They 
are waging a campaign of propaganda which has no other pur- 
pose than to kill the present rural credit system and prevent 
any future credit system for the farmers which would insure 
cheaper money for the farmers with less red tape and less de- 
lay. They mean to strangle to death any and all cooperative 
marketing systems which may now or hereafter seek money by 
the sale of bonds. If they succeed in this the middleman will 
still reap a rich profit from the products of the farm which 
he did not produce, and the producer and consumer will as 
heretofore still suffer—the producer getting too little, the con- 
sumer paying too much, the middleman getting that which 
rightfully is not his. This resolution, if passed, will hinder 
very much any and all efforts to work out a system of drainage 
of the low, wet lands of my section of Georgia and other similar 
sections. I am very anxious about this reclamation of the wet 
lands of my section and of all sections. It means so much to 
my section. Irrigation bonds of the West will sell for less and 
irrigation projects will suffer. 

There is an effort to get a drainage program through now, 
along the same line as that followed in irrigating the arid lands 
of the West. I look with alarm upon any move which means 
the death knell of that program, which so many of us here hope 
to finish in the near future. Mr, Chairman, the more I study 
the effects of this resolution, the more vicious they appear. The 
resolution stripped of its pretty name is unworthy of considera- 
tion, and would have no support except the big rich who will 
profit so much by the measure. Think what will happen. The 
big rich, who already have bonds which can not be taxed now 
even if this resolution passes, will be greatly benefited, for it 
ean only apply to future purchasers of bonds, and present own- 
ers know that if this resolution passes it can not reach them, 
and they owning all the tax-exempt securities which will ever 
be issued, will reap millions and millions of dollars of unearned 
profits as their bonds soar upward on the market. Another 
class of big rich, who favor very much this resolution, is 
composed of those who loan money to the farmers and want no 
competition, The profiteering multimillionaires of the Nation, 
who make $100,000 a year profits and up to millions of dollars 
of profits, favor very much this resolution, because they hope 
to get some of the surtaxes off of their ill-gained profits. The 
millionaire crowd, who are so much for this resolution, are the 
ones who are fighting hardest for a reduction of taxes on in- 
comes of over $100,000 a year. They are not fighting for a re- 
duction of income taxes on the fellow who makes a few thou- 
sand. A man must be getting a hundred thousand or more a 
year income before this crowd begs for him. This resolution 
if passed will not help the man who pays a small income tax. 
It will not help the man who pays no income tax. It is a 
move by the big rich for the big rich and against the poor man 
and the common folks. Another class of people who favor this 
bill is composed of large taxpayers of the big money centers. 
All bonds are sold largely in the big money centers and will be 
taxed there. 

The taxes raised in New York and other money centers on 
Government bonds and bonds of other States held and owned 
there will run into millions and will lower tax rates on other 
property in those States. People in my State of Georgia buy 
very few bonds, and thus could raise no considerable amount 
of money from taxes on bonds issued in the future and sold 
in Georgia. It simply means that the people of Georgia are to 
get less for all bonds sold by the State, by her people, by her 
cities, and by her counties, and that her farmers are to suffer 
as the farm-loan bond sells below par, and all this to help the 
big rich, as heretofore. It means that my State and the States 
of yours, my friends from the South and West, are to pay part 
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of the taxes of New York, Boston, Chicago, and other money 
centers. 

Did some one say they were puzzled and wondered why the 
big rich were for this bill? I think I know, and I know they 
the big rich—know. Oh, my friends, if we could only secretly 
hear some of the multimillionaire crowd explain to the rest 
of them the features of this bill at some of their social fune- 
tions, when no one is near except the big rich, we would hear 
a very different speech from what they put in the papers and 
very different from what their leaders say here in Congress. 
Mr. Chairman, I believe I can make here one of the speeches 
one of this rich crowd would make to his fellows. See if I miss 
it much. He would say, “ Fellow suffering millionaires, draw 
nigh unto me and listen while I explain a matter of importance 
to you. There are many more of the class who are not rich 
than there are of our beloved and muchly favored big rich, 
but we have controlled and we can control, for we have the 
money, and money is power. We have lost to a certain extent 
our grip on the situation. We have made our money out of 
the common folks of the South and West—out of laboring men 
and the farmer. We have received big interest on our money 
from them. We have made enormous profits out of the prod- 
ucts of the farm, as we bought them at our own prices and sold 
them at our own prices to a freezing, naked, starving, con- 
suming people. We have controlled prices. We have manipu- 
lated finance, and the profits have been great, and we are the 
elect. We have made the common people pay, either directly or 
indirectly, nearly all the taxes. We have controlled, manipu- 
lated, and profited. Why not? We have the money and money 
is power. We let the common folks do the toiling, slaving, 
and paying. Why not? They can expect nothing else. They 
have no money. They have no power. Things have gone a 
little wrong, though. 

“The laboring man is demanding more and is getting more 
than ever before. The farmer is demanding more and getting 
more than ever before. There is a rural credit system backed 
by the Government which is getting our loan business and 
lowering interest rates on the loans we keep. The Government 
is selling tax-free bonds in order to help this system. The Gov- 
ernment is figuring on tax-free bonds to injure us in other ways, 
such as additional credits for farmers, additional marketing facil- 
ities, and may go to the extent of adopting Henry Ford’s Muscle 
Shoals plan or some other similar plan, thus insuring cheaper 
nitrates to the farmers, but at the same time injuring very 
seriously our friends who make so much money out of Chilean 
nitrates and out of supplying the fertilizers of the country. 
Again much of our money is paid to the Government as taxes 
on the honest millions we make and the Government is actually 
letting the States have much of this money to build roads. 

“The people of the rural sections of the South and West are 
building schoolhouses, irrigating dry lands, and beginning to 
plan very seriously for further drainage of swamp lands. The 
taxes on our beloved millions of profits is very heavy and is 
out of proportion to what is assessed against people who do 
not serve this country by amassing millions each year. In fact, 
people who make only a few hundred dollars a year or only a 
few thousand dollars a year pay no income tax. Then again, 
the very idea of it, the people with large families are generally 
relieved of all income taxes. But,” says this millionaire, 
talking to his beloved fellow millionaires, “a better day is 
coming, unless I am very much mistaken.” Says he, “ We are 
fighting every inch of the ground and now we have in Con- 
gress a resolution to prevent the issuance of tax-exempt se- 
curities and to tax the idle rich. It has a pretty name, hasn’t 
it? Ha! Ha! ‘Aye, springs to catch woodcocks.’ 

“But, brother sufferers in the millions, speaking confiden- 
tially, very confidentially, here is what it is and here is what it 
does. It does not hurt those of us who own now millions 
of bonds, as no law passed in future can affect bonds sold 
before its passage; in fact, these bonds will increase in value 
and we will, in the twinkling of an eye, make for us many, 
many millions the minute the amendment is ratified.” (Just 
here is loud applause in the Millionaires’ Club.) Further 
speaking, the millionaire says: “Those of us who buy bonds 
in the future can fully protect ourselves by holding back 
sufficient funds.” (Just here there are many cries in the 
club of “ You bet.” “You bet we can.“) Again the speaker 
says: The measure means that when the farmer borrows from 
the rural-credit system of the Government he will pay much 
more as interest and we will hold this extra money and may 
pay half of it to the dear U. S. A. or we may keep it. 
The other half goes to the dear old New York State of ours. 
The poor boobs who sell bonds will not get any tax, for they 
will not have any bonds to tax. They will be paying the tax 
when we buy their bonds. We will be the trustees. We will 
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hold the funds. It simply means more interest for us in 
every way,” says the rich speaker. “It means more profits 
and less taxes. We can get the high surtaxes reduced when 
this bill is passed. The measure is simply a monkey wrench 
in the rural-credit system, in the proposed and growing mar- 
keting system, in the good-roads schemes, in the better-schools 
movement, in the irrigation and drainage programs, and in 
every move to make us lose any of our rights. We have all to 
gain and nothing to lose.” (Just here there is prolonged, loud, 
and vociferous applause, with the millionaires all standing as 
the speaker resumes his seat.) 

Mr, Chairman, I venture the assertion that I have not in 
this picture missed yery far what has happened and what is 

pi g. As I see it there are so many reasons why this 
bill should not puss. Millions and millions of tax-exempt 
bonds have bevn issued and the money arising from them has 
been used to build up the North and East. These bonds can 
never be taxed, it matters not what bills may pass. We can 
only reach the future. Why should we now endeavor to put 
a burden on the money the South and West must use if these 
sections are to develop as we hope for them to develop? 

My district, for instance, will need much money in the future 
to be used in rural credits, in marketing, in drainage, and in 
numerous other ways. Why should we now tax the very credit 
by which my people and your people are to live and grow? 
Other sections have developed without this burden. Why start 
now? Why begin on my section? Why begin just when we 
are so anxious for the farming sections to grow and develop? 
They must grow to a large extent on a credit. Why tax our 
credit? Why tax the credit of our cities, the credit of our 
counties, of our State, and of our Nation? Credit is ofttimes 
worth more than money, A city, county, or State may have 
little or no money but a good credit. Why should the Na- 
tional Government be given the right to tax the credit of the 
States or its subdivisions? Why should the State be given the 
right to tax the credit of the United States? Mr. GARRETT of 
Tennessee expressed so forcibly my views on this floor on De- 
cember 19 last, when he said: 


There is a phase much more fundamental, gentlemen of the House, 
than the economic question. This is a pro tion to commingle with 
the wers of the State and the Federal Government in a manner 
which no amendment ever yet adopted, or ever Proposed so far as I 
know, has attempted to do. It is designed by this amendment, sir, 
to give to the Federal Government a certain power, and it may amount 
to a power of life and death over the credit of the States. [Ap- 
plause.] On the other hand it is proposed—and herein comes the com- 
ie Seay, J give to the States a certain power which it is possible 
in the development of human society may reach the point where the 
States will possess the power of life and death over the credit of the 
Federal Government. either of these conditions is desirable from my 
standpoint. [Applause.] 


Chief Justice John Marshall said: 
The right to tax is the right to destroy. 


Why should either branch of the Government be given the 
right to destroy the other? If this resolution passes, the big 
money centers where bonds are sold will have power to abso- 
lutely destroy other sections of the Nation. Why should people 
of other States, of the North and East, who do not know my 
people, who are not familiar with their customs, and who do 
not like them, have the power to destroy my people? Mr. Gra- 
HAx of Pennsylvania, in speaking on this resolution, said: 

This right of a sovereign State to control the issue of its securities, 
to regulate its taxes, is a fundamental t and one necessary to its 
very existence. [Appleuse.] If you inv that right, you destroy the 
sovereignty of the State. 

Gentlemen, if we are going to do this, let us obliterate all State 
lines and make of this a strong central Government. Oh,“ they say, 
“we want to check these municipal departments from dssuing a 
too freely perhaps, these securities.’ What? Transfer to another 
and a foreign jurisdiction the right to say what shall be issued for a 
local improvement? Who is there that can better be trusted than the 
people in the different localities? Home rule there is an essential ele- 
ment of safety and security. 


There is no ment in the statement that this is a refuge for the 
rich. - As my end from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crago] said, if a rich 
man wants-to pay the penalty at the beginning and invest money in 


bonds that are tax free, with a very limited 
But they say “ You are diverting 
the States.” 


come, let him do it. 
money from the industries of 
The money must come from some source and must be 
used. What for? tee in main the government, managing and 
developing the institutions, and the developments and improvements 
il ag are Yea a And what better use could the money be put to 

It is urged that money put into bonds is tied up and its use 
lost to the country. Let us see about that. Several million dol- 
lars go into farm-loan bonds. The buyer of the bonds gets a 
piece of paper; the money, far from becoming idle, goes into the 
hands of the farmers, on to the merchants, the bankers, the 
laborers, and then on to the wholesale men and the big banks 
and proves a benediction to all. So it is with all money ob- 
tained for bonds. The money does not become idle. It gets 
very busy helping thousands of people. Yet the great desire 


of those who favor this resolution is not to raise taxes so much 
as to stop the loaning of money at all on any form of munici- 
pal, public improvement, county, or farm-loan-bond. They all 
want to tax these bonds so as to stop them. Openly they favor 
killing the credit of the United States, the States, and its sub- 
divisions. Alexander Hamilton once said: 

But credit is not only one of the main pillars of the public safety, it 
is among the betecips engines of useful enterprise and internal im- 
provement. As a substitute for capital it is little less useful than 
or silver in agriculture, in commerce, in the manufacturing and me- 
chanie arts. 

Again he said: 

Credit is an entire thing; every part of it has the nicest sympath 
rent other part; wound one limb and the whole tree shrinks an 

Secretary of State Charles Evans Hughes, while Governor of 
New York State, said he opposed the National Government 
assessing an income tax against State and municipal bonds 
and urged that to do so— 

Would place such limitations on the borrowing power of the State as 
to make the performance of the functions of local government a matter 
of Federal grace. 

Why, oh, why, should we let a few States control the credit 
of all other States and the Nation? Why let the National Gov- 
ernment control the credit of the States? Why do this when 
we are to lose so much by the scheme? Why not each control 
its own credit and the credit of each be left perfect by the 
other? There is involved here not only a question of State 
rights, there is involved a question of county rights, of munici- 
pal rights, and of individual rights. What doth it profit a 
nation, State, or individual to make a gain, if by the gaining 
there is a sacrifice of rights, of privileges, and of life itself, 
worth infinitely more than is gained? “For what is a man 
profited if he shall gain the whole world and lose his own 
soul—or what shall a man give in exchange for his soul?” 

Shall we so far forget our duties here as to sell for a mess 
of pottage the birthright of the people of our Nation, of their 
children, and of their descendants for all time? May God help 
us in this and all matters to see the right and to do the right. 
[Applause, ] 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas rose. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to close debate 
upon this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] was already on his feet, and the Chair feels constrained 
to recognize him. 

Mr. MONDELL. But the gentleman from Iowa was on his 
feet also. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will put the question then. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to close debate 
upon this paragraph and all amendments thereto. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Oh, the gentleman ought not 
to include the paragraph. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then I move to close all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments thereto in five minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and there were—ayes 74, noes 122. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
this section and all amendments thereto do now close. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Will the gentleman withhold 
that for a moment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto do now 
close. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend that 
by making debate close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama moves as 
a substitute 


Mr. MONDELL. I accept that. 

Mr. BLACK. Make it 20 minutes. 

Mr. HERRICK. I want to ask a question. Is there anything 
pending? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama that debate close in 10 minutes. 

Mr. BLACK. I move to amend the substitute by making it 
20 minutes. 

The . The question is upon the substitute of 
the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON]. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 
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On a division (demanded by Mr. Hupprxsrox) there were 
ayes 94, noes 92. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs upon the motion of 
the gentleman from Wyoming as amended by the substitute of 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HUDDLESTON : Page 1, line 9, after“ Bec- 
tion 1,“ strike out the remainder of the section and insert the follow- 
ing: “In the exercise of the power to lay and collect taxes on incomes 
as granted by Article XVI, Congress shall lay and- collect taxes on 
incomes derived from securities issued by or under the authority of the 
United States and by or under the authority of any State, Territory, 
or possession, and on incomes derived from salaries or compensation b. 
all public officers, and on incomes derived from all other sources what- 
soeyer, all without discrimination on account of the source from which 
derived.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of 
order on that. I make the point of order on that on the ground 
that it is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa makes a point 
of order against the amendment. The Chair will be glad to 
hear the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, as I understood the 
amendment, it authorizes the collection of incomes upon other 
matters than those provided for in the original resolution. 

Mr. STAFFORD. If the Chair has any doubt about its 
not being germane, permit me to say that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Alabama includes not only the 
subject matter included in the section proper, but it attempts 
to authorize the levying of a tax by a State, which is included in 
the next. subdivision. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Oh, no. 

Mr. STAFFORD. So I understood it. Not only that, but 
as I heard the reading of it, it permits the levying of a tax 
on salaries, which is not the proposition before the House at 
all. This is a measure to levy a tax on incomes derived from 
bonds, which is quite another proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, clearly the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Alabama is germane. What is 
the purpose of this resolution? It is to permit the Government 
in levying taxes to reach incomes that are now escaping 
taxation. What are those incomes? The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp] objects to reaching some salaries 
that are escaping taxation. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The purpose of this resolution is to 
reach only one character of income, and that is income de- 
rived from securities of the National Government and of 
States and municipalities. 

Mr. BLANTON. It ought to be to reach incomes of all 
kinds, and in my judgment the amendment is in order. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The question is not what it ought to be, 
but what it is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The resolution brought in by the Commit- 
tee on Ways and Means, H. J. Res. 314, deals with State 
securities, public securities, bonds; while the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Huppieston] deals with 
income-tax questions, the salaries of public officials, and other 
matters, and in the judgment of the Chair it is clearly not 
germane to the resolution pending. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair not hear 
me for a few minutes? I have offered this amendment and I 
ought to be heard if the Chair has any doubt about it. The 
Chair is dealing unfairly with me. I want to say that. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, before the de- 
bate is closed, which will be in 10 minutes, I wanted to ask the 
gentleman from Iowa a question about the nomenclature of this 
resolution. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is aware that the time 
is running. $ 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

7855 CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California is recog- 
n 5 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment on line 2, 
page 2, to strike out the last word on line 2, the word “ other.” 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, may the amendment be re- 
ported? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California. 

The Clerk read as follows. 

Page 2, line 2, at the end of the line, strike out the word “ other.” 


Mr. SWING. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the RECORD, 


The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Chairman, the motions already made to 
amend this section and the debate on them shows, it seems to 
me, grave uncertainty as to the meaning and effect of this 
section. The insertion of the word “ other,” in line 2, page 2, 
I believe, only adds to this uncertainty. A mere reading of the 
section, it seems to me, is sufficient to demonstrate that the 
word ought to be stricken out. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I desire to devote the short time that 
has been allotted to me to a consideration of the relative merits 
of this resolution. 

I think I appreciate the serious condition which has developed 
in our country and which has called forth this resolution as a 
remedy. A large amount of tax-exempt securities have been 
issued during and since the war, totaling, I believe, nearly 
$18,000,000,000, and rich men have invested their money to a 
large extent in these securities and are thereby escaping the 
payment of taxes that the income tax law says men of that 
income should pay. 

Mr. Chairman, I started out at the beginning of the debate 
on this matter intending to support this resolution. It had a 
pleasing sound and seemed like a panacea for many of our 
present-day ills. We were told that it would greatly increase 
the revenues of the Government; that it would push over onto 
the shoulders of the rich who had large incomes more of the 
burden of Government, lessening proportionately the load on 
the backs of the laborer, the farmer, and the man of small 
means; that it would drive capital from its present hiding place 
in nonproductive securities into investments in the productive 
securities of industry, with the result that business would - 
flourish and that the country would once again be prosperous 
and all the people happy. Everybody was said to be for the 
resolution. The man with a small income advocates it, thinking 
that here is a chance to catch the rich tax dodger and compel 
him to contribute his just share toward the support of the Gov- 
ernment, And strange to relate these very rich men are also 
favoring the resolution, believing that it will redound to their 
benefit. What I want to know is, can both be right; and if so, 
which will prove to be the bigger gainer? If one must be wrong, 
which is it more likely to be, the rich man who makes money 
with money and who employs high-priced experts to advise him, 
or the laborer and farmer who are not skilled in the intricacies 
of finance and whose time is largely taken up with earning their 
daily bread? 

Mr. Chairman, while there are arguments in favor of the reso- 
lution, it seems to me that we should proceed with considerable 
caution in destroying a relationship between State and Nation 
which has existed since the creation of our Government and 
which had the approval of those master minds who brought this 
Government into being. The existing inability of the Federal 
Government to tax State bonds and of the State to tax Federal 
bonds arises from the dual form of our Government, consisting 
as it does of sovereign States federated into a Union which is 
also sovereign. The Supreme Court of the United States early 
said: 


That the great law of self-preservation prevents each in conducting 
its operations from employing means which would subject the other to 
the control of another and distinct Government; if the instruments of 
one can be taxed lightly by the other, they may also be taxed heavily. 
Their operation ay be impeded and may be destroyed if an inter- 
ference is rmitted. Hence the beginning of such taxation is not 
allowed on the one side, is not claimed on the other. 


The argument against giving the Federal Government power 
to tax State securities was never more forcefully put than by 
Hon. Charles E. Hughes when Governor of New York. He 
then said: 


But the power to tax incomes should not be granted in such terms 
as to subject to Federal taxation the incomes derived from bonds 
issued by the State itself, or those issued by municipal governments 
organized under the State's authority. To place the borrowing ca- 
acity of the State and of its governmental agencies at the mercy of 
The Federal taxing power would be an impairment of the essential 
rights of the State, which, as its officers, we are bound to defend. 


Governor Hughes is no fantastic advocate of any ancient or 
vague theory of State rights, but a statesman who takes a prac- 
tical view of the situation. He says further at another point: 

To permit such securities to be the subject of Federal taxation is 
to po such limitations upon the borrowing power of the State as to 
make the performance of local government a matter of Federal grace. 

And he says in conclusion: 

While we may desire that the Federal Government may be equipped 
with all necessary national powers in order that it may perform its 
national function, we must be equally solicitous to secure the essential 
bases of State government. 

Before making so vital and radical a change in our organic 
governmental structure it might be well to first determine 
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whether the trouble of which we complain is destined to be 
permanent or whether it is likely to be temporary and passing. 
The consequences of the war upset normalcy in many particu- 
lars, yet there is hope of most disturbed conditions righting 
themselves in time. Our Federal Government during the war 
period issued some $20,000,000,000 worth of securities tax exempt 
and partly tax exempt. The adverse effect of these issues is pass- 
ing and, except for the first issue, will soon cease to be a factor 
in the problem before us. True, the States, counties, districts, 
and municipalities have shown an unusual activity in issuing 
bonds since the war, but I believe this to be largely due to the 
prohibition against public improvements during the war, and 
that this condition will return to normalcy in the near future. 

Let us see what will happen if this resolution is passed. One 
result will be that before the proposed amendment can be rati- 
fied by the necessary number of States every city, county, dis- 
trict, and State will have made it a point to have issued and 
sold all the bonds for which it can possibly anticipate needs. 
The subsequent ratification of the amendment after the issu- 
ance of these new issues in addition to those already out will 
be like closing the stable door after the horse has gotten out. 
The Governments, State and Federal, will have to wait a long 
time after the adoption of the amendment before it can expect 
much revenue from that source. 

But the contention is made that if this amendment is adopted 
it will result in forcing capital out of tax-exempt securities and 
into industrial and productive investment. However, this bene- 
fit will not be brought about for 20, 30, or possibly 40 years, 
because the capital is already very largely invested in these 
tax-exempt securities, and the very reasons which prompted 
capital to invest in that class of securities will prompt it to 
remain there until the securities are paid off. Of course, it 
must also be self-evident that the only way the money now in- 
vested in tax-exempt securities could be taken out of such in- 
vestment prior to the maturity of the bonds would be for an 
equal amount of money to be withdrawn from some other field 
to take its place. 

But while it is thus seen that the benefits to be derived are 
deferred until the next generation it seems certain that disad- 
vantages resulting from the adoption of the amendment will 
take effect immediately. After the adoption of this amendment 
the rate of interest borne in future public bond issues must be 
increased to cover the taxes which may be levied on them, be- 
cause it is the net return and not the gross which draws money 
out for investment. 

Secretary Mellon, before the Ways and Means Committee, 
stated that it is probably true that a 34 per cent tax-free Gov- 
ernment bond can be put out at par, and then adds: 

Now, to sell a security at par that is not tax free, the Government 
would have to pay a rate of interest to-day of more than 4 per cent, 
of course. 

He adds— 

upon the length tim 
to oe Rar: 15 won aeaa opon, ble 4 e cont’ 7 2 Me tno 92 
cent, depending on the length of time they would run. 

And Mr. McCoy, the Government actuary, in a memorandum 
to Secretary Mellon, dated January 24, 1922, and included in 
the Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, page 321, says: 

There is little doubt that under these conditions the future investor 
in what are now tax-exempt securities would demand that they bear a 
higher rate of interest or sold at a discount sufficient, at least, to 
meet this tax. 

It will be found, therefore, that we have not shifted any 
burden to Wall Street or the capitalists, because they are shrewd 
enough to pass it back to the people and, in the last analysis, the 
taxpayer in every community that undertakes publie improve- 
ment must bear the added burden. 

Furthermore, the wording of the present amendment is un- 
fortunate in that it is merely permissive. This uncertainty will 
operate so that the local taxpayer must in any and all event 
bear the burden of an increase in rate of interest, whether the 
Government, State or Federal, gets any benefit in taxing incomes 
derived from the bonds or not, because the investor in long-term 
bonds will safeguard himself against every known possible de- 
duction and will insist upon the bonds he buys bearing a rate 
of interest sufficient to cover all future taxes, both Federal and 
State, which may possibly be levied. The rate of the future 
taxes will always be uncertain, and that uncertainty will operate 
against the people, because the investor will insist that the rate 
of interest in the bonds he buys be high enough to cover the 
highest tax that might be levied during the life of the bonds, 

Let me briefly suggest some additional objections to this reso- 
lution. The amendment, if adopted, will work an unfair dis- 
crimination against the West, which has many needed public 
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improvements yet to put through. The East has had 100 years 
the start in doing its public improvements on tax-exempt money. 

It is a move aimed against public ownership of public utilities, 
and is designed to favor private corporations in this field. How 
would Los Angeles have fared with its aqueduct and harbor or 
San Francisco with its Hetch-Hetchy project if their bonds had 
had to carry an extra 1 to 14 per cent interest? What will San 
Diego say with its water supply and harbor improvements yet 
to be completed? And where will Imperial Valley be when it 
comes to building the all-American canal if it has to pay this 
extra interest? The fact is that the strongest propaganda in 
favor of this resolution has come from those who are fighting 
public ownership of public utilities. 

In this connection, the amendment will operate against the 
Federal Farm Loan Board in making loans to farmers at low 
rates of interest. It is no answer to say that 85 per cent of 
the total mortgages on farms in this country are not under the 
Federal farm loan act, but are held by private parties. The 
bankers who make a business of farm loans hate the Govern- 
ment as a competitor, because they know that it was the Fed- 
eral farm loan act that brought down the general rates of 
interest in farming sections of the country from 8 and 10 per 
cent to 6 per cent, which is now the average rate. If you need 
proof of this, be advised that the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ 
Association of America is unanimously in favor of this pro- 
posed constitutional amendment and has been spending large 
sums of money advocating its adoption. If the Government 
must pay higher rates for its money it must charge the farmers 
higher rates, and when the Government raises its rates, then 
these bankers can raise their rates also. 

It will immediately operate as a gift of a billion or more of 
dollars to present holders of tax-exempt securities, because if 
the future issues of this class of bonds is prohibited the pres- 
ent outstanding tax-free bonds will advance greatly in value. 

It is proposed that the Federal Government will let the States 
tax Federal bonds in exchange for the States allowing the Fed- 
eral Government to tax State bonds, but the exchange is an 
unfair one to the States. The National Government, after the 
adoption of this amendment, will probably not issue any more 
bonds in large quantities for a good many more years to come. 
The States, counties, and municipalities will continue issuing 
bonds, the Income from which the Federal Government can 
tax without the States being able to collect a tax in anything 
like a proportionate amount on Federal bonds. Few States 
have an income tax law. Counties, districts, and cities prob- 
ably can never have an income tax law, and must bear the 
disadvantage of having their bonds taxed by the Federal Gov- 
ernment without any corresponding benefit to them. 

The majority of the bonds of this country are located in New 
York, Chicago, and the other big cities of the East, and the 
States in which these bonds are domiciled will get whatever 
benefits there are from taxing these bonds, California, I fear, 
will gain proportionately little. 

There has been only one argument advanced in favor of this 
resolution which has seriously worried me, and that is that the 
present tax-exempt securities are furnishing an avenue of escape 
for those of very large incomes from their just share of the 
burdens of our Government. I strongly believe in the graduated 
income tax. It is the most just tax that the mind of man has 
yet devised; and if I thought for one minute that the only way 
to prevent that tax from being undermined and overthrown was 
to adopt this resolution, I would vote it notwithstanding the 
many objections which I feel can properly be urged against it. 

However, such a radical change is not necessary to effect a 
cure of the present conditions of which we complain. If we 
sincerely desire to stop the gap through which the rich tax 
dodger is now escaping without throwing an unnecessary addi- 
tional burden upon the taxpayers of progressive communities, 
this can easily be done by adopting a middle course which will 
remedy the evil without creating a worse ill. 

In a general way, the recent issues of Federal bonds have been 
made tax-exempt on incomes up to $100,000 per year. My sug- 
gestion is to embody this idea in this proposed constitutional 
amendment, so that it will then read: 


Sscrion 1. The United States shall have power to lay and collect taxes 
on income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
article, by or under the authority of any State, when such securities 
are owned by any individual, estate, partnership, or corporation whose 
ownership of tax-exempt securities, Federal or State, exceeds $160,000 
in amount, according to the par face value of such securities, but with- 
out discrimination against Income derived from such securities and in 
favor of income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
article, by or under the authority of the United States or any other State, 


In my opinion, the resolution so worded will leave an ample 
market for all future issue of public securities at a price which 
will not necessitate any increase in their rates of interest, and 
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lat the same time do the thing so many on this floor have said 
ought to be done—stop the loophole through which the very rich 
of the country are now escaping from the necessity of paying 
their just and proper share of the expenses of this Government. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition on an 
amendment that I have sent to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is first on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. SwWIN d]. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment for the purpose of asking the chairman of 
the committee a question. 

The CHAIRMAN. Five minutes remain for debate. The 
Chair will recognize the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore}. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I understand that 
this reciprocal tax provision that we have here applies on 
the one hand to securities issued by the States and political 
subdivisions of the States, and on the other hand to securities 
issued by the United States. That is the general purpose. 
Now, I find that at both ends it is provided that in addition 
there shall be subject to the reciprocal taxing power securities 
issued under authority of the States and securities issued under 
authority of the Federal Government. I wish to ask this ques- 
tion: Take, for instance, the securities issued under the au- 
thority of the Federal Government. Is it intended that if this 
amendment is adopted we shall inyolve Philippine bonds issued 
by the authority of the Federal Government? Are there to be 
included the securities that are issued in the interest of the 
farming classes, the land-bank bonds, and so forth, and the 
prospective issues of similar securities if legislation now in 
progress of passage should be enacted, and also are there to be 
included issues of railroad bonds following the adoption of the 
amendment? 

The Esch-Cummins law, I believe, forbids the future issue 
of railroad bonds except under the authority of the Govern- 
ment. Is it the purpose of the gentleman to make this 
amendment as broad as the suggestion that I have offered 
would seem to contemplate? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If I correctly understand the gentle- 
man, it is the purpose to include all securities that are issued 
by or under the authority of any act of Congress. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Then the States would be unable 
to impose a higher income tax upon hereafter-issued railroad 
bonds than on the bonds issued by the United States itself, 
and at the same time the States would be permitted to attach 
an income tax to farm securities. That is the purpose, is it? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not understand the gentleman 
at all. < 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I have tried to make it as plain 
as possible. As I understand, the design of the proposed 
amendment is not only to restrict the reciprocal provision very 
carefully to securities that are issued by the States and the 
subdivisions of the States on the one hand and by the United 
States on the other hand but has gone far beyond that fleld 
and has included a large number and a great variety of other 
securities. He does that by the use of the words “under 
authority.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman forgets that it is 
only discrimination in favor of the United States securities 
on the one hand or in favor of the State securities on the 
other hand. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes; but it goes beyond that. 
It does not stop with the State securities and the United 
States securities, but takes in this great range of securities 
piat are issued under the authority of the different sovereign- 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is contemplating some 
matter that I do not fully understand. I do not think the 
amendment has that effect. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from California [Mr. Swine]. 

The question being taken, the amendment was rejected. 

Mr, OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 8 

The Clerk read as follows: 

2 Amendment offered by Mr. OLIVER: Page 1, line 12, after the word 

State,“ insert when such securities are owned by any individual, 
8 or corporation, whose ownership of tax-exempt securities, 

‘ederal or State, exceeds $100,000 in amount according to the par face 
value of such securities.” 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, may I ask—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate is closed. 

Mr. OLIVER, May I ask that the section be read as pro- 
posed to be amended? 


The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the section as pro- 
posed to be amended will be read by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Section 1, The United States shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes on income derived from securities — after the ratification 
of this article, by or under the authority of any State, when such se- 
curities are owned by any individual, partnership, or corporation, 
whose ownership of tax-exempt securities, Federal or State, exceeds 
$100,000 in amount according to the par face value of such securities, 
but without discrimination against income derived from such securities 
and in favor of income derived from securities issued, after the rati- 
fication of this article, by or under the authority of the United States 


or any other State. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer an 
amendment to the amendment to insert after the word “ indi- 
vidual” the word “estate.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia offers 
an amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. ROSENBLOOM to the amendment of Mr. 
OLIVER : After the word “individual” insert the word estate,“ so 
that as amended it will read: “ Page 1, line 12, after the word ‘ State,’ 
insert ‘when such securities are owned by any individual, estate, 
a a or corporation whose ownership of tax-exempt securities, 

eral or State, exceeds $100,000 in amount according 
face value of such securities.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment proposed by the gentleman from West Virginia 
[Mr. ROSENBLOOM]. 

The question being taken, the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question recurs upon the amendment 
proposed by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. OLIVER]. 

The question being taken, the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer 
an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. 
GARRETT] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. G 2 ’ 
after ithe word “ the” Strike St 00850 — aes! 2858. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That makes it conform to the 
rest of the language of the Constitution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Tennessee. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Moores of Indiana: Page 1, line 7, after the 
word “by,” e out the words “the legislatures of” and insert 
“convention duly called by authority of law in.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Indiana. 

Sse GARRETT of Tennessee. That is subject to debate, I 
ieve. 

The CHAIRMAN. No; the debate has been closed on sec- 
tion 1. The question is on the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Indiana, 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
GARRETT of Tennessee) there were 60 ayes and 91 noes, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment as a separate section, section 1 (a). 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment 2 Lonpon: Insert a new section, section 1 (a): 
“This section II go into effect in 1945.” 


Mr. LONDON. I offer this amendment for the purpose of 
obtaining the floor. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, under the rule this is 
an amendment to section 1, and all debate has been closed on 
section 1. 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a new section. 

Mr. KELLEY of Michigan. But it says “this section.” 

Mr. LONDON. It should read “the above section” shall go 
into effect in the year 1945. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Debate is closed on the first section, 
which this is an amendment to, 

Mr. LONDON. I offer it as a new section, to read section 
1 (a), and I modify my amendment so it shall read This ar- 
ticle shall go into effect in the year 1945.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I make the point of order, Mr. Chair- 
man, that the rule as to a new section requires that it must 
be offered as an amendment to something, and this is offered 
as an amendment to the preceding section. I think the Chair 
will find that there are authorities on that subject. The gentle- 
man surely has got to offer it as an amendment to something, 
and if it was not offered as an amendment to something you can 
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not tell whether it was germane to the subject, and it could go 
on forever. 

The CHAIRMAN. The later decisions hold that this is de- 
batable. The earlier decisions held it was not. The Chair 
holds that the question is debatable, and the gentleman from 
New York has a right to discuss it for five minutes. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment for 
the purpose of presenting my views on the merits of the 
proposition. I am going to vote against the proposed consti- 
tutional amendment. [Applause.] I do not believe in dema- 
goguery; I believe in teaching the people, not in deceiving 
them. When the gentleman from New York [Mr. Murs], 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpyry]—when Mr. Mellon 
announces that they are the friends of the people, I feel like 
examining their pockets to see if they do not contain burglar's 
tools. [Laughter and applause.] I have no confidence in propo- 
sitions that are proclaimed to be for the benefit of the people 
by the leaders of the Republican Party. I want to say to 
the Republicans who come from the progressive West, let them 
look out when they vote for this amendment. It will come 
to plague them. The reciprocity provision is a fraud and a 
deceit, as was so Clearly shown by the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Garrett] when he dissected the bill. It gives the 
power to the Federul Government to destroy every municipality, 
to destroy every State. So far as some Members of Congress 
from the State of New York are concerned, it means transfer- 
ring to the floor of Congress a fight which has been going on 
in the State of New York between the great empire city of 
New York and the plutocrats who want to prevent the munici- 
palization of the rapid-transit system. It is a blow at the 
great city of New York. 

I want to warn you as a Socialist, who is interested in the 
development of public ownership, against the concentration of 
governmental power in the city of Washington. I want to warn 
you as a Social Democrat against the danger. What has saved 
the United States from revolutionary upheavals is the distribu- 
tion of governmental responsibility among 48 State governments 
and among numerous municipalities. If municipal ownership 
is practical, let the municipality be free to try it. It is by the 
cooperation of free units from the bottom up that democracy 
may expand. 

Whatever the pretentions of the advocates of this measure 
may be, there is only one object behind the proposed amend- 
ment, and that is to prevent municipalities and States from 
utilizing their respective resources for public undertakings. 

With this a part of the Constitution, a reactionary Congress 
would have taxed out of existence the bonds of North Dakota 
when that State challenged the rule of the financial oligarchy. 
I warn you against conferring upon the Congress this extra- 
ordinary power. Whenever a municipality, whenever a State, 
shall attempt to extend its public activities the representatives 
of lumber here, the representatives of the banks and of the 
various protected interests here will strangle it by destroying 
its bonds and credit. The proposed amendment should be de- 
feated. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that all de- 
bate upon this section and all amendments thereto do now 
close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the sec- 
tion offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The section was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
income derived by its residents from securities issued, after the rati- 
cation of this article, by or under the authority of the United States; 
ut without discrimination against income derived from such se- 
curities and in favor of income derived from securities issued, after 
el ratification of this article, by or under the authority of suen 
ate, 


Mr. HUSTED. Mr, Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, line 5, strike out the word “ income,” 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment for 
the purpose of emphasizing the fact that there are only four 
States of the American Union that are now in a position to take 
advantage of the provisions of this resolution if it should be- 
come a part of the Constitution of the United States. Many of 
the States would have to enact income-tax laws which now 
have no income-tax laws, and other States would have to amend 
their constitutions in order to permit their legislatures to tax 
the income derived from governmental securities. 

Mx. GREEN of Iowa. This provision gives the State power 
to levy taxes, and the Constitution of the United States of 
course supersedes a State constitution, 


Mr. HUSTED. Of course it does; there is no question about 
that; but that does not affect the question in the slightest 
degree. There are States that have no income-tax laws. My 
point is this, that any Member of Congress here who lives in a 
State which has not an income-tax law is practically imposing 
upon his State an income-tax law, because if the State does not 
enact an income-tax law it can not take advantage of the provi- 


sions of this proposed amendment. It does not affect my own 
State of New York, because we have a State income-tax law, 
and under that law we can tax Government securities; but in 
the State of New Jersey there is a provision in the constitution 
that the legislature of the State can not tax such securities; 
and there are many States of this Union which have no income- 
tax laws and do not want any income-tax laws, and yet you will 
be imposing an income-tax law upon them, because they will 
have to enact an income-tax law in self-defense. If they do not 
enact an income-tax law, the Federal Government will be able 
to tax the income from securities of the State; but the State 
in its turn will not be able to tax the income derived from the 
securities of the Federal Government; and you gentlemen know, 
who come from States where they have no income-tax laws, 
whether you want to assume the responsibility of imposing upon 
your States income-tax laws against their will. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to close debate 
upon this section and all amendments thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa that all debate upon this section and all 
amendments thereto do now close, 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to a preferential mo- 
tion. I move that the committee do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from New York that the committee do now rise. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Lonpon) there were—ayes 52, noes 117. 

So the committee refused to rise. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Iowa that debate close in 10 
minutes. ; 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Wyoming, as an amendment to the motion of 
the gentleman from Iowa, that debate close in 10 minutes on 
this section and all amendments thereto. > 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move as 
a substitute to amend that by providing that debate close in 
haif an hour. There are a great many here who want to say 
something, and I do not know of any measure that has been 
before Congress that is of such vital importance as this one 
of submitting a constitutional amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the substitute of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania that debate close in half an hour. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr, 
GRAHAM of Pennsylvania) there were—ayes 66, noes 101. 

So the substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amendment 
of the gentleman from Wyoming that debate close in 10 min- 
utes, 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Swine) there were—ayes 49, noes 107. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs upon the motion 
of the gentleman from Iowa that all debate upon the section 
and all amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question {s on the Husted amend- 
ment. 8 
Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the amendment will be 
withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TUCKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. TUCKER: Amend by adding at the end of 
section 2 the following: 

“ Provided, That the revenue derived from any income tax that may 
be levied by the Congress of the United States under this amendment 
shall be applied to the payment of the public debt of the United States 
and for no other purpose.” 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order that 
that is not germane. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair is of opinion that the amend- 
ment is germane, and overrules point of order. The question is 


on agreeing to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Virginia. 
The amendment was rejected. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. GREEN of Iowa: Page 2, line 4, strike out Sec.” 
and insert in lieu thereof “ Section.” 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. That is to make it conform with the 
first section. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Green of Iowa: Page 2, line 7, after the word 
“ States,” strike out the semicolon and insert a comma. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is to make it conform with the 
first section. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman 
from Virginia rise? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. To offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Moorn of Virginia: Add a new section, as fol- 
lows—— 

The CHAIRMAN. This is a new section and it is not in 
order at the present time. 

Mr. PARKER of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I desire to 
offer an amendment to the section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

After the section insert “or any other State.“ 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New Jersey. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to the section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. LANKForD: Page 2, line 8, after the word 
“ securities,” insert the words “or a st income derived from securi- 
ties issued under authority of any other State.” 

Mr. LANKFORD, I ask unanimous consent that the section 
be read as amended. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection? 

Mr. HERRICK and Mr. RICKETTS. Mr. Chairman, I ob- 


Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 


ect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is upon the amendment of 
the gentleman from Georgia. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to close all 
debate on the resolution and all amendments thereto. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that it is not in order. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to 
add a new section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is of the opinion that the 
motion is not in order. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, the committee can at all 
times control the time for debate. True, before the committee 
rises, and I will ask the attention of the parliamentary clerk, 
we can not forbid the offering of amendments. That is always 
the privilege of any Member on the floor, but we can limit 
debate. 

Mr. BLANTON. Not in committee. 

Mr. STAFFORD. We can limit debate on the resolution. 
The committee has read the resolution, every section of it. 
Now, a motion is made to close debate on the resolution. That 
does not foreclose the offering of germane amendments as in- 
dependent sections or as perfecting amendments to the section, 
but it is within the power of the committee to close debate, 
otherwise we might be for all time offering new sections. 

Mr. DOWELL. Debate is already closed. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, of course the 
committee can close debate on each paragraph as it is read. 
The committee can not close debate on the entire bill. The 
committee can rise whenever it gets ready, but the committee 
can not close debate on the entire bill so long as the committee 
remains in session. 

Mr. MONDELL. The committee can not rise while amend- 
ments are being offered. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. No; if there is an amend- 
ment offered as a new section the committee can not close 
debate until it has been debated at least five minutes. 


Mr. MONDELL. The committee can close debate on the resos 
lution and all amendments to it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the motion of the gen« 
tleman from Iowa is not now in order. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KercHam]. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment as a 
new section. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment 
to the previous section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: Page 2, line 10, after 
——— word “ State.“ insert the following proviso : * Provided, Thi 


cle shall not apply to or affect income derived from securities 4 
—.—.— the provisions of the Federal farm loan act or any amendments 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer an smends 
ment proposing an additional section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair had recognized the TN 
from Michigan [Mr. KercHam] to offer an amendment. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the resolution back to the House 
with the amendments, with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the resolution as amended do 


pass. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that is out of order while amendments are pending and 
being offered. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order that, if there is any gentleman who desires to 
offer an amendment as a new section, the motion is not now in 
order. There is a distinct ruling on that, made by the gentle- 
man from Kentucky, Mr. Sherley, many years ago, in which 
he held that such a motion was in order, and the next day, 
after an examination of the precedents, he rose and stated that 
his ruling was wrong; and since that time the statement made 
by the gentleman from Kentucky on the succeeding day has 
been followed continuously, So long as there is an amendment 
to be proposed by way of a new section, a motion to rise is not 
in order. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. If that were true, how is it possible for 
the Chair to know in advance whether any gentleman desires 
to offer an amendment or not? It is for the House to decide 
and vote down the motion to rise in case it thinks there are 
some amendments to be offered. The motion of the gentleman 
from Iowa is certainly in order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair had recognized the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Kercnam] to offer a new section. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. If the gentleman from Michigan had 
been recognized, that is a different thing. But after the sub- 
mission of the motion of the gentleman from Michigan it is 
undoubtedly in order for the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN ] 
to move that the committee rise and report the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment by way of a new section, which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KETCHAM : Add a new section to the reso- 
lution, to be known as section 3, to read as follows: 

“Nothing contained in this amendment shall Be construed to aria 
to securities or bonds issued under the terms of the act known as th 
Federal farm loan act.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to close all 
debate. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is that this matter has already been 
disposed of by the action of the committee on the motion made 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] in a proviso, which 
was voted down. This is in effect-the same motion as that 
made by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, may I say that at the same 
time I was on my feet asking for recognition? It seems hardly, 
fair that one should be taken off his feet by a purely parlia- 
mentary situation. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, this is not a new section. 
It is really an amendment to the preceding section, and, being 
an amendment to the preceding section, you can not evade the 
order of the committee by calling it a new section and trying 
to get recognition under that guise. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair hear me? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
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Mr. KETCHAM. I think at the same time, or probably pre- 
vious to the time the Chair recognized the gentleman from 
Texas IMr. Jones], I had been recognized to present this very 
matter. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr, TILSON. Is this.a new section or not? 

The CHAIRMAN. It is offered as a new section. 

Mr. TILSON. In the face of the ruling made a moment ago, 
I make the point of order that the debate has closed, and there- 
fore I object to the amendment of the gentleman from Michigan 

* on that ground. I wish to cite some precedents. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin also made 
a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I did, on the ground that it was really an 
amendment to the preceding section and in violation of the 
order of the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Wisconsin has made 
the same point of order, 

Mr. TILSON, I withdraw my point of order. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I made the first point of 
order that this matter was already disposed of by the action of 
the committee on the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas {Mr. Jones]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order made by the gentleman 
from Connecticut is the same as that made by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CRISP. If an amendment to a section is offered and is 
rejected by the House, is it then in order to offer in substance 
that same proposition under the form of a new section? 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment proposed by the gentile- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Krenn] as a new section in sub- 
stance is similar to the amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Jones], but in form it is not the same. It 
has been held by occupants of the Chair, including the late Mr. 
Speaker Clark, that a verbal change sometimes will make an 
amendment in order, although similar to an amendment ruled 
out of order. Mr. Speaker Clark on one occasion ruled that 
the change of one word in the language of a second amendment 
caused a deviation making that second amendment in order. 
Therefore the Chair will overrule the point of order and recog- 
nize the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. KercHaar]. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the de- 
bate on this section close in five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
debate on this section close in five minutes. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that there has been no debate on the amendment, and 
that motion can not be made until after five minutes of debate. 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that you can not even move to close debate until there has been 
some debate on the amendment. After debate has been had, 
then the motion can be made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the point of order of 
the gentleman from New York and recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. KETOHAM. 
mittee—— 

Mr. TILSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, I renew my parliamen- 
tary inquiry. Is this offered as a new section? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. Then, Mr. Chairman, I wish to raise the point 
of order that debate has been closed and that no debate on 
the new section now offered is in order. 

Mr. SWING. I make the point of order against the gentle- 
man’s point of order that debate has already been begun by 
the gentleman from Michigan. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair has recognized the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. KETCHAM]. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I am not an expert on finan- 
cial matters, but I know something about the burden that rests 
upon the millions of farmers in the United States who have 
mortgages on their farms and the residents of cities and villages 
who have mortgages on their homes. In the interest of farm 
ownership and in the interest of home ownership I claim the 
attention of the committee for a few minutes while I ask 
your careful consideration of the amendment that I have in- 
troduced. 

There are in the United States 1,461,306 farms that have 
upon them the burden of mortgages totaling the sum of $4,000,- 
000,000, Three out of every eight farms in the whole country 
operated by their owners are carrying the burden of mortgage 
indebtedness. The total number of such farms is 1,461,306 and 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 


the total mortgage burden $4,000,000,000, in round numbers. 
In that great group of States classified by the Bureau of the 
Census as East and West North Central States and including 
Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, 
Missouri, North and South Dakota, Nebraska, and Kansas there 
are such mortgaged farms to the number of 694,000 ont of a 
total of 1,477,000, or 47 per cent as an average. The high 
point is reached in North Dakota, where the percentage of 
owner-operated mortgaged farms is 71 per cent of the total of 
such farms, while in Ohio the low point of the group is reached 
with 28} per cent. The total burden of mortgage on owner- 
operated farms in the North Central group of States is $2,360,- 
000,000, or 59 per cent of the total for the country. Speaking 
particularly to the Representatives from the North Central 
group, may I call your attention to the practical effect of this 
resolution without my amendment. It will without question 
raise the interest rate on farm-loan bonds, and so both directly 
on the 15 per cent of farm loans now made by the Federal 
farm loan banks and indirectly in the raising of the competitive 
rates on the 85 per cent of farm loans made through other 
channels will the practical effects of this resolution show. Esti- 
mates vary as to the amount of this increase. Some say it 
will not exceed one-half per cent, others say 1 per cent, and 
high authority says it will reach 14 per cent. 

If you vote for this resolution without my amendment you 
will be compelled to say in effect to your farmer constituents, 
“While there is a great and acknowledged evil in connection 
with tax-exempt securities, yet, gentlemen, I so far forgot your 
interests in this matter that I allowed myself to vote for an 
increase of from one-half to one and possibly one and one-half 
per cent in your mortgage interest rates.” 

Upon the assumption that the increases in mortgage interest 
rates will be as above indicated, I am sure the committee and 
my colleagues from the North Central States will be interested 
in noting just how much in increased interest this resolution 
will require the farmers to pay. If the increase is one-half 
per cent, the amount of additional interest required from the 
farmers of the whole country will be $20,000,000 yearly, and 
from those of the north central group of States $11,800,000. 
If the increase should be 1 per cent, the amount of interest 
added to the farm mortgages of the country would be $40,- 
000,000, and to the north central group, $23,600,009. If the in- 
crease should be 11 per cent, the respective amounts would be 
$60,600,000 and $35,400,000. 

My friends, your farmer folks are very practical fellows, and 
while they will not go into the intricacies of this very fine and 
learned financial discussion, I am here to tell you that they 
know the difference between one-half of 1 per cent and 1 per 
cent, and possibly 14 per cent increase in their interest rate, 
and if you go back and say to them that under the guise and lure 
of punishing the rich you allowed yourselves to vote for this 
preposition, in my opinion you will make a serious mistake, and 
I want to bring the seriousness of this thought home to you. 
[Applause.] 

A few moments ago, Mr. Chairman, I referred to home owner- 
ship whether in country or city as a matter of vital concern. 
Forty per cent of the owned homes of the country are mortgaged 
and these too will feel the added burden which a lessening of the 
competition in mortgage rates will impose. Just how important 
this is to those Members whose constituencies are found in cities 
above 100,000 is shown by a few illustrations: Akron, Ohio, has 
12,376 mortgaged homes and 6,703 free from debt. Boston. 
19,609 mortgaged and 9,998 free. Chicago, 102,719 mortgaged 
and 58,382 free. Detroit, 49.509 mortgaged and 31,506 free. 
Grand Rapids, 8,239 mortgaged and 7,655 free. Milwaukee, 
22,031 mortgaged and 14,994 free. New York, 123,865 mortgaged 
and 33,358 free. Philadelphia, 107,974 mortgaged and 45,802 
free. Seattle, 18,010 mortgaged and 17.543 free. Springfield, 
Mass., 6,442 mortgaged and 1,907 free. 

In the matter of homes owned, Des Moines leads the country 
with a percentage of 51.1, with Grand Rapids, Mich., second, per- 
centage 50.2, while New York City draws the cellar champion- 
ship with 12.7 per cent. It seems very clear to me, Mr. Chair- 
man, that both farm and home ownership will be adversely 
affected by this resolution unless amended as I propose. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KETCHAM. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. If this becomes effective it 
will relate only to the future, and there will be no tax on the 
income of bonds already issued. 

Mr. KETCHAM. My colleague has lost sight of the fact that 
the direct effect is not so great as the indirect effect. And he 
well knows, because of his long and valuable experience on 
the Committee on Agriculture, when the Federal farm loan act 
was first proposed interest rates on ordinary farm mortgages 
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ran as high in some sections of the country as 8, 10, and 12 
per cent, and he also knows that upon the enactment of the 
Federal farm loan act the interest rate went down so that the 
average interest.rate on farm mortgages now is 6 per cent. 
He knows that that reduction in the interest rate was an indi- 
rect effect of the passage of the farm loan act, because 85 per 
cent of the total mortgages on farms in this country are not 
under the farm loan act but they are held in the general run 
of business as between farmer and banker. 

Speaking on this same subject a few days ago, I said: 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my amendment pro- 
poses to exempt from the provisions of the constitutional amendment 
the bonds or securities issued under the terms of the Federal farm 
loan act. The total amount of Federal farm-loan bonds sold to 
November 30, 1922, is $641,208,375. If the total of tax-exempt securi- 
ties issued amounts to $16,000,000,000, then the amount of such total 
affected by my amendment is approximately 4 per cent. I am aware 
that there should be unusual merit in any proposition that seeks to 
modify the . of a proposed amendment to the Constitution. 
an support of my amendment, therefore, I present the following con- 
siderations : 

1, The Federal farm-loan system has clearly established itself as a 
sound, practical, and indispensable credit agency for American agri- 
eulture. Its operations have been interrupted by hostile interests 
through court procedure and limited by the natural hesitancy our 
people manifest in adopting a new plan so vital a matter as mort- 
gage loans. Its 38 popularity is shown by the fact that durin 
the period from November 1, 1921, to November 1, 1922, the Federa 
land banks loaned $219,780,649 to 70,993 farmers and sold Federal 
farm-loan bonds to investors to the amount of $278.150.000. The 
Treasury holdings of these bonds have been reduced $69,650,000, and 
Secretary Mellon says that— 

“The system is rapidly approaching a condition which meets the 
original intention that it should be a mutual organization operated 
under Government supervision and control with the capital stock 

d supplied by the borrowing farmers and not by the Government.” 

Until such time shall come it appears clear to me that no action 
should be contemplated by this committee that will seriously limit, 
if not entirely suspend, the operations of the Federal farm-loan system 
by advancing the interest rates. 

Showing that my proposed amendment has very substantial 
backing, Mr. Chairman, I further quote from my remarks on 
December 20: 

Probably no farm conference in the history of the United States has 
created so much interest as the one held not quite one year ago here 
in Washington, and I now quote from the committee on taxation in 
the report of the National Agricultural Conference, page 141. I 
quote the second recommendation, which, by the way, was adopted 
unanimously by more than 400 delegates from various agricultural 
activities attending this conference; 

“We recommend 

“Second, a constitutional amendment prohibiting issuance of tax- 
free securities: Provided, That inasmuch as agricultural lands and 
mortgages are both taxed and that agriculture is a fundamental indus- 
try upon which all industries depend, nothing in these resolutions shall 
apply to bonds, debentures, and certificates of indebtedness issued 
under authority of the Federal farm loan act or any amendments 
thereto.” 

‘My amendment to the resolution will give point to this recommen- 
dation unanimously adopted by this great gathering of farmers aanas 
in one of the best expressions of farm opinion that we have ever ha 
in this country. 

Believing, Mr. Chairman, that the confidence the farmers of 
the country have shown in the Federal farm-loan system as 
indicated by its growth since recent court restrictions have been 
removed, is most wholesome and guarantees a promising future 
for it. I present my amendment in the hope that the committee 
will adopt it and thus insure the continuance of its most 
beneficent work. Undoubtedly we have gone to extremes in 
issuing tax-exempt bonds, but in our desire to remedy this 
difficulty we should not impose heavier burdens on an already 
overburdened agriculture, and in all this discussion I do not 
want you to lose sight of the fact that the great proposition 
here, so far as farmers are concerned, is whether you want to 
increase the interest rate on farm mortgages. Do not forget 
that when you vote on my amendment. [Applause.] 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that all debate has been closed. While amendments may be 
offered indefinitely, either as simple amendments or in the 
form of a new section or paragraph, they can not be debated 
after debate upon the pending section, or paragraph, as the 
case may be, has been closed, I think that a few moments 
ago the Chair, by inadvertence, or without having the prece- 
dents at hand, rendered a decision that if allowed to go un- 
challenged will prove to be detrimental to the orderly procedure 
of this House. If the Chair will hear me, I should like to 
have just a few moments to call the attention of the Chair 
to some authorities on this subject. 


My position is, Mr. Chairman, that an amendment offered 
as a new section is, for parliamentary purposes, an amend- 
ment to the preceding section. Debate having been closed on 
the preceding section debate is closed on any amendment that 
may be thereafter offered, whether it be offered in the form 
of a new section or otherwise. I would refer the Chair to a 


On July 19, 1919, the prohibition enforcement bill was under 
consideration in the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. On motion of the chairman of the com- 
mittee in charge of the bill all debate on section 7 and all 
amendments thereto had been closed in 15 minutes. Under 
this motion all debate was exhausted, and the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MILLER] offered an amendment. He attempted 
to debate his amendment when the point of order was made, 
and after being debated Chairman Good ruled as follows: 

The Chair will state the parliamentary situation. Time has been 
fixed for the debate on section 7 limited to 15 minutes, That time 
has expired. 

The Chairman then made reference to an earlier ruling to 
the same effect. He then continues his ruling as follows: 

Any amendment in the nature of a new section, under the former 
ruling of the Chair, has been held to be an amendment to that section, 
and therefore all debate on section 7 has been exhausted. The gentle- 
man from Washington will be permitted to have his amendment put as 
an amendment, but it is still an amendment to section 7, and the de- 
bate on section 7 has been concluded. 

Again on the same day, when section 26 of the prohibition en- 
forcement bill had been reached and debated, on motion of Mr, 
VoLsTEAD all debate on the section and all ‘amendments thereto 
had been closed, Mr. Saunders, of Virginia, offered an amend- 
ment as a separate section, and proceeded to debate, when the 
Chair advised him that debate had been closed. The Chairman 
[Mr. Good] said: 

Debate has been closed on section 26, and the Chair has already held 
in a previous ruling that an amendment offered as a new section was 
an amendment to the previous section, and where debate has been ex- 
hausted upon that section debate was also exhausted on the amend- 
ment offered as a new section. 

On September 12, 1919, the Sweet bill was under considera- 
tion, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] being in the 
chair, when a similar question arose, and, upon a parliamentary 
inquiry as to whether closing debate on the section would pre- 
clude the offering of a new section, the Chairman said: 

The Chair holds that it would not, but the amendment wonld not be 
subject to debate if the motion of the gentleman from lowa [Mr, 
SWEET] should prevail. 

On May 6, 1921, the Army appropriation bill being under 
consideration, I was in the chair when the same question arose 
in almost exactly the same form as in the cases already referred 
to. I then cited the decisions of the gentleman from Iowa and 
the gentleman from Kansas, and ruled the same way as they 
had ruled. 

On May 10, 1921, the Army bill being still under considera- 
tion, I was still in the chair when the question again arose, and 
I made exactly the same ruling. I have made such examination 
of the authorities as I have been able to make during the time 
I have had since the question first arose this afternoon, and 
I have not been able to find a single contrary decision. I was 
informed that there was a different ruling made by the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Anprerson], but 
upon investigation I find that the question was not submitted 
to him for a ruling, and that he only expressed an opinion as 
to what he thought would be the proper ruling should the 
question be presented for decision. I contend that this line of 
decisions, although not long, should be followed. The rule 
established by them is founded upon sound principles. If it 
should be established otherwise, there might never be an end 
to debate, and the committee would find itself powerless if 
anyone inclined to obstructive tactics should see fit to offer 
one new section or paragraph after another and claim the 
right to debate each as an amendment, I think that the chair- 
man will make a mistake, so far as the rules and the orderly 
procedure of the House are concerned, if he does not in this 
ease sustain the point of order. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Is it not possible that at the end of 
a bill an amendment might be offered which would not be 
germane to the preceding section? 

Mr. TILSON. I can not conceive that there would be any 
case that might arise wherein it ought to be allowed that an 
indefinite number of amendments should be allowed to be 
offered and debated. Therefore I insist that for parliamentary 
purposes every amendment should be considered as an amend- 
ment to the preceding section. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I want to call attention to 
a precedent. The gentleman from Connecticut will remember 
that when the war resolution was being adopted this very ques- 
tion arose and the Chair then held that he would entertain the 
new amendment offered as a new section until it developed to 


decision rendered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Good]. | his satisfaction that they were frivolous and for the purpose of 
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killing time, and whenever that point was reached he would 
shut it off and not until then. 

Mr. TILSON. I was not referring to amendments but only 
referring to debate on amendments. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I make this suggestion in connection 
with the argument of the gentleman from Connecticut that an 
amendment may be offered as a new section at the end of a 
resolution or bill which is not germane to the previous section 
‘but is germane to the general purposes of the bill. Therefore 
a motion to close debate on the previous section would not 
logically apply to a new section which might not be germane 
to the previous section but was germane to the general pur- 
poses of the bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, if I caught cor- 
rectly the precedents cited by the gentleman from Connecticut 
they were on matters that were offered in the body of the bill. 

Mr. TILSON. It does not appear whether they were or not. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And not at the end of the bill. 

Mr. TILSON. It does not appear whether they were in the 
middle or at the end of the bill; it simply refers to the preced- 
ing section. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It seems to me that there 
would be a difference; in fact, there ought to be a difference, 
in practice as regards a paragraph that might be offered in the 
midst of a bill, and, by the by, I think the precedents cited 
were all on appropriation bills and not upon legislative bills. 
Of course, I realize that there has to be some reasonable and 
decent limitation about these matters; but it does seem to me 
that upon a legislative bill or resolution such as this, that if a 
section be offered at the end of the bill as a new section there 
ought to be an opportunity for debate until such time as the 
committee gets ready to close debate, which it can do at the end 
of five minutes. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. As to a part of the question submitted by the 
gentleman from Tennessee, whether these decisions were all on 
appropriation bills, I desire to state that two of the decisions— 
the two rendered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Good]— 
were on the prohibition enforcement bill, then in charge of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VOLSTEAD]. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr, HICKS. From a parliamentary standpoint, is not a new 
section in effect an amendment to the preceding section? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. No; it is not, particularly 
when it is at the end of the bill, unless it shows on its face 
that it is. 

Mr. HICKS. But from a parliamentary standpoint a new 
section is the same thing as an amendment. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I do not think so. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I made my point of order 
simply to maintatin the rights of the House and because of my 
sincere interest in the proper interpretation of our rules and the 
orderly procedure of the House. I did not make it for the 
purpose of blocking or obstructing proceedings. If it will fa- 
cilitate matters, as seems to be the present impression, I am 
quite willing to withdraw temporarily the point of order, and 
I now do so. 

Mr. MONDELL, Mr, Chairman, I move that all debate upon 
the pending amendment and all amendments thereto do now 
close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to the amendment offered by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan by adding, after the words “ Federal farm loan,” the words 
“and joint-stock land banks.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Hupsryrn to the amendment offered by 
Mr. KETCHAM : At the end of the amendment after the word “Act,” 
insert the words “and Federal joint stock land banks.” 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on the amendment to the 
amendment. 3 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
HupsretH) there were—ayes 57, noes 102. 

So the amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question now is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. KETCHAM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that it be again reported. 

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
that the amendment be again reported. Is there objection? 

Mr. SNYDER. I object, 


Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. I am informed that the amend- 
ment never has been reported from the desk. 

SEVERAL MEMBERS. Oh, yes; it has. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Kronau) there were—ayes 70, noes 102. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com- 
mittee do now rise and report the joint resolution back to the 
House with amendments, with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the joint resolution as 
amended do pass. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. 
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Some 15 minutes ago the Chair 
looking at me recognized me to present an amendment which 
I stated was an additional section to the resolution. The 
Chair, however, in a few minutes said that it was not in 
order at that time for the reason that an amendment was being 
proposed to the second section. The Chair knows that I was 
desirous of offering the amendment which is now on the 
Clerk's desk. I think under the ruling made awhile ago by 
the Chair, and the parliamentary law that seems to be admitted 
by everyone here, I am entitled to have the amendment read 
and voted upon. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, there is no question what- 
evef that before the motion to rise and report the resolution 
can be considered any gentleman offering an amendment has 
the right to have it submitted. I was the Member who offered 
the amendment in the Committee of the Whole when Mr. 
Shirley was chairman, and disallowed my offering it, when a 
motion was made to rise and report the bill. Mr. Shirley 
shortly afterwards admitted that he was in error, because all 
the precedents are the other way. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. There are two or three amend- 
ments that I desire to offer. Of course, I do not claim the 
right to debate any of them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has the right to offer 
his amendment before the Chair puts the question to rise. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment which I have sent to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Moore of Virginia: Add a section as follows: 

“Sec. 3. This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have 
been ratified as an amendment to the Constitution, as provided in the 
Constitution, within five years from the date of the submission thereof 
to the States by Congress.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 
lowing amendment as a new section, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Moore of Virginia: Add a section as follows: 

“Spec. 3. The term without discrimination’ shall be construed to 
e lied far as possible equality and uniformity in the rates of 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment, adding a new section. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I think it is quite ob- 
vious that we can not go on doing this forever. I insist upon 
my motion to rise. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will first report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Moore of Virginia: Add a section as follows: 

“Sec. 3. This amendment shall not be construed to permit legisla- 
tion intended to curtail or late in any manner whatever the power 
of any State over the issue of securities, or that will have that effect.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Virginia. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will now put the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa, that the committee do now rise and re- 
port the joint resolution back to the House with sundry amend- 
ments, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the joint resolution as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. McArruur, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 


Mr. Chairman, I rise to a parlia- 
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that committee had had under consideration House Joint Reso- 
lution 314, proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States, and had directed him to report the same back 
to the House with sundry amendments, with the recommenda- 
tion that the amendments be agreed to and that the joint reso- 
lution, as amended, do pass. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the joint resolution and all amendments to final 


passage. 


The previous question was ordered. 


The SPEAKER. 


ment; if not, the Chair will put them in gross. 


The question was taken, and the amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 


third reading of the joint resolution. 


The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read 


the third time; was read the third time. 


The SPEAKER, The question is on the passage of the joint 


resolution. 


Mr. McARTHUR,. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order it 


Is a separate vote demanded on any amend- 


is an automatic roll call provided for by the Constitution. 


Mr. MONDELL, Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 


The question was taken; and there were—yeas 223, nays 101, 


answered “ present“ 3, not voting 101, as follows: 


YEAS—223. 

Almon Faust Kreider Rogers 
Anderson Fields Lampert Rose 
Andrew, Mass. Fish Langley Rouse 
Andrews, Nebr. Fisher Larsen, Ga Sabath ° 
Anthony Fitzgerald Larson, Minn, Sanders, Ind. 
Appleby Fordney Lawrence Sanders, N. Y. 
Arentz Foster Leatherwood chall 
Barbour Frear Lee, Ga. Scott, Tenn 
Beck Free Lee, N. Y. haw 
Beedy Freeman Lineberger Shelton 
Bird French Little Shreve 
Bixler Frothingham Longworth Siegel 
Black Fuller Lace Sinclair 
Bland, Ind. Gensman McArthur Sinnott 
Boies Gernerd McFadden Slem 
Bond Gifford McKenzie Smith, Idaho 
Brennan Gilbert McLaughlin,Mich. Snell 
Britten Glynn McLaughlin, Pa. Snyder 
Brooks, III. dykoontz MacGregor Speaks 
Brooks, Pa Gorman MacLaflerty Sproul 
Brown, Tenn, Graham, III. Madden fford 
Browne, Wis. Green, Iowa Magee Steenerson 
Burtness Greene, Mass. Maloney Strong, Kans, 
Burton Griest Mapes Summers, Wash, 
Butler Hadley Merritt Swank 
Byrns, Tenn. Hardy, Colo. Michener Sweet 
Campbell, Kans. au Miller Taylor, Colo. 
Campbell, Pa. Hawley Mills Taylor, Tenn, 
Chalmers ays Mondell Temple 
Chindblom Hen Moore, Ohio Thomas 
Christopherson Herrick Murphy Tiliman 

ague ersey Nelson, Me. Tilson 
Clarke, N. Y. Hickey Nelson, A. P. Timberlake 
Clouse Hicks Nelson, J. M. Tincher 
Codd Himes Newton, Minn. Tinkham 
Cole, Iowa Hoch Newton, Mo, Towner 
Cole, Ohio Hogan O'Connor Treadway 
Cooper, Ohio Huddleston . Upshaw 
Cooper, Wis. Hukriede Parker, N. Y, Vaile 
Copley Hull rks, Ark. Vo 
Coughlin Humphrey, Nebr, Patterson, Mo. Walters 
Cramton Hutchinson Patterson, N. J. Ward, N. Y. 
Crisp James Paul Wason 
Crowther Jefferis, Nebr. Perkins Watson 
Dallinger Johnson, Ky. Perlman Webster 
Darrow Johnson, 8. Dak. Porter White, Kans. 
Denison Johnson, Wash. Pringey Williams, Ill, 
Dickinson Kearns Ramseyer Williamson 
Dowell Kelley, Mich, Ransley Winslow 
Driver Kincheloe Reece Wood, In 
Echols issel Reed, N. Y. Woodruff 
Edmonds Kleczka Rhodes Wright 
Elliott Kline, N. Y. Ricketts Wurzbach 

His Kline, Pa. Roach Wyant 
Evans Knutson Robsion Young 
Fairfield Kopp Rodenberg 
- NAYS—101. 
Abernethy Connolly, Pa. Hayden London 
Ackerman Crago Hil McClintie 
Aswell Curry Hooker McCormick 
Bacharach Dale Hudspeth McDuffie 
Bell Da vis, Tenn, Humphreys, Miss. McSwain 
Bland, Va. al Husted Mansfield 
Blanton Dominick Jacoway Martin 
Bowling Doughton Jeffers, Ala. Montague 
Box upré Johnson, Miss. Moore, III. 
Bri Favrot Jones, Tex. Moore, Va. 
Buchanan Fenn Kendall Moores, Ind. 
Bulwinkle Fulmer Ketcham en 
Burdick Garner Kraus Oldfield 
Byrnes, S. C. Garrett, Tenn. Lanham Oliver 
Cable Garrett, Tex, Lankford Parker, N. J. 
Cannon Goldsborough Lazaro Pou 
Collier Graham, Pa. Lea, Calif. Quin 
Collins Hammer Linthicum Radcliffe 
Connally, Tex Hardy, Tex. Logan Raker 


Rankin Sears Swing Wilson 
Rayburn Sisson Tucker Wingo 
Riordan Smithwick Turner Wise 
Rosenbloom Steagall n Woods, Va. 
Rucker Stedman Vinson 
Sanders, Tex, Stevenson Ward, N. C. 

andlin Sumners, Tex. Weaver 

ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—3. 
Norton Stephens Underhill 
NOT VOTING—101, 

Ansorge Dunn Layton Rossdale 
Atkeson . Dyer Lehlbach Ryan 
Bankhead Fairchild Lowrey Scott, Mich. 
Barkley Fess Luhring Smith, Mich. 
Begg Focht 7 Stiness 
Benham Funk Laughlin, Nebr. Stoll 
Blakeney Gahn McPherson Strong, Pa, 
Bowers Gallivan Mead Sullivan 
Brand Gould Michaelson Tague 
Burke Greene, Vt. Morgan Taylor, Ark, 
Burroughs Griffin Morin Taylor, ğ 
Cantrill Hawes Mott en Eyc 
Carew Huck Mudd Thompson 
Carter Ireland O'Brien horpe 
Chandler, N. Y. Jones, Pa. Olpp Vestal 
Chandler, Okla. Kahn Osborne olk 
Clark, Fla. Keller Overstreet Volstead 
Classon Kelly, Pa Park, Ga. Wheeler 
Cockran Kennedy Petersen White, Me. 
Colton Kiess Purnell Williams, Tex. 
Cullen Kindred Rainey, Ala Woodyard 
Davis, Minn. King Rainey, III. Yates 
Dempsey Kirkpatrick Reber Zibiman 
Drane Kitchin eed, W. Va. 
Drewry Knight Riddick 
Dunbar Kunz Robertson 


So, two-thirds having voted in favor thereof, the joint reso- 
lution was passed. 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Begg and Mr. Carter (for) with Mr. Cullen (against). 

Mr. Gahn and Mr. Gould (for) with Mr. Kindred (against). 

Mr. Stephens and Mr. Fess (for) with Mr. Norton (against). 

Mr. Strong of Pennsylvania and Mr. Reber (for) with Mr, 
Lyon (against). 

Mr, Kiess and Mr. Kennedy (for) with Mr. Sullivan (against). 

Mr. Rossdale and Mr. Kelly of Pennsylvania (for) with Mr. 
Mead (against). 5 

Mr. Morin and Mr. White of Maine (for) with Mr. Griffin 
(against). 

Mr. Davis of Minnesota and Mr. Morgan (for) with Mr. 
Carew (against). 

Mr. Focht and Mr. Smith of Michigan (for) with Mr. Drewry 
(against). 

General pairs: 

Mr. Burroughs with Mr. Gallivan. 

Mr. Funk with Mr. Williams of Texas. 

Mr. Thompson with Mr. Kunz. 

Mr. Atkeson with Mr. Bankhead. 

Mr. Dunbar with Mr. Clark of Florida. 

Mr. Kahn with Mr. Drane. 

Mr. Knight with Mr. Hawes. 

Mr. Keller with Mr. Taylor of Arkansas. 

Miss Robertson with Mr. Brand. 

Mr. Mudd with Mr. Kitchin. 

Mr. Purnell with Mr. Rainey of Alabama. 

Mr. Michaelson with Mr. Lowrey. 

Mr. Dempsey with Mr. O'Brien. 

Mr. Lehlbach with Mr. Rainey of Illinois. 

Mr. Volk with Mr. Overstreet. 

Mr. McPherson with Mr. Tague. 

Mr. Dunn with Mr. Park of Georgia. 

Mr. Colton with Mr. Stoll. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The SPEAKER. Tue gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Is it in order to move to reconsider 
and lay that motion on the table? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks so. 

On motion of Mr. Green of Iowa, a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the joint resolution was passed was laid on 
the table. 

Mr. GERNERD, Mr. Hitt, Mr. Knutson, Mr. DALE, Mr. LANK- 
FORD, Mr. ANpREws of Nebraska, Mr. Davis of Tennessee, Mr. 
Raker, Mr. Oruvzn, and Mr. Lonpon were granted leave to ex- 
tend their remarks in the Recorp on this resolution. 

The extension of remarks referred to is here printed in full 
as follows: 

Mr. GERNERD. Mr. Speaker, the one great problem which 
has always confronted the leading minds of the Government has 
been that of taxation. It has played a dominant part ever since 
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governments have been organized. Up to 1909 the revenues of 
the Federal Government were raised entirely through duties 
upon foreign imports and taxes upon tobacco and spiritous 
liquors, but with the great expansion of our Government the 
revenues from these sources became inadequate and a new source 
of income had to be provided. This resulted in the adoption 
of a direct income tax, which was made possible through the 
adoption of the sixteenth amendment to the Constitution. By 
the imposition of a nominal percentage upon the net incomes 
of corporations and individuals in excess of $5,000 a sufficient 
sum was raised, together with those amounts realized from ac- 
customed sources, to meet the increased operating expenses of 
the Government. 

With the advent of the World War the question of raising 
revenues through taxation presented a most difficult and per- 
plexing problem. Billions of dollars were immediately required 
and every conceivable plan was thought of by Congress to raise 
the colossal sums of money that were needed to finance our part 
of the war. This great emergency brought about the adoption 
of a graduated income tax with its surtaxes and excess-profits 
taxes as added features for the collection of large sums of 
moneys from those who were abnormally profiting through the 
war. Naturally it was not possible to raise all of the moneys 
which were immediately needed to conduct the war through tax- 
ation, so the Government issued $23,250,000,000 worth of secur- 
ities, which were sold to the American people. 

More than $10,000,000,000 of this total were issued exempt 
from all taxation as an inducement for their speedy sale. At 
the time this was thought a justifiable policy. But with the 
advent of peace it was thought that all war-time taxation would 
be repealed and that there would be a return to a normal in- 
come tax. Subsequent events, however, have dissipated this 
idea, for it was soon realized that a very strong sentiment pre- 
vailed that war-time taxes should be continued, so that Gov- 
ernment revenues might be enriched by those making what 
many regarded as excessive profits. After a long and vigorous 
struggle, Congress finally passed a new revenue bill which 
proved a partial compromise, so that to-day we still retain 
some of the war-time features, to wit, a maximum surtax of 
50 per cent and a nominal tax of 8 per cent upon net incomes 
above $2,500. 

The practical operation of the present revenue bill, with its 
high surtaxes, has clearly revealed its inherent weaknesses, 
for it has encouraged men of wealth to buy tax-free securities, 
thereby affording them an escape from bearing their just 
burdens of taxation. The result has been that the revenues 
realized through the imposition of the surtaxes have shrunken 
so greatly that billions of dollars have been drawn out of pro- 
ductive industry and invested in tax-free securities. The ques- 
tion this extraordinary situation presents is whether or not the 
stability and the prosperity of the Nation can long endure if we 
permit the great wealth of the Nation to continue to flow into 
channels from which this gigantic capital is secure from taxa- 
tion. It is estimated that about thirty billions of the Nation’s 
wealth is so invested and that this amount is annually increased 
by more than a billion dollars. It is safe to assume that there 
is very little danger of the Federal Government in the future 
issuing any more tax-exempt securities and that it will retire 
those that are now outstanding as rapidly as it can by law; 
but the great menace rests with the States, cities, and minor 
units of government that are at present issuing excessively 
these securities. They have increased their indebtedness in the 
last 10 years from $4,500,000,000 to approximately nine billions 
at the close of 1922. It is only by a realization of these stu- 
pendous figures that we can appreciate the irretrievable harm 
that is bound to come unless we check this unnatural compe- 
tition to secure the wealth of the Nation. 

In practically every city of the Union there is a shortage of 
homes. Building has fallen far short of the demand. One of 
the dominant factors in building operations is the ability to 
finance the operations, and this ultimately means the placing 
of mortgages upon the homes as they are sold to the purchasers. 
Upon investigation one will learn that mortgage money is hard 
to get except at a premium, for the reason that millions of dol- 
lars that were formerly invested in first mortgages have been 
withdrawn from the market and invested in tax-free securities. 
Trust companies and large insurance companies formerly were 
eager to secure mortgage investments, but statistics will show 
that in the past three years they have invested millions of dol- 
lars in tax-exempt securities, and that their investment in mort- 
gages have decreased alarmingly. Not only has mortgage 
money taken a decisive slump in the cities but farm mortgages 
have been affected even more seriously, The hardship falls far 
heavier on the man of small income who desires to acquire a 
home and the farmer who wishes to own his farm for the reason 


that he is obliged to pay a much higher rate of interest and in 
addition encounters greater difficulty in his ability to finance his 
wants. Such a situation creates an unequal opportunity and 
stifles the incentive, which in the past has been such a vital 
factor in the development of our country. It is the home owners 
in our villages and cities and the farmer whose productive lands 
have always been his pride that has made this country the 
marvel of the world. Any economic evil that destroys this 
natural incentive must be corrected, and no time can be wasted 
in doing it. 

We are confronted by another danger that is most menacing 
in its effects, and that is that capital which used to stimulate 
and maintain industry is being withdrawn and invested in 
these tax-free securities, at a time when every encouragement 
should be extended to industry so that employment may continue 
and new wealth created. It may be asked, “ Why is capital 
deserting industrial investments?” The answer is simple when 
we realize that a man who has an income of $250,000 a year, 
and has his money invested in industrial bonds or stocks must 
realize 12 per cent on his investment to secure a net return to 
himself after paying his Federal tax of 5 per cent. In other 
words, if he has his money invested in 5 per cent tax-free 
bonds he has just as much as if though his industrial bonds 
netted him 12 per cent, for the reason that he must pay upon 
his income of $250,000 a total Federal tax of 58 per cent—a 
normal tax of 8 per cent and an added surtax of 50 per cent. 
Naturally, no sane and responsible business man will agree to 
pay 12 per cent interest for money. Only the promoter of un- 
certain securities would undertake to do so, for only few 
legitimate industrial investments produce a net return of 12 
per cent; therefore the man of large wealth will not expose his 
capital to such dangers when he can secure safe and certain 
investments that yield him a net income equal to that of a gross 
income of 12 per cent. 

There was a time in the history of our country when Gov- 
ernment bonds were bought mainly by the man who had ac- 
cumulated a moderate capital, but who wished to invest his 
income in the safest security available and was content to 
receive a low rate of interest. These bonds held forth little at- 
traction to the man of large wealth for he desired a far higher 
return upon his money, but to-day we find the situation changed. 
It is the rich man who formerly dealt almost exclusively in 
industrial and railway securities who now seeks these tax-free 
bonds with all the benefits accruing to him by their exemptions. 

Another field of activity that has been very seriously em- 
barrassed by the issuance of tax-exempt securities are the steam 
railways. They are the arteries of trade; but the transportation 
rates have been so high that they have seriously impeded the 
natural interchange of commerce. One of the greatest problems 
that the railroads have to grapple with is that of finance. Be- 
fore the World War it was comparatively easy for railroads to 
secure what financial assistance they required to keep up their 
rolling stock and for legitimate expansion. But the past few 
years their market for capital has been restricted to such a 
degree that they have been unable to finance their require- 
ments, and what financial assistance they have gotten has been 
acquired at an exceedingly high rate of interest and excessive 
expense. In the past the very rich of the Nation always found 
railroad securities most attractive, but since their earnings 
have been so precarious and the stability of the investment so 
impaired, they have turned their backs on them and are find- 
ing safety and refuge in tax-free securities, 

All of this increased cost in the financing of the railroads re- 
flects itself in the transportation rates, which continue to be 
one of the principal contributing factors which are responsible 
for the high price of merchandising. It affects everybody alike 
in that the ultimate consumer must pay the bill. What is true 
of the railroads is equally true of the public utilities. The 
street railways, gas and electric plants have had, and are still 
having, their embarrassments. Very few present a healthy con- 
dition. They no longer find a ready market for their securi- 
ties. : 

Their customers of former days are no longer willing to 
assist them by buying their bonds, even though they are willing 
to pay as high as 8 per cent interest. It is stated with relia- 
bility that the railroads and the public utility corporations of 
the country require annually about $2,000,000,000 with which 
to finance their operating needs. In order to secure this great 
assistance one can readily see what great difficulties they must 
meet with, and what great expense they are put to in order 
that they may be permitted to live. All of these increased 


burdens are paid for in increased trolley fares, gas and electric- 
light service by the consuming public. 

Another very serious aspect of this proposition is the fact 
that the very rich of the Nation are relieved from taxation 
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and that with each year the available taxable property is grow- 
ing smaller by the refuge which the rich man finds for his 
capital in tax-free securities. It is estimated that the Federal 
‘Government loses this year $300,000,000 in taxes by reason of 
these exemptions. What is the natural result? None other 
than those least able to pay must carry the national burden 
of government. In other words, those who earn their incomes 
must pay the taxes, whereas those who have an unearned in- 
come flowing in from tax-free securities pay nothing. This 
situation creates two classes of Americans—the taxable and 
the nontaxable. To-day 7,000,000 persons are paying the taxes 
of the Federal Government. Next year this number will de- 
crease, thereby adding an additional burden upon the re- 
mainder whose incomes are earned. What justice can there be 
where a man who has an earned income of $10,000 pays to the 
Federal Government a tax of $520, whereas the man who has 
a $10,000 income derived from tax-free bonds pays nothing? 
A manufacturer who has an earned income from his business 
of $300,000 pays to his Government a Federal tax of $144,000, 
whereas the millionaire who has a like income of $300,000 
from tax-free bonds pays nothing. When the truth of such a 
glaring injustice becomes generally known to the public, I feel 
confident that an overwhelming public sentiment will respond 
in condemning a national situation that will permit of such 
gross injustice being practiced, and that it will insist upon the 
immediate adoption and ratification of the proposed constitu- 
tional amendment prohibiting the further issuance of tax-free 
securities, 

It is contended that by the adoption of the proposed amend- 
ment that those who invested in these tax-free securities would 
be greatly enriched by their advance in value and that it would 
be unfair to give these favored holders of tax-free securities 
an additional advantage. No one will dispute the fact that the 
outstanding securities will increase in value for the reason that 
the amendment is not retroactive, but only proposes to prevent 
the issuance in the future of any more of these free securities. 

Whatever the gain to the present holders of these securities 
may be, I feel confident that the correction of so great a na- 
tional evil will far outweigh any added consideration that 
these present holders might gain through the proposed elimina- 
tion of so vicious a system of unequal taxation. Thus it will 
be seen what a serious situation has been developed through- 
out the country by the excessive issuance of these tax-free 
bonds, which has resulted in the tying up of the great surplus 
wealth of the Nation into passive investments. 

In order that a nation may be prosperous, its wealth must 
be elastic and have a natural flow. It should be accessible to 
the farmer, the merchant, the manufacturer, the home builder, 
and all other active enterprises at all times, based upon natural 
merit and attraction, and not be stifled by unnatural economic 
favoritism. This present condition is unhealthy and unsound, 
and unless we act speedily to correct this economic evil we may, 
in the not far-distant future, encounter an economic catastro- 
phe which may require the confiscation of private property to 
again restore the Nation’s wealth into active channels in order 
that the stability and well-being of the Nation may be pre- 
served. 

Mr, ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, the methods of 
Federal taxation have been radically changed during the last 
10 years, and other equally important changes will follow dur- 
ing the next 10 years. 

Before the World War we were collecting, under the general 
fund of the Treasury, about equal amounts from customs and 
internal revenue. The postal receipts at that time approxi- 
mated $266,000,000, making the total Federal revenues for all 
purposes about $990,000,000. The total revenues now collected 
for all purposes approximate $3.500,000,000. 

The wise foresight of a Republican Congress under the 
administration of President Taft submitted to the States the 
sixteenth amendment to our Federal Constitution empowering 
Congress to lay and collect taxes on income. This was the most 
important change in our methods of Federal taxation. That 
amendment was proposed to the legislatures of the several 
States by the Sixty-first Congress and was declared, in a procla- 
mation of the Secretary of State, dated February 25, 1913, to 
have been ratified by the legislatures of the requisite number 
of States, 86. Accordingly, it became a part of our Federal 
Constitution, and the way was thus prepared for income-tax 
legisJation that followed soon thereafter. That amendment 
reads as follows: 

The 5 shall — Sore to sy and collect taxes on incomes, 
from whatever source rived, without apportionment among the 
several States, and ar — regard to any census or enumeration. 

Without this additional constitutional authority Congress 
would have been seriously embarrassed in providing funds to 


meet the requirements of the World War. During the fiscal 
years, 1918, 1919, 1920, $12,835,000,000 were secured through 
internal-revenue taxation, chiefly from taxes on incomes. 

Prior to 1913 the Treasury received internal revenues 
ranging from $250,000,000 to $300,000,000 dollars annually. 
These figures show the results from revenue legislation enacted 
under the sixteenth amendment. The usefulness of this amend- 
ment is further. disclosed by the revenues that must be se- 
cured under it permanently for an indefinite period of time, 
perhaps permanently. 

Thus it appears that the income tax is now a permanent 
part of Federal taxation. It is quite important that taxpayers 
generally should draw a clear distinction between a property 
tax and an income tax. The States generally levy taxes on 
property, while the Federal Government does not employ prop- 
erty taxes in any form. Under the sixteenth amendment, how- 
ever, the Federal Government taxes the incomes of individuals 
and corporations within fixed limitations. We now have an 
annual fixed charge of nearly $1,000,000,000 to pay interest on 
our public debt; about $450,000,000 to $500,000,000 for the 
benefit of the disabled soldiers of the World War; approxi- 
mately $1,500,000,000 for the annual running expenses of the 
Government, and about $500,000,000 to cancel obligations grow- 
ing out of the World War and such public improvements as 
the interests of the people generally may require; these facts 
and figures clearly prove that a large amount of revenue must 
be secured annually from a tax on incomes. 

An income tax should be intelligently graduated so that great 
wealth will be compelled to bear its full share of Federal 
expenses. 

The pending resolution will, if submitted to the States and 
ratified by them, close an avenue—tax-exemption securities— 
through which billions of dollars are now seeking refuge from 
taxation. It is estimated that fifteen hundred million dollars 
of taxable wealth was invested in tax-exempt securities during 
the last calendar year—1922—and that the total investments 
in such securities now approximates $16,000,000,000. Unless 
we are seeking to release great wealth from any share in the 
burdens of taxation we must vote for the submission of this 
amendment, and the States must ratify it. How can any Mem- 
ber consistently vote to levy taxes upon great wealth and then 
vote against this amendment? Such inconsistency is not ex- 
pected from any Member of this House or from any State. 
The resolution reads as follows: 

ARTICLE —. 
The United States shal 
3 l securities : eee 88 
this article, by or under the authority of an coe but without dis- 
crimination against income derived from suc rities and in favor 


of income derived from securities issued, after ‘the ratification of this 
Eae by or under the authority of the United States or any other 


and in favor of income derived from securities — after the ratifica- 


ate. 
Res. 314, 

The revenue act of ee e 23, 1921, provides for an indi- 
vidual tax of 8 per cent of the amount of the net income and 
also a surtax of 1 per cent of the amount by which the net 
income exceeds $6,000 and does not exceed $10,000. The rate 
of surtax gradually increases with the increase of net income 
until it reaches 50 per cent of the amount by which*the net 
income exceeds $200,000. Beyond the limit of $200,000 net in- 
come the Government is to receive 50 per cent or one-half of 
the total net income. At this point those who are receiving 
large incomes begin to search for lines of investment. When 
they find that a tax-exempt security will yield a better rate 
of return without risk and care than productive enterprises 
will yield tax-exempt securities become very attractive. They 
furnish in this way not only an escape of capital from taxation 
and productive enterprise, but they also encourage idleness on 
the part of many people who would otherwise be producers. 

The Member who voted as I did for these higher rates of sur- 
taxes is logically compelled to vote for the adoption of this 
resolution. 

Otherwise a vast amount of wealth will withdraw from pro- 
ductive pursuits and go on deposit in a “bank of refuge,” 
called “ tax-exempt securities.” 

A vote against this resolution leads inevitably to that result. 
That means that the people with moderate incomes will pay 
more taxes while the rich will pay less. 

Take an illustration: The man who has a net income of 
$200,000 will pay a normal tax of $15,680 for 1922 and a surtax 
of $70,960, or a total of $86,640, or 43.3 per cent of his net 
income. If his net income should be $300,000, his surtax would 
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be $70.960 plus one-half of the excess over $200,000 ($50,000), 
or $120,960, while his normal tax would be $23,680 and his total 
tax $144,640, or 48.2 per cent of his net income. A net income 
of $500,000 would pay 52.1 per cent, or $260,640, into the Federal 
Treasury, while one of $1,000,000 would pay 55 per cent into 
the Treasury, or $550,640. These taxes would be secured from 
capital employed in productive business pursuits. Like net 
incomes from tax-exempt securities, however, would pay noth- 
ing. It is our imperative duty to amend our Federal Consti- 
tution by the adoption of this resolution. 
STATE RIGHTS. 


It is argued by some that we dare not confer upon the Con- 
gress the authority to tax the incomes from State, county, mu- 
nicipal, and school bonds, because it might go so far as to levy 
rates of confiscation upon such incomes. That argument proves 
entirely too much. It involves the idea that we dare not risk 
the Congress in this matter because of the fear that State cred- 
its might be destroyed. This argument logically implies that it 
is dangerous to delegate the taxing power to Congress for any 
purpose whatever. How, then, would the advocate of such a 
doctrine secure Federal revenues to pay the expenses of the 
Government? z 

According to that kind of political doctrine we dare not vest 
the legislatures of the States with the power of taxation. Where, 
then, would you lodge such power? Human beings somewhere 
must exercise that authority. The record of legislative bodies 
in the States and the Congress of the United States throughout 
the entire history of the Government refute that fallacious doc- 
trine. > 

The submission of this resolution to the States for ratification 
will discharge the present duty of Congress. The States will 
then have an opportunty to say by ratification or rejection 
whether the great wealth of the country shall bear its just share 
of Federal taxation or whether on the other hand it shall go 
free while the people of moderate incomes must carry the prin- 
cipal part of the Federal burdens, To my mind there can be no 
reasonable doubt as to our imperative duty to submit and ratify 
this constitutional amendment and thereby equalize the burdens 
of taxation according to possessions and ability to pay. Let us 
therefore hasten this resolution to speedy submission and rati- 
fication. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent leave of absence was granted as 
follows: 

To Mr. McLAvuGHLIN of Nebraska. 

To Mr. McDvurrie, on account of illness in his family. 

To Mr. Layton, on account of illness. 

Mr. WASON. Mr. Chairman, I ask leave of absence for my 
colleague [Mr. BurrovueHs] for to-day and to-morrow on ac- 
count of illness. 

The SPEAKER. 
Chair hears none. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the independent offices appropriation bill be taken 
from the Speaker's table, that the Senate amendments thereto 
be disagreed to, ask for a conference, and the conferees be 
appointed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 18696) making appropriations for the Executive Office 
and for sundry independent executive purani boards, commissions, 
and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the conferees. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Woop of Indiana, Mr. Wason, Mr. Dickinson, Mr. BYRNS of 
Tennessee, and Mr. GRIFFIN. 


RECORDING OF A VOTE. 


Mr. APPLEBY. Mr. Speaker, I voted “aye,” and I do not 
know whether I am recorded or not. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can be counted now if he 
ought to have been recorded. Does the gentleman make that 
statement? 

Mr. PATTERSON. I heard the gentleman yote. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman can correct the RECORD to- 
morrow or now. 

Mr. APPLEBY. I ask to have the Recorp corrected. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman know he was not re- 
corded? 

Mr. APPLEBY. A friend telephoned me that I was not 
recorded. 


Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
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The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Recorp will be cor- 
rected. 
There was no objection. 
LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM,. Mr. Speaker, I ask leave of absence for 
Mr. WHITE of Maine on account of illness. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all who spoke on the bill or the amendments be given five 
legislative days to extend their remarks, $ 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

The extension of remarks referred to is here printed in full 
as follows: 

Mr. DEAL. Mr. Speaker, I shall cast my vote against the 
resolution under consideration. I regard it as another move 
on the part of those favoring a centralized government to 
weaken and break the power of the States. I can well under- 
stand that many of those who may vote for the submission of 
the proposed amendment can be and probably are prompted by 
other motives. Indeed, the debate indicates a diversity of 
reasons which no doubt have blinded some to the fact that 
each additional power delegated to the Federal Government is 
a liberty, reserved to the people by the Constitution, surren- 
dered forever. A priceless heritage, purchased with the blood 
of our Revolutionary ancestors, exchanged for a “mess of 
potage.” Liberties intrusted to our care for the “ peace, happi- 
ness, and prosperity” of our posterity are to be sacrificed at 
the demand of a class already favored with wealth far beyond 
its needs. Under the camouflage of reaching the “ tax dodger” 
it is proposed to ask the States to surrender to the Federal 
Government their credit. Well may we invoke the adage, 
“ Beware of the Greeks coming bearing gifts.” Who are they 
most persistent in demanding the submission of this amend- 
ment? First comes the Secretary of the Treasury, a man whose 
ability and success in life commands our highest admiration, 
firing a broadside smoke screen for the proposed amendment 
upon the ground that surplus wealth is going into tax-exempt 
securities rather than into industrial development. It may be 
pertinent to refer to the remarks of Hon. JAMES A. FREAR on 
November 25 and December 7, 1922, in which he charges the 
Secretary with failure to enforce section 220 of the 1921 reve- 
nue act in not collecting surtaxes upon accumulated surpluses 
of certain corporations whose profits have ranged as high as 
100 per cent. Mr. FREAR said: 

I have briefly charged that upward of $2,000,000,000 in corporation- 
accumulated surpluses are disclosed to be given out as stock dividends. 
That Secretary Mellon's own Gulf Oil Co. started the wild melon-cutting 
race, That one purpose of sudden disclosures of huge profits is due to 
fear by great interests that tax laws by future Congresses may reach 
the enormous excess profits and tax dodging now practiced under Secre- 
tary Mellon’s régime. That the tax administration of the Internal 
Revenue Office is still influenced by a small group of men in and out 
of the office, whose activities have become a public scandal, and that 
millions of dollars in penalties and surtaxes can be collected if the law 
is enforced affecting surpluses. I repeat that in my opinion Secretar 
Mellon should impose the 25 per cent penalty provided by section 22 
on the enormous accumulated surpluses of corporations not needed in 
the business, leaving it for the corporation, wherever possible to do so, 
to justify its acts. In this I believe one of his own companies by de- 
claring a 200 per cent stock dividend served to invite others to follow, 
until 900 per cent stock dividends, and even 1,600 per cent stock diyi- 
dends, have been among the surpluses that are reported, and will thus 
avoid payment of personal surtaxes. 

I do not agree with all that Mr. Frear has said. I do not 
charge that Secretary Mellon has violated any law or sought by 
unfair means to evade the just payment of taxes by himself or 
those industries in which he is financially interested, nor do I 
claim that he has aided others so to do; but I do think that it 
ill becomes one of his reputed wealth to attack and seek to take 
from the people by constitutional amendment any part of their 
eredit, so necessary for the development of our roads, our 
schools, our sewerage, our water supply, or public utilities. 

The President, acting, it may be, upon the advice of his Sec- 
retary of the Treasury, recommended the submission of the 
resolution under consideration upon the ground that it is neces- 
sary to “lawfully restrict the issues of tax-exempt securities“ 
and to curb the “extravagance of the States and municipali- 
ties.” Has there ever been a more unwarranted attack upon 
an enlightened people? He whose every power has been dele- 
gated by those whose credit he now seeks to impair and whose 
remaining power he would absorb would thus destroy the most 
valuable asset of local government. Apparently the President 
ignores restrictions placed by State laws upon such issues. In 
my State the limit upon municipalities is 18 per cent of the 
assessed value of real and personal property, and State issues 


2288 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JANUARY 23, 


are not in excess of 10 per cent, while the average assessments 
‘do not exceed 50 per cent of real values. There has been no 
difficulty in borrowing from the most scrupulous lender even 
when there was no tax upon incomes from any source, indeed 
the lender will always regulate the danger line, but it would 
seem that the President and his Secretary want to stop the 
people from building roads for their own profit and comfort 
and pleasure. Good roads are competitors of the railroad, so 
highway building must be stopped and the money diverted to 
big business and the railroads. The power to tax is the power 
to destroy. Poverty is weakness. Wealth is power. Our prin- 
cipal financial reservoir has been absorbed by the Federal Goy- 
ernment through the medium of the income tax. Yield our 
credit to the tender mercies of the Federal Government, and the 
advocates of a centralized Government will have accomplished 
their purpose, 

Curb the “extravagance of the States,” indeed. Nothing is 
rich or poor, strong or weak, extravagant or penurious except 
by comparison. Let us examine briefly the real situation: 
Prior to the World War and for many decades the per capita 
tax by the Federal Government, direct and indirect, had been 
and was about $9. The per capita tax of the States ranged 
around $5 to $7; of counties, $5 to $10; or cities, varying 
amounts from $10 to $30. There was no fear then of the down- 
fall of the Republic by reason of State and municipal extrava- 

ce. There was not the slightest suggestion of bankruptcy, 
ut now danger has been sensed, the red flag has been hoisted. 
The States and subdivisions thereof, notwithstanding the high 
cost and values, superinduced by the war and the abnormal 
extravagances of the Federal Government, have scarcely in- 
creased the average per capita tax upon their citizens in excess 
of 123 per cent. While the Federal Government, the head of 
which fears such dire results unless the “ extravagance of the 
people” can be curbed, is laying a per capita tax of more than 
$40 upon the people, or an increase of more than 400 per cent. 
These figures may not be absolutely correct, but it will scarcely 
be denied that they are approximately so. Sufficiently so to 
illustrate the absurdity of the suggestion that the people can 
not be trusted to tax themselves. Briefly, let us examine that 
for which these taxes are laid and bonds issued and the returns 
that we get. 

The Federal Government is spending $40 per capita, the 
State and municipalities combined $40 per capita. That is 
about the tax in my State and city, which does not differ ma- 
terially from the ratio of taxes in other States. From the Fed- 
eral Government we receive protection from invasion by for- 
eign foes, a guaranty of a republican form of government, 
$65,000,000 for roads, $42,000,000 for rivers and harbors, less 
than $5,000,000 for maternity and education, while we pay 
from incomes alone $1,150,000,000, and from all sources more 
than $4,000,000,000 to the Federal Government annually. From 
the State and city we receive education for our children, sew- 
erage and water to promote health, paved streets, sidewalks, 
drainage, police protection, fire protection, roads, and other 
advantages not enumerated, all conducing to the peace, health, 
happiness, and contentment of our people. It is to curb and 
take away from us these things in part that the resolution 
under consideration is intended. On this floor, leading most 
vigorously the fight for the resolution, we find the great cap- 
tains of wealth in the forefront asking that State securities 
shall hereafter be taxed, pleading that wealth be taxed, and 
at the same time inveighing against the high surtaxes. “ Be- 
ware of the Greeks coming bearing gifts.” If State and munici- 
pal securities need being taxed, the State now has that power. 
If Federal securities need being taxed, Congress has the power 
so to do. If the people want them taxed, it will be done. It 
should not be done in opposition to their uninfluenced will in 
the interest of capital and those who seek to raid the Federal 
Treasury. 

The ratification of the sixteenth amendment enabled the Fed- 
eral Government to absorb the principal financial reservoir of 
the States. Had the States foreseen the lengths to which the 
Federal Government would go in taxing incomes and its re- 
sults the sixteenth amendment would never, in my opinion, 
have been ratified. Had it not been done, there are few, if any, 
States that would need to issue a bond for any amount. 

The Federal income tax taken from my State during the 
past fiscal year, and it is below the average income yield from 
all of the States, covered into the State, county, and city treas- 
uries annually would far more than provide for all of our 
public needs, including the development of our waterways, our 
harbors and terminals, without the aid of one dollar from 
the Federal Treasury. Were Congress denied the right to 
tax incomes and forced to lay a direct tax, economy would 
be practiced, the reckless orgy of spending, wasting, and un- 


heard-of extravagances by the Federal Government would have 
been to a large extent avoided. The war gave warrant for 
excessive taxation, but what defense can we offer for our 
enormous expenditures five years after the war? The gentle- 
man from the seventeenth district of New York, Mr. OGDEN 
Mutts, in a speech delivered on the floor of the House Decem- 
ber 19, 1922, submitted a table of income yield from municipal 
and industrial bonds through a period of 52 years, showing 
but a slight difference in favor of the municipal bonds. From 
this it is undertaken to show that the value of the tax-exempt 
municipal bond would not be materially impaired should the 
Federal Government be empowered to tax the same and exer- 
cise that power. We should not lose sight of the fact that 
during 43 years of this period incomes were not taxed from 
any source and for nearly 5 years after the ratification of the 
sixteenth amendment the income tax, relatively, was nominal. 
From the declaration of war until now the disturbed condition 
of business and values would not suggest this as a period in 
which a normal comparison can be justly made. The sugges- 
tion that a tax-exempt bond would not yield far more on the 
market than a taxed bond seems strange and illogical. I sub- 
mit that he who purchases a tax-exempt bond is not a tax 
dodger. I submit that he pays the tax in the enhanced value 
of the bond and the lower rate of interest that he receives for 
his money. 

Water seeks its level, and so does the market for money. 
To whom are State and municipal bonds seld? Do we peddle 
them out in small amounts to local investors? Certainly not. 
They are usually sold in bloc to trust, insurance, or banking 
companies and are absorbed by those whose incomes are sub- 
ject to the higher brackets of the graduated income tax. Now, 
when the bond is offered for sale the prospective purchaser 
first wants to know the rate of interest it bears. When told 
that the rate is, say, 44 per cent, he next inquires what dis- 
count from the par value will be allowed; when told that the 
par value is expected, he will naturally decline-to purchase. 
If requested to make an offer for the same, he begins to figure 
the amount the Government will take from him, and then he 
inquires if the State will also tax the income. Suppose he 
finds that the State will lay a tax of 2 per cent and the Federal 
Government takes a flat tax of 8 per cent and then a surtax of 
50 per cent, altogether 60 per cent of the income, leaving only 
1.8 per cent net. Can anyone think for a moment that the in- 
vestor would purchase such bonds at par? Certainly not. He 
would probably offer 50 to 60 cents on the dollar, and thus the 
“extravagance of the people” would be curbed. Incidentally, 
civic development, with all of its attendant evils, would be 
curbed. Would the public install sewerage, pave streets, build 
roads and water systems at the price? No; local government 
would collapse and we would be forced to go to the Federal 
Government for aid, and surrender other privileges and liberties 
for that aid. We would have to contend with Federal red tape, 
with all of the inefficiency, waste, and graft incident to a 
bureaucratic régime. It would, in my opinion, lead to a Fed- 
eral land tax, license tax, and a multiplicity of Federal agents, 
detectives, and spies. 

I suppose the proponents of this resolution will ridicule these 
suggestions. If so, permit me to call your attention to the 
Federal enforcement of the sixteenth and eighteenth amend- 
ments to the Constitution, with the hosts of detectives and 
spies dodging the footsteps of men who thought that they were 
free until the State legislatures, responding to the maudling 
sentiment of the demagogue and fanatic, ratified the sixteenth 
and eighteenth amendments, What man or woman can now 
boast of freedom? Of what protection is the fourth amend- 
ment of the Constitution when a Federal officer can and does 
walk into your office or home and examines your private books 
and papers and personal effects without a warrant; when the 
Federal Government supports these underlings in the assump- 
tion that every man and woman is a thief who has made two 
blades of grass grow where one formerly grew, and places the 
burden upon the citizens of proving his or her innocence? Con- 
gress alone is empowered to make laws; when in violation of 
the spirit, if not the direct mandate of that Constitution which 
each Member takes a solemn oath to support and keep inviolate, 
Congress delegates to the administrative department of the 
Government the power to make rules and regulations for the 
enforcement of law—in reality the power to make laws which 
can be changed every morning before breakfast, to the confusion 
and persecution of American citizens. What man or woman in 


full possession of his or her faculties would knowingly sur- 
render one atom of his or her liberty and that of their children 
and their children’s children to the mercy of a Congress that 
has so abused its trust? The sixteenth amendment has done 
more to break down and destroy the sovereignty of the States 
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than all other acts combined since the foundation of our Gov- 
ernment, and why, because if the States surrender to the Fed- 
eral Government an inch of the power reserved to the citizen 
Congress immediately proceeds to take the proverbial ell. 

In the case of the sixteenth amendment, where is the warrant 
for taxing one man or woman at one rate and another at a dif- 
ferent rate? Is this equality before the law? Is it just? Is it 
fair? Is it honest? Can we censure the man for disloyalty 
who, under the promise of his Government that if he will labor 
and practice self-denial he and his posterity shall enjoy the 
fruits of that labor, only to find in old age that his Government 
seeks his financial destruction by uujust taxation and persecu- 
tion? ‘The ratification of the resolution under consideration I 
submit would intensify the evils of the sixteenth amendment 
and vastly aid in the destruction of local self-government. The 
gentleman from the first district of Ohio is quoted as having said 
that “unless we adopt this amendment in a very short time the 
whole system of graduated income tax will fall.“ I think, Mr. 
Speaker, that it will fail if it does not fall, because a graduated 
tax is an unjust tax; but the solicitude of the gentleman from 
the first district of Ohio, the gentleman from the seventeenth dis- 
trict of New York, and the gentleman from the first district of 
Massachusetts for the preservation of the system of the gradu- 
ated income tax law is hardly consistent with their attitude in 
fighting to reduce the maximum graduated tax from 50 to 82 
per cent. I voted with them then, not because I thought the 
principle was right, but because it was a step in the right direc- 
tion and the best that could be had. There was no difference in 
the principle of those who supported the 32 per cent maximum 
and those who supported the 50 per cent maximum tax. I am 
opposed to any graduated tax. The principle is wrong, but 
these gentlemen supposed to represent especially great wealth 
have proven by their acts that they have no love for the grad- 
uated tax. 

Can their solicitude for the destruction of tax-exempt securi- 
ties be prompted in part by the thought that if the market 
for State and municipal securities is weakened, perhaps de- 
stroyed, the people will clamor for a repeal of the graded 
tax in order to market their bonds? In part to discourage the 
growing tendency of municipalities to enter those fields of 
endeavor heretofore exclusively enjoyed by private capital? 
In part through fear that the large bonded issues will place 
upon them a heavier burden in carrying charges and sinking 
funds? In part to enhance the value of the exempted bonds 
now claimed to be in the hands of the wealthy? In part to 
stop the sale of State bonds and thereby create a market for 
industrial bonds? In part to prevent highway development 
and thus reopen the field for watered stocks and bonds of 
industrials and transportation? I submit that the danger 
of an overissue of State tax-exempt securities is negligible; 
all States limit by law bond issues. Investors in such securi- 
ties will not purchase in excess of this limit. The taxpayer 
will not stand for excessive land taxes, and State representa- 
tives are afraid to impose heavy direct taxes, just as Con- 
gress shies at a sales tax. The Secretary of the Treasury 
and the President first proposed, in the interest of capital, 
to reduce the graduated tax. Failing in part, they felt out 
the sales-tax idea in connection with the soldier bonus. Seeing 
that this could not be worked, the tax-exempt securities scheme 
has been handed out from the Treasury Department. If, as 
its proponents claim, State securities will under the tax plan 
drop back to pre-war sales, probably less, where will the Govern- 
ment get the cash to meet its proposed bonuses and pensions 
and gifts to sugar speculators, and Russian gifts and Liberian 
loans, and the proposed German loan of $1,000,000,000 to be 
spent for wheat in America, and finally to pay our $23,000,- 
000,000 debt? 

Mr. Speaker, tax-exempt securities are not reducing the 
Government revenues, because the Government never had the 
revenue from this source. The unreasonable, foolish, unjust 
graduated income tax, and the persecution of business men by 
Mr. Mellon’s bureau, and not tax-exempt securities is driving 
eapital out of industry, closing the door of opportunity in the 
faces of our young men, destroying credit, and “drying up” 
the wells of enterprise and ambition. Our population and 
wealth have greatly increased. The demands of civilization 
are in proportion. Improved highways are a recognized neces- 
sity. There is more wealth to invest in bonds without in any 
sense disturbing the status quo heretofore obtaining. Improved 
highways will increase the values of realty, the base of State 
and municipal revenue. This source of revenue must take the 
place of income taxes, of which a monopoly has practically been 
assumed by the Federal Government. It seems to me. Mr. 
Speaker, that every man representing his State in Congress 
should bend his every effort to curb the extravagance of the 


Federal Government, rather than throttle the necessary de- 
velopment of those things that touch so closely the prosperity 
and happiness of those whom he is supposed to represent. As 
to the provision that the State may tax incomes from Federal 
securities, no human mind can foresee the confusion to which 
such an attempt would lead, if indeed it should lead anywhere. 
Forty-eight States acting separately could scarcely reach an 
accord as to a proper rate, or upon any rate, for taxation. It 
means nothing save to becloud the situation and as an argument 
that the State is to receive some return for its concession, or 
to present the semblance of fairness. 

The passing of the sovereignty of the State must sooner or 
later lead to the dissolution of the Republic. Congress can only 
enact laws that will apply to all alike; laws affecting the do- 
mestic relations of life on the Atlantic seaboard may not, and 
probably would not, in any sense appeal to the happiness of the 
people living upon the Pacific coast, or vice versa. It would be 
impracticable and a dead letter. Cast aside, if you please, 
every other consideration and weigh the President’s words: 


I suggest the submission of an amendment so that we may lawfully 
restrict— 


And so forth. 
I renew that recommendation now. 


So that who may control? “ We,” the President and Secre- 
tary Mellon and his capitalistic class, of course. And what 
does he propose to control? Why, the people. Can there be 
anything plainer than that the free exercise of the liberty of 
the people to control as they please that for which they labor 
is to be denied to them, is to be taken away from them; that 
they are to be reduced to subserviency, to the absolute will of 
the king? 

Mr. Speaker, if there were no other reason than the proposed 
surrender of control for ever and ever to a central power a 
liberty of the people I would oppose it to the death, Caesar 
Augustus, as consul, chafing at the restraints of the Roman 
law and the power of the senate, recommended to the Roman 
senate that it pass a resolution abolishing the republic and-the 
creation of an empire with himself as emperor. The resolution 
was passed, and it is said that a Roman senator, when asked 
why the senate betrayed the trust of the people, replied that 
some one offered the resolution and the rest were afraid to vote 
against it. I am wondering if there are any of this body who 
will vote for this resolution counter to his judgment. 


ADJOURNMENT. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o’clock p. m.) 
the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednesday, January 
24, 1923, at 12 o'clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 
6423. A bill to detach Pecos County, in the State of Texas, 
from the Del Rio division of the western judicial district of 
Texas and attach same to the El Paso division of the western 
judicial district of said State; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1444). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. WINSLOW: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
meree. H. R. 13760. A bill to amend an act entitled “An act 
te authorize the construction of drawless bridges across a cer- 
tain portion of the Charles River in the State of Massachu- 
setts,” approved November 14, 1921; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1446). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. COOPER of Ohio: Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. H. R. 13808. A bill granting the consent of Con- 
gress to the commissioners of Venango County, their successors 
and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Allegheny River, 
in the State of Pennsylvania; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1447). Referred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. FULLER: Committee on Invalid Pensions. H. R. 13980. 
A bill granting pensions and increase of pensions to certain 
soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and certain widows and 
dependent children of soldiers and sailors of said war; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1445). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 
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PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: A bill (H. R. 13975) amending the 
provision contained in the sundry civil act approved July 19, 
1919 (41 Stat. L. 164) for the remodeling and repair of the cus- 
tomhouse and post office at Buffalo, N. X.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. FAIRFIELD: A bill (H. R. 13976) providing for uni- 
form marriage and divorce laws in the United States, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BLANTON: A bill (H. R. 13977) providing for the 
election of a Delegate to the House of Representatives from the 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. s 

By Mr. PARKER of New York: A bill (H. R. 18978) granting 
the consent of Congress to the Hudson River Bridge Co. at 
Albany to maintain two bridges, already constructed, across the 
Hudson River; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 18979) making eligible 
for retirement under certain conditions officers of the United 
States Army other than officers of the Regular Army who in- 
curred physical disability in line of duty while in the service 
of the United States during the war; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 18980) granting pensions 
and increase of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the 
Civil War and certain widows and dependent children of sol- 
diers and sailors of said war; committed to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

By Mr. DEMPSEY: A bill (H. R. 13981) to amend section 
6 of an act entitled “An act making appropriations for the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works 
on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes,” approved June 
5, 1920; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. FAIRFIELD: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 426) pro- 
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SNYDER: A resolution (H. Res. 490) for the imme- 
one consideration of House bill 18835; to the Committee on 

ules. 

By Mr. McFADDEN: A resolution (H. Res, 491) for the im- 
mediate consideration of House bill 18878; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. ROUSE: A resolution (H. Res. 492) directing the 
Postmaster General to furnish to the House of Representatives 
certain information regarding the filling of vacancies in post- 
masterships since May 10, 1921, and for other purposes; to the 
Sommittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. R. 13982) granting an increase 
of pension to Roena C. Caskey; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13983) granting an increase of pension to 
Nancy J. Cooper; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 18984) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah A. Fitzgerald; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13985) granting an increase of pension to 
Sarah J. Moody; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 13986) granting an increase of 
pension to Jacob Shank; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KLINE of New York: A bill (H. R. 13987) for the 
relief of John N. Knauff Co. (Inc.); to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (HL R. 13988) granting a pen- 
sion to Angeline Preston ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 18989) granting a pension to 
Mary Sullivan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 13990) granting a pension to 
Elizabeth A. Limes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13991) granting a pension to Adaline 
Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13992) granting an increase of pension to 
David H. Whitehead; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of South Dakota, urging Congress to amend sec- 
tion 2 of louse Resolution 8744, approved December 21, 1921, 
and enact in lieu thereof an act to require the completion of 


a steel bridge at Chamberlain, S. Dak., as required by act 
of Congress approved April 28, 1916, said bridge to be com- 
pleted during the year 1923; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota requesting and demanding that Congress modify and 
reduce the present freight rates for grain and live stock by 
appropriate legislation; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota requesting Congress to modify and revise the present 
e standards for grading grain; to the Committee on Agri- 
culture, 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota urging Congress to give immediate and careful consider- 
ation to Senate bill 4130, raising the limit on Federal farm 
loans from $10,000 to $25,000; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


PETITIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7000. By Mr. CRAMTON: Petition of Cary H. King and 
other rural carriers at Marlette. Mich., urging passage of 
the Ketcham bill; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

7001. By Mr. DARROW: Petition of the Philadelphia Cham- 
ber of Commerce, favoring the Chinese indemnity resolution, 
S. J. Res, 85; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7002. By Mr. GARNER: Petition of 22 citizens of Texas, 
favoring immediate aid being extended to the people of the Ger- 
man and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7008. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of National Legislative Com- 
mittee of the American Legion, Washington, D. C., recommend- 
ing that Congress enact legislation adopting a policy regarding 
the disposition of the Muscle Shoals plants; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

7004, By Mr. MAcGREGOR: Petition of six citizens of Buf- 
falo, N. Y., urging Congress to extend immediate aid to the 
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, 

7005. Also, petition of 66 citizens of New York, favoring 
immediate aid being extended to the people of the Ger- 
man and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7006. By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan: Petition of Frank 
Trude and 41 others, of Traverse City, Mich., opposing a dis- 
eriminatory tax on small-arms ammunition and firearms; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7007. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition of Mr, Albert 
C. Schwaab and other residents of Minneapolis, petitioning the 
Congress to pass resolution providing relief for Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7008. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition signed by H. Kruegor, of 
Hackensack, N. J., and others of surrounding towns, in support 
of legislation extending immediate aid to the people of the 
German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7009. Also, petition signed by Frank C. Osmers and others, 
of Haworth, N. J., and surrounding towns, in support of 
legislation extending immediate aid to the people of the 
German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7010. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition signed by Caroline P. 
Weeks, of Tenafly, N. J., and 875 others, living at Creskill and 
Tenatly, indorsing Senate Joint Resolution 232, proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States relative to 
child labor; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7011. By Mr. ROSE: Petitions of citizens of Altoona, Blair 
County, Pa., favoring a joint resolution purporting to extend 
immediate aid to the people of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7012. By Mr. SNELL: Petition of various citizens of Canton, 
N. Y., favoring the abolishing of discriminatory tax on 
small-arms ammunition and firearms, internal revenue bill, 
section 900, paragraph 7; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

7013. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Letter of W. P. Me- 
Cartney, Punxsutawney, Pa., favoring repeal of tax from ad- 
missions of 25 cents or less to motion pictures and other amyse- 
ments; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 
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SENATE. 
Wepnespay, January 24, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 23, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ball Ernst Lodge Phipps 
Bayard Fletcher McCormick Ransdell 
Borah Frelinghuysen McCumber Reed, Pa. 
Brookhart George McKellar Robinson 
der a Glass McKinley Sheppard 
Cameron Hale McLean Sho. e 
Capper Harreld McNary Smith 
Caraway Harris Moses Spencer 
Colt Harrison Nelson erling 
Couzens Heflin ew Wadsworth 
Culberson Johnson Nicholson Warren 
Curtis Jones, Wash. No Willis 
Dial Keyes Oddie 
Dillingham La Follette Pepper 


Mr. WILLIS. I desire to announce the absence of my col- 
league [Mr. POMERENE] on account of illness. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to announce the unavoidable ab- 
sence of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN] on 
account of illness. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Fifty-four Senators have an- 
swered to their names. There is a quorum present. 

MANUFACTURERS OF POSTS AND POLES (S. DOC, NO. 293). 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the chairman of the Federal Trade Commission, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to the activities of 
trade associations composed of manufacturers of posts and 
poles in the Rocky Mountain and Mississippi Valley territory, 
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce 
and ordered to be printed. 

PETITIONS. 


Mr. JONES of Washington presented petitions of sundry citi- 
zens of Outlook and Grandview, both in the State of Washington, 
praying for the passage of legislation extending payments under 
reclamation projects over a period of 40 years, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented resolutions adopted by the board 
of directors of the Crittendon County Chamber of Commerce, at 
Marion, Ark., favoring amendment of the immigration laws to 
permit more liberal immigration so as to relieve the present 
labor shortage in the United States, which were referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4113) for the relief of Helene M. Layton (Rept. No. 
1034) ; 

re bill (S. 4191) for the relief of Harry E. Fiske (Rept. No. 
1035); 

A bill (S. 4313) for the payment of claims for damages to 
and loss of private property incident to the training, practice, 
operation, or maintenance of the Army (Rept. No. 1036) ; 

A bill (S. 4366) for the relief of W. Ernest Jarvis (Rept. No. 
1037); : 

A bill (H. R. 369) for the relief of the owner of Old Dominion 
Pier A (Rept. No. 1038) ; 

A bill (H. R. 3836) for the relief of Nolan P. Benner (Rept. 
No. 1039); and 

A bill (H. R. 7583) for the relief of Henry Peters (Rept. 
No. 1040). 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally with an 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 1280) for the relief of Eli N. Sonnenstrahl (Rept. 
No. 1041); 

A bill (S. 4333) for the relief of Howard R. Gurney (Rept. 
No. 1042) ; and 
i 0 bill (S. 4345) for the relief of E. J. Reynolds (Rept. No. 

3). 

Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 
= ‘i 15 (S. 1103) for the relief of Frank Vumbaca (Rept. No. 

* 


A bill (S. 3071) to extend the benefits of the employers’ 
liability act of September 7, 1916, to Edward N. McCarty (Rept. 
No. 1045) ; and 

A bill (S. 4085) for the relief of Samuel H. Butler (Rept. 
No. 1046). 

Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4254) for the relief of Elizabeth Mekeller, 
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1047) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill (S. 4218) for the relief of E. G. Crews, reported it ad- 
versely and submitted a report (No. 1048) thereon. 

Mr. HARRELD, from the Committee on Claims, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3854) for the relief of Liberty loan 
subscribers of the National Bank of Cleburne, Tex., reported it 
adversely and submitted a report (No. 1049) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the 
bill (H. R. 6134) for relief of estate of Anne C. Shymer, re- 
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1050) thereon. 

Mr. HARRELD (for Mr. Stanrietp), from the Committee on 
Claims, to which was referred the bill (S. 661) for the relief 
of Arthur Frost, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1051) thereon. 

Mr. ERNST, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 1517) for the relief of Antti Merihelmi, 
reported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1052) thereon. 

Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Claims, to which were re- 
ferred the following bills, reported them each without amend- 
ment and submitted reports thereon: 

A bill (S. 4810) for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Mohican (Rept. No. 1053); and 

A bill (S. 4311) for the relief of the owners of the steam 
lighter Comport (Rept. No. 1054). 

Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 3701) for the relief of Blattmann & 
Co., reported it with an amendment. 

Mr. BALL, from the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
to which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 266) au- 
thorizing the use of public parks, reservations, and other public 
spaces in the District of Columbia, and the use of tents, cots, 
hospital appliances, flags, and other decorations, property of 
the United States, by the Almas Temple, Washington, D. C., 
1923 Shrine Committee (Inc.), and for other purposes, reported 
it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 1055) 
thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. HARRIS: 

A bill (S. 4402) to amend the tariff act of 1922; to the Com- 
mittee on Finance. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

A bill (S. 4403) to amend the act entitled “An act to limit 
the immigration of aliens into the United States,” approved 
May 19, 1921, as amended and extended; to the Committee on 
Immigration. 

By Mr. SMITH: 

A bill (S. 4404) authorizing the Secretary of War to transfer 
to trustees to be named by the Chamber of Commerce of Colum- 
bia, S. C., certain lands at Camp Jackson, S. C.; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. JONES of Washington: 

A bill (S. 4405) granting an increase of pension to Nancy ©. 
Pease (with an accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BORAH: 

A bill (S. 4406) authorizing the appointment of John T. 
Henderson as captain of Field Artillery; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

THE MERCHANT MARINE. 

Mr. McNARY submitted sundry amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and sup- 
plement the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other purposes, 
which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

INVESTIGATION OF CROP INSURANCE. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I desire to ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of Senate 
Resolution 413, I am sure it will not lead to debate. I have 
no purpose to delay the consideration of the pending bill. In 
September of last year a committee was appointed to study 
farm crop insurance. That committee, under the resolution, 
was to report in February next. Because of various reasons 
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they have been unable to do so. The resolution for which I 
intend to ask immediate consideration simply proposes that 
the time may be extended for the report of the committee until 
January 1, 1924. The resolution is not on the calendar, but 
I now, from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, to 
which it was referred, report it favorably without amendment 
and ask unanimous consent for its immediate consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. For the information of the Senate, 
the Secretary will read the resolution reported by the Senator 
from Oregon from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

The Secretary read the resolution S. Res. 413, which was sub- 
mitted by Mr. McNary January 19, 1923, as follows: 

Resolved, That the time for making report required of the com- 
mittee appointed under Senate Resolution 341, agreed te September 9, 
1922, is hereby extended to January 1, 1924. 

Mr. McKELLAR. To what does the resolution relate? 

Mr. McNARY. The committee have been making a study of 
crop insurance, but have been unable to complete its work. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to the immediate con- 
sideration of the resolution. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the imme- 
diate consideration of the resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 

THE MERCHANT MARINE. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to have 
read a unanimous-consent proposal which I expect to submit 
to the Senate to-morrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re- 
quested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 
It is agreed by unanimous consent that on and after the calen 
day of Monday, January 29, 1923, no Senator shall speak tints than 
once or longer than two hours upon the shipping bill, nor more than 
once or longer than 30 minutes upon any amendment offered thereto, 
and on ang after the calendar day of Monday, the 5th day of Feb- 
ruary, 1923, unless the bill is ge! A disposed of, no Senator shall 
8 Sie more than once or longer than 30 minutes on the bill, nor more 

n 
be offered thereto. 


once or longer than 10 minutes on any amendment that may 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not see the Senator from Florida 

[Mr. FLETCHER], who is on the Committee on Commerce, in 
the Chamber. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am not asking for immediate 

action on the proposed unanimous-consent agreement. I shall 


ask for its consideration to-morrow. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Very well. 


IMPOSITION OF TARIFF DUTY ON WHITE ARSENIC. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the District of Columbia appro- 
priation bill is pending before the Senate, but I wish to call 
attention to a matter of, perhaps, more importance to the public 
at large than any other subject which could engage our atten- 
tion. During the discussion and consideration of the tariff 
bill before its passage I offered an amendment to the bill pro- 
posing to put white arsenic on the free list. That amendment 
was adopted by an overwhelming vote on the Republican side, 
as well as the Democratic side, of the Chamber. It was done 
largely because it was made apparent that, perhaps, the great- 
est source of income to American commerce was being jeop- 
ardized. Even those Republicans who originally advocated a 
tariff duty on the commodity were willing to waive their views 
in order to aid in the fight against the pest that is rapidly 
destroying the cotton crop of the South. Billions of dollars 
of property are being destroyed, and the prosperity of the 
New England and the southern cotton mills is at this moment 
jeopardized because of the ravages of the boll weevil. The 
ginners’ report for the middle of January, which came out yes- 
terday, discloses that we have only a little over 9,500,000 
bales of cotton to supply a 15,000,000-bale demand. The con- 
sumption of cotton by the American mills before the World 
War was on an average of about 4,500,000 bales yearly, 
Under the stimulus of war and the demand for cotton goods 
the consumption of cotton by American mills rose to something 
like 7,000,000 bales. Last year we made a little less than 
8,000,000 bales. We carried over a surplus from preceding 
crops and preceding consumption which supplemented that 
short crop and gave an approximately adequate supply for the 
consumption year which ended August 1, 1922. 

Now, we are in the consumption year extending from August 
1, 1922, to August 1, 1923, with a probable demand of nearly 
14,000,000 bales of cotton and with less than a 10,000,000-bale 
supply, or, with the surplus carried over, not to exceed a 
12,000,000-bale supply of American cotton; so that the outlook 
for an adequate supply of this indispensable article of human 
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consumption seems to be almost hopeless unless we can find 
some means by which to meet and overcome the ravages of the 
boll weevil. 

I am quite sure that there is not a Senator on this floor who 
fully appreciates the disastrous results of the impending de- 
struction of the southern cotton crop. Mr. President, in the 
State of South Carolina I venture te assert that already 30 
per cent of the tenants have left the State. On my own farm 
80 per cent of the labor that has heretofore been engaged in the 
production of cotton has gone. I am informed that they have 
gone to the Northern and the Middle Atlantic States; some have 
gone to Maryland; others have gone to Pennsylvania and 
Ohio; they are leaving by the thousands. Not only is there a 
tremendous menace in the loss of this American monopoly but 
there is involved demoralization in every department of our 
industry, due to the fact that the keystone of the arch has been 
knocked out. The effect will be felt by every industry east of 
the Rocky Mountains. 

In the time that I propose to occupy I shall not go into the 
details in reference to this matter, but I wish to call attention 
to the ruling of the customs department in reference to the 
compound that we use in fighting this insect, namely, calcium 
arsenate. As I have said, under the amendment which I 
offered on the floor and which was adopted by an overwhelming 
majority we put sulphide of arsenic and arsenious acid or 
white arsenic on the free list under paragraphs 1512 and 15138 
of the tariff act. The customs officials, however, claim that 
calcium arsenate is dutiable at 25 per cent ad valorem under 
the basket clause for the following reasons, which I should like 
Senators to hear: 

In paragraph 1 there is a duty placed on the different 
articles therein mentioned, and arsenic acid bears a duty of 
8 cents per pound. According to the definition of chemists 
arsenic acid and arsenious acid are interchangeable terms. We 
put arsenic acid or white arsenic on the free list, and the bill 
should have been corrected so that arsenic acid should also 
have been put upon the free list, because, as I have said, accord- 
ing to the chemists they are interchangeable terms; they are 
the same thing. 

The paragraph under which calcium arsenate is held to be 
dutiable is the following: 

All chemical 5 all chemical salts and compounds, all medici- 
nal preparations, and all combinations and mixtures of any of the fore- 
going, all the foregoing obtained naturally or artificially and not 
specially provided for, 25 per cent ad valorem. 

The Senate specifically put arsenious acid or white arsenic 
on the free list and the sulphide of arsenic on the free list. 

Yet, by spelling the same thing in a different form, they 
have put the compound of arsenic acid, mainly a mixture of 
lime, on the dutiable list. If there were a difference between 
arsenic and arsenious acid, it would not apply to calcium 
arsenate, because calcium arsenate is made from white ar- 
senic, which is on the free list. Therefore, since calcium 
arsenate is made from white arsenic, which is on the free 
list, and from lime, which is unlimited—we have mountains 
of it—no form of which is on the dutiable list, I claim that 
the customs department is in error in putting calcium arsenate, 
which is a compound of free articles, upon the dutiable list, 
because that compound is not named in the tariff specifically 
at all. m 

I have come to the Senate in order to advise my colleagues 
here that the object of our putting white arsenic on the free 
list, and sulphide of arsenic on the free list, was to give the 
markets of the world to those who were attempting to Save 
the American cotton crop from the ravages of this pest. Now, 
when we have gotten the ingredients on the free list, what 
advantage is it to us if the form in which the article must 
be used is on the dutiable list? It defeats the very object of 
the legislation that you so splendidly granted not only the 
South but the American people in fighting to maintain their 
great monopoly of the textile production of the world; and 
I am waiting to-day to find if the customs department is 
going to change this ruling. If not, I shall introduce a reso- 
lution asking that calcium arsenate, which we had in view 
at the time we put these ingredients on the free list, shall be 
placed upon the free list, so that wherever this thing is 
manufactured and can be sold in this country at the lowest 
possible cost to the already overburdened producers of cotton, 
they shall have the benefit thereof. 

I thought I would take this occasion this morning to call 
the attention of the public to the fact that the intent and 
purpose of Congress was to put this ingredient on the free 
list, and allow the public to get it where they could—not 
white arsenic alone but the compound that was proposed 
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by the Agricultural Department as being the ingredient that 
would in a manner help to eradicate or control this pest. 

If we are to have our calcium arsenate dutiable, it is the 
very form in which white arsenic is made available as an 
insecticide; and if the department claim that under the 
terms of the present law they must impose this duty, then 
I shall offer a resolution immediately upon the receipt of 
that knowledge from the department, and ask my colleagues 
here to see that the intent of Congress is carried out. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 13660) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Columbia and other activi- 
ties chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of 
such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for 
other purposes, 

Mr. PHIPPS, Mr. President, I ask that the Secretary pro- 
ceed with the reading of the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will continue the 
reading of the bill. S 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
Was, under the subhead Harbor patrol,” on page 59, line 21, 
to increase the appropriation for fuel, construction, mainte- 
nance, repairs, and incidentals from $3,000” to “ $3,500.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Fire department, 
miscellaneous,” on page 61, line 17, to increase the appropria- 
tion for forage from “$4,500” to “ $5,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Health depart- 
ment,” on page 65, at the end of line 5, to strike out “$6,000” 
and insert 56,500,“ so as to make the paragraph read: 

For maintenance of disinfecting service, including salaries or com- 
pensation for personal services when ordered in writing by the com- 
missioners and necessary for maintenance of said service, and for pur- 
chase and maintenance of necessary horses, wagons, and harness, $6,500 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Bacteriologi- 
cal laboratory,” on page 65, line 17, to strike out “$650” and 
insert “ $750,’ so as to make the paragraph read: 

For maintaining and keeping in order, and for the purchase of 
reference books and scientific periodicals, $750. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Chemical 
laboratory,” on page 65, at the end of line 23, to strike out 
ve ek and insert “$1,000,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 
bester Books abe ncieneRe bene Brie OF we Parehane of 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 66, line 7, after the word 
“month,” to insert “or motor vehicle at not to exceed $26 per 
month,” so as to read: 

For necessary expenses of inspection of dal farms, including 
amounts that may be allowed the health officer, stant health officer, 
chief medical in tor in charge of contaglous-disease service, and 
inspectors ar to the inspection of dairy farms, for maintenance 
by each of a horse and vehicle at not to exceed $20 per month, or 
motor vehicle at not to exceed $26 per month for use in the discharge 
of his official duties. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That goes over for consideration with other 
itenis in the same category. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be passed 
over. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The next amendment is on line 9, 

The reading of the bill was resumed, 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, at the end of line 9, to strike out “$6,000” and insert 
“$8,000,” so as to read: 

And other necessary traveling expenses, $8,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead 
laneous,” on page 67, after line 4, to insert: 

For repairs and improvements in dog pens at dog pound, $250. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 67, line 14, after the word 
“supplies,” to strike out “$15,000” and insert “$18,000,” so 
as to read: 


For establishing and maintaining a child hygiene service, including 
the establishment and maintenance of child welfare stations for the 
clinical examination, adyice, care, and maintenance of children under 
6 years of ag yo genes for personal services, rent, fuel, periodicals, 
and supplies, $18,000. 


The amendment was agreed to, 
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8 The next amendment was, on page 72, line 1, after the word 

expenses,“ to strike out “$637” and insert “$325; main- 

tenanée of motor vehicle used in performance of official duties, 

at not to exceed $26 per month, $312,” so as to make the para- 
graph read: 

robation 

con- 

Š ig 5; maintenance of motor vehicle used in cers 

formance of officia duties, at not to exceed $26 per month, $312; 


Mr. PHIPPS. That also is an item which will go over in 
accordance with the understanding. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be passed 
over. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the head “Charities and corrections, Board of 
Charities,” on page 75, line 8, to increase the appropriation for 
r of four motor ambulances from 51,600“ to 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Jail,“ on page 
75, at the end of line 12, to increase the appropriation for 
ree doors and windows at the jail from “$1,500” to 
* aff pex 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Reformatory,” — 
on page 78, line 9, after the word “items,” to strike out: 
“ $52,000, and all moneys hereafter received at the reformatory 
as income thereof from the sale of brooms to the various 
branches of the government of the District of Columbia shall 
remain available for the manufacture of additional brooms to 
be similarly disposed of“ and insert “$60,000,” so as to read: 

For maintenance, custody, clothing, care, and support of inmates; 
rewards for fugitives; provisions, subsistence, medicine and hospita 
instruments, furniture, and quarters for guards and other employees 
and inmates; purchase of tools and equipment; purchase and mainte- 
nance of farm implements, live stock, tools, equipment; transporta- 
tion and means of transportation; maintenance and operation of 
means of transportation; supplies and labor, and all other necessary 
items, $60,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, will the Senator give us an 
explanation of that item? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the practice of allowing an 
activity to collect money through the sale of articles it manu- 
factures and use it to pay for the running expenses of the insti- 
tution is one which we are trying to discourage. We did not 
permit this last year. It has been suggested heretofore; and 
instead of permitting them to use the money received from the 
sale of brooms for current expenses we think the practice of 
covering it into the Treasury should be followed. Therefore 
we raised the amount to $60,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the Senator that that should 
be done. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 78, line 17, to increase the total appropriation for 
the reformatory from $132,000 to $140,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Medical chari- 
ties,” on page 80, line 8, to increase the appropriation for 
Eastern Dispensary and Casuàlty Hospital from $5,000 to 
$15,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Gallinger 
Municipal Hospital,” on page 82, line 7, to increase the appro- 
priation for repairs to buildings from $3,000 to $5,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Child-caring insti- 
tutions, Board of Children's Guardians,” on page 83, line 1, 
before the words “at $1,000 each,” to strike out “two” and 
insert “ four,“ and, at the end of line 3, to strike out “ $28,140” 
and insert $30,140,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

Salaries: Agent, $1,800; supervisor and placing officer, $1,740; in- 
vestigator an 1 officer, 51,500; clerks—1 $1,200, 1 $500; 
stenographer, ;_ placing and investigating officers—6 at $1,206 
each, 4 at $1, each, 10 at $900 each; record clerk, $900; messenger, 
$500; laborer, $500; in all, $30,140. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Industrial 
Home School for Colored Children,” on page 85, line 7, to in- 
crease the appropriation for additional amount for erection of 
cottage for boys from $5,000 to $7,000. 

The amendment was agreed to, 
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The next amendment was, under the subhead “Home for 
Aged and Infirm,” on page 86, line 14, after the figures “ $360,” 
to strike out “one at $180” and insert “two at $180 each,” and 
at the end of line 20 to strike out “$21,052” and insert 
“ $21,232,” so as to make the paragraph read: 


$720; baker and laund an, at 0 
$1,000; assistant engineer, $720; mechanic, 
eee $480; second assistant engineer, 

o male attendants and two nurses, at $360 each; 
attendants, at $300. each; orderly, $360; three firemen, at 
assistant cooks—one $360, two at $180 each; foreman of construc- 
tion and repair, $840; blacksmith and woodworker, $540; farmer, 
8720; truck gardener, $600; four farm hands, dairyman, and tailor, 
at $360 each; seamstress, $240; laundress, hostler, and driver, a 
$240 each; three servants, at $144 each; night watchman, $240; tem- 
porary labor, $2,000; in all, $21,282. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 88, after line 12, to insert: 
NATIONAL LIBRARY FOR THE BLIND. 


rary for the Blind, located at 
1729 H Street N 3 to. 52 “tne direction of the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia, $5,000. 

Mr: PHIPPS. Mr. President, I find that a correction is 
necessary in the location of the building. I send it to the desk 
in order that the amendments may be corrected to conform to 
the facts. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. 

The Reaprnc Crunk. In the amendment proposed by the 
committee strike out “1729 H Street NW.” and insert “1800 D 
Street NW.” 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 88, after line 17, to insert: 

COLUMBIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE, 
1 ed 
1 daria itt Sr te Som 
missioners of the District of Columbia, $1,500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under’ the subhead “Office of 
Public Buildings and Grounds,” on page 91, after line 22, to 
strike out: 2 y: 

remen, eee mechani: and laborers yed in the 
publie 5 200. * . Rare 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, at that point I should like to 
make a little explanation as to these activities coming under 
the park service. They have been carried in a number of sep- 
arate items—various small items of $2,000 and $3,000, and some 
even smaller amounts. We think it unnecessary to carry sepa- 
rate items for those matters and that better administration 
may be had by combining them. They are all under the charge 
of the superintendent in any event. Colonel Sherrill has charge 
of the buildings and grounds; and we have stricken out quite a 
lot of the language covering these separate items in the bill 
and combined it in two or three items, commencing on page 96. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, where is it on page 96? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Beginning at the top of page 96 we give one 
item of $343,750, and then we have the separate items neces- 
sary to take care of the activities already in the bill. They 
are all in the bill as it came from the House. There is no 
change in the amounts, excepting beginning on page 96, line 
16. where there are committee amendments; but the four items 
beginning at the top of page 96 take the place of the ones 
stricken out on pages 91, 92, 93, 94, and 95. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? Is not this merely getting away from making spe- 
cific appropriations and giving a lump-sum appropriation? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; because the various items are considered 
in the estimates made by the various minor officials and ap- 
proved by the commissioners, and they go to the Budget, and 
all of that detail is available to the committee in considering 
the total appropriation. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But it is not in the appropriation bill. 

Mr. PHIPPS. So that the effect is this, if I may explain to 
the Senator: Where an item is $1,000 in one case and there is 
another item of $1,500, they might average $1,250 each without 
violation of the appropriation. 

Mr. Mc . Mr. President, I think I can answer the 


Senator from Arkansas. I call attention to the wording of the 
amendment on page 96: 


For improvement and care of public grounds in the District of Co- 
lumbia, including foremen, gardeners, — 
maintenance, repair, exchange, and operation o 


laborers, office rent, 
not to exceed three 
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motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehi and the maintenance, ro- 
alr, 
8 2780. operation of motor he and bicycles for division 

It will be noted that this lump-sum appropriation Is ve 
admirably arranged to increase the number of moe b 
passenger vehicles for the use of another class of our office- 
holders in the District of Columbia, namely, for division fore- 
men, whoever a division foreman may be. I call attention to it 
for the purpose of showing that whenever it is possible these 
1 5 for passenger- carrying ve- 

es for the various officials and employees an ~- 
sre with the Government. ayn ee 

r. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I think at this t I sho 
call the attention of the Senator from Tennessee 7 — 8 
on page 94, which is identical with the language as trans- 
ferred now to page 96, namely, For improvement, care, and 
maintenance.” and so forth. There is no intention to combine 
these with the idea of covering up anything. The language is 
identical with the language in the current law and the language 
3 came to us from the House. : 

r. McKELLAR. But the lump-sum ap riation is added 
to so that it can be switched around and the money utilized 
for —— purpose of having as many motor passenger vehicles as 
$ ry PHIPPS. I can not agree with the Senator in that state- 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me ask the Senator from Colorado if 
any purpose can be served here other than merely to save the 
printer’s bill? The items which constitute the explicit direc- 
tions to the commissioners for the expenditure of this money 
are stricken out and then a lump sum is appropriated for all 
these activities, as I gather from the bill. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The intention of combining was not merely 
the saving of the cost of printing which might be involved, but 
= was in order to secure more latitude and better administra- 

on. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then the real purpose is to permit them 
to switch a fund from one purpose to another and use it wher- 
ever in their judgment they consider best? 

Mr, PHIPPS. That is correct in a sense. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me make a suggestion to the Senator 
from Colorado. It is easy to be critical, and I hope I do not 
impress the Senator that I merely want to criticize. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Not at all. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Under this peculiar form of government in 
the District of Columbia, I rather think there is less actual 
care given to the use of money appropriated than in any other 
municipality in the world. Let us take Irving Street, on which 
I live. It was dug up during the early fall three or four times, 
repaired, and resurfaced, and the next week it was dug up again 
from end to end. It was somewhat repaired, and then a lot of 
holes were dug in it two or three weeks later. There is no 
government except the government of the District of Columbia 
that would tolerate such a wasteful expenditure of money. I 
think a water main was laid after it was resurfaced. Just 
about the time it got so that one could get along without stick- 
ing to it, it was dug up again. 

We have a rather ornamental commission in charge of affairs 
here. One of the members of the commission devoted all of 
his time for a while to trying to outrun Ford cars and seeing 
who were in them ; if another member had any activities, nobody 
ever found it out, and the engineer commissioner put in most 
of his time trying to defend himself for not stopping to ex- 
plain to every citizens’ association what he intended doing. I 
believe the Senator from Colorado will agree with me that the 
government here has practically no administrative head. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say very frankly that I could not agree 
with the Senator in that proposition. I have been in contact 
with the engineer commissioner, and I have a very high opinion 
of his ability as a business man, as a worker, and as a man 
with good ideas, and one who is earnest in his efforts to give 
good administration. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Nobody said he was not earnest; but how 
many projects do they commence and quit? What became of 
the curbing along Connecticut Avenue? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The proposition is to continue that as far as 
Chevy Chase Circle, and I think it is a good plan. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Why was it abandoned? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It was not abandoned. The fact is it was put 
in as an experiment, to demonstrate what was in the minds of 
the commissioners, and to draw forth comment. They were 
waited upon by a delegation of automobile users, who did not 
want to give the people who ride en trolley cars any considera- 
tion at all. The motive of the commissioners is to adopt that 
form where the roadway is wide enough. 
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For one-way traffic a 20-foot street would be wide enough for 
automobiles to pass, traffic moving in only one direction, there- 
by saving the expense of paving between and inside the tracks, 
because if the tramway company is compelled to expend that 
money in paving it becomes an investment, on which the au- 
thorities have to allow the companies to make earnings; and we 
are trying to get the car fares down. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The fares in the District of Columbia are 
never reduced anyway. I am not saying it is not a wise thing, 
but there is no use expecting the present commission ever to 
reduce the rates of a utilities company in the District of Colum- 
bia. The commission always finds that the rates are reason- 
able, except where they find they are too low and raise them, 
They never find them to be too high. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the Public Utilities Commission 
reduced the fares about a year ago. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator remembers the row about the 
fares and how the commissioners have always found, as they 
did in the case of the telephone company, the companies get 
so much that even they themselves can not afford to say there 
should not be some kind of a reduction. 

Returning to the experiment on Connecticut Avenue, great 
expenditures should not be made as an experiment, 

Mr. PHIPPS. The place where the curbing was put in ex- 
tends for about two and a half blocks. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I know; I have seen it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. It shows what the completed street would be 
under that plan. The object to be attained is to avoid, as they 
see it, unnecessary further capital expenditures on the part of 
the tramway company, so that they will not be in a strong 
position to say, We can not reduce fares, because we are not 
making earnings.” 

Mr, CARAWAY. Everybody knows they will never reduce 
their fares, That is such an improbability that it does not 
amount to a reason at all. Recurring to Irving Street, can the 
Senator, as a great business man, justify the tearing up of the 
same street three or four times in that many months? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; certainly not; but, as a business man, if 
a resident on the street, I would have gone personally to the 
commissioners and endeavored to stop that right at the time; 
and I would like to ask the Senator if he made complaint in 
writing to the commissioners, calling their attention to it? 

Mr. CARAWAY, No; I have never put in my time trying to 
tell another man how he ought to conduct his business. But 
the Senator is trying to defend the business administration of 
the District of Columbia, and I merely call his attention to it. 
If the commission do not know that Irving Street is in the 
District of Columbia, it might possibly have been wise for 
some one living upon it to call their attention to the fact, but 
it is a tolerably well-known street, it has been opened for a 
long number of years, it extends clear across the city, and I 
had naturally presumed that the city government would know 
there was a street by that name in the city. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not think the Senator would expect the 
commissioner in charge of that particular work to visit Irving 
Street every week or every day. I should think that one having 
in mind the public interest and seeing a dereliction of that 
nature would call the attention of the commissioners to the 
fact. 

Mr. CARAWAY. 
being torn up? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The commissioner in charge of the street, or 
whoever he delegates. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Why should I call his attention to it, when 
he has issued an order to have it done? 

Mr. PHIPPS. In the publie interest, I should think one 
would. 

Mr. CARAWAY. He made the order. He knew, did he not, 
that he made the order to tear up the street? I know, and if 
the Senator was not overzealous to defend the District he 
would, that where you have divided authority, where public 
sentiment is not very acute as to the expenditure of the public 
funds, there is always waste. The taxes in the District of 
Columbia are so comparatively light, the Government of the 
United States pays such a large amount of the expenditures of 
the District, that the ordinary taxpayer is interested only in 
getting the appropriation, not in what is done with it after the 
appropriation has been made. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I do not think I have been 
overzealous in trying to defend those in charge of the District 
government. There have been times when I felt that it was 
advisable and proper to encourage them in things they were 
doing, such as the very paving we have spoken of. At other 
times I have not hesitated to criticize them, nor have I hesi- 
tated to call their attention to things coming under my observa- 


Who has the authority to authorize streets 


tion which I did not feel were being carried out as they 
should be. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I rather think that the time the Senator 
felt like criticizing them was some time ago. All I have ever 
heard from him recently has been commendation. Possibly 
that is as it should be; and I hope that I am not indulging in 
mere criticism. I was calling attention to the very evils which 
can come about from transferring a whole host of items, in- 
cluding the activities of the city government, into one lump- 
sum appropriation, and then letting people who have not a 
beh regard for what becomes of it to expend it as they 
see fit. 

The very incident I called to the Senator's attention, as to the 
way Irving Street was handled, should challenge our attention. 
The Senator now undertakes to justify the city government by 
saying I am derelict in my duties because I did not quit the 
Senate and go and hunt up the man in charge of it and tell 
him to go down and see what they were doing when they knew 
they were doing it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator is probably not aware of the fact 
that the items under discussion here do not come under the 
commissioners, As I stated, this comes under Colonel Sherrill, 
who is in charge of public buildings and grounds. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Suppose it does come under Colonel Sher- 
rill; I am talking about the unwisdom of gathering up all the 
items and letting one do just as he pleases with them. I know 
the Senator is a business man of rare ability, and I know he 
would not conduct his own business in that way. Since he 
speaks now for the people who pay the taxes of the District of 
Columbia he ought to see that the business of the District of 
Columbia is conducted as economically and as wisely as he 
would the business he himself has conducted in the past. I 
do not mean to apply my remarks to the Senator personally. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not take any of those remarks as being 
personal. I say to the Senator, however, that the proposition 
of combining these items into one, or under two or three sepa- 
rate heads, instead of a great number, being all under the 
operation of the man in charge of parks, was considered by the 
subcommittee, and it was felt advisable to combine them. That 
proposition met with the favor of the Appropriations Committee 
when the bill was under review. We thought it was advisable 
to take it to conference with Members of the House and to dis- 
cuss it there with them. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not finding fault with the manner in 
which it was done; I am just venturing to suggest that it is 
an unwise system. If it were wise to combine these items, why 
not say, We make an appropriation for the District of Colum- 
bia of so many millions of dollars, Here it is. Expend it as 
may seem wise.” 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am very glad to have the Senator's views 
on the point. If the items go to conference, I shall certainly 
bear them in mind, Admittedly there is force in the argu- 
ment which he has presented. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I have watched the matter of appropria- 
tions for some time. While I have never had the honor of 
being a member of the Appropriations Committee, and never 
sought such membership, I have noted the tendency on the 
part of those who are expending public moneys to have the 
appropriations handed to them freed of all restriction. The 
argument of all the departments has always been, “If we had 
that money so we could use it as we see fit, we could effect 
economy.” I have heard that argument ever since I have been 
a Member of Congress. The present provision seems to me 
to be a yielding to that general desire to have the money turned 
over and expended in that way. I think it is unwise. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator from Arkansas 
had something to say about the fixing of street car fares in the 
District of Columbia. I want to call the attention of the Members 
of the Senate to a contract which seems to have been ignored 
by everybody, including the Utilities Commission and those in 
charge of the Washington government. 

I call attention to the contract entered into between the 
Capital Traction Co. and the city of Washington, in which it is 
said in part: 

Said company shall receive a rate of fare not exceeding 5 cents for 
each — hi for ench continuous ride between all porni of its main 
and branch lines, but shall sell tickets in packages of six each for not 
exceeding 25 cents per package. 

In the Washington Railway & Electric Co. contract a similar 
provision about fares is contained in section 19: 

That said company shall receive a rate of fare not exceeding 5 cents 
— passenger, but six tickets shall be sold for 25 cents: Provided, 

hat the said company and the Capital Traction Co. are hereby re- 
goes to issue free transfers, whereby a passenger on the said East 


ashington Heights Traction Co. shall be entitled to a continuous 
ride over the line of the other company, or vice versa. 
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During the war, I understand, as a war measure, the Utilities 
Commission authorized the companies to violate their contracts, 

My recollection is from newspaper stories which I read at the 
time that the Capital Traction Co. protested against being re- 
quired to raise its fares to 8 cents, but was required to do it 
anyway, and the public of Washington, who have to use the 
street cars, are still charged 6 tickets for 40 cents, or, where 
they pay cash, an 8-cent fare. 

Mr. President, I want to protest against this action of the 
Public Utilities Commission and the city government. It ought 
not to be permitted. The Congress owes it to the people who 
have to use the cars here to require the two companies to stand 
by their contracts. It is remarkable that someone has not 
already tested the question in the courts as to the right of the 
commission to increase fares, and especially the right of the 
commission to increase them over the protest of one of the 
companies. I hope the Committee on the District of Columbia 
will look into the matter. I had hoped they would report a bill 
by this time requiring the companies to stand by their contracts 
and to furnish the people fares at 5 cents or six tickets for a 
quarter, as they should. 

I looked over a statement of their earnings the other day, 
and I am sorry I have not the figures before me at this time. 
I shall undertake to get them and put them in the Record. My 
recollection is that one company passed to some improvement 
fund over a million dollars. I.am just informed by a colleague 
sitting near me that it was over $3,000,000. At any rate, the 
annual reports of the companies show that they are making 
money and are doing splendidly. They could do splendidly and 
abide by their contracts and stand by their contracts to furnish 
the people of Washington service at 5 cents or six tickets for 
a quarter, as they have contracted to do. The war has been 
over several years. 

Mr. SMITE. Was that in their contract? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course it was in their contract, and if 
it were a contract with a State they could not violate it. A 
State government has no right to enact a law violating the 
terms of a contract or impairing the obligation of a contract, 
as it is usually termed, and we ought not to permit it in this 
case, I doubt if it is lawful, but even if it were lawful, even 
if it should by a technicality be held not to apply to the Na- 
tional Government, the Congress ought to protect the people of 
this city who are compelled to use street cars, the people who 
do not have automobile transportation legislated for them by 
the Congress, the people who have not enough pull with the 
Congress to have the Congress legislate private automobiles for 
‘their private use as well as for their public use. ‘Their inter- 
ests ought to be looked after, and I regret that the Committee 
on the District of Columbia have not reported a bill requiring 
the companies, long after the war, to reduce their fares in ac- 
cordance with their contracts. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, of course that is legislation 
to which I believe the Committee on the District of Columbia 
has been giving consideration. Naturally, it could not be 
treated in any manner on the appropriation bill now under con- 
sideration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator will permit me, of course 
I understand that, but it is a matter which has been running 
on for a long time in the District. The citizens who have to 
use the street cars have had this enormours tax burden to 
bear for so long and the District Committee has been sodila- 
tory when the matter was brought up by other Senators, that it 
seemed to me some Senator ought to speak out in behalf of 
the people of this city who have to use the street cars. There 
is no reason in the world why the street car companies should 
not be required to live up to their contracts. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I make a suggestion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Fretanahuysen in the 
chair). Does the Senator from Colorado yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should like to suggest to the Senator 
that, as I now recall, the Washington Railway & Electric Co. 
paid for their properties here about $8,000,000, certainly not 
to exceed $9,000,000, and now they have the properties capi- 
talized for $30,000,000, and want the people to pay dividends on 
that capitalization, : 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, and they are paying the bill, 
and so far as I know the Committee on the District of Columbia 
have done nothing in the world about it, and there has been 
no move whateyer to prevent this enormous tax being continued 
upon the people of the District. 3 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is what I want to call attention to 
in connection with the efficient government which the Senator 


from Colorado was eulogizing a moment ago—the active city 
government taking care of the interests of the people, when 
such a condition as that arises with their approval. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It was a violation of the plain contract, 
and ‘there has never been a protest on the part of any city 
official. There has never been a demand by any city official 
to require the companies which are confessedly making large 
sums of money, splendid incomes, and paying splendid dividends 
by charging the people of Washington more than is charged, I 
believe, in any city of the country, to reduce their rates. If 
we go to New York we can travel anywhere within the con- 
fines of that city for 5 cents. While the New York companies 
may not be making as much money as the Capital Traction Co. 
and the Washington Railway & Electric Co., they are managing 
to get along, and I have no doubt are doing fairly well, Surely 
the Congress ought to protect the people of Washington who 
have to use the street cars. 

Mr. PHIPPS, At that time I was not a resident of Wash- 
ington; I was a resident of the city of Denver, and I know 
what happened there. The War Labor Board ordered that the 
tramway lines there pay increased rates of compensation to their 
employees, The average increase in the city of Denver, as my 
recollection serves me, was about 60 per cent in the wages of 
labor, Those rates of pay were put into effect. Coincidentally 
the War Labor Board, having no right to order an increase in the 
passenger fares or rates, strongly recommended to the authori- 
ties of the city of Denver that permission be granted to increase 
the rates of fare. 

I remember the telegram that was sent by the joint chairmen 
of the War Labor Board. The city authorities refused that 
permission, claiming a 5-cent fare contract similar to the one 
to which the Senator referred here. The business was con- 
ducted on the 5-cent fare for less than two years, when the 
company went into the hands of receivers, just as the New 
York transportation companies finally went into receiverships. 
That question is being thrashed out to-day. When the Denver 
company went into the hands of receivers and the United States 
court took jurisdiction the court ordered an increase in fares 
so that the company might be compensated for the extra outlay 
ordered by the War Labor Board. The question is now up for 
determination in the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Frerinenuysen in the 
chair). Does the Senator from Colorado yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I desire to ask the Senator, because I am 
curious to know, what authority the War Labor Board had over 
the public utilities of the city of Denver? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I tried to make my statement clear. The 
War Labor Board had authority over the pay for labor under 
the war exigency, and ordered that the rates of pay be in- 
creased. It could not order the authorities to permit an 
increase in fares, but strongly recommended such 

Mr. CARAWAY. I so understood the Senator. I did not 
know before that the War Labor Board had the right to say 
to a purely city public utility that it should raise its wages. 
Under what provision of the law did such an order go forward? 
It certainly was not issued here affecting the rates in the city 
of Washington. 


Mr. PHIPPS. As I said, I was not a resident of Washing- 


ton at that time and am not familiar with the action taken 
here, but I assume that the same action was taken here that 
was taken in Denver, in New York. and in other cities, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I never knew before that the War Labor 
Board undertook to regulate the price of labor of street car 
companies. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is the fact. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I rather imagined it was merely a matter 
of recommendation. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Oh, no; it was an order. 

Mr, CARAWAY. That is one thing that I am rather inter- 
ested to know about. I knew they regulated practically every- 
thing else, but I never knew before that they regulated street 
car motormen's and conductors’ wages. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I believe the Senator will find that is correct. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not questioning the Senator's state- 
ment. I know it is true. I was merely thinking about the 
War Labor Board's usurpation of authority. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. PHTPPS. I do. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Has the District Committee given any at- 
tention at all to an investigation of the question of fares on 
the street car lines here in the city of Washington? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am not a member of the District Commit- 
tee, I will say to the Senator, 

Mr. McKELLAR. I was under the misapprehension that the 
Senator was. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am not. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. In the Senator's capacity as a member of 
the Committee on Appropriations, having to do with District 
business, I am wondering whether or not the question of the 
salaries of the officials of the street car companies has ever 
been brought to his attention or that of the committee? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; in my recollection, it has not been. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator does not know, then, what 
salaries are paid to the presidents and other officers of the 
street car companies? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator that I have heard 
those salaries mentioned, but not by any authentic source of 
information, and I do not now even recall them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The officials of the street car companies 
are paid in keeping with the 8-cent fare on the cars, I appre- 
hend, are they not? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator that I have no 
information that would throw any light on that point. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to call the attention of the 
Senate—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Colo- 
rado further yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I understand, the Senator from Colo- 
rado had yielded the floor. I wish to be recognized in my own 
right. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Tennessee 
is recognized. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, on this subject I wish to 
call the attention of the Senate to the constitutional provision 
that no State shall pass any “law impairing the obligation of 
contracts.” Of course, the provision does not, in terms, declare 
that Congress shall not pass such a law; but I doubt whether 
a commission has the right to establish a rule impairing the 
obligation of the contracts between the two street railway com- 
panies here in the District of Columbia and the city of Wash- 
ington or with the Congress itself. Whether a commission has 
such a right or not, surely that right ought not to be exercised 
to impair the obligation of the contracts which have been 
made. Even having done so, assuming that by some act of 
Congress it has been done, we surely ought not to continue it 
any longer. Congress owes it to itself and to a proper inter- 
pretation of the intent of the Constitution to see to it that these 
contracts are no longer violated. I hope the District Com- 
mittee will report out a bill requiring the two street railway 
companies which are located here to live up to their contracts 
in reference to fares in the city of Washington. * 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the subject referred to by the 
able Senator from Tennessee is one which has received atten- 
tion at the hands of the District Committee, of which, Senators 
may recall, I am a member. A number of propositions have 
been submitted to the committee for consideration, tending to 
solve what might be denominated the street car problem of 
the city of Washington. In my opinion, the committee has not 
been as diligent in the prosecution of this important task as it 
should have been. However, the conditions following the 
World War, the attempt to get down to a peace basis, have 
produced such mutations from day to day that the committee 
probably have looked upon these changes as an excuse for not 
offering some concrete plan and forcing legislation in reference 
to this matter. 

Mr. President, I wish to say that the question of dealing with 
the street car companies throughout the United States and in 
the various municipalities is a very serious one. A few years 
ago there was a great deal of building of street car lines and 
extensions of such lines in municipalities; millions of dollars 
were expended in building up interurban electrical systems. In 
the great States of Indiana, Ohio, and Illinois, particularly, and 
many others, the names of which will readily recall themselves 
to Senators, there were hundreds, if not thousands, of miles of 
interurban street car lines established. Those street car line 
systems brought great benefit to the people; they brought the 
country in contact with the cities; they reduced freight charges ; 
they enabled the farmers and the agriculturists to get their 
products, particularly milk products, and their vegetables to 
the cities at rates far less than those which had previously been 
established by the steam railroads. I venture the assertion, 


however, that during the past 10 or 15 years but very few miles 
of street car lines or of interurban electric lines have been 
built. I do not pretend to say that the street car lines and the 
interurban lines were improvidently managed or that incom- 
petency characterized their administration; indeed, I am in- 
clined to think that, generally speaking, the owners of such roads 
tried to operate them efficiently, so as to reap reasonable re- 
wards. However, it may be said that many scandals have 
arisen in municipalities growing out of street car franchises. A 
franchise would be obtained and would be put into a corporatien 
with an enormous capital. We know of the scandals in many 
of the cities—I shall not mention them—growing out of the im- 
provident use of street car franchises and the corruption which 
was incident to the establishment of new street car lines within 
the cities. ‘ 

During the past few years the road of the street car com- 
panies and of the interurban electric companies has been, 
generally speaking, in the language of the street, a “ very rocky 
road.” Many of the lines have gone into the hands of receivers. 
I repeat whether it was through improvidence and extravagance 
and maladministration I shall not pretend to state, but it is a 
fact that most of the street car companies for the four or five 
years immediately preceding our entrance into the Great World 
War proved unprofitable and paid but small, if any, dividends, 
and, in many instances, there were actual deficits. 

Then the World War came on, and, as was stated by the Sen- 
ator from Colorado [Mr. Puirps], the Labor Board projected 
itself—whether properly or improperly, I shall not pause to 
say—into the domestic affairs of the States, into the affairs of 
the municipalities, and into the contractual relations of private 
individuals. Rates were raised, and, of course, wages were ad- 
pand as they should have been under the conditions then ex- 

ing. 

Mr. President, the condition in this city is very unsatis- 
factory with respect to the street car lines. I think that Con- 
gress ought immediately to deal with this subject. The two 
street car companies should be compelled by proper legisla- 
tion, legislation that would not be destructive but constructive 
and would adequately and properly protect the right of bond- 
holders and stockholders, to consolidate the lines, and then a 
just and fair rate should be fixed for the carrying of passen- 
gers within the District. Certainly the present situation is 
not only unsatisfactory but it is anomalous. 

This question is before the District Committee, and during 
the next Congress—and if there should be a special session 
then during that special session—I hope the committee will 
take the matter up and report out one of the bills pending 
before it now, or a composite bill or a new bill, a measure 
of some kind, that will deal with this subject in a proper, in 
an effective, and in a just way. 

ODD-LOT COTTON EXCHANGES. 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, some days ago I introduced a 
bill providing penalties for persons who fraudulently fail to 
settle with parties who deal in future contracts, buying and 
selling agricultural products. That bill was referred to the 
Judiciary Committee, but has not as yet been reported by that 
committee. I hope that it will soon be reported. 

I have in my hand a statement of the Odd-Lot Cotton Ex- 
change of New York, the acts of which exchange particularly 
directed my attention to this matter. I see in the circular, 
which is “ corrected to September, 1922,” a list of firms eligible 
to that exchange. The circular states: 

The following commission houses have complied with the require- 
ments of the clearing-house department and are entitled to solicit 
general commission business. È 

After that, in alphabetical order, are named nine firms; but 
notwithstanding this list was corrected down to September 20, 
1922, three out of those nine firms have since failed. My 
information is that some of the firms mentioned are of some 
standing, but that a number of them have been failures in 
other lines of business, have been kicked out of other ex- 
changes, and are in bad repute. 

There is no reason in the world why these firms should 
have failed if they had carried on a legitimate business. Their 
business is buying and selling odd lots, less than 100 bales, 
100 bales being the minimum dealt in on the New York Cotton 


Exchange. The smaller exchanges appeal to people who are 


not well informed as a rule and to those who can ill afford 
to lose. 

I have some correspondence in my office from some of 
my constituents, and also from people in other sections of the 
South, stating that they sent margins to some of these firms, 
naming them, and, notwithstanding handsome profits had 
been made, the firms refused to pay the profits or even to 
return the margin, and that at least one of these firms had 
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itself placed in bankruptcy, showing that it owed over 
$100,000 and had assets of less than $10,000, Upon investiga- 
tion, I find that that firm made money, or should have made 
money, because its clients were on the bull side of the market, 
and there is no reason why they should have lost money. 

I am strongly of the opinion that Congress ought to pass a 
law punishing those who fraudulently neglect to settle with 
their clients; and that is the object of the bill which I have 
introduced and which I hope may be reported by the com- 
mittee and passed at an early date, 

The circular goes on to say: 

Membership in the exchange Is zealously guarded. 

Unadjust claims of one member against another constitute a 
first lien on memberships. Cooperation and assistance of all mem- 
bers and of the penne is cordially invited in keeping our member- 
ship up to the . standard. Information in regard to 
any of our members be kept confidential by the board of man- 
agers if requested. 

Mr. President, my opinion is that they have robbed the 
South, going and coming. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. DIAL. Gladly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is all a cotton exchange is ever or- 
ganized for, is it not, namely, to rob the producing public? All 
the activities ever manifested and all the results that ever 
flowed from it show that, do they not? 

Mr. DIAL. I would not like to put it that strong, although 
I am no defender of cotton exchanges. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Did the Senator ever know anybody to 
make any money out of them legally? 

Mr. DIAL. Very seldom. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Did the Senator ever know anybody to 
make any money out of them? 

Mr. DIAL. I think the statistics show that 98 per cent 
of those who deal with them lose; and that is a pretty strong 
indictment. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And the 2 per cent that win are the 
professional gamblers who use them? 

Mr. DIAL. I do not put it that way. Mr. President, it is 
time Congress was taking cognizance of the subject, and not 
only of these odd lots; of course, my bill did not refer to odd 
lots alone; it referred to the members of any exchange. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask he Senator another question? 

Mr. DIAL. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. When does the Senator expect really to 
insist upon some action upon this measure? 

Mr. DIAL. I am insisting every day. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Has the Senator ever moved to make it 
the order of business in the Senate? 

Mr. DIAL. The Senator misunderstands me. This last bill 
is before the Judiciary Committee, and they have not reported 
it. I am trying to get a report every day. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I was referring to the Senator’s bill regulat- 
ing cotton exchanges. 

Mr. DIAL. That amends the law. We had a vote on that 
the other day, and I hope to bring it to another yote pretty 
soon. That is a different proposition from the one I am speak- 
ing of now. This is before the Judiciary Committee, and 
provides a penalty for parties who refuse to settle with their 
clients. i 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator does not expect to hear from 
it soon, then? 

Mr. DIAL. Yes; I hope so. The Judiciary Committee, I 
think, is looking into it, and I hope to haye a report at an 
early date. ; 

I merely want to bring to the attention of the Senate the 
great importance and necessity of quick action on this subject. 
I can not see why anyone should oppose a bill along the line 
of the one that I now have before the Judiciary Committee. 
As I understand, a great number of these people are experts 
in the business of defrauding their clients. I do not care to 
call names. I have the names in my office if anyone cares to 
see them. I merely want to show here that out of nine eligible 
members three have failed since the 20th of September, 1922. 
That shows the great mistake that people make in dealing with 
members who are not of good financial standing. 


DISMISSALS FROM GOVERNMENT SERVICE. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I dislike very much to de- 
lay the speedy passage of this appropriation bill, but my at- 
tention has been called to an item which appeared in the 


Washington Herald of date Tuesday, January 23, 1923, under 
this headline: 

Ousted Engraving Bureau workers vindicated. 

I read: 


SCANDAL Prope FAILS to Snow Any SHORTAGES IN OLD RÉQGIME— 
TWENTY-EIGHT FORMER OFFICIALS ARB TO Have CIVIL-SERVICE RIGHTS 
RESTORED TO THEM—May Be Given New_Joss—Turen WOMEN 
ALREADY PLACED, Bur NONB WILL GET As Goop POSITIONS AS THA 


ONES LOST. 
(By John A. Kennedy.) 


Withdrawal of the veil of suspicion shrouding the dismissal of 28 
Bureau of e r en g and Printing officials from their posts last March 
will be accomplished within a few days, it became known yesterday. 

Carrying with that gesture the complete vindication of what was 
generally conceded as ponsas slaughter, the bureau officials will have 
their civil-service rights restored “ without prejudice” after every 
investigating agency of the Government had probed deep into their 
activities. 

TO GET SPEEDY ACTION. 


Such a recommendation is in the hands of President Harding, and 
will probably be one of the first matters of importance cleared up 
apie he returns to his desk, it was stated yesterday at the White 

ouse. 


I shall not read the remainder of the article, but I ask that I 
may have the consent of the Senate to include the entire article 
in my remarks, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The remainder of the article is as follows: 


But the order comes too late for at least one and possibly some 
others of the 28 summarily dismissed “for the good of the service“ 
last March. E. I. Beech, one of the group, is dead. His death Is 
attributed to worry over the stigma attach to his name after he had 
faithfully served the Government for more than a quarter of a cen- 
tury. Two others have taken jobs elsewhere. 


FAIL TO FIND SCANDAL, 


The administration by its failure to uncover any alle “ bureau 
scandal adds the second chapter to the dramatic dismissal carried 
out at dusk on March 31, when President Harding issued an order 
discharging one set of officials who had served for many years and 
2 1 posts placing a complete new group to handle the bureau 
affairs. 

On that night the men and women affected were separated from 
the service without notice and were forced to leave their desks under 
guard of secret-service agents. Hints of eral shortages and similar 
character-damaging allegations were heard on every side in the weeks 
that followed. 

The first word that the former administrators of the bureau were 

Itless of apy wrongdoing came in statements from high administra- 
ion officials yesterday. 

Three of the twenty-eight are already back at work in the Treasury 
Department, and according to the recommendation the rest will soon 
be “taken care of.” 

Cabinet officers and White House officials refused to estimate when 
the President will make the remainder of the group eligible to again 
work for the Government or to again enjoy the rights of retirement 
and raises in pay accorded those in the civil service. At the White 
House Secretary Christian said that when the President does sign the 
order it will be made public through the Treasury Department. 

But when the men are given back their civil-service rights the old 
jobs in the bureau will not be for them. This was stated very posi- 
tively last night by a Cabinet official. Similarly, Louis Hill, present 
director of the bureau, when asked if any of the men were coming 
back to his bureau, said, “ They will not, sir.” 

Instead they will “be taken care of,“ according to the words of See- 
re Mellon, who admitted yesterday afternoon that three women 
are a jong 4 back in the service. 

Under this plan it is understood the officials will be sent to posts in 
various other bureaus and departments of the Government at greatly 
reduced salaries. 

Nor will the order be retroactive. 
pay will stand, it is said. 


WOMEN GIVEN WORK. 


The women who have been returned to work, according to informa- 
tion furnished by the Sec of the Treasury, are: 

Mrs. Margaret S. Kerfoot, chief of the numbering division, who had 
a record of service of more than 38 years at the time of her dismissal. 
She was given a position in the Register of the Treasury on Septem- 
ber 5 at a salary of $1,200 per year plus the special bonus. According 
to the Treasury offi she was receiving $2,500 per year when she 
was summarily dismissed last April 

Miss Elizabeth Scott, who was chief of the pecking division with a 
salary of $2,000 per year at the time of her dismissal, is now in the 
office of the Register of the Treasury. She had a record of 37 years 
of service. She was taken back on ber 14 at a salary of $1,100 
per year, plus the special bonus. 

ss Nellie Wilding, chief of the 6 section at a sal- 
ary of $2,000 per year at the time of her dismissal, has been placed 
in the loans and currency section of the cede! | Department at a 
salary of $1,100 per year, plus the special bonus. She had been in the 
service for more than 24 years. 

The three women each applied for restoration of thelr civil-service 
rights. Each case was sent to the President, and he “offered no 
objection in any of the cases,” according to 3 made yester- 

No presidential order was issued in any of these Instances, it was 


The loss of 10 months’ work and 


Ralph H. Chappell, who was drawing 3,250 per year as a section 
chief, is now under consideration for appointment in another bureau at 
a 9 around $2,200 per year, it was said at the Treasury De- 
partmen ý 

Coming on the heels of an announcement made two weeks ago by 
Director Loulé A. Hill of the bureau that the double investigation made 
by the Department of Justice and by the Treasury Department revealed 
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Rose, 


a 
Larner, William C. McKinney, George V. 
A. C. 8 Ue s5 E. Swigert, H. I. Wilso: 


. Steinbrenner, B. R. S 
Benjamin Goldsworthy, and G. F. C. Smillie. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, all now know that the re- 
moval of the heads of the bureaus in the Bureau of Engraving 
and Printing was merely the beginning of a wholesale removal 
of civil-service employees for the purpose of supplanting them 
by active Republican politicians, regardless of what effect it 
might have upon the efficiency of the bureau. Had not the 
public reacted so violently to this outrageous act, it was to haye 
been, as I am informed, repeated in all the departments. A 
word was coined, and much used, and came from some one 
close to the administration, that they“ were going to “ Hard- 
ingize” the administration. After the investigation of the At- 
torney General, with all his love (7) for law and order and jus- 
tice, for which he is so famous (7), and after all the activities 
of the Treasury Department in order to find some reason to 
justify the President for this hasty and unlawful action, it 
now becomes apparent that there was no justification for the 
removal of these people, and a recommendation is upon the 
desk of the President of the United States asking him to issue 
an order, which it is necessary that he shall do, revoking his 
former order striking down the reputation of these men and 
women and restoring them to the eligible list, so that they may 
be eligible to reemployment in the Government service. 

As the article says, it comes too late for one. Doctor Beech, 
for 30 years a faithful servant of the Government, died of a 
broken heart, so his son says, because of the injustice done him 
by this wrongful removal. Three women, who through all the 
years have toiled up under the disadvantages that formerly 
beset women in Government employment and the discrimina- 
tions that were practiced against them, had reached responsible 
positions with comfortable if not adequate salaries. Their 
good name, their right to earn an honest living, was stricken 
down by this order of the President of March 31, 1922. 

Since then the President, ashamed of that act, has issued an 
order permitting these three women to go back into the Gov- 
ernment employ, but at just half their former salaries. He 
gave to the henchmen of the administration their old places 
and permitted these women to creep back into the service at 
salaries where people who are just entering the public service 
are starting. Twenty-five and thirty years of faithful service 
and promotion were wiped out merely to give the places to some 
active Republican. 

I called attention the other day to, and I intend to repeat, 
something of the character of these men. 

Hill, the man who was put at the head of the bureau in the 
place then filled by Mr. Wilmeth, was being sued by his wife 
on charges that I should not care to rehearse. Shortly after 
he got his place his wife had to go into court and restrain 
him from throwing her and her children and her furniture in 
the streets to make room for somebody else. 

McCully, who took the place of Mr. Ashburton as the chief 
of the bureau of rolls, dies, and plates, was being sued by his 
wife, and among the exhibits was a letter that he had written 
to a 15-year-old girl in the District of Columbia asking her 
to call upon a certain doctor, to whom he would direct her, 
and would pay whatever expenses were involved. Of course, 
everybody knows what the necessity of her going to the doctor 
was. That sort of a man was given the place of a man by 
the name of Ashburton, who, at 4 o'clock on the day he was 
dismissed, was given a letter by the committee that investigated 
his department commending him for his efficiency, his faithful 
discharge of his duties, and his intelligent administration of 
his bureau. At 6 o'clock he was dismised for the good of the 
service,” so the order said. These men and women were not 
even permitted to go to their desks to get their private effects 
except under the custody of a detective. They could not remove 
their hats from the pegs where they had hung them without 
being shadowed. The detectives went to their homes and re- 
quired their families to give the numbers of the Liberty bonds 
they had bought, to cast suspicion upon them. One woman 
came to my office this morning and said that she was hooted 
by other employees when she left the service, and later was 
told that if she made any complaint they would bring people 
to show that she was a common streetwalker, though the 
mother of three helpless children, making a decent living for 
them, and nobody had ever reflected on her good name before. 
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I say the President onght to issue this order. It ought to be 
the first thing he does, and in doing it he ought to go further; 
he ought to put the people back in the places from whence they 
came. If, as it is said, it will disarrange the present bureau, 
the fact is that the other shakeup disarranged it, and justice 
ought to be dene under the Government if the heavens fall. 
The humblest man or woman that walks the earth ought not 
to feel that his Government will not do him exact justice. If 
he shall have reason to doubt that the Government is going to 
deal justly with him, of course it ends all effective appeal to 
his loyalty. It breeds disloyalty. No government is worth 
defending that is not just. All should know that no one, simply 
because he is temporarily in high place, may strike him down 
without redress. 

It is said that a king of France, leading his army on the eve 
of battle, was appealed to by some peasant to redress a wrong 
that he had suffered at the hands of a military commander. The 
king halted the march of his army until he could right the 
wrong of the humble peasant. The President of these United 
States ought to be as big a man and as just a man as the king 
of feudal France, and I am going to say this: I do not believe 
the President would have done this if he had been properly 
advised. It was some overzealous partisan who was seeking 
places for friends who advised the President to do this. He has 
not time to go into all those matters, and I am sure that had 
he been properly advised he would not have done it. But now, 
knowing that he has been imposed upon, he ought to right the 
wrong, whatever the inconvenience may be. The people of this 
country will be sorely disappointed in the President of these 
United States, it now being admitted, as it is said here it is, 
coming from the White House, that these people were done a 
wrong, if he does not right it. All the glories of his adminis- 
tration must necessarily pale and tarnish if he does not so act 
in this matter that all will know that he is just enough to do 
justice; and he can not do justice, if this article is correct, un- 
less he issues an order restoring these people to their eligibility 
and putting them back in the places from whence they were so 
unjustly taken. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lenroor in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Arkansas yield to the Senator from 
Utah? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. KING. For information I should like to ask the Senator, 
was there authority for the President of the United States to 
oust these people from office in a way which, on the record, 
seems to have been unwarranted and unjust? 

Mr. CARAWAY. There was no authority. Three of them 
were ex-service men who were protected by a special statute; 
but the Senator from Utah will remember that when I called 
attention to that fact and introduced a resolution to have it 
investigated the chairman of the Committee on Civil Service op- 
posed it and had it sent to his committee, and everybody knew 
what would happen to it in that committee. 

It was just as certain there to go to its death as the fly in the 
famous story we used to have in the readers— 

Walk into lor d ider ‘h 5 
It's it: We lithe nesioe that 8 Spy. 

The great friends of civil service in the Senate seem to be 
very much more the friends of the arbitrary power of the party 
that can promote and demote. 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will pardon me, is there nothing 
that can be done by Congress to right the wrong that has been 
done to these faithful men and women who were in the Govern- 
ment service for so many years? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Can an act of Congress go down into the 
muddy grave that holds the body of Doctor Beach and resurrect 
him and restore to him life and faculty to comprehend that 
justice is being done to his memory? 

Mr. KING. No; of course, that is obvious. But it does seem 
to me that Congress ought to make such an investigation as will 
focus attention upon this great wrong—indeed, almost a crime— 
and hold up to the public those who are responsible for the 
grave injustice and the tragic consequences to which the Sena- 
tor has referred. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I wish the Senator from Utah would intro- 
duce a resolution asking for an investigation. The facts are 
now developed as to all the probings of the sleuths and detec- 
tives who wove themselves around these people's lives, trying 
to find out something they had done to justify the President for 
their removal. The paper says, and I take it that it speaks the 
truth, that information comes from the White House now that 
these probes have shown that the removals were without any 
justification at all. Congress could, of course, do them financial 
justice. 
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Nothing can recompense them for the humiliation and for 
the loss of reputation and good standing among the people 
where they have spent their lives. No act of Congress can re- 
move the sense of injustice, which will stay with them all 
their lives, which they feel when they reflect that after years 
of faithful service they should be dismissed merely to make 
places for politicians, but with the stigma that it was done 
“for the public good.” If they had been kicked out for the 
real reason that led to their removal—that is, to make places 
for politicians thought to be more actively supporting the ad- 
ministration—that would not have carried with it disgrace, but 
the infamy of it was that their removal was said to be for 
the good of the service, which implied and was interpreted 
everywhere as meaning that they were guilty of wrongdoing. 
We all know a propaganda went around the city that they 
had committed all kinds of outrageous crimes. A Republican 
Senator took me out into the corridor and told me I was fixing 
to be tremendously humiliated, that he was assured by people 
who knew that their peculations were frightful, and if it 
should become known it would almost destroy the credit of 
the Treasury, whatever that might be; and he believed it. He 
was certain of it, because he had been told. That was the in- 
famous propaganda that went forth to destroy these people’s 
reputations. 

If the Senator will permit, I particularly complain of the 
dismissal of three women, who toiled there 25 or 30 years, 
through all the adverse circumstances that the Senator knows 
used to surround a woman in Government employ, diserimi- 
nated against in favor of men who were more active politically, 
but who, by the sheer worth of character and intelligence 
and faithful employment, had risen until they were the heads 
of bureaus, only to find themselves removed “for the public 
good” and private detectives sent with them to get their little 
personal effects. Then, finally, by an Executive order, per- 
mitted to go back to work at just half their former salaries. 
Nothing can wipe out the infamy of that conduct. Nothing 
ever can be done that can compensate those poor people for 
the humiliation and the heartaches they have suffered through 
all these months they have labored under this stigma. I only 
hope the President will be as ready to issue an Executive order 
removing from their fair names the infamy placed upon them. 
When he has done that I suppose that will be as much as we 
may expect him to do, because the politicians have the places. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, when we were considering an 
appropriation bill a few days ago, there was some discussion 
concerning the Civil Service Commission and the administration 
of the civil service law. Criticism was voiced concerning the 
method in which the law was enforced, and views expressed 
that provisions of the law were being violated. Since I have 
been in the Senate, Senators have frequently called attention to 
what they considered were evasions of the law and flagrant in- 
fractions of both its letter and spirit. Undoubtedly a majority 
of Senators and Representatives are in favor of the civil-service 
system, but there are those among this class who are so dis- 
satisfied with the administration of the law that they feel that 
perhaps a return to what is called the spoils system would pro- 
duce no greater evils than those found under the unsatisfactory 
administration of the civil service law. 

I have said upon a number of occasions that the law, as ad- 
ministered, was a farce and that the evils existing in the execu- 
tive departments of the Government prior to the passage of the 
civil service law were perhaps no greater than those found in 
the executive branches of the Government to-day. I have felt 
that the civil service law in too many instances was used as a 
shield to protect incompetents and political favorites and that 
the law had so many loopholes and that its administration was 
accompanied by so much partisanship and incompetency that 
the benefits to be expected from an honest civil service law, 
honestly and fairly administered, were not realized. 

There is no doubt that politicians in both political parties 
have attempted to use the law to protect incompetent officials 
and to secure positions for individuals purely because of politi- 
cal reasons. Within the executive departments of the Govern- 
ment can be found thousands of competent and efficient men 
and women. They earnestly and patriotically devote themselves 
to the discharge of duties required under the law. Many of 
them came into the service without having taken a civil-service 
examination. Some were blanketed into the service, and others 
entered the Government service before the civil service law was 
enacted. Still others, intrenched behind the civil-service ram- 
parts, are wholly incompetent and are indifferent to their 
obligations and to the welfare of the Government. 

This class do as little as they can, and they are indifferent 
and inefficient and compel the employment of a larger force 
than otherwise would be required. It is, I think, conceded 


that employees of the Government, in the aggregate, do much 
less than employees doing the same character of work in pri- 
vate life. The faithful and efficient employees of the Govern- 
ment are compelled to suffer because of the incompetent and 
inefficient ones. The faithful suffer because of the faithless- 
ness of the others. 

Perhaps an important reason for the failure of the civil- 
service system, as it is administered in the United States, is 
found in the fact that many of the heads of Federal agencies 
seek to use their positions to induct into office individuals of 
their political faith. To accomplish this end the civil service 
law and the regulations promulgated to bring about its admin- 
istration are evaded and oftentimes contemptuously disre- 
garded. Faithful and competent employees whom they find 
discharging with fidelity the duties imposed upon them are 
demoted or assigned to other positions or transferred to less 
favorable stations or subjected to such embarrassments and 
humiliations as to compel their resignations. I believe the 
failure of the civil-service system is largely due to the animosity 
exhibited by those having executive authority. When a change 
of administration comes changes are made in the more impor- 
tant positions of the departments and of Federal and executive 
agencies. Those who come in with the new administration in 
many instances seek positions for their political protégés or for 
those who are indorsed by politicians of their party. 

I think it may truthfully be said that under both Republican 
and Democratic administrations many individuals who are un- 
der ciyil service, and who are faithfully performing their duties, 
are improperly and in many instances unjustly dealt with by 
chiefs of bureaus and those who are placed in authority over 
them. In many instances, as I have indicated, they are 
changed or moved or transferred and their places filled by 
others who have the i:dorsement of persons of influence in the 
party in power. I do not think there is any particular loyalty 
to the civil-service system upon the part of many of those 
within the Government service whose duty it is to enforce the 
law, both in letter and spirit; and, as I have indicated, there 
are many persons holding inferior and subordinate positions 
who feel that they are intrenched for life, who in an apathetic 
and indifferent way perform the work assigned them. 

I have heard much criticism of the Civil Service Commission 
and the methods employed by it in its examinations and in the 
methods employed in its ratings. I confess that I have been 
disappointed in some of its activities. I think, generally speak- 
ing, the civil service commissioners have been men of char- 
acter and ability, and they have sought to build up a genuine 
civil-service system. I have, however, been compelled to take 
the view that some holding less Important positions in the 
civil service administration have been partisan and have used 
their positions to advance the interests of applicants for Fed- 
eral positions who belong to their political faith. Nor have I 
been satisfied with the methods employed to determine the 
competency of applicants for positions under the civil service. 
I believe that under the system employed injustices have been 
done and the least efficient have often been certified as eligible 
for appointment. 

Mr. President, the civil-service system has been on trial for 
a number of years and it has not satisfied the people. I do 
not mean to say that the people would vote for the repeal of 
the law, but I am convinced that a majority of the American 
people are not satisfied with the law or with its administra- 
tion. They are unable to determine where the fault lies. Some 
attribute it solely to the Civil Service Commission; others 
solely to executive departments and those charged with ad- 
ministrating it. Without expressing any opinion as to where 
the fault lies, I am satisfied that there must be material 
changes either in the law or in its enforcement, or there will 
be a demand, formidable in character, for the sweeping away 
of the Civil Service Commission and the entire system. 

I think the time has come when those who believe in genuine 
civil service should address themselves to the purification of 
the system and the rectification of faults which are now ap- 
parent. I am not prepared to say that the Civil Service Com- 
mission should be abolished, but I do take the position that 
we must have an honest and genuine civil service or none at 
all. To have a sham and farcical system can not be tolerated. 
The law must be amended and its administration must be 
materially changed if the results which honest civil-service 
reformers desire are accomplished. 

The method adopted by the President in selecting postmas- 
ters is calculated to bring the civil-service system into still 
greater disrepute. Examples of the character just referred 
to by the Senator from Arkansas will arouse indignation and 
lead to vehement demands for the abolition of the entire sys- 
tem or for drastic reforms. Unless reforms are effectuated, 
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I shall not be willing to support these annual appropriations 
for the Civil Service Commission. I am willing to vote the 
necessary sums to inaugurate and perpetuate a civil-service 
system that will promote efficiency and advance the interests 
of the Government. 

The President of the United States, if we are to believe the 
statements made by the Senator from Arkansas, has done a 
grievous wrong to a large number of faithful Government 
employees. Some one has imposed upon the President and he 
has used his authority in such a manner as to do irreparable 
wrong and injury to the persons referred to. 

Mr, President, this is not the only instance of an abuse of 
the law. In my opinion, there are hundreds of cases where 
competent employees have been removed or demoted because 
of political reasons. Complaints have been made to me of 
flagrant violations of the civil service law by the Treasury 
Department under the present administration. In the Inter- 
nal Revenue Department I am advised that many injustices 
have been done and the letter and the spirit of the civil service 
law have been disregarded. 

Mr. President, let us not be insincere and hypocritical. Let 
us have a civil service law and enforce it—one that will meet 
the highest demands of a progressive people and a progressive 
Government or-abolish it entirely and say to the political 
party in power “the offices belong to the victor.” 

Mr. President, a friend of mine who is a man of high char- 
acter and great ability handed me an article which he pre- 
pared which deals with the civil-service question. There is 
so much of merit in the article that I feel like bringing it to 
the attention of the Senate by asking that it be placed in the 
Recorp, whereby it mày secure wide circulation and proper 
publicity. 

There has recently been considerable controversy over the 
enforcement of the prohibition law and the efforts which it is 
alleged are being made to pervert the law and the spirit of 
the law by placing within the civil service the great army of 
employees who ure engaged in enforcing the Volstead Act. 
Of course, everybody knows that many of those who have been 
employed by the Treasury Department in the enforcement of 
this act have been corrupt and inefficient. The evidences 
daily demonstrate that many of those now in the service are 
incompetent and corrupt. Certainly the friends of prohibition 
and the friends of civil service can not support any proposi- 
tion which looks to the issuance of a blanket order placing 
the thousands of individuals employed in the prohibition branch 
of the service under the civil service law. Mr. Dudley Foulke, 
vice president of the National Civil Service Reform League, 
has recently had something to say about this matter. His 
statement appears in the New York Times of the issue of 
January 8, 1923. I ask that it, as well as the article to which 
I have referred, be inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles referred to were ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

IS CIVIL SERVICE THREATENED? 


Civil service has become an almost sacred institution with the Ameri- 
ean public. There is something so sordid and selfish and wasteful 
and unbusinesslike about the spoils system of operating Government 
institutions that it weakens people's respect for service and confidence 
in the 1 of those who profess concern in economy and efficiency, 

Certain natlonal publications of civil-service organizations are ask: 
ing the question, “Is civil service threatened?” For the first time 
in 25 years there seems to be a feeling of apprehension, not only on 
the part of Government employees but on the part of the general pub- 
lic, 95 per cent of which is not concerned with the political com- 
plexion of employees. 

While there is no danger of the law being repealed, there have been 
a number of occurrences during the past year and a half, according 
to the CONGRESSIONAL Rucorp, which seem to justify the misgivings 
of everyone except that class which might be barred from appointment 
on the ground of “ pernicious political activity.” 

The system seems to have taken on a new aspect and character dur- 
ing the past year. Once seriously considered and highly respected, it 
has become an ambuscade for its opponents to work behind. 

It is true that President Harding issued PB acter whan putting all 
a in civil service, as had President Wilson four years before. 

ut the order of March 31, 1917, placed all such positions beyond the 
reach of partisan influence and control by giving the appointment to 
the applicant receiving the highest is | in every examination held; 
under this order President Wilson appointed more Republicans than 
Democrats in States north of the Mason and Dixon line. 

Four years later, at the suggestion of the national chairman of the 
Republican Party and under the advice of an mats A General who 
avowedly does not believe in civil service, President Harding issued 
his three-ply order, by which all Democrats or inactive Republicans, 
no matter how faithful in the 1 of official duties, no matter 
how pular, experienced, or highly indorsed in their respective com- 
munities, are adroitly eliminated. In the selection of postmasters at 
present an applicant armed with the indorsement of his local party 
committee may receive as a reward for political activity a responsible 
position in which political activity is expressly forbidden. 

This is not civil service as expressed by the law, as implied in the 
Executive order, or as explained by advocates of the system, but it is 
the civil service of to-day. 

The ciyil-service law provides that the President may issue execu- 
tive orders perfecting the means of its enforcement or for making it 


more effective, which is clearly an executive function. But the Presi- 
dent may not issue an Executive order which has the effect of repeal- 
ing an act of Congress or of nullifying its evident purpose. This has 
been the opinion of the Department of Justice for a half century. 
In other words, while the President may extend the scope of the civil 
service system and is authorized to include in its operation any 
class of appointees he may designate, he can not legally change the 
law in its application to employees or officials thus included. That 
is a question of legislation, and it is doubtful if Conzress could, 
even if it desired, confer on an executive the power to legislate, 

When the President issued an order placing all postmasters in the 
classified service he was acting within his rights. His order became 
a part of the law, adding another class to those already affected by 
its restrictions and protection. It was not, on its face, a contradic- 
tory or subversive mandate. It merely designated additional positions 
S gear eee and generally recognized provisions of the 
aw should apply. 

What is the acknowledged purpose of this law? As indicated by its 
wording, the intention of its makers was to guarantee equal oppor- 
tunities to all applicants for appointments to positions classified by 
legislation or proclamation, regardless of politics or religion, and to 
rotect classified employees of the Government 1 the whims 

rgains, and machinations of superiors who might seek to fulfill 
oo or political obligations at the expense of ponie service, If it 
ail in these essentials, of what avail is the law If applicants are 
rejected because they have been identified with one party or another, 
if they are appointed because of their e affiliations or activities, 
what does the law amount to, anyhow 

Defenders of the spoils system, which is now masquerading in ciyil- 
service garb, compare the practice of selecting appointees from three 
certified applicants for postmastership, with the established plan of 
choosing one of the highest three on an eligible list in a post office. 
If these latter selections were based on partisanship or the recom- 
mendations of party organizations, the President and Postmaster Gen- 
eral would be shocked and indignant. Any postmaster actuated by 
such considerations in recommending appointments would be sum- 
marily dismissed from office. 

According to the provisions of the law and the rules of the com- 
mission, “no discrimination shall be exercised, threatened, or promised 
against or in favor of an he eer ye eligible, or employee in the classi- 
fied service because of his political or religious opinions or affiliations.” 

“ Political discrimination,” according to the rules governing the 
application of the civil service law, “ consists in giving appointment, 
romotion, or any other fayor to an appointee, eligible, or candidate 
ecause of his politics, or Spit tp eee romotion, or any 
omer favor from an appointee, eligible, or candidate because of his 
Olitics.” 

i “An appointing officer who appoints or refuses to appoint an Sp li- 
cant because the applicant does or does not entertain certain poli Ral 
opinions’ violates the civil service act and rules. The removal of 
a large number of eon of the same political faith,” or, con- 
versely, the selection of a large percentage from one political rty, 
will be presumed to have been done for political reasons, according to 
the rules governing the commission. 

Even a President of this Republic should not hold himself above the 
law and rely upon the numerical strength of political backing to vali- 
date his disregard of Federal statutes. There is little difference be 
tween the perfidious claim that “the king can do no wrong" and 
the equally pernicious doctrine that “the President may ignore a law 
which he expects others to observe.” 

Section 6 of the civil service act provi that “no person in the 
classified civil service of the United States shall be removed therefrom 
except for such cause as will promote the efficiency of said service, 
and for reasons given in writing, and the person whose removal is 
sought shall have notice of the same and of any charges preferred 
against him and be furnished with a copy thereof, and also be allowed 
a reasonable time for answering.” President Harding has ignored the 
law in both appointments and removals. He commissioned post- 
masters in violation of his own Executive order, as well as of the law, 
and has removed faithful employees in the classified service against 
whom no charges had been preferred and to whom no hearing was 
accorded. All of which goes to prove that while the law may not be 
repealed or the system abolished, one has become a travesty and the 
other a farce. 

At the beginning of the present administration there were many 
promises made to carry out the civil-service policy inherited from the 
previous administration. Postmaster General Hays, in his first official 
statement, declared himself in favor of the merit methed, against the 
spoils system. Later, in his annual report of 1921, he designated the 
Post ofice Department as a purely business institution, which should 
be removed entirely and immediately from political control. He said: 

“You can not expect men and women to give good service if they 
are to be the shuttlecocks of politics. I have said, and I reiterate, 
that the postal establishment is most certainly not an institution for 
politics nor for profit. but an institution for service.” 

And he further declared that the first step in postal improvement 
“js to make certain that honest and efficient service shall be honestly 
recognized and that the merit system shall control without any subter- 
fuge under any circumstances whatever.” 

hat was the promise but it is necessary to consider the fulfillment 
to ascertain the sincerity of those who administer the law. While 
this theory was expounded by the Postmaster General, by and with 
the advice, consent, and knowledge of the President, let us look at the 
practice. As explained by a Senator from the President's home State 
and in his confidence, on page 6783 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
1922, it is this: We have asked the successful candidate (for post- 
master) to secure the indorsement of the Republican county committee, 
an is the body upon which the party must depend for its work back 
ome.” 

Apologists for the policy of applying political tests to applicants for 
positions placed in civil service ky President Harding's Executive order 
say that “it is hard to say how far the merit rule should go.“ The 
answer should be easy to any honest, oath-bound, law-abiding official. 
The rule should apply to those who are classified by law or Executive 
order. If certain positions are to be considered political, they should 
not be included with those who are entitled to protection of this law. 

The proper extension of civil service was discussed by the First As- 
sistant Postmaster General, Hon. John H. Bartlett, when he was presi- 
dent of the Civil Service Commission. He said: “ The classified service 
should be extended to include positions, with few exceptions, which do 
not involve the determination of administrative policies and which are 
part of the permanent operating force of the Government, thereby 
making them available as rewards for exceptional talent developed 
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expert knowledge r: 
they give place to others equally in enced. A wider app 
of the principle of filling the higher trative positions by a sys- 
tem of promotion or appointment on merit would be distinctly in the 
interest of efficiency, stability, and standards in the personnel of the 
service." 


That was high ground. But which positions pertain to the transac- 
tion of Government business, and which are concerned in the deter- 
mination of administrative po Postmaster General Hays 


answer: „We expect to have political offices largely filled by members 
of the political ty in whom we have voted to intrust the administra- 
tion of our public affairs. But what are political offices and how far 


Wise men will not propose that we carry 
it. into the appeintmen officers, nor in the appointments to 
technical or business positions. It is steadily growing in the minds of 
the public that if we are to have the most efficient Postal Service we 
must keep it as far as possible out of politics. This should be done.” 
But he expresses a fear that the doct: will have a long “ fight for 
goog $ against plunder, of service against spoils.” 

Even the First stant Postmaster General has fallen from the 
high ground he took as president of the Civil Service Commission. 
Glance back over the sentiments exp: while acting in that capacity 
and read what he says now in an article printed in a recent issue of 
Bulletin. lnining why certain positions should not 

operations of civil service law, he says that “an admin- 
istration must surround itself with men and women whom it can trust, 
and when I say trust 1 mean trast with its secrets as well as its 
funds. 

Of course, if an administration has secrets to be kept from the 
public, and desires postmasters who will transact secret business 
con only the . in wer, it would be a serious mistake 
to let the law interfere. If the success of a faction is to be held 
above the welfare of the country, if service is to be sacrificed to 
spoils, and inexperienced officials are to be installed and paid to 

ard or utilize political secrets, then the President and the Postal 

ee may feel justified in treating the civil-service system as 
a farce. 

But what about those restrictions against participation by post- 
masters of every class in political affairs which have been so rigidly 
enforced for several years? Are rules to be changed so that new 
appointees may take pans in politics, or carry on the secret negotia- 
tions to which the Assistant bas alluded, If they are not 
to be chang what is the object in taking energetic workers 
and putting them in tions where all manifestations of political 
energy are expressly forbidden? Is their activity to be muzzled or 
to be secretly directed and utilized for the benefit of some faction 
to which they owe their appointments? That policy almost wrecked 
a party organization back in 1912. 

No: the life of civil service is not threatened. But its natural 
force is abated. The respect once accorded the system is chan 
to ridicule. Its enemies are its keepers. Spoilsmen wear its colors, 
The law is becoming a travesty. 

In so far as the filling of offices is concerned, involving the pay- 


should the principle apply? 
0 


ment of public salaries for political services, the harm di y 
wrought by a prostitution of civil service Is not so great as that 
which arises and nd from disregard of any law by 


a grows 
those to whom its enforcement is intrusted. Contem 
breeds and fosters indifference to all laws and the 
the taxpayers suffer accordingly. 


for one law 
vernment and 


{New York Times, January 8, 1923.] 


Fours Sars Joss Pam von Dry Law—Accuses ANTI-SALOON LEAGUB 
oy Bum VOLSTEBAD ACT WITH FEDERAL PatTroNAGR—DsENOUNCES 
Irs Murnops—Now TRYING To Ger CIVIL SERVICE PROTECTION FOR 
CORRUPT ORGANIZATION, H LA RGES “PARTY PLUN- 
per — CONGRESSMEN WANTED Ir AND You Ler TEM Have Ir,” 
He SAYS ty LETTER TO NICHOLSON. 

The charge that the Anti-Saloon League bought the Volstead Act 
with Federal patronage and that it was now attempting to put a cor- 
rupt prohibition organization under the protection of the civil service 
laws was made yes William Dudley Foulke, vice president of 
the Nations! Civil 8 ce ‘orm League. Mr. Foulke's charge was 
contained fn a letter to S. E. Nicholson, secretury of the Anti-Saloon 


League, 
After Mr. Foulke made an attack on the Anti-Saloon League a short 


time a in a speech, Mr. Nicholson wrote to him that neither the 
Anti n League nor any other ce ten at the time the Volstead 
law was passed “could have got into that law a civil-service provision, 


and for the league to have the issue would have to 
E the passage of the enforcement bill.“ Mr. Foulke retorted 
n his letter that a provision exempting the prohibition officers from 
the civil ce law had been inserted in the law and supported by 
the league. 

“The p 


at all and your explanation 14 the len 
‘or you admit that its members, although 


wor people. I do 
not at all suppose you understood the immorality of that act, but in 
any reasonable system of ethics it was far more indefensible than op- 
posing the civil service law. 

NO MOVE MADE FOR A CHANGE. 

“Your league is net like an ordinary political organization which can 
compromise and give and take what it will for the sake of ney, 
but you are prof enga: in accomplishing a great mo: ref 4 
and this can not be done through immoral means. And even if you 
could not get your bill through except by excluding appointments from 
the classified service, you could at least have declared t you were not 
so eg e with that part of the bill and did not approve of it. 

Even if it were contended that the end jus the means, the 
league should have done its utmost to have this iniquitous provision 


removed: and appointments placed under civil service rules as soon as 
Many years have passed since that time. What have you 


posso: 
one? We have repeatedly sent our 
forcement officers and have drafted a bi 
and reexamination of all persons in this branch of the service, yet you 
never lifted a finger to stay the abuses you had created and to sub- 
stitute a nonpolitical system for the party plunder you had introduced. 
When the Wilson administration cl and the Republicans came 
into power, and when the maxim turn the rascals out was more de- 
servedly applied to the enforcement bureau than I ever knew it ap- 
plied before, would not that have been a good time to substitute non- 
3 competitive tests for the appointment of those who were 
o succeed the men dismissed? Yet you never budged. 


CHARGES OPEN VIOLATIONS. 

“I could give you lists by the score of subordinates involved in 
frauds. Liquor is openly sold in some of the largest New York res- 
taurants and other publſe places in the country, and statements made 
as to how much is paid to the inspectors for permission to make these 
sales. Liquor is imported — in enormous quantities from the Ba- 
hamas, Canada, and elsewhere in violation of the law. The service is 
corrupted from top to bottom by a set of depraved political officials 
appointed under the spoils system which you promoted. Even those 
who seem anxious to enforce the law are so ignorant and inefficient 
that they make illegal searches and arrests in violation of the fourth 
8 to the Constitution, as recently decided by one of our Fed- 
eral courts. 

l have been for many years In a very small way a contributor to 
your organization. I jeve that national prohibition, if adequately 
enforced, would be a great benefit to the es of workingmen and 
others who have suffered from the evils of intoxication, but in view 
of your past course I am entirely through with you and believe that 
you have brought nothing but discredit upon the cause you support and 
that some better organization ought to take your place. 

Referring to the bill providing that the field service and prohibition 
agents should be transferred to the classified service without further 
examination, Mr. Foulke said the bill was e the Anti-Saloon 
League. That would include in the classified ice every derelict 
whom the bureau now has in its employ,” said Mr. Foulke. “No test 
of their qualifications was to be imp . If the bureau had a decent, 
efficient service now, that might do, but with the corrupt gang that 
now fills the tions this provision would only render more permanent 
the present abuses.” 

Mr. Foulke also made public Mr. Nicholson's reply, in which the 
secretary of the Anti-Saloon League sald he could not agree in con- 
demning prohibition enforcement wholesale. “Of course, it is true 
that congressional and political pressure has kept some people on the 
pay rolls of the enforcement office who have failed to do their duty 
and perhaps have been corrupted,” said Mr. Nicholson. The depart- 
ment has made remarkable headway in getting rid of a good many of 
these people, even in the absence of the civil-service provision.“ 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, as a Member of Congress I 
hu ve, in my weak way, always tried to defend the principle of 
civil service. I have charged several times, the last time just 
the other day, that both of the great political parties had vio- 
lated their pledges made to the people in their various plat- 
forms when they went into office. 

I do not want to sit quietly here and have any intimation go 
out that my civil-service belief is of a partisan nature. Refer- 
ence has been made to the silence of those who pretend to 
believe in civil service. I want to call attention to the fact 
that when Mr. Wilson was first elected to the Presidency, or 
some time after that, I called the attention of the Senate to 
what took place in the Government Printing Office. I charged 
the Democratic administration with a violation of the spirit as 
well as the letter of the civil service law, particularly as it 
applied to the Government Printing Office. I thought I estab- 
lished the fact by direct evidence. - 

At that time, both before and after the disclosures which I 
put into the Recoxp, I had had consultations with members of 
the Civil Service Commission, one of whom was a Democrat 
and one a Republican. What I said was partially, at least, the 
outcome of conversations I had with members of the commis- 
sion, who, without regard to politics, had agreed with me that 
there had been a very flagrant violation of the civil service act, 
I complained again during President Wilson's administration, 
while Mr. Burleson was Postmaster General, as it applied to the 

office. I did the same thing the other day, and it was not 
the first time I did it under a Republican administration, when 
I charged that the Republican administration was not, in my 
judgment, carrying out the spirit of the civil service law. 

We will not get very far in defending the civil service law 
unless we shall be just as anxious to expose the violation of the 
spirit of that act when our party is in power as we would be 
when the opposite party is in power. I said the other day that 
in the filling of the post offices I believed my own party had 
gone farther astray than the preceding administration, at least 
as far as the post offices were concerned. 

I have listened to what the Senator from Arkansas has said 
and what the Senator from Utah has said about what has hap- 
pened in the Bureau of Engraving and Printing. I was very 
much shocked when the Executive order was originally made, 
and it seemed to me that order could not have been made and 
would not have been made by any sane man unless there was 
some reason to back it up. 

I know that the Senator tells the truth when he says that 
there was a rumor afloat, more or less certain, that some won- 
derful disclosures of corruption were going to take place and 


resentative to confer with en- 
roviding for the classification 
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that the President, to head off a very bad condition of affairs, 
had removed all these officials in the Bureau of Printing and 
graving and put in others. No other condition would have 
justified the order of the President. 

I concede that the President ought to have issued the order 
if he was satisfied, upon investigation, that the things that were 
rumored to be going on were in reality taking place in that 
bureau. We were given to understand, for instance, by various 
rumors, that it would be disclosed later that these officials who 
were removed had been guilty of all kinds of indiscretions 
and even crimes. 

One rumor that persisted, and was repeated over and over, 
was that a great many Liberty bonds had been issued illegally 
from the bureau and were in circulation. All Senators have 
heard those reports. I was one who believed that the President 
would not issue the order unless he at least conscientiously 
believed that there was some foundation for it, and I am not 
willing yet to give up that theory. 

Mr. ASHURST rose. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will yield to the Senator in just a moment. 
I was shocked when the order came, because I believed, without 
having any knowledge of it except my belief that no official 
would issue such an order without foundation for it, that with- 
out doubt investigation would disclose that the order was right- 
fully issued. It appears now that the order was not rightfully 
issued, that the charges made against the discharged civil- 
service people was unfounded; and, at least so far as I am able 
to see now, that is the fact. The article which the Senator 
from Arkansas read is undoubtedly one which came from ad- 
ministration sources, and discloses that fact. That has been 
only a few days ago. The President has not had time probably 
to realize just what a mistake has been made. I believe with 
the Senator from Arkansas that he must have been very badly 
advised. Of course he could not make a personal investigation, 
but he believed he was justified in issuing the order. We ought 
to give the President sufficient time, it seems to me, after the 
facts are disclosed, to enable him to rectify the wrong. 

I yield now to the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator from Nebraska stated that one 
of the reasons given for the discharge of the employees in the 
civil service was the rumor at that time that there had been 
issued a duplication of Liberty bonds. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. Within four or five days after the order was 
issued dismissing those employees I called upon what in com- 
mon parlance we term the Secret Service, but which in law is 
the Bureau of Investigation, and was assured that the idea of 
an issuance of duplicate or illegal or fraudulent Liberty bonds 
was absurd; that no Liberty bonds had been duplicated; that 
it was impossible to make an approach toward issuing spurious 
Liberty bonds; that not only were the individual finished bonds 
duly accounted for, but that even every square inch of the paper 
upon which a bond could be printed was so guarded and ac- 
counted for by a series of locks, keys, and combinations and 
inspections that it would be beyond the range of possibility 
for the Bureau of Printing and Engraving to print and issue 
spurious or unauthorized Liberty bonds. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have made no investigation myself. I am 
glad to get the contribution of the Senator from Arizona. But 
I still feel and I have felt all the time that even though the 
President were wrong he acted from a good motive. I dislike 
very much to cast an aspersion upon Government officials, 
Why, Senators, does any one realize the seriousness of the 
aspersion which, indirectly at least, through all these rumors 
was cast upon these employees of the Government? A crime 
that is abhorrent almost must have been committed if the 
rumors were true. I can well see how faithful, honest men, 
like the one who it is said died of a broken heart, would 
_ feel as though all of the ideals of life had passed away, and 
that he would even lose his mind or that he would die as a 
result of the cruelty which must have come upon him if in fact 
he was innocent. 

I can not conceive of much lower degradation to which a 
human being could be put than to utilize a false charge against 
a fellow citizen, which, if true, would be a crime of the worst 
nature, for the simple purpose of getting that person out of 
office and getting himself in. If that kind of trick has been 
accomplished through the President being wrongly advised, 
the President will not make it right by simply restoring these 
people to their rights, but it will be his patriotic duty to punish 
to the utmost those who have been guilty of practicing that 
kind of a fraud upon him. If anyone, through that sort of 
method, has succeeded in getting his name upon the pay roll 
of the Government of the United States, it ought to be removed 
immediately. 


I take it that the suggestion contained in the article which 
the Senator from Arkansas has read, even if carried out ac- 
cording to its intent, would not be a full compensation for the 
persons who have been removed. It would still be an injustice 
when it is ascertained that the charges were wrongfully made 
and that the people who were remoyed by the order were in 
fact honest and efficient, because it would not put them back 
where they ought to be to simply put them back on the eligible 
list and let them begin again at the foot of the ladder, where 
some of them commenced 20 or 25 or 30 years ago. = 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The issuing of an Executive order restoring 
the eligibility of three ladies who were dismissed is an admis- 
sion that they were entitled to exoneration, is it not? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; it would seem that way to me. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then justice has not been done in that way 
when they are merely put back to work. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; justice has not been done to them. If 
we are going to proceed in that way, it would still leave the 
way open to discharge officials of the Government when they 
had by good service mounted the ladder and occupied positions 
of responsibility and increased salaries. It would be no full 
justice if we said to them, We are mistaken. You are honest. 
You are all right. We will put you back at the foot of the 
ladder, where you can start again.” That would not be fair. 
That would be going some distance toward justice, but it would 
not be all the Government of the United States ought to do with 
any of its officials. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. DIAL. I would say to the Senator that in my State 
there was a postmaster who had been in the service 39 years 
and who stood highest in the examinations, and yet he was 
not appointed, but a man who had no experience whatever was 
appointed in his place. 

Mr. NORRIS. While there may be some reason not ap- 
parent why that was done, it does not approach the thing we 
are considering here. A postmaster is appointed for a specific 
term; and there are many who believe, no matter how efficient 
he may be, that he should retire at the end of the term if 
another party is in power. I do not agree with that, but a lot 
of honest men believe in it. 

But here is a different proposition. These men and women 
were actually under civil service. They were removed by an 
arbitrary order, without trial and without a hearing. That is 
sometimes necessary, but after it is done they ought to have a 
hearing immediately. If they have been wronged, they ought 
to be put back in the identical place from which they were 
removed, i? 

I do not know how long the knowledge has existed which is 
published in the paper. It was in the paper of January 23, 
only yesterday ; and I can not help believing yet that if it is a 
correct statement of the situation—and I take it that it is— 
the President will do ample justice to the people who have been 
removed, because I can not get away from the idea that he has 
been deceived by somebody. If he does full justice, he will not 
only restore these. people to their places but will punish those 
who have been guilty of practicing the imposition upon him. 

I will say to the Senator from Arkansas that if this is 
not done, I will join with him any time in seeking a full and 
complete investigation in any honest, fair way. If he has a 
resolution now slumbering in the pigeonholes of a committee, 
and will make a motion to discharge the committee, I would be 
glad to do what little I could to help him either have the 
committee report the resolution or have the committee dis- 
charged and the resolution put on the calendar. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator again? 

Mr. NORRIS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I certainly appreciate the Senator's state- 
ment, and I know he will do it. If the President, then, does 
not quickly act, I shall invoke the aid of the Senator in getting 
some kind of action. 

Mr. NORRIS. I honestly think, I will say to the Senator, 
that the matter ought not to be permitted to stop where it is, 
It seems to me on the face of it now that an injustice has 
been done of a very serious and grievous nature. If these peo- 
ple were guilty, then the public ought to know it and everybody 
ought to know it. If they were not guilty, as appears from 
the article that they are not, and some of them have already 
been reinstated in a lower grade, then the publie ought to know 
just exactly how and why ‘the wrong came about. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is what I particularly wanted to ap- 
peal to the Senator's high sense of honor about, that if the 
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women who were removed were not guilty, because an order 
has been issued to restore them to the eligible list and to 
put them to work at very much reduced pay, they ought to 
have a forum where they can go, together with the rest of the 
employees involved, and vindicate themselves. There ought to 
be some power somewhere to put them back from whence they 


came, 
` Mr. NORRIS, Under the civil service law, as I understand 
it, where the head of a department—though in this case it is 
beyond the head of the department, because the President re- 
moved them—removes some one and thinks it is necessary to 
remove them arbitrarily and at once without investigation, 
then after it is done it becomes the duty of the official to 
make an investigation. I can see how it would be true in this 
case if these people were guilty of any of the things that rumor 
said they were guilty of, that they ought to have been removed 
instanter. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And arrested. 

Mr. NORRIS. But there ought to have been immediately an 
investigation made to disclose whether or not there was any- 
thing wrong about the removal. In other words, they ought 
to have been given an opportunity to be heard. One of the fun- 
damental principles of American jurisprudence is that no man 
shall be convicted without he has an opportunity to appear in 
his own defense and face the witnesses against him and have 
a proper investigation made. That right ought to be accorded 
to every one of these people. If the President has been im- 
posed upon, as I am inclined to think he has been, he ought 
to take the lead in seeing that they are vindicated and that 
Tiom who were guilty of the imposition are properly pun- 
ished. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House disagreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13696) making 
appropriations for the Executive Office and for sundry inde- 
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, 
requested a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Woop of Indiana, 
Mr. Wason, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. BYRNs of Tennessee, and Mr. 
GrwFIN were appointed managers on the part of the House at 
the conference, 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11626) to 
extend the time for constructing a bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River at or near the city of Baton Rouge, La. 

5 message further announced that the House had passed 
a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 314) proposing an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bill and joint resolution, and 
they were thereupon signed by the Vice President: 

H. R. 11026. An act to extend the time for constructing a 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near the city of Baton 
Rouge, La.; and 

H. J. Res. 261. Joint resolution for the appointment of three 
members of the Board of Managers of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. 


= INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS, 


Mr. WARREN. I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate the 
action of the House of Representatives on House bill 13696. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action 
of the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and for sundry independent executive 
bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year 
ending June 80, 1924, and for other purposes, and requesting 
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ments, grant the request of the House for a conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses, and that the Chair appoint 

the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President appointed 
Mr. Warren, Mr. Smoot, and Mr. Harris conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

| HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED. 


Hl. J. Res. 314. Joint resolution proposing an amendment te 
the Constitution of the United States was read twice by its 
title and referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on January 24, 
1923, the President approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 3177. An act declaring a portion of the West Fork of the 
South Branch of the Chicago River, Cook County, III., to be a 
nonnavigable stream; 

S. 4081, An act to authorize the construction of a bridge across 
the Little Calumet River, in Cook County, State of Ilinois, at 
or near the village of Riverdale, in said county; 

S. 4032. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
of Illinois, department of public works and buildings, division 
of highways, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and 
approaches thereto across the Kankakee River, in the county of 
Kankakee, State of Illinois, between section 5, township 30 
north, and section 32, township 31 north, range 13 east of the 
third principal meridian; 

S. 4033. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
of Illinois, department of public works and buildings, division 
of highways, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and 
approaches thereto across the Kankakee River, in the county 
of Kankakee, State of Illinois, between section 6, township 30 
north, and section 81, township 31 north, range 12 east of the 
third principal meridian ; 

S. 4069. An act to authorize the construction of a railroad 
bridge across the Colorado River near Yuma, Ariz.; 

S. 4096. An act to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in 
commemoration of the one hundredth anniversary of the enun- 
ciation of the Monroe doctrine; 

S. 4131. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Sioux City, Iowa, and to Union County, in the State of South 
Dakota, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto across the Big Sioux River at a point about 
23 miles north of the mouth of said river, between section 14, 
township 89, range 48, Woodbury County, Iowa, and section 15, 
township 89, range 48, Union County, S. Dak.; 

S. 4133. An act granting the consent of Congress to the State 
of North Dakota and the State of Minnesota, the county of 
Pembina, N. Dak., and the county of Kittson, Minn., or any of 
them, to construct a bridge across the Red River of the North 
at or near the city of Pembina, N. Dak.; and 

S. 4172. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Great Peedee River in South Carolina. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed consid- 
eration of the bill (H. R. 13660) making appropriations for 
the government of the District of Columbia and other activi- 
ties chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of 
such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for 
other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
striking out lines 23 and 24, on page 91, is agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, under the subhead 
“Buildings and grounds,” on page 92, after line 18, to strike 
out: 

ss improvement and care of public grounds, District of Columbia, 
Fr — and maintenance of grounds south of Executive 
Mansion, $4, 3 

For tool shed and store yard for 


ere used at the Exeeu- 
tive Mansion and in the grounds 0 


sou f the Executive Mansion, 


1,000. 
t For ordinary care of greenhouses and nursery, $2,000. 
zor repair and reconstruction of the greenhouses at the nursery, 


00. 
For care and improvement of Monument Grounds and annex, $7,000, 


ing watchmen's lodges, iron fences, vases, lampi: and lamp posts; 
pure 

hose; manure, and hauling same; removing snow 

purchase aud repair of seats and tools; tree and 


ca construction, and repair of fountains; abating 
i g statues and repairing pedestals, $18,550. 

r improvement, care, and maintenance of various reservations, 
including office rent, the maintenance, repair, exchange, and opera- 
tion of three motor-propelled nger-carrying vehicles to be used 
only for official purposes, and the operation, maintenance, repair, and 
excha of motor cycles and bicycles for division foremen, $46,000. 

For provement, care, and maintenance of Sm mian grounds, 
000. 


a 5 improvement and maintenance of Judiciary Park, $2,500. 
For laying cement and other walks in various reservations, $3,500. 
For broken-stone road co for parks, $10,000. 

* For curbing, coping, and flagging for park roads and walks, $2,000, 


1923. 


For care and improvement of Rock Creek Park and the Piney Branch 


30,000, 
e care, and maintenance of West Potomac Park, 
including grading, soiling, seeding, planting, and constructing paths 
and roads, $30,000. 
FOr cure cod dupruvement of East Pocomed Parke. G85008 
X are and improvement o st Po & 
For ‘the maintenance of a tourists’ camp in East ‘Potomac Park, 


5.000. 
s For care, maintenance, and improvement of Montrose Park, $5,000. 

For lacing and 3 rtions of Pae pasia in con- 
dition for outdoor peoria, B26: „ payable wholly out of the revenues 
f the District of Columbia. 

88 For improvement, care, and maintenance of Meridian Hill Park, 

25,000. 
$ For care and maintenance of Willow Tree Park, $1,500. 

For care of the center parking on Maryland Avenue NE., $1,000. 

For operation, care, repair, and maintenance of the pumps which 
operate the three fountains on the Union Station Plaza, $4,000, 

Lo provide for the Increased cost in park maintenance, $50,000, 

For care of the center parking in Pennsylvania Avenue between 
Second and Seventeenth Streets SE., 82,500. 

Tidal Basin bathing beach: For 3 of waters of the Tidal 
Basin and care, maintenance, and operation of the bathhouse and 
beach, $12,000. 

For care and maintenance of Mount Vernon Park, $1,000. 

For purchase and repair of machinery and tools for shops at nursery, 
and for the repair of shops and storehouses, $1,000. 


And in lieu thereof to insert lines 1 to 7, inclusive, on page 96, 
in the following words: 

P d f bli ds in the District of 
TTT 
JJ. ĩ̃̃⁵ TTT 

— al R — i - 
. ana. operation of 0 cycles and bicycles for division 
en $348,750. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I suggest that the three paragraphs follow- 
ing should be considered as one amendment with that just 
stated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, it 
will be so considered, 

The Reaptng COrerRk. It is also proposed to insert the 


following paragraphs as an amendment on page 96, beginning 


in line 8: 
For pi 
dition for outdoor sports, $20, 
For operation, care, repair, and maintenance of the pumps which 
operdte the three fountains on the Union Station Plaza, $4,000. 
For purification of waters of the Tidal 
nance, and operation of the bathhouse and beach, $12, 


Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I wish again to voice a 
protest against this method of legislation. For a number of 
years both the House of Representatives and the Senate have 
been trying to get away from lump-sum appropriations. I 
do not believe that there is any poorer way to legislate than 
by so-called lump-sum appropriations, merely turning a very 
large sum of money over into the hands of a department and 
telling them to spend it as best they can, without any re- 
striction or limitation. That is what is proposed to be done 
here. 

It will be noted that in the House provision beginning on 
page 92 and running down to the bottom of page 95, the 
uses to which the money is to be appropriated are specifically 
set out. That character of legislation has been found wise 
from time to time heretofore, and it certainly ought to be 
continued. Of course, the Republican majority in the Senate 
is so large that they will no doubt indorse these lump-sum 
appropriations as they have been reported by the committee, 

1 served in the other branch of Congress for a number of 
years; I know what views were then held there in reference 
to lump-sum appropriations; and I believe, from the form 
in which the pending bill came from that body, Members of 
the House still have the views which they then held in reference 
to lump-sum appropriations. I sincerely hope that the House 
conferees will stand up for their views on this subject and 
will prevent this method of lump-sum appropriations, 

I sometimes think it would be better, instead of attempt- 
ing to impose any limitation, to turn the entire appropriation 
carried in the bill over into the hands of the District Com- 
missioners and say, “Boys, here are the millions for which 
you ask; go ahead and do the best you can with the city goy- 
ernment.” If we should pursue that course, I do not know 
but that we should have a better city government than under 
the method we are now pursuing. 

Mr. President, if no one else wishes to discuss the matter, I 
am going to ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment, 
because I think it involves a principle of such importance that 
we ought to have a record vote of the Senate in reference 
to it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before the Senator from Ten- 
nessee asks for the yeas and nays, I should be very glad if 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. PRHrs]I would explain what 
items in the House bill are comprised within the aggregate 
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appropriation of $343,750 as found on page 96, line 7, and 
whether any of the remaining amendments which are found on 
pages 96 and 97 comprise new matter? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator, as stated this morn- 
ing when the question came up, the item in the last two lines, 
on page 91, and the items beginning with line 19, on page 92, 
and running down to the end of page 95, have been consolidated 
into four paragraphs, beginning at the top of page 96, 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will pardon me—— 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

Mr. KING. I notice on page 95 an appropriation of $12,000 

r the Tidal Basin Bathing Beach. Is that a different item 
from the item which is found on page 96 proposing to appro- 
„ for the purification of the waters of the Tidal 

as 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is the same item, there being merely a 
change in the language, It was thought advisable to keep that 
item separate from the others, and also the items “ For placing 
and maintaining special portions of the parks in condition for 
outdoor sports,” and the item “For operation, care, repair, and 
maintenance of the pumps which operate the three fountains on 
the Union Station Plaza.” The other items stricken out of the 
House bill are included in the first paragraph on page 96. 

Mr. KING. I should like again to ask the Senator from 
Colorado whether the total of $343,750 is less or more than the 
aggregate of the other items to which he has referred? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is $12,000 more. In the item approved by 
the House in the language stricken out on page 94, lines 1 to 6, 
we allowed the Budget estimate of $50,000, instead of 840,000; 
aud in the item on line 21, page 94, we allowed the Budget esti- 
mate of $10,000, instead of $8,000. So there is an increase of 
$12,000 in all in those two items. ; 

Mr. KING. Let me ask the Senator, why did the committee 
increase the appropriation of $40,000, which is found on page 
94, line 6, of the bill as it came from the other House? 

Mr. PHIPPS, Because it was the judgment of the subcom- 
mittee and of the full Appropriations Committee that the 
amount allowed for the various items, including office rent, 
maintenance, and so forth, of various reservations throughout 
the city was inadequate. As the Senator from Utah knows, 
there are over 600 such reservations, and the appropriation was 
deemed insufficient to enable them to be properly maintained. 
The committee thought that the judgment of the Budget Bu- 
reau that the amount should be $50,000 was correct, and that 
the action of the House in paring that appropriation down to 
$40,000 was not in line with our view of what should be al- 
lowed for the work. 

Mr. KING. How does the Senator differentiate a reservation 
from a park? He says there are a large number of reservations, 
six hundred odd 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

Mr. KING. What distinction does the Senator make between 
reservations and parks? 

Mr. PHIPPS. To illustrate, the four blocks in the northeast 
section comprising Lincoln Park are properly called a park, 
whereas the triangular spaces created by the intersection of 
streets running at angles are called reservations; and likewise 
where circles are formed, such as Scott Circle, Thomas Circle, 
and Du Pont Circle, those circular spaces are called reserva- 
tions. The larger areas, of course, are definitely set aside for 
park purposes. 

Mr. KING. Who controls the reservations? 

Mr. PHIPPS. These public grounds are under the jurisdic- 
tion and supervision of the Superintendent of Public Buildings 
and Grounds, that position now being held by Colonel Sherrill. 

Mr. KING. Do I understand that the reservations and the 
parks and all of the grounds of the public buildings—for in- 
stance, the Agricultural Department and others—are under the 
jurisdiction of Colonel Sherrill? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is correct; yes, 

Mr. KING. And Rock Creek Park? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Rock Creek Park is also under his jurisdic- 
tion. 

Mr. KING. None of these reservations or parks is under 
the control of the District Commissioners or any agency di- 
rected by them? 

Mr. PHIPPS. None whatever; they are all under the juris- 
diction of Colonel Sherrill at the present time, and he is known 
in that capacity as the Superintendent of Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

Mr. KING. Haye there been brought under one heading or 
under one appropriation all of the items that would be in- 
volved in caring for public buildings and grounds, including 
parks and reservations, or are they scattered all through this 
bill and other bills? 
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Mr. PHIPPS. The building, for instance, used for admin- 
istrative purposes for the city government, known as City 
Hall, is provided for in this bill separately; the building oc- 
cupied by the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia is 
likewise provided for by the bill separately; and that is also 
true of the Municipal Court Building. 

Mr. KING. My recollection is that in the independent offices 
appropriation bill which was passed a few days ago appro- 
priations were carried for the care of some of the public build- 
ings and grounds, 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is true; but those were not District of 
Columbia buildings, but buildings such as those of the Inte- 
rior Department and other departmental buildings. 

As to the Agricultural Department Building, concerning 
which the Senator spoke, I thought he had reference to the 
grounds surrounding that building. Of course, for the upkeep 
of the building, which is the executive office of the Department 
of Agriculture, provision is made in a different bill, because 
that has nothing to do really with a District of Columbia 
activity. 

Mr. KING. Then, as I understand the Senator the bill now 
befere us carries appropriations for the maintenance and care 
of all reservations and all parks, including Rock Creek Park, 
and all of the grounds of the executive departments or bureaus 
or agencies, but not for the buildings of those departments? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am advised that provision for the care of 
the grounds surrounding the Agricultural Department does not 
come under this bill_but under the independent offices appro- 
priation bill, and also provision for Potomac Park and one or 
two other large reservations and parks. i 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator—because I have 
great confidence in his ability, and I know that he has ad- 
dressed himself to these measures with a fidelity and zeal 
which merit the compliment and commendation of all—whether 
he has considered, or the committee have considered, the wis- 
dom and propriety of transferring all these parks and grounds 
to the custody and care of the District Commissioners and tak- 
ing them away from military or semimilitary control? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They belong to the Government. We could 
not do that. We could not give the District officials control 
over this Federal Government property, and, certainly, it 
would not be proper to put it in any appropriation bill. That 
would have to come through a legislative bill. It is legislation. 

Mr. KING. I appreciate that. It has oecurred to me, I 
will say, that it would be in the interest of economy if the 
same agencies that care for the streets cared for the public 
parks and grounds; and that it would make for economy, and 
perhaps for a more satisfactory result in the beautification and 
development of these parks, etc., if they were all under one 
head; if the person or agency that handled the streets and the 
sidewalks controlled the parks and the public grounds. Some 
time ago I introduced a bill for that purpose, because it did 
seem to me that this divided responsibility was bound to in- 
crease the expenses, and would not secure as good results. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
if the only purpose of the change of the House language Is 
to consolidate those items? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Absolutely; yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Will the Senator point out where in the 
House amendments occur the words found on lines 2 and 3 of 
the amendment, “including foremen, gardeners, mechanics, 
laborers "? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Page 91, lines 23 and 24, the first amendment 
that is taken into account—$31,200 in that item. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will ask the Senator if it is not true 
that under this amendment the provision, for instance, For 
cure and improvement of Rock Creek Park and the Piney 
Branch parkway, 830,000,“ can be used by the commissioners 
for that purpose or for any other of the various purposes cited 
on pages 98, 94, and 957 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; that could be done. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In other words, instead of limiting to 
$40,000 the amount “For improvement, care, and maintenance 
of various reservations, including office rent, the maintenance, 
repair, exchange, and operation of three motor-propelled pas- 
senger-carrying vehicles to be used only for official purposes, 
and the operation, maintenance, repair, and exchange of motor 
cycles and bicycles for division foremen,“ they would have 
‘the right to appropriate any amount within the $348,750 for 
that purpose? 

Mr, PHIPPS. That is correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR, And, for instance, instead of improving 
and earing for and maintaining the Smithsonian grounds by 
expending $4,000 on them, as provided by the House measure, 


they would have the right not to spend a cent on those 
grounds? In other words, it is just left to their discretion? 

Mr, PHIPPS. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I will take another one: 


For care and improvement of East Potomac Park, $35,000. 


That is a very worthy appropriation, and it is very proper 
that the Congress should determine that that park should be 
improved; but under the Senator's amendment the commis- 
sioners would have a perfect right to spend that $35,000 for 
passenger-carrying vehicles, if they saw fit, or for any other 
purpose they desired? 

Mr. PHIPPS. There they would not have that right. That 
is to say, they could spend it for the maintenance or upkeep of 
them, yes; but not for the purchase of them. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. The Senator knows that they can switch 
them around and have as many as they want. 

I call attention to another thing: 

For placing and maintainin ecial portions of the parks in condi- 
tion tae 3 5 $20,000. poru s K 

By the way, it provides there that it shall be “payable 
wholly out of the revenues of the District of Columbia”; but 
that will not be provided for, and that will be changing the 
matter entirely, will it not? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It would; and that point came up for discus- 
sion yesterday afternoon in connection with another item, at 
which time I called attention to the fact that, all told, the five 
or six activities which have been charged entirely to the Dis- 
trict of Columbia the Senate committee feels should now go on 
the 60-40 basis, the same as other expenditures, and stated the 
reasons for that opinion. č 

Mr. MoKELLAR. Yes; but we are changing law when we 
strike that out. We are changing the provisions of law, and I 
think it is really subject to a point of order, strictly speaking. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I should have to take issue with the Senator 
on that statement. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator may be right about it, be- 
cause I do not know whether I am right about parliamentary 
law or not. I never make an assertion about it, or at least I 
never make it without the reservation that I may be wrong 
about it. I am not sufficiently familiar with it to be accurate 
in my statement about it. However, here is an item reading: 


To provide for the increased cost in park maintenance, $50,000. 


The commissioners can spend it for that or they can spend 
it for any. of the other purposes mentioned herein and not 
spend a cent for that. Is not that true? How does that make 
for good legislation? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They could, but we know they are not going 
to do that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Why not just turn over to them the lump 
sum and tell them to do the best they can with it? Why put 
any limitations on it If vou do not put on a reasonable limita- 
tion? The Senator and his committee constantly rely on the 
Budget. Did the Budget recommend that these amounts be 
put in lump sums and not itemized? Did not the Budget 
itemize them? When the Budget recommended them, did they 
not recommend them as items? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Budget recommended them as items. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then the committee is going beyond its 
recommendation in consolidating them? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The dictum of the Budget is not conclusive on 
the United States Senate. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, of course, it is not; and that is just 
what I have been urging for some time. I did not think you 
gentlemen intended to stand by it when you passed the Budget 
law; and most of the time now you refer to the Budget, not for 
the purpose of cutting dowh the expenditures but for the pur- 
pose of giving an excuse for increasing expenditures. I called 
the Senator’s attention just a few moments ago to an item that 
was increased, where the provision for passenger-carrying ve- 
hicles and other things was put at $40,000 by the House and in- 
creased to 850,000 by the Senate. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. You then referred to the Budget as being 
your authority for it. You said that the Budget allowed $50,000 
instead of $40,000, and you conformed to the Budget. Now, 
however, when you are asked about consolidating, and asked if 
the Budget provided for consolidation, you say no, and that you 
ought not to be bound by the Budget. When are you bound by 


the Budget and when are you not bound by the Budget? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I call the Senator's attention to 
one item that we passed last night, where the Budget approved 
$40,000 in a school item and the Senate committee made it 
$25,000 on information that we had. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. I think for the committee to attack schools 
in reducing the Budget is a very, very poor point of attack. I 
want to say that if the Budget were going to be attacked I 
would never attack it on {ts appropriations for schools. I doubt 
very much whether we appropriate enough for schools. If the 
committee made the recommendation reducing the amount from 
$40,000 to $25,000 I think the committee made an error, and I 
would not support the committee in that contention. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I have sat in committee with 
the Senator, and he knows the method of procedure. That re- 
garding this bill is similar to that regarding the Post Office 
bill. The Senate committee obtains independent information 
for itself, supplementing information collected by the House 
committee and information obtained by the Budget. To say 
that we are criticizing the Budget because we change an item, 
and do not aecept its findings, is not justifiable. That is not 
necessarily a criticism of the Budget. The Budget is useful as 
a guide, and has been efficient, and has enabled us to effect 
economies and make savings; but it does not take the place of 
the work that is performed in the committees of the Senate. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Since the Senator has referred to the 
method which is pursued by the heads of departments, I will 
state that under the Budget law the heads of departments 
are prohibited from coming before committees of Congress and 
seeking to change the findings of the Budget; and, yet, in all 
the bills with which I have had anything to do since I have 
been here we find the heads of departments and officials of 
departments coming before the committee seeking to change 
the Budget recommendations whenever those recommendations 
are thought to be against the department. 

Mr, PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Just one moment. I say that if we are 
going to have a Budget we ought to stand by it. If we have a 
prohibition in the Budget law against officials of the depart- 
ments coming up and undertaking to set aside the findings of 
the Budget we ought to carry out those provisions and we ought 
to force the heads of departments and officials of departments 
to conform to that law. I want to say to you that from my 
observation this year in appropriation bills, in so far as the 
Budget is coneerned, you are making it a laughingstock and a 
matter of ridicule; and after this year, if we continue as we 
have started, we are going to find that nobody, either in the 
departments or out of the departments, will pay any attention 
to the Budget. If a budget system were properly carried out 
and if the Congress were to stand by it it would result in an 
immense saving to the people of the United States; but, con- 
ducted as the present Budget system is being conducted, as 
soon as a department official finds that some little matter or 
some big matter conneeted with the appropriation is not satis- 
factory to him, if he is allowed to run up to the committee and 
say, “Oh, the Budget did not give us enough here, and we 
want more,” it means nothing in the world, and we might just 
as well repeal the Budget law. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield, 

Mr. PHIPPS. I asked the Senator to yield a few moments 
ago for the purpose of making the statement and calling his 
attention to the fact that in no single instance has any repre- 
sentative of a department or a bureau, during the consideration 
of this bill, been allowed to ask for more than the Budget had 
approved. I can say without fear of contradiction that during 
the consideration of this bill the rule has been absolutely 
enforced. They are precluded from asking for increases of 
salaries or increases in the amounts approved by the Budget. 
The Senator proceeds to set up a straw man and get very much 
worked up over some supposition when the facts do not exist. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no. We belong to the same committee. 

We have seen these officials come in and ask for increases, 
The Senator recalls it in the case of the post-office subcommittee, 
I heard a Senator who was a mentber of the Committee on 
Appropriations say that they had done it in other subcommit- 
tees, and warn our subcommittee against it. The Senator re- 
calls the statement, Of course it is being done; but now I want 
to ask the Senator by whom was the provision at the top of 
page 96 prepared? 

Mr, PHIPPS. It was prepared by the clerks of the Appro- 
priations Committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. At whose suggestion? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It was not at any suggestion other than their 
own in the interest of efficiency, as I am informed and believe; 
and it was brought to my attention by them, and not by any 
official of the District. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I submit that this kind of 
legislation is improvident. It makes for inefficiency in the 


control of the Government funds, and I ask for the yeas and 
hays on the amendment of the committee. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the 
amendment. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The item at the foot of page 91, lines 23 and 
24, is necessarily involved, and it should be reconsidered. That 
amendment was approved. Senators will understand that that 
is included in the present motion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment on page 91 was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is included in the item now under con- 
sideration, and I request that the vote by which that amend- 
ment was approved be reconsidered. : 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the recon- 
sideration of the vote by which the amendment at the bottom 
of page 91 was agreed to? The Chair hears none, and it is 
reconsidered. 

The Secretary will state the pending amendment. 

The Reaping CLERK. Strike out from line 19, page 92, to 
line 25, page 95, and at the top of page 96 insert: 


For improvement and care of public grounds in the District of Co- 
lumbia, including foremen, gardeners, mechanics laborers, office rent, 
maintenance, repair, exchange, and operation of not to exceed three 
motor-propelled passenger-carrying vehicles, and the maintenan re- 

ir, exchange, and operation of motor cycles and bicycles for division 
“For pl etic aintaining special 

‘or placing and m ning 8 al portions of the parks in con- 
dition for outdoor sports, $20,000. * 
Fraps which 
4,000. 


For operation, care, repair, and maintenance of the 
operate the three fountains on the Union Station Plaza, 

For purification of waters of the Tidal Basin and care, maintenance, 
and operation of the bathhouse and beach, $12,000, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered, and the Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer 
my pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ELKINSs] to the senior Senator from Texas IMr. CULBERSON] 
and vote “nay.” 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was ealled). I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Srmmons] to 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pack] and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. ROBINSON (when his name was called). I transfer 
my general pair with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
SUTHERLAND] to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Rrep] and 
vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. LODGE (after having voted in the affirmative), I have 
a general pair with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDER- 
woop]. I transfer that pair to the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. BRANDEGEE] and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. HALE. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. SHrerps] to the Senator from Maryland [Mr, 
WELLER] and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WARREN (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the junior Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Overman] to the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
France} and allow my vote to stand. > 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce the following general 
pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ener] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN]; 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] with the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] ; and 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean] with the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. Myers]. 

The result was announced—yeas 48, nays 19, as follows: 


YEAS—43, 

11 Hale McKinley Reed, Pa. 
Bayard Harris McNary Sheppard 
rah Jones, N. Mex. Moses Smoot 
Brookhart Jones, Wash, Nelson Spencer 
Calder Kellogg New Stanfield 
Cameron Keyes Nicholson Sterling 

Capper Ladd Norbeck Wadsworth 
Cw Lenroot Oddie Warren 
Ernst Lodge Pepper Watson 
Fernald McCormick Phipps Willis 
Frelinghuysen McCumber Poindexter 
NAYS—19. 

Broussard Gerry Kin Smith 
Caraway Harrison McKellar Stanley 
Dial Heflin Pomerene Swanson 
Fletcher Hitchcock Ransdell Williams 
George Kendrick Robinson 

NOT VOTING—34. 
Ashurst Colt Cummins Elkins 
Brandegee uzens Dillingham France 
Bursum Culberson Edge lass 
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oodin, Norris Shields Underwood 
$ arrel Shortridge Walsh, Mass. 
ohnson Owen Simmons Walsh, Mont. 
Follette Page Sutherland Weller 
Petzen Pittman Townsend 
yers Reed, Mo. Trammell 


So the amendment of the committee was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). The 
amendment at the bottom of page 91, which was reconsidered, 
will be agreed to, without objection. 

The next amendment was, on page 96, after line 15, to insert: 

For commencing the preparation of designs and estimates for devel- 
opment of the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, $4,000. 

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator what it is esti- 
mated the cost will be for preparing the designs and estimates 
for the development of the parkway. Four thousand dollars i3 
here appropriated to begin with. I can not conceive how it can 
cost that much, 

Mr. PHIPPS. The figure of $4,000, I understand, is fixed as 
one that would cover the whole thing, but when they make the 
plans they may have to get into topographical work, and it is 
a question of just how far they would have to go. The plans 
should be complete as one unit so that as the development work 
goes along it will be a part of a plan already agreed upon that 
will be final, and in this way avoid the grading of roads or 
pathways and changing of grades which might afterwards have 
to be changed in completing the plan. 

I feel confident that there is going to be no waste of money 
in that connection. The big thing is, as the Senator realizes, 
to put in shape the project for connecting up Rock Creek Park 
and Potomac Park to give a boulevard drive. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator just what territory 
is embraced within what is called in the item “ Potomac Park- 
way”? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Potomac Parkway would extend from the lower 
or southern end of Rock Creek Park, which would be about 
Massachusetts Avenue, as I understand it, though it may be 
nearer Connecticut Avenue or nearer the river, but in about 
that location, down through the intervening territory and com- 
ing out on the Potomac River at a point above the Lincoln 
Memorial, making a continuous driveway, and locating it as 
nearly as possible along the Potomac where the land which 
has already been recovered by the Government would be avail- 
able for boulevard use, and in connection with the proposed 
new Arlington memorial bridge and all that development. 

Mr. KING. That the project deserves the hearty support of 
Congress, no one will deny. I commend it very unreservedly. 
But it seems to me that with the officials already employed 
and already charged with caring for the parks and with the 
execution of work heretofore ordered, the appropriation is un- 
necessary. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say for the information of the Sen- 
ator that there is no intention to employ outsiders to prepare 
the plans. The work would be carried on with employees 
already in the Government service, but there is no authority 
of law now to delegate them to do. the work. Their salaries 
from time to time have to be charged to the various items of 
appropriation. Of course, it involves the use of surveyors in 
order to get the plans in shape, because they are not merely 
plans which. would give the metes and bounds of the prop- 
erty but plans that would have to take into account the contour 
of the land itself. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator kindly have read the data 
that were submitted to the Budget Bureau in support of the 
item? 

Mr. PHIPPS. In the House hearings the item was sub- 
mitted and the following took place: 


Mr, Cramton. The next item is: 

“ Por 8 the preparation of desigus and estimates for 
development of the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway, $4,000.” 

To what extent has the property been acquired? 

Colonel SHERRILL. That property is 8 70 per cent com- 
plete, and it has been under acquisition for about seven years; 

d it is thought that, since the owners are not able and have no 
feen since this project went through some six or seven years ago, 

o use the property, knowing this cloud was over it, I feel now is the 
ime to take steps to finish the acquisition by condemnation. 

Mr. CRAMTON. And preliminary to that you want to make some 
definite plans? 

Colonel SHERRILL. Yes, sir; and we have not cared to develop an 
until we shall have bought all the land we can get, but now we wi 
have to go to condemnation. 

Mr. Cramton. Do you consider this an urgent item? 

Colonel SHERRILL, Yes, sir; I put it in last year. 

Mr.. Cnaurox. What happened to it? : 

Colonel SHERRILL. Nothing, except, if you see the photographs I 
have showing the conditions there, I think zoe would agree t some- 
Shing | Sunt to be done in the immedia future to improve the 
situation. 

Mr. CRAMTON. You mean some land is being developed for other 


urposes ? 
E Colonel SHERRILL. It is in such a dilapidated condition that we 
want in the near future to clean it up. [Exhibiting photograph. J 


~ 


Now, it is to try to get this in shape for Congress to consider t 
would like to have money for these ——— . 3 


Mr. Evans. To t exactly what I have in mind, what change, it 
any, has been made in the paper I have just handed you and which 
ou gave us last year? I am referring principally to the land remain- 
xo — 8 Thi 4 
‘olonel SHERRILL. s re does not show the percentage, but I 
can indicate what has been bought in 1922. p e7: 
Mti EVANS. It would be what proportion of that unpurchased last 


ear 

¥ Colonel SHERRILL. We have purchased about three-elghths of what 
we had to purchase last year. 

F It is not three-eighths of the total, but of what 

Colonel SHERRILL. Of what remains; yes, sir. 

Then we took it up before the Senate committee and had 
Colonel Sherrill before us. 

10 Mr KING. Did the Bureau of the Budget recommend the 
em 

Mr. PHIPPS. It was recommended by the Bureau of the 
Budget. It was estimated for. 

Mr. KING. But not allowed by the House? 

11215 PHIPPS. For some reason it was not allowed by the 
ouse. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Were all the items on page 96, from line 
16 to line 24, recommended by the Budget? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; they were. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What about those on page 97? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is a reappropriation, as the Senator will 
notice. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I know; but I was wondering whether the 
Budget recommended it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. They recommended it last year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They did not recommend it this year. 
Will the Senator state why? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Because it is permissive. It has been ap- 
proved as an appropriation. It was in the law of 1923. We 
desired to continue it and make it available and to allocate it 
to a certain designated piece of property recommended by the 
commission. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not objecting to the item. 
not my purpose, 

Mr. PHIPPS. It would not necessarily be submitted to the 
Budget this year. 5 

Mr. McKELLAR. It ought to have been, because it is an 
item of appropriation that should have been submitted. I do 
not see how we can very well deal with it unless it has been 
submitted. The Senator will recall that it was held by the 
Appropriations Committee, in connection with the Post Office 
appropriation bill, that a recommendation by the Budget of last 
year did not hold good as to this year. 

I did not rise for the purpose of opposing the item. I am 
perfectly willing that it should pass. I think it is a good thing. 
I merely wanted to call attention to the fact that the Senator's 
party is paying very little attention to its Budget system. 

Mr. PHIPPS. My answer is that the Senate reserves to itself 
the right to put in any new items that may be just without 
referring them to the Budget, and the Senate Committee on 
Appropriations has the authority of recommendation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; we have a rule about that; unless 
it is recommended by the Budget it is not in order. I am not 
going to make the point of order against it, because it is a 
proposition which I think ought to be in the bill, but I merely 
call the attention of the Senator again to the fact that in many 
of the items through all the appropriation bills the Senator's 
party is paying no attention whatever to the Budget law which 
was passed some time ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 96, after line 18, to insert 
the following: 

For continuing the constrifction of a sea wall along the water front 
between the foot of New Hampshire Avenue and the north building 
780.000 G Street, including the grading and filling incident thereto, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator in 
charge of the bill whether the evidence before the committee 
justified so large an appropriation as $50,000? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I would say to the Senator that the item is 
only a very small one in connection with the work that neces- 
sarily should be carried on to make ayailable the reclaimed 
land on the Potomac Flats. This particular sea wall will be 
erected a little upstream from the end of New York Avenue. 
It is quite a little distance above the Lincoln Memorial, The 
particular stretch is along that frontage of which the Govern- 
ment only a year or two ago obtained final possession. 

The land had been “squatted” on, as the Senator will re- 
member, by certain contractors or people in the contracting 


That is 
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business. The Government came into possession of the prop- 
erty later, and owns it in connection with the land in front of 
it down to low-water mark, which has been reclaimed by filling. 
Unless the retaining wall be erected within a reasonable length 
of time the banks will disintegrate and go into the river. Until 
the sea wall is built the land is not available for the particular 
purpose for which it has been set aside, to wit, the erection of 
the so-called Titanic memorial, a statue of bronze valued at 
some $80,000. I 

Mr. MCKELLAR. I think it is a perfectly proper appropria- 
tion and ought to be made, and I congratulate the Senator on 
having the backing of the merchants in connection with it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 96, after line 22, to insert 
the following: 

$ For the construction of a comfort station and shelter at Haines 
Point, East Potomac Park, $15,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, at the top of page 97, to insert: 

The appropriation of la contained in the District of Columbia 
appropriation act for the fiscal year 1923 for the construction of a bathin 
beach and ee for tHe colored Pono an for the construction aad 
1 . bathing beach and bathbouse at the Virginia end 
of the Key Bridge. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 97, at the end of line 14, 
to strike out “$24,000” and insert “ $37,000," so as to make 
the paragraph read: 

: F. hting the public grounds, watch- 
ment lode e Pha a Ain at the re netting gardens, in- 
3975005 all necessary expenses of installation, maintenance, and repair, 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Water serv- 
ice,” on page 98, line 18, after the figures “$1,500,000,” to in- 
sert a colon and the following proviso: “ Provided, That the 
Secretary of War may enter into contracts for materials and 
work necessary to the construction of said project, to be paid 
for as appropriations may from time to time be made, not to 
exceed in the aggregate the sum of $6,150,000, including all 
appropriations and contract authorizations herein and hereto- 
fore made,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

e project for an increased water suppl 

te: eters ente ado 98 6 in the Army 9 

riation act for the fiscal year 1922, as modified by the District of 

columbia appropriation act for the fiscal year 1923, and for each and 
every purpose connected therewith, to be immediately available and to 
remain ayailable until . $1,500,000: Provided, That the Secre- 
tary of War may enter into contracts for materials and work neces- 
sary to the construction of said project, to be paid for as appropria- 
tions may from time to time be made, not to exceed in the aggregate 
the sum of $6,150,000, including all appropriations and contract 
authorizations herein and heretofore made. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I would like to have the 
Senator in charge of the bill tell us whether the Budget rec- 
ommended the item of $6,150,000 and to have him give us the 
reasons why the committee have recommended it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The law of 1923 carried an item which coy- 
ered the adoption of a certain project which covers the second 
conduit from Great Falls, the filtration plant, the connection 
with the present filter beds, and the general expansion of the 
water-distribution system, at a cost, as I recall it, of $9,150,000. 
We appropriated for the year 1923 $1,500,000 toward that 
work, and authorized additional contracts to the extent of 
$1,450,000. We now make a direct appropriation of $1,500,000 
and authorize them to go to the extent of $6,150,000, includ- 
ing appropriations heretofore and herein made. That gives 
them the right to enter into contracts up to the amount of 
$6,150,000, which would leave about $3,000,000 yet to be pro- 
vided for. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the purpose of entering into the 
contract now, if they are doing the work year by year? Why 
would it not be more economical to do as we have been doing? 
We all know the prices of labor and material are coming 
down. Why would it not be more economical to continue the 
project that we have started? As I understand, last year, 
according to the Senator’s statement, we appropriated $1,500,000 
and authorized the entering into contract at $1,400,000 more, 
Why not put the same limitation this year? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is in round figures what we are doing. 
That is, we authorized contracting last year to the extent of 
$3,000,000, in round numbers, and the pending bill carries it up 
to $6,150,000, so it is a little more than $3,000,000 this year. 
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Answering the Senator’s question further, in entering into 
a contract for the second conduit, which comes from Great 
Falls down to the Dalecarlia Reservoir, it would have been un- 
wise and not economical to split the contract. The rock work 
there is very expensive. The greater part of that work is tun- 
nel work, and not merely trench work that can be dug from the 
surface and filled in, but it requires blasting in rock for the 
tunnel on a great portion of that line. 

When it comes to contracting for the filtration machinery, 
which is a very large item, an up-to-date mechanical type of 
filter will be used. The engineers can not well split that con- 
tract, for they have to contract for the filtration machinery 
as a complete unit. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the filtration machinery be bought 
before the conduit is built? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It will have to be contracted for. I have not 
any information from the engineers on this particular point 
as to how long it will take to acquire that machinery after it 
is ordered, but from information I have as to similar matters— 
electrical machinery, for instance—I know it is necessary to 
contract for such machinery from a year to a year and a half 
in advance in order to secure deliveries and to enable the 
plans and details to be worked out. 

Mr. McKELLAR. At what time is it proposed to finish this 
project? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It was estimated that the work would be 
completed within four years, and, if possible, within three 
years, in order to meet the exigencies existing here, where we 
are right now approaching the limit of the ability of the city 
to furnish the amount of water which is required by the pres- 
ent population. With a growing population, unless the project 
can be completed within the next three or four years, a water 
shortage will be threatened. Even now during the summer 
months fountains are not permitted to operate all the time, but 
only permitted at certain hours when there is reserve water 
available for the pu 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand the situation, and I think it 
is very important that an adequate water supply should be 
provided; but it seems to me that now to authorize the appro- 
priation of this aggregate sum of $6,150,000 is rather unwise 
legislation. However, I do not know. If we had had the rea- 
sons furnished as to why it should be done, my opinion might 
be different; but surely we ought not to buy the machinery 
so far ahead of the time when the conduit will be completed. 
I should think that the machinery might be bought a great 
deal cheaper hereafter. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I shall yield in just a moment, I am 
not at all familiar with the work, and I merely desire to ob- 
tain information about it. I am not sufficiently familiar with 
the matter to know precisely what should be done. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I will say that this year satis- 
factory progress has been made under previous authorizations. 
In making the contracts it has been found that a contractor 
who has to provide the machinery incurs a certain amount of 
overhead and other necessary expense in bringing his ma- 
chinery to the point where it is to be used and then taking it 
away again; and so, if he only gets a contract for, we will say, 
a mile of the work, as against 2 miles that have to be done, 
his bid must be proportionately higher. We can get a lower 
bid from him if the contract is let for 2 miles at one time. 

The day labor in connection with this work does not cut a 
very great figure in the total amount, as a great deal of the 
excavation and other work is done by machinery. This year 
we are only giving authority to contract for the second third 
of the complete unit. We gave authority last year for the first 
third of the unit; this year for the second third, and next year 
we ought to authorize the completion of the work. 

As the Senator will recall, the appropriations carried in this 
bill will run until July 1, 1924. That is quite a long time in 
the future, but we had to make provision for it in this appro- 
priation bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the 
Senator from Colorado whether arrangements have been made 
with the riparian owners at Great Falls or the point on the 
river where the water is taken out to relieve the District 
from damages because of the diminution of the water supply. 
I recall a number of years ago, when I was in the other House, 
that a suit was brought against the Government and tried in 
the Court of Claims or in some other court, and judgment 
was rendered against the Government for $400,000 or $500,000 
for having taken water out of the river. The suit was brought 
by the riparian owners of the land at Great Falls, 
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1 recall that another conduit was built or that the former 
one was enlarged—I am not sure which—and that a second 
suit was brought, claiming $400,000 or $500,000 damages, the 
contention being that under the law which prevails here, 
which is the common law, a riparian owner may not be de- 
prived of his water supply, and if water be taken from a 
stream it must be returned undiminished in quantity and un- 
deteriorated im quality; otherwise the one who takes the 
water is subject to a suit for damages. 

1 understand that damages have been paid for the former 
takings of water from the river. Has arrangement been made 
with the riparian owners to compensate them for damages, 
or shall we have another lawsuit upon our hands by further 
invading the river and taking more of the water from the 
stream? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator from Utah that 
by the law of last year provisions covering the acquisition of 
rights to property were carefully considered, and they were 
made as broad as possible, conferring all the authority which 
could be conferred for the taking of the necessary property, 
providing for court proceedings, and so on. 

Mr. KING. Was provision made for the taking of the water 
or the taking of the land, may I inquire of the Senator from 
Colorado? 

Mr. PHIPPS. In taking the land, as the Senator knows, 
where it is riparian land, the water would go with it. 

Mr. KING. Except as to riparian owners lower down the 
stream. 

Mr. PHIPPS. As the Senator from Utah is aware, there is 
not any arable land bordering on the Potomac below the point 
where the water is taken which would be affected by the 
taking of water at Great Falls. 

Mr. KING. But it might be affected for power purposes. I 
am not sufficiently acquainted with the Potomac to know 
whether or not the taking of water at that point might possibly 
interfere with the potential electrical energy at some point 
lower in the river. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I think not. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator if this appropria- 
tion is merely to build another conduit? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The building of an additional conduit is only 
a part of the entire scheme, We had last year on the walls of 
the Senate Chamber, as the Senator will remember, the plans 
in detail showing where the water was to be taken from the 
Potomac, the line of the conduit down to the Dalecarlia Reser- 
voir, and the second conduit from that point to the District 
line, where the additional reservoir and new filtration plant 
are to be erected, and also the connecting lines to various parts 
of the city; so that when it is a completed scheme we shall 
have a dual source of supply. For instance, if one conduit 
may be out of the other conduit will furnish water 
up to its full capacity. So in the distributing lines where a line 
is cut off, which would prevent water going te a distant part of 
the city with this new installation, if one of those main lines 
goes out, there will be another line going around another por- 
tion of the city and connecting up so as to have what might 
be called a return current of water. 

Mr. KING. T should like to inquire of the Senator whether 
he has been advised as to the results of a project—whether it 
was promoted by the District alone or by some of the commer- 
cial and civic organizations of the city; I am not advised—for 
the acquisition of a water supply from some remote portion 
of the country in Maryland or Pennsylvania, I am not sure 
which? I remember the matter was discussed here two or 
three years ago, and it was urged by some engineers that a 
suitable water supply could be obtained from some of the 
springs in adjacent mountains which would be very much 
superior to the present water supply. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator refers to the project that was 
under consideration at the time the Potomac project was con- 
sidered, and the recommendation on the part of all officials 
who participated in that investigation was favorable to the 
Potomac project, which has now been adopted by the Congress, 
while tle project referred to by the Senator from Utah has 
been discarded. That project might have to be resorted to in 
later years if the city shall again double its population, but the 
project which has been approved and is now under way will 
provide water for a population of over a million. 

Mr. KING. I had not learned of the result of the investiga- 


tion of the project to which I have referred. It seemed to me 
from what f could learn that it was a very feasible project. 
Mr. JONES of Washington. That project was considered 
before the one which has been adopted was passed upon. 
Mr. KING. I was not aware of that fact. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment reported by the committee, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President at this point I desire to offer 
the amendment which I send to the desk and ask the Secretary 
to read. I will say that the amendment was included in the 
bill as reported by the House committee, but went ont in the 
House; I do not know for what reason, but, as I understand, on 
a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
285 Sensor from Colorade on behalf of the committee will be 
8 

The Reapuse CEERK. In the committee amendment, on page 
98, line 24, after the word “ made,” it is proposed to insert a 
colon and the following: 


Provided further, That no bid in excess of the estimated cost for that 
ponya of the work or plant covered by the bid shall be accepted, nor 
8 an 


contract for any portion of the work, material, or equipment 
to constitute a the plant for which this ap sy A grey is avail- 
able be valid unless the Chief of Engimeers of the En ited States Army 
shal] have certified thereon that all its terms are within the require- 
ments of the authorization and the revised estimates for the work: 
Provided further, That whenever the Secretary of War causes proceed- 
ings to be instituted for the acquirement by condemnation of any lands 
or interests therein needed for the said work, the United States, upon 
the filing of the petition in any such proceedings, shall have the right 
to take immediate possession of said lands, easements, rights of way, or 
otherwise, to the extent of the interest to be uired, and to proceed 
with the work herein authorized: Provided further, That certain 
adequate provisions shall have been made for the payment of just com- 
pensation to the party or parties entitled thereto, either by previous 
appropriations by the United States or by the deposit of moneys or 
other form of security in such amount and form as shall be approved 
by the court in which such proceedings shall be instituted. re- 
spondent or respondents may move at any time in the court to increase 
or change the eg? yi securities * the N 8 such 
order as shall n the premises as shall adequately protect 
the respondents. ee case the proceed in condemnation shall 
be diligently prosecuted on the part of the United States in order that 
such 5 may be pronpny ascertained and geas Provided 
further, That the Secretary of War shall submit to Congress on the 
first day of the next and each succeeding regular session of Con 
until the entire proosa shall have been completed, a report on 
water system and increase of water supply showing, among other 
things, the e of the work, constru: m under way and proposed 
within the trict, connections with the present system of distribution, 
and revised estimates of cost. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Colorado on be- 
half of the committee to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “ Water department,” on page 101, line 
7, before the words per month,” to strike out 810“ and in- 
sert “$13,” so as to make the paragraph read: E 

For maintenance of the water department distribution system, in- 
cluding pumping stations and machinery, water mains, valves, fire and 

ublle hydrants, water meters, and all buildings and aceessories, and 
he purchase and maintenance of motor trucks, purchase of fuel, oils, 
waste, and other materials, and the employment of all labor necessary 
execution of this work, and to reimburse three em- 
rovision and maintenance by th of three motor 
cycles for use their official work in the District of Columbia $13 
per month each; and for contingent expenses, including books, blanks, 
stationery, printing, postage, damages, purchase of technical reference 
books. and periodicals, not to exceed $75, and other necessary items, 
$10,000; in all, for maintenance, $450,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That completes the committee 
amendments, except those which have been passed over. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, there are some amendments 
which have been considered by the members of the subcom- 
mittee, as well as by the full Committee on Appropriations, 
which it was thought advisable to offer separately rather than 
to incorporate in the bill as reported by the committee. I have 
a series of them, which I will send to the desk and ask the Sec- 
retary to state in order. I offer the amendments. 

Mr. HARRISON. Are these amendments purporting to 
carry out the program with respect to playgrounds and school 
buildings? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They are included in this number, I am 
sending them to the desk now in the order in which they 
would properly occur in the bill. 

Mr. HARRISON. As I understand, the amendments that 
the committee proposes at this time were adopted by the House 
Appropriations Committee, and were reported to the House, 
but went out on a point of order? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Not all of them. Some of them are in that 
category, and others are new amendments proposed by the 
Senate Committee. 
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Mr. HARRISON. Yes; but these with respect to the 
schools are carrying out the school program as mapped out 
by the Senate Committee on Appropriations? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Some of them. For instance, we restore, I 
think, in every instance the school items that were stricken 
out on the floor of the House, and in addition to that the 
Senate Committee proposes some others which we think should 
be gone ahead with, particularly as to the acquisition of land. 
The. Senator will recognize those items as they come up, and 
I will indicate which ones were stricken out on the floor of 
the House and which ones were not recommended by the 
House committee, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The first amendment will be 
stated. 

The READING CLERK. At the bottom of page 14, it is pro- 
posed to insert a new paragraph reading as follows: 

MOUNT PLEASANT BRANCH LIBRARY. 

For the purchase of a site for a branch of the Free Public Library 
in the Mount Pleasant-Columbia Heights section of the District of 
Columbia, $25,000, or so much thereof as may be 8 and 
authority is hereby conferred upon the Commissioners of the istrict 
of Columbia to accept from the Carnegie Corporation of New 
York not less than $100,000 for the purpose of erecting a suitable 
branch library building on such a site, subject to the approval of 
said commissioners a the board of library trustees. 


Mr. PHIPPS. That is an item which was recommended by 
the House committee and was stricken out on the floor of 
the House. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
what the view of the committee is with respect to these 
libraries? We have the Congressional Library, and then we 
have the Carnegie Library. Has the committee inaugurated 
any plan as to the number of library buildings that are to be 
erected within the District? How many are there to be? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It has not. We have now as branches, in 
addition to the libraries named by the Senator, the Takoma 
branch and the Southeast branch, the latter haying just gone 
into commission, and being patronized to-day away beyond 
the expectations of the Library Committee. 

The Mount Pleasant site now proposed is out Sixteenth Street 
in a very desirable location, and the site is one which the owner 
is willing to let go at $25,000, though it would readily sell 
to-day for at least $50,000 for building purposes. Immediately 
in front of the plot of ground, lying between it and Sixteenth 
Street, is one of these small reservations that we had in mind 
a short time ago; so that from every standpoint the site 
selected is most desirable. Then, too, it is in the center of a 
territory that is practically all built up immediately around it, 
but within easy reach. The property is now being developed 
out Sixteenth Street, over to Eighteenth Street, and on the 
other side to Fourteenth Street, Thirteenh Street, and all the 
way to Georgia Avenue; so that this is really an ideal loca- 
tion for a library to serve the public, and, as I say, the site 
is perhaps the most desirable one that could be found in that 
location. 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator whether the 
committee are of the opinion that it is better to have a con- 
siderable number of libraries scattered throughout the Dis- 
trict, rather small in proportions and not having a large volume 
of books, or to have one or two very large libraries, not only 
as to the size of the buildings but as to capacity to furnish 
a large number of books to the public? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The committee have discussed that subject; 
and in that connection, we have had information as to branch 
libraries being carried on in other cities. One large city, New 
York, has as many as 34, I think. My own home city, Denver, 
Colo., has 8, and yet the population there is about 265.000 
to 275,000 people. The plan of erecting these branch libraries 
in different sections of the city appeals to us as being the 
proper one, particularly if a corporation such as the Carnegie 
Foundation stands ready and willing to pay for the structure, 
providing the District furnishes a suitable site. There is no 
requirement as to further expenditure for upkeep, or anything 
like that, but it is left to the decision of the Congress as to 
what should be appropriated for maintenance. Taking, as an 
example, this new southeast branch, the branches really will 
be utilized, and will have a very fine educational effect upon 
the people of the community. They will patronize the branch 
libraries right at home when they would not think of going 
in to the central libraries. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado on be- 
half of the committee. ? 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, there is a new item here 
which has not had the consideration of the House. I will 
ask the Secretary to state it. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The RAIN CrerK. On page 22, after line 19, it is pro- 
posed to insert: 


For the erection of a fireproof addition to the courthouse of the 
District of Columbia for the use of the office of the recorder of deeds 
and such other activities of the District government as the commis- 
sioners may designate, including fireproof vaults and heating and 
ogee prior 2 apparatus, to be constructed under the supervision of and 
on plans o be furnished by the Architect of the Capitol and approved 
by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia, $500,000. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr, President, I think a word of explanation 
would be in order, 

The condition as to the present quarters for the recorder of 
deeds has been discussed at length on this floor, and the Sena- 
tors present are perhaps familiar with that situation. To-day 
the records are not in a fireproof structure, and the force is 
hampered in its work by reason of restricted quarters, working 
in an insanitary building, with artificial light all of the busi- 
ness hours. Some change must be made there. In addition to 
that, the municipal court is quartered in a rented structure. 
The annual rental for the recorder of deeds is $6,000; for the 
municipal court, $3,600; and for the juvenile court, which is 
housed in a dwelling, $2,000. 

In laying out Judiciary Square the original plan. contem- 
plated the erection of a building to duplicate the one now occu- 
pied by the court of appeals, which structure is a very beautiful 
piece of architecture. The proposed building would be located 
on the corresponding corner of the present Supreme Court 
Building, so that we now have the separate building to the 
right rear of the Supreme Court Building, and we would have 
this proposed new building to the left rear. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
whether it is intended to erect a complete building? 

Mr. PHIPPS. A complete building. There is no structure 
there at present. 

Mr. KING. Just for the recorder of deeds? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; for the recorder of deeds, the municipal 
court, and the juvenile court. We say in the amendment, the 
recorder of deeds and such other activities of the District gov- 
ernment as the commissioners may designate.” It may be 
available for still other activities. Later on it might be used 
for the register of wills. 

The Supreme Court Building is really crowded at the present 
time. There is no available space whatever there. We ex- 
amined the Court of Appeals Building, and went over it from 
attic to cellar; and while it is a large building, and is housing 
only one activity, there is really no space there that could be 
converted to any of these uses. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator how many rooms 
there are in the Court of Appeals Building? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is rather a difficult matter to say how 
many rooms there are or what would be called rooms, For in- 
stance, under the roof there are unfinished spaces that might 
be converted into rooms, but they would not be lighted; they 
would not have proper air space, unless the architecture of the 
building were destroyed by cutting windows, for instance. In 
the basement all of that space eventually will be available for 
the storage of records. The building is as nearly fireproof as a 
building can be made, but in its architectural plan the space 
has not been economically laid out. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I can not understand the neces- 
sity for so much space for an appellate court. I am familiar 
with the courts in some of the Western States. An appellate 
court has its chamber, in which the judges meet to hear argu- 
ments, a library, an office for the clerk—usually one or two 
reoms—a room for a stenographer, and then a room for each 
of the judges. Aside from those, there is no necessity for 
additional rooms in an appellate court. It seems to me that 
some of the officials and agencies of the Government here in 
Washington have gotten the idea into their heads that they 
must have more room than is necessary, more room than is 
furnished in the States, where the work is just as onerous, 
and there is just as much of it as the work devolving upon 
the agencies here. 

May I inquire of the Senator what is the size of the 
building? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It is quite large. I should say that there are 
about 11,000 or 12,000 square feet on each of two floors, but 
in the case of the second and third floors the court room itself 
goes right up through the structure to the ceiling. It is a very 
high room; and these other rooms—the Senator asked me how 
many rooms there were—are scattered all around the corri- 
dors. We were hoping to find in that building available space 
to house the recorder of deeds, and we were disappointed to 
find that it would not be a possibility, and that it would not 
he a possibility even to find suitable space for the juvenile 
court, to say nothing of the municipal court. 
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Mr. KING. I must confess that from the description which 
has been given of this building I am astonished to know that 
there is no room there for more than the judges of the appellate 
court of the District. The Supreme Court of the United States 
has a small room in which it meets, and the judges have rather 
limited quarters. I should assume from what the Senator says 
and from what I know—and my knowledge of this building is 
quite imperfect—that the appellate court of the District has 
more room than the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Senator is quite correct in his statement. 
I hope very much that he will take occasion to stop some 
morning on his way down to the Senate and go into the Court 
of Appeals Building, and see the condition that exists there, 
and give us the benefit of any suggestions that may occur to 
him whereby we could utilize some of what seems to our com- 
mittee to be waste space. 

Mr. KING. If the committee will just recommend restric- 
tion of the space for the appellate court, and introduce a bill 
to utilize the residue for other legitimate purposes, I am sure 
the Senate will follow him. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, that is exactly what the com- 
mittee hoped it would find possible, but after the inspection it 
made it was forced to the conclusion that no such plan was 
practicable. If the Senator can suggest wherein any of these 
three activities can be cared for otherwise I am sure the com- 
mittee would be very glad of the suggestion. Not one of the 
members felt it was possible, on account of the plan of that 
building, the way it was designed, the way it has been laid out, 
in spite of the fact that there is a very large floor area there 
to utilize it. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether the com- 
mittee examined the District Building, which is a large one, and, 
as I was led to believe, was constructed for the purpose of hous- 
ing more activities of the Government than are found within 
its walls; and whether, after such examination, he is satisfied 
that we may not restrict the space of some of the agencies there, 
and put other agencies of the District into the building? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I will say to the Senator that the committee 
did not go to the District Building this time with that idea in 
view. The objection to that is its geographical location, It 
would be almost impossible to connect up the court activities of 
the recorder of deeds with the municipal building. It is neces- 
sary for attorneys and others who are dealing with the records 
to find near by the court records in the form of the deeds as re- 
corded in the books. As an attorney, the Senator will recognize 
immediately that it would be practically impossible to house the 
recorder of deeds—and that is the most pressing activity of the 
three—in a building a mile and a half distant from the court- 
house. 

Mr. KING. It would not be impossible, but it would be rather 
inconvenient for litigants and for the courts. There is no doubt 
about that. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
if he has visited the office of the recorder of deeds. 

Mr. KING. Yes; but it was some time ago, I think three 


years ago. 

Mr. BALL. When the Senator is inspecting the courts, I 
trust he will inspect the oflice of the recorder of deeds, and I 
am sure, if he will, he will come back here well satisfied with 
this appropriation. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I feel sure that there should be 
some provision made for the recorder of deeds, but I am not 
satisfied to vote for this appropriation with the limited infor- 
mation we have, and in view of the fact that we have made 
appropriations in this bill calling for such a large sum, and ap- 
propriations in the bill passed a few days ago for additional 
buildings in the District. I think we are getting building mad, 
and are apprepriating too liberally for the erection of public 
buildings in Washington and in other parts of the United States. 
It seems to me we cun afford to wait until next year before em- 
barking upon this enterprise. 

Mr. DIAL, Mr. President, I have not been able to follow 
the pending bill closely, but I sincerely hope some provision 
is made for the lighting of the school buildings, some of which 
have not a single light in them. Some of these buildings are 
down in hollows, and I am informed that on dark days the 
children can scarcely see how to read at all. No wonder sọ 
many little chaps are going around Washington wearing glasses. 
I happen to know about a particular case where the school is 
yery dingy and very dark. If we are going to appropriate 
money at all, we could not appropriate it for a better purpose 
than immediately to put lights into these buildings. I trust 


the subcommittee on the District of Columbia appropriations 
will give the matter immediate attention, and not wait until 


aare future time. Is there anything in this bill on that sub- 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, for the information of the 
Senator from South Carolina I will state that the Senate 
committee has recommended, and this bill now carries, an in- 
crease of $50,000 over the amount recommended by the House, 
for repairs and improvements of school buildings, and the 
largest item ‘to be cared for out of that is the lighting of the 
school buildings. è 

Mr. DIAL. I am happy to hear it, and I hope they will 
apply it immediately. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the next amendment which I 
send to the desk is for the acquisition of two playgrounds. 
These items were recommended by the House committee and 
polities from the bill on a point of order on the floor of the 

ouse. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The PRINCIPAL LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 36, after line 10, 
to insert; 

For the purchase of a site now occupied by Hoover Playground, 
located in re 546, containing 65,000 square feet, at 25 cents per 
square foot, $17,000. 

For the purchase of a site at Twenty-seventh and O Streets NW., 
in square 1238 (lot 803), containing 10,000 square feet, at an esti- 
mated cost of $5,000; and for the purchase of lot 804, square 1238, 
containing 3,840 square feet, at $3.000; in all, $8,000, 

So much of any balance remaining after the purchase of sites for 
playgrounds authorized by this act as is necessary to clean up, grade, 
drain, fence in, and place such sites in safe and suitable condition 
for the purpose intended may be used for such purposes, 

Mr. KING. Is it the purpose of this appropriation to round 
out some of the grounds already owned by the District? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No; the Hoover playground is quite a good- 
sized tract, as the Senator will note, of which we have had the 
use for two or three years past. The owner has died and the 
property goes into the hands of the heirs, and the particular 
heir who now controls this property is willing to let us have it at 
25 cents a square foot, which is, I would say, one-fourth of the 
present market price. It is in a built-up neighborhood in the 
northeast section of the city. 

The other is for a playground for colored children at Twenty- 
seventh and O Streets, and the lot, offered at $5,000, would 
readily sell for more than double that figure. It belongs toa 
colored order, the initials or name of which I do not recall, but 
it is a beneficial order, like the Odd Fellows. In their desire 
to provide playgrounds for the children of that section the 
members of the order are not only willing to turn over the land 
they own at about half its market value to-day but they guar- 
antee to the commissioners that the adjoining property, contain- 
ing 3,840 square feet, will not cost the city more than $3,000, 
notwithstanding the fact that there is a fairly good brick build- 
ing on the property, although it is old, and the owner will no 
doubt demand more than the $3,000. These colored men are 
going to make it good. Eight thousand dollars in all gives a 
very sizeable piece of ground, and it will connect up with the 
Rock Creek and Potomac Park driveway, which we had under 
discussion a While ago; so that it is a very desirable piece of 
property to acquire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the next amendment relates to 
the purchase of sites and the erection of school buildings, and 
of those the first three items were approved by the House com- 
mittee and stricken out on a point of order on the floor of the 
House. That extends down to line 9, page 2, of this proposed 
amendment. I will just say, for information of Senators, that 
those items approved by the House committee are, as follows: 

For the purchase of a site on which to locate a 16-room building be- 
tween d Georgia Avenue and Sixteenth Street NW., north of Park Road, 
992008 the erection of an 8-room extensible building on the site to be 
purchased in the vicinity of Georgia Avenue and Sixteenth Street NW., 
north of Park Road, $130,000 ; 

For the erection of an $-room extensible building, including a com- 
bination assembly hall and gymnasium, on the site to be pure sed in 
the vicinity of and to relieve the Tenley School $60,000 ; 

For beginning the erection of a 16-room building, including a com- 
bination assembly hall and gymnasium, to re the old John F. Cook 
School, $100,000; and the commissioners are hereby authorized to enter 
into canteen or contracts for such building at a cost not to exceed 
e the purchase of a new site on which to locate a junior high 
school between Twentieth Street and Rock Creek and K and O Stree 
NW., or vicinity, $50,000. 
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The remaining items are new ones recommended by the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. KING. Let the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
amendment. 

The READING CLERK. On page 53, after line 11, Insert: 

For the purchase of a site on which to locate a 16-room buildin 
3805060 Georgia Avenue and Sixteenth Street NW., north of Park Road, 

„0 

For the erection of an 8-room extensible building on the site to 
1 in the ye eed a Georgia Avenue and Sixteenth Street 

„ north of Park Road, $18 

For the erection of an a -room extensible building, including a 
combination assembly hall and gymnasium, on the vite to be purchased 
im the vicinity of and to relieve the Tenley Sc! 000 


For beginning the erection of a 16-room building, including a 8 
bination 3 hall sor mnasium, to replace the old Jobn F. 
Cook School, $100,000, e commissioners are h authorized 


to enter into contract — 3 for such building at a cost not to 


exceed $250,000 ; 
For the purchase of a new site on which to 5 a junior high 
and O Streets 


school between Twentieth Street and Rock Creek and K 


NW., or 3 0.000; 
For the purchase of land adjoin the Ludlow School, 


For the purchase of 5 site on which to locate a junior 


north of Lincoln Park, 000; 
For the purchase of lana nd adjoint the Dunbar High School, $100,000; 
he Pare hool, on which to 


For the purchase of a site near 
erect a new school to replace the Brightwood School, $20,000; 
For the purchase of a site near Rittenhouse and Fifth Street NW., 


For the purchase of a site north of Webster Street and east of 

Georgia Avenue, $45,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May I ask if these various items have been 
authorized by the Budget? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Most of them have been approved by the 
Budget. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not object to any of them; I think 
they all ought to be provided for; but I just wanted to see 
how far the committee comes into line with the Budget. 
Which items have the approval of the Budget and which have 
not? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The items which were stricken out by the 
House had the approval of the Budget. 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Were the items remaining—those the Sen- 
ator read awhile ago—approved by the Budget? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They were approved by the Budget. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And the remaining items, which the Sen- 
ator did not read but which the Secretary has read, were not 
approved by the Budget? 

. Mr. PHIPPS. One or two of those were approved by the 

Budget but were not included by the House. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Which ones were not approved by the 
Budget? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The Budget did not approve the site for the 
location of a junior high school north of Lincoln Park. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Was the matter presented to the Bureau 
of the Budget? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not think our information will show 
how many of these were submitted to the Budget for their 
criticism, As the Budget comes to us, it is printed. It gives 
the recommendations of the Budget. In all cases it does not 
give the recommendation of the commissioners. In this matter 
the Board of Education has the first chance to recommend and 
does recommend to the commissioners. Then the commission- 
ers, having in mind the amount of money they think they can 
afford to spend for school purposes, take out of the items what 
they think are the most important and recommend them to the 
Budget. Then the Budget may, and often does, cut out some 
of the recommendations of the commissioners. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And then we come along and restore 

them. 
Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; or we may add something entirely new. 
I want to be entirely frank with the Senator. If we go out 
on an inspection and find a location where there should be a 
school building which has not been approved by the Budget, 
our committee feel that we have the right to recommend that 
location to the Senate and let the Senate decide whether or 
not the appropriation should be made. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Even though the whole matter had been 
submitted to the Budget and turned down by the Budget? 

Mr, PHIPPS. In either case, whether it has or has not been 
passed upon by the Budget. 

Mr, McCKELLAR. In other words, it is one of those things 
about the Budget system, as it is being carried out, to which 
I have already called the attention of the Senate. The Budget 
plan is being violated whenever it is the desire of committees 
of the Senate to violate it and send in instructions to the 
contrary, I am not opposed to the proposition for schools, 
because I think we could make no mistake by building school 
buildings where they are necessary, and I am willing to take 
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the committee’s recommendation for it. But it seems remark- 
able, if we have a Budget Bureau, that they should fall so 
short of finding out the facts and presenting them to the Con- 
gress. If they fall short as often as they have fallen short in 
the pending bill, and if they are to be overruled as often as 
they are being overruled in the pending bill, how much respect 
will we continue to have for any recommendations the Budget 
may make out of the ordinary? 

Mr. KING. Mr. Presidnet, I would like some further ex- 
planation from the Senator in charge of the bill. I want to 
state to him, as I called attention to the matter yesterday, 
that the joint committee of the Senate and the House had de- 
volved upon it the duty of investigating the school situation in 
the District. That meant not only the mechanical features of 
the school system, not only the buildings which were needed, 
but also to investigate the entire curriculum and the school 
system in its entirety. 

As I suggested yesterday, some of the most eminent edu- 
cators of the United States were brought before the committee. 
We took up the question of the size of the schoolhouse, whether 
it was to the advantage of a proper educational system to have 
larger units than heretofore had been erected or to maintain 
the present system, whether the system of high schools as it 
now exists in the District should be perpetuated or modified. 
All of those questions were gone into at very great length, as 
well as the educational features of the school system of the 
District. 

I regret that our joint committee has not yet submitted its 
report. I think I can say without betraying any confidence that 
all of the members of the committee were of opinion that a 
number of schoolhouses should be erected, that material modifi- 
cations should be made in the character of the buildings, and 
that perhaps as much as from $5,000,000 or $6,000,000 to 
$8,000,000 or $10,000,000 would be required within the next few 
years in order to erect sufficient and suitable buildings for edu- 
cational purposes within the District. 

There are a number of points upon which the members of the 
joint committee are not yet in agreement, or, at least, we have 
not sufficiently discussed all of the points, probably, to iron out 
unimportant differences which exist in the minds of the mem- 
bers of the committee. 

I am not sure, Mr. President, that the amendment which 
has been offered by the distinguished Senator from Colorado 
in behalf of the committee will conform to the report which 
ultimately will be offered to the committee, I notice that the 
amendment indicates the size of the building. I feel sure that 
some of the buildings for which provision is made in the amend- 
ment will be different in character from what a majority at 
least of the committee will recommend. I was impressed by 
the testimony before the committee with the thought that the 
unit should be larger. The amendment seems to contemplate 
the old system of buildings—the 4-room, 8-room, and 16-room 
style. 

I am not ready to vote for the amendment with the limited 
information which I bave, not because there is no need for 
buildings; quite the reverse. I have been so impressed with 
the need for additional buildings that I have repeatedly said 
we would need from $6,000,000 to $10,000,000 in the near future 
to provide adequate buildings for the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KING. Certainly. 

Mr. BALL. I would like to state that it is due to the failure 
of the joint committee to make its report that we have had to 
offer the amendments which we have offered, subject to the 
point of order. I was responsible for the appointing of the 
joint committee of which the Senator has spoken. Both the 
committee of the House and the committee of the Senate 
having to do with matters relating to the District of Columbia 
have refused to recommend any legislation governing the 
schools or school buildings, awaiting the report of the joint 
committee. 

I was present in the House when the point of order was 
made against the various provisions for erecting the buildings 
as well as for the purchase of land. The House Committee 
on the District of Columbia was censured very severely for 
not having presented the necessary legislation to provide for 
the purchase. I feel that the necessary legislation has not been 
enacted for a very just reason. When we enact legislation we 
want to do it on the basis of the report of a committee which 
has made a thorough examination. I have requested the joint 
committee to make its report previous to the preparation of 
the District of Columbia appropriation bill, but, owing to the 
absence of one or two members of the joint committee and a 
desire to receive a report, I think, from some person from 
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whom some testimony was expected on some special feature of 
the building proposition, I was told they were not ready to 
make the report. 

I do not believe we should hold up the building of the proper 
schools for the District of Columbia because we have not all 
the information we had hoped to get. We must meet conditions 
fis they arise. I hope that the program submitted by the joint 
committee will agree with the program recommended by the 
Appropriations Committee. If not, we will try to adjust in the 
future whatever buildings may be erected now and the locations 
selected for those buildings with the joint committee's general 
plan; but I trust the committee will make its report so that 
early in the next Congress proper legislation may be reported 
and enacted. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Colorado? 

Mr. KING. I yield. : 

Mr. PHIPPS. I would like to call attention to the fact that 
the buildings which are now being constructed and planned 
for are all being erected on extensible sites, so called—that is 
to say, if we erect an eight-room structure, we could later add 
an additional eight-room structure and utilize the central 
heating plant and the other facilities, which would become 
joint for the 16-room building. The tendency is to erect larger 
structures to-day, rather than to scatter small ones over more 
territory. 

Mr. KING. The statement made by the Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. Barr] is largely true. The joint committee has 
failed to report. and it is very unfortunate that the Committee 
on Appropriations did not have the report of the joint commit- 
tee before them in drafting the bill dealing with educational 
matters. What I am afraid of, let me say to the Senator, is 
that, dealing with the subject in this piecemeal fashion, there 
will be much done that will have to be undone, or it will lead 
to extravagance and to an improvident course. It seems to 
me, in view of the fact that we are so short of school build- 
ings and that so many of the present buildings have so de- 
teriorated that they are unsuitable and ought to be torn down, 
that a plan ought to be devised to deal with the subject in a 
comprehensive and complete manner. 

We are very much in the situation of a large city that has 
no public buildings to house its employees, its courts. and so 
forth. It is free from the restriction and inhibitions that 
would arise if it had a lot of incomplete or imperfect build- 
ings which it felt as if it could not reject and must utilize as 
best it might, 

Now, if we purchase all the places which are indicated and 
start the erection of the buildings which are indicated, I am 
afraid it will interfere with the comprehensive plan that 
would give us buildings which must cost, in my opinion, at 
least $6,000,000 to $10,000,000. I am entirely in sympathy with 
the program that calls for more buildings, but I want a pro- 
gram that will produce a unified system, a coordinated system, 
and buildings which are modern and up to date, scientifically 
and sanitarily constructed. I do not believe many of the build- 
ings we now have ought to be used longer than is absolutely 
necessary to supplant them. They ought to be torn down. If 
we should develop a plan and build to that, coordinating all 
of the buildings we now have and then getting additional 
buildings. it would be far better than going at it in piece- 
meal style. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. BALL. I think I can assure the Senator that the pur- 
chase of the land will not interfere with his general plan, be- 
cause we are purchasing the land in the different sections of 
the city which need the schools. We are securing locations 
in the most central part of the built-up densely populated 
sections of the city which are not properly provided with 
schools. The high schools are distributed to the different parts 
of the city. 

So far as concerns the location proposed in the pending bill, 
I am sure ft will not interfere with the plan of the joint 
committee. I am extremely sorry the joint committee did 
not make its report in time to get the general plan and size 
of the buildings before the Committee on Appropriations to 
use In the formulation of the District appropriation bill which 
we are now considering. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether in the 
proposed purchases the committee have taken into account the 
hecessary grounds for playgrounds? 

Mr. BALL. They have. 

Mr. KING. The Senator knows, from an examination of 
the situation, that in some sections of the city there are no 
playgrounds at all. 


Mr. BALL. I can assure the Senator that the proposition 
has been very carefully guarded in the selection and extent of 
the areas to be acquired. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Utah yield to me to ask the Senator from Delaware a question? 

Mr, KING. Certainly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to ask the Senator from Delaware 
if, when these buildings are constructed, we will then have 
enough school buildings? I have seen a great many statements 
in the newspapers about our lack of school buildings. Of 
course, to my mind it is a very serious condition and one that 
ought to be remedied at once. Even though we may not have 
the plans, I am perfectly willing—aye, not only willing, but 
anxious—that it be done, by all means. We ought to haye the 
necessary buildings. When we erect those which have been 
authorized in the amendment, will they furnish sufficient build- 
ings for the school system of the city? 

Mr. BALL. They will not. There were no school buildings 
erected during the World War; the population has continued 
to increase, and we are not more than meeting the growing 
demands of the last two years. It will take several years 
before we catch up on the construction of school buildings, and 
have a sufficient number to equal the increased demands. 

Mr, McKELLAR. When is the report from the joint com- 
mittee expected to be made? 

Mr. BALL. I hope it will be made before the present Con- 
gress goes out of existence. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it seems to be a very re- 
markable situation, that here, at the Capital of the richest 
country in the world, we have not enough school buildings for 
the school children of this city. I think we ought to leave no 
stone unturned in order to provide an adequate number of 
buildings and sufficient school facilities for the children of 
Washington at the earliest day possible. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I shall not raise a point of order 
against this amendment, relying upon the statement of the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] and the statement of my 
friend from Colorado [Mr. Purprs] that these recommenda- 
tions will not interfere with any well-considered plan that may 
hereafter be offered to provide necessary school buildings. I 
shall not oppose the amendment, although I regret that we are 
not in a situation to adopt a plan that would provide for all 
needed school buildings and comprehend the needs of the Dis- 
trict for a number of years to come. 

In my opinion, we should devise and adopt a plan that would 
take into account the growth of the city—and its growth will be 
rapid—and provide buildings and a proper and modern school 
system adequate for present needs and elastic enough to meet 
future requirements. A plan of that kind, properly adjusted 
and properly coordinated and integrated, would call for the 
expenditure of, perhaps, $10,000,000. If we could have such it 
plan and could locate the buildings with reference to the imme- 
diate and prospective needs of the people, it would in the long 
run be economy and would make for a better educational 
system. I am afraid, however, that if these amendments be 
adopted we shall do as we have done in the past, build in a 
piecemeal style; that we shall put a building in plot A of a cer- 
tain size and have immediately to remodel or change it or 
transfer the school from that point to some other for the 
reason it will be found unsuitable to fit in with a general, 
comprehensive, and proper educational building system. How- 
ever, Senators upon the committee have given considerable 
attention to this matter, and I shall rely upon their judgment, 
expressing my apprehension that we will soon find that we 
run counter to a more matured and comprehensive plan 
which will be adopted dealing with the educational needs of the 
District. 

Mr. President, let me say in conclusion that I note that 
some of the buildings provided for in this bill, comprising but 
a few rooms, are to cost from $135,000 to $160,000. I have 
said before with respect to the cost of building in the city 
of Washington that prices are too high. Some builders 
and contractors and others have robbed the people, and assigned 
themselves to the category of profiteers. I think that there 
are conspiracies in the District upon the part of individuals 
and organizations and corporations to maintain extortionate 
prices. 

Some time ago, on the suggestion of Secretary Hoover and 
myself, a committee was appointed under the auspices of the 
District Commissioners. I shall not characterize the conduct 
or the work of the committee, but it very soon developed, Mr. 
President, that the committee would fail in reaching the cause 
of continued evils; and it became manifest that impediments 
were being offered to an investigation of the profits that were 
being made by certain concerns and organizations, and that 
obstacles were being interposed to a proper and exhaustive in- 
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quiry as to whether or not conspiracies and combinations in 
restraint of trade and for the maintenance of high prices ex- 
isted in the District of Columbia, I think the whole matter 
ought to go before the grand jury; I think the district attorney 
of the District of Columbia ought to summon a grand jury to 
inquire into the matter of the high prices in building and 
building materials and supplies and all cognate matters. The 
idea of a little building, almost square, with four walls, costing 
such enormous prices as indicated in this bill can not be de- 
fended. It shows,.Mr. President, that there is something wrong 
in the building situation in the District of Columbia, and I sin- 
cerely hope that the District Commissioners, or whoever lets the 
contracts, will, before they are let, make an investigation and 
will protect the interests of the taxpayers against the extortion- 
ate demands of combinations and conspirators within the Dis- 
trict. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment offered on behalf of the committee Is agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment, to come in on page 66, with relation to dairy-farm inspec- 
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Colorado will be stated. 

The RxaDbINd CLERK. On page 66, line 10, after the figures 
“ $8,000," it is proposed to insert: 

And this appropriation shall be available for such other and addi- 
tional traveling expenses as, in the judgment of the health officer, may 
be necessary for the proper inspection of dairy farms. 

Mr. PHIPPS, Mr. President, that language was stricken out 
on the floor of the House, the House committee having included 
it. To-day the inspectors of dairies are covering over 1.500 
farms which are located in Maryland and Virginia. Many of 
those farms are more than 20 miles distant from the District 
line, There is no provision of law that will permit the allow- 
ance to inspectors of their traveling expenses for railway fares; 
so they have been. compelled to use automobiles to go on these 
long trips. The object of this amendment is to enable the com- 
missioners to allow the railway fares to the inspectors and to 
Save the use of automobiles, 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is quite an innovation. What is the 
appropriation that is asked for railroad fares? Is it $8,000? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Oh, no. The amendment relates to an appro- 
priation of $8,000 for necessary expenses in connection with the 
inspection of dairy farms, and will merely permit, if it shall be 
adopted, railroad fares to be included in traveling expenses. 
The Senator will find the provision at the top of page 66. There 
is one item included in it which involves the automobile ques- 
tion which we have passed over, but the amendment I have 
offered is separate and apart from that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then it is proposed to permit the officials 
of this department to use automobiles and also allow them 
money for railroad fare? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Of course they must have automobiles; they 
have them to-day. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I wish to ask, Is the appro- 
priation increased? 


Mr. PHIPPS. The appropriation is $8,000, and the amend- 


ment does not increase the appropriation at all. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the amendment does not increase the 
appropriation, I am not going to object to it. I would just as 
soon have them spending the Government money on railroad 
fare as to spend it on automobiles. I do not approve of the 
waste of the people’s money for either purpose. I will not con- 
test the amendment. 

Mr. BALL. It fs in the interest of economy; it will save 
the Government money. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Colorado on behalf of the 
committee is agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. On page 79, in connection with the item re- 
lating to the National Training School for Girls, an appropria- 
tion was estimated for. I send an amendment to the desk to 
cover the amount recommended and ask that it may be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from Colorado on behalf of the committee will be 
stated. 

The Reapine CrerK. On page 79, after line 20, it is proposed 
to insert the following: è 


That the board of trustees of the National Training School for Girls 
of the District of Columbia, a body corporate, is hereby authorized 
and directed to 8 subject to the approval of the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia, a tract of Innd of not more than 160 acres. 
to be situated in the District of Columbia or in the State of Maryland 
or in the State of Virginia, for the use of said school, and the said 
board of trustees are hereby authorized to construct on said tract two 
buildings of sufficient capacity to accommodate not more than 150 
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District of Columbia. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, reserving the point of order on 
the amendment, I should like to have an explanation of it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The National Training School for Girls is an 
activity that necessarily has to be conducted. It takes care 
of girls who have been sent to the institution by the juvenile 
court. The present quarters, as I understand, are located on 
the Conduit Road close to the District line, and there are, as I 
remember, 66 inmates of the institution at the present time, 
some of them being white and some of them colored. There 
being just one such institution provided the girls of necessity 
are thrown together a good part of the time, for it is not pos- 
sible fully to te the white girls from the colored girls 
so many of their activities being necessarily in common. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If this amendment shall be adopted, will 
it provide for a separation of the races? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It will provide for a Separation of the races. 
It will enable a tract of land of 160 acres to be purchased. It 
is desirable that some such area should be acquired in order to 
allow an opportunity to carry on the gardening work and other 
out-of-door activities and to keep the colored girls and the white 
girls apart. 

ae CARAWAY. Is it proposed to teach farming to the 
g 

Mr. PHIPPS. Oh, no; not necessarily; but to teach them 
gardening, perhaps. I believe there are some female gardeners 
in various places. The total cost authorized is $62,000. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, so many of these organizations 
and institutions are provided for in this bill that without very 
careful study one is apt to be confused. I find, on page 85, 
Industrial Home School.“ 

Mr. PHIPPS. ves; and the Senator will find on page 83 
provision for the feeble-minded. 

Mr. KING. I find, also, “ Industrial Home School for Colored 
Children,” “Child-caring institutions,“ “Board of Children’s 
Guardians.” 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is a heading in the bill. Under “ Child- 
caring institutions” we have the Board of Children's Guar- 
dians, which is the board in control of these child-caring insti- 
tutions, and which, under the advice of the courts and in pur- 
suance of the court orders, provides the quarters for children 
in these various institutions or in private homes. 

Mr. KING. Then we have “National Training School for 
Boys,” “ National Training School for Girls,” “ Reformatory,” 
“ Workhouse,” “ Charities and Corrections,” and I do not know 
how many more of these public institutions. May I ask the 
Senator what relation there is between all of these organiza- 
tions? And may not some of them be combined, in the interest 
of economy, and in the interest of the correction and salva- 
tlon—if I may use so extravagant an expression—of those com- 
mitted to their care? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, it would be rather a large 
undertaking for me to attempt to furnish the Senator infor- 
mation that it has taken me days and I should say weeks to 
acquire by devoting my time to visiting some of these institu- 
tions. I frankly confess that I am not qualified to tell him 
just where the Hines of demarcation are drawn. ‘That is the 
Province of the Board of Charities—consisting of reputable 
men and women, who are performing service for the District 
of Columbia without pay, without reward of any kind—to carry 
on the activities that must necessarily be carried on in every 
large city. Whether or not Washington has a greater number 
of institutions or a greater variety than other cities of its 
size, I can not say offhand; but bear in mind that we have the 
necessity for segregating the white and the colored populations. 

Mr. Mc Is this the establishment of a new insti- 
tution? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Not at all. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What one is ft in connection with—what 
provision of the bill? 
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Mr. PHIPPS, The Senator will find it at the top of page 
79, as read from the amendment, The amendment—which has 
been printed and lying on. the Senator’s desk since the first of 
the week—shows that it is to continue and enlarge and prop- 
erly provide for the activities of that institution. It is some- 
thing that must be maintained. There is very great and seri- 
ous complaint about the quarters where these girls are housed 
at present, and the capacity is too limited. They are unable 
to take care of the number that they should have in that 
institution at the present time. They should have a capacity 
of at least 125; and with that in mind we are providing now 
a capacity of 150, which is not an unreasonable excess. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am making no complaint about 
providing for all needful reformatory institutions. The point 
I am making is that there seems to be too many or at least 
a very large number of reformatories and correctional institu- 
tions; and I was wondering whether, in the interest of economy 
and in the interest of better service for those who are 80 
confined or placed within these institutions, some of the in- 
stitutions might not be combined. For instance, on page 77 
provision is made for the reformatory, ‘and a large number of 
employees, with salaries, clerks, and whatnot. Then, on page 
78, provision is made for the National Training School for Boys, 
and on page 79 for the National Training School for Girls, with 
a large number of employees 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is the one we are speaking of—the Na- 
tional Training School for Girls—but a reformatory is a penal 
institution. You can not send to that institution children who 
have committed no crime. 

Mr. KING. Then on page 85 is the Industrial Home School. 
How is that to be differentiated from the one we are talking 
about? 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is quite a different activity. Where a 
child is not being properly cared for in its home and complaint 
is made, the Juvenile-court judge passes on the case; and if it 
is found that in the interest of the child it should be removed, 
it is turned over to the custody of the Board of Children’s 
Guardians. Under the present plan they will temporarily place 
the child in this Industrial Home School until they can find 
some one who will provide a home for the child and take care 
of it, and, in cases where they have the parents’ consent or 
where the child has no parents, they will adopt the child. It 
is a question of finding proper and suitable homes for those 
young children. The institution we now have under discus- 
ston—the National Training Schoo! for Girls—is for older girls, 
girls from 10 to 14 or 15 years of age. They teach them dréss- 
making and domestic science, teach them to wash and iron and 
do things like that, train them for proper life, so that they 
can care for themselves, with a view to making them self- 
supporting and able to go out by the time they are 18 years 
of age. 

Mr. KING. The reformatory deals with those who have been 
convicted of some offense? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. : 

Mr. KING. And the authorities do not wish to send them 
to the penitentiary, and therefore commit them to the reforma- 
tory? I am trying to distinguish between the function of the 
reformatory and the function of the training school. 

Mr. PHiPPS. It is for grown-ups and, as I stated, it is a 
penal institution, People who have committed crimes are sent 
there. It is known as the Occoquan institution. 

Mr. KING. Oh, yes; whereas the National Training School 
for Boys and the National Training School for Girls deal with 
those who are immature? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes. 

Mr. KING. And whose offenses, if they are offenses, are 
unimportant? Perhaps they should be denominated their delin- 
quencies. 

Mr. PHIPPS. The present item seeks to do for the girls ex- 
actly what we have already done for the boys in providing a 
proper national training school. £ 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, of course it is the duty of the 
Government to erect such needed institutions for persons of the 
character described as Congress deems proper, The point I am 
trying to get at is that there seems to be an overlapping of so 
many of these institutions. It occurs to me that it would be 
wise to investigate all of them, with a view to coordinating 
and perhaps eliminating some of these institutions. I do not 
know enough about this particular item to have any opinion on 
the subject. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado on behalf of 
the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, on page 81, after line 14, the 
committee favors an amendment in language similar to that 
which was in the bill when it passed the Senate last year bat 
to which the House conferees declined to agree. 

55 YOD 5 . will be stated. 

DING CLERK, n e 81, after 
geese pag ter line 14, it is proposed 

Hereafter, patients may be admi 
for care and piein at such 1 nnd ee eee 
may Sah 2 Ry ia- Conning of the District of Colum- 
current appropriation for qaintunance of AATA hotpitel: e 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, on page 82, after line 7, a 
similar amendment is proposed with reference to the Gallinger 
Municipal Hospital, which was also carried in last year's bill 
Sy approved by the Senate, but was declined by the House con- 
erees. 

Mr. KING. What objection was there to it? 

Mr. PHIPPS. The objection is, as to the Tuberculosis Hos- 
pital, that it is a charitable institution. There are some people 
who do not feel that they are in a position where they should 
accept full charity. They want to make a payment on account, 
to the limit of their ability. Perhaps they can afford to pay 35 
a week where they could not pay the full charge in some other 
institution. This would permit of their admission to this 
charitable hospital by their making a donation, if they so desire. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to suggest to the 
Senator that in the committee amendment, on page 78, a 
different policy is adopted from the one that is suggested in 
these two amendments. In the amendment on page 78 it is 
provided that— 

All moneys hereafter received at the reformatory as Income thereof 
from the sale of brooms to the various branches ot the government of 
the District of Columbia shall remain available for the manufacture 
of additional brooms to be similarly disposed of. 

That was stricken out, and those moneys are to be covered 
into the Treasury on the ground, as the Senator stated this 
morning, that it is better for the Congress to appropriate the 
actual sums necessary to carry on the work and let the income 
go into the Treasury. I thought it was a very wise policy, and 
supported the Senator's amendment. Now the Senator offers 
two amendments here, and provides that the income that arises 
from these sources, instead of going into the Treasury, as is 
provided here, shall go to the institutions and be used by the 
institutions. I doubt the wisdom of that policy. I hope the 
Senator will change his amendment so as to strike out that 
particular part of it, let the money go into the Treasury, and 
let us appropriate for the institution. It is much wiser legis- 
lation. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I submit for the Senator’s con- 
sideration the fact that those items are not comparable at all. 
The one is a case of manufacture; the other is a case of manu- 
facturing an article that is sold. They already have the labor, 
and we have provided the money for the material. There we 
feel that the money received from the sale should go back into 
the Treasury; but in this case we are making provision under 
which additional patients may be admitted to a hospital where 
there are ample facilities for caring for them, and permit them 
to make a payment on account. We are simply allowing them 
to contribute a part of the additional cost incident to their 
admission to the hospital I do not think the items are com- 
parable. I hardly feel that the Senator's point is well taken. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to the amendment if 
the amounts received are covered into the Treasury. Other- 
wise, I make a point of order against both of the amendments, 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I think one of them was 
adopted. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator the reason for the 
increase in the item on page 78 from $52,000 to $60,000? 

Mr. PHIPPS. We have an additional number of inmates 
coming to the reformatory, and we did not agree to the House 
provision. We were well within the estimate in raising the 
amount. The estimate was for more than that. 

Mr, KING. Will the proceeds derived from the sale of any 
property be covered into the Treasury? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; they must be. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I shall make a point of 
order against the amendment unless the Senator is willing to 


modify it. I am perfectly willing not to make the point of 
order if it is modified. 
Mr. PHIPPS. I ask a question for information. Was the 


first amendment, relating to the tuberculosis hospital, adopted? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. That was agreed to. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2317 


Mr. PHI PS. Then I understand the Senator is making a 
point of order against the amendment in relation to the Gal- 
linger Hospital? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent to go back to 
the preceding amendment, because the two amendments are 
exactly the same in that particular. I want to make a point of 
order against the other one unless my suggestion is followed. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not see any serious objection to the Sen- 
ator’s proposal. Certainly there is no serious objection to 
having it done in that way. I was trying to point out to the 
Senator the reason why we thought this was not in the same 
category with the manufacture of brooms. However, we think 
it very desirable to have that incorporated in the bill; and 
therefore, in order to meet the Senator's views, I am willing to 
modify those two amendments, going back to the amendment 
for the tuberculosis hospital and striking out the language 
which reads, “and all moneys received from this source shall 
be credited to the current appropriation for maintenance of 
said hospital,” so that under the law it would then go into the 
Treasury. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is entirely satisfactory. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on modifying 
the amendment on page 81, line 14. 

Mr. PHIPPS. There I move to further amend by striking 
out the language which has been read, “and all moneys re- 
ceived,” and so forth. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the vote by 
which the amendment was agreed to will be reconsidered, and 
the question is on agreeing to the amendment as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. 

Mr. PIIIPPS. On page 83 the Senate committee proposes 
an amendment with reference to the home for the feeble-minded. 
When the appropriation bill for 1923 was under consideration 
the Senate Appropriation Committee recommended certain lan- 
guage and an appropriation for the acquisition of a home for 
the feeble-minded. That was introduced by the Senate, not 
having been contained in the bill as it passed the House. The 
bill went to conference, and after many inspection trips, re- 
quiring some days and much effort, on the insistence of the 
House the Senate conferees finally agreed to recommend and 
did recommend to the Senate the House contention that the 
home for the feeble-minded should be located on a piece of prop- 
erty belonging to the District and known as Blue Plains. 

The buildings authorized have not yet been erected on that 
site. There is strong and general complaint against the utiliza- 
tion of that building site for the proposed home for the feeble- 
minded, I feel that there is undoubtedly good ground for that 
opposition, although at the time I felt that the need for the 
home was so urgent that it was much better to accept that 
objectionable site rather than to lose the project, and I know 
my fellow conferees had the same view. But we acceded to 
the House proposition. In view of the fact that the buildings 
have not been erected we desire now to have inserted the 
language of last year's bill by reporting the item as it was 
approved in the appropriation bill of 1923 and substituting the 
original language. I desire that the Secretary report the 
amendment, 

Mr. KING. 
minded? 

Mr. PHIPPS. There is practically none made, except housing 
them out, as may be, wherever they can be cared for. We have 
no institution in which to house them, and here we have the 
proposition not only of segregating the races but segregating 
the sexes as well, which is very important. 


What provisions will now be made for the feeble- 


Mr. KING, Let the amendment be read. 
The Reapina CLerk, On page 83, after line 5, insert the 
following: 


The paragraph in the District of Columbia appropriation act for the 
fiscal year 1923, approved June 29, 1922, which reads as follows— 

„The Commissioners of the District of Columbia are authorized and 
directed to use a site for a home and school for feeble-minded per- 
sons, said site to be located in the District of Columbia on lands 
owned by the District of Columbia and now allotted to the Home for the 
Aged and Infirm, and to erect thereon suitable buildings at a total 
cost not exceeding $250,000, and toward sald purpose there is hereby 
appropriated the sum of $100,000, to be immediately available. The 
persons to be admissible thereto and the proceedings with reference 
to securing such admission to be in accordance with law“ —is hereby 
repealed; and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are 
authorized and directed to acquire a site for a home and school for 
feeble-minded persons, said te to be located in the District of 
Columbia or in the State of Maryland or in the State of Virginia, and 
to erect thereon suitable buildings at a total cost not exceeding 
$300,000, of which not more than $40,000 shall be expended for a 
site, and toward said purpose there is appropriated the sum of $125,000 
to be immediately avallable; if the land proposed to be acquired is 


within the District of Columbia, and the same can not be acquired 


by purchase at a price satisfacto: to the commissioners, they are 
authorized to condemn the same under the provisions of chapter 15 of 
the Code of Law for the District of Columbia. If the land can not be 
8 within the District of Columbia, the Attorney General of the 
United States, at the request of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, shall institute condemnation proceedings to aequire such 
land as may be selected for said site either in the State of Maryland 
or in the State of Virginia in accordance with the laws of said States 
the title of said land to be taken directly to and in the name of the 
United States, but the land so acquired shali be under the jurisdiction 
of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia as agents of the 
N ons N ö evidence of title or of con- 
genna: — 2 Beth ge out of the appropriation herein made 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business to-day it recess until 
11 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, we have been meeting at 11 for 
Some days, and some of us have committee meetings in the 
morning. Will not the Senator make it 12 o’clock? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We are very anxious to get 
started with the rural credits bill, which is for the benefit of 
farmers, and with another appropriation bill, which is to be 
reported to-morrow. 

Mr. KING. What appropriation bill is that? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The legislative appropriation 
bill. It is very desirable that we should begin the considera- 
tion of business which the committees have actually reported, 
yh wire is on the calendar, I hope the Senator will not 
object. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator expect to take up the appro- 
priation bill to-morrow? It has not yet been reported. 

Mr. JONES of Washington, I heard the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Smoor] say that he has it ready to report. I do not 
know whether he will report it to-day or not. 

Mr. SMOOT. It will be ready to report just as quickly as 
we can have it printed after 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Senators are very anxious to 
get started on the rural credits bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. I think the appropriation bill will be printed 
and ready to consider before the rural credits bill is dis- 
posed of. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That is probably true. 

Mr. KING. Then the appropriation bill referred to will 
probably not come up to-morrow. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not before 8 or 4 o'clock in the afternoon, 
anyway. 

Mr. KING. As the Senator knows, that bill contains some 
important items, and there will be no chance to see what 
is in it before to-morrow morning. i 

Mr. SMOOT. This is the legislative bill, not the Army bill. 
The Army appropriation bill will not be ready for reporting 
until Friday, I think, perhaps Saturday. 

Mr. KING. I shall not object to the Senate recessing until 
11 o'clock, although I wish the Senator would fix the hour 
at 12 o'clock. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We are very anxious to get 
started on the rural credits measure. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I regret to object to anything the 
Senator from Washington requests, but when we attend to our 
other business in the forenoon we can not get here at 11 
o'clock. I think we will make just as much progress if we 
meet at 12, and I hope the Senator will not press his request. 
I am a great believer in work, but there is such a thing as 
becoming tired and not accomplishing as much as could be done 
in a shorter space of time, I think we will do just as well if 
we meet at 12 o'clock, and I hope the Senator will not urge his 
request, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I shall endeavor to have the 
Senate recess, when we conclude our business to-day, until 11 
o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. HARRISON. In this connection I want to ask a ques- 
tion or two. I wish to inquire what it is intended shall be 
taken up to-morrow when the pending bill gets out of the way, 
if it does get out of the way this afternoon? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It is intended that the Lenroot 
rural credits bill shall be taken up. 

Mr. HARRISON. Then, when any appropriation bill is 
ready Senators will sidetrack the rural credits bill and take up 
the appropriation bill, if the rural credits bill shall not have 
been disposed of in the meantime? - 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am not certain as to that. I 
do not control that matter, but I imagine Senators all want to 
get the appropriation bills out of the way. 

Mr. HARRISON. There are only two appropriation bills 
left, are there not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I think so. 
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Mr. HARRISON. The legislative appropriation bill and the 

| Army appropriation bill? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The legislative bill and the 
Army bill; and then whatever deficiency appropriation bill may 
come over from the House. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Chalr is not quite certain 
about the request of the Senator from Washington for unani- 
mous consent, 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I understood that there was ob- 
jection, and I shall not make a motion at this time, but I ex- 
pect to make a motion when the time comes to close the busi- 
ness of the day, unless we get along extraordinarily well. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does not the Senator from Washington 
think we have been getting along pretty well with the pending 
District pf Columbia appropriation bill? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I will be ready to answer that 
question along about 5 o'clock. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, on page 91, after line 15, we 
desire to recommend an amendment which I will ask the Sec- 
retary to report. It is new matter entirely. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the 
amendment, $ 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 91, after line 15, insert: 

The Board of Engineers constituted by Public Act No. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, we desire that direction, and 
the engineers really want it also, the point being this: A sur- 
vey was made some years ago and lines for property to be 
taken above the Benning Bridge approved. The work below 
the Benning Bridge has been nearly completed, so that the ap- 
propriation carried in this pending bill will enable them to 
complete all dredging and get well along with the sea-wall 
work. For the last three years we have declined to let any 
money appropriated to be used above the Benning Bridge, one 
reason being the thought the engineers had in mind that it 
would be necessary to put draw spans in a couple of bridges 
in order to get the dredges through. I think they are now 
convinced they can move those dredges and get them above the 
Benning Bridge without having to erect drawbridges. They 
can jack them up and move them along on rollers. 

Now, next year the work of recovering lands above the 
Benning Bridge should be undertaken. Before doing that, 
the committee feel that the higher ground would cost too much 
to justify the taking; that eliminating some of the high ground 
we would have as a minimum 250 acres above the Benning 
Road that would be available for park purposes. It is the 
thought of the committee that the amount of land to be 
acquired should be restricted as far as possible, cutting down 
the amount, and therefore we are asking to have the engineers 
make a new survey and fix new lines. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. > 

Mr. PHIPPS. I offer an amendment to come in on page 97, 
after line 24. The amendment relates to Rock Creek Park. It 
is language which was stricken from the bill on the floor of the 
House. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 97, after line 24, the last 
line on the page, insert the following: 

Provided, That the following areas and 8 described and de- 
lineated on map No. 2, contained in House Document No. 1114, Sixty- 
fourth Congress, first session, as a part of total area to be acquired for 
said rkway shall be excluded from the total area finally to be ac- 

to wit, 315 square feet of lot 801 in square 2541, 849 square 
fect of lot 836, 1,308 square feet of lot 74 in square 2843 


, 549 square 
feet of lot 58, 2.106 square feet of lot 800 in square 1262, 3,600 square 
feet of lot 20 in square 23, 199 square feet of lot 80 in square 
and 50 square feet of lot 3 in square No. 1: Provided further, That the 
following described lots and parcels that are without the taking line 
shall be included in the area lly to be acquired, namely, 4,483 square 
feet of lot No. 1, 2,919 square feet of lot 2, 8,259 square feet of lot 3 
in square 2510 6,879 square feet of lot 1 in square 47, and about 902 
square feet of lot 803 in urther, That in order 
to protect Rock Creek and its tributaries, none of the moneys herein or 
heretofore appropriated for the openin; r or arnan of any 
street, avenue, or highway in the Distriet of Columbia shall be ex- 
tended for the opening, widening, or extension of any street, avenue, or 
highway which shall or may in the judgment of the District Commis- 
sioners permanently injure or diminish the existing flow of Rock Creek 
or any of its tributaries, nor shall permission so to do at private ex- 
mse be granted to any private person or corporation 9 the 
ct of 


uare 2543: 


joint consent and approval of the Commissioners of the 
Columbia and the officer in charge of publie buildings and gro 


Mr. PHIPPS. For the most part these are simply metes and 
bounds that are incorporated so that certain property hereto- 
fore authorized to be taken under condemnation or purchase is 
now eliminated. It simply provides that those areas shall be 
excluded from the taking for park purposes. 

Mr. KING. Has suit been brought to condemn? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They have acquired all they desire in the loca- 
tion covered by the particular area, and now they are declaring 
that they do not desire to take these certain pieces, which re- 
leases the owners of the property, so there is no cloud remain- 
ing on their title and they can go ahead and sell it or dispose 
of it as they please, 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. On page 97, after line 24, relating to the 
same activity, I offer another amendment which is new; that 
is, it was not approved by the House. It was considered by the 
House committee. z 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY, Insert after the amendment last 
agreed to the following: 

The authority of the commission is hereby extended to acquire by 
purchase or condemnation or otherwise the following additional tracts 
of land for park purposes, to wit: The tract known as the Klingle 
Valley Park, containing about 8 acres, as shown on map filed in the 
office of the executive officer of the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkwa 
Commission and designated as the map of Klingle Valley Park, date: 
January 12, 1923; the Piney Branch Valle Park, containing about 6 
acres, as shown on map filed in the office of the executive officer of the 
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Commission and designated as the 
map of Piney Branch Valley Park, dated January 12, 1923; and a por- 
tion of the tract known as the Patterson tr being parcel 12572 
except the portion of the west side of said tract, indicated as ted 
from said tract N Se map filed in the office of the executive officer of the 
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Commission and d ted as ma 
of the Patterson tract, dated January 12, 1923, containing about 7 
acres. The commission is further authorized to reduce the area to 
be acquired in either of said tracts, where by reason of improvements 
constructed or unreasonable prices asked or for other reasons in their 
judgment the public interest 
fixed to be pak 


exceed the following sums: The 5 Park, $155,050; the 


appropriated for the 8 specified herein the sum of $675,000: 
Provided er, That the tra authorized to be acqui: by this 
act shall me part of the PaE system of the District of Columbia 
and be under control of the Chief 


Army: Provided fu 

Street eastward to Thirty-third Place is hereby declared 8 and Pate 
y whom 

e same owner 

-third Place, as 

ed to. 


Mr. PHIPPS. Mr, President 

Mr. KING. I reserve the right to raise a point of order 
against the amendment. 

Mr. PHIPPS. As relating to the Patterson tract, the Senate 
approved an item last year of $600,000 for the entire tract, in 
round figures, 80 acres of land. That provision went out in 
conference. The Senate subcommittee again visited the tract 
and, through the Superintendent of Public Buildings and 
Grounds, Colonel Sherrill, were in touch with the owners of 
the Patterson estate, who, by the way, are not desirous of 
selling the property. It was found that we could work out a 
plan whereby the triangle nearest the railroad, the lowest 
ground and least desirable for park purposes, could be elimi- 
nated from the part that was to be taken, leaving 70 acres of 
desirable higher ground, and that by making that change in 
the entire tract we could acquire the property for $425,000. It 
comprises 70 acres. That is, in round figures, $6,000 an acre. 

The owners of the property could utilize it to much better 
advantage, there is no doubt. It is in a section that is growing 
up. It is right near the city. It was Camp Meigs, and every- 
one knows what Camp Meigs was. It is beautiful-lying ground, 
and adjoining the asylum for the deaf and dumb. 

The Klingle Valley tract, which it is proposed to take, would 
be a part of the connecting link between Rock Creek Park 
and Potomac Park. It is largely hilly, wooded ground, and 
yet there are no precipitous hillsides. They are such that 
people can walk over them, and they are undoubtedly available 
as park lands. Unless they are taken, and taken promptly, for 
park purposes, the lands are going to be used as a dump for 
filling material and built upon. Even now the amount that 
was originally proposed to be taken has been materially sheared 
Soma in area because of buildings encroaching on the park 
lan 


The same is true of the Piney Branch Park. There the rec- 
ommendation covered in the bill is that we now take the 
minimum amount necessary to provide a proper entrance to the 
upper end of the park at Arkansas Avenue. The roadway 


1923. 
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would come in under the cement-areh bridge crossing Sixteenth 
reet at that point. 
S The three tanii are items which the committee feel very 
strongly should be approved at this time. If the properties 
are not acquired now, the chances are it will be impossible to 
em later. 
gehe KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether Mr. 
Glover, whose interest in the parking system of the District 
has been very great, and whose recommendations, so far as I 
know, have been exceedingly wise, appeared before the com- 
mittee or made any suggestions relative to either of the tracts? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. Glover was not before our committee this 
year, but I have the information, I recall, from former hear- 
ings, that Mr. Glover favors the acquisition of the tracts. 

Mr. BALL. I may say that I received a letter from Mr, 
Glover which I turned over to the Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Yes; we have a letter from Mr. Glover recom- 
mending the acquisitions. I will say in this connection that I 
know Mr. Glover has been instrumental with the owners of 
the property in inducing them to put minimum prices on their 
holdings. 

Mr KING. The judgment of Mr. Glover would be very per- 
suasive with me, because in a public way and in a very dis- 
interested way he has for many years devoted himself to the 
building up of a park system in the District. I think he is 
entitled to the thanks of the people here for his disinterested 

rvices. 

7 as to the last proposition, I am not sure that 
Congress ought to acquire the land. At the expense of weary- 
ing the patience of the Senate for a moment, I want to call 
attention to'a memorandum which has been handed to me deal- 
ing with the question. I ask the attention of the Senator in 
charge of the bill, so that if he regards any of the reasons as 
obstacles to the execution of his purpose he will so indicate. 
In the first place, the appropriation, I understand, was not 
recommended by the Budget. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Two of the items were not. The Patterson 
tract item was not. It was in our bill last year. 

Mr. KING. But the Patterson tract has not been recom- 
mended by the Budget, nor has it been recommended by the 
commissioners. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I call the Senator’s attention to the fact that 
it was recommended by the Senate in Senate bill 3098, which 
passed this body on February 20, 1922. That act specified the 
Klingle Road Valley Park and Piney Branch Valley Park. In 
that case it gave 16.3 acres, where we now have cut it down to 
8 acres. The Patterson tract, known as parcel 129, subdivision 
2, containing $1.76 acres, was recommended. The commission 
was further authorized to acquire it, and the prices were given: 
Klingle Road, $186.800; Piney Branch, $237,700; and the Pat- 
terson tract, $600,000, 

The same bill has been reported to the other House by the 
House committee, but the House has not yet taken action on 
it. The report made by Mr. Fochr, of the District Committee, 
in the House was a favorable one and recommended the pas- 
sage of the bill covering all three sites. So the matter has 
been acted on by the Senate and has received very careful 
consideration at the hands of the House committee. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I understand, the Budget Bu- 
reau did not approve of this item, nor did the commissioners, 
nor did the House of Representatives. á 

Mr. BALL, Mr. President 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Delaware. 

Mr. BALL. The commissioners did approve of the bill in a 
letter which was written by them to the Senate committee. 

Mr. KING. Let me say to the Senator that in the estimates 
for the fiscal year for 1924 the commissioners did not recom- 
mend the acquisition of the Patterson tract. 

Mr. BALL, They recommended the acquisition of the Pat- 
terson tract to our committee before the hill was reported to 
the Senate, and the bill for that purpose has passed the Senate. 


Mr. KING. But they did not appear before either the House | 


committee or the Senate committee in the preparation of the 
pending bill and recommend the purchase of the Patterson 
tract. 

Mr. BALL. That is true. but they were already on record as 
recommending it, from the fact that they had previously ap- 
peared before our committee in its behalf. 


Mr. KING. At any rate, they did not appear before the Ap- | 


propriations Committee, either of the House or of the Senate, 
nor does their testimony indicate that the commissioners ap- 
prove of this appropriation. 

The Senator has properly said that the owners of the Pat- 
terson tract. of which I am now speaking, are not favorable 
to the acquisition of that tract by the District. It has been 


stated to me—and I have only made a very imperfect investi- 
gation, so I have not any settled opinion of my own—that the 
acquisition of a part of the Patterson tract will permanently 
block the future industrial growth of the city in this region. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Does the Senator from Utah desire me to 
answer the points he suggests as he goes along? 

Mr. KING. Let me complete this statement, and then I shall 
be glad to yield to the Senator. The property practically ad- 
joins the heart of the industrial locality of the city. It is close 
to the center of population and is the natural location for 
distributing warehouses, enabling them to provide minimum 
delivery charges to the consuming public. It abuts the railroad 
along its entire western and northern frontage. It is the only 
tract of appreciable size suited for future industrial develop- 
ment in that region. 

Now, I shall be glad to have the Senator from Colorado make 
any comment he desires upon the views which I have just ex- 
pressed. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, attention has been called to the 
fact that it is proposed to eliminate about 11.6 acres of the 
Patterson tract and take 70 acres. Those 11.6 acres constitute 
a triangle along the line of the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad at 
New York Avenue. To set aside any more of the property ad- 
joining the railroad on New York Avenue for sites for ware- 
houses would not be practicable, on account of the contour of 
the ground, The ground rises rather rapidly 100 or 200 feet 
from Florida Avenue on one side, and New York Avenue crosses 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad by an overhead bridge; but, as 
New York Avenue is graded along the line of this property, 
to-day that bridge is standing up in the air and is not being 
used. This ground rises very rapidly from Florida Avenue to 
the crest of the hill. It adjoins the Columbia Deaf and Dumb 
Institution on the east, and the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad 
bounds it on the west. 

Answering the Senator’s other suggestion that there is no 
other ground available for warehouse sites, I will say that all 
that could be utilized for that purpose has been eliminated by 
the amendment and is not proposed to be acquired. The map 
clearly shows that the acquisition of the property as ‘contem- 
plated would not block development or the march of improve- 
ments in a northerly direction at that point. 

Mr. KING, Mr. President, in view of the fact that the 
property abuts the railroad along its entire western and north- 
ern frontage, in view of the rapid growth of the city, and in 
view of its favorable location to the railroads and the evident 
necessity of further ground for industrial development, I most 
respectfully submit that the small part of the tract to which 
the Senator refers as having been eliminated from the pur- 
view of the amendment would not furnish adequate ground for 
industrial purposes, but that the entire tract is needed. I think 
the contention that it is the most available, if not the only 
available, tract for industrial development Is one which is yery 
appealing, and ought to cause Congress to hesitate before it 
embarks upon the expenditure of this huge sum. 

Mr. President, there is another aspect to this question to 
which I desire to call the Senator's attention, namely, that, if 
the northeast section requires any additional park area at the 
present time, there is other land immediately available and at 
practically no expense. A large tract, of approximately 150 
acres, abuts the Patterson tract on its entire eastern frontage. 
That tract is already partly owned and controlled by the Gov- 
ernment and is largely maintained and supported by Federal 
appropriations. Much of the tract is used only for farm pur- 
poses, and a great deal of it is wooded and not used at all. Tf 
a park area is now required, the economical and practical 
measure would be the utilization for this purpose of the land 
already available and under Federal jurisdiction. 

Mr. President, I have not investigated the facts regarding 
there being 150 acres available, but I know that there is a 
considerable tract of ground that is available for park purposes 
which is owned or controlled entirely by the Federal Govern- 
ment. I yield to the Senator from Colorado if he cares to 
make Any observations in regard to that statement. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, the map which I showed the 
Senator also indicates the property on which the Columbia In- 
stitution for the Deaf and Dumb is located, and the estimate of 
150 acres of ground is certainly entirely too high. There is not 
that great an acreage; I think it has about the same area as the 
Patterson tract, or approximately eighty-odd acres. A good 
part of that could and should be utilized as a park in connec- 
tion with the proposed acquisition; but unless we acquire the 
Patterson tract, so far as we are able to see there is no land 
within the next 2 miles that would serve as a park for the 
northeast section of the city. 

Mr. BALL. And that section has no park now. 
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Mr. PHIPPS. As the Senator from Delaware suggests, there 
is no park there now and there is no place where playgrounds 
can be located. If we could secure this piece of ground it 
would certainly eliminate the necessity of providing two or 
three playgrounds. As a matter of fact, when we had the 
appropriation bill under consideration last year and put in 
this item, we struck out two items for playgrounds in the north- 
east section. Unless this property is acquired within the very 
near future it is going to be impossible to secure it at all. 

Mr. KING. I inquire of the Senator why not make use of 
the tract of land already controlled by the Government—whether 
it is 150 acres, as I have stated, or 80 or 90 acres, as the Sena- 
tor suggests—for playground purposes and for park purposes 
instead of buying the Patterson tract at such a very large 
figure? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I think even if we did not to-day own the 
ground around the Columbia Institution for the Deaf, and it 
were another piece of property contiguous to the Patterson 
tract, that the right thing to do would be to buy them both and 
not go half way. 

I feel that the price at which the property can be acquired is, 
indeed, reasonable. We all know that the owners could un- 
doubtedly take that property and develop it and sell it to much 
better advantage. We are getting a decrease in the price more 
than proportionate to the area eliminated by not including in 
the amendment provision for acquiring the lower area of 
ground adjoining the railroads. 

If I gave the Senator the impression that the railway bounded 
the northerly side of the property, I did not mean to do so. 
The northerly boundary is New York Avenue and not the rall- 
road property. The property is bounded on what I take to be 
its northerly side by New York Avenue, and the railway runs 
along but a very small portion of the frontage of the property. 
In any event, the item should be put in the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I dislike very much to raise a 
point of order. If the Senator will divide the amendment 
as I think it should be divided, so that we may vote upon the 
first two projects, I shall be glad to do that. I ask that the 
amendment may be divided. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I do not understand on what 
the Senator would base a point of order as to the provision 
with reference to the Patterson tract. The opinion of the Sen- 
ate has already been expressed by the passage of Senate bill 
8080, to which I have called the Senator’s attention. 

Mr. KING. First, the item has not been estimated for by 
the Budget Bureau and it is not in the House bill. 

Mr. PHIPPS. But it has been reported by the standing 
committee, and the committee has authority so to report. 

Mr. KING, I do not understand that under the new rule 
even the report of a standing committee of an item for an ap- 
propriation would render it immune from attack upon the 
ground that it is not proper legislation on an appropriation bill 
under the circumstances that surround this bill. It is con- 
ceded that this item—I am speaking of the last one now, the 
appropriation for the Patterson tract—was not estimated for 
by the Budget Bureau; it was not recommended to the House 
by the Appropriations Committee of that body, and the House 
did not make any provision for it. So far as this bill is con- 
cerned the amendment is initiated by the committee and comes 
to the floor of the Senate without the approval of the Budget 
Bureau and without the approval of the House. I raise the 
point of order against the provision in the amendment cover- 
ing the Patterson tract because it has not been estimated for 
by the Budget Bureau and is in contravention of the rules of 
the Senate. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to suggest 
that it is reported by a standing committee of the Senate, as 
the rules provide. 

The VICH PRESIDENT, The Chair is of the opinion that 
this does not come within the prohibition, having been reported 
from a standing committee of the Senate. 

Mr. KING. I ask for a division of the amendment, The 
Chair will see that there are really three amendments there. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I recognize the justice of the 
Senator’s request. There is no objection to having them treated 
separately. Let us take Piney Branch and Klingle Road and 
the Patterson tract separately. 

Mr. KING. As far as I am concerned, I have no objection 
to the first two, and will vote for those two, I desire to have 
the Patterson tract voted on separately. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
Klingle Valley and Piney Branch portions of the amendment. 

The amendment indicated was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Now the question recurs on the 
Patterson tract portion of the amendment, 
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Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator leave the yote 
upon that until just before we recess? I do not want to call 
for a quorum, and if for any reason the matter should go over 
until to-morrow morning I should be glad. I shall not ask 
that it go over until to-morrow morning if the bill can be con- 
cluded to-night, however. 

Mr, PHIPPS. We should like very much to conclude the 
bill to-night; but certainly there is no objection to postponing 
action on this particular amendment until we have cleaned up 
other matters with relation to the bill, even if it does have to 
go over. 

Mr. KING, I do not want to put the Senate to the trouble 
of calling for a quorum if I can avoid it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington subsequently said: Mr. President, 
when the amendment with reference to the purchase of park 
land was under consideration and the question was raised as 
to whether or not the provision as to the purchase of the Pat- 
terson tract was in order, I stated to the Chair that it had been 
reported to the Senate by a standing committee of the Senate. 
I think I ought to say that I did that, of course, on the spur of 
the moment; but, as a matter of fact, it was presented by the 
Senator from Colorado by authority of the committee, the com- 
mittee feeling that on account of the doubt about it being in 
order it ought not to be reported as a committee amendment, 
thereby endangering the bill and possibly leading to its recom- 
mittal to the committee. The committee was in favor of it, but 
it was not proposed as a committee amendment. Under the new 
rule, I think the committee could not do that unless the Chair 
moue hold that, independent of that, it would be in order upon 

e bill. 

I thought that I ought to make this statemenť so that it 
might be in the Recorp when the question comes up to-morrow 
for a vote and possibly a reconsideration of the ruling on the 
point of order. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKerzar] has the floor. 

Mr. McKBLLAR. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. I suggest that the statement just made by 
the Senator from Washington has a very material bearing upon 
the ruling made by the Chair with reference to the question. 
It appears that the amendment was not moved by direction of 
a standing committee, and therefore the amendment should be 
treated as an individual amendment not estimated for. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, there is one further amend- 
ment, on page 97, after line 24, providing for a permanent sys- 
tem of highway surveys. I ask to have the amendment stated. 
It is new matter. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 97, after the amend- 
ment agreed to at that place, it is proposed to insert the fol- 
lowing: 

The Commissioners of the District of Columbia under the authority 
of the act of Congress of March 2, 1893 sat Stats., P 532), providing 
for a permanent system of highways for the District of Columbia, are 
hereby authorized and directed to make a complete restudy of the high- 
way system of the District of Columbia outside of the built-up portions 
of the District and outside of the limits of the old city of Washington, 
with a view to the location of the highways in accordance with the 
best city Lrg? practice and with a view to maintaining the natural 
topographical features—hills, valleys, and wooded areas—as far as 
may be practicable, and such map as may be produced in accordance 
with this authority shall be submitted to the commission created by 
the above act of March 2, 1893, for its amendment or approval: Pro- 
vided further, That no change of location of the roadways shall be 
made in any built-up subdivision, but changes of location as may be 
Necessary in any unsubdivided areas or in subdivided areas unbuilt up 
may be made. There is hereby appropriated for this pu » the sum 
of $50,000 for the payment of salaries of technical and clerical em- 
ployees, the purchase of the necessary materials, and labor. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, a word of explanation. 

When the plans for the old city, as we know it, were adopted 
they provided for regular squares and blocks, and then streets 
running on diagonals, with resultant circles, in different parts 
of the city. Then extension was made over as far as George- 
town, and the streets and avenues in the old city were projected 
on through the newer portions. As they were built up and be- 
came occupied further and additional property was brought in, 
additions were tacked on and laid out on the same plan of in- 
tersecting streets at right angles and at acute angles and all 
kinds of angles. To improve or build up any section of that out- 
lying district, the owners to-day have to take into account the 
plan which is before them, and that requires the roads to go 
straight through on certain lines. The contour of the country 
may be such as to make it almost impossible, or, at least, un- 
duly expensive, to continue those avenues along straight lines 
to connect up with those now established; and it not only means 
undue expenditure on the part of the property owners and the 
home builders but it necessarily entails added and unnecessary 
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expense on the city government in order to make the cuts and 
fills to carry out the grades that should be provided. 

I may cite Connecticut Avenue as an instance of what I mean. 
Some of the cuts and fills there are greater than should be nec- 
essary, because to-day we have the automobile and the trolley 
car, and the road over the hill is not so objectionable as when 
we relied on horse-drawn vehicles. In some sections, however, 
instead of the avenue being projected on a straight line, a curve 
may be resorted to that will preserve proper contours and give 
passable grades, and at the same time save a great amount of 
expense for the home builder and the city as well. 

Therefore your committee feels justified in recommending that 
a comprehensive topographical survey be made, so that it may 
be determined what changes should be made at this time in 
the projected streets where the property has not yet been built 
up, and we feel that it should meet the support of the Senate. 

Mr. KING. It is a good idea. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Colorado on behalf of 
the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That completes the amendments in which the 
committee is interested, with the exception of one reserved for 
the final vote by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Krxe]. 

Now, I should like to inquire of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKetrar] if we may have action on the items reserved 
for his consideration? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I wish to say that on yes- 
terday, after the colloquy in reference to automobiles oc- 
curred here in the Senate, I telephoned to the secretary of one 
of the commissioners, Mr. Oyster, and he informed me that a 
statement would be prepared as to the number of automobiles 
and sent up to me either yesterday afternoon or early this 
morning. I have not heard from them at all further; but I 
find in the afternoon News this statement: 

Full details on the use of District automobiles will be sent to the 
Senate within two days to answer charges of Senator MCKELLAR yes- 
terday that Government autos were used for parece purposes, Daniel 
E. Garges, secretary of the commission, said to-day. 

So I assume from this statement, if it is correct, that the 
figures will not be sent until after this bill is passed. I imagine 
that they will wait carefully until the two days are out and 
the bill is passed, and then they will send up the figures. Of 
course, if the city commission wishes to withhold those figures, 
it can do so; but there is no reason in the world why they 
should not have been sent. Whoever talked to me over the 
telephone yesterday afternoon said that they would be sent 
right away. I have had nothing further from them; so that 
there is but one thing for us to do, and that is to vote on my 
amendment to strike out these provisions about automobiles. 

If the majority of the Senate think that this kind of prac- 
tice may continue to be indulged in, and that it is the duty 
of the Government to appropriate these large sums for the 
maintenance of passenger-carrying automobiles, of course I am 
going to take my medicine like a man, and say no more about 
it for the present; but I serve notice here now that during 
the next six years, whenever these appropriation bills come 
up, I am going to protest against this wasteful and useless 
extravagance in the matter of passenger-carrying automobiles 
being used by the various officials of the Government. There 
are found in this bill innumerable places where automobiles 
are provided for, and in other places the upkeep and operation 
of automobiles is provided for. 

As long as our Republican majority desire to keep that up, 
of course they have the votes over there, and can do it; but 
I do hope that enough economists will come to the front at 
some time to stop -this practice, which is little short of u 
scandal. 

Really, the way it is being done now is little short of a public 
scandal, and I regret that the city commissioners are not sufti- 
ciently considerate of the Senate to send these figures up here 
before a vote is taken. Of course, those officials knew that 
the consideration of the bill was in progress and that it was 
desired to finish if at an early date. 

I am not going to ask the Senate to postpone the vote on this 
matter until to-morrow, because I know it would be a useless 
thing. The commission would not send up the figures until 
the next day if we were to postpone it until to-morrow. So, 
Mr. President, I am going to ask for a vote on one provision, 
or we might vote on all of them in bloc, if that is satisfactory 
to the Senate. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Is there objection to voting on 
them in bloc? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. KING. Let them be stated first. = 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, before the vote is taken I 
should like to give an opportunity for the offering of other 


amendments. The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL] has an 
amendment that I have asked him to withhold until this time, 
and I think there may be some others. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is not ready to vote on this 
amendment now? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I should prefer to have these other smaller 
amendments considered first. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I judged from what the Senator had 
stated to me that all the other amendments had been disposed 
of, or I would not have brought up this matter. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I offer the amendment which I 
send to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 47, line 2, in the item 
relative to Americanization work, it is proposed to strike out 
7 $6,480” in the House text and to insert in lieu thereof 


Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, let us have an explanation 
of that. 

Mr. KING. I should like some explanation from the Senator 
in regard to this item. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, what does the Senator wish to 
know? It was not estimated for by the Budget. 

Mr. KING. It is not estimated for and not allowed by 
the House nor by the Senate committee? 

Mr. BALL. It is the same appropriation that was granted 
last year, There is a deficiency of $4,500. I will state to 
the Senator that the deficiency is recommended by the 
Budget for this year, and it is to be allowed.under the bill, 
as I understand. Perhaps the chairman of the committee can 
give the Senator some further information about it. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, Americanization work is 
largely night-school work, though there are some day classes. 
The appropriation for the present year has been found to be 
inadequate, and unless a deficiency is allowed, the night schools 
will have to stop the Ist of April, instead of carrying along 
through April, May, and June, as it is desired they should 
do. The Budget is recommending $4,500 as a deficiency for 
this year, I am informed, and while the Committee on Ap- 
propriations was not given an opportunity to consider this 
additional item of $3,500, since it has been brought to my 
attention I have spoken to as many of the members as I 
can reach, and I find that they do not object to the inclusion 
of the item, and to carrying it to conference, so that the 
activity may be properly eared for, rather than have a de- 
ficlency again this year. 

Mr. KING. Under whose auspices is this money expended? 

Mr, PHIPPS. Under the auspices ef the Board of Educa- 
ticn; but they have collaborated with the Department of 
Labor for a time, and I think even yet the Department of 
Labor runs a day school in the department building. The 
werk is most important. There was a provision in the bill 
as it went to the House this year, attempting to exclude people 
over 21 years of age, unless they paid tuition, That is one 
item the Senate committee did not favor. We think the 
amount included in this one item in the bill, $6,480, is really 
insufficient. It ought to be about $10,000, or, as they have 
it, $9,980. 

Mr. HARRISON. How many teachers are there doing this 
Americanization work? I notice the appropriation is to pay 
for a principal, $1,800 a year, and janitors and teachers. How 
many teachers are there employed in that work? The language 
of the bill as it passed the House is: 

For Americanization work and instruction of foreigners of all ages 
in both day and night classes, incinding a principal, who, for 10 
months, shall give his full time to this work, at $1,800 per annum. 
and teachers and janitors of Americanization schools may also be 
teachers and janitors of the day school, $6,480. 

Mr. PHIPPS. This year they had $12,000, and the estimate 
they are submitting is for $6,480. The saving was accomplished 
by the transfer of five teachers, or the work of five teachers 
was put under another heading, as I recall it. 

Mr. HARRISON. They are not paid out of this sum, then? 

Mr. PHIPPS. They are not paid out of this sum, but we 
have granted permission to the teachers who teach during the 
day in the regular day school to teach these night classes, 
We provide for vocational trade instructors and teachers of 
Americanization work. That number, I think, has been segre- 
gated. I did have the number, but at the moment I can not 
find the memorandum. 

Mr. HARRISON. There are five teachers doing this work, 
in addition to the principal. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I think there must be more than that number, 
because most of them are employed only at night. I am sorry 
I can not furnish the Senator with more information at this 
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time; but my suggestion would be to allow this item to go to 
conference, and then we can go into it and fully study it. 

Mr. HARRISON. This is an important proposition. I do 
not know how much we appropriate for the Department of 
Labor for Americanization work, but it is quite a sum. We 
have been cutting it down in recent years, but it is quite im- 
portant. 

This bill should be rushed along as speedily as possible, and 
I think progress on the bill has been very speedy. I think it 
is a very splendid bill, taken as a whole, and the Senators 
who have drafted the Senate committee bill have done a won- 
derful work; but, in the interest of speeding it up, can not the 
Senator suggest that, say, to-morrow at 2 o’clock all debate 
shall close upon this bill, and in the meantime we can decide 
on the amendments? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I do not see that it should be necessary to 
carry this bill over until to-morrow. We have only two items 
in dispute. 

Mr. HARRISON. I make the suggestion because the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. KING] has an amendment pending touching the 
purchase of some land somewhere, and the Senator from Ten- 
nessee is framing one amendment and has another amend- 
ment to be voted on, and there is this great work of Ameri- 
canization to be considered. The Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Wuuis], I understand, has a very important amendment to 
offer. So we can speed it up by fixing a definite time to stop 
debate and vote upon the proposition. Just in the interest of 
the economy of time I suggested that at 2 o’clock to-morrow 
all debate close. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Of course, we could include that in the mo- 
tion to recess, and I understand from other Senators interested 
that 1 o’clock to-morrow would be acceptable. 

Mr. HARRISON. Just let us fix some definite time, so that 
we will get through with the bill. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I suggest to the Senator in charge of the un- 
finished business, then, that he incorporate that understanding 
in the agreement to recess to-night. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, another Senator 
has said he desires to offer some amendments, and that ne 
might discuss them somewhat. If the Senate will agree to close 
debate on the bill and all amendments at 1 o’clock to-morrow, i 
am willing that the Senate shall recess until 12 o'clock. 

Mr. KING. We will agree to that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, we may possibly get the 
figures from the District Commissioners by morning, and I 
think only an hour would be a very short time, because I have 
another amendment I want to offer. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am willing that the Senate 
shall recess until 11 o’clock, then. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us recess until 12 and vote at 2. I 
am sure that will give us ample time. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I do not think we ought to do 
that. 

Mr. McKELLAR.. I wish to say, in regard to meeting at 11 
o'clock, that we met at 11 o’clock this morning, and it took 
exactly 21 minutes by the clock to get a quorum. I think it is 
a bad practice to meet at 11 o’clock. I do not believe much time 
is gained by it. I do not know what arrangements have been 
made about the time. It will take me but a very short time to 
submit the two amendments I have. 

Mr. KING. Let me say to my friend from Tennessee that the 
amendment which I shall offer will take but a few moments, 
and he can have half an hour. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I joined in an agreement to vote on a bill 
at a certain time the other day, and some other Senator took 
all the time; and I did not have an opportunity to present what 
I desired to submit. I think 15 minutes will be all the time I 
shall want to consume to-morrow. Let us make the time of 
meeting 1.30 o'clock. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let me suggest to the Senator 
that he get recognition to-night and occupy the floor in the 
morning. Then he can present the matter and have his 15 
minutes. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I understand of course that it 
is possible for Senators to agree on how they will parcel out 
the time, but I have an amendment which I think is of some 
importance. I am perfectly willing to go on with it now; but 
if Senators are to join in an understanding that the time is to 
be divided up to-morrow, I want it understood that I have an 
amendment that I desire to offer. I am perfectly willing to 
proceed with it to-night. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator from Washington will 
make the hour of meeting to-morrow 12 o'clock. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Let us go on this evening and 
finish as much as we can, and then try to get agreement di- 
rectly. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr, President, I desire to call up an amend- 
ment offered by me on yesterday. 

a VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the amend- 
men 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 68, line 4, after the word 
“ officers ” insert: Director probation department, $2,400.” 

On page 68, line 6, after the figures “ $1,500” insert: “ Case 
supervisor, at $1,800; two probation officers, at 81,400 each.“ 

On page 68, line 10, after the figures “ $1,200” insert: Ste- 
nographer, at $1,200.” 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, I regret to call the Senator’s 
attention to the fact that this is an item that has not been 
estimated for, it has not been approved by the Budget, and has 
not been reported by a standing committee. The Senate sub- 
committee working on the bill heard the judge of the juvenile 
court and called her attention to those facts, and later, in per- 
sonal conferences, I called the attention of the judge to the fact 
that these very activities are provided for under the Board of 
Children’s Guardians, and it was merely a technical question 
whether the work that it was suggested should be done by the 
officers now proposed in this amendment was not being done 
by the people we are already paying to do the work. I shall 
have to make a point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I desire to be heard on the 
point of order. 

Mr. MOSES. May I ask the Senator from Colorado, in con- 
nection with the point of order, whether probation officers are 
not estimated for and reported? 

Mr. PHIPPS. These are not. 

Mr. MOSES. Then it is a mere question of terminology, and 
the Senator from Ohio can change the language so as to author- 
ize the appointment of additional probation officers. 

Mr. PHIPPS. They are not known as probation officers in 
the place where they are provided for; they are known as in- 
vestigating and placing officers. 

Mr. MOSES. The Senator can change it so as to provide for 
additional probation officers, can he not? 

Mr. PHIPPS. No. 

Mr. MOSES. Why not? 

Mr. PHIPPS. Because they are not estimated for. 

Mr. MOSES. I would like to know very definitely if the 
situation here in the Senate is such that a Budget Bureau or 
a committee is going to shackle the Senate if it wishes to 
increase the number of officers already named in a bill, or if 
we want to appoint an extra clerk. 

Mr. LODGE. It could not be done under the old rules, even 
before there was a Budget Bureau. 

Mr. MOSES. We have always done it. 

Mr. LODGE. Not if it had not been reported by a standing 
committee, 

Mr. MOSES. We have frequently increased the number of 
officers provided for in a bill. 

Mr. LODGE. Yes; if there was a majority of the Senate in 
favor of it. 

Mr. MOSES. That is the question before the Senate now, or 
will be before we get through with this matter. o 

Mr. LODGE. It could not be done without a committee 
recommendation first. 

Mr. MOSES. We will find out whether a majority of the 
Senate will stand for this. 

Mr. LODGE. I meant to say that a majority of the Senate 
could do it, after a committee had reported it. 

Mr. MOSES. I understand that. 3 

Mr. LODGE. If there was no report from a standing com- 
mittee, it was out of order under the old rule. 

Mr. MOSES. Then, Mr. President, we have to override a 
point of order plainly raised, in order to do something that 
the Senate wants to do and which ought to be done? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair would like to be in- 
formed as to whether it has been estimated for. 

Mr. MOSES. These particular additional officers, I under- 
stand, have not been estimated for, but if it is the judgment 
of the Senate that there should be more of them, is the Sen- 
ate to be denied the right to name them? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair would like to know 
further whether there is any doubt that the amendment would 
increase the appropriation? 

Mr. PHIPPS. It undoubtedly would increase the amount 
of the appropriation. 

Mr. WILLIS. Undoubtedly it would increase the appropria- 
tion, but I should like to be heard before the Chair rules. 

Mr. PHIPPS. There are no employees of any of the three 
classes designated in the amendment who are employed under 
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the particular activity to which the amendment is proposed, 
the juvenile court. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Not only is that true, but it increases 
the number of employees and, being in the same department, 
it necessarily increases the appropriation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will hear the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, there is no doubt, of course, 
that the amendment would increase the appropriation. It in- 
creases the number of employees and therefore increases the 
appropriation. But my contention is that it is in conformity 
with an authorization already made in conformity with ex- 
isting law. I have before me the estimate of the Budget, 
at page 941 of which appears the heading “ Probation officers,” 
and it goes on, then, with the different items under that head- 
ing. If there is no authority of law for the officials which 
I am proposing in my amendment, there is no authority of 
law for those already in the bill, so far as that is concerned. 
The amendment is to carry out a provision of existing law. 

In order that there may be no misunderstanding about the 
purpose of the amendment, let me call attention to the fact 
that its purpose is to save the children and the homes and 
the money of the taxpayers all at once. Here is the situation: 

As it stands now, a child is brought up before the juvenile 
court because of delinquency. It develops that the home is 
not a proper home. As it is proposed to be carried out, if the 
amendment shall be defeated, the only thing the court could 
do would be to commit the child to the Board of Guardians. 
Now it is proposed by the creation of these additional offices 
to give authority not only to put the child, as it were, on proba- 
tion but to put the home on probation as well. 

The natural instinct of the parent, which ought to have some 
consideration, will prompt the parents to say, Let us take 
the child back home.” That is all right, if the court has suffi- 
cient officers to enable it to supervise the home. That makes 
it possible to keep the child in the home and to keep from 
breaking up the home. I should prefer that a child be kept 
in a home, even an indifferent one, rather than to have it put 
in a public institution. 

Furthermore, when the child is in the home the public is 
relieved of the burden of caring for it, and that is at least $1 
a day. The amendment would save the taxpayers money, the 
child, and the home. It is a matter which carries out the terms 
of existing law. I insist that the amendment is in order. 

Mr. MOSES. May I ask the Senator from Ohio if the effect 
of the amendment is contrary to what has been stated, namely, 
to increase the amount of the appropriation, but that we would 
save money by it? 

Mr. WILLIS. Without any question. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I desire to correct a statement I made in- 
advertently. I said the probation officers were not included in 
the activity under which the amendment was proposed. That 
was an incorrect statement. They are so included. 

The VICK PRESIDENT. What does the Senator from Ohio 
say is the provision of existing law which he proposes to carry 
out by his amendment? 

Mr. WILLIS. I understand that the law now authorizes an 
appropriation for probation officers as estimated for in the 
Budget. There is no doubt about that. The law now provides 
for that. The amendment proposes to increase the number of 
officers. There is no question about that, and therefore it will 
increase the appropriation to that extent. But, as has been 
pointed out by the Senator from New Hampshire, without 
doubt it will save the public funds, because it would cost less 
to have one official to supervise 25 children in their own homes, 
where the public is relieved of the burden of supporting them, 
than it would to have those children put in public institutions. 

I contend that the amendment is to carry out the terms of 
existing law, and therefore is in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair does not understand the 
rule in accordance with the suggestion made by the Senator 
from Ohio. It would seem to the Chair that the Senator is 
undertaking to make some existing law and then provide an 
appropriation to meet it. Therefore the Chair rules that the 
point of order is well taken. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I have sent to the Secretary’s desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 10, after line 22, insert 
the following proviso. 


Provided, That the appropriation in this section shall not become 
available until the Public Utilities Commission shall fix rates of fare for 
the street railway companies in the District of Columbia at rates not 
in excess of the rates of fare fixed in existing charters or contracts 
heretofore entered into between said companies and the Congress, and, 


on and after February 1, 1923, said companies shall receive a rate of 
fare not exceeding 5 cents per passenger, and six tickets shall be sold 


for 25 cents. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate conclude its business to-day it recess until 
12 o'clock to-morrow, and that all debate on the pending bill 
and amendments close at 1 o'clock. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Washington? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The agreement was reduced to writing, as follows: 

It is agreed by unanimous consent that when the Senate concludes its 
business to-day it will take a recess until 12 o’clock meridian, calendar 
day of Thursday, January 25, 1923, and that at not later than 1 o'clock 
p, m. on said calendar day all debate shall cease on the bill H. R. 

3660 and all amendments offered thereto. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mo- 
Kerrar], on which that Senator is entitled to the floor. 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, having heard the reading of the 
amendment, and speaking to the amendment, I regret that I 
shall have to make a point of order against the amendment that 
it ee ee upon an appropriation bill and therefore out of 
order. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I differ with the Senator. It is strictly a 
limitation upon the appropriation made in the bill. It is not 
legislation ; it is merely a limitation upon an appropriaton. Is 
the Senator ready to take a recess now? Can not this matter 
go over until to-morrow? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I am quite willing to let it go over if the 
Senator prefers. 

Mr. McKELLAR, I desire to look up the authorities between 
now and to-morrow noon, and I hope the Senator, if the Senate 
is going to take a recess in a few moments, will permit the 
amendment to go over. 

Mr. PHIPPS. That is agreeable to me. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield to me? : 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Washington. 


COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE, OREGON. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. From the Committee on Com- 
merce I report back favorably with amendments the bill 
(S. 4841) granting the consent of Congress to the Oregon- 
Washington Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a toll 
bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of Hood 
River, Oreg., and I submit a report (No. 1056) thereon, I ask 
for the present consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendments were, on page 1, lines 9 and 10, to strike 
out the words “and that the time for the commencement and 
completion of such bridge,” and, on page 2, line 2, after the 
numerals 1906,“ to strike out “ shall be commenced within one 
year and completed within three years, respectively, from the 
date of approval hereof,” so as to make the bill read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby 
to the r eee Bridge Co., a corporation organizi 
the laws of the State of Washi on, 
maintain, and operate a toll b and approaches thereto across the 
Columbia River at a point suitable to the interests of navigation at or 
near the city of H River, Oreg., in accordance with the provisions 
of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construction of bridges over 
navigable — approved March 23. 1906. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


BERTHA N. RICH. 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration of the bill (S. 4114) 
for the relief of Bertha N. Rich. I do not think it will take 
very long to pass the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from New Jersey? 

Mr. DIAL. I have looked into the measure, and it will in- 
volve some considerable discussion. Therefore I shall have to 
object to taking it up at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is objection. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Do I understand that the Senator 
ZAT South Carolina objects to the present consideration of the 


anted 
under 
its successors, to construct, 
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Mr, DIAL. At the present time. It would involve consider- 
able discussion, and I would not like to detain the Senate at 
this late hour. 

FOX RIVER BRIDGES. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. For the Senator from New 
York [Mr. CALDER], I report two bridge bills, in which the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. McKINLEY] is interested, and I shall 
ask for their immediate consideration. 

I report favorably with amendments the bill (S. 4353) grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the highway commissioner of the 
town of Elgin, Kane County, III., to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge across the Fox River, and I submit a report 
(No. 1057) thereon. I ask for the immediate consideration of 
the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendments were, on page 1, line 11, to strike out the 
numerals “1908” and insert “1906,” and on page 2 to strike 
out lines 1, 2, 3, and 4, in the following words: 

Sec. 2. That said Bish way commissioner of the town of Elgin be, 
and is hereby, further authorized and empowered to construct all neces- 
sy L piers, and other structures for the accomplishment of 

And to renumber the section in line 5, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the naway commissioner of the town of Elgin, situated in the 
88 ane and State of Illinois, to construct, maintain, and oper- 
a 
tially a direct line, connecting Min Street on the east side of the 
river with Sprin Street on the west side of the river, in accordance 
with the provisions of the act entitled “An act to regulate the 
comer netics of bridges over navigable waters,” approved March 23, 
Src. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I report back favorably, with 
amendments from the Committee on Commerce, the bill (S. 
4169) granting the consent of Congress to the city of Aurora, 
Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to construct, main- 
tain, and operate a bridge across the Fox River, and I submit 
a report (No. 1058) thereon. I ask for the immediate consid- 
eration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in Com- 
mittee of the Whole. 

The amendments were, on page 2, to strike out lines 3 to 11, 
inclusive, in the following words: 

Sec, 2. That said city of Aurora be, and it is hereby, further au- 
thorized and empower to construct all necessary abutments, piers, 
and other structures for the accomplishment of this end, and to moye, 
change, and reconstruct the existing dam, if necessary. 

Sec. 3. That the authority empowered to construct said bridge and 
to initiate and consummate the actual erection of said bridge shall 
eee — a period of five years from and after the date of the passage 

er — 
and to renumber the section in line 12, so as to make the bill 
read: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted to 
the city of Aurora, a municipal corporation situated in the county of 


and approaches thereto across the Fox River in substan- 


Kane and State of Illinois, to construct, maintain, and operate a brid 
and approaches thereto across the west branch of the Fox River, reac 
ing from Stolps Island to the mainland and connecting the west end 
of Main Street with the east end of Galena Street in d city, county, 
and State, in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An 


act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” ap- 
proved March 28, 1 N 
Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 


expressly reserved. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator if these are 
free bridges? 

Mr. McKINLEY. 
the city of Aurora. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Not toll bridges? 

Mr. McKINLEY. Not toll bridges. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


PRICE OF ANTHRACITE COAL, 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I submit a resolution and 
ask for its immediate consideration. It simply seeks for infor- 
mation from the Interstate Commerce Commission, and I do not 
think it will lead to debate. 


They are bridges just within the limits of 


The resolution (S. Res. 418) was read, considered by unani- 
mous consent, and agreed to, as follows: 


Whereas it has been reported that large shipments of anthracite coal 
are being made from the United States to foreign countries, and that 
such is being sold at retail in foreign countries at prices consider- 
ra 2 the retail selling price of anthracite coal in the United 

es; an 

Whereas in the present national emergency the inadequate supply 
of anthracite coal makes it imperative that the fuel requirements. of 
the United States be first met; and 

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission has authority under 
section 2 of the act entitled “An act to declare a national greed ges 
to exist in the production, transportation, and distribution of con — 
other fuel, granting additional powers to the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, providing for the appointment of a Federal fuel distributor, 
providing for the declaration of car-service priorities during the pres- 
ent emergency, and to prevent the sale of fuel at unjust and unreason- 
ably high prices," approved September 22, 1922, to order an embargo 
on all shipments of anthracite coal to foreign countries until the na- 
Gopal emergency declared by such act has been terminated: Therefore 


Resolved, That the Interstate Commerce Commission is directed to 
report to the Senate a) whether it has investigated the feasibility 
and advisability of o ag an embargo upon shipments of anthracite 
coal to fore countries; (2) the action taken as a result of such in- 
vestigation, if one has been made, together with the facts considered 
and the conclusions reached by the commission; (3) if no investigation 

been made, whether such an investigation should not be immedi- 
ately instituted to determine the feasibility and advisability of order- 
ing such an embargo; and (4) what other necessar 
stepa for the priority in transportation and 
coal” (anthracite) have been taken “to preven 


and appro riate 
uitable distribution of 
upon the part of any 
n, partnership, association, or corporation the purchase or sale of 


„perso 
coal (anthracite) at prices unjustly or unreasonably high.” 


REGULATION OF MOTOR-VEHICLE OPERATORS, 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of the bill (S. 4283) to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Columbia to require opera- 
tors of motor vehicles in the District of Columbia to secure a 
permit, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the nature of the bill? 

Mr. BALL. It is a bill giving the Commissioners of the Dis- 
trict authority to annul licenses to operate automobiles under 
certain conditions. 

Mr. LODGE. They ought to have the power to withdraw 
licenses from motor operators under certain conditions. 

Mr. BALL. If the Senator from Tennessee will permit me, 
I believe I can explain conditions so that he will know that 
action is required. At present the law provides that for certain 
offenses certain fines and imprisonment shall be imposed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us have the bill reported. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. 

The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia be, and they are hereby, authorized and empowered to require 
operators of all motor vehicles in the District of Columbia to obtain a 
permit under such regulations as said commissioners may deem neces- 
sary; and d commissioners are hereby authorized and empowered 
to make, modify, and enforce all such regulations as they may deem 
necessary for licensing operators of motor vehicles in the District of 
Columbia, and to refuse or revoke any such permit after hearing by 
said commissioners, when for any reason in their judgment the issu- 
ance or continuance of such permit would be a menace to public 
safety: Provided, That nothing herein contained, or in the regula- 
tions of the commissioners made hereunder, shall ‘be deemed to repeal 
the 3 of the act of Con approved March 3, 1917, con- 
cerning the operation of motor vehicles the District of Columbia 
by persons not legal residents of said District who have complied 
with the laws of the State of their legal residence, except, however, 
that the operation of motor vehicles in the District of Columbia 

rsons not legal residents or domiciled therein may be forbidden under 
ike conditions as above set forth for resident operators. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, as I understand, if this bill 
shall become a law the Commissioners of the District of Colum- 
bia will have the right to revoke an operator’s license, whether 
it be issued by the city of Washington or in some other juris- 
diction. 

Mr. BALL. The bill provides for the revocation of a driver's 
license under certain conditions. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the bill, if enacted, will have the effect 
of aiding in preventing so many accidents in this city, if it has 
that purpose, I am willing that it shall be passed. 

Mr. BALL. If the Senator desires, I will cite a case or two, 
although I understand he has withdrawn his objection to the 
consideration of the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have already withdrawn my objection 
to the consideration of the bill, but I shall be very glad to 
hear the Senator from Delaware if he desires to make a state- 
ment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have been engaged in 
conversation, endeavoring to ascertain the effect of this bill, and, 
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owing to my own fault, have not been able to do so. I wish 
the Senator from Delaware would once more explain the bill, 
I regret making this request of him. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the bill provides that the Com- 
missioners of the District of Columbia may, under certain con- 
ditions, reyoke the permits of operators of motor vehicles in 
the District of Columbia. It permits operators who are driv- 
ing automobiles under permits issued by the States to do so, 
unless, of course, they should commit certain offenses, in which 
case the Commissioners of the District would have the right 
to revoke their permits, so far as operating in the District of 
Columbia is concerned only. If the Senator from New York 
will permit me, I desire to say that the concrete case which 
brought the attention of the Commissioners of the District to 
this matter was an accident which occurred a few weeks ago 
as the result of an intoxicated man operating an automobile. 
The commissioners attempted to annul his permit, but it was 
decided that he could only be fined and imprisoned, and he was 
fined and imprisoned in that case; but immediately he .oper- 
ated his car again and within a week was again arrested for 
intoxication. The commissioners again attempted to annul his 
permit, and they did take his District permit away from him, 
but he went over into Virginia and secured a permit there, as 
he was doing business in that State, and he continued to oper- 
ate the car. Within two weeks, however, while driving his 
automobile when intoxicated he ran over a child. The com- 
missioners appealed to the court, but the court decided that 
there was no authority for annulling a permit granted by an- 
other State. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I wish to ask the Senator from Dela- 
ware a question. Assuming that a person is operating an auto- 
mobile in the District of Columbia and is not a resident of the 
District of Columbia but a resident of a State which does not 
require an operator’s license, what power would the District 
Commissioners, under the terms of this bill, have over such a 
driver? 

Mr. BALL. Under the terms of the bill, I would say that 
they would probably have a right to require such an operator 
to take out a permit here. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Is it not true that licenses relate 
to the car? 

Mr. BALL. The bill refers to operators’ permits. At pres- 
ent, Mr. President, the District Commissioners have absolutely 
no control over operators, except they may be imprisoned upon 
conviction. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Do I understand the chairman of the com- 
mittee to say that this bill has been considered by the District 
Committee and unanimously reported by the committee? 

Mr. BALL. The bill was prepared by the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia, but it has been considered by the 
Committee on the District of Columbia and reported unani- 
mously. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Do I understand it to be a fact that if 
this bill shall be passed every person driving a ear in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia must have an operator’s permit, whether he 
be a legal resident or a nonresident temporarily domiciled here? 

Mr. BALL, I asked one of the District Commissioners that 
question last evening, and he told me that it would not inter- 
fere with those operating cars who come here from States, 
unless they drive while intoxicated or become involved in acci- 
dents, but that then they might afterwards be compelled to 
operate under a District permit. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then it is discretionary with the Dis- 
trict Commissioners? 

Mr. BALL. It is discretionary with the District Commis- 
sioners. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And they could under this bill, if 
passed, require everyone to take out a District permit? 

Mr. BALL. To take out a permit to operate cars. There is 
such a law now, but it is not compulsory. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. There is a reciprocal law here. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The point of the matter is, as I read 
this bill—although I may be wrong about it—that this is one 
of those measures which pyramid the number of licenses to 
which the humble citizen is subjected. As I read the bill a 
person domiciled here, although not a legal resident, may be 
compelled to take out an operator’s permit to drive a car which 
is not registered here, although he is compelled to take out a 
license in another State and may be obliged to secure licenses 
in several States. I am opposed to such a pyramiding of per- 
mits upon people who are not residents of the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. BALL. My construction of the bill is that the Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia may compel an operator to 
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secure a permit and that they would have control over that per- 
mit in the future, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We are having exactly the same kind 
of a situation in reference to the taxes on motor vehicles. 
In some instances several States have tried to tax the same 
automobile. The State of Maryland is trying to do it now on 
District of Columbia automobiles, pyramiding license costs. I 
wish to know whether this bill will have the effect of pyramid- 
ing operators’ costs? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not see how that could happen, but it 
looks to me as though a person ought to be required to have a 
permit to operate a car in the District of Columbia, whether 
that car is owned by a citizen of some State or whether the 
owner is a resident of the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If that is correct, Mr. President, then 
the District of Columbia should also charge a license fee for a 
New York car which is operated in the District. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not know that they need charge for 
it, but a permit ought to be required. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That would be the consistent and 
logical thing to do, and I am opposed to it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The commissioners ought to be in a posi- 
tion to revoke a license if the operator of a car is drunk or is 
otherwise unfit to operate it. 

Mr. BALL. I feel that unless we are going to grant the com- 
missioners some authority over those who operate motor ve- 
hicles in this city, they will not be able to control accidents. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the bill should be passed and become a 
law and should not work properly Congress would still have 
the power to repeal it or change it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is before the Senate as in 
Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I do not intend to adopt 
obstructive tactics, but I think this bill is of more importance 
than some of the Senators supporting it realize. I am opposed 
to its consideration at this time. I do not know whether I am 
too late in making the objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New York can 
interpose objection at any time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then I object to the consideration of 
the bill at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 


EUGENE FAZl. 


Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from Tennessee yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I ask unanimous consent for the 
immediate consideration of Order of Business No. 951, being the 
bill (H. R. 3461) for the relief of Eugene Fazzi. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the purpose of the bill? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I do not wish to object to 
considering the bill, but I submit it is a very bad practice just 
as we are about to adjourn to be taking up bills on the 
calendar, Not one-fourth of the Senators are present, and I 
think it a bad practice to consider bills under such circum- 
stances. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I agree with the Senator, but 
there are on the calendar several bills which affect my State 
which have been reported from the Claims Committee, and 
naturally I am anxious that they should be consideren und 
passed. I am merely trying to take advantage of the oppor- 
tunity to have the bills acted upon. Unimportant bills are fre- 
quently presented and considered toward the close of a session 
of the Senate. I do not think the Senator will object to the 
bill when he understands it, and I do not want to delay him 
and keep him here. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not know what the bill is, and I 


should like to accommodate the Senator, but I think it would be 


much better if he would ask that it be taken up to-morrow. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Will the Senator consent to the 
consideration of this one bill? 
Mr. FLETCHER. I would prefer that the Senator let it go 
over until to-morrow. 
EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. LODGE. I move the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened; and (at 5 o'clock 
and 35 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously 
made, took a recess until to-morrow, Thursday, January 25 
1923, at 12 o'clock meridian. 
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NOMINATIONS. 


Exccutive nominations received by the Senate January 24 (leg- 
istative day of January 23), 1923. 


Associare Justice or SUPREME Court or THE UNITED STATES. 


Edward T. Sanford, of Tennessee, to be Associate Justice of 
the Supreme Court of the United States, vice Mahlon Pitney, 
resigned. 


Assistant Director or BUREAU or FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC 
CoMMERCE, 


Robert A. Jackson, of New York, to be Assistant Director 
Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce at $3,000 per an- 
num, vice Thomas R. Taylor, promoted. 


RECEIVER or PUBLIC Moneys. 


Raymond B. Lewis, of Montana, to be receiver of public 
moneys at Bozeman, Mont., vice James P. Bole, term expired. 
Morris S. Wright nominated September 14, 1922, and confirmed 
September 19, 1922, but declined. 


Coast AND GEODETIC Survey. 


Casper Marshall Durgin, of New Hampshire, to be hydro- 
graphic and geodetic engineer, with relative rank of lieutenant 
in the Navy, in the Coast and Geodetic Survey, by promotion 
from junior hydrographic and geodetic engineer, with relative 
rank of lieutenant (junior grade) in the Navy, vice J. D. 
Crichton, resigned. 

Henry William Hemple, of Minois, to be hydrographic and 
geodetic engineer, with relative rank of lieutenant in the Navy, 
in the Coast and Geodetic Survey, by promotion from junior 
hydrographic and geodetic engineer, with relative rank of lieu- 
tenant (junior grade) in the Navy, vice Benjamin Friedenberg, 
resigned. 

APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 


CHAPLAINS, 


Chaplain Jehn Thomas Axton to be chief of chaplains with 
the rank of colonel for a period of four years beginning 
March 18, 1921, with rank from July 15, 1920, Colonel Axton 
was previously nominated March 11, 1921, and confirmed March 
14, 1921. This message is submitted for the purpose of cor- 
recting an error in the date of commencement of the period 
of four years during which his appointment is to continue in 
force. 

Posr MASTERS. 


ALABAMA, 


Margaret E. Stephens to be postmaster at Attalla, Ala., in 
place of M. M. Russell. Incumbent’s commission expired No- 
vember 21, 1922. 

William L. Power to be postmaster at Blountsville, Ala., in 
place of D. P. Bynum. Incumbent's commission expired July 
1, 1922. 

Grova Grace te be postmaster at Dora, Ala., in place of 
Grova Grace. Incumbent’s commission expired November 21, 
1922. 

ARKANSAS. 

William D. Swift to be postmaster at Lincoln, Ark., in place 
of J. B. Dixon, resigned. 

CALIFORNIA. 


Daniel W. McGowan to be postmaster at Arcata, Calif., in 
place of George Marken. Incumbent's commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

COLORADO. 


Gerald H. Denio to be postmaster at Eaton, Colo., in place 
of M. A. McGrath. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

GEORGIA. 


Lemuel S. Peterson to be postmaster at Douglas, Ga., in 
place of L. S. Peterson. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 28, 1922. 

William C. Chambers to be postmaster at Fort Gaines, Ga., 
in place of Susie McAllister. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 16, 1921. 

Harry M. Wilson to be postmaster at Waycross, Ga., in place 
of H. C. Bunn. Incumbent’s commission expired September 28, 
1922. 

IDAHO, 

Haly C. Kunter to be postmaster at Ririe, Idaho, in place of 

A. E. Bowen, removed, 


TLLONOLS, 
Harry R. Morgan to be postmaster at Aledo, III., in place of 
pas Duvall. Incumbent's commissien expired October 24, 


John Lawrence, jr., to be postmaster at O Fallon, III., in 
Place of W. H. Evans, Incumbent's commission expired October 
24, 1922. 

INDIANA, 


Ralph W. Gaylor to be postmaster at Mishawaka, Ind., in 
place of J. A. Herzog. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Vernon D. Macy to be postmaster at Mooresville, Ind., in 
place of Emsley Roberts, resigned. 

Henry D. Long to be postmaster at New Harmony, Ind., in 
place of C. P. Wolfe. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Ernest A. Bodey to be postmaster at Rising Sun, Ind., in 
place of C. A. Steele. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Orville B. Kilmer to be postmaster at Warsaw, Ind., in place 
HEN C. Wann. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 

IOWA. 


Daniel H. Eyler to be postmaster at Clarion, Iowa, in place 

35 ert Lesher. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
1922. 

Henry H. Gilbertson to be postmaster at Lansing, Iowa, in 
place of J. J. Dunlevy. Incumbents commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Spencer C. Nelson to be postmaster at Tama, Iowa, in place 
of A. E. Jackson. Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

KANSAS. 


Frank H. Dieter to be postmaster at Oakhill, Kans., in place 
of F. H. Dieter. Office became third class April 1, 1921, 


LOUISIANA, 


James M. Cook to be postmaster at Oakdale, La., in place 
of J. M. Cook. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 


Clarence E. Deane to be postmaster at Athol, Mass., in place 
of E. J. Hayden. Incumbent's commission expired October 1, 
1922. 

MICHIGAN, 


Ernest Paul to be postmaster at Pigeon, Mich., in place of 
G. H. Anklam. Incumbent's commission expired November 15, 
1922. 

Charles J. Kappler to be postmaster at Port Austin, Mich., 
in place of H. S. Morrow. Incumbent’s commission expired 
November 21, 1922. 

Dorr A. Rosencrans to be postmaster at Reed City, Mich., in 
place of D. A. Rosencrans. Incumbent's commission expired 
November 15, 1922, 

MINNESOTA, 


Benjamin H. Peoples to be postmaster at Detroit, Minn., in 
place of E. W. Davis. Incumbent's commission expired Sep- 
tember 13, 1922. 

MISSISSIPPI. 


Mary E. Cain to be postmaster at Vaiden, Miss., in place of 
M. E. Cain. Incumbents commission expired September 19, 
1922. 

MONTANA. 


John M. Bever to be postmaster at Bridger, Mont., in place 
of A. D. G. Hough. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
13, 1922. 

NEW YORK. 


Walter F. Hawkes to be postmaster at Buchanan, N. J., 
in place of M. A. Lynch. Office became third class October 1, 
1920, 

Henry S. Whitney to be postmaster at Manlius, N. X., 
in place of L. R. Bell, deceased. 

James G. Lewis to be postmaster at Naples, N. V., in 
place of J. E. Lyon. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 28, 1922. 

NORTH CAROLINA. 

John C. Snoddy, jr., to be postmaster at Red Springs, N. C., 
in place of A. K. Brown. Incumbent’s commission expired 
March 16, 1921. 
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NORTH DAKOTA. 

William R. Jordan to be postmaster at Luverne, N. Dak., 
in place. of M. S. Bothne. Office became third class April 1, 
e z 

Carl E. Knutson to be postmaster at Portland, N. Dak., 
in place of S. K. Kringlie. Incumbent’s commission expired 
May 10, 1920. 

OHIO, . 

Mary E. Ross to be postmaster at Lebanon, Ohio, in place 
of C. B. Dechant. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 19, 1922. 

Georgiana Pifer to be postmaster at Rock Creek, Ohio, in 
place of W. E. Brettell. Incumbent’s commission expired No- 
vember 21, 1922. 

OKLAHOMA, 

Perry E. High to be postmaster at Maysville, Okla., in 

place of C. L. Williams, resigned. 
PENNSYLVANIA, 


William P. Parker to be postmaster at Kittanning, Pa., in 
place of W. A. McAdoo, deceased. 
William E. Housel to be postmaster at Lewisburg, Pa., in 
place of J. F. Kurtz, removed. 
SOUTH CAROLINA, 


Walter W. Goudelock to be postmaster at Trough, S. C., in 
place of W. W. Goudelock. Office became third class April 1, 
1921. 

SOUTH DAKOTA. 

Evert D. Law to be postmaster at Bonesteel, S. Dak., in place 
of P. J. Donohue. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
11, 1922. 

TENNESSEE. 

Harold T. Hester to be postmaster at Portland, Tenn., in 
place of H. M. Moore. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 1, 1922. 

A TEXAS. 

Joseph C. Council to be postmaster at Granger, Tex., in place 
of W. E. Thies. Incumbent’s commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

Rufus H. Windham to be postmaster at Kirbyville, Tex., in 
place of Evye Kennedy. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

E. Otho Driskell to be postmaster at Mansfield, Tex., in place 
of E. O. Driskell. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

Nathaniel B. Spearman to be postmaster at Mount Pleasant, 
Tex., in place of A. C. Cheney. Incumbent’s commission ex- 
pired July 21, 1921. 

VERMONT. 


Vernie S. Thayer to be postmaster at Readsboro, Vt., in place 
of L. H. Crosier. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
19, 1922. 

WISCONSIN. 

Frank E. Wieman to be postmaster at Washburn, Wis., in 
place of John O’Sullivan. Incumbent's commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Simon F. Wehrweln to be postmaster at Manitowoc, Wis., 
in place of H. C. Schuette, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 24 
(legislative day of January 23), 1923. 
UNITED States DISTRICT JUDGE, 


Albert L. Reeves to be United States district judge, western 
district of Missouri. A 
POSTMASTERS, 


CALIFORNIA, 
Julia M. Arbini, Fairfax. 
Flora B. Reynolds, Mill Valley. 
FLORIDA, 
William H. Turner, Largo. 
Ulysses D. Kirk, Sebring. 
MASSACHUSETTS. 


Edmund Spencer, Lenox. 
Edgar O. Dewey, Reading. 


NEW YORK. 
Wade E. Gayer, Fulton. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


WEDNESDAY, January 24, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Heavenly Father, be merciful unto us; forgive us our sins 
and help us to start the day with good cheer, hope, and courage. 
In our unwisdom and lack of knowledge may the fundamental 
principles of right and wrong be fulfilled in our daily prac- 
tice. Endow our plain, common lives with the beauty and 
sanctity of unselfish service. Bless us with the consciousness 
that we have done that which is worthy and far beyond the 
thought of personal gain. Lead us on in a lofty faith and in 
deep desire to know and to do Thy will, and be with us until we 
reach the end of our days. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap- 
proved. 


TERMINATION OF LEASES FOR POST-OFFICE IMPROVEMENTS. 


Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to strike from the calendar, No. 323, found on page 11 of the 
calendar, a bill that was enacted into law a year ago on an 
appropriation bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani- 
mous consent to strike from the calendar and lay on the table 
the bill of which the Clerk will report the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 10244) repealing the law relating to the termination of 
leases for post-office premises. 

Mr. GARNE>. Mr. Speaker, what is the gentleman’s request? 

The SPEAKER. To lay on the table a bill which has already 
been enacted into law on an appropriation bill. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 


CORRECTION OF A PAIR. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for one minute in reference to a 
correction that should be made in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to address the House for one minute. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. This morning the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Cockran] called me over the telephone and 
asked me how he came to be paired against the resolution 
which was voted upon yesterday. I told him I had not looked 
over the pair list, and he asked me if I had not received his 
telegram, and I told him that I had not. After I came into the 
House just a moment ago the following telegram was handed 
* New YORK, January 23, 1923. 
Representative W. R. Green, 

Washington, D. 0.: 


Regret can not reach Washington in the evening. Please pair me 
for the resolution. 


W. Bourke COCKRAN. 

I regret very much that I did not receive this telegram until 
to-day. I knew the gentleman from New York was in favor 
of the resolution. I had-seen him a few days prior to the time 
it was taken up, and he told me he was in favor of it, and that 
he expected to be here and vote for it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, entire Wall Street is in favor of it. 
[Laughter. ] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; the gentleman is mistaken. The 
Wall Street Journal has been opposing it all the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask, somewhat in the nature of a par- 
liamentary inquiry, whether the pair list can be corrected now? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair at first blush thinks the pair list 
is like the roll call in that respect. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, the pair list is a private matter. 
It is of no concern to the House of Representatives. If the 
gentleman from New York could find somebody to pair with 
him, somebody against the resolution, and wanted to ask 
unanimous consent that it be inserted in the Recorp, I can 
see no objection to that. 

The SPEAKER, Of course that is true. The Chair thinks 
it is like correcting the Record; it can be done by unanimous 
consent. But of course this publicity practically accom- 
plishes the same thing. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Of course I would have been pleased 
in any event to have attended to the matter of the gentleman 
from New York, but I would have been more than desirous 
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under the circumstance, if I had gotten the telegram, to put 
the matter the way he wanted it. Naturally, as the author 
of the resolution, if the gentleman from New York was to be 
paired, I wanted him to be paired in favor of the resolution. 

Mr. BLANTON. As it is now, he is paired against the resolu- 
tion in the RECORD? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; because I did not receive his 
telegram until to-day. 

Mr. BLANTON. And, of course, two men will have to be 
selected to be paired against him in the new adjustment. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Speaker, I regret I was not here to vote 
for the amendment. I wanted to be paired for the measure, 
and I so telegraphed to the gentleman from Iowa, and I think 
the Recorp ought to be made to conform with the disposition of 
the Member. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can ask unanimous consent 
that that pair be canceled, 

Mr. COCKRAN. Yes; I will do that. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent that the pair be canceled. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing an article by 
Mr. Garrett in the edition of January 13 of the Saturday 
Evening Post with reference to tax-exempt securities. It is an 
extremely well-written article, written in a popular manner. I 
think it would be of very great information to the public in 
regard to the action of the House yesterday. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Yes; it is a very well written, 
but it is a copyrighted article. I do not think a copyrighted 
article should be inserted in the Recorp, except with the consent 
of the publication. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. 


NO QUORUM—CALL OF THE HOUSE. 


Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present, 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Iowa makes the point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in the absentees, and the Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, ard the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Ansorge Fish Langley mers 4 
Anthony Free Larson Smith, Mich, 
Bankhead Gahn Layton Stiness 
Barkley Gallivan Lee, N. Y Stoll 
Benham 0 ykoontz Lehlbach Strong. Pa. 
Blakene: Gould Linthicum Sullivan 
Bland, Ind, Grah. Pa, Little Summers, Wash, 
Bowers reene, Vt. Lowrey weet 
Brand Griffin Lyon Swing 
Burke Herrick ¢cPherson Tague 
Burroughs Hersey Taylor, Ark. 
Butler Hickey Merritt Taylor, Colo. 
Campbell, Kans. Hill Michaelson Taylor, N. J 
Cantrill Huck Moore, Va Ten Eyck 
Carew Huddleston Morgan Thompson 
Carter Ireland Mo Thorpe 
Chandler, N. T. Jefferis, Nebr. Mudd ‘Tucker 
Chandler, Okla. Johnson, S. Dak, O'Brien Underbill 
Clark, Fla. Jones, Pa. Olpp Vestal 
Classon Kahn Osborne Volk 

Keller Overstreet Weaver 
Colton Kelly, Pa. Park, Ga, Wheeler 
Copley Kendall Perkins Williams, Tex, 
Cullen h Petersen inslow 
Davis, Minn. Kind Rainey, Ala, Wood, Ind 
Dempsey Kin, Rainey, III. Woods, Va. 
Denison Kirkpatrick r Woodyard 
Drane Kitchin Reed, W. Va Yates 
Drewry Klecz Rodenberg Zihlman 
Dunbar Kline, N. Y. Rossdale 
Dunn Knight Ryan 
Dyer Kunz Scott, Mich. 


The SPEAKER, On this call 304 Members have answered to 
their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with further proceedings under the call. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unanl- 
mous consent to dispense with further proceedings under the 
call. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


REQUEST TO EXTEND REMARKS. 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to address the House for one minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks in 8-point type. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from West Virginia asks 
unanimous consent to address the House for one minute and 
to revise and extend his remarks in S-point type. Is there 
objection? 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. What about? 


Mr. ROSENBLOOM. The voice is Jacob's voice, but the 
hands are the hands of Esau.” 

Mr. MONDELL. I demand the regular order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. BLANTON. The subject the gentleman announces is 
too general. I object. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Texas objects. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will tell us exactly what 
he is going to talk about 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. On the resolution that was adopted 
yesterday proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw the objection. 

Mr. MONDELL. I shall have to object to taking up time 
on that subject to-day. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming objects. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. I have asked for only one minute. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming objects. To- 
day is Calendar Wednesday. The Clerk will call the roll of 
the committees. 


RADIO. 


Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts (when the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries was called). Mr. Speaker, 
I call up the bill (H. R. 13778) to amend an act to regulate 
radio communication, approved August 13, 1912, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts calls 
up a bill, which will be reported by the Clerk. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and the 
House automatically resolves itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp] will please take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. STAFFORD 
in the chair. 


Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to dispense with the first reading of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent to dispense with the first reading of the bill. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bilL 

The bill was read as follows: ee 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act of Congress entitled An act to regu- 
late radio communication,” approved August 13, 1912, be amended by 
striking out sections 1, 2, and 3 thereof and by inserting in lieu thereof 
the sections 1, 2, and 3 following: 

“Sgcrion 1. A. No person, ered pl or corporation within the juris- 
diction of the United States shall use or operate any apparatus for 
radio communication as a means of intercourse among the several States 
or with foreign nations, or upon any vessel of the United States en- 
ee in interstate or forel comme: or for the transmission of 
radiograms or signals the effects of which extend beyond the jurisdic- 
tion of the State, Territory, or the District of Columbia in which the 
same originate, or where interference would be caused thereby with the 
transmission or reception of messages or signals from beyond the 
jurisdiction of said State, Territory, or the trict of Columbia, ex- 
cept under and in accordance with a license in that behalf granted by 
the Secretary of Commerce and except as hereinafter authorized. 

„B. The Secretary of Commerce from time to time shall (a) classify 
licensed radio stations and the operators required therein; (b) prescribe 
the nature of the service to be rendered by each class of licen station 
and assign bands of wave lengths thereto; (e) make, alter, and revoke 

ulations applicable to all licensed stations not inconsistent with this 
act or any other act of Congress or with the terms, binding on the 
United States, of any io communication convention to which the 
United States is a party, concerning the service to be rendered by each 
class of stations so established; the location of any station; the wave 
lengths to be used by any station; the kind of instruments or ap tus 
in any station with respect to the external effect produced thereby ; the 
power and the purity and sharpness of the waves of each station or the 
apparatus therein; the area to be served by any station and the times 
and methods of operating any station or the 1 therein; (d) 
make such other regulations not inconsistent with law as he nag deem 
necessary to prevent interference between all stations affected by this 
act. The Secretary shall have authority to exclude from the require- 
ments of any reguiations any radio station and the operators required 
therein, or to modify the same in his discretion, in any case in which 
he shall find that such action will facilitate commerce and will not be 
incompatible with the publie interest. 

“C. Every such license shall provide that the President of the 
United States, in time of war or public peril or disaster, may cause the 
closing of any station for radio communication and the removal there- 
from of all radio apparatus, or may authorize the use or control of any 
such station or apparatus by any department of the Government, upon 
just compensation to the owners, : 

D. Radio stations belonging to and operated by the United States 
shall not be subject to the provisions of paragraphs A and B of this sec- 
tion. All such Government stations shall use such wave lengths as 


shall be assigned to each by the President. All such stations, except 


— 


ez 


— 
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stations on board naval and other Government vessels while at sea or 
beyond the limits of the continental United States, when transmitting 
any message other than a message relating to Government ess, 
shall conform to such rules and regulations designed to prevent inter- 
ference with other radio stations and the rights of others as the Secre- 
tary of Commerce may prescribe: Provided, That upon proclamation by 
the President that there exists war. or a threat of war or a state of 
public peril or disaster or other emergency, the President may nd 
or amend, for such time as he may see fit, the rules and regulations 
applicable to any or all stations thin the jurisdiction of the United 
States. All stations owned and 1 by the United States and all 
other stations on land and sea shall have special call letters designated 
by the Secretary of Commerce, and such stations and the desi nated 
call letters shali be included in the list of radio stations of the United 
States as published by artment of Commerce. Radio stations 
on board yessels of the United States Shipping Board or the United 
States Bhipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation shall not be 
deemed to belong to or to be operated by the United States or to be 
Government stations within the meaning and for the purposes of this 


act. 

“Spe, 2. A. Paragrap A of section 1 of this act shall not apply to 
persons sending radio messages or signals on a foreign ship while the 
same is within the jurisdiction of the United States. 

“B. The station license required hereby shall not be granted to, or 
after fhe granting thereof such license shall not in any manner, either 
voluntarily or involuntarily, be transferred to (a) any alien or the 

resentative of any alien; (b) nor to any foreign government or the 
representative thereof; (c) nor to any company, corporation, or asso- 
ciation organized under the laws of any foreign government; (d) nor 
to any 8 corporation, or association of which any officer or 
director is an alien or of which more than one-fifth of the capital stock 
is owned, controlled, or voted by aliens or their representatives or by 
a foreign government or representative thereof, or by any company, 
corporation, or tion organized under the laws of a foreign 


country. 

“Such station license, the wave length or lengths authorized to be 
used by the licensee, and the rights therein granted shall not be trans- 
ferred, assigned, or in any manner, either voluntarily or involuntarily, 
disposed of to any other person, company, or corporation without the 
consent in writing of the Secretary of Commerce. 

“C, The 8. ry of Commerce, subject to the limitations of this 
act, in his discretion, may grant to any applicant therefor a station 
license pero for in sections 1 and 2 hereof. 

“No license granted by the Secretary shall be for a longer term than 
10 years, and any license granted may be revoked as hereinafter pro- 
vided. Upon the expiration of any license the ry, in his discre- 
tion, upon application thereof, may grant a renewal of such license 
for the same or for a lesser period of time. 

“The tary of Commerce is hereby authorized to refuse a station 
license to any E company, or 55 or any subsidiary 
thereof, which, in the judgment of the 8 is monopolizing or 
secking to monopolize radio communication, d 8 or indirectly, 
through the control of the manufacture or sale of radio apparatus or 
y oy other means. The . of a license shall not estop the 
nit States from prosecuting such person, company, or corporation 
for a violation of the law against monopolies or restraint of trade. 
- “The Secretary of Commerce in granting any license for a commer- 
cial station intended or used for communication between the United 
States or any territory or possession, continental or insular, subject to 
the suea on 85 the a ‘am Staras, the — Zone, or the Phili 
ne nds, and any foreign country, may any terms, condi- 
—— or restrictions authorized to be imposed with Fespect to snb- 
marine cable licenses by section 2 of an act entitled ‘An act relatin, 
to the Janding and the operation of submarine cables in the Unit 
States,’ approved May 27, 1921. 2 license for such commercial 
station shall be approved by the P. ent before the same shall be 
issued and become effective. 

“D. The Secretary of Commerce may grant licenses only upon writ- 
ten application therefor addressed to him, which application shall set 
forth such facts as he by regulations may 3 as to the citizen- 
ship, character, and financial, technical, and other ability of the appli- 
cant to operate the station; the ownership and location of the pro- 
posed station and of the stations with which it is proposed to commn- 
nicate; the wave lengths and the power desired to be used; the hours 
of the day or other lods of e during which it is proposed to 
operate the station; the purposes for which the station is to used: 
and such other information as he may require. Such application shall 
be signed by the applicant under oath or affirmation. 

“E, Such station licenses as the Secretary of Commerce may grant 
shall be in such general form as he may prescribe, but each license 
pen contain, in addition to other provisions, a statement of the fol- 
owing conditions to which such license shall be subject: (a) The 
ownership or management of the station or apparatus therein shall 
not be transferred violation of this act. There shall be no vested 
property right in the license issued for such station or in the bands 
of wave lengths authorized to be used therein, and neither the license 
nor any right granted thereunder shall be assigned or otherwise trans- 
ferred in violation of this act; (b) such license shall contain such 
other conditions, not inconsistent with this act, as the Secretary of 
Commerce may prescribe. 

3 Aay station license 


nted by the Secretary of Comme: 
be revocable by him for i are 


allure to operate service substantial s 
proposed in the application and as set forth in the license, for Viola- 
tion of or failure to observe any of the restrictions and conditions of 
this act, or of any regulation of the Secretary of Commerce authorized 
by this act, or by the provisions of any international radio convention 
ratified or adhered to by the United States or any regulations there- 
under, or whenever any licensee who is a common carrier shall fail in 
the judgment of the Secretary of Commerce to provide reasonable 
facilities for the transmission of messages, or whenever the Interstate 
Commerce Commission in the exercise of the authority conferred upon 
it by law shall find that any licensee has made any unjust and un- 
reasonable charge or has made or prescribed any unjust and unreason- 
able classification, regulation, or practice with respect to the trans- 
mission of messages or service, or whenever the Secretary of Commerce 
shall deem such revocation to be in the public interest: Provided 
That no order of revocation shall take effect until 30 days’ notice in 
writing thereof, stating the cause for the proposed revocation, to the 
parties known by the Secretary to be Interested in such license. Any 
person in interest aggrieved by said order may make written applica- 
tion to the 8 at any time within said 30 days for a hearin 

upon such order, an — the filing of such written application sai 

order of revocation shall stand suspended until the conclusion of the 


hear: herein directed. Notice in writing of said hearing shall be 
preening Sh the Secr 1 — — to him te be inter- 
ested in such license 
T 5 n Secreta 
may affirm, — or revoke said orders of revocation. a 
SEC. 3. A. al operation of all transmitting apparatus in 
any radio station for which a station license is required by this act 
shall be carried on only by a person holding an operator's license issued 
hereunder. No person shall operate any such apparatus in such station 
except under and in accordance with an operator's license issued to 
him by the Secretary of Commerce. 
B. The Secretary of Commerce, in his discretion, may grant special 
ators’ licenses to rei pode ef radio apparatus under 
ons in such form and under such conditions as he may 
prescribe, whenever an emergency arises requiring prompt employment 
of such an operator, 

C. An operator’s license shall be issued by the Secretary of Com- 
merce in response to a written application therefor, addressed to him, 
which shall set forth (a) the name, „ and address of the applicant; 
(b) the date and place of birth; (c) the coun of which is a 
citizen and, if a naturalized citizen of the United States, the date and 

lace of naturalization ; (a) the previous experience of the applicant 
operating radio apparatus; and (e) such other facts or information 

as may be . by the ee 

shall be sign x the applicant un 

D. An operator's license shall 
the judgment of the Secreta 


tempora 0 
such 5 


of Commerce. Every application 
er oath or affirmation. 
be issued 


of radiograms by telegraphy and telephony. Except in an emergency 
found by the tary of Commerce to exist, an operator’s license 
shall not be ted to any alien, nor shall a license be granted to a 


‘nment. 
tor’s license shall be in such form as the Secretary of 
ed by him for a period 
him that the 
violated any provision of any act or treaty bindin; — 
y 


tary 
as failed to compel compliance 
licen: per: der his supervision; or (c) bas 
failed to carry out the lawful orders of the master of 
which he is employed; or a has willful 
apparatus to be maged; or (e) has transmit 
als 
“F. A license ma; Commerce upon 
poet sufficient to satisfy him that the licensee was at the date his 
icense was granted to 
or weet for a license. 


f: the a 
station for which a license 


the 
and of the station or stations with which it is proposed to communi- 
e used, 


the hours of 


of transmi g appara po 

upon which the station is to be completed and in operation, 
and such other information as the Secretary of Commerce may re- 
quire. Such application shall be signed by the applicant under oath 
or affirmation. 

“B, Such permit for construction shall show specifically the earliest 
and latest dates between which the actual operation of such station 
is expected to begin and shall provide that said permit will be auto- 
matically forfei if the station is not ready for oj tion within the 
time s unless prevented by strikes, riots, acts of God, or other 
causes not under the control of the grantee. The rights granted under 
any such permit shall not be assigned or otherwise transferred to any 
poste, persons, company, or corporation without the approval of the 

ecretary of Commerce: Provide: hat a permit for construction shall 
not be requ for Government stations or for private stations as pro- 
vided for in section 4, fifteenth regulation, of the act of August 13, 
1912. The granting of this permit to construct a station as herein re- 
quired shall not of itself be construed to impose any duty or obligation 
upon the Secretary to issue a license for the operation of such station. 

“Spc, 5. An advisory committee is hereby established to whom the 
Secretary of Commerce shall refer for examination and report such 
matters as he may deem proper relating to: (a) The administration or 
changes in the laws, regulations, and treaties of the United States re- 
lating to radio communication; (b) the study of the scientific prob- 
lems involved in radio communication, with the view of furthering its 
development; (e) the scientific progress in radio communication and 
use of radio communication. 

“Phe advisory committee shall consist of 15 members, of whom 1 
shall be designated by the Secretary of State, 1 by the Secretary of 
the Treasury, 1 by the Secretary of War, 1 by the Secretary of the 
Navy, 1 by the Secretary of Agriculture, 1 by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, 1 by the Secretary of Commerce, and 1 by the chairman of the 
United tates Shipping Board, to represent these departments, re- 
spectively, and 7 members of recognized attainment in radio communi- 
cation not otherwise employed in the Government service, to be desig- 
nated by the Secretary of Commerce. 

“The necessary expenses of the members of the committee in going 
to, returning from, and while attending meetings of the commitree 
including clerical expenses and supplies, together with a per diem ot 
$25 to each of the members nat otherwise employed in the Govern- 
ment service, for attendance at the meetings, shall be paid from the 
appropriation made to the Department of Commerce for this purpose. 

“Sec. 6. Radio telephone stations, the signals of which can inter- 
fere with ship communication, are required to keep a licensed radio 
operator, of a class to be determined by the Secretary of Commerce, 
listening in on the wave length designated for distress signals during 
the entire period the transmitter of such station is in operation. 

“Sec. 7; Regulation 1 of section 4 of said act of Congress a 
proved August 13, 1912, is amended by striking out the words, i this 
wees length shall not exceed 600 meters or it shall exceed 1,600 
meters.” 
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“Regulation 2 


of section 4 of said act of Congress approved 
August 13, 1912, as amended by striking out the words ‘ Provided 
That they do not exceed 600 meters or that they do exceed 1,606 
meters.“ 

“Regulations 8 and 4 of section 4 of said act of Congress ap- 


proved August 13, 1912, are hereby repealed. 

“Regulations 15 and 16 of section 4 
approved August 18, 1912, are amended 5 striking out the words 
“exceeding 2 meters and substituting in lieu thereof the words of 
less than 150 meters nor more than 275 meters.“ 

“Sec. 8. Any person, company, or corporation who shall erect, use, 
or operate any apparatus for radio communication in violation of this 
act, or knowingly aid or abet another person, company, or corporation 
in so doing, or knowingly make any false oath or affirmation for the 
purpose of securing a rmit or a license, shall incur a penalty not 
to exceed $1,000, which may be mitigated or remitted by the e- 
tary of Commerce, and the permit or license of any person, company, 
or corporation who shall violate any of the provisions of this act, or 
of any of the regulations of the Secretary of Commerce issued here- 
under, or knowingly make any false oath or affirmation for the pur- 
pose of securing a permit or license, may be suspended or revoked by 
the Secretary of Commerce. 

“Src. 9 at the Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized and 
directed to charge, and through the e of stamp taxes on 
applications, licenses, or other documents, or in other appropriate 
manner, to collect the fees specified in the schedule following. The 
5 shall collect said fees through the collectors of customs or 
other officers designated by him, and he may make such regulations 
as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 


„ SCHEDULE OF FEES TO BE COLLECTED FOR TRANSMITTING STATIONS AND 
OPERATORS’ LICENSES. 


of said act of Congress 


operator's examination for license 

riment and instruction grade radio operator’s examination for license, 
1 for each examination; for amateur first-grade radio operator's ex- 
amination for license, $1 for each examination; for amateur second- 
grade radio operator’s examination for license, 50 cents for each 
examination, 

In the event that other classes of station and operators’ licenses or 
other examinations shall hereafter be prescribed in any lawful manner, 
the 3 of Commerce is hereby authorized and directed to charge 
and collect in the same manner as herein provided fees for such new 
classes of licenses and of examinations, which fees shall be sub- 
stantially of the amount herein specified for the license and examina- 
tion wnat nD character and purpose to the new license or examination 
so prescr'! i 

Por failure to pay at the time and in the manner specified by the 
Secretary of Commerce any of the above fees the Secretary of Com- 
merce is authorized to refuse to issue such licenses, or, if issued, to 
suspend or revoke the same, as he may deem proper. 

“Sec. 10. Wherever the words ‘ naval and milita 
in the act to regulate radio communication street 
said words ‘naval and military shall 
* Government’ substituted in 

“Sec. 11. All acts or pa 
hereby repealed.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
GREENE] is recognized for one hour. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, would the gentleman 
from Massachusetts like to agree on a limit of time for debate? 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Under the rule we have an 
hour on a side. If there is no call for debate on the bill, we 
can close the debate at any time. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. The gentleman is correct about that. 
I was going to suggest that we take only half an hour on a 
side. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. There is no objection to 
that, so far as I know, There is no objection to the bill on 
either side of the House. We have a unanimous report on 
the bill. We want to expedite business to-day if possible, as 
I have four bills to present. 

Mr. BLANTON, There is just one paragraph that I think 
needs discussion, There ought to be some little time for 
discussion on just one paragraph. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I am willing to allow 
discussion if the gentleman can get time from his side. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. If there is no limitation agreed on, 
there is an hour on a side. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, this bill has 
been fully considered by the committee and in special hearings 
that were held at the Department of Commerce. It has had 
the widest consideration, both by your committee and by the 
Department of Commerce, 

Ot course, the question of radio is one of the most absorb- 
ing questions now before the country. The first law was passed 


stations’ appear 
August 13, 1912, 
be stricken out and the word 
lace thereof. 

s of acts in conflict with this act are 


in 1912, and it has served a very good purpose. It covers 
all the expanse above us and all around us all over the world. 
It is wonderful to note the advancement that has been made 
in the use of radio and the number of demands that have been 
made for it. I do not think anybody could imagine the amount 
of material that has been brought to our attention in the 
preparation and consideration of this bill. On account of its 
importance, and because of the general belief of the member- 
ship of the committee that the bill is a very essential one, it 
comes to you with a unanimous report, and if you will give it 
attention I think we shall be able to close the debate and come 
to a vote thereon at an early hour. 

I yield such time to the gentleman from Maine [Mr. WHITE], 
chairman of the radio subcommittee, as he may desire to use in 
presenting this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Maine is recognized, 
[Applause.] 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I have been so much 
occupied the last three or four days in persuading myself that 
I did not have the grippe, and that I was growing better and 
better each day, that I have had no time and no disposition 
to prepare a statement on the bill. What I say, therefore, will 
be based on the general information I have and on some notes 
hurriedly placed on paper within the last hour. I do wish to 
make a very brief general statement, and then, if it please the 
members of the committee, I will go through the bill section 
by section, stating the purpose of and the reasons which 
prompted the committee to frame the particular provisions. 

The bill amends and enlarges the radio act of 1912 which 
has been and is now the basic law on the subject. At that 
time radio was in its infancy. For a year after the approval 
of that act, or as of June 30, 1913, there was not a single 
broadcasting station in the United States. There was at that 
time only one transoceanic station communicating with Ger- 
many, and that in a purely experimental stage of development. 
Outside of ship stations communicating between ship and ship 
and between ship and shore, and outside of amateurs, who at 
that time transmitted on a short wave length and with a low 
power, and who interfered very little with others, there were 
less than 100 transmitting stations in the United States. Radio 
was used practically wholly for communication at sea. Since 
that date there has come a most amazing development. As 
of January 1, 1923, there were something like 21,000 trans- 
mitting stations in the United States. Something like 2,762 
of those stations were on board ship. There were about 570 
broadcasting stations scattered throughout the United States, 
one or more in every State of the Union except the Sate of 
Mississippi. There were 12 transoceanic stations communi- 
cating with Great Britain, France, Germany, Poland, Holland, 
Italy, Hawaii, Japan, and there were other stations in con- 
templation of erection. 

As the number of stations has multiplied so have the uses of 
radio multiplied. To-day we find this instrumentality used not 
alone for communication between ship and ship and ship and 
shore, but we find it utilized in our Coast Guard Service. We 
find it being availed of for the transmission of weather and 
crop reports, for time signals, for music, for sermons, and an 
infinite variety of matter of educational, entertainment, and 
religious value. 

It has become well recognized now that there are physical 
limitations to the use of the air. Going back to last July, 1922, 
there were available for use in this country only about 191 
different wave lengths. Of these 191 wave lengths 122 were 
utilized by something like 279 Government stations. That left 
available for over 17,000 private stations only 69 available wave 
lengths. From these physical limitations and this vast increase 
in use and users have come conditions which demand a more 
systematic ordering of the paths of the air and of those who 
use these paths. It is as essential that there shall be a law and 
regulation governing the use of these air paths and that traffic 
policemen enforce these laws and these rules and regulations 
as that there should be similar provisions and similar control 
of the moyements of traffic in the streets of the cities of the 
Nation. 

I think the users of radio recognize the situation that has 
come, recognize how the different users are crowding and jost- 
ling and interfering with each other in the air. 

I think the first public expression of this recognition came 
from a radio conference called by Secretary Hoover, with the 
approval of the President, and held in this city in the early 
part of last summer or in the late spring. That conference 
was held at the Department of Commerce. The members of 
the conference, with one or two exceptions, were men, fa- 
miliar with the general subject, familiar with the commercial 
use of radio, and equally familiar with the technical and scien- 
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tific aspects of the art. That conference held hearings for 
several days, at which all persons interested appeared and made 
specific recommendations as to needed legislation and also made 
specific recommendations as to technical details. After hearing 
these many witnesses the conference resolved itself into two 
committees, one a technical committee, one a legal committee, 
and the particular province of the legal committee was to frame 
a proposed bill which would make possible and make effective 
the recommendations of the technical committee and of the full 
conference. 

The genesis of this bill now before you was in the recom- 
mendations of that conference. Your Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries has conducted hearings. Hearings were 
held a short while ago, and from time to time during the last 
two or three Congresses other committees of the Congress, both 
of the House and the Senate, have considered various phases 
of this subject. — 

I want to repeat what has been said by the chairman, that 
the bill comes before the House with the unanimous recom- 
mendation of the committee, and, like all legislation, is a com- 
posite of the views of the individual members of the committee. 

I think all who use the radio, all who utilize it for the trans- 
mission of intelligence, or who listen in for communications by 
this means, and the general public are vitally interested that 
the legislation should be passed. It is not a comprehensive 
radio law. It leaves the 1912 act practically intact. 

It does seek—and this is the prime purpose of the legisla- 
tion—it does seek to confer on the regulatory body, the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, powers of regulation commensurate with 
the difficulties of the situation and adequate to clear these 
paths, these lines of communication in the air, so that they 
may be used with the utmost efficiency. That is all I care to 
say as a general statement. I shall be glad to go through the 
bill if members of the committee are interested, in detail, and 
as I go along over the particular paragraphs of the bill I 
will answer as far as I can any questions that may be asked 
with respect to them, 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Will tLe gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. I do not know anything about radio, 
but I assume that the purpose of the bill is to prevent con- 
flict between wave lengths. i 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. That is one of the primary pur- 


poses. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. What is the object of making all these 
details in reference to procuring licenses and affixing stamps, 
creating a new bureau for the examination of operators, if 
the only purpose is to fix the wave lengths? 

Mr. WHITE. It does not create anything new. That is 
already done by the Bureau of Navigation in the Department of 
Commerce. What we have sought to do is to make certain and 
to make sure some of the doubtful powers of the Department 
of Commerce, the powers which in many cases they are now 
unable to enforce because of defects in the existing law. All 
of this is done under existing law—all the licensing of op- 
erators is done under existing law. We have only dealt with 
the subject with more particularity than does existing law. 

Now, I will call attention to some of the changes in existing 
law. Section 1 (a) of the bill is in almost identical language 
with section 1 of the act of 1912. It might be called the basis 
of the entire legislation. It is the assertion of jurisdiction 
by Congress over this kind of communication between States 
and between States and foreign nations. There is no change 
in substance in section 1 (a) from existing law. 

Section 1 (b) has in it nothing radically different from ex- 
isting law. I think I may state it is this way—that there is 
existing law for substantially every provision contained in 
section 1 (b). We have, however, in section 1 (b) stated the 
powers directly and affirmatively. We have not left them to 
inference, as they are left in some cases under existing law. 

Mr. KNUTSON, The gentleman is now referring to section 
1 (b). t 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. SNELL. Could the gentleman explain in a short way 
who has to have license under this bill; what class of people? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. This bill does not touch the receiver 
at all. There are in the United States, as I said, something like 
21,000 transmitting stations, No one can tell how many re- 
ceiving stations there are, but the estimates run all the way from 
a million and a half to two and a half million receiving sets, 
This legislation does not touch the operator or the receiving set 
at all, but it does require, as does existing law, a license for 
every transmitting set, except the Government sets. No license 
is required for stations owned and operated by the Govern- 
ment. 


Mr. SNELL. But at the present time everyone who transmits 
anything through the air has to get out a personal license? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. He requires a license under existing 
law, and this does not change that at all. 

Mr. SNELL. Is there any restriction upon how many licenses 
pro Ase be permitted or can anyone get a license who applies 

or it? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. One of the defects of the existing law 
is that no one knows whether the issuance of a license is man- 
datory upon the Secretary of Commerce, or whether it rests in 
his discretion. By this legislation we have sought to make it 
certain that the issuance of. licenses is in the discretion of the 
Secretary; that he is to be guided by what is in the public in- 
terest, and he is not required to issue the license when the 
granting of it would be prejudicial to public interests. 

Mr. SNELL. How is he to decide that, if a large number ap- 
piy oe license in one part of the country and a few in an- 
other 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Let me get on with my explanation 
of section 1 (b). 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. - 

Mr. BARBOUR. I would like to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion about the subject of licenses. If the gentleman wants to 
wait until he reaches that, very well. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine, I will ask the gentleman to ask his 
question now. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I notice the requirement in section b on 
page 10—— 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. That is as to operators’ licenses? 

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I will ask the gentleman to wait un- 
til I come to that. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Other questions were brought up in re- 
spect to the matter of licenses, and that is what prompted me 
now. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. There are two classes of licenses pro- 
vided. There is the station license and then there is the opera- 
tor's license, and that same distinction exists in the present 
law. 

Mr. HOCH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. HOCH. Does the committee consider that the jurisdic- 
tion of the Federal Government in this field rests entirely upon 
the commerce clause of the Constitution, or does it consider 
that the Federal Government has some primary or inherent 
jurisdiction over the air in the matter of the transmission of 
these messages? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I can not answer for the committee 
upon that point. I think we started out with the proposition 
that Congress had legislated in substantially this manner some 
ten years ago; that the right of Congress to exercise this juris- 
diction has never been questioned; and we base this legislation 
upon that original proposition and upon the acquiescence of the 
people in that exercise of jurisdiction of these 10 years. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Les. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Many people have in their homes receiv- 
ing stations. They get musical entertainments in my home 
city from Chicago and St. Louis. They are seriously inter- 
fered with by irresponsible boys who have built stations. Does 
this bill seek to do away with that kind of a nuisance? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. This bill gives to the Secretary of 
Commerce power to put into force rules and regulations which 
we hope will do much to obviate that difficulty. 

Mr. LONDON. Is the discretion of the Secretary of Com- 
merce reviewable by a court, or is his discretion absolute? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. We have left it in the absolute dis- 
cretion of the Secretary. 

Mr. LONDON. Does the gentleman believe that to be a safe 
way to do? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. At the present time, yes. I think we 
have a condition now where there must be drastice action taken, 
action taken quickly, or the value of this means of communica- 
tion is lost to the people of the country. 

Mr. LONDON. Why should not an aggrieved party be in a 
position to apply to the court for relief? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Because it means interminable de- 
lay and it probably means—and I say this with great respect 
to the courts—a less intelligent action than we will get through 
the Secretary of Commerce. 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Do I understand that the gentleman he- 
lieves in creating a czarlike bureau down here in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce? Is that tl proposition? 


Mr. McKENZIN. 
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Mr. WHITE of Maine. I would say generally that I think 
I am as much out of harmony with the tendency to centralize 
here in Washington as anyone can be, but I think of all the 
activities of the Nation to-day, this is the one in which all 
persons interested, whether as transmitters or receivers, are 
beseeching the Government to exercise a larger degree of 
control than it ever has heretofore, 

The question asked by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. Lonpon] is a very pertinent question, but in 
this bill you have provided that the Secretary of Commerce 
shall guard against the building up of a monopoly. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. MCKENZIE. Which is perfectly proper, but in all jus- 
tice to the public, the discretion should be lodged somewhere 
to prevent everyone exercising the right to send out messages. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I do not want to take any more time 
than is necessary. Section 1 (b) of the bill restates the powers 
which it is claimed the Secretary of Commerce now has under 
existing law but which in some instances have been denied by 
users of radio. It gives him general power to classify radio 
stations and assign bands of wave lengths to different classes 
of stations and to the particular stations. It gives him power 
to make general rules or regulations aimed to prevent inter- 
ference between the different users of the ether. It gives him 
power to control the kinds of instruments to be installed in 
stations with reference to the external effects of those instru- 
meuts. 

And I may say generally this is the clause which gives 
power to the Secretary to do the essential things which the 
committee feels will bring a semblance of order out of chaos 
as it now exists. Now, subsection (c) is a restatement of 
what is already in existing law. It gives to the President of 
the United States in time of war or peril or public disaster 
power to cause the closing of any radio station in the United 
States, and to take over the apparatus and the station for the 
purpose of government during such emergency. Subsection (d) 
is an important paragraph in the bill I suppose there has 
been more controversy over this particular section than over 
any other. I have stated already that 279 Government stations 
were utilizing about 122 out of 191 of the available wave 
lengths as of the Ist of July. It has been a great problem, a 
troublesome problem, to know how to bring the different de- 
partments of the Government using radio into a harmonious 
relationship with each other and how es fit them into the 
general scheme of communication, 

Some of the Government departments Siah to be a law 
unto themselves, to recognize no other authority than their 
own desires and their own judgment as to their needs and 
importance. Then we found a great body of private users 
of radio who thought the Government was encroaching alto- 
gether too far and too much into this field to the exclusion 
of legitimate and desirable uses by private agencies. We 
finally worked out this compromise. This paragraph removes 
Government stations from the general authority of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce. It provides in terms and in effect that 
no license is required of a Government station. Under the 
law heretofore and under the practice Government stations 
have been helping themselves, without regard to any other in- 
terest, to whatever wave lengths they saw fit and have been 
using them when and as they saw fit. This section now pro- 
vides that the President shall allocate to the various Govern- 
ment departments the wave lengths which each shall have the 
right to use. If this is enacted into law we do not leave it 
to the War Department, we do not leave it to the Navy De- 
partment, or to the Agricultural Department, or any other 
particular agency of the Government to take what it can, 
disregarding the rights and interests of others, but we have 
placed upon the President, believing he will be a fair arbiter 
between the conflicting interests, the duty of allocating wave 
lengths to the different agencies of the Government. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. I do. 

Mr. EDMONDS. I desire to ask this question: Wave lengths 
only apply to the sending of radio messages. It has nothing 
to do with the receiving of messages? 

Mr. WHITH of Maine, I think I have already stated this 
bill applies only to the transmitting stations, and it does not 
affect directly receiving stations at all. 

Mr. EDMONDS. I wanted the House to understand dis- 
tinctly that it had nothing to do with the receiving end of 
the line, but only with the sending end of the line. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman state for the benefit 
of the House what various departments of the Government 
now operate independent radio systems? 


Mr. WHITE of Maine. Well, the Department of Commerce 
maintains stations; the Navy Department, the War Depart- 
ment, the Interior Department, the Post Office Department, 
the Treasury Department, the Coast Guard Service, the Light- 
house Service, the Agricultural Department, and practically 
every department of the Government is making some use of 
radio. Now, I have said this section places the burden, and 
it is a “burden,” on the President to allocate wave lengths 
for the different members of his family. 

The Secretary of Commerce has no control over Government 
stations being utilized for governmental purposes. We have 
here added a provision that except on vessels while at sea or 
beyond the limits of continental United States Government 
stations, in transmitting any other matter than governmental 
matter, must bring themselves within the ordered system, and 
must observe such rules and regulations as the Secretary of 
Commerce may prescribe designed -to prevent interference. 
Now, I may say after many conferences that proposition was 
agreed to by the Navy Department, and it is accepted by the 
various members of the committee which had jurisdiction, and 
it has been accepted as a compromise measure, as the best 
thing that can be worked out at this time. And that is the 
purport and effect of this subsection D. 

Mr. EVANS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. I do. 

Mr. EVANS. I notice in the gentleman's statement just 
made he said the Government stations transmitting Govern- 
ment business. I notice in the bill it uses the term “ Govern- 
ment stations or stations belonging to the Goyernment and 
operated by it.“ Is not there a distinction; and if not, how 
does the gentleman explain his statement with the language 
of the bill? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Well, I do not know that I quite 
understand the gentleman's question. As a matter of fact, I 
think all Government stations, all stations owned by the Gov- 
ernment, are operated by the Government. It might have been 
an unnecessary repetition of language there, but I think all 
stations owned by the Government are operated by the Govern- 
ment except possibly the stations on board vessels owned by 
the United States Shipping Board or by the United States 
Emergency Fleet Corporation. 

Mr. HUSTED. Am I correct in assuming that this bill pro- 
poses to confer no authority whatever upon the Government to 
regulate the receiving stations? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. That is true. Of course, I may say, 
enlarging upon my auswer, that it is a very serious question, 
one that we must ultimately meet, as to whether the Govern- 
ment ought not to exercise some degree of jurisdiction and 
some degree of control over these receiving stations. 

Theoretically these stations, these instruments, take messages 
only, but, as a matter of fact, through lack of skill in operation 
or because the instruments are inefficient or out of date quite 
a number of these receiving sets do radiate energy into the 
air, which interferes with transmitting stations. Now, how 
far that goes I can not say. There is some disagreement about 
it. They radiate unintelligible energy, but it is energy which 
can in some instances and does in some instances interfere 
with transmission, and that raises the question of whether 
sooner or later we shall not have to assume jurisdiction over 
these receiving stations. There is a very practical reason, 
however, for not doing it at this time. It would mean a tre- 
mendous enlargement of the personnel in the Department of 
Commerce if we undertook to license some two and one-half 
million receiving stations and undertook to exercise any sort of 
governmental supervision over them, and, accordingly, we have 
gone around that question at this time. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman, of course, will remember 
that the hearings disclosed that the manufacturers believe that 
they are making progress in preventing interference by receiv- 
ing sets, and it is hoped that the time will come when it will 
be entirely unnecessary for anybody to interfere by the use of 
a receiving set, and when the instruments shall have been per- 
fected it may be possible to bring in some legislation which 
will only apply to those having receiving sets which actually 
interfere. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I am glad to have the gentleman make 
the statement. The gentleman is accurate in his statement. I 
repeat that the development of the art will either have to cure 
this ins or else legislation must ultimately be undertaken to 
solve it, t 

Now, going on, I will say nothing about section 2 (a) unless 
somebody desires to ask a question. Section 2 (b) is really new, 
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The 
1912 law provides that a license for a station shall only be 
granted to a citizen of the United States. That is provided in 


but the germ of the section is found in the 1912 law. 


the 1912 law. We have changed that somewhat, and have 
undertaken to define in some detail who an alien is to whom a 
license may not be granted, and that section has been drawn 
with some care, and we hope it will cover the situation. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Have you placed any provision in the bill 
that will prevent a station from breaking into another station in 
the same State? 

Mr, WHITE of Maine. The basis of the jurisdiction is the 
transmission beyond the limits of a single State or the inter- 
ference with transmission from beyond the limits of a single 
State. If you went down to the great State of Texas, for ex- 
ample, I can imagine they might put up a station operated with 
a short wave length that might not interfere with the messages 
on the border of the State, or with messages going to and fro 
across the State. But if it did transmit its energy beyond the 
confines of the State or did interfere with any other station 
doing that thing, this bill would reach that situation. 

Mr. BARBOUR. And the fact is that this bill requires a 
license in every case on account of the possibility of interfer- 
ence with other stations? 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. I think it forbids the operation of a 
station which does this thing. It may be a practical question 
some time as to whether a station is transmitting beyond the 
limits of the State or is interfering. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Who would decide that? The Secretary of 
Commerce? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I presume so, in the first instance. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. As to those who have stations now, 
would they have any previous right to hold these licenses? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. The bill does not void or revoke ex- 
isting licenses. 

Mr. COLE of Iowa. They will all be continued, will they? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I might as well discuss that problem 
here. Under existing law a license is required, but there is 
nothing in the law which limits or fixes the term of the license. 
Under the existing law the Secretary of Commerce, as I view it, 
might grant to you or to a corporation or to any plant an ex- 
clusive license to operate on a particular wave length for a 
hundred years of time, and there is nothing in the existing law 
which prevents him from doing that thing. As a matter of 
practice, under existing law, the licenses are granted for a 
year’s time only, so that at the expiration of the current year of 
a license, I assume, if this bill becomes a law, every man must 
renew his application and must bring himself within the terms 
of the bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes, 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I was wondering what the situation 
would be in a case where, say like that of last Sunday, they 
took this sending station over to the First Congregational 
Chureh and used it for the purpose of broadcasting a certain 
concert, Would this bill prevent the loaning of a station to 
somebody else for sending out messages on a particular occa- 
sion? They have to get a distinct and separate license, of 
course, for sending out a concert. 

Mr, WHITE of Maine. The framers of the bill believe this 
language which follows to be of vital consequence. It is ab- 
solutely essential, if the regulation is to be effective, that the 
regulatory body may know who is utilizing and operating a 
station, and the language which follows in the bill provides 
that such station license and the wave length authorized to be 
used by the licensee and the rights therein granted shall not 
be transferred or assigned or in any manner voluntarily or in- 
voluntarily disposed of without the consent in writing of the 
Secretary, and I believe it is eminently proper that if a license 
is granted to me to transmit I shall not turn it over to the 
gentleman from New York or any other gentleman to transmit. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. In that connection, I understand the law 
would prohibit anybody else from using a sending station who 
did not have a license, and would prohibit the sending station 
being transferred to anybody else, unless the person who held 
the license would send his agent over with the instrument for 
taking care of the case. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I never considered that question in 
detail, but 1 would say generally that under the language in 
the bill the power given to the Secretary is such that he could 
prohibit that sort of thing. 


The bill, in what I will call its granting clause, gives au- 
thority to the Secretary to make regulations concerning the 
area to be served by any particular station. That is important, 
because if you get an unlimited number of stations into a nar- 
row area you are going to have a congestion that all the other 
rules and regulations which may be devised will not cure. [ 
think it is-vital that if a license is granted the Secretary shall 
have power to specify where that station shall operate. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Does not section (b), on page 2, di- 
rectly give him that authority? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I think so. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Does existing law prohibit the giving of 
license to aliens? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Existing law says a license shall be 
granted only to a citizen of the United States or to a corpora- . 
tion organized under the law of any State. That may be an 
alien corporation. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. What is the fundamental reason for pro- 
hibiting an alien who is properly in this country and doing 
business here, and living here under the laws of the United 
States, from having a license? Even the son of an alien who is 
also an alien could not have an amateur transmitting set. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I will answer that in two ways. In 
the first instance that is existing law as we understand it, and 
we have undertaken to avoid changing the existing law as far as 
possible. 

Mr. RAMSEYER., Is it because we are suspicious of aliens? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. As a matter of fact, there is another 
reason for it. I doubt if you can go into any foreign country 
as an alien to that country and obtain a license there. 

Mr. RAMSBYER. That leads me to another question. Has 
the gentleman looked up the question whether this is in viola- 
tion of any treaty stipulation as to the rights of the nationals 
of other countries in this country and the reciprocal rights of 
our nationals in another country? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. That question was not gone into in 
the committee, but I have had occasion to look at it somewhat. 
I do not think it is entirely free from doubt, but that has been 
the law for 10 years, and so far as I know, no one has ever seen 
fit to question the law or the right. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I am not questioning it. 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. No one has ever suggested that it is 
violative of any treaty. I think it is only what we are doing, 
as a matter of fact, with respect to other matters. Our naviga- 
tion laws exclude aliens from certain privileges that are re- 
served for Americans, and we are doing here only what we have 
done in other fields of activity. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. We exclude aliens from being officers 
on American ships. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. HUSTED, If I understood the gentleman correctly he 
stated that this bill proposes to vest in the Secretary of 
Commerce an absolute discretion to regulate this whole mat- 
ter, a discretion which is not reviewable by the courts. Is 
that correct? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I think that is correct. 

Mr, HUSTED. I assume that the right to transmit these 
messages is a substantial right? 4 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. A good many people have thought 
so who have discovered afterwards that it was not. But I 
will answer the gentleman; yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. It would be assumed to be? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I think so. 

Mr. HUSTED. Well, I do not suppose the Secretary of 
Commerce would discriminate, but assuming that he should 
promulgate some unreasonable rules and regulations or dis- 
criminate in the matter of issuing licenses, does the gentleman 
think the courts should be denied the right to review his 
action, or that the jurisdiction of the courts could be divested 
by any action that he might take? ' è 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. If the courts can not be ousted, no 
harm has been done. As a matter of fact, I think every- 
body who is interested, manufacturers of radio instruments, 
transmitters by radio, and listeners in on radio much prefer 
to have this absolute power vested in the Secretary than to 
have it relegated to the courts. 

I have been taking more time than I ought too 

Mr. KNUTSON. I think the gentleman ought to be per- 
mitted to go through the bill. He has talked 40 minutes and 
has not come to the second section, ù 
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Mr. WHITE of Maine. I intended to take only about 10 
minutes. 
Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. WHITE of Maine. I will yield to the gentleman from 
Nevada and then I want to discuss other sections of the 
bill. 

Mr. ARENTZ. Will this bill, if it is passed, supersede the 
Army regulations in the Panama Canal Zone or in Panama 
City? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I assume the gentleman refers to 
the Government station at Panama? 

Mr. ARENTZ. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. The President is given power to 
give to that station whatever wave length he sees fit. 

Mr. ARENTZ. Then a broadcasting station could not be 
set up in any club in Panama or any place where there is 
music and entertainment, and broadcast the same over the 
Canal Zone and the Canal Zone amateurs listen in? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Oh, yes. 

Mr. ARENTZ. That can not be done now under regulations 
promulgated by the Governor of the Canal Zone? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I will not undertake to answer that 
question in detail. So far as this particular bill goes, I will 
say that the Secretary could grant a license to a broadcasting 
station here. 

IJ have taken altogether too much time. I am only going to 
refer now to one or two particular sections of the bill. There 
has been much fear—and there has been some basis for it— 
that certain interests were undertaking to create a monopoly 
with respect to radio instruments and with respect to radio 
transmission. 

Mr. EDMONDS. In answer to the gentleman from Nevada, 
I should like to say that the Panama Canal Zone is not covered 
by the present act, and therefore is not covered by this bill. It 
is subject to regulations prescribed by the authorities on the 
Zone. 

Mr. ARENTZ. Then it means that it is entirely within the 
province of the military officials and the Governor of the Canal 
Zone to prohibit what is a common practice among high-school 
students in this country and among men and women who know 
something about radio, 

Mr. EDMONDS. That is a military zone and should be kept 


_—under the military authorities properly. 


Mr. WHITE of Maine. I have said that there has been 
much fear expressed that there were interests undertaking to 
acquire a monopoly not only of radio instruments but of radio 
transmission. If this were not a short session of Congress, 
which is coming to an end within a few weeks, I think your 
committee would have been anxious to have recommended some 
detailed legislation dealing with that subject. We all agreed 
that at this time to go into a comprehensive field of that nature 
would defeat what we believed to be the absolutely essential 
provisions of the bill. So we have postponed that subject to 
a later time. We have written into the bill two or three pro- 
visions which, we think, will do much to exert a restraining 
influence over whoever might seek to acquire monopolistic 
rights. We have written in the bill a specific provision that 
the Secretary may refuse a license to any group of per- 
sons whom he believes are seeking to monopolize radio, 
either through control of patents or instruments or by other 
means. We have written into the bill that in the granting of 
licenses for commercial stations intended to transmit oceanic 
communication the Secretary of Commerce may write into the 
license such restrictions, conditions, or terms as may be im- 
posed with respect to licenses under the cable landing license 
bill. 

There is a further provision that any license with respect to 
these stations must be approved by the President. We have put 
in also other provisions which at this time I will not undertake 
to deal with. We are firm in our belief that the legislation is 
imperatively needed, and while it is not the last word on the 
subject it will do much for this art. [Applause.] 


MI. BARBOUR. If the gentleman will yield, it is just as I 


feared, the gentleman has not got to that part of the bill where 
I wanted to interrogate him. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I feel like apologizing to the mem- 
bers of the committee for taking as much time as I have. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I will say that so far as 
other members of the subcommittee are concerned, unless there 
is some objection I am perfectly willing that the gentleman 
from Maine shall continue. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I want to hear the gentleman from 
Illinois, because he has been a student of the bill and is as 
familiar as anybody in the House on the subject. 


Mr, CHINDBLOM. The gentleman on the other side will 
have an hour, and they may be desirous of asking the gentleman 
some questions. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, if I understand it 
rightly, I would like to know, as long as no arrangement was 
made about the time, if any Member is recognized he will be 
entitled to an hour. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Burryess), No; there is an hour on 
each side. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend and revise my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Maine? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I will ask if it is not the 
fact that in the consideration of business on Calendar Wednes- 
day there are only two hours for general debate, one hour on 
each side; that is, one hour for those in favor of the legisla- 
tion and one hour for those opposed? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I claim recognition in 
2 ee to the bill if no one on the committee is opposed 
to it. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I am not opposed to the bill, but I 
thought as the ranking member of the minority of the com- 
mittee I would have a right to an hour's time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is a member 
of the committee but not opposed to the bill. Is there a mem- 
ber of the committee that is opposed to the bill? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I am not a member of the committee, 
but I am opposed to the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the statement of the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Harpy] that he is opposed to the bill and no 
member of the committee being opposed to the bill, the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Jones] is entitled to recognition. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Can not the gentleman from Texas claim 
the hour and then yield the hour to his colleague [Mr. Harpy]? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I am willing to yield a part of the 
ee but I want to yield such time as those in opposition may 
claim. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I suggest that the gentleman from 
Texas take such time as he deems proper and then yield the 
balance. 

The CHAIRMAN. Inasmuch as no member of the committee 
is opposed to the bill, the Chair will recognize the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Jones] for one hour. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I dislike to take a position contrary to that of the 
members of the committee who have had the privilege of study- 
ing the measure more thoroughly than I have had, especially 
such faithful and efficient members as constitute this committee. 
But it seems to me that the disposition to rush into the hands 
of the Federal authorities for regulation is getting too great 
in this House, and I take my position by virtue of the recom- 
mendation made in the committee’s own report. I believe that 
if the Members of the House will read the report carefully 
they will reach the conclusion that we ought not to pass a 
measure of this kind at this time. The time may come in the 
development of this art when it may be important to pass 
legislation, but I do not believe this measure should pass, at 
least not at the present time. This is an important question 
and I am in fayor of any necessary legislation, but it should 
be necessary and should be presented later when a more thor- 
ough consideration is possible. 

I want to call the attention of the committee to some of 
the provisions in the bill and to some of the statements that 
are made in the report on the bill. I do not know—this is a 
new proposition, but I am very much interested in it and Sọ 
are many people throughout the country. I do not believe 
simply because here is a great project that is rapidly develop- 
ing, which has made tremendous strides under the law as it 
exists to-day, that we should rush Into the hands of a single 
Federal official with absolute control of the situation, and create 
a Federal bureau which this new bill does create; go to a 
great deal more expense necessarily, at this stage when the 
art is developing rapidly and when, according to the committee's 
own report, they have not been able to present a comprehensive 
bill. They have not investigated it sufficiently to offer a com- 
prehensive bill, On this bill the committee makes a report in 
which it says: 


The radio art changes overnight. It is neither standardized nor 
stabilized. There is to-day no like activity attracting the attention 
of so many technical and scientific men as this. The research de- 
partments of the Government and of the greatest technical companies 
of the country and thousands of amateurs are engrossed in its study. 
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While that condition exists, a committee rushes into the 
House with a bill df 18 pages, undertaking to license every 
station that sends messages and every operator who sends 
messages, when the business is changing overnight, when it 
is rapidly developing under the present law. They want to 
put into the hands of one man the power to absolutely control 
the situation. They are putting into the hands of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce, who is already a busy man, under the terms 
of this bill a power that should not be granted to any man, 
at least until it shall have proved absolutely necessary after 
the most thorough and exhaustive study. Of course the Sec- 
retary of Commerce is going to get much of his information 
from the big companies, necessarily. He will have to get it 
from some one, and he will get it from the experts of the big 
companies. Here is something more that this report says: 

The bill before you is not a comprehensive radio law, but is limited 
in its scope. There are many p ases of the subject which invite 
stoor and in which in the not d stant future may call for legislative 
ac ne 

The point that I am making is not that additional legislation 
may not be found necessary, On the contrary, in the growth 
and development it may be found very necessary, but why rush 
in here when the business is growing by leaps and bounds and 
change a law under which it is growing and developing, when 
the committee have not had the proper time to consider the 
matter, when the business has not yet reached a state when they 
can offer a comprehensive law about it? There is a tendency on 
the part of Congress and upon the part of Members of Congress 
to talk about Federal licensing and Federal regulation and 
then decry it, but when the occasion arises they will say it is 
just this one step more, and gradually the Federal Govern- 
ment is taking charge of a great many of the activities of the 
country. I am not in favor of granting these broadening 
powers to these people without thorough study and the necessity 

der it being shown. 
— Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. I am interested in what the gentleman has 
said. He said the Secretary of Commerce would get some 
information from the experts of the great companies. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Certainly. 

Mr. HUSTED. What possible harm could there be if he did? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I did not mention that in criticism, 
but simply in connection with the statement that I believe the 
bill as drawn would not prevent the growth of monopolies in 
connection with the business; and, on the other hand, its re- 
sult might be to encourage them. The Secretary of Commerce 
is a busy man. He would necessarily have to depend for his 
information upon these experts. It is just as natural for a 
man to look after his own interests, and for a corporation to 
Jook after its own interests, as it is for sparks to fly upward; 
and if companies want to create a monopoly, they will work to 
that end. 

— Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. Is it not fairer to assume that the Secretary 
of Commerce will rely for his information upon the advisory 
committee of 15 which this bill provides for in section 5? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That is another one of the things that 
I object to—an advisory committee of 15 members. That 
creates a new bureau, a new Federal regulatory board, and 
this advisory committee would simply after all be an advisory 
committee. It is to be appointed by certain members of the 
different departments of the Government, and if you should 
undertake to establish fully the activities of the advisory com- 
mittee, you might ultimately have a great many more Federal 
employees, when we already have too many of them at the pres- 
ent time. If he undertook to fully carry out that provision, it 
would be tremendously expensive, and if he did not, he would 
necessarily have to rely upon the information that he could 
obtain from different corporations, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman point out any provi- 
sion in the bill which warrants the statement he made about 
creating a large force of employees? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I was just calling attention to the 
Section which was just called to my attention, section 5 on page 
18, which provides for an advisory committee, to be established 
by the Secretary of Commerce, to consist of 15 members. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is that a thousand employees? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I did not say anything about its being 
a thousand employees; and if the gentleman had listened to 
what I said, he would not make that statement. I said if they 
carried out the activities of those 15 men and they went into it 
thoroughly, they would have many employees before they got 


through with a lot of these investigations; and that is absolutely 
true, as is shown by our experience in various departments. 

Mr. ROACH. Several of these members who are to consti- 
tute the advisory board, appointed by the Secretary of State, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, and other members of the 
Cabinet, are now operating great radio systems, are they not? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not know whether they are or 
not. Of course they are using it extensively, I assume. 

Mr. ROACH. And they are peculiarly in a position to know 
the facts? : 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not know that there is any idea 
of appointing on this committee men who were already operat- 
ing such stations. 

Mr. ROACH. The bill provides for the appointment of these 
men. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I know it does. 

Mr. ROACH. They are now operating large radio stations. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That further bears out the argumeat 
that I make about the result that would be obtained. 

Mr. LAZARO. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Les. 

Mr. LAZARO, The gentleman said that radio was increas- 
ing by leaps and bounds. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. LAZARO. If we regulated it in its-infancy, as we did 
in the law of 1913, then according to the gentleman's statement 
is it not reasonable to now extend those regulations in 19237 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That may be, but I say the situation 
depicted by the committee in its report and their statement 
shows that the bill is not comprehensive; that it ean not be at 
this time, and that argues absolutely against our going into a 
situation of this kind near the close of the session, extending 
Federal regulations in a very extensive way. The confusion 
that has arisen has been due more to the sudden and tremendous 
growth of the business than to any lack of regulatory powers. 
The existing law goes very far in authorizing regulation. 

Mr. LAZARO. The gentleman will admit that if the people 
are to get the benefit of this growing thing there ought to be 
more regulation than in 1913. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not subscribe to the doctrine that 
in order for people to get the benefit of an institution there 
must be more and more Federal regulation. Some people have 
the idea that in order for any man to enjoy the benefits of any 
institution or organization there must be some Federal regula- 
tion, but I do not believe in any such doctrine. The point I 
make is that the confusion and chaotic condition is due largely 
to the sudden growth in the last year or two. If we pass this 
bill to-day, probably by next session new legislation will be 
necessary. There are powers of regulation under existing law 
which gives authority to regulate in so far as they know how to 
regulate, It is like an old doctor who only gave quinine. When 
the patient did not improve he thought he had not given enough. 
So he gave more and more quinine until the patient either got 
well or died. You can not cure this confusion by simply passing 
a bill, especially one that is hurriedly drawn, Let the business 
develop. Let them use the powers under existing law until the 
next session and maybe the situation will so clear as to enable 
us to tell just what legislation is necessary. 

Mr. LAZARO. Will the gentleman yield for another question? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I decline to yield further just now, as 
I want to call attention to one or two other things before I go 
into that. I just want to call the attention of the gentleman 
to the statement of the committee: 

The bill before you is not a comprehensive radio law but is limited 
in its scope. There are many phases of the subject which invite study 
and which in the not distant future may call for legislative action. 

In another place it says: 

The radio art changes overnight. 
stabilized. > 

And yet with the condition as it exists we are asked to increase 
the Federal license and control system and you place it in the 
hands of one man to say who shall and who shall not engage 
in this business and who shall absolutely control the situation 
from top to bottom. In section (b), page 2, the Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to license the radio stations and pre- 
scribe the nature of the service to be rendered and to make, 
alter, and reyoke regulations applicable to all licensed stations. 
Now, I want in that connection to call attention to the statement 
of the committee that— 

Apprehension has been expressed— 

I want to call attention of this committee to the report of 
this committee— 


Apprehension has been ex d and there is evidence sufficient to 
raise the question iu reasonable minds that certain companies and in- 
terests have been endeavoring to establish a monopoly 


It is neither standardized nor 


— 
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I eali the attention of the gentleman from Illinois to that 
statement particularly when he was speaking in so cynical a 
manner about regulation and monopoly. Here is the com- 
mittee report. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Where is the gentleman reading? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Page 4 of the-committee report. 

A hension has been ressed, and there is evidence sufficient to 
Fais the “queation in 88 minds that certain companies and in- 
terests have been endeavoring to establish a ee in wireless 
communications through contro] and the manufacture and sale of radio 
instruments through contractual arrangements giving exclusive privi- 
leges in the tr jon and exchange of messages or through other 
means. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Now will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. In just a minute. I have not finished 
reading. I decline to yield now. 

Your committee believes that this subject should be carefully investi- 
gated and appropriate action considered at an early date. 

In other words, according to the committee’s own statement, 
it leaves the question of monopoly practically free and open and 
leaves to these companies the whole proposition. Now, I be- 
lieve it would have been fairer and more seeming for you to 
have brought in a provision that would have curbed a monopoly 
of this business rather than to bring in 18 pages of Federal 
regulations and license. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Why does the gentleman call my atten- 
tion to these words on page 4? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I called attention to the words on 
page 4 because the gentleman seemed to be very cynical a 
moment ago when I suggested that under the terms of this bill 
the big companies would have a chance to monopolize the situa- 
tion. Now, I quote the unanimous report of the committee, 
which sustains me. Does the gentleman want any more evi- 
dence? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? The gentle- 
man is wrong. The gentleman from Illinois made no reference 
to any statement by the gentleman in reference to monopo- 
lization. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Iso understood him; but perhaps I do 
not understand the English language. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say this to the gentleman, that 
if the gentleman’s views prevail and no legislation had, he is 
working in the interests of monopolization. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Oh, the gentleman’s statement is full 
of prejudice because the report says that they do not try 
in any practical way to govern the question of monopoly. 
Now, we have Federal regulation and yet leave the question 
of monopoly open, according to the unanimous report. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I wish to say to my colleague 
that contrary to what he has stated this bill has a provision 
inserted in addition to existing law and in a general way it 
prevents monopolies. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. On page 6 it says the Secretary of 
Commerce is authorized to refuse a station license to any 
person, company, or corporation which in the judgment of 
the Secretary is monopolizing or seeks to monopolize radio 
communication, and substantially that same provision is in 
the old law. You do not direct the Secretary of Commerce—— 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. And also a provision that he may 
revoke. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I understand that also is in the orig- 
inal law, which is already on the statute books. If the gen- 
tleman will read here in the laws of the Sixty-second Con- 
gress, pages 302 and 303, he will find this same provision, 
Why did not they direct the Secretary of Commerce to do 
these things in the event a monopoly existed? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. As a matter of fact, under existing 
law and the construction which has been put upon it by the 
court, if a monopoly existed which applied for the license, the 
Secretary of Commerce has no authority whatsoever to refuse 
that license to an admitted monopoly. ‘That is the situation in 
the existing law. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I have the law before me, and it au- 
thorizes the Secretary of Commerce to revoke these licenses for 
cause, and to make his own regulations and revoke his own 
licenses whenever he pleases, and the gentleman knows that is 
true. But I want to get on to another proposition that is in 


__this bill. 


Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. LONDON. Would the situation of which the gentleman 
complains be remedied if the bill were to provide that resort 
may be had to the courts in the event the Secretary of Com- 


meroa refuses a license to any transmitting station or operating 
station? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I think that would help the bill mate- 
rially, but I think it would still leave it where they would have 
to have a concern of some importance in order to fight the big 
companies and pursue the litigation successfully in the courts. 
You will find that most of the witnesses were connected with 
the big companies that are now trying to control the whole 
situation. 

Mr. LONDON. Under this bill the control of the whole radio 
situation is under one man? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes; one man is in the sole control. 

Now, under section C, on page 10, there is a provision that an 
operator's license shall be issued by the Secretary of Commerce 
in response to a written application, and it sets out the different 
things that he must show in order to get a license, and then it 
puts in this provision in subsection E: 

An operator’s license shall be in yt form as the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall prescribe, and may be pre Nes by him for a period not 
ex two years upon proof sufficient to satisfy him that the 
licensee has violated any 23 of any act or treaty ee on 
the United States which the Secretary of Commerce is authorized by 
this act to administer, or of any regulation made by the Secretary 
under any such act or treaty, or has failed to compel compliance 
therewith by any unlicensed person under his supervision, or has 
zang A are „ nul deme ye oe on 
w illful permi — 
—.— to be 3 * 9 N 

And so forth, and so on, citing a number of instances. Now, 
if there is one of these little companies or operators who in- 
advertently violates some of the regulations, the Secretary of 
Commerce can absolutely put him out of business; he can put 
him out of business for two years; and, of course, these big 
companies can have some spies on his trail and find some regu- 
lation to show to the Secretary of Commerce that the law is 
violated; and so by the end of two years they will have him 
scotched. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Is there any appeal from the decision of 
the Secretary? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Absolutely none. His decision is final. 
They can not even go into the courts under this bill They 
make Mr. Hoover, who, while an honorable man, is neverthe- 
less more or less ambitious, the sole arbiter, and from his de- 
cisions, as you all know, there is very little appeal when he has 
the final say. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will Mr. Hoover be Secretary of Com- 
merce forever? p 

Mr. JONES of Texas. You do not know at any time whether 
he will be Secretary of Commerce or not, but he has already 
asked for contributions to his department for more authority 
and more power, and now he comes in with a bill. Whereas 
the business was formerly divided between him and the Secre- 
tary of Labor, by the present law he wants to be the whole 
cheese.” 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, 
yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes, 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Does not the gentleman think the See- 
retary of Commerce has performed his duties ably? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Well, I have not gone into that mat- 
ter fully. I admit that he is an able man, but I know he has 
made some mistakes in his wonderful experience and has dune 
some wonderful things. But I am not willing, at the rate this 
business is going on, to require every man who is a citizen of 
this great free country to rush pell-mell into the hands of 
Federal supervision and require him to take out a license in 
every detail and leave it to any one man to say who shall 
and who shall not have the benefit of an institution of this 
character. This involves the air. I have heard it said fre- 
quently that about the only thing that was left free was the 
air, and now you are going to take that away. [Laughter.] i 

Mr. BARBOUR. Would not the remedy of mandamus lie 
here if the Secretary of Commerce abused the discretion vested 
in him? 8 

Mr. JONES of Texas. It is not so nominated in the bond. 
He is given the absolute right to make any regulations, whether 
reasonable or unreasonable, which he sees fit to make, and if 
anyone violates any one of these regulations he will be put 
out of commission, or at least for two years. 

Mr. BARBOUR. All the authority that he has is given to 
him by statute. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes; and the proposed statute pro- 
vides no appeal to the courts in any way whatever. Of course, 
a man would have a poor chance to go into court, considering 


will the gentleman 
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all the advantage of the information which the other side 
would have in trying to make Secretary Hoover do something, 
or make any other Secretary of Commerce do anything. 

Now, the report says: 

After the approval of this act the construction of a station for 
which a license is required by this act shall not be begun, nor sball 
the construction of a station already begun be continu until after 
a permit for its construction has been granted by the Secretary of Com- 
merce upon written application therefor. 

A man may be out here with a station almost finished, one 
of these small concerns, and may have spent most, perhaps, 
of his capital stock. They can have their station almost fin- 
ished, and yet if the Secretary of Commerce, in his wisdom 
and in his almost unlimited power, shall say unto him or them, 
“Nay, nay,” they must throw away the work and the invest- 
ment they have made, because they are not permitted to con- 
duct their business. 

‘Mr. LONDON: Does the existing law give the Secretary of 
Commerce an adequate personnel to make such investigations, 
or will it be necessary to make additional appropriations? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not know; but the committee's 
report says that not only are the big institutions making all 
sorts of investigations but the Government is making various 
investigations, and the report says the great technical organi- 
zations througliout the country and the amateurs throughout 
the country are making investigations. 

Mr. LONDON. I am speaking of the individual having the 
right to construct a transmitting station. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I think it is under the general powers 
of the Secretaries of Commerce and Labor. As I understand it, 
they have asked for no additional appropriation. I suppose 
they have such men now as they have found to be necessary in 
that regard. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Texas. What effect would the putting of 
this operation into the hands of the Secretary of Commerce 
absolutely have? What effect would that have on radioing 
market reports and things of that kind? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. If the Secretary of Commerce saw fit 
to dress down the farmers. as he did when he regulated the 
price of wheat, he could say, “ You have already enough market 
news and you must quit sending market news by radio.“ Under 
this bill, if the Secretary of Commerce decided that the people 
down in some vegetable-raising country were already getting 
enough for their eabbages or their vegetables or fruit, he 
might say, “You can not have any more information.” Of 
course, he. would probably not do this, but the power would be 
there, and it should not be so placed unless shown to be abso- 
lutely necessary, He might say, “If you violate that regula- 
tion I will suspend you.” Under the terms of this bill the Sec- 
retary of Agriculture would be wholly dependent upon the 
good graces of the Secretary of Commerce for any information 
he might want to send out. 

Mr. KNUTSON. According to the explanation given by the 
gentleman from Maine [Mr. WHITE], who, I understand, is one 
of the authors of the bill, this measure specifically excludes 
Government broadcasting stations. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Government broadcasting stations, 
yes ; but according to the statement of the chairman of the Sub- 
committee on Appropriations [Mr. ANDERSON], when we were 
considering the agricultural bill in the House, proctically none 
of the broadcasting stations operated by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture is owned by the Government. They are private agen- 
cies, according to the statement that was made here on the 
floor of the House. I asked the chairman of the subcommittee 
when he was on the floor, and he said that the Government 
was using only four broadcasting stations under the direction 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, and I believe he said some 
of them were leased. 

Mr. KNUTSON. How many stations is the Department of 
Agriculture using? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not know how many are being 
used. I do not understand the details of all these matters, I 
know that the statement of the man who ought to know was 
that the most of the agricultural information was being sent 
out by private broadcasting stations. 

Mr. BLANTON. He said there were only four transmitting 
stations. 

Mr. KNUTSON. How many private stations are being used 
by the Government? Probably we could save money by cutting 
some of them out. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. We might do that. 


Mr. McKENZIE. The gentleman will concede, will he not, 
that control over these stations should be vested in some au- 
thority? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. The point I want to make most 
strongly is that already we have a law that seems to be op- 
erating very well. The committee advocates a change which 
they confess leaves the subject in a great degree of confusion— 
a proposed measure, which they confess is not comprehensive, 
which they confess does not handle the most important propo- ~ 
sitions in connection with this matter. Why act by piecemeal? 
When this industry is developing so rapidly, why not wait 
until we can get some more definite information? 

Mr. McKENZIE. The gentleman’s colleague [Mr. Garrett 
of Texas] asked a very pertinent question, and we all agree 
that the transmission of market reports is very essential and 
necessary to the agricultural interests of the country. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. MeKENZ IE. Does not the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Jones] believe that authority should be vested somewhere to 
control radio broadcasting? For instance, a radio station 
might be transmitting some song-and-dance performance go- 
ing on at a vaudeville show, and thereby interfere with the 
transmission of this necessary information. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That is true, but the trouble is that 
they already have more power under existing law than is be- 
ing used. I am not willing to risk his judgment as to which 
is the more important. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose the Secretary of Commerce should 
deem the song and dance vaudeville transmission more im- 
portant than the subject that the gentleman is interested in? 

Mr. McKENZIE. He would not do that. 

Mr. BLANTON. We have different kinds of individuals in 
the various Cabinet offices once in a while. 

Mr. McKENZIE. I will suggest to the gentleman from Texas 
that this at least would prevent confusion. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. The Secretary of Commerce and the 
Secretary of Labor have that very power at the present time, 
and if this change went through it would not clarify that 
situation one “ bit” in the world. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from Mli- 
nois. 3 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
D of section 1: 

Radio stations belo; toa erated. b 
not be subject to the 3 8 Bot Gee con, 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Shall not be subject to paragraphs 
A and B of this section. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The President assigns wave lengths to 
the departments of the Government. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes; the President assigns wave 
lengths to the departments of the Government, but he does not 
assign the wave lengths to the big companies, and they can 
go ahead with their business even though it interferes with 
market news or anything else; and the Government plants 
under the terms of the present law, I will say to the gentleman, 
are exempted from its operations, so that this is simply carry- 
ing forward the provisions of existing law. The point I am 
making is that it is unwise at the present time to. interfere 
with the present law. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. I want to. reply to the remark that this 
bill would interfere with the Agricultural Department. That 
is not the case unless the President wants to interfere. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. It is not possible under the present 
law, but it would be possible for the Secretary of Commerce 
to interfere under the proposed bill, if he desired to do it. 
It would be possible for him to interfere under this proposed 
bul, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It would not. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. It most certainly would. Sections 
A and B are not the only sections in this bill. And even if 
the Government plants were operating and they were sending 
this market news, that would not keep outside companies from 
sending messages that conflicted and interfered with the trans- 
mission of market news. That is the point I am making. 
Now, let us just refer again to the report of the committee, 
where it says, speaking of the growth of this business, that 
since July 1 the number of stations has increased from 17,000 
to 21,000. It is growing at a rapid pace, and the thing is 
changing overnight according to the statements of the com- 
mittee, and they say themselves that statute laws ean not 
be speedily changed, and that of necessity there is no way 
of meeting this unprecedented situation except by conferring 


I want to call attention to paragraph 
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in general terms broad powers of supervision, of regulation, 
and of control upon the designated regulatory body. That is 
what they are trying to do, to give broad comprehensive pow- 
ers that place the whole thing in the hands and brain of one 
man. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The committee say on page 4, 
speaking of the apprehension with reference to monopoly— 

Your committee believes that this subject should be 3 in- 
vestigated and appropriate action considered at an early da 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Then they say that the committee 
can not do that, and they turn it over to Mr. Hoover. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. I thank the gentleman for his 
suggestion. If you will read this remarkable report, I believe 
you will agree that this bill should be recommitted; that you 
should let it ride until the next Congress, when we can take 
the facts we have in our possession and get up a bill that isa 
bill, if we need such a thing. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas. If we do pass such a bill, should 
we not have a provision exempting stations authorized by the 
Secretary of Agriculture, if we are going to exempt anything? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I think most certainly they should not 
be allowed to be interfered with in the manner suggested by 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. McKenzie]. But now, as my 
colleague has suggested, the committee says it has not the in- 
formation to frame a comprehensive bill, it has not the facts, 
it is unable to get the facts, and they are going to leave it to 
Mr. Hoover, and at the same time they say that this bill is nota 
comprehensive law but is limited in its scope and have em- 
bodied in the bill only certain provisions. 

Now, listen. In connection with that they confess, on page 
4, that they have not undertaken to deal in any way with the 
most important provisions of the bill—the question of monopoly. 
Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time, and I yield 
15 minutes to my colleague from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, peace time 
as far as the Government has attempted to control transporta- 
tion, it is that only which relates to interstate commerce; with 
regard to telegraph and telephone control it has the same rule. 
With the control of the telegraph and telephone it applies only 
from one State to another; interstate and not intrastate, The 
Government does not interfere in any manner whatever in 
Pennsylvania with the railroad business that is embraced wholly 
within the State lines. It does not interfere in any way with 
the telegraph and telephone in Pennsylvania that is embraced 
only within the State lines; it is only as to interstate telegraph 
and telephone and railroad transportation that it assumes any 
control, but when it comes to radio business the rule changes, 
according to this bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman is wrong, and he will see 
it if he reads the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON, I have not only read the bill but have care- 
fully studied it as much as any Member of Congress. Let me 
read a sentence or two. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, All right. 

Mr. BLANTON. On page 2, line 1, what does it say? It 
says “or for the transmission of radiograms or signals the 
effect of which extends beyond the jurisdiction of the State, 
Territory, or the District of Columbia in which the same 
originate, or where interference would be caused thereby with 
the transmission or reception of messages or signals from 
beyond the jurisdiction of said State,” and so forth. How easy 
is it for the Secretary of Commerce, who wants to control the 
proposition in Pennsylvania or in IIlinois or in Minnesota or 
in Texas or California or in any other State—how easy it is 
for him to say that a little radio transmission station at 
Dallas, that does business with El Paso, Tex., interferes with 
a station up in California or Utah or New York. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield? I am interested 
in the gentleman’s proposition. When you send out a radio- 
gram there is a station 1,000 miles away which gets it and 
another perhaps 100 miles away does not get it. Where does 
the gentleman draw the line? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman’s State is a State of long 
distances. 

Mr. BARBOUR. In one direction. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; and the State of Texas is 900 miles 


across it from east to west and 1,000 miles across it from 


north to south; it is an empire within itself. There are sta- 
tions where there could be private businesses in intrastate 
scope that would not interfere with Kansas, Oklahoma, Louisi- 
ana, Colorado, New Mexico, or any other close-by State. 


Oh, they say, we can depend on the Secretary of Commerce 
and his good judgment, because he is a Cabinet officer. I want 
to say to my friends on the other side of the aisle that the man 
who had more to do than anyone else with putting you in 
power right now in the Executive office and in the control of 
Congress and in the conduct of the affairs of this Nation, the 
man who has had more to do in bringing your party in power, 
the ex-Postmaster General, Mr. Hays, has lately taken a stand 
that has shocked the morals of the whole country. The men 
and women’s clubs generally are standing up and denouncing 
the action recently taken by him. You can not always depend 
on the judgment of a man who occupies a high position and 
depend on what it may be in the next 5 or 10 years. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In a minute. I do not believe that the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota has studied the bill as I have. He is 
the Republican whip of the floor, and is exercising his func- 
tions in trying to whip out every man who stands against a 
measure brought in by the administration. I have studied this 
bill from a legislative standpoint, from the standpoint of what 
it means to the people at home all over the United States and 


What it means to my home people in Texas. I want the Gov- 


ernment to exercise every proper right of control over anything 
that affects the whole country, but I do not want it to interfere 
with matters that are exclusively for Minnesota, for California, 
or for Texas, and with which it has no concern and which the 
people of these respective States are able to control and regu- 
late themselves. 

The gentleman from Illinois says that there is no big ma- 
chinery here, and says it provides for an advisory committee of 
15 men. Oh, but you are also giving each one clerical help. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say for myself and, I think, for 
the rest of the committee, that we are entirely indifferent as to 
that provision and are willing to strike it out. 

Mr. BLANTON. It ought to be stricken out. If you will 
strike out that provision and will then make it plain that the 
proper jurisdiction of the States is safeguarded in this bill, I 
will be with you. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I am willing to have it stricken out, and 
the result will be that the men will have to spend their own 
time at their own expense, 

Mr. BLANTON. We, as 435 Members of Congress, have ac- 
cess to all the scientific and technical knowledge of the world. 
We can assimilate it and use it to advantage of the people in 
this country just as well as any bureau can. What is there 
about the Secretary of State's office that has to do with tech- 
nical science? It is scientific technical knowledge that we need 
on this matter. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I want to say to the gentleman and for 
the Recorp that this provision of an advisory committee was 
put into the bill because everybody from the amateur to the 
manufacturer requested the committee to create such an ad- 
visory commission, upon which they might have membership. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why did you not give the Secretary of La- 
bor a little spiel at it? Why did you not let him get a slice of 
the pie and also put a man on the advisory committee. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The Secretary of Labor does not use 
radio. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why not? He is in charge of the whole 
Immigration Bureuu? You have put every other Cabinet officer 
there. Why should you put the Shipping Board upon it? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Why there is a representative from the 
Shipping Board. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I do not want the gentleman te 
bother me too much. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
tion. 

Mr. BLANTON. Let us see what this advisory committee 
is going to cost. Twenty-five dollars a day, when they are on 
business. My judgment is that they will be on business 365 
days in the year, and that will amount to $9,125 each annually, - 

Mr. McARTHUR. Sundays and holidays? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. Take all of these so-called innocent 
little commissions that we so frequently create and provide 
for and they get paid for 365 days in the year, most of them, 
together with their expenses and their clerical help and every- 
thing else that goes with the establishment of a big, expensive 
bureau, and that is to be placed upon the already overburdened 
shoulders of the people of this country. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In order that the gentleman may have 
time to discuss other matters, I will state that the commit- 
tee will move to strike out that part of the bill. 


I am answering the gentleman’s ques- 
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Mr, BLANTON. Thank the Lord for that. y 

Mr. BUTLER. Was there not some reason why you put it 
there? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. ‘Then let us leave it there. The amateur 
people want it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will tell you what you ought to do as to 
the advisory committee. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CHINDBLOM] usually gives close thought to every proposition 
that comes up, and I think he ought to let the Secretary of 
War, the Secretary of the Navy, the Secretary of State, from a 
diplomatic standpoint, the Postmaster General, and the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, besides the Secretary of Commerce, desig- 
nate each a man, the best scientist, with technical knowledge, 
from their several departments to act as this advisory com- 
mittee. It will not then cost the Government much, it will not 
increase the expenses of the Government, and you will not build 
up a new bureau with this extensive machinery. Let them be 
the advisory committee. I will promise you that the Navy and 
the Army, that have already given great study to this question, 
will give their best to the situation, and so will the other de- 
partments. Let me remind my friend from IIlinois that for 
two years after the armistice he knows how hard it was to get 
a license or permission for some little private enterprise to 
use radio transmission. He could not get it in Illinois, he could 
not get it in Texas, he could not get it in California. I had a 
little business concern down in Texas that wanted to use trans- 
mission by radio from Dallas to El Paso, wholly within the 
State, a legitimate business, and they could not do it for about 
three years after the armistice was signed. You want to go 
slow on taking the inherent power that naturally belongs to 
the States of this country away from them and lodging it in a 
centralized government here in Washington controlled by one 

man, no matter how bright or big or fundamentally important 
he may be to any political party. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, as I stated before, I am 
interested in this proposition. Is it possible to confine radio 
broadcasting within ‘the limits of a State? If it is, then I am 
in favor of the gentleman's proposition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes and no. There are certain little busi- 
nesses that have occasion to use small ‘transmission stations, 
that are not interferring with the big radio business of the 
world. They ought to be held intact, they ought not to be 
interfered with within the States. They ought not to be re- 
quired to come to Washington and run the gauntlet of the 
wire fences that the big corporations that want to control this 
business will put in their way. The evidence shows that one 
of the biggest Army men we have in the Nation ‘is about to be 
retired in a few days to go as the ‘head of one of the biggest 
corporations in existence, ‘having to do with radio business. 
Why? To control the business, if possible, for that corporation. 
You want to watch all these little foot tracks that lead up to 
this great monopoly. This bill may satisfy you, as with proper 
limitations it would satisfy me, and with proper limitations 
such as I have suggested I would vote for it gladly, because 
there must be some supervision, but we should watch all of 
these little things. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired, 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield one 
minute to my colleague on the committee [Mr. ROSENBLOOM]. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to extend my remarks in the Recorp, and to do this in 
8-point type. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Record. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, the gentleman asks that the extension might be in 8-point 
type. I understand that the extension of remarks are ordi- 
narily put in 8-point type, the ordinary type of the RECORD. 
Does the geutleman anticipate inserting documents of some 
kind? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. No; but having my remarks extended 
in the back of the Recorp in the ordinary type. 

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Chairman, as the result of a cam- 
paign of misleading propaganda, it is my opinion that the pro- 
posed amendment to the Constitution will pass the House. Al- 
though many well-intentioned people, and, I dare say, Members 
of the Honse of Representatives, have been beguiled into favor- 
ing the bill on the widely advertised theory that it has for its 
object and sole purpose preventing the investment of large in- 
comes in tax-exempt securities, by means of which such in- 


comes escaped an equitable share of ‘taxation, I am firmly con- 
vinced that this much-desired object will be defeated by adop- 
tion of the pending amendment. 

If it were possible to prevent money accumulations from 
escaping their fair share of taxation by the ratification of the 
amendment under consideration, I pledge that no one would 
be more industrious, eager, or conscientious in his effort toward 
this accomplishment than myself. 

The prevalent opinion that the adoption of this amendment 
will reach securities already issued is unjustified and untrue. 
Such securities will continue to be tax exempt. There is no 
legal way in which they can be reached. The contemplated 
amendment only provides for such securities as shall be issued 
after its ratification. 


“A man is known by the company he keeps.” Let me digress 
far enough to add that a legislative proposal can be most cer- 
tainly identified and characterized by its advocates. 

Why is it that the same gentlemen who one short year ago 
were exhausting their energy to secure reduction of income. 
taxes on incomes in excess of $67,000 a year, at the expense of 
incomes under $67,000 a year, are now so devoted to their 
“professed “ interest in the people generally that they use the 
same majority of people whom they proposed to tax more 
heavily as the cat’s-paw of their argument that the proposed 
amendment should be adopted. Truly “a leopard can not 
change his spots“ —at least, not so easily and quickly. Is it 
consistent to believe that those same gentlemen, who a year 
ago argued for a reduction of tax on enormous incomes should 
now be so eagerly championing an amendment whose sole 
intent and object is to collect a greater amount of taxes from 
those same inflated incomes? “ Verily, do I hear the voice of 
Jacob, but I feel the hand of Esau. “ 

Where did the money come from that has previously been in- 
vested in tax-exempt securities? These incomes are received as 
dividends from industrial stocks, from oil stocks, automobile 
stocks—speculation. They are most certainly not the result of 
conservative bond investment, yielding a far more moderate 
return of interest on the investment. It is therefore patent 
that all securities—including the tax-exempt security under 
discussion—was infinitely less profitable and attractive than the 
profits to be derived from further speculation. Why, then, is 
this money invested in these tax-exempt securities? I am satis- 
fied that there is no desire on the part of possessors of large 
incomes to invest them in tax-exempt securities unless forced 
to do so by high rates of income tax. Those securities consti- 
tute an entirely safe investment, devoid of the speculative dan- 
gers attendant upon speculative stock investment. Allowing for 
the safety in the security investment, the factor that deter- 
mines is the rate of return. When the rate of return from the 
bond investment, plus the advantage from tax-exemption, ap- 
proximates the return from speculative stocks, minus the neces- 
sary deduction for payment of taxes, accumulated wealth im- 
mediately absorbs the issues of tax-exempt securities, not neces- 
sarily because they are tax exempt but because of the advan- 
tage of increased safety in the knowledge that the net return 
from such investment will be substantially the same as would 
aecrue from speculative investment after allowing for deduc- 
tions for payment of taxes as result of such investment. 

These same gentlemen who are now asking the adoption of 
this amendment, when the income tax bill was under considera- 
tion by the House gave every assurance that if the excess- 
profits tax and other surtaxes were eliminated or reduced it 
would eliminate the practice of accumulated wealth seeking 
refuge in tax-exempt securities. Accepting their assurances, 
this Congress gave them the relief they sought. Why do they 
now come before you and say it is necessary to stop the issu- 
ance of tax-exempt securities in order to accomplish the resuit 
they predicted in the first instance? Why is the adoption of 
this amendment so heartily urged by the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee; by Mr. Kuhn, of Kuhn, Loeb & Co.; by 
Mr. Mellon, Mr. Ford, et al.? Because, gentlemen, the contin- 
ued attractiveness of these tax-exempt securities, wherein a 
goodly portion of their money sought refuge and where it now 
remains, is no longer to their liking. Immediately a tax is 
added to further issues of such securities their holdings will 
automatically increase in value to the extent of the tax. The 
economic condition of the country’s business has reached a point 
where speculative industrial investment can not compete with 
the security and assured return to be had from investment in 
such securities. As previously stated, these wealthy gentle- 
men accumulated their wealth almost entirely as a result of the 
speculative investment which they largely control and manipu- 
late. But, if people will not invest in industrials, there is 
nothing for them either to control or manipulate, consequently 
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there is no profit, and again, consequently, they seek to make 
the issue of tax-exempt security less attractive, so that invest- 
ment will again be made through their favored mediums. 

You are asked by the captains of industry, financial experts, 
and international bankers to adopt this amendment in the 
benefit of the country at large, so that accumulated wealth will 
be assessed its proportionate share of taxation on these securi- 
ties. Whence all this philanthropy and noble altruism professed 
from such a source? Are not all of the actors in this play cast 
in strange and unfamiliar rôles? It is indeed difficult to digest 
such a paradox. Never before have I witnessed the spectacle 
of accumulated wealth seeking to have itself taxed in order 
that it might more equitably share the common burden. 

I am conscientiously wrong and will unceasingly regret my 
mistake in opposing the adoption of this amendment if the pur- 
pose really be to tax colossal wealth its just, fair, and equitable 
propoxtinn by denying to it the refuge of the tax-exempt se- 
curity. 

But if it be the purpose of those who advocate this measure 
to discontinue such securities so that the money will be invested 
in industrial securities, why do they not say so? 

If it be the purpose to sọ arrange State and municipal securi- 
ties that, with less attractiveness and advantages, the interest 
rates can be dictated by the financiers of Wall Street in order 
to make them salable, why do they not say so? 

If it be the object to so encompass these securities that they 
will no longer find a ready market, and the issues must be 
marketed by these same gentlemen who now seek to tax them 
and make them less attractive to the purchaser, why do they 
not say so? 

If it is the purpose to prevent the Federal Government, the 
various States, and the municipalities from engaging in what 
has been regarded as the sanctum sanctorum of private busi- 
ness—the building of elevators, furnishing heat, light, and 
power, transportation, and other essentials of urban civiliza- 
tion—why do they not say so? 

But if it be the purpose of those advocating this measure to 
compel these various States issuing bonds for road-building 
purposes to so embarrass the sale of those bonds by removing 
the tax-exempt feature, in order to retard the road-building 
program, and by so doing minimize the competition that they 
are developing to the railroads of our country, why do they not 
say so? My own State, having authorized $50,000,000 of such 
bonds to be sold during the course of the next few years, I can 
not see my way clear to lend my vote to raise the rate of inter- 
est which we will have to pay, or to restrict the market that 
there is for those securities under present conditions. 

Gentlemen, I do not charge that these are the objects of the 
advocates of this amendment. It would be indeed a dismal 
effort for me to interrupt or interfere with the noble spectacle 
of wealth seeking to tax itself, but I must admit I am quite 
overcome by such altruistic sentiment from such a source. 

But, gentlemen, I do charge that such things as I have 
enumerated are susceptible of accomplishment, and are easily 
possible, with the proposed amendment in force. 

I am quite certain, however, that if either or all of the above 
propositions had been presented to you as arguments for the 
adoption of this amendment, it would have received but scanty 
consideration. It is indeed cleverly masked. If I can analyze 
the sentiment of the membership of this House, there is an 
overwhelming desire to place taxation on the sources best able 
to bear the tax. In this view I am confident the amendment 
will be passed. I am equally confident, however, that the 
sheepskin will be firmly, if not gently, removed from the wolf 
in the Senate and the proposition will be viewed in its true 
aspects. 

I can not approve of a policy which will deliver into the 
hands of the capitalists controlling the money markets the 
power to dictate the rates of interest at which my constituents 
enn secure money for permanent physical improvements of their 
localities. If the people of Wheeling, or Fairmont, or Grafton, 
in the State of West Virginia, wish to build a road and thus 
add to the capital of their respective community, and the pro- 
posal is submitted to a vote of those concerned and receives 
an indorsement of the necessary two-thirds majority, indicating 
their desire for and willingness to pay for the new roadway, I 
believe they should be permitted to secure the necessary money 
as the result of a bond issue under the most favorable condi- 
tions. Such permanent physical improvement—the only enter- 
prise for which they are entitled to issue municipal bonds, by 
sanction of two-thirds majority of the people concerned—are 
assets and capital not only to the community but to the Nation. 

The bonds issued will be paid. They have the best obtain- 
able security—the pledge of two-thirds of the residents and 
property owners of a given locality. The Nation is benefited to 


the extent of the tax which purely industrial speculations must 
bear. Why should additional taxes be heaped not upon the 
bonds but upon the people? With a tax-exempt security they 
could find a ready market at 4 or 43 per cent. By eliminating 
the tax-exempt provision they would have to return a suffi- 
ciently higher income to recompense for the amount of tax 
they bear in order to meet competition and to find a market. 
At best, the market would be difficult to find. At least, the 
interest rate which the people would be compelled to pay would 
immediately advance from 44 to 61 or 7 per cent. In the ab- 
sence of a ready market it might be necessary to submit the 
entire issue to these gentlemen who are asking you to do away 
with tax-exempt securities. 

This would add an additional and expensive service to be 
extracted from the amount of the issue calculated to build 
the contemplated improvement. This creates additional tax 
for the people of those communities. Who is benefited? In 
this instance there is a minimum cost at which the road 
can be built—the lowest cost. But you have proceeded to 
add additional costs with amazing rapidity, so that there 
will be a sizable difference between the lowest cost and the cost 
at which the road will actually be completed. This has oc- 
curred in the financial end of the transaction. The gentlemen 
who wish tax-exempt securities eliminated control that end. 

The reciprocal provision of this amendment permitting the 
States to tax Federal bonds to be issued in the future is bun- 
combe, pure and simple. Nothing is more remote than the issu- 
ance of further bonds by the United States Government. 

While I am unalterably opposed to prohibiting the issue of 
tax-exempt securities, I would energetically support an equl- 
table law prohibiting any individual, firm, partnership, cor- 
poration, or combination from holding more than a stated 
amount of such securities. This would insure a wider distri- 
bution of such issues and prevent hoarding money in such in- 
vestment solely with the object of evading taxation. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield five 
minutes, my remaining time, to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Harpy]. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I think I shall take 
but a small portion of that time, first, to state that after several 
years of study—for this question has not come up anew—the 
Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries have investi- 
gated the subject of this bill, and with mature deliberation have 
reached a conclusion that this measure is the best that we ĉan 
do at the present time. Modestly we have stated that we are 
unable to forecast the future and to provide for all the rules and 
regulations that may be necessary for the future in this growing 
and developing invention and discovery, and we have suggested 
that as time progresses it will be necessary to provide other 
legislation. That modesty seems to haye provoked a vast at- 
tack on the part of two gentlemen who have represented the op- 
position to the bill. I appreciate very greatly the sincerity of 
the gentleman from Maine, who makes the modest statement in 
the report, and I want to say frankly there is not a man in 
the United States, perhaps, who understands radio better than 
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Warre]. [Applause.] 

It has been his duty for at least six months in unceasing 
investigation, and this bill is largely the result of his labor, 
But I must not forget to say that he has been assisted on the 
subcommittee by the distinguished gentleman from Tennessee 
{Mr, Davis], the Member from Virginia [Mr. BLAND], and the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BaNkHeEAp]. And I do not 
think any more conscientious men, any men who are more 
loathe to bestow unnecessary power upon an official of the 
Government could be found, and yet they found it was neces- 
sary to lodge somewhere the power to control the chaotic con- 
ditions which now prevail in the radio service, and they have 
placed it largely in the Secretary of Commerce, Now, the next 
complaint which has been made by the two gentlemen is that 
this advisory committee is not small enough. The Secretary 
of Commerce was one, and that was an objection and 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I have only a few minutes, 

Mr. ABERNETHY. As a matter of explanation. Do I under- 
stand the Secretary of Commerce will have the power by regu- 
lation of wave lengths to cut anybody off from using the air 
unless there is something wrong in what they are going to 
say or not? 

Mr.-HARDY of Texas. No; the Secretary of Commerce will 
prescribe the wave length that can be used by each licensed 
transmitting station, and it is absolutely necessary that some- 
body prescribe it, otherwise you would have interference and 
chaos in the air. Here in Washington not long ago two min- 
isters were preaching with radio distribution service at their 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2341 


pulpits. They had the same wave lengths, and nobody could 
hear what either one was saying. It is to prevent that. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Does he arrange so that both can talk 
at the same time and not interfere with each other? 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. That is the purpose, to regulate the 
radio wave length. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. And there is nothing that does away 
with the ancient saying, “As free as the air.” 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Nothing, except you have not got 
the right to blow your breath in another man’s face if your 
breath is foul. [Laughter.] That is about the limitation we 
put here on this matter now. Now, in regard to the matter of 
complaint about the advisory committee provided in this bill 
in section 5. What does that advisory committee have any 
right to do? It has the right to investigate and report, first, 
upon the administration or need for changes in the laws, regu- 
lations, and treaties of the United States relating to radio 
communications; second, the study of the scientific problems 
involved in radio communication, with a view of furthering its 
development; and, third, the scientific progress in radio com- 
munication and the use of radio communication. This is the 
greatly criticized advisory committee which may be appointed 
in order to study the science of radio and in order to investi- 
gate the laws touching the subject and suggest to the Congress 
what would be wise and proper legislation in the future. 
Now, I want to say another thing. As to that advisory com- 
mittee, on page 14 there was a provision authorizing a certain 
payment of certain expenditures. It had not been thoroughly 
investigated, or thoroughly investigated as to some particulars; 
and some Members consulted with the chairman of the com- 
mittee and with the leading Members on the majority side of 
the committee before this debate began and agreed that lines 
1 to 8, page 14, should be stricken from the bill, so that there 
will be no expense on the Government arising out of the ap- 
pointment and existence of this advisory committee. This 
advisory committee consists of representatives of the Navy, 
War, of the Departments of Agriculture, Post Office, Commerce, 
the Shipping Board—departments of the Government that are 
really interested largely in radio—and each one of them ap- 
points a member on the advisory committee who, with this 
section stricken out, will serve without compensation, and the 
Secretary of Commerce will then select from those who are 
intimately acquainted—the engineers, the manufacturers, and 
others—seven additional members who will advise with these 
official advisory members, and all of them to serve without pay. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Yes, sir. 

Mr. TILSON. I agree with the gentleman that it would be 
better to cut out the per diem and clerical expenses, but does 
not the gentleman believe that it would be better to allow the 
members of the advisory committee actual expenses while at- 
tending meetings of the committee? Unless you do it you will 
be limiting it to those enthusiasts in radio who can afford to pay 


all their expenses. 2 
To those and the officials of the Gov- 


Mr. HARDY of Texas. 
ernment, 

Mr. TILSON. I do not think that the officials of the Goyern- 
ment should be paid anything at all beyond the salary they are 
already receiving. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I do not think you will find anybody 
but the radio enthusiasts who will voluntarily go and fill these 
appointments under any circumstances unless you pay them 
more than their expenses. 

Mr. TILSON. I do not think that you should pay them for 
their services. I would include the enthusiasts, but not alone 
the wealthy enthusiasts. I would include anybody who is 
qualified and willing to give up some of his time to this work. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. You would pay the actual expenses? 

Mr. TILSON. Yés; I would pay actual expenses. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I might not object to that, but this is 
legislation that we admit is temporary. Radio is a science 
which we admit is growing and is now in its infancy, and we 
contend that Congress from time to time must perfect and 
add to this legislation. 

Our very frankness in making that admission has been used 
as a weapon against the committee, who have conscientiously 
tried to bring in the best measure they can. That is the 
whole situation. We have tried conscientiously and honestly 
to discharge the duties we have under the law, but we admit 
that it is a new subject. It is a broad field. It is a growing 
enterprise. Legislation must from time to time be necessary. 

Then I want to call attention to another fact. We have lim- 
ited the length of time for which a license may be issued, so 
that there is no chance under this bill for the Government to 
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make a commitment that would create permanent vested rights, 
and any Congress that may come hereafter can correct any 
error that there may be in this bill and not be met with the 
suggestion that something has been granted that can not be 
taken back. We have guarded this carefully so that no man 
may have a sending monopoly. Every succeeding Congress can 
take away any unjust right or unfair advantage, and the whole 
people may be seryed by this most wonderful invention of the 
age. In the meantime, let us stop the chaos that is ruling the 
air to-day and interfering with the young giant that will rule 
the future. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. The question is on agreeing to the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, my response to what 
my colleague has said is that the conditions depicted in the 
committee’s report do not justify legislation at this time. The 
committee itself says this is not a final bill and says it is im- 
possible to cure some of the conditions that exist. They say, 
“Your committee should take appropriate action at an early 
date,” and so on. 

My colleague [Mr. Harpy] refers to the advisory committee 
of all these Cabinet officers. I want to call attention to the 
fact that they are simply an advisory committee, and after all, 
under the terms of this bill, the Secretary of Commerce holds 
the absolute reins of power. He does not have to follow their 
advice. He is under no compulsion whatever. He may accept 
their advice if he pleases, or he may reject it. I am not willing 
to take his or any other one man’s opinion as to who Is to make 
a sound and who is not to make a sound for the whole people 
of the United States. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield for a moment? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. This advisory committee is intended 
to make a report that will be for the use of Congress and of 
the officers as well. It is for information; that is all. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. According to the committee's state- 
ment there are all kinds of Government officials, as well as 
employees of the big companies, who are making thorough in- 
yéstigations and studies, and I think the Cabinet officers would 
simply make a résumé of the opinions of others. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I am frank to say that I do not 
know who would be the best constituent members of the com- 
mittee to investigate, but I think when you clothe the officers 
of the Government and the departments of the Government 
with authority to act as advisers we can authorize the Secre- 
tary to appoint others, and then you will get a satisfactory in- 
vestigation and report to Congress. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Perhaps there is no great danger at 
present, except in the appropriation for the per diem, and so 
forth. But there are to be some other members besides the 
Cabinet officers, and judging from the history of bureaus here- 
tofore created and established, there will soon be an expensive 
aggregation of clerks, employees, and other officials connected 
with any institution of this kind. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Is the gentleman. opposed to 
anybody attempting to regulate this subject or issue licenses 
or determine who shall operate transmitting stations? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That is an academic question, because 
the present law authorizes the Secretary of Commerce and 
the Secretary of Labor to do that very thing. I was not here 
when the present law was presented and do not know what 
discussion was had on it at that time, and I have not had the 
time to go into it very thoroughly. But I say I am making 
no effort to repeal the present law, and am making no criticism 
of the present luw. It is a good law, no doubt; I have no in- 
formation to the contrary on the subject. But I say the pro- 
posed law does not improve the old Jaw. What I am criticizing 
particularly is the proposal to create a new commission. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes, 

Mr. CROWTHER. The gentleman referred in his other ad- 
dress to the danger of monopoly that exists in this legislation, 
but he neglected to say what sort of monopoly it would be, 
or what it would be about or of. How about that? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. This bill requires a license for every 
operating and transmitting station. They must secure a license. 
Every operator must have a license. The Secretary of Com- 
merce is authorized to make any sort of regulation he sees fit 
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governing this whole activity from top to bottom. It is all in 
his hands. I made the statement that he would necessarily 
have to depend in his action largely upon information fur- 
nished by those engaged in the business. I took the commit- 


eee in commercial sending? 
Mr. JONES of Texas. 


Yes; a monopoly covering the whole 
field. 


Mr. CROWTHER. Do you not think this legislation is in 
behalf of the “ listeners in” rather than anybody else? 

Mr. JONES of Texas, I think the present law takes just as 
much care of the receiving station as does the law. 
The proponents of the bill say this does not affect the receiving 
stations. 

Mr. CROWTHER. There is no question about that. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I think it interferes with them at 
least as much as the present law does. 

Mr. CROWTHER. If the gentleman had participated any 
in the pleasures of listening in and fooling with the thing, as 
I have done with a little crystal set, and from 10 o'clock on 
had not been able to get anything on account of the pig-pigging 
and jabbing in of others 

Mr. JONES of Texas. In my judgment, they are fixing to 
make it worse. 

Mr. CROWTHER. Oh, the gentleman does not know any- 
thing about what he is talking about when he says it will make 
it worse. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do know what I am talking 
about, and I read it in the original bill, and the gentleman has 
not read the original bill, because it gives the Secretary of 
Commerce and the Secretary ef Labor the power to regulate, 

Mr. CROWTHER. His regulation is going to improve it. 
The gentleman started his speech with an apology by saying 
he did not know anything about the bill, and he has taken 40 
minutes to prove it. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Not only does the original bill provide 
for that, but this measure would authorize the Secretary to 
put it in the hands of certain ones, outside of Government 
functions, to send any messages they desire to send, just so 
they comply with the regulations of one man. The gentleman 
makes assertions that are not borne out by the facts, that are 
not akin to the facts, and that do not relate to the facts in 
any way, and that show he does not understand the subject, 
even though he may have memorized some technical terms 
that refer to it. 

I want to have time to read one other matter in order to 
correct the gentleman. He said he had read the report and 
that there was nothing in it which referred to monopoly. I 
just want to read what the committee says in its report: 

oe eg has been expressed, and there is evidence sufficient 

to raise the question in 8 minds, that certain companies and 

interests have been endeavoring to establish a monopoly in wireless 
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leges in the transmission and exchange of messages or through other 
means. 

Now, the gentleman says that would be taken care of in 
the proposed bill. But read what the committee says: 

Your committee believes that this subject should be carefully in- 
vestigated and appropriate action considered at an early date. But 
the committee was unanimously of the opinion that it was impos- 
sible during the life of this Congress to ee itself as to the facts 
involved, and that it would be unwise in the extreme to propose illy 
considered legislation on so important a subject. 

Yet they turn right around and propose a bill of 18 pages 
that is about as ill-advised as any bill that I have ever seen 
presented to Congress. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman jump down about 
five or six lines and read a little more from the report? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not care to read the entire report. 
I have read the parts that are pertinent to the proposition. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield to me while I 
read it? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. No; I do not care to yield to the gen- 
tleman in any way. 

Mr. CHTNDBLOM. You do not want it in the Recorp? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. The whole report is a matter of rec- 
ord, and the gentleman knows that it is a matter of record, and 
can be obtained by any gentleman who desires to send to the 
Clerk's desk to get it. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. In all fairness, does not the gentle- 
man think the ether parts ef the report should be read in this 
connection? 


Mr. JONES of Texas. If the gentleman appeals to me on 
that basis, I can not resist. The report says: 

Tour committee felt that 1 1 resen 
House me for teoa: 2 AEDO one — 98 ie u. 1 128 

to which the Members are ill is 

not, therefore, an antitrust statute. 

Is that as far as the gentleman wants me to read? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; you are coming to it now. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. How much time have I remaining, 
Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas has one min- 


ute remaining. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. The report says: 
There are included in it, however, several provisions which it is be- 
liev: have a 
— . ih 8 —— R 
That is simply an argument. 
Mr, CHINDBLOM. Read on. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. I want to read in that connection 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Read on; read on; you are just com- 
ing to the point. 
Mr. JONES of ‘Texas. The gentleman said 5 or 6 lines. I 
have read 10 or 12 lines. I want to read now on page 3. 


The bill before fre are many phases of radio law but is limited 
in its scope. There are m y of the subject which invite 
study and which in the not ‘tant fu ture may call for legislative 


The committee confesses that the business is growing under 
the present law; that they have a licensing system that is in 
the hands of two different departments; that the business is 
being carried on and growing by leaps and bounds. They come 
in here with some legislation, which they confess is inade- 
quate, which they confess does not cover the entire field, which 
they confess does not take care of the antitrust feature of 
the law, and which they confess practically by the terms of 
their report is not legislation such as will take care of this 
growing institution, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
All time in general debate has expired. The Clerk will read 
the bill for amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


complete harmony. The 


gress entitled An act to 


regulate communication,” faa cost 3 912, 
eer tee a 2 ant 3 th — 1 


“ RECTION 1. A. No person, company, or corporation within the juris- 

United Stati use or operate any ap tus for 

radio communication as a means of intercourse am e several 

rates or with foreign nations, or poate any vessel of f the United ca 

ed in ay wor or foreign commerce, or for the transmission o 

ograms t signals the effects of which’ extend be ond the Kalle. 

tien of ot the State Territory, or the District of Colom in which the 
same originate, or where 8 would 


— a Poms Wia sa 
transmission or messages or from on 
jurisdiction of soa 2 j. or the of Coulmbia, ex- 
cept under and in n th a license in that behalf granted by 
the 1 of Commerce and 3 as hereinafter authorized. 

yo to time shall (a) classify 


f 
licensed radio stations ang the 0 0 beds r urea ens b) pre- 
ibe the náture of the servi to be ren ered Dy 57 y 


scr cénsed 
station and ass bands 2 are 18885 8 vg Re a N ae alter, 
and gerora: 8 ations applicable to a ao stations not incon- 

n convention 
g the service to 
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eect producea thereby i th 25 
effe u ere e power an e and s ness 
the waves of each station ae apparatus — e ares 
served dag any station and the times and methods of operating any sta- 
tion apparatus therein; (d) make such other regulations not 
inconsistent with law as he eem necessary to prevent interfer- 
by this act. The Secretary sl 


have authority to . — from the requirements of any regulations 
any radio ion and the operators required therein, or to modify the 
same in his — ae in any case in which he d that such 


public interest. 

ery such license shall provide that the President of the 

United States, in time of war or public peril or disaster, may cause 

the closing of any station for radio communication and the removal 

ae of all radio apparatus, or may authorize the use or control 

any such station or apparetos by any „department of the Govern- 
mak Just compensation to the owners. 

« dio Stations belonging tọ and operated the United States 
shall not be subject to the provisions of paragraphs A and B of this 
section. All such Government stations s use such wave lengths 
as shall be assigned to each by the President. All such stations, except 
stations on board naval and other Government vessels while at sea or 
— the gyre of the continental United States, when transmitting 

message other than a message relating to Government business, 
shall conform to such rules and regulations designed to prevent inter- 
ar oes with other radio stations and the ts of others us the See- 

age dia of Commerce may P prescribe ; Prov That u 

by 5 that there ori war ora n he Er 
0 e peri! or er or other emergency, 
pend or amend, for such time as he may see fi 
tions applicable to a or all stations within the ye pE e airas of the 
United States. All stations owned and 


operan by the United ‘States 
and all other stations on land and sea 


all have special call letters 
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designated by the Secretary of Commerce, and such stations and the 
desi ted call letters shall be included in the list of radio stations 
of the United States as published by the Department of Commerce. 
Radio stations on board vessels of the United States Shipping Board 
or the United States Shipping Board Emergeney Fleet Corporation 
shall not be deemed to belong to or to be operated by the United 
States or to be Government stations within the meaning and for the 
purposes of this act. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. Mappren having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message in writing 
from the President of the United States, by Mr. Latta, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the House of Representatives 
that the President had approved and signed bills of the follow- 
ing titles: 

On January 12, 1923: 

II. R. 10531. An act to distribute the commissioned line and 
engineer officers of the Coast Guard in grades, and for other 
purposes. : 

On January 15, 1923: 

H. R. 12170. An act to revive and reenact the act entitled 
“An act to authorize the commissioners of Lycoming County, 
Pa., and their successors in office, to construct a bridge across 
the West Branch of the Susquehanna River from the foot of 
Arch Street, in the city of Williamsport, Lycoming County, Pa., 
to the borough of Duboeistown, Lycoming County, Pa.,“ approved 
August 11, 1916. 

On January 22, 1923: 

II. R. 966. An act for the relief of the Tacoma Tug & 
Barge Co.;: 

II. R. 7658. An act to amend the act approved August 25, 
1919, entitled “An act for the relief of contractors and subcon- 
tractors for the post offices and other buildings and work under 
the supérvision of the Treasury Department, and for other 
purposes“; 

H. R. 13374. An act making appropriations for the Navy De- 
partment and the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1924, and for other purposes; and 

II. R. 13615. An act making appropriations to supply defi- 
ciencies in certain appropriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1922, and prior fiscal years, to provide supplemental 
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, and 
for other purposes. 

TO REGULATE RADIO COMMUNICATION. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last two words. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones} a few moments ago, 
reading from the report of the committee, stopped at the very 
point where I wanted him to begin. The committee, as was 
stated by another member of the subcommittee, I think very 
modestly, disclaimed any purpose in this bill to cover the whole 
subject of radio legislation. We also stated very frankly that 
we did not try to cover the whole realm of trust legislation as 
applied to radio communication. The report, however, on page 
4, contains this language: 


This bill is not, therefore, an antitrust statute. There are included 


in it, however, several provisions which it is believed will have a 
restraining influence upon those who otherwise might disregard public 
right and interest. It is specifically provided in section 2 of the Dill 
that the Secretary of Commerce may refuse a license to any person or 
corporation which, in his Judgment, is monopolizing radio communica- 
tion. He is authorized with respect to licenses for stations transmit- 
ting to foreign countries to impose any terms, conditions, or restric- 
tions which may be imposed with respect to cable landing licenses un- 
der the act of May 27, 1921. We have authorized the Secretary to re- 
voke the license of any person or company which the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission in the exercise of the uuthority conferred upon it 
| finds has made any unjust and unreasonable charge or has made or 
prescribed any unjust and unreasonable regulation or practice with re- 
Spect to the transmission of messages or service. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. I wish to state that section 2 of the 
existing law also provides for cancellation when they violate 
any regulations of the Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary 
of Labor, and puts both licenses and control in their hands. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, I am not arguing with the gentleman on 
what the present law provides. I can not see any pertinency 
in that remark whatever. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, as a member of the subcommittee—— 

Mr, ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield for a moment? 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. As a member of the subcommittee I 
have not had any time on this bill, and I would like to use my 
time, but I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I want the gentleman to explain one 
matter on page 11, which has bothered me somewhat. It is pro- 
vided, in lines 10 and 11, that the Secretary of Commerce may 


suspend for transmitting superfluous signals or signals contain- 
ing profane or obscene words or language. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Yes; transmitting signals containing ob- 
scene language 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I can understand about the profane or 
obscene language, but what does “superfluous signals” mean? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The attention of the committee was called 
to a situation in one of the large cities. The clergymen have 
a custom of broadcasting their sermons Sunday forenoons. A 
gentleman in that city is opposed to the transmission of these 
sermons by the church, and while he does not send out any 
profane or obscene language he clutters up the air with a lot 
of unintelligible, purely nonsensical sentences and speeches. He 
does that for the express purpose of interfering with the clergy- 
men who are broadcasting their sermons. G 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to say generally, with reference 
to this bill, that I find myself, contrary to my custom, in favor 
of a bill for the regulation of some matters relating to private 
business. In my opinion radio communication is the one sub- 
ject perhaps above all others where it is not only proper but 
necessary that the Government shall regulate operations. The 
fathers of the Republic never foresaw any such conditions as 
exist to-day with reference to radio communication. True, 
they did not foresee the building of railroads or many other 
improvements which we have in our time, and still we find that 
in the Constitution they specifically gave Congress the power 
to regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the sev- 
eral States, and to establish post offices and post roads. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman's time be extended 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Now, Mr. Chairman, since the fathers of 
the Republic provided for these things which existed in their 
day, and which cross State lines and which were necessarily 
of an interstate and national character, does anybody doubt 
that if the present situation of the world had existed with ref- 
erence to radio communication there would have been a provi- 
sion in the Constitution granting legislation cn that subject? 
But we are not basing this legislation on any claim that does 
not come within the absolute provisions of the Constitution 
itself, for, as I tried to show in a little colloquy I had with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Branton], we do limit it to 
radio communication which extends beyond the jurisdiction of 
the State, Territory, or the District of Columbia In which the 
same originates or where interference would be caused thereby 
with the transmission or reception of messages or signals from 
beyond the jurisdiction of said State, Territory, or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

The main purpose of this legislation is to regulate interfer- 
ence in the air. The time has come when this art of radio 
communication has taken such a hold upon the fancies and 
imaginations of the people that everybody is anxious to indulge 
in the use of radio communication. Thousands upon thousands 
of people are sending messages through the air with no other 
purpose than to obtain the amusement that they get out of 
the practice and use of the art. Aside from this enjoyment they 
serve no useful purpose, but sometimes they do serve harmful 
purposes. For instance, the hearings before the committee 
showed that very frequently ships which are In distress at sea 
are unable to transmit messages or receive messages sent to 
them because of this interference in the air. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. For a brief question. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I want to support the gentleman’s 
measure. But I understood the gentleman to say a moment ago 
that a lot of folks were sending matter through the air for 
amusement, and that they interfered with other things. Do I 
understand that the purpose in this bill is to stop these mes- 
sages that are sent for amusement? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; I was coming to that. The purpose 
is not to stop the sending of messages for amusement, but the 
purpose is to regulate the sending, so that it can all be done in 
a way that every sender will not interfere with other senders 
or with those trying to receive messages. There will be a wave 
length set aside by the Secretary of Commerce for certain 
kinds of messages, and I think very probably certain hours 
will be set aside in which people sending certain kinds of mes- 
sages will have the preference. For instance, I think market 
reports should have a time for radio communication during a 
part of the day. I think sermons broadcasted by churches and 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JANUARY 24, 


clergymen ought to have some consideration at the hands of 
the department. I think all these things should be done, and 
beyond all arrangements should be made so that messages sent 
from ship to ship and ship to shore and shore to ship would 
be uninterrupted, 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. And without some regulation the 
whole matter would be chaos, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It is chaotic to-day. The SOS sig- 
nals coming from the ocean sometimes do not reach their desti- 
nation because somebody interferes through a broadcasting sta- 
tion or a private station which is not broadcasting but is simply 
sending out personal messages, It is not the purpose of this 
legislation to interfere with the rights of anybody, but the pur- 
pose is to make it possible for everybody to enjoy the wonderful 
privilege of. sending messages through the air. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Does not the gentleman think under 
the present law the Secretary of Commerce could regulate 
the very thing he is talking about? 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. No; because under the present law the 
Secretary of Commerce has no discretion in issuing the license. 
If you should go into court, you could probably mandamus him 
to issue a license to operate, and he could not refuse to grant 
a license. 

Mr. MADDEN. In other words, the Secretary of Commerce, 
in granting a license to-day, can not provide against the things 
prohibited in this bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman is correct. Mr. Chair- 
man, this subject is very fascinating. I think all of us are 
interested in learning something about it. In last Sunday’s 
issue of the New York Times I find an article upon the subject 
of radio which is very illuminating, and in the course of which 
a very surprising occurrence is related. For the first time a 
message was sent without interruption from a radio station in 
Japan and received on the Atlantic seaboard in less than a 
fraction of a second. In order to accomplish this feat it was 
necessary to ask the powerful station in France to refrain from 
using the air at that particular moment. It was also necessary 
that a number of other stations refrain from using the air. 
I shall not take the time to read this report; but I shall ask 
leave to insert it in my remarks in the Recorp, and also I shall 
ask unanimous consent to insert a column from the same article 
on the subject of how ether waves operate in the transmission of 
radio communications. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman’s re- 
quest to so extend his remarks in the RECORD? 

There was no objection. 

The articles referred to are as follows: 

{From New York Times, January 21, 1923.] 
RADIO FROM JAPAN. 


The New York Times radio station has copied a 22-word mes- 
sage direct from station JAA, near Tokyo, thought to be the first 
time a complete message from Japan has n recorded in New York. 
It is difficult to tune in the Japanese station from the eastern coast of 
the United States, because of interference created by the powerful 
French station, UFT, on the outskirts of Paris, operating on practically 
the same wave length, 14,600 meters. One morning last week, at 2.07 
o'clock, the French transmitter was standing by, as were stations on 


the Atlantic coast of this coun giving the Japanese dots and dashes 


opportunity to register in New York with Pet clearness. 
rainarily it requires several hours to fe a message from Tokyo to 
New York, for it must be sent to Honolulu, then relayed to San Fran- 


cisco, where it is put on the land telegraph lines and sent across the 
continent. It takes at least three weeks for a letter to travel from 
Japan to New York. Radio spans the 9,000 miles across the Pacific 
and the United States in a fraction of a second. 

Ravio—How Fraun WAvm OPERATES. 


All types of waves, including heat, light, water, sound, and radio, 
are produced in a medium which will vibrate or oscillate when dis- 
turbed. Waves are vibratory motion. When a stone is cast into a 
body of water the surface of the water 18 disturbed and waves are set 
in motion. When the vocal chords of a speaker vibrate, the air is dis- 
turbed and waves of sound are created. he ether, an invisible, odor- 
less, tasteless substance, is the medium in which radio waves travel. 
These electro-magnetic waves can not be seen, neither can they be heard 
until transformed into sound at the pevne set. 

Water waves explain the formation of the invisible radio waves. 
Picture a 1955 of smooth water as the ether of space. When a stone 
is thrown into the water it starts a series of ripples or waves, which 
spread in all directions. The waves continually increase, but at a 

sufficient to cover only a few inches a second. If there are any 
little pieces of wood floating within range of the waves they bob u 
and down as the waves strike them. ese bits of floating materia 
may be contrasted to the radio-receiving stations. Radio waves, as well 
as the waves of light, heat, and sound, travel in ever-increasing circles. 
Incidentally, that is why the seats in a theater are generally arranged 
in a semicircle. The heat from a. fire radiates in all directions from 
the source. The further one moves from the fire the less intense the 
heat, The waves of heat, light, sound, water, and radio all become 
weaker with distance. 

To produce radio waves it is necessary to have an electrical circuit 
carrying a vibrating, or, to use the electrical term, an alternating cur- 
rent, which sets the waves in motion. The condenser, two or more 
sheets of metal separated by an insulating material called the dielec- 


tric, serves as the basis of radio transmission. One of the metallic 


plates acquires a tive charge of electricity and the other plate a 
negative charge. hey are connected 3 conducting ‘ates: and a 
discharge takes place, giving rise to radio-frequency currents or waves. 

The antenna and ground form an enormous condenser, The antenna 
wire acts as one metallic plate, the ground as the other plate, with 
the air between serving as the insulating material or dielectric. In 
connection with the transmitting apparatus this condenser receives an 
electric charge which it then discharges, setting the ether in vibration, 
similar to the effect created by a stone dropped in a pond of water. 

The microphone in a radio studio picks up music and sends it over 
the line to the apparatus room, where voice amplifier tubes give it 
in strength ; modulator tubes vary the current in accordance 
with the sound vibrations, and power tubes give It the impetus which 
sends radio frequency currents into the antenna system. The waves 

read out from the antenna in all directions, increasing in diameter 

milar to water waves, but at the speed of light, 186,000 miles a 
second, equivalent to encircling the earth seven and one-half times in 
the tick of a watch, 

WAVE LENGTH, 

The waves maintain a certain distance between each other. The 
distance from the crest of one wave to the crest of the wave ahead 
or preceding is called a wave length. If the distance from crest to 
crest is 360 meters, then the station is said to operate or broadcast 
on a wave length of 360 meters. A meter is equal to 89.87 inches, 
sigh powered trans-Atlantic stations transmit on a wave length sev- 
eral miles long, and one has a wave measuring 14 miles from crest 


to e 

Wave lengths are measured ae an instrument called a wave meter. 
Suppose you were in a boat anchored in a pond and that you counted 
the waves which passed and noted by a watch how many crests 

in a second. If five crests in a second it could be said 

t the frequency of the waves was five a second. the speed 
of the waves is known the distance from crest to crest can be calcu- 
lated. If the speed is 10 feet a second, and 5 pass in a second, the 
length of the waves is 10 divided by 5, or 2 feet. The speed of radio 
waves is 300, „000 meters a second, Tf the frequency with which the 
waves strike the antenna is known, the distance from crest to crest 
can be calculated. 

e the stone and stronger the force which hurls it into a 
pond the greater will be the wave ! „ In radio wave has 
nothing to do with the power of the transmitter. 
in the aerial circuit and the greater the 
aerial and und, the more powerful wi 
longer the tance covered, 

hen the Hertzian wave strikes an antenna in tune with its par- 
ticular wave length a current similar to the transmitter current, but 
of decreased intensity, is induced in the wire. The tuning instruments 
of the receiving set place the station in tune with the incoming waves. 
That is, by poate, the amount of wire on the coils and the capacity 
of the condensers the wave length of the receiver is made the same as 
that of the broadcasting station. The stations are then said to be in 
resonance, or in tune. he human ear can not hear all frequencies— 
sounds which vibrate above and below the range of the ear. Fre- 
quencies below 10,000 cycles are known as andio frequencies because 
oy are normally audible to the ear. All frequencies above 10,000 
4 es are termed radio frequencies. It is the detector which converts 
the incoming high frequency wave to a frequency low enough to 
actuate the phones and produce sound audible the human ear. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, the subcommittee of 
which the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Wurrr] is chairman 
spent very much time on this legislation. Prior to the consid- 
eration of the matter by the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries and its subcommittee on radio, the whole sub- 
ject had been considered, as is well known, in a conference 
which was called by the Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Hoover, 
You will find the record of that conference in the hearings, 
or a résumé of the proceedings of that conference, beginning 
at page 32, and it will be interesting for the members to read 
that summary of the work and conclusions of the conference. 
This conference had attending it representatives of all the 
Government departments, of all of the people who are inter- 
ested in this subject matter, the manufacturers of apparatus, 
and the amateur receivers and transmitters. All the people 
who might have an interest of any sort in the matter of radio 
communication were represented at this conference, and they 
joined unanimously in requesting legislation of the character 
which has now been placed before us in this bill. As we go 
along reading the various sections members of the committee 
no doubt may find it necessary to ask questions and the gen- 
tleman from Maine [Mr. Wurre], if no one else, will be able 
to answer them fully. I shall not take any more time now 
to discuss in detail the legislation, but I want to emphasize — 
that the main purpose of the legislation is to stop the inter- 
ference in the air which is preventing messages from being 
sent and from being received by all who are interested in radio 
communication. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
his time be extended for two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Yes. 

Mr. FESS. Can there be a transmitting station in operation 
after the bill passes unless it has a license? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There can not. 

Mr. FESS. And the license will stipulate certain condi- 
tions, and if they are not obeyed, what then? 


The more amperes 
ressure in yolts between the 
be the radio waves and the 
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Mr. CHINDBLOM. The license will be revoked. 

Mr. FESS. ‘That will make it effective? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. I want to emphasize again that 
this bill has nothing whatever to do with receiving stations. 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Yes. 

Mr. EVANS. Under the terms of the proposed legislation, 
a license granted to an individual is a personal privilege? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. EVANS. And with his death it expires? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. EVANS. A license to a corporation will run the full 
10 years unless revoked for cause. A 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It can not be assigned. 

Mr. EVANS. Is not that for the purpose of forcing licenses 
to corporations rather than to individuals? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No. 

Mr. EVANS. And will it not have that effect? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, I do not think so. It will be only ex- 
ceptional that licensees will die. We can not provide for 
that kind of a situation in a bill of this sort. Licenses are 
always personal; they do not pass to the estate of the deceased. 
The personal representative does not step into the shoes of 
a deceased licensee in any kind of licensing legislation that 
I know of. 

Mr. EVANS. May I challenge the gentleman’s attention fur- 
ther to the fact that you must not only have a license to con- 
duct a station but you must have a license for the operator, 
and, therefore, if a license to conduct a station costing perhaps 
a million dollars should expire by death, there is a great 
amount of money there that would be unprofitable unless an- 
other license could be gotten for the conduct of the station. 
Therefore, any person contemplating the construction of a sta- 
tion would naturally do it under a corporate right. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I would say to the gentleman that any 
individual who originally obtained a license from the Secre- 
tary of Commerce would have no difficulty in having it re- 
newed. But, as I understand the gentleman, he is now re- 
‘ferring to a case where a licensee dies? 

Mr. EVANS. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If a station had been properly conducted 
by an individual who dies, I can not conceive that the Secre- 
| tary of Commerce would refuse to grant a license to his heirs 
or legatees. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tllinois 
has again expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that his time be ex- 
tended for five minutes. I want to ask him a question or two. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. We are all endeavoring to learn, and we 
appreciate the attention that the gentleman has given to the 
subject. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] put a 
query in our minds in respect to interference within the States 
with those who may see fit to use these machines. Will the 
Government control such communications as pass within the 
boundaries of a State? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; this bill does not cover that. 

Mr. BUTLER, That is the gentleman's conclusion on that? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, That is the language of the bill. 

, Mr. BUTLER. I understand that certain machines are made 
capable of sending these messages a certain distance. There is 
what you call the long-distance machine and the short-distance 
machine. The distance that a message may be sent may be 
regulated by these authorities upon whom we confer this 
power. Is not that true? So that, therefore, within a State 
they may hold that a man can send 10 or 15 or 20 miles, and if 
he does not send across the boundary there will be no control. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If he does not cross the boundary, the 
Secretary of Commerce will have no control. 

Mr. MADDEN. The bill specifically provides that he shall 
not have. 

Mr. BLANTON. T! > gentleman is not exactly accurate in 
his statement about tlie bill controlling only transmitting ma- 
chines. In so far as the receiving machines may interfere with 
transmission, and the evidence shows they could do so very 
materially, this control would also regulate the receiving ma- 
chines, and to that extent the gentleman is inaccurate in his 
statement. 

Mr. DAVIS of ‘Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Right on that point there was 
| evidence to the effect that sometimes a receiving set would give 


out signals that would interfere, and while that was recog- 
nized this bill does not undertake to control or regulate those 
machines in the least. It might reach a point where that 
could be done, and it was the opinion of the experts that the 
machines would be so perfected that that could be done. 

Mr. BUTLER. But the committee took it up for considera- 
tion, and shall regulate it hereafter. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. There is nothing in this bill pro- 
viding in the least for regulation of any receiving set what- 
ever. 

. Mr. BARBOUR. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will. 

Mr. BARBOUR. In line with the question asked by the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. BUTLER], can the gentleman 
state whether it is possible to so regulate it that none of these 
messages being broadcasted will go a certain distance and 
there stop and not go farther? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say to the gentleman that the 
hearings brought out the fact that improvements are now being 
made under which it is expected, and I think the result is now 
being accomplished, to confine a message from the front end 
of a train to the rear end of the train. If that can be done, I 
apprehend it will be possible to restrict and limit the opera- 
tion of other transmitting machines. 

I will say this, however, that it is a very difficult matter to 
control a message when you send it out through the ether by 
radiocommunication. You may not be able to tell just where it 
would stop, and, of course, those are accidents against which 
you can not always guard, and no legislation could be so perfect 
as to meet a situation of that kind. 

Mr. BARBOUR. As a practical matter at this time it is 
almost impossible to distinguish between intrastate and inter- 
state transmission? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say to the gentleman frankly that 
in my opinion nearly all the transmitting stations in the 
United States will come under the regulations of this bill. 

Mr. BARBOUR. That is my idea. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Necessarily. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I want to pursue the question I asked 
this morning just a little bit further. Now, the bill says 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Where is the gentleman reading? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, I am reading page 5, beginning with 
line 15— 

Such station license, the wave length or lengths authorized to be 
used by the licensee, and the rights therein granted shall not be trans- 
ferred, assigned, or in any manner, either voluntarily or involuntarily, 


disposed of to any other person, company, or corporation without the 
— in writing of the Beccstery of Commerce. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. I said there could not be any assign- 


ment. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Now, it has been a quite common prac- 
tice for people having sending stations to take their apparatus 
to some other place where there is an important speech or con- 
cert going on and use it there for the purpose of broadcasting 
that particular speech or concert. Now, my question was 
whether that could be done under this bill, and the then speaker 
intimated that it might not be possible. I think it would be 
left under the regulations of the Secretary of Commerce. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I think it is within the discretion of the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
everybody who has studied this subject and who is acquainted 
with the existing conditions knows that additionai legislation 
on this subject is necessary in order to avoid the conflicts and 
interferences and chaos which have arisen in the transmission 
of radio by reason of a lack of proper regulation or control 
over the subject. Now the gentleman from Texas is insisting 
that the present law is sufficient. If he had studied this sub- 
ject as much as some of us have undertaken to do, and had 
studied the existing statute and the proposed bill in the light 
of conditions that exist, I know he would not subscribe to that 
opinion. The present law was enacted 10 years ago, since 
which time there has been an absolutely marvelous growth in 
this art, not only in the art from a scientific standpoint but in 
the actual application of thé art to the different phases of our 
official, commercial, and social life. It is as necessary to take 
some steps to allocate wave lengths and time and to otherwise 
regulate the problem properly, in order to ayoid these conflicts, 
as is the necessity of preserving this art and its practical 
utilization, because it can not be done without proper regu- 


lation. 


2346 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


PEE ONS IE eae NN a RN AOTT a) 


JANUARY 24, 


Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. My time is so limited. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I am with the gentleman, but I want to 
get this clear in the Recorp. Do I understand the gentleman’s 
position to be that there is nothing in this legislation that will 
in any wise interfere with the man who transmits who does it 
within certain rules and regulations set forth in this bill 
and pays his license? i 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. No; if he does not violate the law 
or regulations. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. It does not give the Secretary of Com- 
merce the right to say that you shall or shall not if he stays 
within the rules and regulations in speaking through the air. 
Is that right? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Well, I do not know whether that 
could be answered unequivocally. There might be one man 
operating a transmitting station at a certain point who uses 
a certain assigned wave length, and his competitor might ask 
for the privilege of operating a station from the same point 
with the same wave length, and, of course, the Secretary 
of Commerce would properly refuse to grant it. In other 
words, the Secretary of Commerce is necessarily given some 
discretionary powers as to certain phases of the question which 
are not expressly enumerated in the bill. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I will. 

Mr. BUTLER. I understood the gentleman to say in his 
opinion unless there is some regulation of this kind this art 
will go into disuse, which otherwise would be of benefit to all 
of us. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I think so. Some of you have had 
an experience in talking over a party telephone line, with two 
or three or four other people trying to talk over it at the 
same time. [Laughter.] That is largely the situation here, 
except that here it is greatly augmented by the conditions. 
When you take into consideration the fact that there are now 
over 21,000 transmission stations and 569 broadcasting stations, 
and every fellow practically transmitting when he pleases and 
how he pleases, you can get some conception of the situation 
that has already arisen, and which will become greater every 
day, because the number of these stations is rapidly increas- 
ing and the business of using these stations is growing by leaps 
and bounds all the time. 

Now, with regard to the existing law and this proposed bill, 
I want to say this: I believe that any Member of this House 
who will acquaint himself with the conditions and will study 
the existing law and this pending bill is bound to concede that 
the proposed law more nearly protects and preserves the Gov- 
ernment’s interests and the general public interest than the 
existing law, instead of being the contrary, as was argued for 
an hour here. It is true with me and with other members 
of the committee and of the subcommittee who have studied 
this subject that we are as much opposed to the unnecessary 
centralization of Government power and unnecessary bureaus 
and unnecessary Government officials as anybody in this House, 
including any of those who have spoken against this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Tennes- 
see has expired. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman may 
have 10 minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request that the 
gentleman from Tennessee have 10 minutes additional? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I do not agree with my col- 
league from Texas [Mr. Jones] that no regulation is neces- 
sary. I am for the general purposes of the bill. There are 
just two objections that I have to it, and I have stated them. 
With State rights protected and the expense of machinery out, 
I am just as strongly for the bill as is the gentleman from 
‘Tennessee. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes. I was referring principally 
to the gentleman’s colleague [Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I do not want the gen- 
tleman to misrepresent my position. I am not opposed to regu- 
lation. Iam in favor of regulation as far as it can be done. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Even the gentleman from Texas 
and everybody else must concede that the power of regulation 
must rest in somebody. Now, the proposed bill does not 
change the regulatory power. It leaves it right where it has 


been all the time, in the Secretary of Commerce. But it simply 
amplifies and imposes additional restrictions and additional 
safeguards for the protection of the public interest and of the 
Government interest and the rights of everybody who is inter- 
ested in this service, 
Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I yield to the gentleman. 


Mr. HUSTED. I think the gentleman said that the com- 


mittee were not anxious to centralize this power any more than 


was necessary? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Absolutely. 

Mr. HUSTED. And yet as a matter of fact the committee 
have, as I see it, vested in the Secretary of Commerce absolute, 
uncontrolled, and unrestricted authority to handle the entire 
situation. Now, I assume you did that because you did not see 
any other way in which desirable results could be accomplished, 
and I would be thankful if the gentleman would explain why 
it has not been possible in some way to limit this authority of 
the Secretary of Commerce and yet give him enough authority 
to control those things that should be controlled. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Well, that is just what the com- 
mittee has undertaken to do. While it does confer certain 
powers upon the Secretary, certain discretionary powers, yet 
here is an 18-page bill which undertakes to define the powers 
he shall have and the manner in which he shall exercise those 
powers; but the committee does say that it is absolutely neces- 
sary to leave some matters of discretion to the Secretary of 
Commerce or somebody else, and that is especially true in 
view of the fact that this art is developing at such a rapid 
pace and conditions are changing so quickly that it is impos- 
sible, at least at this stage of the art, to absolutely make a 
strait-jacket set of regulations in regard to the subject. 

Mr. HUSTED. Do you not give the Secretary of Commerce 
absolute authority to grant licenses, and absolute authority to 
9925 licenses to any person or from any person that he sees 

t? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. In connection with certain restric- 
tions recited in the bill, that is so. 

Mr. HUSTED. I mean he can take a license away from any- 
body. Either the gentleman or some other gentleman who has 
spoken on the bill has said that there was not any intention to 
interfere with these broadcasting stations. And yet you do give 
the Secretary of Commerce absolute authority to do it, do you 
not? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. He is authorized to revoke licenses 
for certain specified reasons, and of course he might abuse his 
authority just as any other official might do it; but he would 
have to violate the spirit and letter of this law to do anybody 
an injustice in regard to it. As to whether or not he will do 
that, that is simply a question of confidence that Congress has 
got to impose in him or some other official. 

Mr. HUSTED. Would he have to violate the letter of the law 
in order to do it? I realize he would have to violate the spirit 
of it, because it is not the intention; but he would not have to 
violate the letter of the law in order to do it, would he? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Well, possibly, he might not upon 
a matter purely within his discretion. In other words, this law 
does not undertake to say he shall issue a license to or with- 
hold it from Tom, Dick, and Harry, and all that. It does not 
do that. It leaves some discretion, and within the extent of the 
discretion lodged, of course, he can do it, and he might exercise 
that discretionary power unwisely. 

Mr, HARDY of Texas. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Would it not be a good ground for 
impeachment if he willfully violated the law? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Of course. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to deal with one or two other 
phases of this question, if I may be permitted to do so without 
being interrupted. Hitherto, most of my time has been taken 
up in answering questions. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I will yield later if I have the 
time. I will be glad to. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. All right. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Jones] had a great deal to say about the fact that the report 
concedes that there will probably be in the near future a neces- 
sity for additional legislation in order to prevent any monop- 
oly, and while that is not in the report, I will add perhaps in 
regard to the regulation of rates, because I think there is no 
question but that the time will come when it will be just 
as important and just as proper to fully regulate this service 
with regard to rates and all the other functions they perform 
as it is to regulate the railroads and the telegraphs and the 
telephones. Now, that is true, and the committee readily con- 
cedes it in their report, and it-readily concedes that it does not 
undertake in a comprehensive way to deal with that particular 
phase of this subject in this bill, although the report does re- 
cite three specific instances in which provisions are inserted to 
prevent monopoly and excessive rates. Because the committee 
said that the state of the art is such, and the limited investi- 
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gation of that particular phase of the subject is such, that the 
committee did not see proper to embody a comprehensive meas- 
ure on that phase of it now, the gentleman from Texas claims 
that we admit that we do not know anything about the phases 
of the subject with which the bill does deal. I want to say: 
that the committee has thoroughly considered’ and discussed 
every phase of the subject that the bill deals with, and we think 
we know something about it, perhaps almost as much as the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] knows, And in so far as 
we deal with it we think we deal with it intelligently and prop- 
erly. 

But so far as that one particular phase is concerned, there is 
another reason, as stated in the report; why the committee knew 


it was not worth while to report provisions on that subject’ 


designed to regulate rates and prevent monopolies and things 
of that kind. That is that there would doubtless be strenuous 
opposition to that proposition, perhaps so much opposition 
from the interests affected that it probably would have pre- 
vented the passage of any bill during this session. The pending 
measure, while well matured and well considered, is an emer- 
gency measure. It meets a situation about which there is no 
controversy among those informed, and it undertakes to deal 
with that situation in a manner about which there is no con- 
troversy among those who have studied the question and know 
what they are talking about, and that is the reason why every 
member of the committee who has studied the subject is in 
favor of this bill and voted for the reporting of it. [Applause.] 


I dare say that at a later time the committee will take up 


the study of the other questions: mentioned and will undertake 
to deal with it as the Congress has dealt with the subject of 
railroad transportation, the telegraph, and the telephone, in a 
comprehensive manner. 

With regard to what was suggested by my other colleague’ 
from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] awhile ago, I believe attention has 
already been called to the fact that this bill does not even un- 
dertake to deal with anything except interstate’ radio service— 
in other words; where the message goes from one State to an- 
other or from this country to foreign countries. That is true. 
It does not undertake to deal with the subject of radio which 
is confined to a State. We could not do that if we wanted to; 
but we are not wanting to and not undertaking to do it. So 
that this bill involves no invasion of State rights. We have 
Just as much legal and constitutional and moral right to deal 
with this subject in so far as it is interstate or international 
as’ we had to deal with railroad transportation or the tele- 
graph or the telephone; and I dare say that while this art is 
in its infancy and legislation upon the subqect, you might say, is 
in its ineipient stage, yet this bill probably deals with it as 
comprehensively” and intelligently as the first’ legislation that 
was enacted upon the subject of railroad transportation. As 
evils: may arise, as subterfuges may be resorted to, as abuses 
may be practiced, it will become necessary to enact’ legislation 
to meet those new contingencies. [Applause.] s 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr: Chairman, I offer a perfecting amend- 
ment, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. ‘The gentleman’ from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] offers an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON: Page 2, line 9; after the word 
“ authorized,” strike out the period, insert a colon, and add the fol- 
lowing proviso, to wit: “ Provided, That where intrastate: operation is 
so controlled and regulated by. States in cooperation with the Secre- 
tary of Commerce that same does not conflict or interfere with inter- 
state operations, then such intrastate operations shall remain wholly 
within the jurisdiction and control of such State.” 

Mr. HICKS. I reserve a point of order on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN; The point of order is reserved. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, all this amendment does is 
to clarify the bill and make it do just what the committee said. 
the bill would do. It provides that where intrastate operation 
Is so conducted by the State that it does not conflict or inter- 
fere with interstate operation, the State cooperating with the 
Secretary of Commerce to that end, then that the State shall 
retain jurisdiction over its intrastate operations. That is now 
and ought to be the law. No man who believes im the sov- 
2 of our States could object to that fundamental propo- 

on. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just one minute: Gentlemen will state 
that no one is afraid of what the Secretary: of Commerce might 
do in the way of interfering with the proper business of the 
local States: Let me call your attention to what: happened 


after the war respecting: certain legitimate business in Texas 


that was) controlled and manipulated by a: Cabinet officer’ from 
the State of Texas) You remember that after the war was 


over, after the armistice was signed; in peace time, Postmaster 
General Burleson; who hails from my native State, took over’ 
the telephone lines; He was from Texas. He had been an ofii- 
cial in the State of Texas. He was presumed to be close: to 
the people of Texas, Let he so regulated and controlled the 
local telephone lines, the intrastate lines; of Texas that he 
eee broke every little independent telephone line in that 
ë: 

Mr. MADDEN. He increased the rates of the telephone com- 
panies: How could he break them by doing that? 

Mr. BLANTON, He did it in such a way that the big com- 
panies lived and the little independent companies that served 
the rural population had to go out of business. That was his 
regulation and control from Washington. 

Mr. BUTLER, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON, I yield to the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, 

Mr. BUTLER. Suppose: Congress passes a law authorizing 
the Secretary of Commerce to regulate the transmission of! 
these messages within the State; Such à law will be no good. 
9 — 8 no authority to pass such a law as that. Is not that 
rue 

Mr. BLANTON. But we are gradually encroaching upon the 
rights of the States all the time and centralizing power in the 
hands of one man in this Federal Capital. 

Mr, BUTLER. If we should pass such a law; attempting to 
interfere with intrastate affairs, it would not be a good law, 
would it? 

Mr. BLANTON. It would be good until the Supreme Court 
passed on it and set it aside, and sometimes there are four 
members of that court divided one way and five another, and 
sometimes you can not tell what their decision is going to be. 
We want to be watchful of the rights of the States with regard 
both to transportation and telegraph and telephone and radio 
service, which are the means of proper communication between 
the people of the country. We have in my State an agricultural 
experiment station. It serves the farmers of Texas. It does 
not serve the farmers of Arkansas or the farmers of Pennsyl- 
vania. It serves Texas farmers. Suppose it has certain rules 
and regulations concerning radio that will benefit the farmers 
of my great State: Before it can continue to exercise the 
sovereignty and prerogative of a State to serve its farmers. it 
has got to sneak up here to Washington and get a license from 
the Secretary of Commerce, although it should properly con- 
trol and operate its own business: It might not interfere in 
any manner whatever with the business of the Nation. Yet it 
has got to come here and get a license first. And when he 
gets a license he has to have the Secretary of Commerce pass 
on his application. He, an official of Texas, has to stand here, 
the representative of a State, as a menial before the Secretary: 
of Commerce and plead for something that he should have as a 
matter of right fundamentally. I am not in favor of it, [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment, and I ask unanimous consent that I may pro- 
ceed, out of order, for 10 minutes. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed, out of order, for 10 minutes, Is there» 
objection? 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. 
upon what subject? ` 
Mr. DICKINSON. It is on editorials: that have appeared in 
the newspapers and with reference to some remarks by the 

Secretary of the Navy 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my 
reservation of an objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, an amendment offered to 
the Army bill on the floor of the House under date of January 
17, 1923; bearing upon the right of retired and active officers 
of the Army to become. employed by. persons or corporations 
selling either service or material to the Government, has at- 
tracted the attention not only of the Secretary of War but 
also some of the leading daily newspapers of the country. I 
refer to the statement of Secretary of War Weeks, issued and 
published in last Sunday’s Washington Star on January 21, 
1923, and also to an editorial appearing in the New Tork Times. 
under date of January 22, 1923, bearing upon this subject. 

The underlying principle involved in this legislation is as 
old as the Book of Books, and was advocated by the Master 
of Men when He proclaimed That no man can serve two 
masters.” [Applause] It is the old rule of agency; that any 
‘person attempting to represent two interests that conflict, at the 
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I want to call the 
attention of the House to the fact that practically every State 
in the Union has long since passed laws controlling the Com- 
monwealth and the municipalities of their respective States to 
the effect that no man holding public office can become a vendor 
of either service or material to such Commonwealth or munici- 
pality. This prohibition is imposed upon the State and munici- 


same time, does not faithfully serve either. 


pality alike. Why strew the pathway of the Army officers or 
the Navy officers with temptation? 

Under date of June 10, 1896, a permanent law was passed 
affecting officers of the Navy and Marine Corps, as follows: 


And provided further, That hereafter no payment shall be made 
from appropriations made by Congress to any officer in the Nayy or 
Marine Corps on the active or retired list while such officer is em- 
ployed after June 30, 1897, by any person or company furnishing naval 
supplies or war material to the Government; and such employment is 
hereby made unlawful after this date. 


I note with regret that the Naval Affairs Committee of the 
House has favorably reported House bill 11002, with Report No. 
835, providing— 


that all laws or parts of laws prohibiting officers on the retired list 
of the Navy from accepting employment with concerns furnishing sup- 
plies to the Government are hereby repealed. 


So far as I am able to learn, no hearings were held upon this 
phase of the bill, and I regret that such provision has been 
placed in the bill, and am pleased to note that in the hearings 
before the Senate Committee on Naval Affairs on House bill 
7864, the committee has authorized the report of the bill, but has 
not authorized such repeal. In the hearings before the Senate 
Naval Committee on House bill 7864, found on page 10 thereof, 
I quote the following: 


Assistant Secretary RoOSEVXLT. Section 10. The Secretary did not 
speak about this, but I know he has it very closely to his heart. It is 
a question of amending the act as to the occupations that may be en- 
gaged in by officers, omitting from the act the words “ retired officer ” 
in order that a retired officer may engage in such activities as ship- 
boing and things of that nature. As it stands now thè retired officer 
is proh bited from engaging in any occupation which may touch upon 
the Navy's activities, know the Secretary feels very strongly that 
this cramps an officer's usefulness to the community and is unfair to 
such officers. 

The theory that prompted it, I suppose, was that it might create an 
embarrassing situation and accusations of undue influence. But I can 
not myself see how that would occur, and it seems to me to be unfair 
to prohibit a retired naval officer to so engage in the only activities 
for which his training has fitted him. 

The CHAIRMAN. I notice it has come up recently in a certain case of 
some prominence in the Army, just a few days ago, and attracted con- 
siderable attention in the newspapers, 

But suppose a case of this kind, and I think this would present the 
basis upon which the legislation was originally passed, a retired offi- 
cer, say an admiral of great influence among his associates in the Navy, 
is drawing retired pay from the Government, and he takes employment 
at a high salary with some manufacturing concern supplying an enor- 
mous quantity of material to the Government. He represents that con- 
cern in selling this material to the department which he just left and of 
which he is still a part. 

I would like to get your opinion about it. 

Secretary DENBY. at is, of course, the worst argument that can be 
made against it. 

The CHamMan, I think that was the situation that Congress prob- 
ably had in mind. 

ecretary Drxnx. That is an extreme illustration of the possibility. 
But, on the other hand, it applies to men that are perfectly active, 
still on the retired list, men who I believe would be almost universally 
thoughtful of the service and the interests of the service, but who 
are barred from almost all the activities in which they can engage. 
We ask men who have been 45 or 50 years, perhaps, in the naval service 
to remain on half pay of $4,000, say, for the rest of their lives, not 
permitted to take employment outside. 

Personally I would like to see former naval officers accept employ- 
ment with such concerns, because I believe it would tend to protect the 
Navy. They do not lose their interest in the Navy when they leave it, 
and in matters of 1 and things of that kind, I think the 
Navy would be most highly benefited if we could get retired officers in 
ship nilding companies. 

happened to meet a man the other day who resigned from the 
Navy, and he told me that the first suggestion he made to persons offer- 
ing him employment was, Now, remember, if you employ me I think 
first of the Navy.” 

He certainly would not hurt the people of the United States or the 
naval service when he took employment with a private concern with that 
thought in mind; that his duty still lay in the protection of the naval 
service. It is not fair to the men themselves. They ought to be al- 
lowed to get such employment. They should, of course, be treated ex- 
actly as other malefactors are treated if they attempt to “ put over” 
anything they should not. 

The CHAIRMAN. I did not say what I said in order to indicate any 
opinion on it at all, but I just suggest that there is not anything in 
the law that prohibits a retired naval officer from accepting employment, 
generally speaking, with private concerns. It is only those dealing 
with the naval service. 

Secretary Denspy. The law is so broad that they can not deal with 
the Government. 

I would like simply to register a very, very strong recommendation 
that that section be passed by the committee. I am told that the Army 
has no such restriction. I do not know that, and I do not think it has 
any particular bearing. But the Navy is very anxious to free its officers 
from their restrictions under which they are now suffering. 


The retiring provisions of the Army and the Navy acts should 
be such as to encourage men to stay in both branches as long as 
they are useful to such organization, and the employment in 


outside enterprises by such retired officers should be discour- 
aged, and particularly when such officers desire to enter into an 
activity wherein they are going to become instrumental in sell- 
ing supplies to the Government, for either Army or Navy pur- 
poses. I am glad that such repeal provision will not be pre- 
sented to the Senate in House bill 7864, and I hope that if 
House bill 11002 is presented to the House, that a sufficient 
number of Members will vote against the same to strike out 
the provision heretofore referred to. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Yes. 

Mr, OLIVER. If the gentleman will examine the hearings 
before the Naval Committee during the last four years, he will 
see that the Naval Committee has twice turned down an effort 
to repeal the law to which the gentleman refers, showing that 
this matter has been actively before the committee within the 
last few years. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I thank the gentleman for that state- 
ment. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Yes. 

Mr. FESS. My exception to the amendment was that it was 
particular, and it seemed to me to be somewhat of a reflection 
upon the gentleman to whom it applied. I would be very quick 
to vote for a general law forbidding this to all retired officers, 
either of the Navy or the Army, but I thought particularizing 
was rather unfortunate. 

Mr. DICKINSON. As a matter of fact, I would say in reply. 
to the gentleman that this will not affect only General Har- 
bord, it will affect other retired officers of the Army who are 
similarly employed. 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. 
man yield? 

Mr. DICKINSON. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman from Ohio has 
just stated that he did not believe in making exceptions in the 
case of officers. I think the gentleman from Ohio is one of 
those who voted for the statute whereby General Harbord was 
made an exception and permitted to serve two terms in Wash- 
ington of four years each, as against the general law which re- 
quires them to serve four years and then go out in the field. 

Mr. DICKINSON. I shall refer to that a little later. 

I call your attention to the fact that if this policy is carried 
out we would soon have retired naval oflicers controlling the 
organizations that provide the material for the building of our 
ships while receiving their retired pay from the Government; 
we would have a circle within a circle; corporations and con- 
cerns manned by officers of our Government promoting legisla- 
tion for their own interests and selling their material to their 
respective departments, regardless of the interests of the public 
in general. I hope the friends of this provision will not plead 
the loyalty of these men as a defense to such a system, because 
Army and Navy officers alike are just human beings and are 
subject to all the frailties of human life and are subconsciously 
controlled by personal interests, 

Now, referring more directly to the amendment offered to 
the Army bill, with reference to such retired pay, will say 
that my only regret is that the amendment as passed is not per- 
manent law. It was not my intention to strike at the oflicers 
retiring during the present year, but my intention was to 
declare a policy that Congress expects to put in vogue in future, 
the same provision with reference to the retired pay in the 
Army as heretofore enacted with reference to the Navy. If I 
bud thought the amendment could have passed including the 
word “ hereafter,” the same would certainly have been inserted. 

General Harbord was born March 21, 1866; he enlisted Janu- 
ary 10, 1889, and served as an enlisted man until August 1, 
1891, was appointed a second lieutenant July 31, 1891, and 
gradually advanced to his commanding position of major gen- 
eral, and served with distinction overseas during the late 
World War, having served approximately 34 years and retired 
at the age of 56 years. 

Permit me to state here that on August 28, 1922, this Con- 
gress, in H. R. 11689, passed a special bill permitting General 
Harbord, as Deputy Chief of Staff, to be appointed Chief of 
Staff, presuming that General Pershing was about to retire. 
This bill was passed at the suggestion of the Secretary of 
War. He knew at that time that General Harbord had been 
stationed in Washington for about three and one-half years 
and that the Mauchu law requiring that every officer must 
serve with troops every other four years of his service would 
require General Harbord to again be given field service. In 
view of this fact the Secretary of War asked that this special 
bill be passed in behalf of General Harbord, and considered 
him sufficiently efficient to be appointed as Chief of Staff. 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
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In the month of December, 1922, and about December 29. 
the Secretary of War, however, gave his approval for the retire- 
ment of General Harbord, even though his efficiency is not cur- 
tailed, his health is good, and no argument can be presented for 
his retirement except his desire to take up a more lucrative field 
of employment. Permit me to read from the hearings before 
the subcommittee of the House Appropriations Committee con- 
sidering the Army appropriation bill, on page 802 thereof: 

epartment and the Army have suffered a 
5 po e of General Harbord. The condi- 
tions were such that I could not refuse to approve his application to 
go on the retired list. 

It has long been the policy of the War Department not to 
retire Army officers after 30 years’ service unless they have 
become inefficient or are in ill health and barring the readjust- 
ment that had to be made when the Army was reorganized 
under the reorganization act, this policy should be the policy 
of the War Department in the future. Under all these condi- 
tions, I am thoroughly convinced that the Secretary of War 
was not justified in permitting the retirement of General Har- 
bord as suggested. 

As a further reason for the adoption of the amendment here- 
tofore referred to I want to state that, in my judgment, nu- 
merous Army officers are now holding lucrative positions with 
corporations and concerns Manufacturing materials to be sold 
to the War Department, and that the practice in behalf of the 
Army can not be justified any more than it can for the Navy, 
and that this amendment not only should be retained in this 
appropriation bill, but should be later enacted into permanent 
law. 

With reference to the connection of General Harbord with 
the Radio Corporation of America, in the statement of Secre- 
tary Weeks we find as follows: 5 


As a matter of fact, the Government's business with the Radio Cor- 
poration is inconsequential. At the present time we have no contract 
with it, and, generally speaking, purchases of radio equipment, which 
are of smal] moment in total amount, are made from the manufacturers, 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to proceed for five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DICKINSON. In this connection I want to call your 
attention to the fact that the radio equipment of both the Army 
and the Navy, built up during the war, by reason of recent 
improvements and inventions is now practically obsolete; that 
in the near future all of this equipment must be replaced with 
the new and up-to-date equipment at large expense ; that, in my 
judgment, within the next few years this Government will be 
spending millions of dollars for radio equipment, and will be 
invited to purchase the same through the Radio Corporation of 
America if its present plans are carried out; and I contend, in 
view of these facts, that in the first place General Harbord 
should not have retired, because he is rendering the most 
efficient service of any time during his career; that the Sec- 
retary of War should not have approved his application to re- 
tire; and that this legislation should be passed as a warning 
to officers in the Army that it will not be the policy of our Gov- 
ernment to foster them for years as junior officers and then 
when they acquire the highest efficiency that they shall seek 
retirement and go on retired pay in order to become connected 
with some corporation that can pay them lucrative salaries, 
It should be the determination of every officer to remain in the 
service as long as his age and his health will permit him to ren- 
der service to the Government. Any other policy is derogatory 
to an efficient Army or an efficient Navy. General Harbord is 
56 years of age, has at least eight years of time that he should 
give to this Government rather than to the service of the 
Radio Corporation of America, while at the same time receiv- 
ing 75 per cent of his pay as an Army officer. 

From the New York Times editorial referred to, I quote the 
following: 

The achievements for which the country can never be sufficiently 
grateful to General Harbord was his organization of the supply de- 

artinent, which made it possible for the Army from the base to the 
Brin line to operate like a well-oiled machine. It was because General 
Harbord had done this intricate and difficult work so well that his 
energies were coveted in civil life, not because of his associations with 
the Army and Navy people. 

If General Harbord through his efficiency has secured perfect 
service in the work referred to, and if he is still in perfect 
health, tell me why it is not his duty to continue to serve this 
Government that has so long fostered him and developed him 
to the man that he is now reported to be? In my judgment, 
under these conditions, if General Harbord desires to leave the 
service of the Army, he should resign, not retire on 75 per cent 
pay, in order to enter upon this service, 


j The same New York Times editorial further refers to the 
act: 
In its dragnet it would draw in almost all retired officers engaged 


in business. Their legitimate interests are at stake if such a law 
should be enforced literally. 


If the retired officers of the Army are now engaged in the 
enterprise of manufacturing material for the sole purpose of 
making sales thereof to the Government, then there is all the 
more reason why this law should not only be passed but that 
an investigation should be made as to how far retired Army 
officers are interested in such enterprises, and a report made to 
Congress with reference thereto. It is my purpose to ask the 
Secretary of War, either through the introduction of a resolu- 
tion in this House or through some other channel, to furnish 
to this House a statement of the list of retired officers engaged 
in such enterprises and connected with concerns selling mate- 
rials to the War and Navy Departments. 

This prohibition has stood against the naval officers since 
June 10, 1896; if during that time retired Army officers have 
so engaged themselves, it might give some light on the subject 
as to how it happened that the purchasing departments of the 
Army during the late World War made more serious blunders, 
more frivolous contracts, more unreasonable purchases, and 
squandered millions and millions of dollars furnished by the 
American people in an effort to supply an army of men with 
the necessaries of life. So far as I know, the investigating 
committee of the Sixty-sixth Congress did not go into this 
phase of the matter in their investigation of war contracts. It 
Seems that if a future war should come, and all of these Army 
officers now on the retired list so engaged in the manufacture 
of material were recalled to active service, that the people of 
this Government would lose faith in this department if it 
became known that numerous officers were called upon to make 
contracts with concerns with whom they had been previously 
connected in order that an army might be supplied with the 
necessaries of life to enter upon active work in the field of 
battle. 

I have the greatest respect for every Cabinet member and for 
every editorial written in the great city of New York; I regret 
that this record has been made by the Secretary of War; I 
regret that General Harbord has seen fit to cast this cloud upon 
his record, and also that the Secretary of War has disagreed 
with this Congress on numerous questions, It seems to me 
that this particular question is one upon which there can not 
be a divided view. 

With respect to the views of the editorial writer of the New 
York Times I am not greatly concerned; I have often thought 
what a wonderful force for good morals and good government 
the editorial writers of the great dailies of New York City 
could be; but, on the other hand, I find that their moral con- 
clusions on some of the vital issues of the day are dictated 
either by their appetites or by their interest in the results on 
the stock exchange; I find that with many of them this great 
country of ours is bounded on the west by the Hudson River, 
and that all they seem to see is the result of this Government 
as it applies to their particular locality, the city of New York. 
But in view of the fact that this matter does involve a gov- 
ernmental policy, which in my judgment is material not only 
for now but for the future, I have felt constrained to take the 
time of this House in order that this matter might be pre- 
sented and the record completed, and with the verdict of this 
House and the American people I shall rest content; and it is 
my hope that the conferees will insist that the amendment 
shall remain in the bill. [Applause.] 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which 
I desire to offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. There is a point of order pending. Does 
the gentleman from New York press his point of order? 

Mr. HICKS. I do. I make the point of order upon the 
ground that the amendment is not germane. The bill before 
us deals with interstate radio communications, amending a 
previous law, which also deals with interstate radio communi- 
cations. This amendment touches intrastate communications, 
and, therefore, in my opinion, is not germane and is not in 
order, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I think it is merely a limi- 
tation confining the bill to interstate communications and not 
letting it go over or run into intrastate business. It is nothing 
in the world but a limitation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The measure under consideration is all- 
pervading, so far as the regulation of radio communication is 
concerned. It is a general law, and in the first section covers 
radio communication among the several States or with foreign 
nations, radio communication upon any vessel of the United 
States engaged in interstate or foreign commerce, and also the 
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transmission of radiograms or signals which extend beyond the 
jurisdiction of the State, Territory, or the District of Columbia, 
Under the last clause it is apparent that its purpose is to cover 
regulation of radiograms that extend beyond the jurisdiction of 
the State, Territory, or District of Columbia, radiograms that 
lapse over inte a State from another State. This being a gen- 
eral law relating to the regulation of radiograms, it is within 
the power of the committee to restrict it in whatever way it 
seems fit. It is within the power of Members to offer amend- 
ments to restrict it. to communications on foreign yessels. The 
committee may restrict control over activities exclusively in- 
terstate. The extent of the jurisdiction to be exercised is for 
the committee to pass upon, and the Chair holds the amend- 
ment is germane and overrules the point of order. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I want to say a word in 
opposition to the amendment, I heard the amendment read, 
and of course all the members of the committee who were 
present heard the amendment read. The definition given in 
the bill as it stands was prepared with a great deal of care 
after a very full consideration and scrutiny by the committee. 
I do not know that I can say at a moment’s consideration of 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas just what 
the effect of his amendment would be. I do not think the com- 
mittee should adopt an amendment upon the spur of the mo- 
ment which vitally affects the scope of the bill. As the bill 
stands now, as the definition stands now in the paragraph of 
this first section of the bill, it covers just exactly the legis- 
lation which was covered by the old law and contains exactly 
the language of the act of August 13, 1912, that has been con- 
strued by the courts and that has had a practical application 
given to it by the departments, that has had a long contem- 
poraneous construction by the departments, and its meaning 
and its scope are well known and well understood. I there- 
fore hope that we do not now hastily adopt an amendment to 
the definition. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, let us have the amendment 
read; there are some more Members who have come in, 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the amendment will be 
again reported. 

There was no objection. 

The amendment was again reported. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Virginia is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I speak as a member of the subcommittee which 
assisted in framing this legislation. I suppose there is a no 
more ardent advocate of State rights on the floor than I am. 
I am heartily in sympathy with the protection of the rights of 
the States. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Then what objection have you to this 
amendment, which takes care of State rights? 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Because every benefit that is 
sought to be obtained by the amendment is amply given in the 
bill which is presented to the committee, and it is only for the 
purpose of calling the attention of the committee to the express 
language of the bill that I am going to take your time. 

Now, take the first paragraph of the bill. It provides that— 

No person, company, or corporation within the jurisdiction of the 
Unt States shall use or operate any apparatus for radio communica- 
tion as a means of intercourse among the several States or with for- 

nations, or upon any vessel of the United States enga; in inter- 


eign 
state or foreign commerce, or for the transmission of radiograms or 
signals the effects of which extend— z 


Where? I read: 


beyond the jurisdiction of the State, Territory, or the District of Co- 
lumbia, In which the same originates, or where interference would be 
caused thereby with the transmission or reception of messages or sig- 
nals from beyond the jurisdiction of said State, Territory, or the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, except under and in accordance with a license in 
that behalf granted by the Secretary of Commerce and except as here- 
inafter authorized. 


So that by the express terms of the act the license which is 
provided for in the first paragraph of the act is limited to inter- 
state and foreign business. 

Mr. LONDON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. LONDON. I believe the language the gentleman has 
read, and which is contained in the first part of the section, 
would justify interference, we will say, with transmitt sta- 


ing 
_tions originally intended to operate within the State, but whose 


messages or signals would tend to interfere with interstate 
messages. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. If the interference is with inter- 
state business, then it is an interference under this bill. 

Mr. LONDON. Then you could interfere with a transmitting 
station originally intended to operate within the limits of a State. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. But if the transmitting station 
originally intended to operate within the State is interfering 
with interstate business, then it should be brought within the 
scope of regulation by Congress. It is exactly the same prin- 
ciple, as I see it, gentlemen, where there is an exercise of the 
right of navigation. Where there would be an interference with 
the commerce over which the Federal Government has control 
there would be a right on the part of the Federal Congress to 
govern that situation and regulate it. The necessity exists to 
regulate this business because of interference, The bill is con- 
fined to interstate messages and interferences with such mes- 
sages. That is the purpose of this paragraph, as I understand 
it, [Applause.] 

In the language of Mr. Hoover, the pending bill— 
fundamentally relates to regulation for the elimination, as far as 


may be, of interference, and the major field of interference to-day lies 
in the radiotelephone area, which concerns the low-meter wave length. 


Mr. Hoover says in the hearings: 


From the vie int of public interest the interference to-day largely 
lies in the broadcasting stations, broadcasting entertainments, news, 
and other matters of public interest. While e are altogether 569 
of such stations, there are variously estimated from 1,500,000 to 
2,000,000 receiving stations. So that the matter has become one of 
profound public interest. 

The broadcasting of information and news, while it has largely 
entertainment and educational values, also furnishes the field of 

ulse in which the art must grow, and the amount of interference 
that arises from those 544 stations in absolute conflict is such that it 
threatens to undermine the useful purpose of the whole art, 

There is a consensus of opinion that regulatory legislation in 
advance of that provided in the act of 1912 is necessary. This 
was the practically unanimous opinion of the witnesses appear- 
ing before the committee and it was the conclusion of the radio 
conference held in the city of Washington in 1922, The 
progress made in radio communication is evidenced by the 
increase in radio stations, for, as shown in the report, there 
were in July, 1922, but 17,421 transmitting stations, whereas on 
December 27, 1922, there were 21,065 transmitting stations. 

Food for thought may be found also in the fact that of these 
21,065 transmitting stations 16,898 were amateur stations, 
2,762 were ship stations, 569 were broadcasting stations, 39 
were coast stations, 12 were transoceanic stations, and some 
others not enumerated. It is shown in the report that the 
17,421 stations in July, 1922, were using only 191 different 
wave lengths, and that of this total number of stations 279 
were Government stations utilizing 122 of the total available 
wave lengths, leaving but 69 wave lengths for more than 
17,000 private stations of all classes. 

The principal purpose of this bill is to give greater powers of 
regulation and control, to the end that greater order in the use 
of the ether may be provided and the congestion may be re- 
lieved: At the same time, so rapidly does the art change, so 
quickly are improvements made, so unexpectedly do new con- 
tingencies arise, that it has been thought best to confer in 
general terms upon the regulatory body very broad powers of 
supervision and control. Statute law is fixed and inflexible and 
unsuited to a rapidly changing situation. It is therefore best to 
leave the situation so that new conditions and emergencies may 
be promptly met. 

Sections 1 and 2 of the bill deal with station licenses; sec- 
tion 8 with operators’ licenses; section 4.with approvals of 
stations to be built or now building; section 5 with creation 
of an advisory committee; section 6 with continued presence 
of licensed radio operator listening in on wave lengths des- 
ignated for distress signals during the entire period the trans- 
mitter is in operation at a radio-telephone station the signals 
of which can interfere with ship communications; section 7 
with the elimination of the specified normal and other wave 
lengths provided in the first and second regulations in the 
act of August, 1912, with the elimination of the regulations 
dealing with the “pure wave” and “sharp wave,” and with 
the extension of the wave lengths accorded amateur stations 
by eliminating the definite wave length accorded amateurs 
and according them a wider range, to wit, not less than 150 
meters nor more than 275 meters; section 8 with penalties for 
violations of the act or knowingly making false oath or afirma- 
tion for the purpose of securing a permit or a license; section 9 
with a schedule of fees to be collected for transmitting sta- 
tions and operators’ licenses; section 10 with the extension of 
the operation of the act of August 13, 1912, from naval and 
military stations as therein specified to all Government sta- 
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tions; and section 11 with the repeal of all acts or parts of acts 
in conflict with the pending act. 

It must be emphasized that the pending bill does not under- 
take to deal with the stations which receive only. Of these 
stations there are estimated to be 2,000,000. 

The committee feels that this Congress should not adjourn 
without this legislation, which it feels to be of great public 
concern. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I ask the same privilege 
for myself, to revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Texas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. All debate on the section and pending 
amendments is exhausted. The gentleman may ask, unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. LONDON. I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two minutes. Š 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that this bill 
confers upon the Secretary of Commerce the power to regulate 
stations intended to operate within the boundaries of a State, 
and in a way that is inevitable. 

The gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Brann] mentioned the 
word “ navigation.” Under the same power that Congress exer- 
cises the right of regulation under the Constitution in the 
matter of navigation it will be able to regulate and com- 
pletely destroy every transmitting line within a State if Con- 
gress should choose to do so. It will then be dealing with 
aerial navigation, with streams of air instead of water, with 
currents of power instead of water; and once Congress has 
assumed to legislate for the air and matters involving cur- 
rents of air and currents of power within the air, it can con- 
trol transmitting stations within the States. It is very likely 
if this should come to the Supreme Court, that the Supreme 
Court would construe this bill to permit the control of intra- 
state stations. 

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONDON. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. Does not the gentleman think Congress 
ought to control it? 

Mr. LONDON. Well, I think something ought to be done. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, what is the parliamentary 
status? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Hups- 
PETH] offers a motion, which is pending. Also a motion to 
strike out the last word was pending, and a motion was made 
in opposition to the pro forma amendment. 

Mr. TILSON. I would like to be recognized, but I would 
like to have the amendment put first. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TILSON. I move to strike out the last two words. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut moves 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. TILSON. Could we not dispose of the pending amend- 
ment, Mr. Chairman? I would like to have the pending amend- 
ment disposed of and out of the way, if there is one pending. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman know what it is? 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the pending pro forma 
amendment will be withdrawn. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BLANTON]. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the “noes” appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is asked for. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 8, noes 40. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report, 


I ask leave to revise and extend 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. LONDON : Page 4, line 20, at the end of 
section 1 add the following: “The action of the Secretary of Com- 
merce under this section or any other section of this act shall be sub- 
ject to review by the courts at the instance of any interested party.” 

Mr. MADDEN. Would not that be true even if this lan- 
guage were not inserted? 

Mr. LONDON. No; it would not be true, for this reason 

Bae CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of 
order. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order that the reser- 
vation is too late, because there had been a communication 
between the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MappEN] and the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Lonpon]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order raised by the gentle- 
man from Texas is sustained. The gentleman from New York 
will proceed. 

Mr. LONDON. I will say to the gentleman from Illinois 
that it would be true ordinarily, because you can not oust 
the courts of jurisdiction; but the gentleman from Maine 
IMr. Wurre], in explaining the object of the bill, made it 
very cléar that one of its purposes was to grant absolute dis- 
cretion to the Secretary of Commerce, In other words, his 
decision in the matter of granting a license to an operator, 
his decision in the matter of granting permission to construct 
a transmitting station or in refusing the right to construct it, 
will be absolute and final. He will be the final arbiter. You 
are dealing with an entirely new subject with infinite possi- 
bilities. Its growth is so rapid that it is almost impossible 
to follow it. Within 5 or 10 years the subject matter may 
change not only in quantity but in quality, and may assume 
an entirely different character from that which it now pos- 
sesses. I do not like the idea of vesting in one individual 
the extraordinary power of controlling an entirely new func- 
tion, an entirely new industry, an entirely new field of 
activity, and I would, therefore, make the conservative sug- 
gestion that our courts should have the power to review the 
action of the Secretary of Commerce at the instance of an 
aggrieved party. 

Mr. ROACH, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONDON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROACH. I agree with the view of the gentleman on 
this matter, and I believe that if his amendment is adopted it is 
intended to allow any party who feels himself to be aggrieved 
by the action of the Secretary of Commerce to appeal. 

Mr. LONDON. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. In other words, the law merely gives the Sec- 
retary of Commerce certain discretionary powers to make 
certain regulations, and if he proceeds in accordance with the 
statute to make those regulations would a mere review reach 
the matter of a grievance, or would it be necessary for the 
aggrieved party to take an appeal? 

Mr. LONDON. It would be necessary for the aggrieved 
party to take the matter to court and to complain of the refusal 
of the Secretary of Commerce to grant the license. 

Mr. ROACH. I just wanted to get the gentleman’s view- 
point on that. 

Mr. LONDON. In addition to that, here you are permitting 
the Secretary of Commerce to establish regulations. You will 
recall how the regulations issued during the war were being 
changed every day. You will recall the numerous interpreta- 
tions of regulations issued by the various bureaus. You would 
never know how to proceed yourself, or how to advise some- 
body else to proceed under those regulations. 

Mr. ROACH. The Secretary in the issuance of these regula- 
tions and the exercise of the other authority and discretion 
that he has acts strictly in accordance with the provisions of 
this law. Now will the mere matter of a review of his action 
afford relief to an injured party? Would it not be better to 
provide for an appeal by an aggrieved party from the action of 
the Secretary of Commerce? 

Mr. LONDON. I believe the expression “subject to review 
by the courts ” accomplishes that very purpose. 

Mr. BLANTON. That would permit a mandamus proceed- 
ing. 

Mr. LONDON. Yes. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Suppose some man was creating chaos in 
the air, so that nobody within his radius could use their appa- 
ratus, and the Secretary should stop him. Could he go into 
court under the gentleman’s amendment and get an injunction 
and restrain the Secretary until he had the case heard in court? 

Mr. LONDON. If he could get a judge to issue temporary 
injunctions with the same facility with which they are being 
issued against organized labor, I will say yes, he could; but 
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ordinarily a judge would ask substantial and convincing proof 
before he would grant an injunction. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM,. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Lonpon]. 
I think it would be most unfortunate and almost disastrous to 
the purpose of this legislation to adopt this amendment. I will 
read it to the committee for a little further information. 

The action of the Secret: of Commerce under this section or any 
other section of this act shall be subject to review by the courts at 
the instance of any interested party. 

What does that mean? It simply means that you are open- 
ing the courts for review of the acts of an administrative officer. 
This act gives the Secretary of Commerce discretion. Of 
course, that is not a personal discretion. It is an administra- 
tive discretion. He must follow the language and the intent 
and the spirit of the law. This law lays down the limitations 
and the restrictions and conditions under which he may exer- 
cise his discretion. It is not an absolute, tyrannical power. 
I am not going to express a legal opinion on the question, but 
I would be very much surprised if any action of any officer 
could not be subject to some legal procedure based upon a 
charge of abuse of power or abuse of discretion, but I do not 
want to make this law subject to review by every interested 
party who can not get what he wants, and thereupon might 
go into court and substitute the court for the administrative 
officer, That is what it means, that you are substituting the 
court for the Secretary of Commerce, and that if you can not 
get what you want from the Secretary of Commerce you will 
go to some court and substitute the court for him. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I yield to the gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Is it not true that practically every 
interest was opposed to any such provision as this? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Oh, yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. All those whom I will designate as 
the small fellows were afraid of this court review. They 
preferred, if I got their viewpoint correctly, to take their 
chances with the Secretary of Commerce rather than trust 
to interminable litigation. 

Mr, LONDON. Will the gentleman -yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. On the amendment? 

Mr. LONDON, Yes, on the amendment. Under subdivision 
„0,“ page 7, the Secretary of Commerce is to determine, 
among other things, “the character and financial, technical, 
and other ability of the .applicant to operate the station.” 
He is to determine the character, which may mean the com- 
posite virtues and ices, the man’s reputation—he is to de- 
termine the financial, technical, and other ability of the appli- 
cant, Does not that offer a wide possibility of discretion? 
And that wide range of discretion runs throughout the bill. 

Mr..CHINDBLOM, But does the gentleman want the courts 
to determine as to his ability? 

Mr. LONDON. I want the applicant to have a chance with 
somebody other than the Secretary of Commerce. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I submit that in an administrative 
measure designed to regulate and control business by busi- 
ness methods, and for the purpose of securing rights in the 
management of a business, it certainly would be a very mis- 
taken policy to substitute the courts for an administrative 
5 the execution of the kind of a power conferred by 
this bill. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
substitute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas as a substitute to the 
amendment offered b, Arr. LONDON : Page 4. line 20, after the word 
“act,” insert the following proviso: “ Provided, That any action 
of the Secretary of Commerce in refusing or revoking a license, the 
person whose license is revoked or refused shall have the right to 
appeal to a court of competent jurisdiction, which court shi have 
the power to confirm, modify, or reverse the decision of the tary, 
but the decision of the Secretary of Commerce shall not be suspended 
pending the decision of such court.” 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I just wish to state in this connection 
that that amendment follows a provision which was put in the 
packers bill and practically all the great bills passed by the 
House. It provides for an appeal but does not interfere with 
the decision of the Secretary of Commerce until after the 
decision of the court. It gives the right but does not inter- 
fere with the work of the Secretary of Commerce. In other 
words, the decision would be in full force until the court had 
taken action upon the measure. 

Mr. LONDON. I believe the substitute the gentleman has 
offered is taken from a now existing statute? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I have followed it from memory, but 
it practically follows the amendment which was put in the 
Federal Trade Commission and the packers bill and other bills 


of that character. In other words, the man who has a license 


or is refused a license or his license is revoked, if not satisfied, 
it gives him the right to appeal to the court, but the decision 
of the Secretary of Commerce will remain in force and effect 
until it is suspended or reversed by a court of competent 
jurisdiction. It seems to me that when you are putting so 
much power in the hands of the Secretary of Commerce it is 
only right to give an individual who thinks his rights have been 
denied a right to resort to the court and have that determined. 
He should at least be protected to that extent. In the mean- 
time all the regulations by the Secretary of Commerce would 
remain in full force and effect until such time as action by the 
court was taken. That seems only fair and just and right. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, I am willing to accept the 
substitute offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN.. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent to withdraw his amendment, Is there 
objection? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I object. I think the last amendment is 
worse than the first. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I 
have been seeking in the Committee of the Whole to get an 
intelligent understanding of this bill in order to give it my sup- 
port. I think some regulation is absolutely necessary in this 
matter. 

But it does seem to me that we are drifting into a fleld that 
nobody knows much about, except as they have learned it in 
the last 12 months, when there has been more done in this 
line of transmission of communication by radio than at any 
other period of our history. I want seriously to call the atten- 
tion of the committee to one matter that is pertinent and ger- 
mane to this substitute offered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Jones]. That is on page 10, lines 15 to 19, inclusive. I 
would like to have the committee give attention to this 
language: 


An operator’s license shall be issued only to a person who, in the 
judgment of the Secretary of Commerce, is proficient in the use and 
operation of radio apparatus and in the transmission and reception of 
radiograms by telegraphy and telephony. 

I want to call the attention of the committee to the great 
discoverers and inventors relative to electricity. I want to 
call your attention to Ben Franklin. Suppose Ben Franklin 
had been living during this day and time, would you seek to 
regulate him by governmental authority because he experi- 
mented by sending a kite into the air to draw down the elec- 
tricity? How about Edison in his youth when he was experi- 
menting with electricity? And there are thousands of young 
men all over this country who are trying to discover and who 
are testing out different apparatus and are seeking to invent 
and to improye inventions with reference to this great art 
and discovery of radio communication. 

Mr. CHINDñBLOMu. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ABERNETHY. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. This provision is about the same that 
you find in the municipal codes of our.cities for the licensing 
of plumbers and electricians. There is nothing wrong about 
that. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. But I would say to the gentleman that 
under this provision before a young man can undertake to send 
out any message he has to go before the Secretary of Commerce 
and stand an examination and be found proficient. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. He has to be proficient in the use of the 
machine. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Suppose he invents a machine. They 
tell me that you can go to work and take a little thing that is 
not larger than my hand and receive a message with it. We 
do not know anything about this matter. The whole matter, 
in my opinion, is in its infancy. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. This has nothing to do with receiving 
messages. This is sending messages, transmitting messages, 
sending them out into the air to go where they will. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. What does the word “ reception“ mean 
in line 18 on page 10? I asked the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. Davis] that question awhile ago. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Les. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I will tell the gentleman now 
what I told him then, that this provides that a man must be 
proficient in the use and operation of radio apparatus and in 
the transmission and reception of radiograms. In other words, 
he must be qualified to send and receive, because all commercial 
stations both send and receive, and it is not telephony alone but 
telegraphy. In other words, he must know the Morse code, or 
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whatever code is being used, before he would be able to either 
send or receive messages, and this simply refers to an operator 
who is engaged as an operator in a commercial business and 
has no application at all and the bill has no application what- 
ever to a receiving set, a receiving station, or an operator in 
such a station. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I want to ask the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee if telephony can not be carried on without the Morse 
code? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. It could not be carried on by any- 
one who did not know how to manage the apparatus. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Carolina has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
upon this section and all amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Texas to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Jones of Texas) there were—ayes 9, noes 41. 

So the substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs upon the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Lonvon) there were—ayes 8, noes 29. 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I wish to make a point of 
order for the purpose of referring for a moment to the form 
of this bill. I am very much in favor of the bill. I think that 
the committee has done a fine piece of work and deserves great 
credit. I congratulate the gentleman from Maine [Mr. WHITE] 
and his colleagues on the subcommittee upon the excellent work 
they have done, and I wish to make special mention of the mem- 
bers of the subcommittee on the minority side who have not 
only helped in the construction of the bill but have done valiant 
service in its defense here to-day. 

As the Chair will note, this bill attempts to strike out certain 
sections of a law and insert certain sections of this bill in 
lieu of the sections stricken out. Then it proceeds to add a 
number of other sections which are not referred to in the 
opening paragraph of the first section. The Clerk in reading 
should not have stopped where he did, because the first section 
of the bill does not end until line 16 on page 11. That is the 
end of the first section of the bill. There should follow section 
2 instead of section 4, because it should be section 2 of this 
bill. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Clerk may con- 
tinue the reading of the section until he finishes it and then 
I shall ask the privilege of offering an amendment in order 
to straighten out the section numbering. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair can not agree with the posi- 
tion taken by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Titson] 
that the first section of the bill extends to line 16, page 11. 
Either this bill is one section, extending from the enacting 
clause to the end, or else it is a bill consisting of 11 sections. 
The question of whether bills should be considered by para- 
graphs or sections is a matter of custom. No specific rule 
covers this question. It is the invariable practice that ap- 
propriation bills and revenue bills shall be considered by para- 
graphs, and all other bills by sections. The Chair directs the 
attention of the committee to the fact that in the very first 
paragraph of this bill it is suggested that sections 1, 2, and 3 
of the present law, approved August 13, 1912, should be 
amended by inserting in lieu thereof sections 1, 2, and 3 fol- 
lowing. Instead of the committee going ahead and merely 
substituting one section as 1. 2, and 3, it has substituted many 
other sections without changing the sections of the bill, by 
noting that section 4 and the numbered sections following 
should be designated section 2. If the quotation marks of the 
substituted part for existing law, sections 1, 2, and 3, had been 
found at the end of what purports to be in this bill the amend- 
ment of sections 1, 2, and 8, there might be some potency to 
the position taken by the gentleman from Connecticut; but 
the Chair will hold that in the consideration of bills, the im- 
portant and guiding question, where no counter practice pre- 
valls, is to consider the measure according to distinct substantive 
proposals, so that there may be the best legislative considera- 
tion to the various provisions, and the Chair holds in this 
particular instance that it is better for the consideration by the 
committee to have the bill read by sections as numbered, and 
the Clerk will now read section 2. 

Mr. TILSON. May I ask the Chair where does section 1 
of this bill end? It begins in line 1, of course. Now, where 
does the section which begins on line 1 end? 


The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair stated in the ruling on the 
gentleman's point of order section 1, strictly speaking, includes 
everything from the enacting clause to the end of the bill. 

Mr. TILSON. That is section 1. 

The CHAIRMAN, In effect, but it has not been so offered 
by the committee as section 1. The committee in the first 
paragraph seeks to substitute for sections 1, 2, and 8 of the 
existing law sections 1, 2, and 3, and then follows that with 
other sections. It is not for the Chair to pass upon the ques- 
tion whether the following sections are intended to be in 
substitution of sections 1, 2, and 3. The committee did not 
report sections 1, 2, and 3 only, but reported 11 sections, and 
the Chair holds, as it is a matter for the convenience of the 
committee to pass upon that plan which makes it best from 
a legislative standpoint in the consideration of these sub- 
stantive matters, that this bill be considered by sections as they 
appear, and the Clerk will read. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
against the bill under our new rule because of the paragraph 
on the top of page 14, which appropriates money in violation 
of the rules of the House. The Chair will note it is an appro- 
priation, that this committee seeks to appropriate and make 
available and make payable certain remuneration of $25 a 
day for six individuals, together with traveling expenses and 
cerat expenses, and it is a clear violation of the rules of the 

ouse. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman’s point 
of order is not timely. 

Mr. BLANTON. You can make it at any time. 

Mr. TILSON. We have not reached that portion of the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. But you can make the point at any time. 

Mr. TILSON. It has not been read. 

The CHAIRMAN. The rule is very clear. Rule XXI, para- 
graph 5, provides that against any bill or resolution carrying 
an appropriation which is beyond the power of the committee 
to appropriate the point of order may be made at any time. 
The gentleman so far is within his rights in that particular. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I submit it is not an 
appropriation, but it is an authorization. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair holds it is not an appropria- 
tion, but an authorization, and overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. May I cite the Chair to a precedent that the 
Chair himself caused to be made? I cite the Chair to a bill 
which authorized a certain amount of unexpended appropria- 
tion to be used, and the present occupant of the chair from the 
floor raised the question that that was an appropriation, and 
the distinguished occupant of the chair at that time sustained 
it, and I offer him his own precedent in support of the fact 
that money which has been already appropriated, which a 
legislative committee authorized to be expended in a legislative 
bill, is an appropriation and not an authorization. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. May I offer a suggestion: That 
a guilty conscience needs no acoustics? 

The CHAIRMAN. As the gentleman is within his rights at 
making this point of order at any time, it will be a courtesy to 
withhold or withdraw the point of order, so as to review 

Mr. BLANTON. I will withdraw it so the Chair can find 
the precedent which he was instrumental in setting. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may have been a better advo- 
cate in that instance than the Presiding Officer. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw the point of order; I will with- 
hold it for the present. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

1, strike out lines 3 to 6, inclusive, and insert in Heu thereof 


Page 
the following: “That sections 1, 2, and 8 of the act entitled ‘An act 


to te radio communicati f 

— . ons,’ approved August 13, 1912, are hereby 

Mr. TILSON. In view of the fact that I have conferred in 
this matter with the gentleman from Maine and others in try- 
ing to straighten out the numbering of the sections, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed for three minutes to 
explain the effect of my amendment in spite of the fact that 
debate has been closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Notwithstanding the order of the com- 
mittee that debate should be closed on this section, the gentle- 
man asks unanimous consent that he may proceed for three 
minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, it is important that we have 
this bill in the usual form. The amendment to the language 
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following the enacting clause, and really a part of it, which 
I have sent to the desk, will, if adopted, put that part of the 
bill into the usual form. In my judgment, as well as in the 
judgment of the other gentlemen with whom I have conferred, 
this will straighten out the section marking of the bill and 
make it in accordance with the usual legislation of this House. 

Mr, HOCH. When we get further on down to what is sec- 
tion 4, I presume an amendment will be in order then? 

Mr. TILSON. When we get to section 4 I shall move to 
strike out “Sec. 4“ and insert “Sec. 2,” which will mean 
section 2 of this act. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, right in that con- 
nection this bill, if enacted into law, will supplement the exist- 
ing statute, and I think it would be more intelligent for us 
to say first, second, and third sections, followed by 4, 5, and 6, 
and so forth, just as it is in this bill; otherwise you will have 
two parts of the section in the same act. 

Mr, TILSON. No; it is not in the same act. There will be 
two separate and distinct acts. One of them you are amend- 
ing. Your first section amends sections 1, 2, and 8 of that 
act, “to read as follows,” and you set that out. That is what 
this act does in its first section. Following that you have a 
number of sections that you yourselves have added. They are 
not sections of the former act. They are sections 2, 8, 4, 5, 
and so on, of this very bill that we are now considering, and 
should be so numbered. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think the gentleman is absolutely right 
about that. 


Mr. EDMONDS. I think the gentleman from Connecticut is 
exactly right. This section 4 should be section 2, because we 
have left in the old act a section 4. If you follow the sugges- 
tion of the gentleman from Connecticut, these sections will 
fall in their proper place. 

Mr. TILSON. There will be great confusion if we do not 
change the bill, I think that the amendment I have offered 
will completely adjust the matter. I therefore ask the adoption 
of my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The amendment was a; to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. A. Paragraph A of section 1 of this act shall not apply to 
persons sending radio messages or signals on a foreign ship while the 
same is within the A ie eh clay of the United States, 

B. The station license required 8 Shall not be granted to, or 
after the granting thereof such license shall not in any manner, either 
voluntarily or involuntarily, be transferred to (a) any alien or the 
representative of any alien; (b) nor to any foreign government or the 
representative thereof; (c) nor to any company, corporation, or asso- 
ciation organized under the laws of any foreign government; (d) nor 
to any company, corporation, or association of which any officer or 
director is an alien or of which more than one-fifth of the capital 
Stock is owned, controlled, or yoted by aliens or their representatives 
or by a foreign government or representative thereof or by. any com- 
pany, corporation, or association organized under the laws of a foreign 

untry. 

Such station license, the wave length or lengths authorized to be 
used by the licensee, and the rights therein granted shall not be trans- 
ferred, assigned, or in any manner, either yoluntarily or involuntarily, 
disposed of to any other parson, company, or corporation without the 
consent in writing of the retary of Commerce. 

C. The Secretary of Commerce, subject to the limitations of this 
act, in his discretion, may grant to any applicant therefor a station 
license provided for in sections 1 and 2 hereof, 

No license granted by the Secretary shall be for a longer term than 
10 years, and aiy license granted a be revoked as hereinafter 
provided. Upon the expiration of any license the Secretary, In his 
discretion, upon application thereof, may grant a renewal of such 
license for the same or for a lesser period of time. 
er 3 of Commerce is hereby ener to refuse a station 

ense to any rson, company, or corporation, or any subsidiar 
thereof, which, E che judgment of the Secretary, is monopolising 2 
sexing to monopolize ra directly or indirectly, 
through the control of the manufacture or sale of radio apparatus or 
y —— other means. The ganting of a license shall not estop the 

nit States from prosecuting such person, company, or corporation 
for a violation of the law against monopolies or restraint of trade. 

The Secretary of Commerce in grantin 
station intended or used for communica 
or 8 territory or possession, continental or insular, subject to the 
urisdiction of the United States, the Canal Zone, or the Philippine 
slands, and any foreign country, may impose any terms, conditions, 
or restrictions authorized to be imposed with respect to submarine 
cable licenses by section 2 of an act entitled“ An act relating to the 
landing and the operation of submarine cables in the United. States,” 
approved May 27, 1921, Eve license for such commercial station 
shall be approved by the President before the same shall be issued 
and become effective. 

D. The Secretary of Commerce may grant licenses only upon written 
application therefor addressed to him, which application shall set 
forth such facts as he by lations may prescribe as to the citizen- 
ship, character, and financial, technical, and other ability of the ap- 
plicant to operate the station; the ownership and location of the pro- 
posed station and of the stations with which it is proposed to com- 
municate; the wave lengths and the power desired to be used; the 
hours of the day or other periods of time during which it is proposed 
to operate the station; the purposes for which the station to be 
used; and such other information as he may require. Such application 
shall be signed by the applicant under oath or affirmation, 


o communication, 


any license for a commercial 
on between the United States 


E. Such station licenses as the Secretary of Commerce may grant 
shall be in such general form as he may prescribe, but each license 


shall contain, in addition to other provisions, a statement of the fol- 
lowing conditions to which such license shall be subject: (a) The 
ownership or management of the station or apparatus therein shall not 
be transferred in violation of this act, here shall be no vested 
property right in the license issued for such station or in the bands 
of wave lengths authorized to be used therein, and neither the license 
nor any right granted thereunder shall be assigned or otherwise trans- 
ferred in violation of this act; (b) such license shall contain such 
other conditions, not inconsistent with this act, as the Secretary of 
Commerce may prescribe. 

F. Any station license granted by the Secretary of Commerce shall 
be revocable by him for failure to operate service substantially as pro- 
posed in the application and as set forth in the license, for violation 
of or failure to observe any of the restrictions and conditions of this 
act, or of soy I ant of the Secretary of Commerce authorized by 
this act or by the provisions of any international radio convention 
ratified or adhered to by the United States, or any regulations there- 
under, or whenever any licensee, who is a common carrier, shall fail, 
in the judgment of the Secretary of Commerce, to provide reasonable 
facilities for the transmission of messages, or whenever the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, in the exercise of the authority conferred upon 
it by law, shall find that any licensee has made any unjust and un- 
reasonable charge, or has made or preseribed any unjust and unreason- 
able classification, regulation, or practice with respect to the trans- 
mission of messages or service, or whenever the Secretary of Commerce 
shall deem such revocation to be in the public interest: Provided, That 
no order of revocation shall take effect until 30 days’ notice in writing 
thereof, stating the cause for the proposed revocation, to the parties 
known by the retary to be interested In such license. Any person 
in interest aggrieved by said order may make written application to 
the Secretary at any time within said 30 days for a bearing upon 
such order, and upon the filing of such written application said order 
of revocation shall stand suspended until the conclusion of the hearing 
herein directed. Notice in writing of said hearing shall be given b 
the Secretary to all the parties known to him to be interested in suc 
license 20 days prior to the time of said hearing. Said hearing shall 
be conducted under such rules and in such manner as the Secretary 
may prescribe. Upon the conclusion thereof the Secretary may affirm, 
modify, or revoke said orders of revocation. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I understand that the chairman in charge 
of the bill is willing for the paragraph on top of page 14 to 
go out, and I only make the point of order as to that paragraph. 

I want to call the attention of the Chair to a specific case 
that he will remember. When the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
CAMPBELL] brought in his resolution to apply the prohibition 
laws to certain island possessions of the United States the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. WatsH] made a point of 
order against the resolution because it, in effect, though not 
specifically, appropriated money, and the Speaker sustained the 
point of order, holding that the resolution would require part 
of the money which was already appropriated to be expended 
in these island possessions of the United States, and while the 
bill did not specifically appropriate money, it required money 
already appropriated to be expended, which was in effect an 
appropriation. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. I can not read this as the gentleman does. If 
the gentleman will read with me on page 14, beginning “ shall 
be paid from the appropriation made to the Department of 
Commerce for this purpose“ 

Mr. BLANTON, It does not say “to be made,” but it says 
“made.” There is already an appropriation to the Department 
of Commerce for this purpose for radio control under the former 
act. 

Mr. TILSON, Oh, no; it is for the necessary expenses of 
the members of the committee, their meetings, and it means 
only that out of any money that Congress appropriates for this 
purpose the Department of Commerce may pay the necessary 
expenses of the members of this committee in going to and fro 
while attending the meetings of the committee, and so forth, 
and that is all it can mean. It says for this purpose.” That 
is just as specific as it can be. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. The Chair 
has not been able to find the particular case referred to by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Buanton], nor has the gentleman 
from Texas called the attention of the Chair to that case. The 
decisions before the Chair where a point of order was made be- 
cause of an appropriation that was carried were those wherein 
specific authority was granted to utilize certain appropriations 
and made the money available. 

The paragraph in the bill to which the gentleman raises a 
point of order, although it has not been reached in regular 
order for consideration, is as follows: 

The necessary expenses of the members of the committee in going to, 
returning from, and while attending meetin of the committee, in- 
cluding clerical expenses and supplies, together with a per diem of 
$25 to each of the six members not otherwise employed in the Govern- 
ment service, for attendance at the meetings, shall be paid from the 
appropriation made to the Department of Commerce for this purpose. 

The inspection of that language indicates that it is legislative 
in character, There is no other way for a legislative com- 
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mittee of the House to authorize the expenditure of expenses 
than by providing it in language in this way. If perchance 
there happens to be an appropriation available for that purpose, 
that does not mean that this bill is carrying an appropriation. 
It may affect the appropriation, but it does not carry one, and 
it is not the purpose of the rule restricting committees from 
making appropriations to prevent them considering and report- 
ing legislative authorizations. It is clearly an authorization. 
Otherwise a legislative committee would not have any means 
of providing authorizations for expenditure if perchance there 
happened te be some appropriation that might be available for 
that purpose. 

The Chair overrules the point of order and sustains the for- 
mer offhand ruling, that it is net subject to a point of order. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the committee do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts moves 
that the committee do now rise. The question is on agreeing 
to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Srarrorp, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 13773) 
to amend an act to regulate radio communication, approved 
August 13, 1912, and for other purposes, had come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 


ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED. 


Mr. RICKETTS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill 
and joint resolution of the following titles; when the Speaker 
signed the same: 

H. R. 11626. An act to extend the time for constructing a 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near the city of Baton 
Rouge, La.; and 

H. J. Res. 261. Joint resolution for the appointment of three 
members of the Board of Managers of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled joint reso- 
lution of the following title: 

S. J. Res. 247. Joint resolution authorizing the appropriation 
of funds for the maintenance of public order and the protection 
of life and property during the convention of the Imperial 
Council of the Mystic Shrine in the District of Columbia June 
5, 6, and 7, 1923, and for other purposes. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol- 
lows: 

To Mr. Moore of Virginia, for two days, on account of sick- 
ness. 

To Mr. Drewry, indefinitely, on account of illness, 


UNITED STATES SUGAR EQUALIZATION BOARD (INC,). 


The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President, which was read, and, with the accompanying 
document, referred to the Committee on Agriculture: 

To the House of Representatives: 


In response to the resolution of the House of Representatives 
of January 5, 1923, numbered 475, requesting the President— 

“To transmit to the House of Representatives the facts in 
his possession concerning the following, if not incompatible with 
the public interest: 

First. What activities the United States Sugar Equalization 
Board, a corporation organized under the laws of the State of 
Delaware, is now engaged in. 

“ Second. What salaries, if any, are being paid by such board 
to its officials or employees and what salaries have been paid 
during the last two years. 

“Third. What other expenses are being incurred and have 
been incurred since December 31, 1920, by said board. 

“Fourth. What money or property is now owned or con- 
trolled by such board. 

„Fifth. Where such funds, if any, are now deposited and 
qon Avs any, interest has been drawn on same since December 

1, 25 

I transmit herewith a memorandum which has been sent to 
me by Mr. George A. Zabriskie, president of the United States 
Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.), giving the data requested in 
the said resolution. 

WARBEN G. HARDING. 

THe WHTTR HoUsE, January 24, 1923. 


ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 15 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Thursday, January 
25, 1923, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

920. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV a letter from the chair- 
man of the Federal Trade Commission, transmitting report on 
the Western Cedar Association, the Lifetime Post Association, 
and the Western Red Cedarmen’s Information Bureau was 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 4029. An act amendatory of and supplemental to an 
act entitled “An act to incorporate the Texas Pacific Railroad 
Co, and to aid in the construction of its road, and for other 
purposes,” approved March 8, 1871, and acts supplemental 
thereto, approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, March 3, 1873, and 
June 22, 1874; with amendments (Rept. No. 1448). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 7871. A bill 
for the relief of the owner of the schooner Jtasca and her 
master and crew; with amendments (Rept. No. 1449). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: Committee on Naval Af- 
fairs. H. R. 13937. A bill for the relief of Paymaster Herbert 
Elliott Stevens, United States Navy; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1450). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 
12768) granting a pension to Michael Bittner, and the same was 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 8 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: A bill (H. R. 13993) to amend 
section 140 of the Criminal Code of the United States, relating 
to obstruction of process and assaulting officers; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURTNESS: A bill (H. R. 13994) to amend section 
848 of the Revised Statutes, relating to witnesses’ fees; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 13995) to amend section 852 of the Re- 
vised Statutes, relating to jurors’ fees; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 13996) grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the cities of Minneapolis and 
St. Paul, Minn., or either of them, to construct a bridge across 
the Mississippi River, in section 17, in township 28 north, range 
23 west of the fourth principal meridian, in the State of Minne- 
sota ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 13997) to increase the effi- 
ciency of the United States Navy, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 18998) making section 
15856 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia appli-. 
cable to the municipal court of the District of Columbia, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (H. R. 13999) to authorize the 
Secretary of State to acquire in Paris a site with an erected 
building thereon, at a cost not to exceed $300,000, for the use 
of the diplomatic and consular establishments of the United 
States; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 14000) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior, with the consent of. the Chippewa 
Indians of Minnesota, to transfer and convey to the State of 
Minnesota all lands, with the buildings thereon, now constitut- 
ing the White Darth Agency and school reserves; to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. FOCHT: A bill (H. R. 14601) to amend the act of 
Congress approved September 6, 1922, relating to the diseon- 
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tinuance of the use as dwellings of buildings situated in alleys 
in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14002) to provide for a tax on motor- 
yehicle fuels sold within the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. SWEET: A bill (H. R. 14003) to amend and modify 
the war risk insurance act; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 14004) to prevent corrupt 
political practices; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of South Dakota requesting and demanding’ modification 
and revision of the present Federal standards for grading 
grain; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota urging the enactment of an act to require the com- 
pletion of a steel bridge at Chamberlain, S. Dak.; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial from the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota relative to S. 4130, a Federal farm loan bill; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota relative to modifying and reducing the present freight 
rates for grain and liye stock; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South 
Dakota relative to the following subjects: Federal farm loans, 
Federal standards for grading grain, freight rates and live 
stock, and completion of steel bridge at Chamberlain, S. 
Dak. ; to the Committee on Agriculture. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS, 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FAUST: A bill (H. R. 14005) granting a pension to 
Robert W. Hawkins; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: A bill- (H. R. 14006) to reimburse 
Lieut. Col. Charles F. Sargent, National Guard of Massachu- 
setts; to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. KENDALL: A bill (H. R. 14007) granting a pension 
to Mary Margaret Lilley ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MAPES; A bill (H. R. 14008) granting a pension to 
John Bywater; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Aiso, a bill (H. R. 14009) for the relief of Herman R. Wolt- 
man; to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 14010) for the 
relief of Jerome May; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. ROBSION: A bill (H. R. 14011) for the relief of 
Zachariah Vaughn; to_the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 14012) granting 
a pension to Oscar Okes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 14018) for the relief of George 
H. Ewart; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7014. By Mr. ABERNETHY: Petition of William D. Harris, 
relating to the amendment to the War Department appropria- 
tion bill denying General Harbord retired pay; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

7015. By Mr. CONNOLLY of Pennsylvania: Letter from the 
general secretary of the Philadelphia Chamber of Commerce, 
conyeying the approval of that organization of Senate Joint 
Resolution 85, to provide for the remission of further payments 
of the annual installments of the Chinese indemnity; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7016. By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Petition of the executive com- 
mittee of the Massachusetts Public Interests League, protesting 
against the recognition of the present government of Russia by 
the United States; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7017. By Mr. GARNER: Petition of 50 citizens of Texas, 
urging that aid be extended to the people of the German and 
Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7618. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of the New York Trap Rock 
Corporation, New York City, N. Y., regarding immigration from 
Europe; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

7019. By Mr. OSBORNE: Petition of Mr. J. Nuesch and 53 
other residents: of Los Angeles County, Calif., indorsing the 
Newton resolution to extend aid to the people of the German 
and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7020. By Mr. RANSLEY: Memorial of Philadelphia Chamber 
of Commerce, favoring the Chinese indemnity bill, joint resolu- 
tion, calendar No, 264 (S. J. Res. 85); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


7021. By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: Petition of 46 residents 
of Albion, Mich., urging that aid be extended to the famine- 
stricken people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7022. By Mr, STEENERSON: Resolution of Clay County 
National Farm Loan Association, (1) opposing the taking from 
farm-loan association members the management of their own 
business or the discouraging of cooperation of local farm-loan 
associations, (2) opposing commercial banking functions being 
added to Federal land banks, (3) in favor of raising the limit 
of loans from $10,000 to $25,000; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

7023. Also, petition of J. M. Stephens et al., Crookston, Minn., 
to abolish discriminatory tax on small arms, ammunition, and 
firearms; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7024. Also, resolution of Wilkin County Child Welfare Board, 
of Breckenridge, Minn., fayoring enactment of child labor 
amendment now pending in Congress; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

7025. Also, petition of stockholders of the Hallock National 
Farm Loan Association, opposing the passage of House bills 
13125 and 18196 relating to loan associations; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, 

7026. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of 62 residents of Ashley, 
N. Dak., urging the passage of joint resolution now pending 
in Congress proposing to extend immediate aid to the people 
of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE. 
Tuorspay, January 25, 1923. 


(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 23, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 
DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the secretary of the Joint Board, in response to 
Senate Resolution 899, agreed to January 6, 1923, relative to 
the ownership and upkeep of passenger automobiles by the 
board, which was ordered to lie on the table, 

He also laid before the Senate a conmnunication from the 
president of the Board of Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia, transmitting, in response to Senate Resolution 399, 
agreed to January 6, 1023, a report relative to the number and 
cost of maintenance of motor vehicles in use by the government of 
the District of Columbia, which was ordered to lie on the table. 


SENATOR FROM WYOMING. 


Mr. WARREN presented the credentials of Joux B. KEND- 
RICK, chosen a Senator from the State of Wyoming for the 
term beginning March 4, 1923, which were read and ordered to 
be placed on file, as follows: 

CERTIFICATE OF ELECTION. 


Tue State or WYOMING, 
Boecutive Department. 


Whereas according to the official returns of a general election held 
in the State of Wyoming on the 7th day of November, A. D. 1922, 
regularly transmitted to the office of the secretary of state and auy 
canvassed by the State board of canvassers, it appears that JOHN 
KexprIcK was lawfully elected United States Senator of the State o 


Wyoming. 

herefore, I, Robert D. Carey, Governor of the State of Wyoming, 
do hereby certify that Joux B. Kenpricxk is duly elected United States 
Senator of the State of Wyoming for the term of six years from the 
4th day of March, A. D. 1923. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused the 
great seal of the State to be hereunto affixed. Given at Cheyenne, the 
capital, this 20th day of December, A. D. 1922, and of the independ- 
ence of the United States the one hundred and forty-seventh. 

SBAL.] OBERT D. Carey, 
y the governor: 
W. E. CHAPLIN, Secretary of State. 
By H. M. Symons, Deputy. 


SENATOR FROM INDIANA, 


Mr. WATSON presented the credentials of SAMUEL M. Rats- 
TON, chosen a Senator from the State of Indiana for the term 
beginning March 4, 1923, which were read and ordered to be 


placed on file, as follows: 
Tue STATE or INDIANA, 
Esvecutive Department. 
To all whom these presents shall come, greeting: 

Whereas it has been certified to me by the proper authority that 
SAMUEL M. RALSTON has been elected to the office of United States 
Senator for the State of Indiana; 

Therefore 8 that in the name and by the authority of the 
State aforesaid I do hereby commission the said SAMUEKL M. RALSTON 
United States Senator for the State of Indiana for the term of six 
pan from the 4th day of March, 1923, until his successor shall have 

n elected and qualified, 
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In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and caused to be 
affixed the seal of the State at the city of Indianapolis this 24th da 
of November in the year of our Lord one thousand nine hundred an 
twenty-two, the one hundred and sixth year of the State, and of the in- 
dependence of the United States the one hundred and forty-seventh year. 

sean] WARREN T. McCray, 


the governor; 
7 £ Ep Jackson, Secretary of State. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented sundry papers to accompany the 
bill (S. 4253) for the relief of Guy L. Hartman, which were 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

He also presented the petition of Elliott Fletcher Chapter, 
United Daughters of the Confederacy, of Blytheville, Ark., 
praying that an appropriation be made to carry out the im- 
provement of the Prairie Grove battle grounds as a military 
park, which was referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

He also presented the petition of Samuel V. Wolfe and 
sundry other citizens, of Manchester, Tenn., praying for adop- 
tion of the Robinson amendment to the so-called ship subsidy 
bill relative to the safety of crews and passengers on seagoing 
vessels, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of the fourth 
district of Arkansas praying for the passage of legislation ex- 
tending immediate aid to the famine- stricken peoples of the 
Germun and Austrian Republics, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. McNARY presented the following memorial of the Senate 
of the Legislature of Oregon, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate Commerce: 

State memorial No. 1. 
To the honorable members of the Interstate Commerce Commission: 
gn tag ir ah the Senate of the State of Oregon, hereby repre- 
sen — 

Whereas the ownership and operation of the Central Pacific Railroad 
is now being adjusted by the Interstate Commerce Commission in a 
*proceeding pending before that body; and 

Whereas the State of Oregon is interested in bringing to Ore; 
reaver railroad development, shorter and more direct routes of trafic; 
an 

Whereas it is essential to the growth and development of our State 
that the Natron cut-off be constructed, as well as an east and west line 
from Crane, Oreg., to a point west of the Cascades, and that the rail- 
road lines in Oregon be operated under such a grouping as is author- 
ized by law and will make for the fullest development of our State; 

Now, therefore, your memorialists pray that in the final grouping, 
adjustment, and disposal of the lines and properties of the Central 
Pacific Railroad that your body will have in mind the interests and 
rights of the State of Oregon, its needs for further railroad develop- 
ment, and that any final order or decree of 4 body be made only 
after a full Inquiry Into all the facts touching upon the needs of 
railroad development in this State, its resources and possibilities, and 
the rights of our citizens for further immediate railroad development 
and adequate railway service. 

Adopted by the senate January 18, 1923. 

Jay Upron, President of the Senate. 

Mr. LADD presented petitions of 62 citizens of Mercer and 
of 64 citizens of Jamestown, Valley City, and Oakes, all in the 
State of North Dakota, praying for the passage of legislation 
extending immediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the 
German and Austrian Republics, which were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of York, 
N. Dak., praying for the passage of legislation stabilizing the 
prices of farm products, which was referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

He also presented a resolution of the Wildrose National Farm 
Loan Association, of Wildrose, N. Dak., protesting against the 
passage of the so-called Strong and Norbeck bills, amending cer- 
tain sections of the Federal farm loan act, which was referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. NORRIS. I present a petition, numerously signed by 
citizens of Nebraska. I ask that the body of the petition be 
printed in the Recorp, and that the petition with the signatures 
be referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

There being no objection, the petition was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce and the body of the petition 
was ordered to be printed in the Rxconb, as follows: 

Petition. 
To the Congress of the United States of America: 

We, the undersigned, being logal voters of the fifth congressional dis- 
trict of the State of Nebraska, do most humbly petition your most hon- 
orable body that the Federal Government take over the railroads and 
coal mines by having them appraised by disinterested persons and allow- 
ing the owners the appraisement value as compensation for the railroads 
and mines; also that the Federal Government own, operate, and con- 
trol them and their products, 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. SMOOT, from the Committee on Finance, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4390) to amend the last paragraph of sec- 
tion 10 of the Federal reserve act as amended by the act of 
June 3, 1922, reported it without amendment, 


LXIV: 150 


Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Foreign Relations, sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1060) to accompany the bill (S. 3701) 
for the relief of Blattmann & Co., heretofore reported by him. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. WARREN. I report back favorably with amendments 
from the Committee on Appropriations the bill (H. R. 13926) 
making appropriations for the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other 
purposes, and I submit a report (No. 1059) thereon, I wish 
to state that I expect to call up the bill some time to-day. The 
bill as reported recommends the addition of only a few thou- 
sand dollars to the appropriations made by the House, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be placed on the 
calendar, 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unani- 
mous consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BROOKHART: 

A bill (S. 4407) to authorize the President to operate coal 
minos in an emergency; to the Committee on Education and 

or. 

By Mr. WARREN: 

A bill (S. 4408) granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Me- 
Ginley (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 4409) for the relief of Horace G. Wilson; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. LODGE: 

A bill (S. 4410) granting a pension to Elizabeth M. Sage; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KELLOGG: 

A bill (S. 4411) granting the consent of Congress to the 
cities of Minneapolis and St. Paul, Minn., or either of them, 
to construct a bridge across the Mississippi River in section 17, 
township 28 north, range 28 west of the fourth principal 
meridian, in the State of Minnesota; to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

By Mr. HALE: 

A bill (S. 4412) granting a pension to Nellie E. Wilson; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BALL: 

A bill (S. 4413) to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels 
wid within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; 
and 

A bill (S. 4414) to amend the act of Congress approved 
September 6, 1922, relating to the discontinuance of the use 
as dwellings of buildings situated in the alleys in the District 
of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. NEW: 

A bill (S. 4415) granting an increase of pension to Frances 
F. Godown (with accompanying papers); to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. NORRIS: 

A bill (S. 4416) for the relief of Warren C. Hodgkins; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. CALDER: 

A bill (S. 4417) to grant relief and authorize the assessment 
of duties on merchandise actually imported into the United 
States prior to September 22, 1922, where owing to unforeseen 
delays in transportation the merchandise did not reach Its 
ultimate destination until on or after September 22, when the 
new tariff became operative; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. WILLIS: 

A bill (S. 4418) granting a pension to William Gossett (with 
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

PAY OF ASSISTANTS TO NAVAL BUREAU CHIEFS. 

Mr. McKELLAR submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 7864) providing for sundry 
matters affecting the Naval Establishment, which was referred 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed. 


PROMOTION OF CERTAIN MARINE OFFICERS. 
Mr. STANFIELD submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 7864) providing for sundry 


matters affecting the Nayal Establishment, which was referred 
to the Committee on Nayal Affairs and ordered to be printed. 


WILBUR X. RICHARDSON—WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS, 
On motion of Mr. STERLING, it was 


Ordered, That leave be, and is hereby, granted to withdraw from th 
files of the Senate the papers filed with the bill (S. 2954) for the relet 
of Wilbur A. Richardson, no adverse report haying been made thereon, 
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TRAFFIC CONDITIONS IN WASHINGTON CITY. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I ask leave to submit a reso- 
lution and have it referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. I take the liberty of saying that the resolution re- 
lates to the subject matter which was discussed in the Senate 
by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopcr] and a number of 
other Senators a day or two ago. It points to a reform of traffic 
eonditions in the city of Washington. I ask that the Committee 
on the District of Columbia may give it immediate considera- 
tion, 

The resolution (S. Res. 419) was referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on the District of Columbia, or any 
subcommittee thereof, be, and it is hereby, authorized and directed to 
investigate traffic conditions in the city of Washington, particularly 
with reference to accidents and damages to persons and Piga and 
the most reliable and practicable means and measures for protecting 
tbe publie from danger asd. injury arising from N and other 
causes of accident and injury in traffic. Said committee or subcom- 
mitia en report its findings and recommendations to the Senate 
W. n ays. 


ASSISTANT CLERK TO COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS, 


Mr. HALE submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 420}, 
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses, of the Senate: 


Resolved, That the Committee on Naval Affairs be, and it is hereby, 

authorized to employ an assistant clerk during the 3 Con- 
ess at the rate of $1,600 per annum, to be paid out of the contingent 
nd of the Senate, 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on January 25, 
1923, the President approved and signed the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 43) to grant authority to continue the use of the tem- 
porary buildings of the American Red Cross headquarters in 
the city of Washington, D. C. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13600) making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Columbia and other activi- 
ties chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of 
such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for 
other purposes, the pending question being on the amendment 
proposed by Mr. McKettar, on page 10, after line 22, to insert 
the following proviso: 


heretofore en 
on and after February 1 
fare not exceeding 5 cents 
for 25 cents. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, when we took a recess on 


of order raised by the Senator from Colorado [Mr. PHIPPS] 
against the amendment which I offered. Am I to understand 
that the Senator insists upon the point of order or is he willing 
to let the Senate vote on the amendment offered by me? It is 
clearly a limitation, and will the Senator withdraw the point 
of order and let the Senate vote on the amendment? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I regret that I can not accede to the Senator's 
suggestion. On the other hand, I had hoped that the Senator 
would, after having considered the question further, see that. 


i 


| according to my recollectio 
| to me this 


on a proposition advanced exactly as this is now proposed. 
The amendment was in exactly the same language against 
which the point of order was made and ruled upon. I take 
it the only thing necessary is to recall to the Presiding Officer 
that ruling, because it settles the proposition, it seems to me, 
unless we are going to have one decision one way one day 
and change it the next day. 

On March 7, 1922, and I refer to page 3486 of the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD of that date, when the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill was being considered, I offered an amend- 
ment to an item carrying an appropriation for the various em- 
ployees. The amendment was in the exact wording of the 
proposed amendment now offered. To the amendment which 
T then offered the Senator from Colorado [Mr. Puiprs], who 
now makes the point of order, made a point of order. He 
said at that time in support. of his point of order exactly 
what he has stated this morning in support of his present 
point of order. The colloquy which took place is not long, 
but it is so apropos that I wish to read it: 

Mr. Phiprs. Mr. President, I regret that I can not see my way 
clear to accept the amendment. I think it is clearly subject to a 
point of order, and it is my duty to make the point of order: 

The PRASIDING Orricer. What is the point of order? 

Š ict oats The point of order is that it is legislation on an ap- 
D . 

. Harrison. Of course, Mr. President, it fs purely a limitation 
upon the appropriations, and it does net change existing law. 

The pending amendment is merely carrying out, I may say, 
à provision of the original charter which gave to these con- 
cerns the right to charge a 5-cent fare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Th dment b 
poe 1 7 Sig ies 3 amendmen ail yy the Senator 

s Provided, hat this appropriation s not become available until 
the Public Utilities Co ssion shall have issued and made effective 
an order requiring the street railway companies operating in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to give transportation — 

And so forth. 

Under the form in which the amendment is presented, the Chair 

Then the Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] interrupted 
and said: 

Mr. Joxxs of Washington. Will the Chair permit to suggest that 
we have no rule in the ate similar to thak in the: Bowne. permitting 

tations upon appropriations? The House has an express rule, 
n, ing in order a limitation upon am 
appropriation, but the Senate has no such rule as that, and it seems 

really is legislation om an 1 bill. 

L want to say that personally I am of the proposition. I 
have been urging for quite a good while a reduction in the r 
rates om street cars in the District. I have thought that 8 
panies have been charging exorbitant. rates; but I would not like to 
see the principle established in the Senate that by a limitation on am 
appropriation we can nullify existing law, and that is what it would 
amount to. We nullify it for a year, we nullify it for two s, We 
nullify it for three years. J think it is very ortunate that there 
Cera eee any | ve bo 


egislati dy. 
Lenroor. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
Mr. Jones of Washington. I yield. 


I need pay no tribute to the ability of the Senator from Wis- 


consin [Mr. Lenroor] as a Hamentarian i — 
yesterday afternoon the question before the Senate was a point : ; 5 mea pear 


rule in the H 
ciples, that a limitation does not change 
on is not either new or 

Mr. JONES o 


pan rece tule. I 
orm practice. 
Mr. LENROOT. Of course, there is the Holman law, so called, but that 
has no application. 
The Presipinc OFFICER. The Chair thinks it is competent for the 
Senate to limit the use of any appropriation that it authorizes—— 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President 
The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Chair will hear the Senator from New 


neral prin- 
at a limita- 


his amendment is clearly inadmissible and withdraw it. Ithink | York. 


it would be better procedure if he were to do that. 
Mr. McKELLAR. Quite the contrary, I have come to. the 
conclusion that it is unquestionably a limitation upon an appro- 


Colorado would withdraw his point of order, because I am 
quite sure the Chair will not sustain the point of order against 
an amendment so clearly a limitation upon an appropriation. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I have made the point of order. 

Mr. HARRISON, Does the Senator desire to argue the point 
of order? 

Mr. PHIPPS. I at least desire to make a statement as to 
what I base it on. The amendment is not merely a limitation 


but it is clearly new legislation on an appropriaiton bill and | 


general legislation. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President 

The VIC PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Tennessee 
yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. HARRISON. The proviso is clearly in order if the 
rules of the Senate and the decisions of Presiding Officers are 
to be followed. It so happens in this particular case that the 
very point has been decided, and it was decided quite recently, 


| 
| 


x 


priation and so clearly in order that I thought the Senator from 


i 


j 


| 
| 


0 
Mr. WADSWORTH, I did not mean to 3 the occupant of the 
chair. I wanted to ask a question before the air rules. Mall- 

— PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will hear the Senator from New 
or 


The Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH] then pro- 
ceeded to discuss the amendment and the point of order. I 
may state in this connection that the Presiding Officer at that 
time was the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON], than 
whom there is no better parliamentarian in this body— 


The PResinpine OFFICER (Mr. Rontxsox). It is true that any limita- 
tion may have the al effect of accomplishing legislation in 
advance. Under the rules of the Senate the present occupant of the 
chair thinks that it is competent for the Senate, in providing an ap- 
ropriation, to limit its use, and that that limitation is. accomplished 
by the specification of a condition under which the appropriation may 
be used Just as well as otherwise. 

Under the form in which the amendment is presented the Chair 
thinks that it is not general legislation In the sense of Rule XVI of 


the Senate and that it is not obnoxious to the rule, and therefore the 


3 


Chair overrules the point of order. question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Mississippi. 


Then the vote was taken upon the proposition and it was de- 
feated. 

There is a case absolutely in point. If the Senate is going to 
adopt the rule and practice of not abiding by a decision ren- 
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dered by a competent parliamentarian presiding over the Sen- 
ate one day simply because some one else may be presiding the 
next day and a point of order may then be made by some other 
Senator, well and good; but I submit that clearly the practice 
should not be followed and that, in view of the decision to 
which I have called the attention of the Chair, the pending 
point of order should be overruled. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I think as a general rule, of 
course, it is yery desirable that decisions which serve as prece- 
dents should be sustained, but instances of overruling decisions 
in the Senate and, indeed, in other parliamentary bodies are 
sufficiently common. It seems to me that the defect in the 
pending amendment which makes it out of order is the fact 
that it does not limit an appropriation. I do not recall whether 
there is a rule in the House—I did not remember that there 
was—but I know it has been decided in the House that in mak- 
ing an appropriation, for example, for the building of a vessel 
under a nayal appropriation bill it has been held that a limita- 
tion on the method of expending that appropriation was in 
order, 

In this case the proposed amendment is not a limitation on 
the appropriation at all, but imposes a condition upon it, in- 
volving, as it seems to me, new legislation. It does not propose 
to direct how the sums appropriated for the Public Utilities 
Commission shall be expended, which I understand is the sub- 
ject to which it is directed, but it provides that none of the 
money proposed to be appropriated shall be expended unless 
the Public Utilities Commission shall perform certain acts. 
That appears to me to be not strictly a limitation on the appro- 
priation, but general legislation. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr, President, I should like to 
read from the Manual of Rules and Practice of the House of 
Representatives, My recollection of the proposed amendment 
is that it goes further than a mere limitation on the appropria- 
tion and endeavors to limit the discretion of executive officers 
as to some other proposition. Here is what I find in the House 
Manual of Rules and Practice: 


Although the rule forbids on any general appropriation bill a provi- 
sion “ changing existing law,” which is construed to mean legislation 
pona , the House's practice has established the principle that cer- 

n itations"’ may be admitted. It being established that the 
House under its rules may decline to appropriate for a urpose au- 
thorized by law, so it may 4i limitation pron bit the use of the money 
for part of the purpose while appropriating for the remainder of it 
(IV, 3936). The language of the limitation provides that no part of 
the appropriation under consideration shall be used for a certain desig- 
nated puree (IV, 8917-3926). And this designated purpose may 
reach the question of qualifications, for while it is not in order to jepi 
late as to the qualifications of the recipients of an appropriation, the 
House may specify that PU pong of the 55 shall go to re- 
cipients lacking certain qualifications (IV, 3942-3952). 

But here is what I wish to call particularly to the attention 
of the Chair: 

The limitation must apply solely to the money of the appropriation 
under consideration and may not be made 9 to money appro- 
priated in other acts (IV, 3927, 3928). (Chairman CAMPBELL, June 
12, 1919, p. 1063.) The limitation wae not be applied directly to the 
official functions of executive officers (IV, 3957-3966), but it may re- 
strict executive discretion so far as this muy be done by a simple 
negative on the use of the appropriation (IV, 3968-3972; also rulin 
by Chairman Foster on the Indian appropriation bill, . ž 
1016, ist sess. 64th Cong., D 2161, and Chairman KERT on the Post 


as appropriation bill, February 24, 1916, 1st sess. 64th Cong., p. 
094 


But such limitations must not give affirmative directions (IV, 3854- 
8859, 3975), and must not impone new duties upon an executive officer 
(Chairman Crisp, March 11, 1916, 1st sess. 64th Cong., p. 8970) ; and 
must not coupled with legislation not directly instrumental in 
ghecting a reduction, (Chairman Saunders, February 18, 1918, p. 

It seems to me that when we attempt to limit the discretion 
of executive officers in this instance, providing that the money 
proposed to be appropriated shall not be used unless they take 
certain action with reference to street-car rates, and so on, it 
does not come even within the rule established by the practice 
of the other House. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Washington is quite right. 
This provision is in reference to a subject which is not in- 
volved in the appropriation at all. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We have a different rule. Our 
rule not only prohibits legislation of a general character upon 
appropriation bills but it prohibits new legislation. It seems 
to me that if the proposed legislation shall amount to anything, 
it is new legislation upon an appropriation bill, It may not be 
permanent; indeed, it is not permanent, as it only applies, of 
course, to the next fiscal year; but, if it is to be effective at all, 
it seems to me it would be legislation; and, if legislation, it is 
new legislation, and comes within the specific terms of our 
rule, which is different from the previous rule. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is inclined to follow 
the precedents which the Senate set no longer ago than last 


March, upon whieh there was no appeal, and which evidently 
stands as the rule of the Senate. The Chair would, therefore, 
rule that the amendment is in order, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I will now call attention 
to the reason why this amendment should be adopted. I shall 
first consider the Capital Traction Co., if Senators will listen 
to me for just a moment. That company is capitalized at 
$12,000,000. I wish to refer to a statement which was pub- 
lished in the Washington Star of January 11, instant, from 
which it appears that the Capital Traction Co. paid a dividend 
on its capital stock of 7 per cent. It charged up to profit and 
loss $1,354,567.24. According to this statement, its net earn- 
ings were in the neighborhood of 13 per cent. I wonder how 
the Public Utilities Commission could ever think that these 
earnings were confiseatory of the company’s property. The 
commission claim that they have fixed the valuation of the 
company’s property at $18,000,000. Assuming that that was 
done, the dividend declared would be more than 8 per cent 
upon the entire amount of ‘the entire value of the company’s 
property. 

I wish to say—and that is why I asked the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. Puieps] to withdraw his point of order—that 
in the pending bill we are proposing to appropriate large sums 
of money, amounting to thousands of dollars, for free automo- 
biles and their upkeep. We are granting free automobile trans- 
portation to those who are amply able to pay for their own 
transportation, and yet we permit the Publie Utilities Commis- 
sion to put a tax of $1.50 upon every man or woman in the 
District of Columbia who has to go to and from his or her work 
on street cars. A tax of $1.50 a month is placed upon each 
citizen who is unable to buy an automobile or who has not 
sufficient “pull” with the Government to have one allotted to- 
him or her. j 

I wish to say to the Senate that there is no reason under 
heaven that I can see for Congress permitting this company 
longer to violate the contract which it made with the Govern- - 
ment. It made a contract in good faith; it is demanding of the 
Government full compliance with the Government's part of the 
contract under its charter, and yet it is violating the agree- 
ment which it made with the Government to give 5-cent fares 
to the citizens of the District. Its action is indefensible; it 
can not be defended by anyone, and I doubt whether anyone 
will rise here to defend 8-cent fares in the light of the undis- 
puted fact, namely, that this company is paying a 7 per cent 
dividend upon its capital stock and has carried to surplus 
almost as much more. 

It is inconceivable to me that we would be willing to legis- 
late in such a way as to permit that condition to continue. 

Now, with reference to the other company, as we all know 
that company has kited its stock about, it has consolidated 
various companies. It has a capital of $15,000,06u, consisting 
of $8,500,000 of preferred stock and $6,500,000 of common stock. 
The company claims to have $30,000,000 of assets. It declared 
a 5 per cent dividend upon the preferred stock only, but it put 
to profit-and-loss account $414,818.31, or enough to have paid 
a 6 per cent dividend on its common stock, all of which, I am 
informed, is water, and now it claims to be entitled to earn, 
although having but $8,500,000 of preferred stock and only 
$6,500,000 of common stock, a 6 per cent return on $30,000,000, 
which it sets up as a fair valuation of its property. 

Is the Congress going to be a party to permitting this com- 

pany to earn such dividends upon watered stock? I am relia- 
bly informed that every dollar of the $6,500,000 of common stock 
is watered; that not a dollar was ever paid for it; and I under- 
stand that for a while it sold around Washington for a few 
cents on the dollar. In other words, it is stock used for con- 
trol, as we understand that description; anyway, it is purely 
watered stock, and yet the Congress is asked to tax all the 
citizens of Washington who use the lines of the company at 
the rate of $1.50 a month extra in order to make up dividends 
which are greater than other similar companies earn on actual 
money invested. Under these circumstances it seems to me 
that Congress should adopt the amendment. 
Now, Mr. President, I wish to call attention to an article 
that appeared in the Washington Post of this morning entitled 
“Law bars 5-cent fare, critics in Senate told.“ I quote from 
the article as follows: 

While the congressional charters of Washington street car companies 
provide a 5-cent fare, or six tickets for 25 cents, Congress by its 
own action in creating the District Public Utilities Commission gave 
that body rate-fixing powers, directing it to fix public-utility rates at a 
point that will yield a fair return on property value. 

I digress here long enough to say that it was argued when 
the bill creating the Public Utilities Commission was under dis- 
cussion that it would mean cheaper fares for the people of 
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Washington. They were not satisfied with a fare of six tickets 
for a quarter, but they wanted cheaper fares, and it was ar- 
gued by those who favored the bill at that time that it would 
mean cheaper fares for the citizens of Washington. 

What has been the result? A commission has been created 
which is virtually a part of the street car companies. The 
commission do not represent the people of Washington but 
they represent the street car companies, and have used their 
place for the purpose of boosting street car fares up to the 
present enormous proportions of 8 cents for cash fares or 6 
tokens for 40 cents. 

I continue to quote from the article: 

This was the answer given Nr by the District Commissioners 
to the charge of Senators MCKetiar and Caraway that the District 
Utilities Commission had decreed rates exceeding those fixed for street 
car fares in the charters granted by Congress to the companies. 

Here is what they say to us now, “ You passed a law giving 
us this power, and we have used the power for the benefit of 
the street car companies, What are you going to do about it?” 
They defy us; they say to us, “It is true that there is a con- 
tract between the Government and the street car companies 
fixing fares of 5 cents, or six tickets for a quarter, but the 
Congress itself gave us the power to increase fares, which we 
have exercised, and that is a bar to any interference with us 
at this time.” They virtually tell us we have not the power 
to interfere with their actions in exploiting the people for the 
benefit of the street car companies. 

I quote further from the statement of the commissioners: 


Coupled with this statement was the declaration that the commis- 


sioners would willingly resign and leave to others the task of acting as 
of 


the Public Utilities Commission of the District. 

That is the best thing that I have heard in some time. 
course they ought to resign; these men have no business in 
that place; they owe it to themselves to resign; they owe it 
to the public to resign; they are being used, whether they know 
it or not, as tools of the street car companies. In making this 
statement I am saying it in an impersonal manner, for I do not 
know a single member of the Board of Commissioners personally 
and I do not even know the name of any member of the board, 
but I know what their acts have been, and I am judging them by 
their acts. Their acts have been to raise the street car fares 
inordinately in this city, and they ought to resign. I think they 
know that they ought to resign. Nobody had said anything 
about their resigning before, and yet when this matter is 
brought to the attention of the public the first thing they say 
is that they are willing to resign. Why, of course they should 
resign. Their resignations ought to be handed in at once; and 
the Congress, in order to make it absolutely certain, ought to 
abolish the commission. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from South Carolina, 

Mr. DIAL. I should like to ask the Senator, for information, 
when was the contract changed and how long was it in 
existence? 

Mr. McKELLAR. This contract has been in existence in the 
case of one of the companies since 1900, and in the case of the 
other since about that time. I do not remember just exactly 
the date. It remained that way until 1918, when the Public 
Utilities Commission were given certain powers. They never 
exercised the power of changing rates at first, and then it was 
thought and then it was argued that they would lower the 
rates of fare, not increase them; but when the war came on 
they used this power during the war to increase the fares, 
and they are still increased. In the case of anyone going to 
his or her work every day, there is an additional charge which 
amounts to $1.50 a month. It is a tax upon the plain people 
of this community that ought not to be longer tolerated. 

Mr. DIAL. The Senator means $1.50 over the original fare? 

Mr. McKELLAR. One dollar and a half over the contract 
fare. 

The commissioners added they would welcome any means whereby 
rates could be cut and a fair return still be assured. 

What do they call a fair return? Is not 13 per cent a fair 
return on stock much of which is water? If they do not call 
that a fair return, I think the commission ought to be abolished 
for another reason which I will not express. 

Mr. President, I am not going to take up further time about 
this matter. Every Senator understands it, I am sure. I 
certainly hope the Senate will adopt this amendment. It ought 
to be adopted in the interest of fairness, in the interest of 
justice, in the interest of fair play between the citizens of 
Washington. We ought not to permit these corporations to 
prey upon the people as the Public Utilities Commission now 
permits them to prey upon the people of Washington. It is 
entirely unjust. It is unconscionable. I am told that the 
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president of one of these companies draws $18,000 a year 
salary. Some say it has recently been raised to $30,000. If 
we are going to legislate just for the benefit of the rich and 
powerful, let us go ahead and let the Utilities Commission and 
the street car companies continue to prey upon the people; 
but it does seem to me that we might think occasionally of 
those who have to work daily for their bread and to whom 
$1.50 a month amounts to a good deal in this life. 


Mr. President, my amendment, which I h ill be ad 
is as follows: t, ope will be adopted, 


Provided, That the appropriation in this section shall not become 
available until the Publie Utilities Commission shall fix rates of fare 
for the street railway companies in the District of Columbia at rates 
not in excess of the rates of fare fixed in existing charters or con- 
face heretofore entered into between said companies and the 


Mr. McKELLAR subsequently said: Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted in the Recorp, as a part 
of my remarks, the reports of the two traction companies of 
the District of Columbia as published in the newspapers, to 
which reports I referred this morning. 


gee VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so or- 


The reports referred to are as follows: 


(Report of the condition of the traction company as published t 
Washington Star January 14. 1828.1 if ig 


CAPITAL TRACTION ELECTS OFFICERS—ANNUAL REPORT SHOWS PROFIT 
AND Loss BALANCE OF $264,981.39 Over 1921. 


The Capital Traction Co. at its annual stockholders’ meeting to- 
Teelected its old board of directors to serve for the ensuing year. “it 1 
Re of George E. Hamilton, E. J. Stellwagen, John S. Larcombe, 
David S. Carll, Benjamin W. Guy, John M. Perry, and John H. Hanna. 
Organization followed immed mgs A and the company’s old officers 
were reelected and include George E. Hamilton, president: David S. 
88 pronor 40 John H: A grrr pa president; Henry D. 

„ secretary-treasurer; J. eberle, assis $ 
ak we Koontz, 5 e e A 1 * fe 
summary of operations for the year ending December 81, 192: 
was read with the company’s annual report, men showed a 1 
N 1 0 32200 cat HON of $506,673.28 over the same 
5 re ng a decrease assen, 
$506,583.28 and a loss in special-car service of sbo TE a 


OPERATING REVENUE DROPS. 


There was also a decrease in revenue from operation other than 
snags gar Tn of cere as 3 a ‘ens which, yni revenue 
or same during „ Mma e al railway operating revyen 
. or a toras decrease iy he of 07 156.36. N * 

e company's operating expenses ~ per cent of gross revenue 
which totaled 76 187 155 also —.— a decrease over 1921 : 
529.75, lea net operating revenue of $1,826,832.85, or a total 
ecrease for same over 1921 of $453,626.61. 

Deduction of taxes assignable to railway operation of $436,093.45, 
which was a decrease of $137,426.19, showed the company's operating 
income to be $1,890,789.45, or a decrease over 1921 0 $316,200.42. 

The Donoperating income of the company for 1922 was $34,906.34, 
which was an increase over 1921 of $16,494.84, which left a gross 
Pes BA, 1922 of $1,425,645.79, or a decrease over 1921 of 

The company’s net income for 1922 after total deductions from gross 
income had been made amounted to $1,104,991.39, or a decrease over 
1921 of $806,711.89, the total deductions of 20,654.40 being an 
increase over the same in 1921 of $7,006.31. 

The company’s profit and loss balance at the end of the year just 
closed was $1 67.24, or an increase over 1921 of $261.981.89. 


SUMMARY OF OPERATIONS. 


Following is the summary of operations in full for the year 
December 31, 1922: 20 y ending 


Passenger revenuee—ꝛpꝛp sa 


Special car revenue —ͤ—üw 5 
shee revenue from transporta- 
3 . 
transportation 2 3483, 08 
Railway operating revenue 1507, 156. 36 
Operating 9 (62.979 per cent of 
gross PW ˙ ETIR 153, 520. 75 


Net operating revenue 
Taxes assignable to railway operation 


Gross income 
Interest on funded debt 


‚•S —R*‚·ww33333ã3*. 
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Credit balance at close of year 


[Statement as to the ae of the Washington Railway & Electric 
Co. as published in the Washington Star on January 20, 1923.1 


W. R. E. Onpers 30 PAY-WITHIN CARS. 


Thirty ew cars of the most modern pay-within have been or- 
dered by the ae 8 & Bleetrie Co. for deliv early 
this year, William F. Ham, president, told the ee and stock- 
holders in his annual report e-a The com weeks ago 
ordered 10 more one-man cars, making a total o 40 ate will be added 
to the com ae 4 . eee during 1923. 

The ent's report the finances of the compan Bape a bal- 
ance of $414, 818.31 credited to profit and loss from 1922 operations. 
Here is a summary of the financial statement: 

Gross earnings from operation, "$6, 022,966.84; miscellaneous income, 
including dividends from the Potomac Electric Power Co., $690,226.39. 
These two figures added give gross income of $5,713,193.23. 

$4,109,059 OPERATING COSTS, 


05 8 i ineluding depreciation, taxes, and 1 
charge perata BY: interest on funded. and unfunded debt 
515.12; payment cent dividend on preferred stock, $125,006, 
a a total a 25 98,374.92. The difference between these two 
tetals gives the profit and loss balance of 6414. 818. 31. 

— 5 lam says the company expects to have a total of 70 one-man 
cara — 5 this — and that key will result in annual savin 
of $1 


8 penses. He states that this, “in tho fina 
3 redoun e benefit of the car rider, as reflected in the 
rate o 


The Potomne Electric Power Co., owned zA tbe Washington Railway 
& Eleetric Co., continued to Sere, during 4 taking on 8,889 new cus- 
tomers, making a total a In 1901 the power company had 
ony „983 users of electricity. 

he output of the Benning powe plant for the year was 251,979,077 
kilowatt hours, an increase of 13,955,394 over the preceding 12 ‘months, 


The Washington Railway & eoa Co. carried a total of 107,609,948 
passen, ers dur. the year, of whom 24,893,192 were carried on trans- 
ers. his left an 


756 revenue passengers last year, as compared 
with 85,481,656 in 1921. 
This was a fall — off of 3.22 per cent compared with the Benge 
ear. Mr. Ham says that while this was a serious falling it was 
o be expected as a result of the gradual reduction in the number of 
Government employees in Washington. 
Discussing its venture into the motor-bus business during 1922 the 


president said: 
“While we believe that busses can not in any way “ied ot service 
is, in eur opinion, a cons — Bs ae 8 


by street carg, t 
ness for the bus in conjunction with a street-car syst 
told the directors that fully 55 per cent of all atrestcer 53 are 
collisions with automobiles, while less than 4 per cent of the year’s 
accidents ee “lestrians. The company continued its safety 
contest to make its inmen more efficient in ing down accidents. 
It was ee to-day that only one new man—dwin Gruhl, of New 
York—woul elected to the 2 of directors for the ensuing 
ab He would succeed Harold B 


oP ales was expected that the present staff of officers would be 
reelected. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have had no oppor- 
tunity to learn anything of the merits or the demerits of the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mo- 
Kiran]; so, therefore, I shall not indulge in any comment 
whatsoever about it. I know nothing about the rights or wrongs 
of the situation which he has described, except as I have heard 
him mention them this morning; but, Mr. President, if I may 
say so, I am very much disturbed at the situation which will 
result in the Senate in the future in connection with appro- 
priation bills if amendments of this sort are deemed to be in 
order. 

On a former oecasion an amendment similar to this was 
offered by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison], and 
the then occupant of the Chair, the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. Rogryson], held that it was in order on the ground that 
it was a limitation upon an appropriation. The Vice President 
this morning has held this amendment in order, following, as I 
understood him to say, the precedent set by the former ruling, 
from which no appeal had been taken. 

Mr. President, in my judgment the matter far transcends in 
importance this amendment. The admission of an amendment 
of this kind will establish a policy and a custom and a set rule 
of the Senate which, in my humble judgment, will permit legis- 
lation upon appropriation bills without any limit whatsoever, 
for by merely resorting to the device of saying “ The appropria- 
tion in this section shall net become available until a certain 
pet of public officers do or perform a certain administrative 


. Thorne, who is retiring from the 


aet,” and asserting that that is a limitatien upon appropria- 
tions, with which I can not agree, there is no limit to the 
amount ef legislution which can be put upon an appropriation 
bil. 

With the greatest respect, Mr. President, I contend that this 
amendment does not limit the appropriation. It places no re- 
strictions or limitations upon the use of the money. It simply 
says that the money shall not be used at- all until an act is per- 
formed in aecordance with the will of Congress; and when 
Congress imposes its will or seeks to impose its will upon ad- 
ministrative officers in directing them to do a certain thing it 
is legislating. ‘This is legislation. We are in effect directing 
the Public Utilities Commissioners to regulate the street-car 
fares of the District of Columbia. We are not directing them 
to use this money in a certain way. We are not restricting 
them in the use of the money in any way whatsoever. We are 
simply saying to them, “ You shall not have this money unless 
you follow out our legislative mandate.” That is legislation, 
Mr. President. 

If amendments of this kind are in order on all kinds of 
appropriation bills, we will find ourselves constantly confronted 
with situations like this, in which an amendment may be of- 
fered, we will say, to the naval appropriation bill to the effect 
that the moneys sought to be appropriated for the office of the 
Secretary of the Navy shall not be available until the Secretary 
of the Navy retires naval officers at a higher pay, or a lower 
pay, or at no pay at all; and it will be contended, if this thing 
stands to-day, that that is a limitation upon the appropriation 
for the Navy Department. My contention is that that, just as 
this, is not a limitation upon the use of the appropriations but 
is legislation, pure and simple. It will be in order hereafter, 
when the Army appropriation bill is before the Senate, for an 
amendment to be offered and to be considered and voted on to 
the effect that none of the money appropriated for the Quarter- 
master Corps shall become available until the quartermaster 
doubles or halves the amount of rations supplied to troops. It 
is exactly the same principle that is involved in this amendment. 
‘There will be no limit to the legislation that ean be put through 
and attached to appropriation bills; and it is with the greatest 
respect, Mr. President, that I call up this matter at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair supposes the Senator is 
familiar with the fact that exactly this principle has been ap- 
plied to the naval bill, and it was ruled in order. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there was no appeal at that 
time; and that is the danger of a decision of the Chair when 
the question involved does not seem to amount to anything. I 
think, as the Senator from New York has well stated, that this 
is the most dangerous thing that can possibly occur in the pass- 
age of appropriation bills for the future, if the point of order 
is sustained. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I had not concluded. 
May I call the President's attention to the last sentence of this 
amendment, which reads as follows: 

And, on and after February 1, 1923, said companies shall receive a | 
rate of fare not exceeding 5 cents per passenger, and six tickets shall 
be sold tor 25 cents. 

That has nothing to do with limiting an appropriation. That 
is legislation—nothing but legislation. 

Mr. McKELLAR, That is existing law. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. If it is existing law, why repeat it in 
an amendment? But, aside from that, Mr. President, the body 
of this amendment has no effect whatsoever except in the way 
of legislating. 

I am well aware, as the Vice President has said, that a prece- 
dent has already been set. I knew of one occasion, the occasion 
which I have referred to, and the Vice President has reminded 
me of another oecasion, which I understand occurred in con- 
nection with the naval appropriation bill. I believe the prece- 
dents are bad and dangerous; for, as I said a moment ago, 
there can be no limit whatsoever hereafter on the amount of 
legislation which can be attached to appropriation bills upon 
the floor of the Senate if a rule of this kind is finally deter- 
mined to be the rule of the Senate. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Tennessee said that the 
last part of this amendment was existing law. That clearly is 
not so—— 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not see how it could be. 

Mr. LENROOT. Because existing law does not require a 
5-cent fare. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; it does. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; the Senator is mistaken there. 

Mr. 33 There is an act of Congress with refer- 
ence to it. 
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Mr. LENROOT. Oh, but discretion is vested in the Utilities 
Commission to change that rate of fare; and when changed it 
becomes law, as much as if directly enacted by Congress. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
whether he is arguing the merits of the proposition now? I 
thought a ruling had been made. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not the merits of the amendment at 
all; I am arguing the merits of the ruling. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator has a right to appeal from 
the ruling of the Chair. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am going to, if the Senator will give 
me an opportunity. Mr. President, it is with the greatest re- 
spect to you, sir, that I appeal from the decision of the Chair, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the ruling 
of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I think Senators are apt, 
in the too close contemplation of the niceties of the law, to lose 
contemplation of the soul of the law itself. It is a very precious 
memory for me that all the immunities amongst these English- 
speaking people of the world have been attained by legislating 
upon appropriation bills, and by saying to kings and to lords: 
“When we grant you supplies, we grant you them upon condi- 
tion that you use them as we say, and not otherwise.” 

I am not arguing from that that our special rules are not to 
a certain extent in conflict with that old principle; but I want 
Senators to remember that there never would have been any 
parliamentary and political and financial liberty amongst 
English-speaking peoples except from the use of the power of 
the purse by the legislative bodies of all countries, and there- 
fore, Mr. President—and this is the point, and the only point, 
I want to make—that any rule of either body interfering with 
that principle ought to be strictly construed, and wherever 
there be a doubt in the mind of the Presiding Officer it ought 
to be decided in favor of the fundamental principle, and not in 
favor of the extension or too strict exercise of the power 
granted under the rule itself. 

I would not like to see the day come when we could not do 
about what the Senator from New York referred to a moment 
ago, in an antagonistic spirit, put a limitation upon the use 
of money by a board possessing discretionary power. We 
give this commission the discretionary power. We have, there- 
fore, a right to interfere now and then, to modify, limit, or 
qualify, and notwithstanding the fact that there may be a 
technical rule which might, by its very strict enforcement, 
interfere with that, that rule ought not to be invoked except 
for the purpose of maintaining some human or natural right. 

The great soul of it all, behind it all, is the right of a legis- 
lative body, following in the footsteps of the House of Com- 
mons, and of all of our colonial assemblies when we were fight- 
ing taxation from abroad, to couple every general supply for 
the Government with a condition, so that the legislative body 
could control the servants of the country, the members of the 
executive in subordinate positions. So I would ask, while 
Senators are calling attention to the danger of too lax enforce- 
ment of these rules, that they should remember the danger to 
human liberty itself from the too strict enforcement of these 
rules, d 

As far as I myself am concerned, I never voted for a rule 
to deprive the legislative branch of the Government of the 
power to put new legislation on appropriation bills. I confess 
the rules that there adopted, however, do do that, but I do 
not believe they were wise when they were adopted, and I do 
not believe the too strict enforcement of them is ever advis- 
able. 

In the House this argument could not be made very well, but 
I believe it has become a maxim in the Senate that when the 
Senate votes upon an appeal from a decision of the Chair, 
it is voting not so much upon strict parliamentary law, as upon 
its idea of what ought to happen in the particular case pre- 
sented before them for consideration and determination. 

I hope that Senators will not forget the very soul of the 
Government, and make a petty rule of the Senate at any 
time superior to a fundamental principle whereby in the past 
all progress of liberty has been made, and whereon in the 
future to a larger extent than Senators may think now, the 
hope of further progress is based. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I believe I have the right 
to perfect my amendment, and I therefore ask permission to 
strike out all of line 6 after the word ‘ Congress,” and all of 
lines 7, 8, and 9, thereby perfecting the amendment. 

Mr. ASHURST. Of course, the Senator has that right. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. After having been considered and 
a decision upon a point of order, the amendment can only be 
modified by the mover by unanimous consent, 


Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent that I may per- 
fect my amendment in that way. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. I would like to have the change in the amend- 
ment stated. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is simply to strike out everything after 
the word “ Congress,” in line 6. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The secretary will state the 
modification of the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Tennessee, 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. It is to strike from the proposed 
amendment the following words: “And on and after February 
1, 1923, said companies shall receive a rate of fare not ex- 
ceeding 5 cents per passenger, and six tickets shall be sold 
for 25 cents,” so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That the appropriation in this section shall not become 
available until the Public Utilities Commission shall fix rates of fare 
for the street railway companies in the District of Columbia at 
rates not in excess of the rates of fare fixed in existing charters or 
contracts heretofore entered into between said companies and the 
Congress. i 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I first discuss the ruling of 
the Chair, which, in my judgment, is correct. I do not recall, 
in my experience here, ever having seen two situations more 
completely on all fours, as lawyers say, than those presented by 
the precedent just cited and the recent ruling of the Chair. In- 
deed, so completely on all fours are they that the Senator who 
made the point of order when the precedent was set is the same 
Senator who makes the point of order now. 

The able Senator from New York, for whose judgment on 
parliamentary questions I have respect, complains that no ap- 
peal was taken when the precedent was set. Did he expect 
that we who were in favor of the ruling should have appealed? 
If no appeal was then taken, the laches, the fault, the defect, 
and the delay is at the door of those who are now complaining 
of the ruling. 

As to the merits of the amendment; this is the Federal city. 
We are here to make laws for the people of the United States. 
Lawmakers, department heads, bureau chiefs, copyists, stenog- 
raphers, messengers, and others come here to do the work of 
a nation. They ask no special privilege; but it occurs to me 
that in the Federal city, whither we are sent to make laws 
for the people and to administer the departments of Govern- 
ment, we at least ought not to be exploited. In no other city 
in America are the plain people so exploited as they are here. 
They are charged exorbitant rates for gas, they are charged 
exorbitant rates for electric-light current, they are charged 
exorbitant rates for telephone service and high rates for 
street-car fares, whilst the long teeth of the rent profiteer 
puncture the flesh of even the poor clerks who come here to 
serve this Government. 

In addition to that the people here are helpless, powerless, 
with no vote, no voice, in choosing those who set these rates. 
It is not fair, it is not decent, for us to sit here and permit 
such an exploitation of the people’s servants as is carried on 
in this District. 

Nay, more; not only are the people’s servants exploited here 
in the matter of gas, electric-light, telephone, and street-car 
service, and rents, but if they walk the streets they are not 
safe, because, as was said the other day in this Chamber, no 
person is safe in the streets of Washington, but is constantly 
in peril of death or serious injury by a rapidly moving auto- 
mobile. 

I hope the amendment will be agreed to. From the figures 
submitted by the Senator from Tennessee, he claims that the 
net annual revenue of the stockholders is 7 per cent on their 
investment, 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Capital Traction Co. paid 7 per cent 
dividends and have a remaining surplus of $1,354,567. They 
could have paid 12 or 13 per cent. 

Mr. ASHURST. Moreover, Mr. President, it will be remem- 
bered that on many of these street-car lines no transfers are 
granted. The poor employees of the Government are the ones 
who must pay high rates. Most Senators have their own auto- 
mobiles. They do not worry about the $1.50 a month excess 
fare which 8 cents per transit means to the clerk. We should 
require transfers on all lines and should condemn and sell the 
auto of the reckless driver who runs down persons on the 
street. There is a psychology about the driver of cars. Many 
speed-mad persons while driving cars are seized with the idea 
that pedestrians have no rights. The speed-mad man will risk 
his family, but he will never risk his car. If when he runs 
some one down his car were sold at public auction, he will run 
down no more people, because the ordinary speed-bug maniac 
would risk the life of his wife before he would risk his car. 
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I have just been advised that the debate on this bill must 
stop within five minutes. I feel, therefore, that I ought to 
yield the floor to some one who might want to make some reply, 
and if there ean be a reply to the remarks I have made I would 
like to hear it. I yield the floor. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, with reference to the amend- 
ment as now modified, I think it might be admitted that tech- 
nically, according to the precedents, it is a limitation; but the 
letter killeth and the spirit maketh alive. What is the nat- 
ural, the conclusive construction of it? The Public Utilities 
Commission is now vested by law with discretion to do certain 
things, among them to fix rates, not at their own will, not at 
mer own absolute discretion, but according to rules of 

w. 

The amendment proposes that the salaries of the members of 
that commission, which are a liability against the Government, 
which must be paid by the Government, shall not be paid unless 
the commission does certain things which, if it is conscientious 
in the performance of duty, it may find it has no power to do 
at all. It presents a very different question from that raised 
where general discretion lies in some administrative officer of 
the Government to use an appropriation for this purpose or 
that purpose or the other purpose, where a limitation is put 
in to the effect that the appropriation shall not be used for 
such and such purpose unless something is done that the officer 
has discretion, under the law, to do. In this case the commis- 
sion has no such discretion. It Is governed by the law, and 
this is an expression to the commission to this effect, “ You 
must not observe the rules of law. We will not pay your 
salaries if you do.” In effect it is not only a repeal of exist- 
ing law but clearly is legislation, attempting to deny to the 
commission, under the penalty of haying the salaries of the 
manyen withheld, the right to perform its duties under the 

W. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to modifying the 
amendment? The Chair hears none. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I move to lay the appeal 
from the decision of the Chuir on the table. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let us have a direct vote on the appeal. 
not vote directly on it now? 

Mr. ASHURST. Very well; I withdraw my motion. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the decision 
of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. HARRISON and Mr. CARAWAY called for the yeas and 
nays, and they were ordered. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer 
my general pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia 
IMr. ELKINS] to the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr. REED] 
and vote “yea.” 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). I transfer my 
general pair with the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
SiMuoxs!] to the junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace] and 
vote “nay.” 

Mr, LODGE (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] 
to the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BAN DEGREE] and 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. McKELLAR (when Mr, OverRMAN’s name was called). 
The junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Overman] is 
detained from the Senate by illness. He is paired with the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN]. 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvER- 
MAN] to the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. France] and 
vote “nay.” : 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr, ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I trans- 
fer my pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STAN- 
LEY] to the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Spencer] and 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. WILLIS (after having voted in the negative). Has the 
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. POMERENE] voted? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That Senator has not voted. 

Mr. WILLIS. I am paired with the senior Senator from 
Ohio. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from Mary- 
land [Mr. WELLER] and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr, CURTIS. I was requested to announce the following 
general pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ence] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN] ; and 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD]. 


Why 


with the 


The result was announced—yeas 32, nays 36, as follows: 


YEAS—382. 
Ashurst Fletcher Jones, N. Mex, Ransdeh 
Bayard rge Kendrick Sheppard 
Borah jerry Kin Shields 
Brookhart Glass Lad Smith 
Capper Harris La Follette Swanson 
Caraway Harrison McKellar Trammell 
Culberson Heflin orbeck Walsh, Mont. 
Dial Johnson Norris Williams 
NAYS—36. 

Ball Hale McKinley Poindexter 
Calder H ld McLean . Pa. 
Cameron Jones, Wash. McNary Smoot 

olt Kellogg elson Stanfield 
Curtis Keyes ew Sterling 
Dillingham Lenroot Nicholson Wadsworth 
Ernst e die Warren 
Fernald McCormick Pepper Watson 
Frelinghuysen McCumber Phipps Willis 

NOT VOTING—28. 
Brandegee France Page Spencer 
Broussard in Pittman Stanley 
Bursum Hitchcock Pomerene Sutherland 
Couzens Reed, Mo Townsend 
Cummins Myers Robinson Underwood 
ge verman Shortridge Walsh. Mass. 

Elkins Owen Simmons Weller 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The decision of the Chair is over- 
ruled, and the Senate holds the amendment of the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. McKetiar] not to be in order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT, For what purpose does the Senator 
rise? 

Mr. HEFLIN. To discuss the bill and comment upon the 
vote just taken. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. All debate ceased at 1 o'clock. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is a new proposition to me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will read the unani- 
mous-consent agreement entered into yesterday: 

It is agreed, by unanimous consent, that when the Senate concludes 
its business to-day it will take a recess until 12 o'clock meridian, cal- 
endar day of Thursday, January 25, 1923, and that at not later than 
1 o'clock p. m. on said calendar day all debate shall cease on the bill 
H. R. 13660 and all amendments offered thereto, 

There is an amendment pending offered by the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. PHrers], on which the Senate has acted only in 
part. The Secretary will report the remainder of the amend- 
ment. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The amendment was divided. It 
had reference to the Klingle Valley Park, the Piney Branch 
Valley Park, and what is known as the Patterson tract. The 
Senate voted upon the Klingle Valley Park purchase and the 
Piney Branch Valley Park purchase and agreed thereto. Upon 
the remaining portion, that proposing to purchase the Patter- 
son tract, there has been no vote. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
remainder of the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The VICK PRESIDENT. All parts of the amendment hav- 
ing been agreed to, there is no further question on it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Curtts] offered an amendment. He has been called from the 
Chamber. In his absence I ask the Secretary to report the 
amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 53, strike out lines 1 
and 2, in the following words: 

For the purchase of land for school purposes adjacent to the Langley 
Junior High School, $215,000. 

And insert in lieu thereof the following: 


For beginning the construction of a new McKinley Manual Training 
School on land now owned by the District of Columbia adjacent to the 
Macfarland Junior High School, $215,000, and the limit of cost of said 
McKinley Manual Training School is hereby fixed at $1,500,000, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. A number of amendments were 
passed over relating to motor vehicles, offered by the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR]. 

Mr. McKELLAR. | Mr. President, I move to amend the bill 
on pages 17 and 18 by striking out the following words: 

For purchase of two new automobiles for use of the various depart- 
ments of the government of the District of Columbia, and for the ex- 
change of such automobiles now owned by the District of Columbia 21 
in the judgment of the commissioners of said District, have or sha 
become unserviceable, $4,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the agreement, the com- 
mittee amendments are first to be considered. The Secretary 
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will state in their order the committee amendments which have 
been passed over. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The first committee amendment 
passed oyer is on page 33, where it is proposed to insert, in line 
20, after the word “ vehicles,” the words “or motor vehicles,” 
and on the same page, line 23, after the word “ vehicles,” to in- 
sert “ $26 per month for an automobile and $13 per month for a 
motor cycle.” 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, according to my recollection, 
it was agreed that the amendments of the committee relating 
to automobiles and motor cycles in various places in the bill 
should be treated as a whole and considered en bloc. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is correct. 

Mr. PHIPPS. As I understand, the question would come on 
the adoption of the committee amendment striking out certain 
language of the House text found on pages 16 and 17 of the 
bill. 

However, Mr. President, I understand that, under the unani- 
mous-consent agreement, debate is not in order. I had over- 
looked that for the moment. I was merely endeavoring to ex- 
plain the situation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think the Senator has a perfect right, un- 
der the unanimous-consent agreement, to say what he has said. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
several amendments reported by the committee relating to motor 
vehicles, which have been passed over and which will be voted 
on en bloc. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secretary 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ERNST (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as before with reference to my pair and its 
transfer, I vote “yea.” 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). Making the 
Same announcement as on the preceding vote concerning my 
pair and its transfer, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). Making the 
same announcement as to my pair and transfer as on the pre- 
ceding vote, I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WILLIS (when his name was called). I am paired with 
my colleague, the senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Poxknk NE], 
who is absent on account of illness. I transfer that pair to 
the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. WELLER] and vote 
“ ea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. LODGE. Making the same announcement as to my pair 
and its transfer as on the preceding vote, I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
inquire if the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Jones] has voted? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That Senator has not voted. 

Mr. FERNALD. I have a pair with that Senator, which I 
transfer to the Senator from Michigan [Mr. TowNsEND] and let 
my vote stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce the following pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epe] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN]; 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. SUTHERLAND] with the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]; and 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD]. 

The result was announced—yeas 41, nays 20, as follows: 


YEAS—41, 
Hale McKinley Sheppard 
Bursum Harreld McLean Shields 
Calder Johnson McNary Smoot 
Cameron Jones, Wash. New Stanfield 
Capper ellogg Nicholson Sterling 
Curtis Keyes Norbeck Warren 
Dillingham Ladd Oddie Watson 
Ernst Lenroot Pepper Willis 
Frelingh Met ‘ormick Poin exter 
elin. sen e 

Glass 2 McCumber Reed, 

NAYS—20. 
Asburst Dial Heflin Smith 
Bayard Fletcher Hitchcock Swanson 
Brookhart George King Trammell 
Caraway Gerry McKellar Walsh, Mont. 
Culberson Harrison Ransdell Williams 

NOT VOTING—35. | 

Borah Gooding Overman Spencer 
Brandegee Harris Owen Stanle 
Broussard Jones, N. Mex. Page Sutherland 
Colt Kendrick Pittman ‘ownsen 
Couzens La Follette Pomerene Underwood 
Cummins Moses Reed, Mo. Wadsworth 
Edge Myers Robinson Walsh, Mass. 
Elkins Nelson Shortridge Weller 
France 0 Simmons 


So the amendments reported by the committee which had 
been passed over were agreed to. 


The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


INVESTIGATION OF MEMBERSHIP IN FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM. 


Mr. McLEAN. I ask unanimous consent to present a concur- 
rent resolution and that it be read and lie upon the table. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read. 

The resolution (S. Con. Res. 33) was read, as follows: 

Whereas the Federal reserve system was established by the Con- 
gress for the benefit of all sections of the country and of all agricul- 
tural as well as commercial and industrial interests; and 

Whereas it spoont from the last annual report of the Federal 
Reserve Board that 9,640 State banks and trust companies, constitut- 
ing over nde 8 cent of the eligible State banks and trust companies 


in the United States, have failed to become members of the Federal 
reserve system. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That a joint committee be appointed, to consist of three Members o 


the Senate, to be appointed by the President thereof, and three Mem- 


bers of the House of Representatives, to be appointed by the Speaker 
thereof. Vacancies occurring in the membership of the committee 
shall be filled in the same manner as the original appointment. 

2. That said joint committee is authorized to inquire into the effect 
of the premeny limited membership of State banks and trust companies 
in the eral reserve system upon financial conditions in the agricul- 
tural sections of the United States, the reasons which actuate eligible 
State banks and trust companies in failing to become members of the 
Federal reserve system, what administrative measures have been taken 
and are being taken to increase such membership, and whether or not 
any change should be made in existing law or in rules and regulations 
of the Federal Reserve Board or in methods of administration to 
bring about in the agricultural districts a larger membership of such 
banks or trust companies in the Federal reserve system. 

3. That said committee is authorized to sit at any time seis | the 
Sessions or recesses of the Congress and conduct Its earings at Wash- 
ington or at any other place in the United States, to send for person: 
books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to employ experts deem 
necessary by such committee, a clerk and a stenographer to report 
such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject which 
may be before said committee, such stenographer’s service to be ren- 
dered at a cost not exceeding $1.25 per printed page; the expenses 
involved in carrying out this resolution to be paid in equal parts out 
of the contingent funds of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

4. The committee shall from time to time report to both the Senate 
and House of Representatives the results of its inquiries, together with 
its recommendations, and may prepare and submit bills or resolutions 
embodying such recommendations, and the final report of said com- 
mittee shall be submitted not later than January 31, 1924. 

Mr. WARREN. I understand it is desired to have the con- 
current resolution lie on the table. 

Mr. HEFLIN. What was the request of the Senator from 
Connecticut regarding this resolution? 

Mr. McLEAN. That it be printed and lie on the table. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. That order will be made. 
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the bill (S. 4309) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act to provide a gov- 
ernment for the Territory of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, 1900, 
as amended, to establish an Hawaiian homes commission, 
granting certain powers to the board of harbor commissioners 
of the Territory of Hawaii, and for other purposes,” approved 
July 9, 1921. 

The message also announced that the House insisted upon its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Senate numbered 7, 12, 
and 13 to the bill (H. R. 13593) making appropriations for the 
Post. Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes, agreed to the further conference 
requested by the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon, and that Mr. Stur, Mr. MADDEN, Mr. OGDEN, 
Mr. Taytor of Colorado, and Mr. Carrer were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the conference. 


ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED. 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the enrolled joint resolution (S. J. Res. 247) 
authorizing the appropriation of funds for the maintenance of 
public order and the protection of life and property during thé 
convention of the Imperial Council of the Mystic Shrine in the 
District of Columbia June 5, 6, and 7, 1923, and for other pur- 
poses, and it was thereupon signed by the Vice President. 

INVESTIGATION OF GREAT LAKES-GULF OF MEXICO WATERWAY. 


Mr. McCORMICK. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of Senate Resolution 411, proposing to create a 
committee to investigate and report upon the problem for a 
¥-foot channel in the waterway from the Great Lakes to the 
Gulf of Mexico. 

There being no objection, the resolution was considered by 
unanimous consent and agreed to, as follows: 


Resolved, That the President of the Senate appoint a committee to 
consist of five Members of the Senate, three from the majority party 
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and two from the minority party, to inve: te the problem of a 


9-foot channel in the waterway from the Grea 
Mexico, The committee shall make a final report of its inyestiga- 
tions with recommendations to the Senate not later than May 1, 1924. 
For the purposes of this resolution the committee is authorized to sit 
and act at such times during the sessions or recesses of the Sixty- 
seventh and Sixty-eighth Congresses and in such places within the 
United States, to hold such hearings, and to employ a stenographer 
and such other assistance as may be necessary. The cost of steno- 
graphic service to report such hearings shall not be in excess of 25 
cents per hundred words. The committee is further authorized to send 
for persons, books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to take tes- 
timony. The expenses of the committee shall be paid from the con- 
tingent fund of the Senate. 


THE MERCHANT MARINE. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the unfinished busi- 
ness may be laid before the Senate. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and supplement 
the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I ask that the 
unanimous-consent proposal that I had read to the Senate yes- 
terday may be laid before the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the unani- 
mous-consent proposal. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I should like to have the 
Senator yield to me about five minutes before he does that. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want to present this request 
first. 

The Assistant Secretary read as follows: 


The Senator from Washington asks unanimous consent that on and 
after the calendar day of Monday, January 29, 1923, no Senator shall 
speak more than once or longer than two hours upon the shipping bill, 
nor more than once or longer than 30 minutes upon any amendment 
offered thereto, and on and after the calendar day of Monday, the 5th 
day of February, 1223, unless the bill is already dispos of, no 
Senator shall speak more than once or longer than 30 minutes on the 
bill, nor more than once or longer than 10 minutes on any amendment 
that may be offered thereto. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on entering into 
the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? I did not catch just the terms of the proposal. Is it 
proposed to start Monday to limit debate? 

Mr. JONES of Washingon. To limit it to one speech of two 
hours on the bill and one speech of 30 minutes on each 
amendment; then, if the bill is not disposed of prior to Febru- 
ary 5, that beginning on that date and thereafter the debate 
shall be limited to one speech of 30 minutes on the bill and 
one speech of 10 minutes on each amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. I have just heard it read for the first time. 
Does it provide that the bill shall be kept before the Senate all 
the time? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It does not. 

Mr. HARRISON. Was it the intention of the Senator, if 
we could enter into that agreement, to keep it before the Senate 
all the time? 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Not necessarily all the time, 
but as continuously as possible. Of course, if we had other 
business that we could take up by unanimous consent, it would 
be taken up. 

Mr. HARRISON. Of course the Senator realizes that here are 
two very important appropriation bills, the legislative appro- 
priatfon bill and the Army appropriation bill. I note in the 
case of the Army appropriation bill that an amendment has 
been proposed by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] 
touching Muscle Shoals. Of course that will take up a great 
deal of time, because it is a very important question. It is a 
question that a great many of us think is just as important as 
the ship-subsidy proposition, so no doubt the Army bill will 
consume quite a good deal of time. The legislative appropria- 
tion bill will naturally take up some time, because there are some 
important items in it, and they shoud be considered, even though 
we should exert every opportunity to speed up and show haste, 
as no doubt we will, Then there is upon the calendar the agri- 
cultural credits bill, which has been before the Senate for some 
time, which the President has asked Congress to pass before 
we adjourn on the 4th of March. It is a bill that three or 
four groups of Senators, as well as committees, have had hear- 
ings upon for months, I may say for years, and it is recom- 
mended. It will take, no doubt, some time, because it ought to 
take time, it is such an important proposition. I should not be 
surprised if it would take at least a week, and we would have 
to show a great deal of speed if we should put the bill through 
in a week, 

On yesterday the Senate Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry reported out the so-called Norbeck bill, providing for 
credits to sell to foreign countries goods produced in this 
country, That amendment, of course, if it is offered to the agri- 
cultural credits bill will provoke a good deal of controversy, It 


Lakes to the Gulf of 


is a most important proposition. In my opinion it should be 
adopted. Others may disagree with me; but with all these: 
bills that should be considered and passed by all means before 
we adjourn on the 4th of March, a little more than five weeks 
from now, it seems to me a little premature for the Senator at 
this time to want to limit debate on a ship-subsidy bill that we 
have hardly heard mentioned in five weeks. When they get 
ready to pass the ship-subsidy bill it would seem to me that 
there should be full consideration and full debate upon it, and 
it should be kept before the Senate. 

I presume that the other side of the Chamber desires no extra 
session of Congress. The best way in the world to get an 
extra session of Congress is to delay these appropriation bills, 
and there is no disposition that I have seen on this side to 
delay any of them. On the contrary, we have tried to whip 
them through here, cooperating with the other side to do it. 
We intend to do it. We intend to do the same thing with the 
agricultural credits proposition; but it does seem that until 
we get those things out of the way the Senator should not pre- 
maturely ask for a unanimous-consent agreement to force 
through here a bill that has not yet been discussed in all its 
phases. The American people never would be satisfied with it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, there is nothing 
in this unanimous-consent agreement that would prevent ample 
discussion of the shipping bill. In two hours, I think, any 
Senator can state his views of the general principle involved, 
and then on every amendment proposed each Senator would 
have 30 minutes for debate. Of course what I want to do is to 
expedite the passage of the bills to which the Senator has 
referred. I should be perfectly willing to shorten the time of 
speeches on the shipping bill. That would hasten action upon 
all these measures that the Senator has suggested ; but I present 
this proposal for unanimous consent. Of course one objection 
will prevent it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to entering into 
the proposed unanimous-consent agreement? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Washington about a suggestion I see in the morn- 
ing paper with reference to this unanimous-consent agreement. 
It says: 

This suggestion for a modified cloture, which could be obtained onl 
by unanimous consent, was obviously yesterday's answer to the demand 
of the previous day of the United States Chamber of Commerce that 
the Senate bring this bill to a vote. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I will say frankly 
to the Senator that I had not read what the National Chamber 
of Commerce had requested. My relations with the National 
Chamber of Commerce of the United States are not of the most 
friendly character. I have criticized them very severely in some 
instances in the past, and I want to say that their request had 
absolutely nothing to do with this proposal. I submitted this 
proposal, or something like it, a few days ago; but whether it 
was presented in response to that or not would have nothing to 
do with the merits of it. I will say, however, that in this case 
if it had had any influence at all it would have influenced me 
against presenting it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I am glad to know that 
the United States Chamber of Commerce had no direct influence 
with the Senator, and I do not doubt his statement in the least, 
but believe every word of it; but, in order to make absolutely 
sure that the voice of the people of the United States, which 
decreed that this debate should end on the 4th of March, shall 
be effective, I shall object to this unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I should like to suggest, in 
connection with the request for unanimous consent, that there 
are a number of Senators who have not yet had an opportunity 
to be heard on the ship-subsidy bill at all. It would be unfair 
to them to agree now that their time should be limited, and 
therefore I think the request of the Senator is premature. 
When we get to that bill again it may be in order. 


BURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of Senate bill 
4287, Order of Business No. 979. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
the unfinished business may be temporarily laid aside. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. The Senator from Wisconsin asks unanimous 
consent for ‘the present consideration of a bill, the title of 
which will be stated by the Secretary. i 


The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. A bill (S. 4287) to provide - 


credit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock industries 
of the United States; to amend the Federal farm loan act; 
to amend the Federal reserve act; and for other purposes. 
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The VICE PRÆSIDENT. Is there objection to the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Banking and Currency with an 
amendment, 

Mr. LENROOT obtained the floor. 

Mr, HEFLIN. Mr. President 

Mr, LENROOT. I yield to the Senator from Alabama. 


FIVE-CENT STREET-CAR FARES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, a moment ago the amendment 
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] was pending, 
which provided for 5-cent street-car fares in the city of Wash- 
ington. The Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworrH] made 
a point of order against that amendment, and the Chair ruled 
that the amendment was in order, that the Senate had a right 
to vote upon the proposition as to whether or not the people of 
Washington who travel on these street cars should be relieved 
from the burden of an 8-cent fare. The Chair ruled properly 
upon that question; but the Senator from New York insisted 
that his point of order was good and appealed from the deci- 
sion of the Chair, and the Republican Members of this body 
overturned the ruling of a Republican Vice President in order 
to deny the people of Washington and the people of the United 
States who come to Washington and travel on these street 
cars the right to enjoy a 5-cent fare, 

The Democratic mayor of the city of New York conducted 
for quite a time a fight in favor of 5-cent fares. He finally 
succeeded, and now any citizen of the United States can go 
to the city of New York and ride all over it for 5 cents; but 
the Senator from New York and his colleague both voted here 
to deny the Senate the right even to vote upon the question 
as to whether or not the people in the District of Columbia 
shall enjoy a 5-cent fare. 

I know that those who own stock in these street-car com- 
panies in the city of Washington have done what they could 
to keep the measure from coming to a vote, feeling that if it 
ever reached a vote in this body there would be enough fair- 
minded men in it to vote for 5-cent fares, and have used their 
influence no doubt to prevent a vote ever being reached, and the 
Senate has been denied the right to vote upon that question. 
The people of the District of Columbia, going to and from their 
work with snow and sleet upon the ground, many of them re- 
ceiving a very meager wage, must pay 16 cents a day for car 
fare, and must continue to pay it, when the Senate stood ready 
this morning, I believe, upon a straight vote on the issue to 
give them a 5-cent fare and save to their slender purses 6 cents 
a day. That would amount to something to them, Mr. Presi- 
dent. Many people have to travel on these cars many times a 
day. It means 8 cents every time they ride upon the car, if 
they pay straight fare. Poor children going to school, as my 
friend the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DIAL] sug- 
gests, must pay it. 

I find, in looking over the roll call, that this amendment pro- 
viding for 5-cent fares was defeated by lame-duck Senators. 
Six Senaters who are going out voted to deny the people of the 
District of Columbia a 5-cent fare. The vote stood 32 to 36, and 
6 who veted to deny the people of the District 5-cent fares 
were men who were defeated at the last election. : 

I do not believe such a motion would be defeated in any 
State in the Union, if you should go to the judgment bar of 
the people with this question, and ask them if they did not 
believe the people of the District of Columbia were entitled to 
ride for 5-cent fares, Just as are the people of the city of New 
York entitled to ride for 5-cent fares. Both Senators from the 
State of New York voted to deny the people of the District of 
Columbia the privilege and opportunity of riding for 5-cent 
fares, when the people of the great metropolis of the East, the 
city of New York, enjoy the privilege of riding for 5-cent fares. 

That reform up there in New York, however, was brought 
about under the leadership of the Democratic mayor of that 
city, which is another evidence of the fact that all measures 
which seek to do justice to the common man and woman, which 
look to the welfare of the masses of the people, which try to 
bring about conditions which are fair and just to them, are 
always inaugurated by Democrats. Any measure that seeks 
to protect the special interests is always supported by the domi- 
nant force of the Republican Party rallying to it and fighting 
for it. That is the plain truth and history of the situation in- 
volved here to-day. 

I simply wanted to make that comment. The Vice President 
ruled correctly. The idea of saying to the Congress of the 
United States, when these corporations are gouging the people 
of the District of Columbia out of 8-cent fares every time they 


ride upon the street cars, “ You have that intolerable condition 
upon you, and you can not get it off.“ It is simply ridiculous. 

Who created the law that permitted it? A Republican 
Congress, did it not? How are you going to get out from 
under? If Congress can not do it, who can do it? Are you 
going to say that nobody, unless these who, like leeches, suck 
the lifeblood of thousands of the poor traveling public in 
this District, consent to have it done? That is the meaning 
sin vote this morning turning down the Vice President’s 
ruling. 

I simply wanted the Recorp to show that somebody pro- 
tested against that act, and that somebody on the Democratic 
side lifted his voice in support of the Senator from Tennessee 
and those who joined with him on this side to have that 5- 
cent fare amendment adopted. I want to mention this fact, 
that not a Republican in the Senate, I believe, voted for. 
the 5-cent fare, except the progressive Republicans, who really 
belong in the Democratic Party. 


RURAL CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in the Committee of the Whole, resumed 
the consideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facili- 
ties for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States; to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the 
Federal reserve act; and for other purposes, 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, the pending measure is 
one introduced by the junior Senator from Wisconsin {Mr. 
Lenroor] regarding farm and rural credits. I am very anx- 
ious to hear him; I know many other Senators are very de- 
sirous of hearing the Senator deliver his able and clarifying 
address on this subject, and I make the point of no quorum, so 
that Senators may have an opportunity to hear the Senator 
on this very interesting question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Writs in the chair). The 
Senator from Virginia suggests the absence of a quorum, and 
the Secretary will call the roll. 

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst George Lodge Robinson 
Ball Glass McCormick Sheppard 
Bayard Hale McCumber Shortridge 
Borah Harris McKellar Smith 
Brookhart Harrison McKinley Smoot 
Calder Heflin McLean Stanfield 
Cameron Hitchcock McNary Sterling 
Capper Johnson Nelson Swanson 
‘Caraway Jones, Wash, New Wadsworth 
Couzens Kellogg Norbeck Walsh, Mont. 
Culberson Kendrick Norris Warren 
Curtis eyes Oddie Watson 
Dial King Pepper Willis 
Ernst Ladd Phipps 

Fletcher La Foliette Poindexter 

Frelinghuysen Lenroot Ransdell 


Mr. SWANSON. I desire to state that the senior Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. Simmons] is detained at his home in 
North Carolina on account of illness. I ask that this announce- 
ment may stand for the week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-one Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there objection to the re- 
‘quest of the Senator from Wisconsin? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Did the Senators request include the 
consideration of the committee amendments first? 

Mr. LENROOT. There is only one amendment, so I will 
not insist upon that. 

Mr. FLETCHER, Very well. 

Mr. LENROOT.. Mr. President, before proceeding to a dis- 
cussion of this bill, I want to say just one word with reference 
to the tirade of my friend from Alabama [Mr. HerLIN] upon 
the action of the majority this morning in voting that the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKetriar] was not in order. The Senator from Alabama 
very truly said that if the amendment of the Senator from 
Tennessee had been adopted, it would have had the effect of 
legislating a 5-cent fare in the District of Columbia, if I cor- 
rectly understood him. That was exactly the position the ma- 
jority on this side took with reference to that amendment. My 
position with reference to it was that it was legislation, that 
it did seek to have Congress fix the rate of fare in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wits in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Ten- 
nessee? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Am I to understand the Senator to say 
that he is not in favor of a 5-cent fare in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. LENROOT. I am in favor of a 5-cent fare if a 5-cent 
fare can constitutionally be imposed in the District of Columbia, 
but the Senator from Tennessee does not know nor do I know 
whether that can be done. 

Mr. President, the only point I wish to make is that the en- 
tire speech of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herrin] sus- 
tained the position taken by the majority, because we have a 
rule in this body that legislation can not be placed upon an 
appropriation bill, That is all I care to say with reference to it. 
The Senator from Alabama in his speech fully sustained, 
although he did not realize it, the position taken by the ma- 
jority. 

Mr. President, with reference now to the pending bill I 
desire, if I may, to make a general statement concerning it, 
without interruption. When I come to the details of the bill 
I shall be very glad to answer any questions that may be pro- 
pounded. 

A few days ago the Senate passed what is known as the 
Capper bill, a bill in some quarters at least which is very gen- 
erally misunderstood as to its purpose and effect. I am afraid 

_ that in some quarters there has been a deliberate purpose to 
misrepresent the bill to the country. The Capper bill did not 
pretend and does not purport to afford for the agricultural 
interests of the country the credit facilities they are entitled 
to have. 

It was recognized by the Senator who introduced the bill 
(Mr. Capper], it was recognized by the members of the com- 
mittee, and I think it was recognized by every Member of 
the Senate that practically the only effect of the Capper bill 
would be to enable the large live-stock interests of the country 
to get better credit facilities through the organization of cor- 
porations with a minimum capital of $250,000 under Federal 
supervision. The sole point of the measure was to create 
greater confidence in the private corporations by reason of 
Federal supervision—nothing more. 

So far as the Middle West is concerned, so far as the South 
is concerned, it was not claimed that the average farmer of 
the country would be able to take advantage of the provisions 
of the Capper bill and form or secure the formation of the 
corporations which are permitted or provided for in that meas- 
ure, And, yet, we find in some newspapers the claim that the 
Capper bill is all the credit legislation that the agricultural 
interests of the country need expect from Congress. Why, Mr. 
President, if I had thought that the Capper bill was the only 
agricultural legislation with reference to the subject of credits 
that was to be enacted at this session, I would have been very 
strongly disposed to oppose it, because there was only one in- 
terest, and that the largest live-stock interest in the country, 
that could be served by that bill, and because if discrimina- 
tion is to be made those interests with large resources are bet- 
ter able to take care of themselves than is the average farmer. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair desires to remind 
the Senator from Oregon that the Senator from Wisconsin 
asked not to be interrupted. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will stop for a question, yet I would like 
to repeat the request. I am aware that the Senator from 
Oregon took the position that the Capper bill would not even 
serve the interests I speak of. 

Mr. STANFIELD. The Capper bill does not liberalize credits. 
It simply restricts credits to the idea of making them more ac- 
cessible to bankers buying live-stock paper. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am aware that is the position of the Sena- 
tor from Oregon. The only point I wish to make in connection 
with the Capper bill is that it does not serve nor does it pretend 
to serve the needs of the average farmer of the United States. 
It will be helpful, I hope, to the large live-stock interests of the 
United States in the way of Federal supervision of the corpora- 
tions. 

Now, Mr. President, what is the need for any agricultural 
legislation affording greater facilities for credit to the farmers 
of the United States? There are two kinds of credit that we now 
have in the country, both of them available to a greater or less 
extent to the farmers. One is usually known as commercial 
credit, which is taken care of by the Federal reserve system and 
the State banks of the country. That credit is limited under 
our Federal reserve law, so far as members of the Federal re- 
serve system are concerned, to three and six months’ paper. We 
have our Federal land bank system, which provides for credit 
based upon real security, with long-time loans. 

But there is a gap in between, running from six months to 
three years, as to which there is no credit facility at all, so far 


as any governmental agency is concerned. That credit facility, 
a credit facility running from six months to three years, is just 
as necessary for the farmers of the country as is a three months’ 
or six months’ credit to the merchants and commercial interests 
of the country. The merchants or the commercial interests have 
their short-time credits based upon the probable turnover of 
their business, and that is what originally determined the length 
of the paper; but the turnover of the farmers can not be secured 
in six months; it can not, except so far as marketing is con- 
cerned, and that only to a limited degree, be secured in nine 
months, as is provided by an amendment to the Federal reserve 
act extending the eligiblity of agricultural paper for discount 
from six months to nine months. The farmers’ turnover runs 
anywhere from nine months to three years. 

The farmer, if he borrows money, we will say, to prepare 
his crop, can not pay off that indebtedness until he receives 
the proceeds of that crop. That very rarely is less than nine 
months—yes, it is very rarely less than a year, and in the case 
of live stock and dairying it is very often as long as three years. 

There is no such facility to-day for the farmer. If he goes 
to the bank and attempts to borrow money to plant his crop, 
the bank will give him a credit for not exceeding six months. 
The farmer in securing that credit takes the chance, because 
he does not know but before the end of that six months, before 
he has realized at all upon the proceeds of his crop, that the 
bank may call upon him to repay his loan and he will have 
nothing with which to pay it. 

Now the farmers of the country do not seek to become objects 
of charity. They do not ask, as some bills provide, that the 
Federal Treasury shall be opened to an unlimited extent to fur- 
nish credit for them; but they do ask, and they have the right 
to ask, that they shall be treated as other business men are 
treated, and that the farming business of the country shall be 
treated as a business and be put upon a business basis. They 
ask, and they have the right to ask, that they have such credit 
facilities that where they are of the same financial responsi- 
bility, of the same industry and of the same character as a mer- 
chant, they shall be entitled to the same kind of credit that the 
merchant receives. That they do not have to-day, and that is 
what the pending bill is designed to secure for them. 

Mr. President, the origin of the bill now before the Senate is 
familiar to most Senators. In June, 1921, a joint resolution 
was passed by both Houses creating what was known as the 
Joint Commission of Agricultural Inquiry, with certain direc- 
tions to the commission, among them being an “ investigation 
into the banking and financial resources and credits of the 
country, especially as affecting agricultural credits.” The com- 
mission spent nearly a year in the investigation of practically 
every phase of the agricultural problem. On the commission 
there were from the Senate Messrs. CAPPER, McNary, ROBINSON, 
Harrison, and myself. From the House side there were Messrs. 
ANDERSON, OGDEN, MILLS, Funk, of Illinois, Sumner of Texas, 
and Tren Exck, of New York. 

The commission made a most thorough and comprehensive in- 
vestigation. I doubt if there was ever conducted by any com- 
mittee or commission of Congress a more thorough investigation 
of the subject of agriculture generally than was conducted by 
that commission. 

The results of its investigation were embodied in four sepa- 
rate reports. One of them dealt solely with the question of 
credits. The report is available to every Senator, if he has not 
already had it. One of the principal recommendations of the 
commission was the creation of a system of intermediate credits, 
such as I have been describing. As a result of the investigation 
made by the commission there was recommended to both Houses 
of Congress the enactment of a law substantially such as con- 
templated by the bill now before the Senate. It was originally 
introduced by me something over a year ago ir- exactly the form 
recommended by the commission. 

May I say in passing that I never knew a committee or a 
commission of Senators and Representatives to work harder or 
give more or closer attention to any matter than was given by 
the members of the commission to the subject under discussion. 
Mr. ANDERSON, the chairman, prepared a draft of a bill, and 
night after night we met and worked upon it. Messrs. ROBIN- 
son and Harrison, representing the Democratic side, were just 
as active as were Republicans. There was no partisanship in 
it. There was a sincere desire upon the part of every member 
of the commission to recommend something to the Congress of 
the United States that would be substantial in the way of relief 
to the farmers of the country and yet would stand every test 
of good, businesslike legislation. 

As I said, I introduced the bill in the Senate and Mr. ANDER- 
son, chairman of the commission, introduced it in the House 
about a year ago. After the bill was introduced Chairman 
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Anperson and other members of the commission gave further 
study to the subject. After such study and many conferences, 
particularly with the Department of Agriculture, they proposed 
certain amendments, and last December I introduced in the 
Senate the original bill with the amendments which had been 
suggested to us. 

Mr. President, as I said a moment ago, this bill has but one 
purpose, and that is to afford the farmers of the United States 
a credit facility not based upon charity, not based upon gen- 
erosity, but a credit facility based upon sound business prin- 
ciples that will give the farmers of the country that inter- 
mediate credit running from six months to three years which 
they do not have to-day. 

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a moment? > 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair desires to remind 
the Senator from Illinois that the Senator from Wisconsin re- 
quested not to be interrupted. 

Mr. MeCORMIOK. I was called from the Chamber at the 
time the Senator made that request. 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McCORMICK, I was merely going to ask if the Senator 
had pointed out during the time when I was absent from the 
Chamber why it is that private banks do not afford to farmers 
the intermediate credit to which he refers? 

Mr. LENROOT. I have not done so, but I shall be very 
glad to do so. I had intended to discuss that matter when I 
came to a consideration of the details of the bill, but I shall be 
very glad to refer to it now. Private bankers do not now ex- 
tend a credit of from six months to three years to farmers for 
just one reason. Sometimes we hear the banks severely criti- 
cized for not doing so, but in refusing to do it they are simply 
following plain business principles. Mr. President, the first 
duty of a bank is the protection of its depositors, and a bank is 
not going to extend long-term loans to its customers unless that 
- bank knows that in case of stringency or emergency or the sud- 
den call upon it for its deposits there is some avenue or some 
facility by which it may discount its paper and pay off its de- 
positers. As I have said, in pursuing that system, we have no 
right to blame the banks for not extending credit for a longer 
term than six months. > 

In that connection I wish to say just a word with reference 
to what has been so often repeated upon the floor in debate 
upon the so-called Capper bill and in the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Ourrency, of which I am not a member. It has been 
repeatedly stated that the farmers of the country have fur- 
nished 40 per cent of the deposits of the member banks of the 
Federal reserve system and that the implication therefore fol- 
lows, or it is tried to have it follow, that because of that fact 
the farmers were entitled to 40 per cent of the total available 
credit, Mr. President, a farmer who deposits money in a bank 
is just as anxious for the protection of that deposit as is a 
merchant or anyone else. The farmer who deposits money in 
a bank is just as interested as any other depositor in having 
leans of that bank either liquid or of such character that 
should he want his deposit back he is going to be sure to get it. 
So, when an attempt is made to create a distinction between 
the farmers’ deposits and other deposits, it is simply absurd. 
The interest of both classes of depositors is exactly the same 
in that connection. 

In reference to the indorsements of this bill, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to append at the end of my remarks 
In full various indorsements to which I shall refer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Srextrxe in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LE I shall quote from some of those indorse- 
ments now. ‘The first indorsement which I desire to place in 
the Reooxp is that of the conference of the National Council of 
Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Associations, which was held 
here in the city of Washington last month, when they expressly 
indorsed ail of the essential provisions of the bill. I shall read 
only one paragraph of their indorsement: 

That a farm-credits department in the Federal land banks be set w 
in each of the land banks with a capital of $5,000,000, making a total 
of $60,000,000 capitalised, against which credits may be issued to the 
extent of appro: tely $600,000,000; and that ese farm-credits 
departments of the eral farm banks be authorized to discount or 
purchase agricultural paper in a broad sense and to make loans or 
advance directly to cooperative marketing associations and agricultural 
cooperative credit organizations, 

The conference at which that indorsement was made, Mr. 
President, represented more than 100,000 farmers who are 
members of cooperative agricultural associations. 

I next wish to offer the resolution of the Texas and South- 
western Cattle Raisers’ Association, expressly indorsing the 
provisions of this bill, 
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I am referring te these indorsements of the bill because, as I 
shall show later from the views of the minority of the com- 
mittee, the claim is made that this bill is not supported or 
indorsed by certain organizations therein indicated. The first 
hearing had upon the bill which I introduced, which was Senate 
bill 3051, was held on March 10 last. At that time Mr. Atke- 
son, the legislative representative of the National Grange, ap- 
peared before the committee and used this language: 

I have read every bill, I think, that has been introduced in Congress 
during all these years— 

And, as Senators know, Mr. Atkeson has represented the Na- 
tional Grange here in Washington for many years— 
and I read the enormous amount of data furnished by the commission 
that went to Europe, and I have been somewhat of a student of eco- 
nomics, especially with relation to agriculture; and I want to say for 
Senator Lenroor’s bill that up to this time and down to this place it 
comes nearer meeting requirements—the nearest to meeting re- 
quirements—than any bill that bas ever been introduced in Congress. 

Mr. President, in view of Mr. Atkeson’s denomination of the 
bill as the “ Lenroot bill,” I again wish to say and: to emphasize 
that the credit, if credit there be, for this bill is to be divided 
among many people. 

Then Secretary of Agriculture Wallace appeared before the 
Committee on Banking and Currency and indorsed the bill. 
Secretary Hoover appeared before the committee and indorsed 
the bill, The Federal Reserve Board indorses the bill in this 
language: 

The board has studied these bills 

Referring to the various agricultural credit bills 
very carefully and desires to express its approval of the general pur- 
pose of both of them 

Referring to the Capper bill and the pending bill. 

Senator Lzenroor’s bill, S. 4103, appears to be a redraft of his 
earlier bill, S. 8051, the enactment of which was recommended in the 
report of the Joint Commission of Agricultural Inquiry, and which 
received the approval of the Federal Reserve Board in a letter ad- 
dressed to you Governor Harding, on behalf of the board, under 
date of January 26, 1922. 

The Federal Farm Loan Board also indorses this bill, not- 
withstanding the statements of some to the contrary. They 
have only one suggestion to make with regard to it, and that 
suggestion does not at all affect the plan or scheme of the bill, 
but only the agency through which it shall be administered. I 
now read from the testimony of Judge Lobdell, of the Federal 
Farm Loan Board: 

The Farm Loan Board feels that the Lenroot bill, speaking broadly, 
is well worked out and proposes a practical and workable plan of meet- 
ing this situation, reserving ju ent on the wisdom of putting 
$60,000,000 of Government money into the enterprise, which is again 
an academic problem, 

The American Farm Bureau Federation, Mr. President, also 
indorses this bill, with the exception that they seek to set up 
an independent supervising agency in lleu of the Federal Farm 
Loan Board. That question I shall discuss later on when we 
come to consider the details of the bill. 

Mr. President, what does the bill seek to do? Very briefly, 
the bill sets up in each of the 12 Federal land bun of the 
country a separate department of agricultural personal credits, 
each of the banks so set up having an initial capital of 
$5,000,000, or a total of $60,000,000, subscribed by the Govern- 
ment of the United States. 

The bill provides further that in case any farm land bank 
shall find that the needs of agricultural credit in the territory 
served by that bank are greater than the capital so subscribed 
will afford, then, upon application of the Federal Farm Loan 
Board, approved by the President, an additional $5,000,000 may 
be subscribed to that bank. 

It is provided that the assets and liabilities of the farm- 
credit departments of the land banks shall be segregated and 
kept separate and apart from the assets and Liabilities of the 
present farm land banks, so that the real estate side of the 
land banks as it now exists will have nothing to do, so far 
as assets and liabilities are concerned, with the credit side. 
Both are, however, to be managed by the same board of direc- 
tors so long as the board continues as at present under tempo- 
rary organization, but if the time shall come when the perma- 
nent organization shall be carried out as now provided by law, 
the bill provides that, in that event, the credit department of 
the bank shall be managed by the district directors; or, in 
other words, by directors appointed by the Federal Farm Loan 
Board, so that at all times the members of the farm-credit 
department of each bank will be under the direct control, man- 
agement, and supervision of the Federal Farm Loan Board. 

The reason for this is perfectly plain. If the existing law 
should be put into effect with reference to local control of the 
farm land banks by a majority control of directors elected by 
farm loan associations, it is plain to be seen that a majority 
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control would be had of the farm credits side of these banks by 
directors who have no interest or concern in the management 
of the farm credit side, because they represent the real estate 
loans only of the system. So we have very wisely provided, as 
I am sure all Senators will agree, that in the event of perma- 
nent organization the management of the farm credits side 
shall devolve upon the directors appointed by the Farm Loan 
Board. 

It is then provided that each farm land bank shall have au- 
thority to issue its debentures and sell them to the general 
public to an amount not exceeding ten times the amount of 
the capital of the bank; that is to say, each land bank will be 
authorized to issue debentures to the extent of $50,000,000, 
making an available capital and borrowing capacity for the 
purpose of meeting the credit needs of the farmer of $55,000,000 
for each bank, or $660,000,000 in all. 

It is provided that the rate of discount fixed by the Federal 
land banks shall never exceed by more than 1 per cent the 
rate that is fixed in the last preceding issue of debentures that 
are issued by it; and these debentures may, I say, be issued 
by the bank for a term not exceeding five years. 

The bill provides that the money thus obtained may be used 
in discounting the notes or paper of banks, incorporated live- 
stock companies, trust companies, rural credit corporations, 
savings institutions, cooperative banks, and so on, and to agri- 
cultural cooperative associations where the loan has been ad- 
vanced for agricultural purposes by the institution seeking the 
discount. 

It is provided that in no case shall the Federal land bank 
discount any paper that bears rate of interest in excess of 14 
per cent higher than the discount rate fixed by the land banks. 

Then, Mr. President, it is provided, too, that each Federal 
land bank shall establish, as I have said, a rate of discount, 
and that rate can not exceed by more than 1 per cent the rate 
borne by the last preceding issue of debentures. 

It is provided that while the credit department in each bank 
is separate from and has nothing to do with the other depart- 
ments of the bank, and while each bank is separate in other 
respects from other land banks, the farm-credit department of 
each land bank shall be ultimately liable for all of like obli- 
gations of every other bank, which is the same in that respect 
as the liability of our present farm-loan banks upon real 
estate mortgages. 

It is provided that so far as interest coupons are concerned, 
a bank shall be required to cash those coupons upon presenta- 
tion if the issuing bank is in default. As to the principal of 
any debenture, it is provided that after the assets of the 
issuing bank have been exhausted, then in that case the assets 
of the other land banks, so far as the farm-credit side is con- 
cerned, shall be liable in the proportion named in the bill to 
take care of that; all this for the purpose of giving greater 
security and making these debentures more attractive to the 
general public. 

May I say in this connection that what the commission and 
the committee had in mind with reference to these debentures 
was that they would prove an attractive security, that they 
would tap a reservoir of investment capital that would be very 
glad to enter into the field; but it can not be done and is not 
being done to-day because there is no opportunity to bring that 
kind of invested capital to the agricultural paper that is covered 
by the bill. 

Mr. President, I am not attempting now to discuss the bill 
in detail. I am only attempting to give a very general outline 
of the bill. When we come to consider it section by section I 
shall expect, of course, to discuss the several provisions in 
greater detail. 

I think I have covered the essential features of the scheme 
or plan of the bill. 

It is provided that these debentures shall be exempt from 
taxation. I know that there is some objection to that. I think 
my own position upon the subject of tax-exempt securities is 
well known. I wish there were not a tax-exempt security in 
the United States. I shall cheerfully vote for a constitutional 
amendment on the subject, and I hope we may pass the joint 
resolution that passed the House two days ago amending the 
Constitution in that respect, so that tax-exempt securities will 
not be issued in the future; but so long as they do exist, and 
in view of the present need of the farmers of this country, 
this is not the time or place, it seems to me, for us to stop 
issuing tax-exempt securities. Unlike most other tax-exempt 
securities, that have anywhere from 20 to 40 years to run, it 
must be remembered that this security has only 5 years to run, 
and whenever the constitutional amendment is adopted prevent- 
ing the issue of tax-exempt securities it will operate upon this 


class of debentures quicker than upon any other class existing 
in the United States to-day. 

Mr, President, the other portions of this bill are identical, or 
will be made identical, I presume, with the like provisions of 
the Capper bill amending the Federal reserve act, except in one 
or two particulars to which I shall refer later, where they had 
no place in the Capper bill but do have a very proper place in 
this bill. They are, in short, the extension of the eligibility of 
agricultural paper for rediscount in the Federal reserve bank 
from six months to nine months, and the provision with refer- 
ence to making it more attractive for State banks to enter the 
System, both by reducing the capital requirements and by pro- 
viding under certain conditions for a larger distribution of 
earnings. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to take up very briefly the mi- 
nority report that has been made by my good friend the Sen- 
ar from South Dakota [Mr. Norpeck] with reference to this 


In the minority report, the Senator states: 

The inadequacy of Senate bill 4287 is apparent. It provides for 
— A aside 860,000,000 from the Which money is not to be 
used for loans, but only for paying losses, if any). 

Mr. President, I am astonished that the Senator from South 
Dakota should give any such construction to the bill. If this 
report had been drawn merely from reading the majority com- 
mittee report, by one who had not read the bill, I would not have 
been surprised, because there happens to be a typographical 
error in the committee report. The phrase in the report is ob- 
ligations from losses,” while the bill reads, as any one can see, 
“ obligations and losses.” When the language is that the capital 
shall be used solely for the purpose of paying obligations and 
losses, how anyone could so construe this bill that it will not 
permit the capital to be used as a working capital I am utterly 
unable to understand. Whether it be a discount, whether it be 
paying the salary of the manager or cashier of the bank, in 
every case before a doliar can be paid out of course there must 
be an obligation to pay it out; and so the word “ obligations” 
covers every possible purpose that could be had in considering 
this $5,000,000 as working capital of the bank. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, will the Senator call 
our attention to the provision in the bill to which he adverts? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; page 7, lines 6 and T. 

I think where my friend perhaps got misled was through the 
use of the word “ solely,” although I confess that I can not quite 
understand it then; but this provision has just one purpose. 
Here was the farm land bank. A new activity is to be added te 
it—a farm-credits department. The purpose of this was to make 
it clear that there should be complete segregation of the business 
of the real-estate side of a land bank with the business of the 
farm-credit side, and so we provide: 


Capital so allocated to a farm-credits department, and the surplus 

of such department, shall be applied solely to meet obliga 8 

and losses, if any, incurred in the operation of that department; and the 

capital subscribed, together with reserve and accumulations from 
earnings under Title I— 


That is the present law— 


shall not be applied to mee wong eed or losses, if any, incurred in 
the operstion of any 8 apartment. “42 


That is to say that none of its capital and none of its surplus 
can be used to pay any obligation of the real-estate side of a bank 
upon the one hand, and, in case of the real-estate side, none of 
its capital or surplus shall be used for the payment of obligations 
on this side; but inasmuch as the very able Senator from South 
Dakota has raised this question, at the proper time I shall offer 
an amendment making it so clear that there can be no possible 
question about it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I think the purpose 
is quite clear as indicated by the Senator from Wisconsin; but, 
inasmuch as he suggests an amendment, I should like to inquire 
of him whether the whole purpose would not be met by taking 
out all of line 7 to the word of,” so that it will read “shall be 
applied solely to meet obligations of that department”? Why 
mention any losses? 

Mr. LENROOT. I think that would cover it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That would remove, it seems to me, 
all question on the subject. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think that is true. 

With reference to the inadequacy of the capital of $60,000,000, 
I appreciate that there are many bills pending before the Senate 
and in the House that propose that the Government shall furnish 
all the capital for the credit needs of the farmers of this country. 
Some of them propose to furnish as much as $500,000,000. As 
I said in the beginning, the farmers are not asking—although 
sometimes those who purport to represent them do ask—gen- 
erosity upon the part of the Government, the paying out to them 
of money that can not be sustained upon business principles; but 
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it is my observation and belief that the farmers of the United 
States are asking nothing more of the Government of the United 
States than to be considered as business men, and that any 
credit that they may receive through the instrumentality of the 
Government shall be given them based upon business principles. 

It is readily understood, of course, that if the Government is 
to ladle out money from the Treasury we are not very likely to 
have very sound business principles applied to such loans; but 
if the Government is to provide only the working capital, as 
is provided in this bill, and the main part of the credit coming 
to the farmers is to come through the proceeds of debentures 
sold to the general public, it necessarily means that in the man- 
agement of each bank there must be that care and application 
of business principles that would be applied in private busi- 
ness, Otherwise the debentures will not be attractive; they 
will not be sold to the general public. That is the way it 
ought to be, unless the Congress of the United States wishes 
to take the position that we are going to treat the farmers 
of this country as a privileged class, grant them special privi- 
leges that we do not grant to any other class of people, and 
say to them: Here is the Treasury of the United States open 
to you to a practically unlimited amount.” 

Mr. President, if there is any one thing the farmer of this 
country has made it plain he is against it is special privilege 
generally to anybody, and he is not asking for himself that 
which he would deny to anybody else. 

Now, to go on with the criticism of this bill, the minority 
report states: 


While it ix proposed that each bank may borrow ten times the amount 
of its guaranty fund, no witness before the committee suggested the 
possibility of such an amount being available. 


Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I wanted to ask the Senator if he knew 
of any reason why the entire amount of capital invested by the 
Government should not finally be retired and paid back to the 
Government, as I believe is the provision of law under the 
Federal farm loan act? 

Mr. LENROOT. There is only one reason, and I am frank to 
say that that million dollars might well be reduced. But the 
Senator will remember this distinction, that under the present 
system the capital stock of the Government is retired and 
farm-loan associations own the stock, while no such thing ex- 
ists with reference to the farm credit side of the institution. 
It being a stock institution, if all the stock were retired, there 
would be no capital stock at all; it would be surplus only. But 
I am frank to say that I do not know why that might not be 
reduced to a nominal amount rather than fixed at a million 
dollars. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Does the Senator believe it would be an 
impracticable plan to have those institutions which rediscount 
paper with the banks or with the Federal farm loan credit 
system participate in the purchase of stock, the same as is pro- 
vided under the Federal reserve system? 

Mr. LENROOT. The committee very fully investigated that 
very question; and in our first draft of the bill, as members of 
the committee who were present know, we did provide for 
credit loan associations on subscriptions of stock very similar 
to the present system. We sent out questionnaires all over 
the country; we got the most expert advice we could get; and 
we came to the conclusion that, inasmuch as this is not in- 
tended in any way to be a profit-making institution, inasmuch 
as necessarily the profit can not be any substantial sum, or 
should not be any substantial sum over expenses, there would 
not be any attraction, in all probability, for any person or in- 
stitution to become a stockholder in this institution. 

The minority report states that— 

No witness before the committee suggested the possibility of such 
an amount being available. 

I am not going to take the time now to go through the 
testimony adduced before the committee, but certainly my 
friend from South Dakota [Mr. Norpeck] has not read the 
testimony, or he would not make that statement. I was a 
witness before that committee. I stated very frankly to the 
committee the source of the information which led me to form 
an opinion as to whether these debentures should be available, 
and I am glad to state the source of my information to the 
Senate. 

In the first place, the Joint Commission of Agricultural 
Inquiry got the advice of representatives of bond houses and 
other financial institutions of New York and elsewhere and 
asked them whether, if such a scheme as we proposed should 
go through, in their opinion such debentures would be readily 
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salable, and the opinion was nearly unanimous that they would 
prove a most attractive investment, provided there was sound 
management of the land banks. Of course, we must all admit 
that unless there be such management not only would the 
debenture part of the scheme fail but it would be only a 
little while before the whole thing would fail. his, like any 
other financial institution, depends for its success upon man- 
agement on business principles. 

But more than that, Mr. President, there is what is known 
as the administrative committee of the American Bankers’ 
Association, consisting of some 25 members, I believe. They 
held a meeting here in Washington recently, and they are rep- 
resentative of the bankers and financial institutions of different 
parts of the country. At their invitation I spent an evening 
with them here and went over this bill. I took very special 
pains to get their opinion as to whether the debentures pro- 
vided for in this bill would be an attractive investment. Out 
of those 25 men, there was only one, I believe, who expressed 
any doubt concerning that question, provided always there was 
sound, efficient management of the banks, so that they could 
rely upon the business judgment of the directors and officers 
of the farm-credit departments of the banks. 

The minority report further states that— 


The plan is to purchase agricultural paper from the banks; in other 
words, it is a plan to assist the banks to extend credit to the farmers. 
It is the banks that the board has to deal with. 

è * * * * . * 


It is not proposed under this bill to make any loans to farmers. 

Of course, it is not proposed to make loans to farmers, Mr. 
President; and, if anybody seriously proposes that the Govern- 
ment make loans direct to farmers, he may think he is a friend 
of the farmer, but he is not, in so proposing, because if the 
Government ever goes into the business of making loans to 
farmers directly, unless it is to consider the farmer an object 
of charity, and therefore willing to sustain enormous losses in 
the transaction of his business, it will be necessary for the 
Government then to exercise the same care, the same super- 
vision over each individual loan to the farmer, that a careful 
banker or sound credit institution in the locality would exer- 
cise, and what would it cost to exercise that kind of super- 
vision? If some official, or some central bank, as proposed by 
some Senators, or farm land bank, as proposed in this bill, 
is to make individual loans to farmers, and send its agents 
to ascertain the financial responsibility and the character and 
industry of each individual farmer borrower, what is it going 
to cost in overhead? Who is going to pay the cost? Perhaps 
these gentlemen think the Government will pay it. It may be; 
but the Government ought not to pay that kind of a cost; and, 
if the farmer is to pay it, it would result in an increase of at 
least 1 per cent in his interest rate. 

Mr. KENDRICK, Mr, President, does not the Senator believe 
that even under the operation of this bill the ordinary course 
of banking will continue, and that the majority of loans to 
the farmers will be made by the banks, and that the length of 
loans only will be affected by this bill? That is to say, the 
banks will largely make the loans, as they have in the past, 
for a longer time, because they have assurance of rediscount 
without any question in case they find it necessary to realize 
on the loan. 

Mr. LENROOT, I agree absolutely with the Senator upon 
that; and in this connection I want to read the first paragraph 
of the report of the national convention of cooperative asso- 
ciations upon that very point. They use this language: 


That this national council announces as a general licy that the 
primary reliance of the farmer for credits for production or for mar- 
eting should be upon the local banker, and that under normal condi- 
tions the local banker is likely to meet the greater part of such needs. 


Mr. KENDRICK. That is, that potential credits to the bank 
will govern the situation, ‘They will be free to lend their 
funds, even though their funds are those of depositors, because 
they can realize on the loans, and in the meantime they will 
keep the loans in their vaults as much as is consistent. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is true; but in case they should not 
do that, in case for any reason a bank in any locality would 
be unfair to the farmer and seek to use its funds for specu- 
lative purposes, the bill does provide that institutions other 
than banks will be recognized. They may be cooperative insti- 
tutions, they may be cooperative banks, they may be credit asso- 
ciations, but it furnishes direct incentive to the bank to take 
care of the needs of its own locality and community on business 
principles. 

In this connection, I understand, of course, the feeling that 
is attempted to be aroused against all of the banks of this 
country. I hold no brief for the banks; but in so far as this 
agricultural need is concerned, it is the small bank, compara- 
tively speaking, that is affected. The great banks of New 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


9371 


York City are not expected to extend any very large amount of 
agricultural credits; but it is the little bank in the farming 
communities of this country that will be affected by this bill, 
and I deny that those banks, generally speaking, are enemies 
of the farmer. They are absolutely dependent upon the farmer 
for their own prosperity, and it is to the direct interest of the 
little- banks of this country to serve the needs of the farmers. 

I do not question, of course, that the banker tries to make 
money, and he has his own: selfish interests, just as every 
other man engaged in business has; but in this bill we provide 
that the bank. which seeks to charge a higher rate than 13 per 
cent in excess of the discount rate shall not have its paper 
discounted by the Federal land bank at all. 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, L am a member of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency, and I have made some study 
of this measure. Addressing myself to the Senator from Wis- 
consin, I have heard the statement made that there was a very 
great danger in this measure; that it might affect injuriously 
the smaller banks in the agricultural sections of the country. 
Has the Senator thought of that or has he heard that state- 
ment made? 

Mr. LENROOT. I would be glad if the Senator would sug- 
gest in what way there could be any. danger. 

Mr, CALDER. Through competition of a Government insti- 
tution with those banks. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am very frank to say to the Senator 
from New York that the great difficulty with reference to the 
small banks of the country to-day is not undue competition 
with any possible outside institution in dealing with the farm- 
ers but the lack of funds in the bank to take care of the needs 
of the farmers. 

Mr. CALDER. I have no information to lead me to believe 
the statement I made was correct, but it has been made to me, and 
I wanted to be certain that the Senator had thought of it. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not think there is anything to that. 

Mr. GLASS. I think it would be interesting to the Senate if 
the Senator from Wisconsin would indicate what he thinks of 
the principle of taking the Government's money and loaning it 
directly to any class of people, aside from the question of over- 
head charge and the difficulties of effectively conducting a sys- 
tem of that sort. 

Mr. LENROOT. I can not imagine any activity of the Gov- 
ernment that could lead to greater abuse, to greater discrimina- 
tion, and to greater losses to the taxpayers than a system such 
as is suggested by some of our good friends. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from South Carolina? 

Mr. LENROOT. T yield. 

Mr. DIAL. As a matter of fact, the stockholders of small 
banks are usually the farmers of the community. They are the 
principal stockholders really, ‘The Senator states there are not 
sufficient funds in the small banks. I would suggest, as a rem- 
edy for that, that we eliminate some of the small banks. We 
have too many small banks. They ought to increase their cap- 
ital, and then they ought to join the Federal reserve system. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is undoubtedly true. What our small 
banks are suffering from is lack of capital, lack of loaning 
power. I think there are a great many communities in the 
United States where it would be to the interest of the customers 
of the banks and of the banks themselves if they would combine, 
and cut out a great deal of overhead that serves no possible 
good useful purpose to anybody. 

Mr. DIAL. Furthermore, they do not avail themselves of 
the credit they would get by being members of the Federal 
reserve system. 

Mr. BROOKHART and Mr. NORBECK addressed the Chair, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. LENROOT. I will yield first to the Senator from Iowa, 
and then I shall be glad to yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I would like to ask the Senator from Wis- 
consin, on the theory that the banks ought to be united or com- 
bined, should not the bill provide some method whereby farmers 
might accomplish the purpose by cooperative banking direct? 

Mr. LENROOT. That can be done by State law, and if done 
under a State law, they are recognized by the bill. 

Mr. BROOKHART. But about half of our banks, perhaps 
not quite half, are national banks. 

Mr. LENROOT. About one-third. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Well, say about one-third are national 
banks. That portion of the banking business should have the 
same: rights among the farmers that the banks have under the 


5 it seems to me, and yet no such provision is made in 
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Mr, LENROOT. There is no such provision. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Would there be objection to incorporat- 
ing such a permissive provision in the bill, which would give 
the farmers that opportunity? 

Mr. LENROOT. I am very frank to say that, as far as 
amendments to the bill are concerned, I certainly hope that the 
Senator will not press such an amendment, because he realizes 
quite as well as I do that, although he and I might fully agree; 
any attempt to thrash out that question of national cooperative 
banking upon the pending bill means there would be no bill 
passed at this session. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I could not agree with that conclusion. 
Of course, the Senate ought seriously to take up the question. 
It is the most important of all. 

Mr. LENROOT. I hope it will not be pressed where it would 
mean the defeat of the pending bill. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It seems to me if we merely adopt a 
piecemeal policy that does not really comprehend the farmers’ 
question, we will live to regret it very seriously. 

Mr. LENROOT. Highly as I value the judgment of the 
Senator from Iowa, I would rather take the judgment of the 
farm organizations of the country upon that question than I 
would his. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I have talked to representatives of 
most of the farm organizations from which the Senator has 
read, and I find they are in a state of mind that they are glad 
to have any little help whatever; but I have not talked’ to any 
of them who regard the bill as adequate for the situation. 

Mr: LENROOT. Not one of them has suggested to any com- 
mittee or to the agricultural commission the amendment which 
the Senator now suggests. The Senator knows it is a matter 
that can not be put upon a bill of this kind in a day. Of course, 
if the Senator desires to defeat the pending legislation, I sup- 
pose he could attempt it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It seems to me the farmers have a right 
to more than a day's consideration of that proposition. There 
are other matters here which are not so urgent as that and 
which could easily be laid aside to give the necessary time to 
fully consider it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, if the Senator desires to take ` 
such time upon this bill as will open up a question of that kind, 
and thus possibly defeat the bill, he will take that responsibil- 
ity, but I shall not be a party to it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am not particularly afraid of the re- 
sponsibility for it, if it is on the theory that in the end it is 
going to accomplish the right thing: A 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, it has always been the case that 
some friends of the farmer, because they can not get something 
they think they ought to have in addition to what is proposed, 
would rather see the farmers get nothing at all. : 

Mr. BROOKHART. The result of all the piecemeal policy’ 
has been that the farmers have not only got nothing but worse 
than nothing: They have been set back about every time we 
have gone ahead with such inadequate legislation. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, the Senator thinks that the salva- 
tion of the farmer is cooperative banking. He has a right to 
that opinion, of course, but it is rather curious that the farm 
organizations of the country have not taken that up and pressed 
it upon Congress. The Senator is the only one who has sug- 
gested it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I will say to the Senator that the Na- 
tional Farmers’ Union have pressed it very strongly, and they 
have been longer studying the cooperative question than any 
farm organization in the country. The National Farm Equity 
Society have been doing the same thing. They adopted it in 
their national convention. The Iowa Farm Bureau Federation 
did the same thing, and the president of the State organization 
called on me the other day. It is the biggest farm bureau 
organization in the United States by many thousands. So I 
know something of what those people want to do: 

Mr. LENROOT. I have referred, as the Senator well knows, 
to the different farm organizations: which have made certain 
requests of Congress for legislation at this session of Congress; 
and I have never heard of one of them, nor have I read anything 
from any of them, making the request which the Senator now 
proposes, 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from Florida? 

Mr. LENROOT. I promised to yield to the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

Mr. NORBECK. I will wait. 
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Mr. LENROOT. Then I yield to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The bill provides for a capital of $5,000,000 
for each of the Federal land banks, with a possible increase 
of $5,000,000 more; that is, the Government may put up, to 
begin with, $60,000,000, and may possibly increase it to $120,- 
000,000. I take it the Senator can only justify the Government 
furnishing the capital to do this business, and continuing it as 
a permanent, going concern, upon the theory that the Govern- 
ment is eventually to get back its capital. Am I correct in 
that understanding? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; it will get back most of it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The bill provides for the retirement of 
that capital down to $1,000,000 for each bank. Why does the 
Senator believe that it is necessary to retain the $1,000,000? 

Mr. LENROOT, The same question has been asked and I 
have replied, just a little while ago. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I was not present at the time. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have stated the distinction between the 
Government's subscription to this capital and the subscription 
to the present system is that eventually other stockholders take 
the place of the Government as a stockholder under the present 
system, while under the pending bill there are no stockholders 
except the Government. It is in the form of a corporation, of 
course, but, as I said before, I see no reason why we should not 
reduce it to a mere nominal amount. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I did not know that question had been 
raised before, but it occurred to me in reading the bill that 
there was some reason for retaining the capital of $1,000,000 
which I could not quite understand. I know under the farm 
loan act the Government contributed $750,000 to the capital 
of each bank, but that will all come back to the Government. 
Some of the banks have already been taken over by the national 
farm loan associations. 

With reference to the use of the capital, at page 7 the bill 
provides 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator from Wisconsin has already ex- 
plained that feature. 

Mr, FLETCHER, I was not aware of that. I would like 
to get an answer now for my own information. I was not 
aware the Senator had already answered as to the use of the 
capital. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I had. I would prefer to discuss the 
matter when we come to reading the bill for amendments, Of 
course, that is to be used for working capital. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I would like to ask the Senator whether 
any of the capital is to be used in furnishing money for dis- 
count of paper? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. That is to be used as working 
capital, of course.’ 

Mr. FLETCHER. It seems to me the word“ solely“ perhaps 
ought to be stricken out. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator again has fallen into the same 
error that the Senator from South Dakota did. The word 
“ solely ” is there only for the purpose of making it clear that 
none of the capital shall be used to pay obligations of the 
farm land real estate side on the one hand, and that the 
obligations of the real estate side shall not be paid out of 
the capital on the other side. I am perfectly willing to make 
that clear, in order that there shall be no question about it, 
and I shall at the proper time offer an amendment to clarify 
it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It seems to me it is very ambiguous, to 
say the least, and it ought to be made more clear. 

Mr. LENROOT. Let me ask the Senator a question. The 
Senator does not think we can pay out any money by this bank 
or any other bank unless it is in payment of some obligation, 
does he? 

Mr. FLETCHER. There would be no obligation unless it was 
allowed to use the money. 

Mr. LENROOT. They are allowed to agree to discount the 
paper, are they not? They are allowed to agree to pay the 
salary of the manager, are they not? Do not those then become 
obligations? 

Mr. FLETCHER, I think that is the trouble. I think the 
salaries and the actual running expenses of the institution 
would be obligations. 

Mr. LENROOT. If they agree to discount paper, does it not 
become an obligation? 

Mr. FLETCHER. After it is discounted. 

Mr. LENROOT. If they agree to discount it, they contract 
to discount it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; but I think 

Mr. LENROOT. But there is no use spending time upon it, 
3 I am going to offer an amendment to make it perfectly 
clear. 
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Mr. FLETCHER. Very well. 
Mr. LENROOT. I would like to proceed, because I wish to 
conclude. The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Warren] desires 
to bring up the legislative appropriation bill. 
The minority report goes on to say that— 
Most of the expert witnesses considered the Lenroot bill impractical. 


I would ask my friend from South Dakota what witnesses ex- 
pressed any such view except Secretary Mellon, Mr. Leflingwell, 
Judge Lobdell, and the distinguished Senator himself? 

Mr, NORBECK. I have been quite patient since the Chair 
announced that the Senator from Wisconsin did not want to be 
interrupted, otherwise I should not have let some of his state- 
ments go unchallenged, 

I recall, for instance, that when Judge Lobdell was asked 
whether the debentures were salable and if it would work out 
unless they were salable he said in substance: I have heard 
a more competent man than myself dodge that question.” 
Lobdell went on to intimate that though four times as much 
could be sold it would be possible to conduct it, but he never 
suggested ten times. He did not say four times could be sold. 
But I do not care to go into that at this time. Read Hoover's 
testimony and see if he does not suggest a more radical change 
in order to make the system operative. 

Mr. LENROOT, I have read Judge Lobdell’s testimony, 
The language of the minority report is: 

Most of the expert witnesses considered the Lenroot bill impractical, 

For the benefit of the Senator I will read again: 

The Farm Loan Board feels that the Lenroot bill, speaking broadly, 
is well worked out and proposes a practical and workable plan of 
meeting the situation, 

Judge Lobdell made just one suggestion to the committee, 
and that was that the administration be placed in the Federal 
reserve bank and that the words “Federal reserve bank” be 
substituted for the words “ Farm Loan Board” in every case. 

Mr. NORBECK. I have taken the position that the Senator 
from Wisconsin was entitled to get his bill in the best form 
possible. I supported many of his amendments in the com- 
mittee. I have no disposition to-day to inject myself unduly 
into his presentation of the matter. He is entitled to a fair 
chance to present the matter to the Senate in the best way pos- 
sible, but since the questions were asked me I want to answer 
them. What was the particular question? 

Mr. LENROOT. The statement was made in the minority 
report: 

Most of the expert witnesses considered the Lenroot bill impractical. 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes. For instance, the Senator from Wis- 
consin has said the farmer needs three years’ credit. Under 
the system proposed in the bill he is proposing to put the matter 
in charge of men who do not believe in three years’ credit. 

Mr. LENROOT, I have just read to the Senate Judge Lob- 
dell's opinion of it. 

Mr. NORBECK. But did he not also say he would not make 
a three-year loan if it were put under him? 

Mr. LENROOT. That might be, but Judge Lobdell testified, 
and I have read it twice to the Senate, that the Farm Loan 
Board considered it a workable and practical scheme. 

Of course; I admit that it may be difficult to sell three-year 
paper; but the Senator well knows that the bill provides for 
classifying paper, and it may be classified both as to term and 
as to purpose. It may be difficult; I am not guaranteeing that 
we can sell $50,000,000 of three-year paper under this scheme; 
no, but, so far as one can judge in adyance from the opinions 
of men who ought to know, they do, without exception, save 
such as I shall refer to in a moment, express the opinion that 
it is a workable and practical scheme. Secretary of the 
Treasury Mellon, however, says it is not, I wonder if the 
Senator from South Dakota agrees with Mr. Mellon? What is 
Mr. Mellon’s objection? His objection is to the Government 
furnishing any capital at all, as the Senator well knows. 

Mr. NORBECK. I beg pardon. Secretary Mellon suggested 
that if the land banks should conduct this kind of personal 
credit business there would need to be a reorganization of the 
system. That was one of the things he said. 

Mr. LENROOT. My statement still stands, that Mr. Mellon 
has objected to the Government furnishing any of the capital. 
So has Mr. Leffingwell. Those are the only two experts who 
appeared before the committee, so far as I remember or of 
whom I have read, who condemn the bill; and I am sure my 
friend from South Dakota would not care to follow the leader- 
ship of either of those gentlemen upon farm-credit legislation. 

Mr. NORBECK. If I were to follow the leadership of Judge 


Lobdell I might easily conclude that there might not be any 
debentures that were salable at all, and we considered him an 
expert witness. 
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Mr. LENROOT. I again wish to say that I put against the 
Senator's statement the testimony of Judge Lobdell, that he 
considers the system practicable and workable. 

Mr. NORBECK. That is another part of the testimony, and 
the Senator proposes to take only one part of the testimony. I 
propose to take it all. 

Mr. LENROOT. When we come to discuss the details of the 
bill I shall be very glad to read Judge Lobdell’s testimony with 
respect to the sale of debentures generally. He expressed his 
doubt as to the long-term three-year debentures, as the Senator 
from South Dakota well knows. 

Mr. President, the views of the minority of the committee 
state that— 

Some provision should be made in rural-credit legislation whereby 
farmers, who are financially responsible, can conveniently associate 
themselves into groups for the purpose of securing loans for individuals 
upon the indorsement of the members of the group. 

As I have said, the agricultural commission carefully con- 
sidered that; it inserted such a provision in the bill at one 
time; but witnesses appeared before us, and experts and repre- 
sentatives of the farm organizations, I think, were unani- 
mously in agreement that the farmers would not indorse accom- 
modation paper one for the other under the system of personal 
liability; and I have found no one since who for a moment 
believes that the farmers of this country will agree to organize 
into groups of 20 or 30 and each become liable for all of the 
obligations of the other members of the group. That is why 
we left that provision out of the bill. It was because there 
was no use putting something in the bill which we knew in 
advance would not be workable. 

Then, there is the question of separate agencies. Of course, 
I understand that the proposition is advanced that the War 
Finance Corporation should be the agency employed; but, Mr. 
President, I am opposed, as a proposition for permanent law, 
to having the War Finance Corporation or any other central 
agency deal with this question. So far as it can be, without 
excessive cost in the way of interest rates, it should be brought 
to the locality. I am sorry that we can not go still further 
into the locality; that we can not go nearer each individual 
farmer. The only reason we have not provided for doing so in 
this bill is because of the overhead expense that would be in- 
volved, resulting in an increased rate of interest to the farmer. 

I do not remember whether or not the minority views con- 
tain the statement, but I have seen it stated that a reduction 
of one-half per cent in the interest rate is equivalent to a 20 
per cent reduction of freight rates to the farmer. I do not 
know whether or not that is contained in the views of the 
minority, but I have seen it somewhere. 

Mr. NORBECK. That is the testimony of Secretary Wallace. 

Mr, LENROOT. That being so, Mr. President, would not the 
farmers at this moment welcome as a godsend to them a reduc- 
tion of 20 per cent in their freight rates, but ought it not to 
be our very grave concern to see to it that the expense of the 
administration of a rural-credit system, whatever it might be, 
shall be brought down to the lowest point possible, and the 
farmer get the benefit in the interest rate? 

Mr. President, with reference to the need of a separate 
agency, the American Farm Bureau Federation indorses this 
bill, except it does ask for—and I expect an amendment will 
be proposed to create—a separate agency here in Washington 
to take the place of the Farm Loan Board for the purposes of 
supervision. In all other respects the American Farm Bureau 
Federation indorses the bill. I think, perhaps, they would like 
to have a flat capital of $10,000,000 for each bank instead of 
making it conditional, as we propose, 

With reference to their proposal for a separate agency, I 
shall reserve the discussion of that until the amendment to 
which I have referred is proposed. I will only say now in 
passing that it would be a very anomalous thing to create a 
supervising agency over a bank over the directors of which 
that supervising agency would have no control so far as policy 
is concerned. Under the amendment which is proposed the 
directors would still be appointed by the Farm Loan Board, 
and all that the separate agency would have the power to do 
would be to administer the restrictions, limitations, and condi- 
tions which are provided for in the bill. 

Mr. President, I shall not undertake to go into any further 
details at this time, but before concluding I wish to say that 
the benefit to the farmer by reason of this proposed legislation 
is not to be measured either by the capital which is to be pro- 
vided by the Government or by the amount of the debentures 
which may be issued, making a maximum of loans and capital 
of $660,000,000. To my mind the chief benefit to the farmer 
will consist in the liberality of his local bank, whether it be 
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State or National, in extending to him loans running from six 
months to three years, which those banks do not extend at all 
at this time, and can not be expected to extend, because they 
do not know, in case of stress or call upon their deposits, where 
they could turn in order to realize upon the paper upon which 
they have advanced money. So, in my opinion, what will 
actually happen under this bill will be that the banks of the 
country in the agricultural communities will extend credit 
running from six months to three years to the full extent of 
their resources. They will do so knowing that if there should 
be any sudden call upon them they may rediscount that agri- 
cultural paper with a Federal land bank; but, in the absence 
of that emergency or call, they will keep that farm-loan paper 
in their vaulfs+it never will reach the Federal land bank at 
all. So we can not measure the amount of credit that will be 
afforded to the farmer by reason of the passage of this bill. 
We do know that it will be very much more than the maximum 
of the $660,000,000. that is provided. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Does not the Senator mean 
$60,000,000 ? 

Mr. LENROOT. Sixty million dollars capital and $600,- 
000,000 debentures is the maximum that may be allowed. 

Mr. President, in conclusion I wish to repeat that this bill 
had the consideration and is the product of the Joint Com- 
mission of Agricultural Inquiry, composed of both Republicans 
and Democrats. It has had the consideration of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, and is supported by both Republicans 
and Democrats. I believe that it embodies a workable scheme, 
one which may be defended on business methods, and it will 
give to the farmer what he has a right to ask, namely, credit 
based upon business principles, If, peradventure, the time 
should come when the limitations of this bill as to capital or 
debentures are such as not to provide sufficient credit to meet 
the needs of the farmer, it will then be time to consider amend- 
ments. As I understand, the position of its opponents is that 
they desire to have a larger amount of money out of the Treas- 
ury used for the purpose contemplated. I submit, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that if we provide a possible $120,000,000, with an addi- 
tional possibility of $1,200,000,000 for this purpose, we have 
well served the needs of agriculture for the intermediate credit 
of which to-day it is sadly in need. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, before the Senator con- 
cludes I should like to ask him a question regarding the prac- 
tical operation of the bill. For instance, at page 4 the bill 
provides: 
ae Subject to the approval of the Farm Loan Board to issue and to 


collateral trust debentures or other such obligations with a 
maturity— 


And so forth. 

Does the Senator in considering how the bill will be put 
into operation hold that applications for loans, for instance, 
will be made to the Federal land banks and when they will 
have approached a certain amount then the Federal land bank 
must submit the applications and the data regarding them 
to the Farm Loan Board and obtain permission of the Farm 
Loan Board to issue debentures? Will that be the process, 
or how will the consent of the Farm Loan Board in the actual 
operation of this plan be obtained for the issuing of debentures? 

Mr, LENROOT. I would expect, Mr. President, in the same 
way that the consent of the Farm Loan Board is now obtained 
with reference to the issuing of farm loan bonds. What will 
actually happen, I think, will be that a portion of the $5,000,000 
will be actually used for the purpose of making advances as 
provided in the bill, and after they have accumulated two or 
three million dollars they will make a proposal to issue deben- 
tures. They would show to the Farm Loan Board the paper 
they had on hand; and the Farm Loan Board unquestionably, be- 
ing competent in the management of the affairs of the system, 
and having full control over the directorship, without passing 
upon each piece of paper, for they will expect the farm land 
banks to do that, will give approval to the issuing, we will say, 
of $3,000,000 of debentures upon the showing that the land banks 
had loaned already out of their capital $3,000,000. 

Mr, FLETCHER. The Senator does not believe that that 
will bring about delays that will hinder the operation of the 
system? 

Mr. LENROOT, No; I do not think so at all. 


APPENDIX. 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS’ COOPERATIVE 
MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS, 
Dallas, Tev., December 19, 1922. 
My Dran Sin: The National Council of Farmers’ Cooperative Mar- 
keting Associations, held in Washington, December 14, 15, and 16, was 
attended by delegates representing more than 100,000 farmers, grouped 
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in 80 of the largest associations, doing an active business of more than 
$1,000,000,000 per year in the marke of farm crops. 

These business ö are the. groups which, above all others, 
will be specifically ected by any ru eredits 1 lation which Con- 

may pass at this session; efore their interest in the matter 
acute. 

You will find inclosed herewith the report of the rural credits com- 
mittee, unanimously adopted by thé council, and also the report of the 
committee on resolutions, which was similarly adopted. 

We sincerely hope that the suggestions contained therein may be of 
some value to you in your deliberations on these various measures, 

Sincerely yours, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL OF FARMERS’ COOPERATIVE 
MARKETING ASSOCIATIONS. 
Cant WILLIAMS, Acting Chairman, 


To Hon. ROBERT W. BINGHAM, 
Chairman Conference National Council 
of Farmers’ Cooperative Marketing Association. 


Your committee on rural credits beg leave to submit the following 
report: 

Phe committee on rural credits of the National Council of Farmers’ 
Cooperative Marketing Association has made a survey of the subject 
of rs’ credits and the legislation proposed on such rural 

Your committee recommends as follows: 

1, That this national council announces as a general policy that the 
rimary reliance of the farmer for credits for production or for market- 
ng should be upon the local banker, and that under normal conditions 

the local banker is likely to meet the greater part of such needs, 

2. That the Federal reserve system should be modified so as to meet 
the special requirements of farm credits and to permit the financing 
of farmers and farmers’ cooperative marketing associations conven- 
jently and efficiently through normal banking channels, 

That such modification involves primarily the extension of the ma- 
turity of agricultural paper to a maximum limit of nine months, with 
the g of cooperative marketing for loans on such agricultural 
paper to any one cooperative marketing association to be fixed as 50 
per cent of the capital and surplus of banks, members of the Federal 
reserve system, sub; to the State laws wherever applicable, and that 
encouragement inducement be made to have more State banks 
exercise the privilege of membership in the Federal reserve system. 

4. That a te opportunity be presented for the creation of agri- 
cultural credit corporations with sufficient minimum capital to pur- 
chase or discount ordinary agricultural paper with a maximum ma- 
turity paper of nine months and live-stock paper with a maturity of 
not more than ven with rediscoun eee adequately 
capitalized to purchase su Raper from agricul credit corpora- 
tions, with the privilege of rediscounting any such paper, without in- 
dorsement, through the Federal reserve system. 

5. That the maximum basis of loans from farm-land banks be raised 
from ey to $25,000. 

5. t a farm credits department in the Federal land banks be 


set a each of the land banks with a capital of $5,000,000, making 
a total of $60,000,000 capitalized, against which credits may be 


to the extent of approximately $600,000,000; and that these 
farm credits departments of the Federal farm banks be authorized to 
discount or purchase agricultural paper in a broad sense and to 
make loans or advance directly to cooperative marketing associa- 
tions and ageing credit organizations. 

6. That the right of the Federal land bank to purchase pro- 
duction credits shall be limited to production credits w the note 
of the individual is indorsed by the cooperative credit association, or 
is secured by a chattel mortgage on implements or animals, or both 
and indo by the local banks, or where the note or draft itself 
is made by a cooperative credit association or producers, and that 
any Federal land bank exercise any of the power herein granted 
in any section or district of the United States. 

And your committee further recommends that the Committee on 
2 and Currency of the House and Senate be requested to con- 
sider these suggestions and to combine them if possible into a rural 
credits act, to be introduced in such way as the committee may 
deem advisable, 

Your committee recommends that the council announce as its 
policy that the cooperative marketing associations do not ask any- 
thing from the Federal Government, except that legislation be enacted 
to permit farmers and farmers’ organizations to have the same access 
to the Federal credits system, a ted to its needs, that all other 
industries now possess; and to e provision for unforeseen emer- 
gencies by ore ® up à last reserve in such a manner as is above 

in the farm credits department of the farm land banks. 
four committee further recommends that this council take action 
through every individual member representing 1 rative as- 
e ators and 
State to urge that n rule be secured setting 
until this legislation is secured; 
and that all of the farm organizations be asked to unite in support 

of legislation as generally outlined above. 


Respectfully submitted. 
James C Sroxn, Chairman. 


Live-Srock CREDITS. 


TEXAS AND SOUTHWESTERN. CATTLE RAISERS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Fort Worth, Tew., January 15, 1923. 

Dear Sin: We ask your earnest consideration of the accompanying 
resolution outlining the views of members of the executive committee 
of this association on the subject of live-stock credits. 

Live-stock producers need loans for periods commensurate with the 
turnover of their business and at low interest rates. Banks and loan 
companies can not now extend credit for such iods, for the reason 
there is no dependable credit reservoir where the notes ay be dis- 
counted in times of stress. Stockmen and farmers are frequently forced 
to sacrifice immature live stock and valuable breeding herds on a de- 
clining market to meet maturing obligations and expenses. The ones 
often hit hardest are the owners of breeding h the very founda- 
tion of the business. 

Timely aid by the War Finance Corporation a few months ago helped 
pretent the collapse of the live-stock industry. Even before that, in 

918, it was necessary for the corporation to make loans on the breed- 
ing herds of the Southwest. Many worthy producers have not been able 
to meet the collateral requirements of the corpora uon. but millions 
have been loaned for periods commensurate with the turnover of the 


business and at low interest rates. ‘These loans, coupled with the 
knowledge that an agency existed where such loans could be dis- 
counted, helped restore confidence in the business and stabilize values. 

The 5 is only a temporary agency. The importance of our 
industry justifies a permanent reservolr of credit, which can be de- 
pended upon in times of stress to do for the liye-stock producers what 
the Federal reserve system does for other branches of commerce, 

We urge you to support the Lenroot-Anderson bills. 

Yours very truly, 
C. B. Lucas, President. 


Mr. A. C. Williams will file with the Committee on Banki d 
Currency a statement further outlining our views on this Hor rey! a 


Resolution by executive committee of Texas & Southwestern Cattle 
Raisers’ Association, indorsing the Lenroot-Anderson bills. 


Whereas banks of deposit are primarily adapted to the extension of 
credit to industries having a rapid turnover and requiring only short- 
time loans, and banks and other existing agencies are not capable of 
extending necessary credit to farmers and stockmen for periods com- 
psc ha fer) ae 83 of acid business; and 

ereas agriculture an ve-stock production have been and are now 
being retarded and millions of dollars of wealth produced by bard labor 
destroyed because of an inadequate credit system; and 

Whereas public interest, by reason of the important of agricul- 
ture and live-stock P thay acs rw in the commerce of the Nation, demands 
that there be provided a credit system which meets the needs of farmers 
and stockmen to the extent that existing agencies meet the needs of 
other branches of commerce; Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the executive committee of the Texas & Southwestern 
Cattle Raisers’ Association, in session at Fort Worth, Tex., December 19, 

22, recommends and urges the speedy enactment of the Lenroot and 
Anderson bills, This committee wishes to emphasize the necessity of 
a permanent reservoir of credit which live-stock producers can depend 
upon in times of stress, and which gives assurance of reasonable rates 
— 5 eet and to particularly urge the following provisions of pending 

s: 


1. The establishment of farm-credit departments in Federal land 
banka, = Non aro 2 have not Roped tee Tacuo goa Govern- 
ment capital and authority to issue pro, secu! tures. Th 
funds to be available for the purchase — — 


4. Amendment of the Federal reserve act to authorize Federal re- 
serve banks to buy and sell debentures issued by farm-credit depart- 
ee PA at tae eset 

esolved, a copy of t resolution be sent to the President 
the United States, the Wocretury of the Treasury, the Secretary of A or 
culture, and all Members of Congress from Texas and adjoining Sta 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

Mr. DIAL. I should like to ask the Senator one question, 
please. 

Mr. WARREN. 
appropriation bill ? 

Mr. DIAL. Very well. 

Mr. WARREN. With the permission of the Senator, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate proceed to the considera- 
tion of House bill 13926, the legislative appropriation bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the bill was reported only 
this morning. 

Mr. WARREN. It was. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not want to raise an objection to 
considering appropriation bills, but I have not been able to 
get a print of the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. It is right here. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Under the rules, of course, it would have 
to lie over until to-morrow; and I suggest to the Senator 
whether it would not be better to bring it up to-morrow. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr, President, if the Senator will permit 
me, I want to say this: 

In the first place, there are very few changes in the bill 
on the part of the Senate committee—none of great conse- 
quence. ‘The bill has an increase altogether of $101,000. Three 
items, amounting to over $100,000, are for the Architect of 
the Capitol for doing over to some extent this Chamber and 
for providing other conveniences of two or three natures in 
the Senate Office Building. Aside from that, there is a little 
matter of doing away with one or two employments and 
adding a trifle to the pay of three or four more. That is 
about all there is in the bill except what comes over from the 
House—the regular appropriations for the clerks of commit- 
tees and employees of the Senate, and so forth. i 

Mr. FLETCHER. I have not any doubt about the merits 
of the bill and the merits of the amendments that have been 
offered to it. -It is just a question in my own mind as to 
whether we ought not to wait until to-morrow morning to take 
it up. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator would accommodate the com- 
mittee very much if he would let the bill be taken up now, 


Will the Senator wait until I get up the 
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notwithstanding it was only reported to-day. I realize that 
this is the first time that I have asked for such action in 
this session. It is a matter of small moment in one way, 
but it is quite important to us because there are so many 
conferences that are yet uncompleted. 

Mr. FLETCHER. So far as I am concerned, then, I shall 
not raise the objection. I do think that these bills ought at 
least to be presented so as to let us have a print of the bill 
before we take it up. 

Mr. WARREN. I ask that the Senator may be furnished a 
copy of the bill, or any other Senator that wishes it. They are 
here. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from Wyoming? The Chair hears none. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, proceeded to con- 
sider the bill (H. R. 13926) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Appropriations with amendments. 

Mr. WARREN. I ask unanimous consent that the formal 
reading of the bill be dispensed with and that it may be read 
for amendment, the committee amendments to be first con- 
sidered. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


FIVE-CENT STREET-CAR FARES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, just after I had addressed the 
Senate briefly to-day upon the amendment of the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR] to establish a 5-cent fare on the 
street cars in the District of Columbla, and had gone down to 
lunch, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] said: 

The Senator from Alabama very truly said that if the amendment of 
the Senator from Tennessee had been adopted it would have had the 
effect of legislating a 5-cent fare in the trict of Columbia, If I cor- 
rectly understood him. That was exactly the position the majority on 
this side took with reference to that amendment, My position with 
reference to it was that it was legislation, that it did seek to have 
Congress fix the rate of fare in the trict of Columbia. 

Mr. McKewwar. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The Presipinc OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wisconsin yleld to 
the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. Lewroor. Certainly. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Am I to understand the Senator to say that he is not 
in favor of a 5-cent fare in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Lennoor. I am in favor of a 5-cent fare if a 5-cent fare can con- 
stitutionally be imposed in the District of Columbia, but the Senator 
from Tennessee does not know, nor do I know, whether that can be 


aoe’ int I wish to make is that the entire 


Mr. President, the only 
speech of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Partu sustained the posi- 
tle rule in this body That 


on taken by the majority, because we have a 
legislation can not be placed upon an appropriation bill. That is all 1 
care to say with reference to it. The Senator from Alabama in his 
speech fully sustained, although he did not realize it, the position taken 
by the majority. 

Mr. President, two years ago, I belleve, the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] offered practically the same amend- 
ment, having in view the same purpose of obtaining for the 
people of the District of Columbia a 5-cent fare. The Sena- 
tor from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH], the same Senator who 
made the point of order to-day, made a point of order against 
that amendment. The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT! 
defended the position taken by the Senator from Mississippi, 
and here is what the Senator then said about legislation on an 
appropriation bill: 

I think the Senator is mistaken— 


He was referring to the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
JONES ]— 

There is no such rule in the House. The limitation rule apnuse 
upon general ee that a limitation does not change existing 
law, that a limitation upon an appropriation is not either new or 
general legislation. 

So the position of the Senator from Wisconsin to-day is di- 
rectly opposed to the position of the Senator from Wisconsin 
two years ago. The position that the Senator took two years 
ago is diametrically opposed to the position the Senator takes 
here to-day. 

The Senator says that he is in favor of a 5-cent fare, and 
to-day he had the opportunity to vote for a 5-cent fare and 
he did not do it. The Chair ruled to-day exactly in keeping 
with the Senator's position two years ago. If the Senator 
had wanted to give a 5-cent fare to the people of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, what an easy thing it would have been to 
be consistent, stand by the position he occupied then, give the 
people of the District of Columbia the benefit of his great 
service, and vote to give a 5-cent fare to them. Here was 
the opportunity. Here was the amendment, the same kind of 
an amendment that was pending then, when he said it was 


in order. He says he favors it now, and yet he voted against 
putting it into the law when the Republican Vice President 
threw open the door and gave him the opportunity to vote to 
put it into the law. 

Mr. President, I believe I find here, if my eyes do not deceive 
me, that he voted against a 5-cent fare two years ago. Here 
Is a record vote that was about to escape me. Now the Sena- 
tor says he is in favor of a 5-cent fare, but he voted against 
it then, although sustaining the position of the Senator from 
Mississippi that the matter was in order upon that occasion. 

I want to bring to the attention of the Senate a proposition 
under this amendment that we tried to put on here to-day. 
The people of the District of Columbia, thousands of them, can 
ill afford to pay an 8-cent fare. Under the amendment pro- 
posed by a Democrat, the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc- 
KELLAR], the same kind of an amendment that was proposed 
by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] two years 
ago, any person could buy 24 tickets for a dollar and ride 24 
times in the District of Columbia under the fair and just 
provision that we undertook to put into the law to-day; but 
under the law as the majority of the Senate decreed to-day it 
shall be, any person riding 24 times and paying a cash fare 
each time will pay $1.92. So that is the effect of the vote cast 
by the Senator from Wisconsin and the others who voted with 
him. I called attention this morning to the fact that some of 
our good friends who are going out of the Senate defeated a 
5-cent fare for the people of the District of Columbia—six of 
them—the Senator from New York [Mr. Carper], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. KELLOGG], the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
McCumser], the Senator from Indiana [Mr. New], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. POINDEXTER]. 

Mr. President, we are treated to this sort of a situation: 
Nearly everyone admits that an 8-cent fare is too much. 

I want to see justice done to the people of the District, and 
it is wrong for these capitalists to come here from the outside 
States, buy stock in these street car companies, and hold the 
fares up on the people of this District. Congress should not 
permit it. But here we are to-day, desiring to reduce the fares, 
which nearly everybody says ought to be reduced, and the 
Republican Senators, with the opportunity given them by the 
Republican Vice President to reduce these fares to 5 cents, 
or six tickets for a quarter, did not do it. They defeated it, 
They had the opportunity to put that amendment on the bill. 
Then they stand up and say, “ We were just voting to sustain 
the rule.” 

Mr. President, how many times have I seen both parties turn 
down a rule because an emergency had arisen, and the exi- 
gencies of the occasion demanded that the rule be set aside 
temporarily? The same body that makes a rule can temporarily 
suspend it or lay it aside by its vote, and that is what we do 
when we do not sustain a rule. When a majority of the 
Senate wants to do a thing, and thinks it is right to do it, it 
frequently turns down the ruling of the Chair, if he rules 
against the position the Senate takes in its desire to accomplish 
a certain thing. So Senators can not hide behind that. The 
issue is straight. The street car companies and those who own 
stock in them did not want the 8-cent fare reduced. and they 
triumphed in the vote here this morning. Those who wanted 
5-cent fares, six tickets for a quarter, were defeated under the 
vote here this morning. Let the record speak the truth. 

Senators can not say they are for 5-cent fares and then 
vote against a provision that gives 5-cent fares. It is incon- 
sistent. If I am for 5-cent fares I will vote for 5-cent fares, 
If I am told that such an amendment ought not to be put on 
this bill and I see that it is the only chance I have to make it 
the law, I will vote to put it on the bill. Such things have 
been done hundreds and hundreds of times in both branches 
of Congress during my service in them. 

Mr. President, the statement of Senators will not hold water 
that they are in favor of bringing down this high fare in the 
Capital of the Nation when at the same time they vote against 
the opportunity to bring it down. It is simply ridiculous. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I rise simply to call attention 
to the fact that the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN- 
ROOT] happens at the moment not to be in his seat, having been 
called from the Chamber. I do not wish to appear to inject 
myself into any controversy between him and the distinguished 
and able Senator from Alabama, because the Senator from Wis- 
consin if he were here would be amply able to take care of 
himself. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 
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Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator is aware of the fact that the 
Senator from Wisconsin replied to my speech when I was not 
in the Chamber. 

Mr. WILLIS. I was not aware of that fact. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is a fact. 

Mr. WILLIS. It is not a matter of criticism on either side, 
so far as that is concerned, It is not the business of a Senator 
to see that somebody else is present. I am not criticizing the 
Senator from Alabama. I am simply calling attention to the 
fact, and also to this fact: Notwithstanding the two eloquent 
addresses made by my friend from Alabama, he knows, and 
every other Member of the Senate knows, that the question 
he has been talking about was not before the Senate this 
morning and was not acted upon by the Senate. 

The rule is perfectly clear. It was not a question of 5-cent 
fares that we passed upon. The rule reads: 

No amendment which proposes general legislation shall be received 
to any general appropriation bill. 

That is a rule of the Senate, and all the Senate did was to 
say that it would stand by its rule. I do not know how Sena- 
tors would vote if the question of 5-cent fares were before 
them, but I simply want the country to understand that which 
the Senator from Alabama perfectly well understands, that 
that question was not before the Senate, but it was simply a 
question as to whether or not the Senate would stand by the 
rules which it has made. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, this morning the amendment 
of the Senator from Tennessee was pending. The Chair ruled 
that it was in order, That proposed amendment reads: 

Provided, That the appr tion in this section shall not become 
available until the Public Utilities Commission shall fix rates of fare 
for the street railway companies in the District of Columbia at rates 
not in excess of the rate of fare fixed In existing charters or contracts 
heretofore eutered into between said companies and the Congress, and 
on and after February 1928, said companies shall receive a rate of 
fare not exceeding 5 cents per passenger, and six tickets shall be sold 
for 25 cents. 

The latter part, the last three lines, were stricken out upon 
his request, but the other part refers to the same thing which 
was in the law as it existed heretofore, when they had 5-cent 
fares. 

The eloquent and distinguished Senator from the State of 
Ohio, my good friend Mr. WIIIs, says this question was not 
up. Oh, Mr. President, how hair-splitting is the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio. This question not up? Here is the amend- 
ment providing for this very thing. The question was, Is the 
amendment in order? The Vice President said, “ It is in order. 
It puts a limitation on an appropriation bill.” Is it to be said 
that we can not limit appropriations and say specifically what 
shall or shall not be done with the people's money—under 
what conditions it shall be expended? That is an indefensible 
proposition. No such position as that can be defended from 
any standpoint. 

The Senate can say that so much of the money “is appropri- 
ated to build a street car track down Pennsylvania Avenue to a 
certain point, provided the street car company will build the 
street car line from the Avenue to F Street; and unless the 
street car company does build such line, none of this money 
appropriated by the Government shall be used in building the 
track down the Avenue.“ 

Does anybody mean to say that that can not be done, that we 
could not put a limitation like that in a law? I venture to say 
that no good parliamentarian will say so. This amendment said, 
in effect, here are appropriations made for the District of 
Columbia. The street car companies are part of the District of 
Columbia, and this money shall not be used until the Public 
Utilities Commission brings the fare down from the ridiculously 
high point which it has reached to 5 cents, as it was in the 
better and brighter days of the District. 

Then they undertake to say that is not in order, that you 
can not put that sort of limitation upon an appropriation bill. 
The precedents show it can be done. The Senator from Missis- 
sippi pointed out the precedents to-day. The Vice President 
properly ruled, under the precedents of the Senate, that it could 
be done; but Senators on the other side voted to override the 
precedents of the Senate, to deny the Senate the right to vote 
as to whether or not we should have 5-cent fares. 

Of course that was the question up for consideration. What 
else was under consideration in the Senate? We were not 
trying to remove the Capitol. We were not trying to remove 
the Union Depot. We were trying to reduce the fares on 
pe street car lines, That was up for consideration in the 

ate. 

The Senator from Ohio says “ Why, we did not even have that 
question up.” Mr, President, that -cent fare question was 


standing here looking at us, and so were some of the stock- 
holders of the street car companies, and so were some of the 
poor people who have to ride on the street cars in this city 
looking down on this Chamber, anxiously hoping street car 
fares would be reduced, so that it would be a little help to 
their slender purses. But those who have stock in the railroad 
companies of this city triumphed, and those who have to ride 
and pay, with nobody to speak for them, lost on the vote. 

That is the issue. There was nothing else up but that. Some 
Senators may now begin to see how this issue is going to look 
at home, when they had an opportunity to vote to bring down 
the street car fares of this city, this city beautiful, the Capital 
City of the Nation, where, when our people come from the 
various States, they are entitled to ride over it at a fair fee to 
the street car companies. We had an opportunity to bring the 
fare down to 5 cents, which is the fare paid in New York City, 
but the Senator from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH] made a 
point of order against it before, and he made it this time; and 
his colleague, my good friend Mr. CALDER, who is going out, 
with others who are going out, by their votes denied the people 
of the District of Columbia to-day the right to enjoy a 5-cent 
fare, or six tickets for a quarter. 

Mr. SMOOT. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Just a moment. 

Mr. SMOOT. I just want to ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I find by the Recorp that when this question 
was held in order my good friend from Ohio voted against 
5-cent fares, and no wonder he now comes to the rescue of the 
Senator from Wisconsin. The Bible says, “ By their fruits ye 
shall know them.” They were both against 5-cent fares, They 
were for these high rates. They so voted then, and they so 
voted to-day. So there is no use trying to camouflage. They 
can not get around the issue, I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. I was just going to ask the Senator whether 
the street car fare in Alabama is 5 cents, or is it higher? 

Mr. HEFLIN. In New York City it is 5 cents. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am speaking of the Senator’s State—Ala- 
bama. Is the street car fare in Alabama 5 cents to-day? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know what It is. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator does not think it is 5 cents, 
does he? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I guess it is about 5. 

Mr. SMOOT, I guess it is more than 5, I want to say to the 
Senator. 

Mr. HEFLIN. We will set them a good example if we will 
vote here to-day to make the fare 5 cents. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I would be perfectly willing to 
vote for a 5-cent fare if that would be just compensation. The 
Senator knows very well that when the 5-cent fare was in force 
salaries were lower than they are to-day, all expenses were 
lower, everything was lower. Not only that, but the fare in the 
District is not 8 cents; it is 6% cents. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Where is that? 

Mr. SMOOT. The fare is 63 cents. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Where? 

Mr. SMOOT. In the District of Columbia. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have many a time seen a boy or girl, a man 
or a woman, get on the street car and not have the money to 
buy 40 cents’ worth of tokens, and have to pay 8 cents. 

Mr. SMOOT. Not 1 out of 5,000 pays the fare that way. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator is mistaken. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will ask the Senator to look at the record 
and see what it shows. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
from Utah a question, if the Senator from Alabama will yield. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Can the Senator lay his finger on any 
statute that authorizes the Public Utilities Commission of Wash- 
ington to fix a fare bringing a reasonable income to the street 
car companies? I believe I asked the Senator that question 
before. I know it has been stated frequently that that is the 
law. I have just looked up the public utilities act, and that act 
in no place authorizes the Public Utilities Commission to fix a 
fare that will bring a reasonable income to the street car com- 
panies. Unless some amendment to that act has been passed, 
which has not been brought to my attention, apparently they are 
acting wholly without authority. It was acquiesced in simply, 
as I apprehend, because of war conditions. Now that the war 
conditions are over they ought to discontinue acting without 
authority. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not the act with me, and I do not know 
what the particular wording of the act is, but I am quite sure 
if there was an increase by the Public Utilities Commission of 
the District of Columbia and it did not meet the approval of 
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the publie generally there would have been some action at 
least to prevent them from putting the increase into effect. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. We are trying to get some action now. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am speaking of court action, not congres- 
sional action. 

Mr, McKELLAR. Sometimes the people object very strenu- 
ously to bringing court action when the public authorities act 
in that regard. 

Mr. SMOOT. I have not any doubt but what the commission 
had. the authority. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the Senator can refer me to the author- 
ity—and I know if anybody knows where it is to be found the 
Senator from Utah does—I would be very glad to submit it to 
the Senate. I can not find any such authority. It may be 
I have not examined with sufficient care, but up to date I have 
been unable to find it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I believe the Senator from Utah was against 
the proposition this morning. I would like to ask the Senator 
from Utah if he believes In a 5-cent fare in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. SMOOT. Not if it will not pay the expenses of running 
the street car company. I know in my own city they are 
charging 7 cents and making nothing. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I want the street car companies treated fairly. 
What about the poor fellow who has to ride on the street car? 
Does not the Senator give consideration to his purse? 

Mr. SMOOT. The consideration given him is that if the com- 
pany does not pay the expenses of operation, then the poor 
fellow will not have anything to ride on very long. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The poor fellow who is not able to pay 8 cents 
fare would be just as well off if we had no street cars. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is true, So he would be just as well off 
in the one case as the other. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. It is apparent that the Senator is trying—— 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President 

Mr. WARREN. Will all of the Senators yield to me a 
moment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I want to ask the Senator from Utah a 
question before he leaves the Chamber. 

Mr. WARREN. All of these discussions are very illuminat- 
ing, but I was wondering whether we should indulge in them 
when we have an appropriation bill before the Senate? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am doing it for the simple reason, if the 
Senator addresses his inquiry to me, that so far as I am con- 
cerned I regard a 5-cent fare in the District of Columbia as 
quite important, sufficiently important for the Members of this 
body to discuss ft. 

Mr. WARREN. Has the Senator from Tennessee made a 
ae to put such a provision in the pending appropriation 

ill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; there is no motion, and under the 
rules of the Senate there does not have to be a motion on it. 

Mr. WARREN. I understand the rules of the Senate allow 
the Senator to stand here for four days and talk if he has the 
strength to do it. I understand that perfectly well. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, where it is a matter of such 
importance we ought to stand here and talk about it. When 
the law is violated in behalf of the street car companies, some- 
body ought to stand here and talk about it. The Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Smoot] stated he was in favor of a 5-cent fare, 
provided a reasonable return was given the street car com- 
panies, I called the attention of the Senator to the fact this 
morning, and I do it again now, and I have no doubt the 
Senator knows it, that the Capital Traction Co., which was al- 
lowed to charge these high fares in the city of Washington, 
last year paid a dividend of 7 per cent and had a surplus of 
in the neighborhood of $700,000, almost enough to pay 6 per 
cent more. Surely the Senator has no doubt about that being 
even more than a fair return, has he? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator has no doubt that the 13 cents 
off of every fare, which the Senator proposes to deduct in order 
to reduce the fares to 5 cents, would amount to more than 
the $700,000, and perhaps three or four times that amount. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is not what I am asking. 

Mr. SMOOT. That is exactly the fact. The Senator from 
Tennessee has not studied the question to understand what it 
means, 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am asking if the Senator does not think 
that any concern able to pay a ien of 7 per cent is making 
a very fair return on its money? 

Mr. SMOOT. I should consider that a very fair return. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator would not fix 7 per cent as an 
unfair return if he were fixing it, would he? 


Mr. SMOOT. He is not fixing it at 7 cents. 
thirds cents is the rate at which it is fixed now. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But I am not talking about the fare. Iam 
talking about the amount earned on the capital stock of the 
company. They paid a dividend of 7 per cent last year, and 7 
per cent the year before, and, as I understand it, they sald 
they did not care for the increased rates. Is the Senator in 
favor of granting them an increased rate whether they want 
it or not, and regardless of the fair return on the capital? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; the Senator is not in favor of that. I 
think the Senator from Tennessee will find that the other com- 
pany in Washington has not made any money at all on the 
rates of fare it has charged. 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Yes; and the Senator will find that there 
are people in Washington who do not make money, of course; 
but we can not fix rates for those who are unable to make 
money on their property. We can not overcome their delin- 
quencies. I understand that the Washington Railway & Elec- 
tric Co. is largely a speculative concern; that they have been 
engaged in getting corporations together at small prices wher- 
ever they could and then issuing large blocks of stock with 
nothing to represent it but pure water. Of course we ought not 
to be required to tax the people in the city of Washington in 
order to give that company even what might be called a fair 
2 upon money that they have not got invested in the 

usiness. 


Six and two- 


Mr. SMOOT. Let me ask the Senator a question. Suppose 
a reduction of 1¢ cents in every fare received by the Capital 
Traction Co. should result in decreasing the revenues of the 
company by an amount greater than that required to pay the 
7 per cent dividend and create the $700,000 surplus, would the 
Senator then want a 5-cent fare? 

Mr. McKELLAR, That is a supposition that we need not go 
into, for the reason 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, yes; that ought to be taken into consid- 
eration. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is not the criterion by which the 
matter should be judged at all. We judge by what they are 
earning to-day. They are earning in the neighborhood of 13 
per cent. That is too much to tax the people in the District of 
Columbia to give to the street car companies, 

Mr. SMOOT. But the 1% cents which the Senator wants to 
take off of the rate of fare in the District of Columbia would 
amount to more than the dividend and the surplus he is talking 
about. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator is entirely mistaken about 
that. 

Mr. SMOOT. Oh, no; I am not. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Because before the fare was increased the 
companies earned good return upon their stock and as much as 
they were entitled to earn under the contract they had with the 
city. So it is proved that the Senator’s figures are absolutely 
wrong: 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not desire to discuss the matter any 
further with the Senator. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it has been hinted that the 
street car companies have a good deal of watered stock. When 
they used to sell six tickets for a quarter they made money. 
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR] has pointed out 
that they are making about 13 per cent on their investment 
with the tremendous earning power they have under the present 
law. They used to get along with a 5-cent fare, and the people 
used to get along fairly well under it; but they have been in- 
creased until they pay now, as I said a moment ago, every time 
they pay a cash fare—not 40 cents’ worth of tickets—8 cents for 
every ride they take. It is wrong. The fares ought to be re- 
duced to 5 cents. 

I simply rose to reply to the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Lenroor], who said that Senators voted against the 5-cent rate, 
but I think he voted at that time to sustain the Chair in his 
ruling that the amendment would be in order. The position he 
occupied to-day with regard to that is at cross-purposes with 
the position he occupied then; but his vote to-day, I repeat in 
conclusion, is in accord with the vote he cast then, because he 
voted against the 5-cent fare on that occasion. All Senators 
on the other side of the Chamber who voted to-day to override 
the ruling of the Chair can not get away from the fact that they 
voted in that situation to defeat a 5-cent fare for the District 
of Columbia. The street car companies. carry many more pas- 
sengers now than they did when they used to make 6 and 63 
per cent. I understand there is a lot of watered stock in the 
business now. 
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LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13926) making appropriations for 
the legislative branches of the Government for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The Assistant Secretary proceeded to read the bill. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
under the head “ Senate, office of the Secretary,” on page 2, line 
16, to increase the salary of the Assistant Secretary, Henry M. 
Rose, from “ $5,000” to “ $5,500.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 2, line 18, to increase the 
salary of the minute and Journal clerk from “$3,000” to 
“ $3,600.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, in the items for office 
of Secretary of the Senate, at the beginning of line 2, to strike 
out messenger, $1,440.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 3, at the end of line 4, 
to reduce the appropriation for salaries in the office of the 
Secretary of the Senate from“ $89,850” to “ $89,510.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading was continued to line 15 on page 8. 

Mr. WARREN. At this point I wish to offer an amendment. 
On page 3, line 14, the committee proposes to amend by striking 
out “ $1,500” and inserting “ $1,800.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 3, line 14, strike out 
“$1,500” and insert “$1,800,” so as to read: 

Three assistant clerks, at $1,800 each. 


Mr. FLETCHER. Was that estimated for? 

Mr. WARREN. There is no estimate necessary so far as 
this bill is concerned, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. On page 8, line 15, I propose another amend- 
ment, to strike out “$900” and insert “ $1,200.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 3, line 15, strike out 
“$900” and insert “ $1,200,” so as to read: 

Messenger, $1,200. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. Before going further I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the clerks at the desk may change all totals to cor- 
respond with the amendments when we are through with the 
Dill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The reading of the bill was continued to page 4, line 1. 

Mr. WARREN. On page 4, line 1, I move to amend by strik- 
ing out “$1,800” and inserting “ $2,220.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amendmend will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT Secretary. On page 4, line 1, strike out 
“$1,800” and insert $2,220,” so as to read: 

Assistant clerk, $2,220, 


The amendmend was agreed to. 

Mr. WARREN. On the same page, in line 17, I move to 
amend by striking out $2,500” and inserting “ $3,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT Secretary. On page 4, line 17, strike out 
“$2,500” and insert “$3,000,” so as to read: 

Interstate Commerce—clerk, $3,000. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Clerical 
assistance to Senators,“ on page 6, after line 12, to insert: 

Senators elected, whose term of office begins on the 4th day of 
March, and whose credentials in due form of law shall have been 
presented to the Senate, or filed with the Secretary thereof, are au- 
thorized to appoint the same number of clerical assistants, not to 
exceed four, at the same annual salaries, to which qualified Senators 
not chairmen of committees, are entitled, whose compensation sha 
be paid out of the appropriation for clerical assistance to Senators. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Office of 
Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper,” on page 6, at the begin- 
ning of line 26, to strike out Assistant Sergeant at Arms, 
$2,500.” 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, the position referred to in the 
amendment is filled by a man recommended by me. He is most 
efficient. He has held the position for the past four years. Of 
course, I have no notion as to what may happen to him in the 
future. He has, however, been very helpful in many ways. I 
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do not know the reason why the committee has recommended 
that the position be abolished. It has existed to my knowledge 
for the past eight years. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
York allow me to interrupt him? 

Mr. CALDER. Yes. 

Mr. WARREN, Without entering into the merits of the offi- 
cer or clerk referred to, for I do not know him personally nor 
am I familiar with his duties, the office was created at the 
time when Sergeant at Arms Ransdell was very ill and not able 
to attend to his duties. There was then a man who had been 
here a long time, by the name of Cornelius, for whom the office 
was created for the time being, and has been perpetuated since. 
The position was continued during the time when Mr. Higgins 
was Sergeant at Arms of the Senate and was filled subse- 
quently on the recommendation of the Senator from New York, 
as he has stated. 

Mr. CALDER. At any rate, I know the office has been filled 
for eight years, and for the past four years it has been very 
efficiently filled. The man who has held the position has been 
exceedingly useful to many Members of the Senate, and I am 
confident it would be a distinct loss to the permanent staff of 
the Senate if the position should be abolished. Of course, 
after I leave the Senate I do not know whether or not the pres- 
ent incumbent will be retained, but my judgment is that the 
office should not be abolished. 

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senator from New York 
that in any event the office will remain in existence until the 
Ist of July next. 

Mr. CALDER. I understand that even if the amendment 
shall be agreed to the man who holds the office will continue in 
office until the Ist of July next. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator from New York if 
the office which is now sought to be abolished is the one held 
by Mr. Woodworth? 

Mr. CALDER. It is. 

Mr. HARRISON. My observation of Mr. Woodworth is that 
he is a most efficient and capable employee. 

Mr. CALDER. I know that he is, and I therefore hope the 
committee amendment may not prevail. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to make the same statement in 
reference to Mr. Woodworth as has been made by the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON]. I know Mr. Woodworth 
well. He is an efficient employee, and I hope the Senate will 
retain him. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I do not wish to enter into a 
discussion of this matter, but, as has been stated by the chair- 
man of the Committee on Appropriations, the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Warren], this office was created a number of 
years ago in an emergency. We are advised, however, that the 
office of the Sergeant at Arms may be conducted very well with- 
out this additional help. I know the officer who at present 
occupies the place, and I know he has been capable and efficient, 
but if the office of the Sergeant at Arms may be run without 
the additional help, if we have an office here which is not 
needed, as has been ascertained in this inStance, we, inasmuch 
as we are making an effort to reduce expenses, ought to be 
willing to begin to reduce them here in the Senate. So the 
committee have stricken the item from the bill, and I think 
the Senate ought to stand by the committee and reduce ex- 
penses to that extent in our own body. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I think the Senator from 
Kansas is entirely right. It is not a question of our personal 
friendship at all; it is a question of reducing appropriations 
because the salary heretofore paid for the place has become un- 
necessary. I think the amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. CALDER. Just another word. I know of no more use- 
ful place in the staff of this body than the one occupied by Mr. 
Woodworth, and I hope that the committee amendment will not 
prevail. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, there is one thought which 
occurs to me, and that is if the effort is to be made to pass a 
ship subsidy bill and to keep Senators here to do it and they 
are to be forced to vote for such an obnoxious measure and it 
shall fail at this session and an extraordinary session be 
called, there will not only have to be a Sergeant at Arms but 
two or three Assistant Sergeants at Arms to bring Senators 
here in order to pass such a bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. We shall take our chances on that, Mr. Presi- 
dent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
committee amendment. 

Mr. CALDER. I ask for a division, Mr. President. 


The question is on agreeing to the 
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The question being put, on a division the amendment was 
agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 7, line 4, to increase the number of messengers at 
$1,800 each under the office of Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper 
from “37” to “38.” 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, on page 7, line 4, of the bill 
I notice the words “including one for minority.“ 

Mr. WARREN. May I say to the Senator from Arizona 
that there are two of those messengers for the minority, one 
having a certain salary and the other a somewhat lower 
Salary. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, I received a letter from a 
constituent about a month ago stating that he desired me 
to procure a position about the Senate as messenger or page 
or elevator operator for one of his relatives, who was a 
worthy young man. I wrote him in reply that in 1919, when 
the Republicans took charge of the Senate, they, of course, 
also took all the positions commonly called “patronage” and 
that such patronage was at the disposal of the Republican Sen- 
ators but not at the disposal of Democratic Senators. How- 
ever, I am advised that 10 places or positions have been al- 
lotted as “ patronage” to certain Democratic Senators. I had 
expected to introduce a resolution in the Democratic caucus 
asking who on this side of the Chamber has received patronage 
at the hands of the Republican Senators. I now ask to be 
informed as to what particular Democratic Senators have been 
given the right to appoint persons to positions about the Senate? 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona 
yield to the Senator from Kansas? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is impossible for me to give the names, 
but it has been the custom in the Senate ever since I have 
been a Member of it to allow the minority certain patronage. 
That patronage is assigned to the minority side, and the 
patronage committee of the minority, I presume, disposes of 
it just as it is distributed on the majority side. 

Mr. ASHURST. Who make the appointments? I desire the 
names. I expect ultimately to find out and I shall not be 
deflected in my pursuit of this information. 

Mr. CURTIS. I can give the Senator the names of the em- 
ployees, but, of course, not being a member of the Democratic 
Party and not attending their conferences and not being on 
their committees, I can not tell him who make the selections. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am advised that a patronage committee 
has made the appointments and we desire a list of the names. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President—— 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator looks around at me, and so I 
want to tell him that I am not one of them. 

Mr. ASHURST. Very well. There is the first admission. 

Mr. SMITH. What does the Senator want especially to 
know? 

Mr. ASHURST. I have been informed that places or posi- 
tions have been assigned to the Democratie minority. The 
Senator from South Carolina says he knows nothing about it. 

I shall content myself for the present with what I have said. 
If the Democratic leader will submit to me the list of names 
I shall be content. I hope that those who have been frequently 
in the public eye denouncing the Republicans are not also 
those who have been receiving patronage at the hands of the 
Republicans. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 7, line 10, to Increase the number of skilled laborers 
under the office of Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper from four 
to five. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, line 13, to increase the 
compensation of three female attendants in charge of ladies‘ 
retiring rooms from $720 to $1,000 each. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, line 17, after the figures 
“ $650,” to strike out “ attendant for service in old library por- 
tion of the Capitol, $1,500.” f 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 7, at the end of line 24, 
to reduce the total appropriation for the office of Sergeant at 
Arms and Doorkeeper from “$158,800” to $157,580." 

The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, on page 8, line 22, after the 
words “ Vice President,” to insert “to be immediately avail- 
able,” so as to read: 

For driving, maintenan an tio an aut for 
Vice Preaident, to be immediately avsilabin, $3,000 rer the 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, line 10, after the word 
“third,” to strike out “session” and insert “and fourth ses- 
sions,” so as to read: 

For preparation, under the direction of the Committees on Appro- 
priations of the Senate and House of Representatives, of the state- 
ments for the third and fourth sessions of the Sixty-seventh Congress, 
showing 9 made, new offices created, offices the salaries 
of which ve been omitted, increased, or reduced, indefinite appro- 

riations, and contracts authorized, together with a chronological 

story of the regular appropriation bills, as uired by law, 34:000, 
to be paid to the persons designated by the chairmen of sald com- 
mittees to do the work. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “Capitol 
Buildings and Grounds,” on page 22, after line 17, to insert: 

For special mb 5 to the Senate Chamber, meluding extension 
of ceiling sky t, painting, reconstruction of air chamber under 
floor, and for new fiooring, to be immediately available, $31,385. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 23, after line 14, to insert: 

For painting and We Senate Office Building, and for all 
purposes connected therewith, to be immediately available, $55,370. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 23, after line 17, to insert: 

For 100 woven-iron storeroom ca, attic floor, Senate Office Build- 
ing, to be immediately available, $10,180. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator what are 
contemplated by those two amendments, the first being for paint- 
ing and renovating the Senate Office Building? Does that mean 
the outside of the building? 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the chairman of the Com- 
pies on Rules is present, and I will ask him to explain that 

Mr. CURTIS. As the Senator from Florida knows, the Senate 
Office Building has not been painted since it was erected. A 
number of Senators have come to me, as chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, and requested that I take such steps as might 
be necessary to have the rooms painted inside and such other 
painting done as could be done within the amount proposed to 
be appropriated. I asked for an estimate and received it, and 
the committee put in an appropriation to cover the amount. 
With that appropriation we want to have done as much paint- 
ing as possibly can be done, and we hope to be able to finish 
the entire building, but the rooms will be painted inside first, 
so that the rooms of Senators will be repainted for the first 
time in 12 or 14 years. 

Mr. „ What is the meaning of the “ woven-iron 
cages” 

Mr. CURTIS. I suppose the Senator knows that a great 
many of the Senators desire to keep their old letter files, and 
they desire space in which to put them. They now are in rooms 
from which we may be able to remove them to make additional 
rooms for Senators; and by putting steel cages in the attic we 
can have one for each Senator. That has been done in the 
House Office Building, and has proven yery satisfactory.” The 
Members of the House are greatly pleased with the accommo- 
dations that have been given them, and we thought we would 
give the Senators the same accommodations. There will be one 
for each Senator and four extra. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will continue the 
reading of the bill. * 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Approprlations 
Was, under the subhead “ Library Building,” on page 33, line 
17, after the word “one,” where it occurs the first time, to 
strike out “$2,000” and insert “$2,250”; in line 24, before 
the word “each,” to strike out “$480” and insert “$720”; and, 


-on page 34, at the end of line 3, to strike out “ $72,465” and 


insert 873,195,“ so as to make the paragraph read: 


Salaries:- Administrative assistant and disbursing officer, $3,000 ; 
clerks—1 $2,250, 1 $1,600, 1 $1,400, 1 $1,000; property clerk, $900: 


$720 each; 4 check boys, at $360 each; mistress of charwomen, $425; 
assistant mistress of rwomen, $300; 58 3 
4 elevator conductors, at $720 each; 3 skilled laborers, at $720 
each; in all, $73,195. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
* 
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Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have an amendment on the 
part of the committee to add to the language which appears on 
page 34, lines 15 and 16. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 


The Reaping CLERK, On page 34, lines 15 and 16, it is pro- 
posed to strike out “Cashier and paymaster, $2,500" and to 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 
dishursing clerk, $2,500: Provided, That the disbursing clerk of the 
Government Printing Office hereafter shall be charged with the receipt 
and disbursement of all moneys for said office in accordance with the 
provisions of law relating to the Public Printer and other disbursing 
officers of the Government, under such bond and rules as the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury shall prescribe; and thereafter the Public Printer 
shali give a bond in the sum of $25,000 for the faithful performance of 
his duties, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, on page 84, line 11, following 
“Government Printing Office,” I offer on behalf of the com- 
mittee the amendment which I send to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 34, after line 12, subhead Of- 
fice of Public Printer,” it is proposed to insert the following: 

The Public Printer may hereafter employ such number of appren- 
tives as in his-judgment will be consistent with the economical service 
of the office, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, my attention was tempo- 
rurily distracted a minute ago. Will the Senator state what 
that amendment is? I beg his pardon for asking him to re- 
reat it. 

; Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I will read the amendment to the Sena- 
tor and then explain briefly what it is for. 

The amendment reads: 

The Public Printer may hereafter employ such number of appren- 
tices as in his judgment will be consistent with the economical service 
of the office. 

The provision of the printing act of 1895, Twenty-eighth Stat- 
utes, page 608, reads as follows: 

The Public Printer may employ such number of apprentices, not to 
exceed 25 at any one time, as in his judgment will be consistent with 
the economical service of the office. 

Mr, MCKELLAR, 
vision? 

Mr. SMOOT. There is no limitation put upon this. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Are they to be under the civil service? 

Mr. SMOOT. They are all under the civil service. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Are they required to be under the civil 
service? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Would it not be better for the Senator to 
put some limitation upon them? 

Mr. SMOOT. All of the employees of the Government Print- 
ing Office are under the civil service. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But would it not be better to put a limita- 
tion on the number, instead of just giving the Public Printer 
an unrestricted right to appoint as many as he wants? 

Mr. SMOOT. No. I will say to the Senator that if the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office had the same proportion of apprentices 
that the labor organizations of the country allow in all of the 
work in which they have an interest there would be over 400 
of them now in the Government Printing Office. This limit 
of 25 was made at a time when the number was very much 
smaller. I thought the statement of the Public Printer stated 
the exact number, but he says: 

At that time— 


That is, at the time of the passage of the law to which I 
have referred, in 1895— 
there were a comparatively small number of employees in the Printing 
Office, a few hundred, as compared with the 4,000 and over now. 

Mr. McKELLAR, And how many apprentices are there 
only 25? 

Mr. SMOOT. There is a limit of 25. I want to state to the 
Senator that they have the training of apprentices in the Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, and they have complete four-year 
courses. The first period of the printing course is one month 
and the second period is so many months. There are 12 periods 
covering the four-year course. Then they have the pressman’s 
course there, and the next course is the platemaker's course, 
and the bookbinder's course, and the machinist’s course. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What rate of pay do they get? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is right in the office itself. They take the 
boys that have come in there and worked around and made 
themselves proficient and want to learn the trade, and they 
have that course to educate them, so that they go right in and 
take places in the office as they become vacant. 


Is there a limitation put upon this pro- 


Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask the Senator a question? Does 
he not give an opportunity for some of the ex-service men to be 
trained here? 

Mr. SMOOT. Yes. 

nt eh a ch re So that it relieves the vocational training 
wor 


Mr. SMOOT. Yes. There is not a better place in the world 
to train any of the ex-soldiers than right in that office, and that 
is what we want to do. 

Mr. FLETCHER. In reference to the amount of pay, I think 
usually they get about 25 cents an hour, which is, of course, 
very much less than the full pay. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill 
to be read a third time. 

The bill was read the third time and passed. 


INTERALLIED DEBTS AND GERMAN REPARATIONS, 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp some very interesting information. 
Here is a letter which I have received from the president of 
the Southern Commercial Congress which explains the matter. 
The letter states that— 


The Southern Commercial Congress organized an International Trade 
Commission, representative of all sections of the United States. 

Investigations were made in France, Belgium, Holland, Germany, 
Switzerland, Italy, and Great Britain. 

The commission was nonpartisan, its membership being about evenly 
divided between our two great political parties. 

Herewith I am paing you a copy of the preliminary report; the 
complete report with a digest of the conditions in the various coun- 
tries visited by the commission; a set of amortization tables given as 
a suggested basis for the settlement of the interallled debts and the 
German reparations, together with letters from members of the Ameri- 
can and British commissions and a copy of the resolutions adopted by 
the Southern Commercial Congress at the fifteenth annual convention 
held at Chicago, III., December 20-22, 1922. 

This material is respectfully submitted for the information of the 
pubie and is delivered to you, with the request that you present it 
or publication in the Recosp or as a separate congressional document 
for the information of the American people, 


I have here a letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, one 
from the Secretary of State, and one from Hon, Stanley Bald- 
win, British debt commissioner. The matter is not very long. 
It is information which this commission procured in Europe. 
I do not vouch for it; I would not offer it except I know the 
character of the men who obtained the information; and the 
public is entitled to read it for what it is worth. So I ask 
unanimous consent to have it inserted in the RECORD. i 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

(Letter from Hon, A. W. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury.) 
NOVEMBER 4, 1022, 
CLARENCE J. OWENS, Esq., 
President the Southern Commercial NE abe: 
Southern Building, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Sin: I beg to perenne your letter of October 31 inclosing 
copy of the preliminary report of the International Trade Commission 
which was assembled Py the Southern Commercial Congress. 

I note that a copy of the final report will be sent immediately after 
November 20, when it is to be released. 

I also hote your offer to send a complete report as to a plan of 
amortization, and beg to say that I should be glad to receive the same. 

Thanking you, believe me, yours very FENA 
A. W. MELLON, Secretary. 
(Letter from Hon. Charles E. Hughes, Secretary of State.) 
Novemeber 14, 1922. 
Mr. CLARENCE J. OWENS, 
President the Southern Commercial Congress 
Southern Building, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear MR. OWENS: I regret that on account of the pressure of 
work in the department I have been unable before this to acknowledge 
the receipt of your letter of October 31, inclosing a copy of the pre- 
liminary report of the International Trade Commission assembled by 
the Southern Commercial Congress. I am deeply interested in the 
important subjects to which this report refers, and I appreciate your 
Coney: in sending me a copy. 

Sin 


cerely yours, CHARLES E. HUGHES, 


Baldwin, Chancellor of the Exchequer 


(Letter from the Hon. Stanle 
mission of Great Britain to the United 


and chairman of the Britis 
States.) 
SHOREHAM Horst, 
Washington, January 15, 1923. 
Mr. CLARENCE J. OWENS, 

Dear Mr. OWENS: I am very grateful to you for being so good as to 
furnish me with a cont. of the preliminary report of the International 
Trade Commission of the Southern Commercial Con , together with 
amortization tables for the payment of the debts of nations, including 
German reparations, 


1923. 


I should like at once to express my admiration of the careful research 
and mature thought which ve been brought to bear upon questions 
of erent intricacy and difficulty. 

t was a great pleasure to me to have the honor of a conference with 
you and the e of being favored with the impressions g have 
derived as a result of your extended tour in the Continent of Europe. 

Yours sincerely, 
STANLEY BALDWIN. 


PRELIMINARY REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION. 


The International Trade Commission assembled by the Southern Com- 
mercial Congress bas returned to the United States after an extended 
tour of inspection in Great Britain, France, Belgium, Holland, Ger- 
many, Switzerland, and Italy. 

Courtesies were {nvoked for the commission by the State Department 
and the Department of Commerce of the United States, and every facil- 
ity was granted for the successful prosecution of the work by the agen- 
cies of the United States in the countries visited and by the governmen- 
tal and business organizations and offices of these countries. 

The commission is preparing a comprehensive report for presentation 
to the Fifteenth Annual Convention of the Southern Commercial Con- 
gress, to be held in Chicago, November 20 to 22, and for presentation to 
the Congress of the United States in December. The report will be 
offered for publication by Congress for the information of the American 


people, 

The American commission assembled by the Southern Commercial 
Congress in 1918 submitted a report on which was based the Federal 
farm loan act, and the commission will in the present report submit 
clear-cut recommendations, the result of first-hand observations, on the 
fundamental prones in the international relations that react as bar- 
riers to direct trade and financial intercourse, 

The commission has divorced its work absolutely from national and 
international politics, nnd without fear or favor has sought to view 
the problems and suggest the remedies with an eye single to the eco- 
nomic betterment of the world, the extension of American business, and 
the sane reconstruction of the stricken nations of Europe. 

As a preliminary statement the commission has authorized a brief 
announcement of conclusions on the fundamental problems that in 
each country was found to be the absolute barrier that must be re- 
moved before the minor questions will admit of solution. The state- 
ment, adopted unanimously, is as follows: 

“ Notwithstanding the treaty of Versailles and the low economic 
stature of European nations, Europe is more nearly on the verge of 
military conflict than at any period immediately preceding the World 


War. 

“The Belgian compromise is purely temporary, and unless some so-, 
lution of the problems is reached prior to the expiration of the six 
months’ period the conditions in 8 7 will be infinitely worse. 

“The fundamental problem is that of the settlement of the war 
debts and reparations. The settlement can not be handled piecemeal, 
but must include all the nations parties to international financial obli- 
80 America, as a creditor nation to the amount of 810,000,000. 

0 plus accrued interest, must see that its interests are protected in 
the contract of settlement. 3 

“France and Belgium base their entire program of reconstruction 
and rehabilitation and the return of exchange to an approximate 
porn status upon German reparation payments, They say, ‘Germany 
must pay.’ 

“Germany, with its fold and securities of yalue out of the country, 
with apparent financial collapse but with an almost frenzied agricul- 
tural and industrial activity in production, boldly claims that the 
treaty of Versailles must be amended that Germany may be free to 
compoto economically and commercially with other countries of the 
world, and claims that ‘Germany can not pay anything like the sum 
demanded nor at all until she is free to export.’ 

“ Holland, as a neutral observer, agrees that Germany can not pay, 
and piety says that the economic future of Holland is bound up with 
the fate of Germany, They say if Germany succeeds, Holland will 
N if Germany fails, Holland will suffer. 

Italy has more nearly balanced her budget and England has bal- 
anced hers. ‘These nations do not maintain that their economic future 
Is dependent upon German reparations. However, both nations have 
their eye exterior debts and both expect Germany to pay an adequate 
amount. 

“If a settlement is reached, and a settlement must be reached if 
the peace of the world is to be restored and guaranteed, then two 
basic considerations must be understood and accepted, viz: 

T. America can not cancel the debts of the nations, but all nations 
must ultimately Py, their at | with dignity and honor. 

“2. The Worl ar is ended, and while hate and anger is still in 
the hearts of many, the settlements between nations formerly bel- 
ligerent must be on a basis of mutual respect and consideration. 

“Two words contain the solution of the world's problems in the 
international settlement in this hour of unhappy and chaotic uncer- 
tainty. They are ‘moratorium’ and ‘amortization.’ Let no nation 
ask for its debts to be forgiven, but esa for time and patient con- 
sideration. The former Allies must pay the United States. Germany 
must pay reparations obligations, but amendments to the treaty of 
Versailles must be ag upon N Germany the opportunity of 
free competition economically with all nations, and France and Ger- 
5 2 must have guaranties of freedom from molestation and military 
attack. 

“If there was adequate reason for a six months’ moratorium, there 
will be greater reason for a longer extension at the expiration of the 
pona A moratorium of a longer and absolutely definite period must 

e accepted. If America as a creditor nation iene) es to force pay- 
ments from the nations of Europe, the result would be disastrous 
and if the former Allies attempt to force the defeated nations beyond 
the ability to pay, it would be equally disastrous and would inevitably 
lead to armed conflict. 

“The nations must agree around the table to an amortization 
Scheme of settlement. America might generously agree to reduce the 
interest rate lower than 41 per cent and permit one-half of 1 r 
cent of the interest agreed upon to go to amortize the loan of $10,000, 

y „ and thus with the parusa of the interest and the amortiza- 
tion annually the debts would be eventually paid. It is evident that 
25 years is altogether too brief a period to amortize the debts, 

“The American farmer who under the Federal farm loan act gets 
his loan for ach years understands this principle, and Germany, the 
country that achieved most in building internal economic power prior 
to the World War, accomplished the result by the application of the 
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amortization principle, Germany should be given the same oppor- 
tunity to amortize the reparations as is extended to the countries of 
Europe by the United States and Pogana in the settlement of the 
interal war debts. Close study of European finances indicates the 
need for a long amortization period and a low annual payment. It is 
the penenie and not the rate that offers the solution. 
standardized plan should be adopted speedily by all nations in 
conference. The plan should be based upon common sense and even 
justice. The program of disarmament with guaranties of peace would 
naturally be a vital element in the contract of settlement.’ 
CLARENCE J. OwENs, Washington, D. O., Chairman. 
EmMMetr W. Gans, Hagerstown, Md., Vice Chairman, 
RALPH METCALF, Tacoma, Wash., Secretary. 


REPORT OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION, 


At a conference in September in Berlin, where the American Trade 
Commission was studying economic and financial conditions, Doctor 
apie 3 director of the Great Federation of German Indus- 

es, said: 

“Germany and England must export manufactures and import food 
and raw material. he United States has within itself all food and 
raw material that is needed.“ 

Doctor Bucher spoke the truth but not all of the truth, The United 
States preduce a surplus of agricultural products as well as manu- 
factured goods which must find a forei market. This surplus is 
comparatively small, but it figures in billions, and its economic effect 
must be considered. 

The inability of many American farmers during the past two years 
to market thelr crops at a satisfactory profit, or even to secure a 
return covering the actual cost of production, is due to lack of a foreign 
market for our surplus products. 

Upon applying to the Federal Government for comparative figures 
of exports of manufactures and agricultural products to total produc- 
tion the commission was advised as follows: 


Unfortunately figures for production and foreign trade are not com- 
poea on a comparable basis, and no figures are immediately available. 
me of the most carefully worked-out estimates, published by the 
Harvard Review of Economic Statistics, finds a percentage of exports 
to total production of exportable goods in 1909 of 7.9 per cent, 1914 
of 8.5 per cent, and 1919 of 13.4 per cent. Another estimate made by 
Dr. B. M. Anderson shows figures of 9.3, 9.7, and 16.01 for the three 
years, respectively. These two estimates are supposed to include all 
commodities. A third estimate made by the Federal Reserve Bank of 
New York, based on 101 representative commodities, shows 4.07, 6, and 
7.9 per cent, respectively. It can not be said that there is any one 
absolutely accurate ratio between domestic and foreign trade. The 
Harvard Review further figures that in the fiscal year 1920 we ex- 
pora 45.6 per cent of our tobacco production, 39.8 per cent of copper, 
2 per cent of cotton, 21.1 per cent of wheat, 17.5 per cent of pork, 
10.6 per cent of beef, 5.7 per cent of anthracite coal, and 5.1 per cent 
The value, in billions, of prod 


of commercial automobiles. ucts, ex- 


ports, and imports in 1909, 1914, and 1919 is as follows: 


Agricultural croj 6.49 6.11 15. 87 
Animals and 9 3.01 3. 78 8. 96 
1. 89 2.12 4.65 

8. 53 9. 88 23. 90 

1. 70 2.07 7.75 

a 1. 48 1. 79 3. 90 

The Federal Reserve Bank of New York states that despite the 
tremendous drop in both value and volume of our exports in 1921 the 


ratio to total production was actually greater not only than the notori- 
ously ‘boom’ year previous, but also greater than any other year dur- 
ing the past generation, We did a better foreign business in 1921, a 
calamity year, than in 2 previous recent year—better probably than 
in any previous year.” The bank shows a steadily increasin r cent 
of exports to production, from 4.47 per cent in 1910 to 6.10 Ia 1913. 
6.52 in 1916, 7.91 in 1919, and 8.40 in 1920, with an increase of almost 
double in 1921. 

These statistics also disprove the startlin 9 of James J. Hill, 
when he said in an address at Tacoma, Wash., in 1908: 

“In 10 years there will not be a ship sail dut of this harbor to cross 
the ocean. We shall have no flour an rain to ship; we shall be im- 
porting wheat; and in 25 years we shall face a nation-wide famine.” 

Although this address was declared by Sir Horace Plunkett, one of 
the leaders of agricultural thought among English-speakin eople, 
‘one of the most important speeches ever delivered by a public man 
upon a great punue issue,” it is obvious that world conditions and im- 

rovement in the methods of production and agricultural finance in the 
nited States have very materially affected Mr. Hill’s prophecy, or at 
least have deferred its realization. So far from facing a famine, the 
problems: of the United States to-day is to find a satisfactory market for 
ts surplus eee 

The initial step, to follow recognition of a condition, is a first-hand 
accurate collection of the facts, to be followed by a scientific study of 
the facts collected and all conditions at home and abroad that enter 
into the problem, in the certainty that out of it will come knowledge, 
and in the light of knowledge better conditions should follow. 

Because of our failure to grasp trade opportunities to the South, 
Europe is the greatest available market for our surplus, and to make 
the necessary collection of the facts about European conditions by per- 
sonal study the International Trade Commission was assembled by the 
Southern Commercial Congress. 

e Southern Commercial Congress was organized in 1837 and for 
the past 14 years has maintained perenn headquarters at Washing- 
ton. The slogan of the Con s is, For a greater Nation through a 

reater South.“ Its activities have been nation-wide, and upon its 
nyitation the governors and representative men in all branches of 
American business in the States of the North, East, and West have 
coo ted cordially. 

In 1918 the Southern Commercial Congress organized an American 
commission on rural credit and 5 organization, which at that 
time was the great problem the United States was facing and refusing 
to consider, composed of 118 men, 60 of them official delegates com- 
missioned by governors of 29 States and premiers of 4 Canadian 
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Provinces. This commission studied in every country in Europe except 
al and the Balkan States, where war was then raging. Based 


which there are in operation 12 great 
4,000 farm-loan associations, with loans of more than $800,000,000 to 
farmers on long time and low rate of interest on the amortization plan. 
This law has established in America the N that 1 per cent added 
to re rate of interest will cancel the debt in 69 semiannual payments, 
or years. 

General Pershing is responsible for the statement that when 
America entered the World War emergency legislation was required for 
the Army and Navy, for shipping, for practically every governmental] 
activity, but the Federal farm loan act was already in operation and 
needed no further legislation to enable our farmers to produce food for 
our Army and Navy, for our country, and, to a large extent, the Allies. 
There have been other nation-wide achievements by the Southern Com- 
mercial Congress of less magnitude, but also of great importance. 

The International Trade Commission assembled at New York on 
August 18 last and sailed on the following day on the steamer 
Homeric. Every part of the country, from the Pacific coast to New 

Jand and from Ohio to Alabama, was represented. The members 
held appointments from the Governors of Tennessee, Missouri, Ohio, 
Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, Alabama, Washington, North Caro- 
. — New Hampshire, Georgia, and from the Southern Commercial 

ongress. 

The commission included growers, manufacturers, rters, bankers, 
executives of commercial organizations, and other fields of industry. 
There were several ladies, who were commissioned by the governors of 
various States because of their activity in women's clubs and public 
affairs. The commission was about evenly divided between the two 
great political parties, and its investigation and findings have been 
absolutely without consideration of national or international politics. 

The commission studied the European problems and ventures to sug- 
gest remedies, with an eye single to bringing order out of exis 
chaos, that the enormous debts due to America from Burope may be 
paid and increased markets may be developed for the extension of 
American business through the economic betterment of the world, sane 
reconstruction of the stricken nations, and stabilization of their cur- 
rency and finances. 

The commission landed at Cherbourg and studied in Paris, France; 
Brussels, Belgium; The Hague, 5 Rotterdam, Holland; 
Berlin, Germany; Lucerne, Zurich, Switzerland; Milan, Venice, Rome, 
Italy ; returning to Paris and thence to London. 

Investigation was attempted to be made in the following fields: 

Europe's needs as to raw material and manufactured products, 

Europe's ability to pay and Europe's need of American credit. 

Export information. 

Import information. 

The sources of information consulted were: 

Diplomatic and consular officers of the United States. 

Trade commissioners of the United States Department of Commerce. 

Ministries of commerce of European countries. 

International chambers of commerce in European countries. 

American Express Co., Huropean ces. 

Independent agencies of information, including (a) individuals, (b) 
organizations, 3 

Courtesies were invoked for the commission by the State Department 
and the Department of Commerce of the United States and every 


facility was granted for the successful prosecution of the work by the 
agencies of the United States in the countries visited and by the 
governmental and business organizations and interested individuals in 


these countries. 

Conferences were held in every city visited and the officials and 
agencies heretofore enumerated called to testify before juries of 
inquiry. The commission met with no refusal nor hesitation to 
testify, but In every country with a full and frank statement of facts 
and conditions from the viewpoint of the witness. 

A number of valuable reports and documents prepared by the United 
States Diplomatic and Commercial Service and by officials and econo- 
mists of the various European countries was received by the com- 
mission and incorporated in its records. 

In seeking to learn existing trade and financial conditions and 
any barriers to extension of American trade that may exist, in 
every country except Italy the answer both of foreign officials and 
financiers and of American diplomatic and commercial representa- 
tives und of Americans in business, there resident, invariably led 
back to the German reparations and the allied debts to the United 

tates. 
$ Before leaving France, the first country visited, it became evident 
that these problems were fundamental and must be settled before 

question of trade extension can be intelligently considered. 

Another startlin 
the situation. It difficult for Americans to understand that not- 
withstanding the Versailles treaty, Europe is more nearly on the verge 
of war than at any period immediately preceding the World War. 
In France the dominant feeling, permeating everything and every 
man, woman, and child, in the air, in conversation, in business, even 
in the press, is fear—fear of another attack by Germany, a Germany 
whose soil war did not touch, a Germany with every factory in 
frenzied operation, the great Krupp works running full shifts, and 
scientists in their elaborate laboratories designing or already prepar- 
ing new devilish gas or chemical, which dropped from above will 
doom to instant death an army or a city full or a coun ide. And 
Germany, a far greater and wore powerful nation than France, em- 
phasized by memories of the debacle of 1870. That is the unques- 
tioned situation in France to-day notwithstanding the treaty pro- 
vision limiting Germany to an army of 100,000 men and equipment 
and munitions for no more, while France has 800,000 men under 
arms. It is not good for the morale of the nation or the world ; it 
is not conducive to peace nor to a reasonable consideration of the 

at problems that must be faced and solved to-day and upon a 
fust solution of which the welfare—to say the least—of the world, 
e 


fact impressed itself, the psychological aspect of 


ment 3 when the present temporary moratorium, resultant 
from the Belgian compromise, res. even suggests that 
it is the duty of the United States to aid in forcing Germany to 


nee, civilization. ut before the crash comes, a million 
French soldiers will march into the Ruhr district. There are wise 
heads in France who realize the futility of this threat and the im- 
possibility of Germany meeting the requirements: 

One representative of the French Government has even whispered 
that the hope of France in insisting upon the letter of the treaty is 
not to force payment in full but to compel a dissolution of the former 
preat German Empire into its constituent, free-from-military federa- 

jon. This is a secret of the innermost circle, but the statement has 
been made on very high authority. 

There are some who are optimistic enough to believe that there is a 
forlorn hope that, without demas reparations, the indomitable spirit 
and wonderful thrift of France may pull her through; but we have 
not exaggerated the attitude of France, as impressed upon the commis- 
sion by officials, financiers, representatives of commerce and industry, 
and quite ont Frenching” the French, to sarge one of the clever 
9 of Poincare, by American di jomats and officers and directors 
of the American an 


make this payment, for if this payment fails, then France will fall, 
and with yra 


International Chambers of Commerce. And, of 
course, America must giye up all thought of expecting any payment 
of the allied debts. This latter is not expressed by official France but 


is the orense sentiment, No provision for such payment is 
givén consideration in preparing the budget. 

The attitude of Belgium—Government, in , finance, people—is 
a simple ditto. If Germany fails to pay the last mark named in the 
reparations demand, and at the appointed time, then France and 
pepum fall, and civilization goes back to the Dark Ages—and civili- 
zation includes the United States. 

Holland says these demands can not be met; Germany must be given 
a chance to get back on her feet; for Germany is Holland's hinterland, 
and if Germany falls—and fall she must, and soon unless given a 
breathing spell—then Holland falls, too, and with them all Europe. 

The commission was assured by the United States ambassador at 
Berlin that it was idle to ask for the attitude of Germany, for there 

different attitudes as there are German people—about 
60,000,000. till, the attitude of Germany is sofliciently clear. Ger- 
many, with its gold and securities of value safe in neutral lands, with 
worthless paper currency and a rent financial collapse, but with a 
frenzied agricultural and industrial activity in production, declares 
that the treaty of Versailles must be rev! so that Germany may be 
free to compete in the world’s markets—that Germany can not pay 


anything like the pre erous sum demanded, nor at all until she is 
free to import raw material and to export manufactured ds, Ger- 
many can live and gradually rebuild her shattered economic structure 


and pay a reasonable reparation in due time, but only if she be allowed 
to export. Germany must keep her factories running and her workers 
Se or the Russian revolution looms near. She has a short crop 
and raises only food enough to feed her people for seven months. She 
must import food for five months. She has left 1,000,000,000 gold 
marks. If she pays this into Belgium, as demanded, she can no longer 
buy raw materials abroad, for her paper currency is of no value except 
within her borders. Nor can she buy food next spring to avert threat- 
ening famine when her own production is exhausted. Without raw 
material, with her hundreds of thousands out of work and starving, no 
power can prevent a bloody revolution and Bolshevism, The Versailles 
reaty makes it a spe ints for Germany to build up foreign trade, 
upon which payment of reparations depends. The treaty must there- 
fore be revised. You can not take away a man's tools and the material 
SA which he works and expect him to zo on with production, from 

e sale of which he must pay his bills. e can not. 

If France marches an army into the Ruhr district, Germany will 
fight; there is no other alternative; it is for life. If the Allies pre- 
vent Germany from doing business with the West, she will look to the 
East. There is a great storehouse of raw material and food; there is 
an army in the making that can overwhelm Kapr under veteran 
German commanders; Russian industry in train German hands. 
This is Papena; aloud it is emphatically declared: “ Germany will 
look to the East.” j 

Hugo Stinnes, the head of German finance and industry, closed a 
contract while the commission was in Germany to pend 13,000,000, 600 
francs in reconstruction in the devastated area in Prance, to apply on 
reparations. This proposition was gladly apprayen by France. 
7 a day or two ore it was whispered Berlin that the hidden 
political purpose of this move overshadowed its surface intent. It is 
no secret that Stinnes has his agents all over Russia. It is true that 
they have failed in some of their efforts, and this has been pngen up 
in the newspaper press; but it is also true that Germans, d b 
Stinnes, are gradually getting into control or at least into direct con- 
tact with Russian industry and commerce. Had Stinnes proposed. to 
go into Russia on so tremendous a scale as he has in the devastated 
regions in France, France would have shouted an emphatic No.“ 
But France has very cordially approved the Stinnes contract; how 
can she even criticize a contract in Ru „ a Russia that owes France 
a billion dollars of borrowed money and other billions on investments 
now worthless? And what does a German-Russian military alliance 
mean to the peace of Europe—and that unquestionably includes the 
peace of the world. 

This summa of the attitude of Germany is accurate, so far aa 
the judgment of the commission may go. What an Germany stirred 
up and resentful is the occupation by French colored troops, who, it is 
emphatically declared, were at the outset, but are not at the present 
uma. guilty of outrages. This attitude is not good for the morale 
of Germany nor of the world; it is not conducive to peace nor to a 
reasonable consideration of the great world problems that must be 
solved without further futile dalliance. 

Switzerland, or a considerable part of it, sympathizes with Germany. 
The hotel or tourist industry is actually the principal industry of Switz- 
erland. Germany furnished a good percentage of the Swiss tourists, 
and now practically none, because the Germans who were formerly 
wealthy are now bankrupt. Germans can not pay foreign hotel bills 
in 5 A marks. The hotels were in such bad condition financially 
that ey were about to close. To prevent this the Government stepped 
in and saved its lead industry by dipping into the treasury and 
handing out a sufficient bonus to make up the deficit. And so Switzer- 
land vi generally and very naturally wants Germany to be given 
a breathing 1 and a chance for new life. 

There is, of course, no question of the er of the British Empire 
to pay its debts. The four billions the United States loaned England 
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is an absolutely sound investment so long as the American Govern- 
ment keeps its head. England can pay and will pay. The payment 
of $50,000,000 of interest this month arantees this. The British 
Government maintains an absolutely impeccable position. Hands 
across the sea” really guarantees the peace of the world. And still 
the British press and the British panne rather more than hints that 
the United States made billions out of the war and now has most of 
the gold of the world; that America was quite as vitally interested in 
quelling the world-dominion ambition of Germany as Britain or France; 
and t the billions loaned to Europe were for America’s defense and 
should be wiped off the slate, or ye materially reduced. A very high 
authority said to the officers of the commission in London—an au- 
thority so high that it can not be quoted: This payment of $50,000,- 
000 interest is merely a gesture. England says that, of course, she 
can pay and will pay to the uttermost farthin . But poor France, 
poor Belgium, r Italy, they can not pay a dollar and never will be 
able to. America must remember that France and Belgium and Great 
Britain fought her fight for her and saved her from the Hun. England 
will pay, but France and Belgium and Italy, they can not pay one 
dollar. America must cancel these debts and cha it to national pro- 
tection. And then what? England knows that the United States 
cancels the debts of France and gium and Italy it must accord to 
Britain exactly the same treatment. If you know your Bible, you 
will remember Uriah. Britain has had centuries of training in the 
intricacies of diplomacy. With full consideration of and sympathy 
with “Hands across the sea,” it is the judgment of the commission 
that the basic principle of England is “ England first and always,” and 
that there is some foundation for the statement of the very high 
authority above quoted. 

Whether the cause for its attitude upon German reparations, dia- 
metrically opposed to thut of France, be selfish or merely wise, Great 
Britain's position that Germany can not pay the sum demanded and 
must be given a chance to gid tahun is sound. The declaration made 
in France that Britain is merely pursuing her time-honored policy of 
dividing the continent so as to prevent the development of too strong a 
rival, and is encouraging Germany to make no attempt to pay, in 
order to cripple France, is hysteria EYA 

London has been the center of world finance for generations and 
economic principles are understood. Despite rivalry and suspicion, 
prior to the World War Germany and Britain were each the argons 
customer @f the other. The severe depression in British agricuiture 
is ascribed by every authority consulted to a glut resultant from the 
shutting off of the German market. England realizes that a return 
to normalcy in re bs is dependent upon the restoration of sound 
economical and financial conditions in Germany. Here, as elsewhere, 
these problems are fundamental. 

Italy was the only country where we found a different viewpoint. 
Italy has cleaned house. The assumption of political power by the 
Fascisti since the commission left Italy does not at all ect the situa- 
tion. The Fascisti rather overdo it, but the Fascisti stand for loyalty 
to Italy, loyalty to the King—who is democratic and clear thinking— 
and for law and order. 

Italy has handled the threat of communism and socialism boldly 
and forcefully through the Fascisti and has demonstrated to the local 
I. W. W.’s, to parapbrase the deathless words of Garfield, “ God reigns 
and the government at Rome still lives.” Italy has molded her 
financial policy 2 55 close economy and progr vely high and yet 
higher taxation. In Italy alone of all the European countries visited, 
the fundamental, problems of German reparations and of the allied 
debts were not referred to in any conference with Government officials 
and financial and commercial representatives. 

These are the problems upon which the peace and welfare of the 
world depend—the German reparations, the allied debts. The Inter- 
national Trade Commission has not attempted to evade these funda- 
mental questions. It has endeavored to study them from the stand- 

int of every country visited, and with a clean mental slate to grasp 
Phe situation, and has even assumed to suggest the remedy. It is 
very clear that the extension of American trade with Europe—the 
object of the commission—hinges, as does every world question, 
upon a right solution. 

Just before leaving London for the home voyage, the officers of the 
commission, in conference with perhaps the leading representative 
of American financial interests in Europe, said, “It is, of course, 

resumptuous for a score of everyday Americans to come over here 
‘or a few weeks and take upon themselves the troubles of the world.” 
The answer was this: Not at all. That is the wrong viewpoint. 
These people have been muddling along for four years. Nobody has 
suggested a waf out, and nobody has thought of it. They are simply 
preparing for the next war. A solution must come, and it must come 
now. A constructive plan is needed; you have offered it. Your 
recommendation is sane, feasible, and practicable and should be 
promptly acted upon by the Congress.” 

Restoration of normal trade conditions and increased market for 
America undoubtedly depend upon a sane settlement of German repa- 
rations and the allied debts. 3 must pay a reasonable sum 
for reparations—as grêat a sum as is within her economic possi- 
bility. To demand a sum that could not concelyably be paid by any 
nation, more money than there is in the world, and at the same time 
to impose conditions that poras Germany from paying, does not 
evade the question; it makes an answer im ible. The sum de- 
manded from Germany—a sum incomprehensible before the World 
War changed our computations from thousands to billions—must be 
reduced to a figure that Germany can conceivably pay in time. No 
figure of billions be Ra billions could possibly make reparation for the 
moral as well as physical loss to the world caused by the World War, 
which must be laid at the door of Germany. If rmany could be 
forced to and could work out and pay unlimited billions, there would 
be no serious problem. If the United States could build a wall around 
its boundaries and live unto itself, ignoring the rest of the world, 
these problems would have only a passing interest for us. Germany 
can not pay the sum demanded; the United States can not live unto 
itself without an economic readjustment that is utterly unnecessary 
and that would entail 8 of financial loss and unemployment. 

A few weeks ago President Harding said: 

“The first duty is to protect our national interests, but in many 
Ways real protection comes from cooperation with other nations. 
The best intelligence of the day recognizes the need to encourage in- 
timacy and understanding in the social, economic, and political famil 
of nations, and it recognizes that thus inaugurating a plan whic 
looks to intimate consideration of the facts we are offering a means 
of true unification and solidarity among the interests which make up 


our industrial civilization and we are taking a step toward the solu- 
tion of some of the most perplexing economic problems which con- 
front the nations. 

“The last thing in our thoughts is aloofness from the rest of the 
world. We wish to be helpful, neighborly, useful. To protect our- 
selves first and then to use the strength accruing through that policy 
for the welfare of mankind is our sincere purpose.” 

Following this declaration of the attitude of the American Goy- 
ernment toward world problems the International Trade Commission 
bas ventured to “inaugurate a plan which looks to intimate considera- 
tion of the facts" upon which the peace and welfare of the world 
depend and “offers a means of true unification and solidarity among 
the interests which make up civilization and is a step toward the 
solution of the most perplexing problems which confront the nations. 
We wish America to be — tig neighborly, useful. To protect our- 
selves first and then to use the strength accruing through that policy 
for the general welfare of mankind.” 

In an address at Boston, October 30, Secretary Hughes declared 
the forei policy of the administration to be a policy of helpfulness 
and understanding, without entanglements which would fetter 
American independence. He characterized the arms conference as 
meaning the rescue of the world from despair. He closed by saying: 
“There is no reason why we should fritter away our helpful influ- 
ence by becoming a partisan of another party to a conference, much 
2 = the fatal mistake of attempting to assume the role of a 

ctator,” 

This is sound principle. Just as the United States rescued the 
world from despair by calling the Washington conference, so it can 
save the peace of Europe and of the world and bring sane reconstruc- 
tion out of chaos by inviting the allied nations and Germany to 
another like conference of Government officials and leading financiers 
and economists, which shall solve the problems of German repara- 
tions and allied debts, shall pave the way for reduction of arma- 
ments, insure payments of reparations and of the debts, give America 
increased markets in Europe, stabilize exchange to some degree, and 
Peduice the burden of taxation that now hangs heavy over the American 
people. 

On October 16, in an address at Toledo, Secretary Hoover said: 

„Our loans to the Allies, now amounting to $11,500,000,000, are in 
fact debts to our taxpayers. I do not believe any public official, either 
of the United States or any other country, could or should approve 
their cancellation. With the exception of minor amounts, I am con- 
vinced that these debts can be repaid in a reasonable period without 
realization of the oft-expressed undué strain on the debtor countries 
or the threat of a flood of goods that would endanger employment in 
the United States, 

“The shipment of European manufactured goods that might com- 
pete in our home market to the Tropics, and in turn the shipment to 
us of tropical s that will not interfere with our domestic manu- 
facture or employment, not only is possible but is going on all the 
time. These tropical products are a type of goods which we can not 
produce sufliciently—rubber, coffee, woods, etc. They do not affect 
employment in the United States, and they are constantly increasing 
in ratio to our total imports. In the last seven years our imports 
from the Tropics have increased from 35 to 53 per cent of our total 
Imports. The expenditures of American tourists abroad, remittances 
of immigrants in the United States to relatives, the growing volume 
of investments made by our citizens in foreign countries, and other 
items of so-called invisible exchange give Europe a large supply of 
American money with which Europe may in turn pay interest on debts 
or for the purchase of goods from us. 

“There fs no need for despair in the future of Europe if Europe can 
maintain peace. Its hard-working population, its tremendous intel- 
ligence, its fabulous development of skill and scientific knowledge are 
vital forces that must win if they have half a chance. These economic 
problems we must vision over years and decades. Europe's troubles 
to-day are gens | in the fiscal and political fields. Her social organi- 
zation, her agriculture, industry, transportation, and commerce ve 
found 3 ag tot powers from the depths of disor- 
ganization and famine in 1919.” 

The commission is glad to find these views of the leading economist 
in the Government of the United States coincident with its own find- 
It believes its recommendation of a solution of the problems to 
be entirely in harmony with the declarations of the President and of 
the Secretaries of State and of Commerce above quoted. The United 
States can not hold aloof, as the President has said. It must take 
the initiative in aiding in a settlement. The allied debts to the 
United States must be paid. No nation should ask for its debts to be 
forgiven, but only for time and for patient consideration. These 
debts were the security offered to the American people and to the 
people of the world—for our Liberty and Victory bonds were sold all 
over the world—and no American vernment will ever repudiate or 
annul the security for its obligations. Ambassador Harvey said to the 
commission in London: “ There is no vicious circle; there is no circle. 
It is a straight line, leading directly from Germany to the pe le of 
the United States. The United States will not take upon telf the 
cost of the war. The Congress can not annul these debts. They are 
debts to the American people and to foreign people who bought the 
bonds, not to the Government.” While hate and anger are still in the 
hearts of many, the settlement between the nations formerly belligerent 
must be on a basis of even justice and of international respect and 
consideration. 

Congressman—former Senator—TxHeoporse E. BURTON is an economist, 
a financier, and a statesman who has made a close amay of European 
conditions for many years. He has recently returned from a two 
months’ investigation, as a member of the United States Foreign Debt 
Funding Commission, and his judgment is likely to carry weight with 
the Songen and with the people of the United States. In an address 
at Cleveland on October 17 Congressman BURTON said: 

“Most of the difficulty in Europe, I must say frankly, is due to the 
treaties. It was impossible in view of the attitude of Paris to con- 
sider the subject ie The crime of the Hohenzollern 
dynasty was unspeakable, but it is not desirable to reduce the German 
people to the condition of serfs and impose upon them a burden so 
staggering that they are unable to carry it. It is not merely not best 
for them; it is not best for the rest of the world. 

“In France there are three phases of public opinion. One would 
impose reprisals on Germany so heavy as to destroy her economic life, 
her position as a nation, and that Germany be practically ruined. The 
second is based on the opinion that Germany is merely pretending that 
she can not pay the enormous bill rendered against her. The third 
phase, and the one I think is growing, is that the taking away of Ger- 
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Tun UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, 
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Mr DEAR Owens: I am — the official report to m 
on the financial Fh Sg pet 3 me our department 
mathematics, Prof. Eliakim Moore. Moore is one of 
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Very yours, HARRY Prarr JUDSON. 


Tan UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, 
DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, 
November 8, 1922. 

To the PRESIDENT. 

My DEAR DOCTOR JUDSON: In Ap ree to the question recently sub- 

mitted to mee on — of President rence J. Owens, of the Southern 
rt as follows: 
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If a settlement of the German and ef payment of the 
allied debt be effected as we have ventured. to the next step 
is an international loan, to be financed by the United States and Great 
Britain, to the Allies w needed and to Germany. It is unnecessary 
to discuss this; it must be done. The European nations can not get 
on their feet nor pay their debts without working capital. With it, 
and relieved of meen! expenditures, they can do it. This loan should 
not be made by the Gevernments, t by private financial interests, 
popan under Government direction and control to make exploitation 

possible. The commission is advised by New York financiers to 
Whom: its proposal was outlined upon landing in New York, October 13, 
that they are ready to handle this loan if there is a sane settlement o 
German reparations and of the allied debts. In connection with this. 
zoan an as a contract obligation of the settlement to be agreed upon 


A for 1921, or 22 per cent; and 4,224,000.000, or 17.1 per 
cent, for 1922. With a guaranty of safety from attack, these 

tures can be reduced so as to ce the budget and at the end of the 
proposed moratorium to enable France to pay her amortization allot- 
ment, The same is true of the other countries. 

The remal problem is stabilization of exchange. There can be 
no international attempt to stabilize the paper currency of Germany 
and Russia until conditions return to normalcy in these countries. It 
mer be done in the otber countries considered, aside from Britain 
which Is already practically normal. The fluctuation of exchange, no 
the present ra is the problem. If exchange were to remain at the 
present figure, this conld be guaranteed, America could do business 
with Europe on the basis of foreigm exchange. But with the pre-war 
§ cents and the franc when we were in France at something 

possibility of it being 5 or 12 in three months, it is 
not export to France upon the franc basis, 
and it is equally obvious that French merehants can not import from 
the United States upon the dollar basis, elther case p might 


bec, spo hii 
It has been su be established, to be 


ay in it. 
15 the United hates tie pound sterling in B 
This would enable rope to get the 
that we want to her. 

The suggestion of stabilization ef exchange by a supercurrency or 
by a guaranty of an economic union of nations was presented to Lloyds 
at London by the International commission. Lloyds said that the sug- 
gestion was by no means unreasonable; that they were already insur- 
ing individual international transactions. This is offered without great 
confidence, but as possibly entitled to some consideration after the 
fundamental problems have been solved. 

While everywhere in Europe the American representatives of the 
State and Commerce Departments and of commercial organizations re- 
ceived the commission with all as Aig Aver tendered all assistance 
one could not fail to be impressed by entire lack of harmony and 
agreement among them as to viewpoint on European blems. In 
France, Amer: representatives voiced the French ew very em- 
phatically ; in Germany, the German. This may be 8 ast 
and practice; but if America is to maintain its traditional policy of 
“shirt-sleeve diplomacy ” pee one problems should be viewed as a 

ted 


the lira in Italy. 
she wants from us and 


whole from the American point, not from the exaggerated view 
of unfriendly nations. It is su that a periodie conference of 
‘American representatives in 5 countries and a free dis- 
cussion might be of benefit. 

There is need of a policy to coordinate present agencies and do away 
with apparent 3 For instance, Consul General Skinner, at 
London, has a staff of 60. There are independent agencies covering 
more or less the same nd in the office of the trade commissioner, 
who is under the De ent of 6 other officials covering 
economic and commercial fields attached the embassy but holding 
appointment and reporting to either the State or Commerce — 
The Department of Ag e 


We have heretofore quoted the ringing words of President Harding. 
“The first duty is to protect our national interests, but in a. ways 
real protection comes from cooperation with other nations.” With the 
world at sea politically and economically, this is the — grap oy time 
for concert of action of all nations, including the Uni Stat that 
threatened appeal to arms in Europe ct a averted and that political 
and economic peace ore be assured. thout discussing the League 
of Nations, which trenches Pon! ed the field of politics, from which the 
International Trade Commission has kept its skirts clear, there exists 
in Rome, through the instrumentality of that lamented son of Cali- 
fornia, David Lubin, with the active cooperation of King Victor Eman- 
uel, a genuine economic 1 of nations which alone of all interna- 
tional neies functioned ‘oughout the World War, and which has 
been and is of incalculable value to its constituent nations. Some 
such union of nations as the International Institute of Agricultu 
free from supergovernment and ee ae nation to govern it 
under its own fundamental law, might of like value in the field of 
international economy, finance, and interrelation. In this state of 
civilization the interdependence of nations and the moral unity of the 
world, through the inseparable ties of blood, of history, of literature, 
science, and art, of law, of religion, must be recognized. 

America is not a new civilization; under the Constitution of the 
United States it maintains the oldest Government among the nations 

id. Because this Government of and b people K 
through its principles of liberty and justice and right survived the 
overthrow and the changes that have come in all forms of government, 
because of the moral . . conceded by all peoples, in this hour 
of world chaos, of threaten irreparable disaster, this is the ap- 

ointed time. this is the moment for action that will become historic. 
en the World War deluged Europe with blood America waited, 


and that is about 60,000 


perhaps too long, but America nded to the call of liberty and 
right with every drop of blood and with every resource. When that 
danger was averted and the -war conditions have gradually be- 
come worse and more threatening America has again waited; but as 
in 1917, America must respond, and when America again acts with 
wisdom and “uses its strength,” as the-President has said, “for the 
eral welfare of mankind,” every American and every clear-thinking. 
‘uropean must have full faith in a second victory. 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION. 

CLARENCE J. Nea Chairman, 
RALPH Mercatp, Secretary. 
Cuicaco, ILL., November 20, 1022. Z 


CONDITIONS IN THE VARIOUS COUNTRIES VISITED BY THE COMMISSION. 
GERMANY. 


When the commission told Ambassador Houghton at the first con- 
ference with him at the emba in Berlin that it had learned the 
viewpoint of Franee, Belgium, and Holland, and would like to get that 
of Germany, the ambassador A pe “There is no German viewpoint, 
or rather there are as many different opinions as there are Germans, 

A Can you hope to get it in a week?" 
It will be well to bear this in mind. The fact remains that the com- 
mission conferred with some of the leading men in Germany in the 
field of finance, industry, and commerce, and they outlined the atti- 
tude of Germany quite as clearly and frankly as previously had been 
that of France. 

Two of the most informative sessions were with Herr Alfred Blinzig. 
director of the great Deutsche Bank, and with Doctor Bucher, 8 
ing director of the Federation of German Industries. Mr. Blinzig ls 
a man well along in years, of great ability and logical mind. He said: 

It is dificult to see how credit and confidence can be restored so 
as to allow a renewal and inerease of trade relations between the 
United States and Germany until the Versailles treaty is revised. No 
country can pay eut billions a year without exports; even the United 
States could not do this. the reparation problem must be defi- 
nitely settled. 

“You criticize us for that has no 

ther do it; our 


It takes 


= mark has a 1 
e lack of capita 

forced to increase our paper 
And still we have not near paige St Germany is in the 
throes of a credit crisis. The banks can not furnish enough eurrenc 

to enable their clients to do business.” (At this time, September 10, 
the banks were paying but 20 per cent of the face value of checks 


Peterman’ Can ‘ot apt eedit in foreign comnts 
‘Tinany can not get e countries because of the 
uncertainty. We have to pay cash. Confidence must be restored be- 


fore international trade re ns can be 
must first be settled. We can pay and will pay a what we are able 
ural country. We 


y . 
people are naturally industrious and willing to work, but there 


is settled 


space fo 


ent of reparatio 
when the amount is adjusted. To meet nf * 


to live, 


the reparation fu 
the sum demanded Se 


reigne: 
and ultimately restore it. When foreign 
the value down by selling, we must have a 


5 ir 2 German 

on the world's s is — 
mitted to sit at the conference table with the other nations everything 
ean be arran hs 


gai France, Director Blinzig said very earnestly: 
“We are ery willing to give any 3 against this. The best 
be nited States and Great Britain 
I would not at all object to this; I 
- ritain eed, 
contingent upon the assent of the United States, which was refused. 
If this alliance could be made, it should be much better for the world. 
It would remove the peer fear of France and stabilize the situation, 
The E of occ 1 costing oe which ayes could betz 
ter pa; reparation. erma: ready to any possible guaran’ 
8 any aggressive war. "Phe best possible guaranty is an 2 
can-French 1 e political conditions in the United 
States and know that can not be done. Still it is the best 


ranty. J 
Sund word as to finances. We have now inflated our currency to 
2,000,000,000 paper marks; it would be a thousand billions to furnish 
us the necessary m of exchange at home. We have not nearly 
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enough, It is silly to charge that Germany is poong paper money 
to depreciate the mark. e must have it to keep our industries at 
work, we must keep on printing paper esc 9 to provide a medium of 
exchange for internal business. e will stabilize the mark when the 
reparation question is settled. Nine out of ten 3 in Germany 
would vote against war, except in the occupied cts, where the; 
are indignant at outrages perpetrated by negro troops of the Fren 


v. 

This is the attitude of German finance; that of German industry 
is equally clear. The commission held a conference with the spokes- 
man for industry, Doctor Bucher, managing director of the Federation 
of German Industries, which ag ae all of the factories and plants 
in every line of e Figen umber, electric, mines, railroads—its 
membership running up into many thousand companies and individuals. 
Doctor Bucher said: 

“Present conditions are very different from those existing at the 
time of the visit of the American commission in 1913. Before the war 
Germany produced 90 cent of its food requirements; now it pro- 
duces only 60 per cent. Our food production is sufficient for seven 
months, and we must import for five months. This is due to the loss 
of great cultural territory, such as Poland, and also because it 
will take 10 years to restore. pre-war intensive cultivation. Our farmers 
can not afford to buy fertilizer, and the war cost us great quantities of 
live stock. It must be remembered that the soil of Germany is naturally 
one of the poorest in Burope, so the loss of fertilizer and live stock is 
evident. Another difficulty is that formerly we had an abundance of farm 
labor, temporarily imported from Russia and Poland, that is not now 
available. Machinery can not replace this labor as in the United States, 
because German farms are s , 10 to 15 acres. Only in the north, 
now given to Poland, had we farms of over 200 acres. Consequently 
our farmers do not produce a sufficient surplus beyond their own needs. 

“ Before the war German exports were 10, „000,000 marks and im- 
ports 11,000,000,000, an adverse balance of trade of 1,000,000,000. Ger- 
many had 20,000,000, 000 kaon marks in foreign investments, the income 
from which and the merchant marine met this adverse balance, All of 
this has been confiscated. Now our exports are about two-thirds of the 
pemr figure, while imports have so increased that the present adverse 

lance of trade is nearly 5,000,000,000. Germany has lost not only 
the income from foreign investments and her freights but also the 
money formerly sent home by Germans living abroad. There were so 
many Germans employed in it that one might say Russian industry 
was German industry. Because of the war these workers have all 
come home. Germans naturalized in the United States remained there 
but a million not naturalized have been sent to Germany and can not 


go back. 

Before the war we had a gold reserve of a billion to a billion and 
a half gold marks. We still have a billion but have sent abroad a 
billion and a half, because during the war all of the gold in the country 
was taken by the Reichs Bank. The billion and a half sent abroad was 
partly for payment on foreign purchases in neutral countries and partly 
the result of the Versailles treaty.” 

Asked if the charge was true that Germany had sent her gold to 
foreign countries for safekeeping, he said this was true to a certain 
extent. The Government had forbidden the export of capital, but it 
was impossible to prevent individuals sending out their gold. The 
Versailles treaty 1 that capital and goods of German citizens 
at home and in the allied countries can be confiscated if the Govern- 
ment does not fulfill its obligations. Therefore, Germans have placed 
it where they feel it is secure. The money is necessary to buy raw 
material. Raw mat for German industry requires 250,000,000 
marks a month, which, allowing six months for return, totals a billion 
and a half. Most of this gold is BAS in Holland and Switzerland. 
Some Germans have sent their gold abroad for security, but most of 
it is to buy raw material. One electric company requires 2,000 tons of 
copper a month from America. German manufacturers are compelled 
to pay a 28 per cent tax on all their exports into the reparation fund. 


Foreign countries have also imposed prohibitive tariffs a st German 
goods. For instance, an 80 per cent duty on dyes in the United States, 
where German steel is also shut out, except in razors, cutlery, and 


small steel products, which are a German specialty, and the tariff does 
not interfere materially. 

“Trade relations,” Doctor Bucher continued, “can not be reestab- 
lished until there is a revision of the Versailles treaty. Germany must 
have economic independence. It is absolutely 5 to import raw 
materials and foodstuffs, and Germany can pay for this onl m her 
surplus production. She can not pay out of her capital and live. 
One important int is that farmers are prosperous; they have no 
soren. competi on, because we can not import foreign products to 
any extent. 

“It is not possible to stabilize finance until we first have reconstruc- 
tion. It can not be done in a period of decreasing producten We 
can not accept foreign credit until we are sure that we can repay 
principal and interest. We can tell the German workman that he 
must work and economize for 10 or 15 years because we lost the war, 
but we can not tell him that he must grind for 50 years, which would 
be the consequence of the treaty of Versailles. 

“It is not trade 9 that ham 
there was great competition between England and Germany, and Still 
those countries were each the atest customer of the other. The 
Versailles treaty gives to the allied countries the advantage of the 
most favored nation, which is denied Germany. The other countries 
can make their own regulations, but Germany can not have a tariff 
policy, because if she grants a special tariff to any country it must 
apply to all of the Allies.” 

Asked as to the amortization plan s ted by the commission 
Doctor Bucher sald that it was possible m the financial point of 
view, but out of the question from the economic point of view. Dur- 
ing the war Europe paid to the United States its savings for 50 years. 
Europe has an overwhelming debt. If-France is to pay on her three 
billion debt 5 per cent interest and 1 per cent amortization, she must 
$180,000, yearly. It is utterly impossible for her to make this 
payment. It must be remembered the French 8 lost 20,000,000,- 
000 gold francs on Russian securities and other money in Turkey. 
She also has a deficit in her budget. She can not obtain much from 
Germany, and the only money Germany can pay must come from an 
international loan. It is impossible for Germany to pay on an amorti- 


rs trade. Before the war 


gation plan by increasing taxes, because Germany already has the 
highest taxes In the world. Taxes must necessarily accord with the 
standard of living. If Germany appears rich, as you say, it is not 


true. The Government has dispossessed all people owning capital. 
To-day nobody has any invested money; they live on what they can 
earn trom day to day. The man who has no job, unless he is e 
publie service, is starving. Germany can not pay out this last billion 


of gold; because of the short crop, a period of famine will soon be 
ee a d, and this billion must be used to buy food for the starving 


e. 
“The first problem is to reestablish production. Germany can pay 


only through an international loan, and such a loan can be made only 
if an industries are active. England has a similar problem; she 
has a million and a half unemployed. 

This is much more serious than would be like conditions in the 
United Sta must import food and raw 
material, while the United States has within itself all needed. For 


must work 10 hours instead of 8 to enable the country to pay its gor: 
ons. er- 
Now there 


000,000 gold marks. Before the war the note circulation was 5,000,- 
000 The principal difficulty is tha 


has paid no gold in reparation, but has lost 100,000,- 
000,000 gold marks in 10,000,000, d 00 

lost mines, 3.000, 000,000 to support the army of occupation, and all the 
investments in foreign countries, the colonies, and merchant marine, 
German industry will not place its signature on any paper unless it 18 
to be protected. That is the difference betwen 1 and the Gov- 
ernment. German industry knows that first of all we must have food 
for our workmen, because if they are not fed they will become Bolshe- 
vist and the Government can not live. So our first problem is food and 
labor, Consequently Germany must rt, otherwise she can not im- 
port the necessary food. The export problem is entirely different from 
that of the United States. The United States exports only 5 per cent 
of its production, but we must import all of our raw material, for Ger- 
man RALE J on foreign material, so that if we can not export we can 
not impor 

sf ore the war there were 60,000,000 people in egrets A 
who ve us one of our best markets. Now they can take nothing. 
American capital should be invested in these countries and in ours. 
The billions you loaned during the war went up in smoke. We need 
much American cotton, but can not pay for it. If Americans will in- 
vest in our manufacturing industries they can supply them with raw 
material. The United States has a t textile industry and produces 
three-fourths of the cotton manufactures of the world. But Germany 
has cheap labor. In cotton goods, where raw material costs 80 per 
cent and labor 20 per cent, we can not compete, but as labor percentage 
rises we can com What Germany needs is a favorable tariff and 
investment of American capital in our industries.” 

The deficit in the budget of Germany is hard to figure, as it is hard 
to figure se ears of German finances, because of the constant fall of 
the mark, e 1922-23 budget shows total receipts of 225,289,000,000 
million n parer marks, expenditures 430,560.000,000, deficit 305,371,000,- 
000. e expenditures consist of 100,654,000,000 for general adminis- 
tration, 137,374,000,000 for Government undertakings, and 192,532,- 
000,006 for peace-treaty obligations. Germany has no foreign debt 
aside from reparations. The floating debt amounted to 50,000,000,000 
marks while the commission was in Berlin. Currency inflation was in- 
creasing as fast as the printing presses could be operated. The value 
of the mark is to-day less than a quarter what it was then. And yet 
the ablest financiers insisted unlimited inflation was necessary to keep 
the wheels of industry turning and save the coun from the Russian 
revolution. With revision of the treaty, a reasonable reparation figure, 

om to export and an international loan, it is quite likely that the 
gold and securities shipped abroad for safe-keeping will return and 
economic, financial, and industrial reconstruction take place. The affairs 
of the nations of Europe is so interdependent that Germany can not 
fall without shaking all Europe, and when Europe is shaken to its 
foundations America can not escape scot-free. 

An entirely different and rather startling ated otek upon reparations 
and allied debts was made known to the commission by an erican 
official, who declined to be quoted. 

“The average German workingman,” he said, “obtains the food h. 
rare: Government employees and professional men are not as wel 
off. Whoever lived on the income of property has lost it. Divide your 

rsonal income by 300 and see what remains. That is the situation. 

rman inflation has been a real confiscation of existing property. 

ermany is ruled by a socialist government, but leading financiers agree 
that inflation alone has prevented revolution. An immediate conse- 
uence has been that everybody now spends whatever money he gets, 

Feeling that whatever he buys is worth more than constantly depreciat- 
ing currency, whereas before the war the Germans were economical, 
Wages and salaries can not be increased to keep pace with the deteriora- 
tion of the mark. The eight-hour day has decreased production, in the 
mines for instance, 13 to 15 per cent. The population of Europe has 
been multiplied by five since the eighteenth century. Each generation 
has been much larger and has lived much better, through great develop- 
ment of industrial and agricultural activity. Now, the whole machin- 
ery has gone to pieces and it is necessary to reconstruct it 

“The average German did not want the war but was influenced by 

ropaganda. ‘There is more bitterness and hate than before the war. 
Eros country ee attack from its neighbors. France expects a 
new attack from rmany, has paid for protection the expenses of the 
armies of Poland, Serbia, and Rumania, and is on the verge of bank- 
ruptcy. In every country bie find debt, heavy taxes, poverty. England 
is refusing credit, for she knows they can not pay. e United States 
ean not remit the debts of Europe, for they would begin immediately 
upon new armaments. Debts can not be paid in anything but money, 
and Europe can not pay in money. These debts are a small thing 155 
the money and lives the United States contributed to the war. 

“Tf the nations of Europe would provide by law that no war could 
be declared for 10 years, and then only by vote of the people, permanent 
peace would be assured. If we could balance our debts by assuring this 
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We must remember that the 
„ but it can be in 


result, we would be repaid rebel Cin dour 
end for which our boys fought not been reached, 
a few weeks. 

“A German manufacturer recen spoke of the wrong done pr 
France to 3 especially by the negro troops in the occu 
regions, and told the vengeance Germany will some day take t 
France. I told bim to look out of the window and see people K to 
work under harsh conditions and the general unbappiness of the - 
man people. And then instead of thinking of vengeance I asked bim 
what would he think if the United States would give Germany the 


opportunity to regain its former prosperity under guaranteed peace. 
e burst into tears. If your commission's investigations bring the 
same result as mine you will be able to tell America that Germans are 


changed, otherwise 
the money it can obtain in armaments, 

“I have been in touch with all classes of people and can find only 
one plan to improve the situation and solve the multitude of over- 
lapping difficulties. The two principal problems are, first, the repara- 
tions, and nobody knows how that will be solved. It will be settled 
not because anybody knows how, because it must be settled. The 
second is, European debts to the United States. These debts are enor- 
mous, and Europe can not per them. seer owe us $14,000,000,000, 
and heavy sums to Great Britain. Their es are at the brea 

int. It is as if the United States had a debt of $150,000,000,000. 

he German people are great workers, but they can not work efficiently 
now, because their whole structure has been broken down by the war. 

“ Here is my plan: We ought to remit all of these debts on condition 
of limitation of armaments and an end to aggressive war. To do this 
we must appeal directly to the people over the governments. Not a 
government in Europe would accept the plan, but 8 out of 10 of every 
people would vote in favor of no war for 50 years. Under present 
conditions Burope can not receive credit from us, but if present condi- 
tions are removed it would benefit not only Europe but the United 
States. Your commission can say to the American poopie that they are 
entitled to payment, but since they can not be paid in N mer must 
accept payment in the establishing of a state of affairs t will im- 
prove trade conditions tremendously. y years of the conditions I 
oes will give the United States such prosperity as we have never 

own. Impress this view on the minds of the American people and 
your mission will be of great value to America, 

“ France fears Germany; Germany says France has always been her 
enemy; the more you t them together the worse the situation, 
Germany says France will attack her as she has done in the past, while 
Russia with her enormous hordes threatens on the east. 

“As to the debts, England can y. Belgium a little, France, Italy, 
and the other countries nothing. en pays, the English people 
will always cherish a resentment that will create a Ie situation and 
make an enemy out of a friend, because they feel that the war was ours 
as much as rs. While the debts of the Allies are known, the 
German reparation is unsettled and must be modified to an amount she 
can pay. To determine this is extremely difficult. The only way 
America can handle and profit b; coe situation is to use her enormous 


y 
and establish gk Ee 8 
o crea 
of war. Let 
mind in 


pay by to war 
anxious The best thi 
Europe a large market and 

mè say to you, do not expect find a reasonable state of 


Europe. y are all crazy; shell shocked.“ 
There is nothing new in this pro I. Mr. Frank Vanderlip has 
discussed It at some length In his What Next in Bu “ published 


last spring. His conclusion is emphatic: “If we undertake to find 
ways which we might direct European political policy under the 
threat of enforcing our financial claim, or under the be of relin- 
wishing it, I believe we would find this whole field of exploration a 
uitless one. Any attempt seriously to enter it would result in in- 
volving us in meddling with European political policy. To become so 
involved is Mf moe to every American national sentiment, I should 
abandon the theory that we might cancel the allied indebtedness in 
exchange for the privil of imposing certain rules of political con- 
duct upon our debtors. f we should through the cancellation of this 
indebtedness buy special privileges for our commerce and discrimina- 
tory treatment favorable to American business, we would buy some- 
thing which we ought not to have and something which would in the 
end plague us infinitely more than it would ever prove to our ad- 
vantage.” 

It is extremely difficult for an American, even while sojourning in 
Berlin, to com md the effect of the tremendous inflation upon 

rices of everyday necessities or luxuries. Some impressions may be 
formative; conclusions are impossible. Nobody may dare by 
reatest fiight of imagination to attempt to picture the future 
mpressions pna by a brief visit must of necessity be superficial. 

A $10 bill purchased 12,658 marks when the commission was in 
Berlin. To-day, at the last available figures, it would purchase a good 
deal more. That $10 bill was worth about 400 marks when the Ameri- 
can commission visited Berlin in 1913. On the other side of the pis 
ture, the 12,658 marks bought for $10 were worth $300 in 1913. 0 
basket of marks secured to pay hotel bills and railroad fare for the 
commission would have been worth approximately a quarter of a mil- 
lion dollars in pre-war days. 

The situation in Germany is a paradox; its like is not recorded in 
history. It is an in le economic principle that continuous print- 
ing of panoe money with nothing behind means financial and economic 
| ruin. et the greatest financer in Germany has not only approved 
but actually encourages this policy of disastrous inflation, because it 
alone stands between Germany and Bolshevism, and he expresses the 
‘hepe that so long as revolution can be averted and the workers em- 
pcre e may eventually, in some incomprehensible way, pull 
through. 


2578525 8 8 be the ie wi a in 9 were not in 
e ce. e people are not expensive! night lif: 
undertaken by order of the AN Highest. which . Berlin in 
1913, does not exist. Whatever 8 there is along this line, 
whatever patronage is given to cabarets and the du Danse, 
comes from the of foreigners, not from formerly well-to-do 
Germans. Instead of the former universal evening dress, at the nd 
opera were not over a score of men and women in evening . 
ats in the best loge were $1.30—to foreigners. This is, or was, one 
‘of the theaters subsidized by the Government. When the Allies de- 


cided that under the Versailles trea bs 
NE es ty. subsidies to a theater were a 


5 cents for 
At one of the great music halls where the middle. class takes its 
recreation—an enormous place, with hundreds of tables close 
together—admission was a fifth of a cent. One figures taxi rates by 
multiplying the indicated figure by 80. The charge for a victoria for 
two for the 24 mile ride from the pension, where many of the com- 
on were quartered, to the hotel, where were the ee 
was 9 cents and for a taxi 19 cents. Formal dress suits, tailored, 
$13, silk scarfs and hose 10 cents. We were advised that the proper 
tip was 10 marks, or less than a cent. A member of the commission 
ex 5,620 marks for 17 Swiss francs and had to pay 300 marks 
for the 1-franc stamp on h rt. The streets are full of old 


is passpo 
women if an when a 100-mark note is dro in their box the 
try to on their knees in gratitude. It is 8 cents, or was; mu 
less now. Americans are charged all the traffic will bear. At the 


ved. 
they never could tell how much the pia would be raised the next day. 
All of the people who were comfortabl 


vez capable 
official, who furnished a good deal of ‘ormation, 
illustration. He had 

rks in Government securities to provide his 


amply provided for the youn, 
a ied <r about, $168 
" sa. 


young man, a 
gave a strikin 


this young man, “in October, 
aid 170 marks to have it clean 
ke it. Six weeks later the price was 

80 marks for a pound of butter; to-day it is 380. The mark in 1920 

was worth 8 cents; +4 

prices have not times. 

marks, of which 18,000 is taken in taxes, leaving me 170,000 marks,” 


Skilled and unskill 
sed on the 
dren. The rate is fixed by a tribunal with one employer, one labor- 
union man, and a representative of the socialist es. e 
electric works of J 
D in the Berl 
Their 8 employe: 
sient hone day is in force and — Leong runni 

r miners and skilled carpen 5,000 

It is generally accepted that an un- 

man can get aloug lavishly on this wage but that the man 
mil Girl 5 receive from 
4,500 to 6,000 marks, $3.40 to $4.80, a month. he ordinary laborer 
bas meat or fish once a wee 

House rents have been raised 500 or 600 per cent. Then the Gov- 
ernment prohibited a further raise, which has bankrupted owners of 
houses and apartment and business blocks. You can buy apartment 
houses for a fifth to a tenth of thelr cost. Nobody will buy; taxes and 
expenses make them a liability. 

And still factories were working night and day, with equal activity 
in the fields, in shops, in banks. It doubtful if one can find any- 


where as prosperous appearing a country as that traversed all day 
88 e Hague to Berlin. 
ese are the impressions the Germany of to-day offers, 
ENGLAND. 
Great Britain has balanced her budget, of course. The ax has 
been swung lustily upon expenditures. The Geddes PR os com- 
a reduction of e itures of $350,000,000 in the 


mittee 138 
war and $305,000,000 in the civil list. 
£106,665.000 in 1921 to £62 

to £64,884,000, th 

civil service from £379,035,000 to £317,455,000. 
advised by treasury officials that instead of a deficit there was a 
balance of receipts above expenditures of £56,500,000, or $280,000,000. 
for the first six months of 1922, and that they were perfectly satisfied 
with the outlook. 

Their 3 may be justified. England has accomplished wonders. 
One might venture to suggest that possibly the British officials do not 
attach sufficient importance to the great reduction of revenue. Yield- 
ing to an overwhelming demand from business interests for reduction 
of taxation, the income tax was reduced from 6s. to 5s. Upon the 
basis of the reduced taxation estimated receipts for the current year 
show the following tremendous decrease from the receipts of last year: 


The commission was 


Spgs yar sip tomo 
od; the 
The total debt in August, 1922, was £7 


ing any possible receipts from German reparations and working out 
her own salvation, There that the 
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sum demanded of Germany is prepostero and that the Versailles 
treaty must be materially changed to give rmany a chance. There 
is, too, a quite eral feeling among bankers and manufacturers in 
favor of getting together with Germany, settling all controversies, and 


resuming close trade relations, for these two nations were each the 
other's largest customer in pre-war days. 

Unemployment is a very serious problem in England; there were 
1,307,0) unemployed in ober receiving Government aid. 


The Belgian compromise was characterized in London as “ to-morrow- 
atorlum.“ England understands the situation and the world Sas, ond 
from the present hate and animosity growing out of the V es 
treaty and the impossible reparations, and the feeling is wing daily 
that the nations must get together and arrive at a te settlement 
before the period expires. 

British-American trade shows a tremendous balance in favor of the 
United States. While only 10 per cent of British exports go to the 
United States, Britain buys from the United States seven times as 
much as she sells. 

At a conference at the American Chamber of Commerce Manager 
Weeks, of the London branch of the National City Bank of New York, 
expressed a view that seemed to meet unanimous approval. Mr. Weeks 
Suggestan that Congress should give the congressional commission 
authority to reduce or waive interest on allied debts to the United 
States; that the United States and Great Britain hold a conference to 
discuss the international situation; and that later a general conference 
be called, Since the Allies can not pay the United States in gold or 
gods, the only other way is credi international loan by the 

nited States and Great Britain jointly. If the United States would 
waive interest it would do away with the present antagonism of the 
world toward the United States and create friendship. Good will is 
needed for trade among nations as well as among individuals. The 
more the United States will lighten the burdens of the world, the 
better for the United States materially in the long run. 

In England as elsewhere German reparations crop up as the funda- 
mental problem. English agriculture is in the dregs. At the pa 
market in London fornia aunes were selling at $1.75 a box, Hood 
River apples at $2.42. English apples were left on the trees and 
offered free to any who would pick them. Potatoes were rotting in the 
ground. A large farmer told the commission he had 200 acres of 
potatoes; that he would lose go Attend an acre if he marketed them, a 
total loss of nearly $2,400. rmers are putting all the money they 
can raise or borrow into hogs, as this is the only way they can get 
any money out of their potatoes. All agreed as to the cause of this 
situation. The tremendous glut in the market—food products from all 
over the world rotting here—is due to German reparations. These 
products have always n eee into Germany. The German 
market is closed. ence the British farmer is ruined; hence Oregon 
and Washington and California apples and other American food prod- 
ucts are sold for less than at home. America as the greatest ucer 
of food products has quite as much interest as England in the situa- 
3 a the effect not noticeable by the American producer and 

pper 

The commission held conferences in London with the British Asso- 
ciation of Chambers of Commerce—Sir A. Shirley Bonn, president, for- 
merly chairman of the British trade mission to the United States and 
of the joint British, French, Italian, and Belgian missions—the British 
Board of Trade, the British department of overseas trade, the Fed- 
eration of British Industries, Lloyd's, officials of the British treasury, 
the American embassy, consulate, and Department of Commerce, the 
American Chamber of Commerce. and with British and American bank- 
ers. 

Ambassador Harvey received the commission. Chairman Owens said 
the commission wished to ask him, If it would not embarrass or involve 
him, if this is not the time for our diplomatic representatives to speak so 
that the country may understand in no uncertain way their ju ent 
as*to European conditions and ee Ambassador Harvey smilinglx 
said, “I do not think I would be good at epigrams this afternoon.” 
Chairman Owens then asked as to the sugges on made by another 
United States diplomat that the allied debts canceled. Ambassador 
Harvey replied: “ Of course, Congress will not and can not cancel those 
debts. Our bonds issued against those debts are held not only by our 
own people but all over the world. Tha are held in China, Holland, 
Czechoslovakia. Our Government in offering them for sale declared 
that back of them as the security of them was the security of the 
allied debts. The United States will never repudiate an obligation. 
They talked about a vicious circle. There is no circle. It is a straight 
line. One end is Germany and the other in the pockets of the poopie 
of the United States. pe a can and will pay.“ The ambassador 
made some other charact tic comments not for publication. 


SWITZERLAND. 


The financial and commercial situation in Switzerland, as well as in 
Holland, demonstrates the economic interdependence of the countries 
of the world. Because of chaotic conditions resultant not so much from 
the war as from the so-called peace treaties, the neutral countries of 
Europe, as well as the former belligerents, are suffering and almost on 
the verge of collapse. The Swiss franc has maintained parity; the cost 
of atv and prices generally are high; business and industry are 
greatly depressed. 

The 1921 budget showed a deficit of 133,200,000 francs—receipts, 
384,600,000 francs, expenditures, 517,800,000 francs. The 1922 budget 
shows a att decrease in the deficit—receipts, 422,200,000; expendi- 
tures, 528.600.000; deficit, 106,400,000 francs, It is to be noted that 
the 1922 deficit equals 25 per cent of the receipts and 20 per cent of 
the expenditures, a very unsatisfactory situation. A protective tariff 
went into effect July 1, 1921, which imcreased receipts about 50,000,000 
francs. The total debt of the Swiss Confederation increased from 
1.862,856,600 francs, January 1, 1921, to 1,946,100,000, January 1, 
1922. To this is to be added the debt of the Government-owned rail- 
- ways—2,283,625.000 francs, making a total of 4,200,000,000 francs, or 
approximately $840,000,000. 

The general business depression which began in April, 1920, con- 
tinues, notwithstanding the energetic efforts of the Government to 
protect industry by levying a protective tariff, restricting imports, sub- 
sidizing the hotels, and providing unemployment insurance. nem- 
porem has steadily increased and is expected to continue. Swiss 
mports from the United States fell of more than 50 per cent in the 
first three months of this year, from $15,934,746 in the last quarter 
of 1921 to $7,333,035 in the first quarter of 1922. Of the total imports 
in these operas foodstuffs amounted to $12,324,420 and $3,382,325, 
respectively. Thus the great loss to the nited States was in food- 


stuffs. io of Switzerland's great watch and clock industry fell 
from $7,381,545 in the last quarter of 1921 to $5,968,146 in the. first 
warter of 1922. In this industry the „ increased from 
063 in 1920 to 27,787 December 31, 1921, and 24,579 March 1. 
The tourist industry is in many parts of Switzerland the leading in- 
dustry. It has ered and is suffering tremendous depression, so 
great that the Government had to oe into the public treasury to 2 
the hotels open. The falling off of 75 per cent of imports of foodstu 8 
from the United States is thus explained. Swiss hotel keepers ascribe 
the lack of tourists to the same fundamental cause to which every Ill 
of the world is ascribed, the German reparations. Wealthy Germans 
had always flocked into Switzerland and patronized the hotels. Now 
there are no wealthy Germans, and Swiss hotels are empty. Here is 
direct line from American producers to the reparation problem, just as 
English farmers are on the verge of ruin because of the prodigious glut 
in the London market of produce from all over the world which for- 
merly went into any. It may be stated positively that Switzerland 
has no sympathy with the attitude of France and Igium and more 
nearly porocima that of Holland. Germany must prosper if Swit- 
zerland to prosper, 


FRANCE. 
France was the sufferer from the World War, not Belgium. France 
suffered tremendously. No matter what happens in Burope, despite the 
insistence of France that her life and that of civilization depends upon 
prompt payment of German reparations, France will pull through. But 
she has a big job before her, and she must sean er attitude. 
France bad under arms one-fifth of her population, she furnished 
one-fifth of the fighting men on the side of the Allies, she lost one- 
fifth of her soldiers, is is a ater centage in each instance 
. that of 85 GA 8 be 8 
nee spen a 000 in the war. 
of $3,000,000,000 or $4,000,000,000 gold. 
erty damage amounted to rr a 
compared with one-thirteenth for the United States. In addition, 
France has yment to make of $117,000,000 a year upon pensions, 
$1,767,000,000 upon interest on her war debt, and 4300 050,008 a year 
ite wa as no country me" Great e tae Gated Saat alah 
y save Grea an e tates might 
do. Still the French Government borrowed from the Bank of France 


during the war $5,653,000,000 and issued $10,000,000,000 of 5 to 4% 
500.6005 bills. e total of the national debt is to-day approximately 


The budget for 1922 included for public debt 13,320,000,000 francs, 
for military expenses 4,539, „000, and for civil 6,828,000,000, a 
raan SE Chick ey ee RS he ee ee 

, W very unlikely to , lea a tota 
deficit of nearly 25,000,000,000 francs, or approximately $5,000, 000 
der 000,000 at 


under normal exchange rates, or some un é „000, 
The budget for 1923 provides 12,345,000,000 


or public debt, 6,036 000,000 
or public .035, y for military, and 5,799,000,000 for civil, 
a total of 23,179,000,000. The 5 are estima at 19.288, 
000,000, deducting from which the ho yments leave 

of 26,984,000, , or $5,400,0 exchange. It 


a deficit 
is to be noted that the French bu rather than 


She suffered property losses 
Her war e ses and prop- 
of her national wealth, as 


„000 at norma 
t deficit is increasin 


increased $9,000,000,000 
in three r and while paper 1 has been reduced $64,000,000, 
national-defense bills or short-term bonds have increased $4,000,000,000. 

In spite of this situation, the thrifty French people continue to 
go down into their stockings and absorb eagerly every government 
obligation offered. They hold six-sevenths of the entire French debt. 
Two years ago funding loans of $8,500,000,000 were placed at par. 
The character of the French People, their wonderful thrift, their ab- 
solute faith in the securities of their government, ultimately 
Save the Republic. And what can be secured from Germany when a 
reasonable settlement is reached will be a very material help. France 
is entitled to it. America will uphold the part of right and justice 
in seeing that she receives it, not by force of arms, as many in 
France unwisely urge, but by calling a conference and outlining a 
reasonable settlement. 

France has increased taxation to the limit. There have been im- 
posed a eral income tax, taxes on income fronr real estate, from 
pou and from salaries, wages, pensions, and all earnings. All ex- 
sting taxes, principally indirect, were largely increased. The total 
collected by taxation increased from 4,200,000,000 franes in 1914 to 
6,200,000 in 1917, 12,000,000,000 in 1919, 18,000,000,000 in 1920, 
and nearly 22,000,000,000 in 1921. 

When German troops marched across the border, the Bank of France 
held a gold reserve of 78 per cent against its circulation. Paper cur- 
rency increased about 85 per cent to 1920 and has been slightly re- 
duced in the last two years. The bank now holds a specie reserve of 
154 per cent, which a remarkable showing. The French people 

demonstrated their thrift and faith by responding to the appeal 
of the bank in war days and bringing in exchange for notes 2.900, 


000,000 francs in gold. 

Since 1919, the balance of forel, trade has been reduced from 
adverse figures of about $1,300,000, to practically nothing, although 
in prewar years it had been heavy. Trade with the United States, 
which totaled about $300,000,000 in 1910-1914, had doubled in 1921, 
with exports of $1,500,000 and imports of $4,500,000. 

Because of the fact that the United States, theretofore a debtor 


merica, and because of the tremendous in- 
crease of poor. from the United States and adverse balance of trade 
cre 


1923. 
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The deyastated area of France, which suffered not only from the 
effects of war and enemy occupation but also from ruthless and wanton 
destruction by the Hun, while comprising only about 6,000 uare 
miles, was the richest industrial district of France, producing 92 per 
cent of the iron ore, 74 per cent of the coal, 70 per cent of cotton prod- 
ucts, 80 per cent of wool products, 60 per cent of the steel, 5 per 
cent of the flax, 47 per cent of the su r, and 14 per cent ot, 
wheat. France estimates the loss, inclu ng individual injuries,“ at 
87.250.000, 000. France lost 57 per cent of her young and middle-aged 
Ieee in the war, and other hundreds of thousands were seriously in- 
ured, 

With rare courage France has undertaken and in large degree carried 
through the work of reconstruction. Very largely the cruel work of 
the Hun has been repaired. The visit of the commission to this dis- 
trict demonstrated this. It showed the passant back on their farms, 

eks, but everywhere raisin: 


France has received back Alsace-Lorraine, with the atest body of 
iron ore in Europe, with the potash mines that gaye Germany a world 
monopoly of potash, and with a wealth of perhaps $4,000,000,000. 
France also has for 15 years the Saar coal basin, which before the war 
produced annually 12,000,000 tons of coal, 1,406,000 tons of pig iron. 
and 2,000, tons of steel. It has nearly 600,000 square miles o 
colonial territory added to its possessions. It is the British opinion 
that these gains more than offset the entire loss caused by the war. 
It is perhaps a fair estimate to say that the public wealth of France 
to-day is as great as it was before the war, about $60,000,000,000. 
While the total debt of France increased from 33,837,000,006 fran 
in 1913, to 267,743,000,000, in 1921, and the foreign debt, inclu 
in the above, from nothing to 35,563,000,000, it is the judgment of the 
commission that France can and will find the way out of its financial 
difficulties, irrespective of German reparations, but without difficulty 
if the reparation problem is solved as suggested. 

France must reduce its expenditures for defense, and to do this 
must be assured that she will not be attacked. She must reduce her 
civil expenses. Her officials and employees drawing ealaries from the 
treasury number 150,000 more than in pre-war days. 

The commission made its first study in France. In France the first 
impression received from French officials and from Americans there 
resident was the prevailing fear that France would again be attacked 
at Germany. This is a psychological condition that must be con- 
sidered. Before there can be a stabilization of world conditions 
France and Germany must be assured against attack. We believe this 
is possible without the guaranty of the proposed treaties that Great 
Britain and the United States should contract to protect France 
against attack. If the treat n this had been presented to 

è Senate, it is our bellef that it would have been 9 With 
all faith in and adherence to the traditional policies of America, we 
believe that under a reasonable settlement France can live and pros- 
per and pay its debts. 

The situation in France has been discussed at great length because 
the attitude of France toward a reasonable settlement of the world 
problems is to-day the greatest hindrance to world peace. 

Trade Commission was given every opportuni 
It absorbed it; it was not im 


The International 
to learn the attitude of France. 
by it. The dominant feeling in France is fear of another attack by 
Germany. Because of this France maintains an army of 800,000 
men and has financed the armies of Poland and neighboring States. 
These outrageous expenses can be reduced to a minimum and will be 
if the American principle of justice and righteousness is impressed 
upon the world. 

The commission received every courtesy and assistance from Ameri- 
ean representatives in France. Conferences were held at the em- 
bassy, where Ambassador Herrick’s absence—who had been of such 
great aid to the American commission in 1913—was greatly deplored, 
at the consulate, at the American Chamber of Commerce, at the In- 
ternational Chamber of Commerce, and with the minister of com- 
merce of the French Government. 

From the mass of facts and figures an anarai can be best obtained 
2 quoting Dr. Chas. D. Westcott, United States economist consul, 

pon instructions from Secretary Hughes, Doctor Westcott furnished 
a 9 which may be epitomized as follows: 

“There is a general though gradual improvement in French produc- 
and commerce in 1919-1922. Average dail 
freight-car loadings increased from 30,100 in January, 1920, to 41,8 
in April, 1922. ght on inland waterways increased about 25 per 
cent. The balance of trade has steadil ecreased in its operation 
against France. In 1919 of 32,210 tons, 71 per cent was imports and 
29 per cent exports ; in 1920, of 45,740 tons, 63 cent was imports and 
37 per cent exports; and in 1921, of 49,190, tons, 55.6 per cent was 
imports and 44.4 per cent exports. In the first five months of 1922 
the excess of imports was 65 per cent in yolume and adverse trade bal- 
ance of 2,657,291,060 francs, or 28 per cent. The cost of living in- 
creased by 44 per cent in 1919-20, declined about 10 in 1921. and 
since then has risen 53 Production of coal, iron, and steel has 
steadily increased. Unemployment is not a serious problem. While 
there has been a gradual industrial recovery, stability has not been 
reestablished, for while commercial inflation has ceased and deflation 
begun there can be no restoration of normal economic conditions 
because fiscal inflation still continues. Thus a group of French stocks 
showed 65 in January, 1919, 63.8 in April, 58.1, 57.4, and 58.9 in 
April, 1920, 1921, and 1922, respectively. Railway debentures show a 
like fluctuation. Paris clearing-house returns show a monthly average 
of 6,000,000,000 francs in 1914, 14,000,000,000 in 1920, 14,800,000,000 
in 1921, and 11,600,000,000 in 1922. The value of the’ franc in dollar 
exchange, which is the great hindrance in mutual trade relations at 

resent, declined from 18.3 cents in January, 1919, to 9.1 in Decem- 
og declined from 9.03 in January, 1920, to 5.91 in December; ad- 
vanced from 6.32 in January, 1921, to 7.81 in December; and decreased 
from 8.13 in January, 1922, to 7.80 in July. 

„A profoundly disturbing factor is the continued increase of the 

mblic debt, already a crushing fiseal burden. The enormity of that 

ebt, declared M. Doumer when Minister of Finances, ‘ constitutes 
a grave public danger. Its further increase must be stopped at any 
t’ On January 1, 1922, it totaled 328,002,000,000 francs, of which 
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transportation, 


177,880,144,446 represent increase since the war. It now absorbs in 
annual interest alone more than half the national revenues. 

Outstanding short-time treasury notes, maturing within a year, 
amounted to 68,000,000,000. If payment is demanded at maturity instead 
of . new notes, repudiation and insolvency are inevitable. The 
limit of taxation has about been reached and it is impossible to bal- 
ance the budget, in default of heavy payments by Germany, without 
additional loans. Thus fiscal inflation in France, as elsewhere in 
Europe, proceeds in a vicious circle, which may precipitate at any time 
a crisis of unforeseen economic an litical consequences. Obviously, 
the situation is one of grave national perplexity, worse confounded by 
abpreheosion of the imminent future.” 

n reply to a direct question whether Great Britain, France, and 
8 if they honestly tried, could not work out the problems of 
the wor d. Doctor Westcott said: 

If they tried, Great Britain, France, and Germany, with the aid 
of the United States, could save the peace of the world. It can not 

done without the cipation of the United States. France is 
Staggering; it Is problematical whether France can stand the strain, 
France for centuries the bulwark of civilization. France went to her 
own people and said, ‘Germany will certainly pay; Germany will 
begin paying within one year. We must start rehabilitation imme- 
diately.’ And so France spent 90,000,000,000 francs in renewing the 
on, relying upon repayment throu German repara- 
tions, of which she has not received one dollar. If France fails, we 
might expect to see the whole Continent of Europe swept by a wave 
of Bolshevism. What would be the effect on the United States if 
Europe went down completely? We have our troubles now, probably 
due to Bolshevists financed from the imperial reserves of Russia.” 

Judge Berry, president of the American Chamber of Commerce, 
declared that in the last three toa Germany has shipped all of its 
money out of the country and that England has done everything to 
8 anything being paid to France, under its time-old policy of 

ividing the Continent so as to prevent there being one too strong 
country. “I want you gentlemen when you return,” he said, to 
show what Germany has been dolng and to get America to use its 
infiuence not to loan money but to make Germany pay. Let America 
know that Germany can pay and should be made to pay. England 
knows the situation and is preventing Germany from paying. The 
Reparation Commission is one of the worst organizations under the 
treaty. If they had decided the amount at Versailles, Germany would 
have paid at once. They created this commission and in the mean- 
time Germany evaded payment and got away with all its goods.” 

Doctor Westcott stated that Germany has sent to the United States, 
England, and other countries $10,000,000,000; that this statement was 
made by Stinnes himself. 

It was officially declared that the cost of living in 1922 is three 
times that of pre-war days. Prices in Paris are considerably higher 
than in New York, 

Fear of another attack by Germany and insistence upon payment of 
German reparations overshadow every question of trade extension. 

HOLLAND. 


Aside from Switzerland and Sweden, the Dutch unit of value is the 
only one on the Continent maintaining pre-war parity, or practically so. 
During the European yisit of the commission, the guilder was only a 
fraction over a cent below par. What k it up is rather a mystery, 
for the financial and economic condition of Holland is neither good nor 
sound. The Dutch budget for 1921 showed a deficit of 230,000,000 
guilders, or about 302.000.009. and for 1922 of 248,000.000 guilders, 
the deficit equaling nearly 50 per cent of the total revenues. While 
the total debt on January 1, 1922, was $960,000.000, all held in Hol- 
land, during the year loans amounting to $40,000,000 were floated 

road, in the United States, making a total debt of approxi- 
mately $1,320,000,000. 


pends absolutely and entirely upon Germany, according to officials, 
anciers, and business men, and if Germany falls Holland is 
Germany must be prosperous if there is to be a future for Holland. 
And <3 it is out of the question for Germany to pay the demanded 
reparation. 

n the Amsterdam district financial and commercial conditions were 
declared by all authorities to be bad. ere were a few who were 
optimistic enough to say that the tide has turned, some who said that 

e bottom had m reached; but the majority opinion was that present 
bad conditions are going to be worse. Although there has been con- 
siderable increase in the volume or harbor traffic in 1922 over 1921 
the balance of trade is Sonea adverse, In the first six months o 
1921 Amsterdam imported 1,800,000 long tons and exported 700,000, 
while in the first six months of 1922 the imports were 1,800,000 and 
the exports 800,000. The commodities greatest volume are coal, 

in, minerals, fuel oil, petroleum, stone, tea, tobacco, and lumber. 
he exports to the United States increased 25 per cent in the first six 
months of this year, and imports from the United States increased 40 


er cent. 

$ Shipping and 5 industries are suffering badly, as all over 
the world. No improvement is expected. Machinery works are the one 
exception; they are fairly prosperous. The Fokker airplane factories 
are booming, chiefly on orders from the United States. The textile 
industry has weathered the storm. The artificial silk industry has so 
prospered that an enormous factory has been built and is in operation 
near Arnhem, ipping its products chiefly to the United States. Most 
of the new war industries, chemical, clothing, furniture, have col- 
lapsed. The banks all had large Taeryon which covered their losses, 
and there bave been no failures. Amsterdam is the greatest diamond 
market in the world. The condition of this indu would indicate 
improved times in the United States, which takes 75 per cent of the 
diamonds shipped. There has been an increase of 20 per cent in 1922 
over diamond shipments in 1921 to the United States. 

German competition, which has been yery harmful, is gradually 
passing, with the exhaustion of German goods manufactured at pre- 
war pric and the necessity of German manufacturers paying high 
prices for imported raw material. The principal reason for the pres- 
ent economic situation is ascribed by everybody to the depreciation 
and instability of the German mark, for Holland is indissolubly tied up 
with Germany. 

There is a new field opening for American shipments of chemicals, 
hosiery, underwear, clothing, textiles, rubber goods, and tools and 
machinery, which haye always heretofore come from Germany. The 
uality of German goods is deteriorating badly, according to Dutch- 
mporters, and the same complaint heard elsewhere is voiced that Ger- 
man manufacturers 1 accept competitive orders at a low figure and 
then refuse to fill them unless the price Is raised. There is noticeable, 
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disposition to do business 


unlike the situation in Belgium, a z 
with the United States. It is Seat ro lag every line of trade. The 
chief difficulties are the long haul, causing high freights, and the in- 
sistence of can shippers upon cash payment instead 
long credits. By conforming to the terms to which European 
orters are accustomed, there is a market in Holland for almost Fok 
nited States export, particularly agricultural machmery, cattle f 
dress goods, electric motors, flour and foodstuffs, za tools, gas 
stoves, hardware, hoslery, household articles, kitchen ware, lawn 
mowers, leather and leather geods, machinery, petroleum, refrigerators, 
shirts and collars, textiles, tin plate, and paper. Despite her sym- 
pathy with Germany there is not the slightest evidence of the un- 
lendly feeling so manifest in Belgtum; on the contrary, Holland is 
do an increasing business with Uncle Sam. 


BELGIUM, 
The attitude of Belgium upon German ons is identical with 


reparati 
that of France. Ger must . ye full. The Belgium baaget Tor 
1922 shows a deficit of 42,150,931 francs, notwithstanding is 
franes expected to be received in 


ready 


reparation payments the financial ziun 
In fact, the United States acting trade commissioner at 


id that American exporters 
te personal knowledge of 

yment when goods 
ve and examine the 


be * long credit 
W. pay their bills. 
y. While the Government faces ancial ruin, 


pon the commission officially that Belgium, in 
ite of our s thy and evergenerous aid, has no use for the 
nited States. Belgium, imports from the United States just as 


l more American 
ganda would be necessary, and Ameri 
permanently in Belgium and come 
people. In 1919 the United States led in imports to Belgium but 
thereafter Belgium fell into the arms of Germany, In 1921 Germany 
shipped more goods into Belgium than in 1913. This year France 
leads, foHowed by England, many, and the United States. Im the 
first four months of 1921, of the total rts Into Belgium, amount- 
the Uni States contributed 723, 


can agents must come to live 


ing to 3,670,000,000 francs. 
260,000, but of 2,717,000,000 in 1922, our share was only. 274,325,000, 
It is perhaps not hard to understand this, when one considers the 


istence of American shippers a cash on shipping receipts and 
the willingness of 8 British shippers to give nine months“ 
time, and their very close study and adaptation to the real or fancied 
needs of the buyer. 

Another rather significant fact learned in Belgium is that America 


has no comp ion of the real situation there. Only 1 per cent 
of Belgium actually e from the war in better ancial eon- 
dition than before. The miflions 


poured by Americans into Belgium 
for relief are unnecessary and wasted. e were assured on high 
official authority that not more than 30 per cent of this money reaches 
the ple for whom it is intended; it is spent in extravagant balls, on 
7 trains, and Har unnecessary expenditures. The commission 


money could be used to better advantag 
ha Ame lady had been in Brussels, — 
planning to raise $50,000 a ag for Belgian orphans, and the Bek 


France yas De 2 The os 2 livin 1 aray — in 
Fran ices shops are less, the neal of r p: 

2 he struggle of the nation and the 25 pull 
throng! Paris. he 
wonderful Neither men nor women 
are — 75 ressed on the street. are no such symptoms in 
Brussels. 

elgian industry, from the employers’ standpoint, like that of Ger- 
Sane and En — is well organized. The Comité Centrale de In- 
dustrie pie oa most of the concerns in 82 diferent industries. 
President Cartier explained that he was chairman of an international 
organization, ae all of the employers of the world, to counter- 
balance the international 5 of labor. 
The ission visited the International University at the Palais 
from various European universities tak- 
raduate research work and lectures on cultural subjects. 
president, M. Otlet, explained that Belgium resented the location 
of the League of Nations at Geneva, believing Brussels the pro 
place for a world capital, se had established this university to unify 
the world through the realm of intellect. 
There is a chance to increase trade with Belgium, but a local Bel- 
is required, with an oceasional visit from the American 
Long credit instead of cash must be the 
ngland. usiness 


excha 
influence on the economic 


of 2,717,239 1,797,287,000, an adverse 
000,000, fra and a decrease 
nine billions in imports and eight billions in e over 1921. Im- 


from the United States decreased from 725,262,000 franes in 


1921 to 274,325,000 in 1922 and e decreased from -78,051,000 
to rg The total business with, Germ ny was about a billion in 


‘ in 1921, and will not exceed 800,000,000 
in 1922. About iB. ma cent of imports from the United States 
are foodstuffs, and two-th of that gra Asphalt, tobacco, lumber, 
ofl cake, cotton, chemicals, leather, and automobiles make up the 
balance. Belgium is building up a large-trade with South America, 
which is financed by heavy Government credit subsidies. 

Belgium’s national debt has increased from five billions before the 
war to forty billions—5.714 francs per capita: The circulation 
has increased from one billion to six and one-half billion francs. The 
aetual s is about 5 per cent. Government expenditures 

old. Expenses for national defense increased from 
89,000,000 francs in 1914 to 558,000,000 last year. The receipts of the 
Government for 1919-20 amounted to 4,900,000,000 franes and ex- 
ditures to 16,000,000,000, an excess of expenditures of 11,250,090,000. 
ronment expenditures and circulation are steadily increasin; 
— a has crys 615,000,000 franes for reconstruction of priva 
b ings and 96,000,000 for roads and bridges. Bel was not de- 
vastated to an like the extent tted, only 
counter suffered, and that was all in West Flanders, 
well, A 
There were 151 


3. 
wana 362 in 1920, 229 in 1921, and 103 in the first six months of 

Belgium has received in German E e 1.138.000,000 gold marks 
in cash and payments in kind of 613.000.000. From this is to be đe- 


000.000 p 
tion, to be repaid by Germany. > 

About a year = the Be me minister stated that the per 
capita tax was 280 francs, which remains in foree, Belgian currency 
is inflated, now reaching the figure of 6,500,000,000 frances. Exchange 
— N de ey ye 15 £0000 to sone dollar, the b Belgt be- 

g 5. e balance o e was „000, francs against um 
In 1920 and 3,000,000,000 in 1921. 

ITALY. 


There is an entirely different attitude and a cheering atmosphere in 


Italy. Italy has cleaned house. In Italy nothing was heard about 
reparations and there was no crying about the debt to the United 
States. Germany „ well and it will help. If 


ys som à 

not, Italy will work out her own salvation through the wisdom of her 
statesmen and the thrift and economy of her people. She owes billions 
to America. It is an honest, honorable debt, 2 it will be paid hon- 
estly and honorably. She can not pay now, but she will keep on 
digging until she can. All she asks is that if America makes conces- 
sions to other of the Allies, the same shall apply to Italy. In all con- 
ferences held by the commission in Italy there was no all n te 
reparations or allied debts, 

A convincing proof of the sincerity and wisdom of her policy is the 
fact that since the war Italy has reduced her budget deficit from 
twenty-one billions to six billions, a record diametrically different from 
that of any other continental nation, and one to which England herself 
may accord due Two incidents lald the foundation for the 
very sympathetic and friendly spirit in which the commission studled 
I conditions; one was the extreme cordiality of its reception 
and the other was the fact that at Rome, at the International Institute 
of Agriculture, where a formal reception was tendered upon arrival, the 
American commission of 1918 was welcomed by their majesties of Italy 
at a ceremony probably unique, with every civilized nation officially 
sented, and bidden by them and the great institute that binds 
the world in ties of endly cooperation. A reminder by officials of 
the institute of the great accomplishment of the commission in 1913 
strengthened the hope that something of value might be accomplished 


in 1922. 

At the tion Baron de Bildt, delegate from Sweden, officiated, as- 
sisted by Minister Lao, delegate from 5 or De Campos, dele- 
gate from Brazil; and M. Rjon, delegate from Holland. The general 
seeretary of the institute, with chiefs of all divisions and their respec- 
tive sta participated, with representatives of the American Embassy 
and consulate, the Italian sections of the International Chamber of Com- 
meree, the Rome Chamber of Commerce, the General Federation of 
ItaHan Agriculture, the Commercial Industrial Union, several other 
aouri and agricultural organizations, leading Italian journals, and 

e foreign press. 

In his address of welcome, Baron de Bildt paid a bh tribute to the 
late David Lubin, of California, founder of the institute, which he said 
his chair empty and wreathed in immortelles. 

reeting, said that he had the 


honor at the moment the bust of Lubin was unveiled in the 
institute to present to the Secretary of Agriculture at Washington a 

trait of Mr. Lubin, a duplicate by the same artist of the portrait 
Ia the institute. ' 7 


In a conference at the American Embassy, presided over by Mr. 
MeLean, commercial attaché, and later by Mr. Gunter, chargé d'afaires, 
Mr. McLean explained that Italy emerged from the war with a large 
debt and 1 developed far beyond existing needs, which made 
difficult the problem of returning to normalcy. The economic crash 
caused by d tion came in Italy several months later than in Ameri 
bat was no less severe. The improvement now apparent in the Unit 
States has not yet come to Italy, but the bottom has been reached and 
the tendency is toward improvement. Italy is an agricultural country, 
so that the business depression, while very hurtful to industry and 
commerce, is not felt by agriculture to any extent. 

While an ral country, Italy's production is low. It raises 
only two-th ed, and is short of all raw materials. 
Three-fourths of the wheat imported comes from the United States. 
Next in importance is cotton, 12 all of which comes from the 
United States. The need of foodstuffs and raw materials causes an 
unfavorable trade balance. Before the war this was about 13 to 1. 
It increased greatly, but now is steadily decreasing. The in le ele- 
ments to balance are money sent home by Italian emigrants and the 
tourist industry. After the war both were greatly reduced, but remit- 
tances from abroad are now two or three es pre-war, and foreign 
tourists about as before. 

Exchange has tly injured imports from the United States, be- 
cause Italy finds it advantageous to buy in European countries having 


1923. 
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a currency more depreciated than her own. Wheat, cotton, mineral 
ofl, steel, and iron constitute 89 per cent of American imports. The 
market is stable. Mr. McLean said his principal task has been to find 
markets for other American products. 

If Italy had coal and iron, it would be in much better condition. It 
has vast supplies of hydroelectric power, which can be developed, but 
is developing very slowly for lack of capital. Agricultural production 
is intensive fn high degree, with greater yield per acre than in America, 
but can not be increased to meet requirements. The hydroelectric de- 
velopment alone has interested American capital. A bill is pending 
exempt from taxation foreign capital invested in increasing Itali 
production and will become a law. 


to 
an 


All the 3 railways are Government owned. Of the greatest 
budget deficit of 6,000,000,000 lire the railways are msible for 
1 000, 000, lire. to take the 


A There is a strong and growing sentimen 
Government out of industrial business, but it is hurd to see how it can 
get rid of the railways, oecause it would be difficult to distribute them 
among a numoer of private corpcrations, and no one company could 
take them all over. 

Asked if American interests by extending credit in lire to — 
would not profit largely by the increase in value of the lira to approxi- 
mate its former parity, Mr. McLean said he had lived in Italy three 
years and was an optimist, but he feared the appreciation of the Ira 
would be very slow. What is far more important is to stabilize ex- 
change. A rapid 1 would be harmful. Italy now has 
18,000,000,000 to 19.000,000,000 paper lire, as against 3,000,000,000 
before the war. There is no thought of repudiation. The Govern- 
ment owes 215,000,000,000 lire. If the value should increase ey. 
to twice its present value, this debt would be doubled, the laborer 
ought to accept one lira in place of two, and the Government tax 
should be reduced one-half. ak exchange for a year, the average 
has been about the same, althou the fluctuation has been great. 
The gold reserve is limited, but remains stable. The currency has been 
reduced, but in place there has been an issue of 30,000,000,000 short- 
term scars at first at 6 per cent interest, then 5 per cent, now 43 
per cen 

Asked as to German reparations, Mr. McLean said that is the great 
problem of the world to-day, and he hesitated to speak of it. The policy 
of Italy has been wise not to take into account any possible reparation, 
but unfortunately she has not taken into account her debts. She owes 
22,000.000,000 lire, at present exchange about $1,500,000,000, which is 
greater than the total revenue of Ita 8 

There are about 600,000 unemployed. Wages are five or six times 

re-war, which is a greater increase than that in the cost of living. 

here is an 8-hour day. The average wage is 30 lire per day for ma- 
chine work, 25 for average labor, or $1.35 and $1.10. Before the war 
the wage was about 60 cents a day. Italy must not be grouped with 
the nations that have lost control of their economic situation. Her 
condition is better than that of France. 

Compared with the countries to the north a study of Italian condi- 
tions is gratifying. The Government is making every effort to balance 
the budget, while courageously charging all expenditures for reconstruc- 
tion and pensions directly to the regular budget, instead of carryin 
some reparation fiction. With equal cou: taxes have been rai 
enormously. Direct taxes, which were 558,000,000 lire in 1913, now 
bring in 4,300,000,000, taxes on fiscal 8 increased from 1.067,- 
000, to 4, 000,000, indirect taxes from 657,000,000 to 1,700,- 
000,000, and business taxes from 160,000,000 to 1,000,000,000. ' Fur- 
ther, receipts from direct and indirct taxation for the first eight months 
of 1922 showed an increase of 55 per cent over the same period in the 
previous year. The deficit in the budget for the next 1 
estimated by the minister of the treasury at 4,000,000, that 
current year is 6,500,000, that for the preceding year 9,680,000, a grati- 
fying uction, The total ponus debt, including bank notes, increased 
from 107,238,000,000 to 1 3,930,000,000 in the fiscal year recenti 
38 one increase was in treasury bonds, Circulation dec 


000,000. 

Prices in the shops are reasonable; Italy is an excellent place for 
tourists to sind ost of living is not high. There are many -very 
pron openings for American capital. here is vast power to be 
eveloped, vast areas of land to be reclaimed, the intensive cultivation 
of which will enable Italy to come much nearer to self-support, to over- 
coming the adverse trade balance, and will greatly improve her general 
economic condition. Far more than any country in pe, Italy in- 
vites and welcomes American investment and commerce. Even Ger- 
many, begging for American money, declines to allow American in- 
vestors control or os pdb ae share in direction of industries, but offers 
only interest on bonds. Italy offers what appeals to the investor, full 
participation and control proportionate to the investment. America 
may well study Italian offerings. The commission was advised that a 
rominent Italian financier was leaving for the United States about the 
me the commission returned, with papers in his 2 — to complete a 
1 which entailed investment of $100,000, of American cap- 
ta 


In considering the economic possibilities of Italy it must be borne in 
mind that Italy is the natural geographic center for trade in the 
Mediterranean n. In Albania, Greece, Smyrna, G 
Syria, Palestine, Rhodes, and Egypt is a Dopulation of 40,000,000. 

ith world ce there will develop a largely increased purchasin 
capacity. Italy has the privileged position, with the largest industria 
lant in the basin, cheap power, and a population of 40,000,000 indus- 
rious, frugal, and intel nt workers. Italy has a heavy adverse 
balance of trade with the United States, Italy serving as an industrial 
base and a traffic depot. By developing Italian industry, the United 
States can secure a large customer, for her 40,000, can me 
large consumers of American goods, and with Italian cooperation there 
is open an important trade in Mediterranean markets. 

Italy is developing and enlarging her ports, as was demonstrated b. 
a rsonal investigation by the commission. A system of interna 
waterways now being completed will place Milan and the industrial 
centers of Lombardy and netia in direct water communication with 
the sea. American enterprise is taking a large part in the development 
of the port of Palermon. The electrification of railways now under way 
offers a field for profitable American cooperation. An assembling plant 
for American agricultural machinery—to decrease duties largely—with 
repairs and manufacture of parts could be profitably established. With 
an 3 Eo at, say, Trieste, there would be a large market 
for low-pri merican automobiles, as Italy manufactures only very 
high-priced cars, largely sold abroad. A large American garment manu- 
facturer in southern Italy, using the product of the Italian cotton 
mills, would find a ready market and also increase the demand for 
American cotton. The labor monopoly has been broken in all the ports. 


The prevailing sentiment in Italy is for good government and fair pla: 
to business and industry. 7 = * 
Italy stands for European 


ce and reconciliation, reduction of 
armaments, an era of ce an 1 activities. All these thin 

appeal to ericans, It is also significant that on November 10 of this 
year the new Fascisti premier, Mussolini, called in the American cor- 
respondents and announced to them that Italy wishes to and hopes to 
pay its debt to America. It is an honor debt we intend to make every 
tents to pay. Italy will ratify at once the Washington disarmament 

aty.” 


THE VERSAILLES TREATY AND THE GERMAN REPARATIONS. 


The treaty restores Alsace-Lorraine to France and deprives Germany 
of considerable territory, principally its greatest a tural areas 
in Silesia and Poland, and requires Germany to renounce all favor- 
able provisions in treating with the Grand Duchy of Luxemburg. 
Germany is forbidden to maintain or construct fortifications on the 
left bank of the Rhine or on the right bank west of a line 50 kilo- 
meters east of the river or to assemble troops in this territory. 
Germany cedes to France coal mines in the Saar basin and all 
1 to the great potash mines in Alsace-Lorraine and to the 
ied and associated powers all rights in the territory outside its 


boundaries and all its oversea possessions, All rights China are 
ceded to China. ; 
The military force is limited to 100,000 men, with a fied amount 


of munitions, arms, and equipment. The use, manufacture, and im- 
rtation of poisonous gas is prohibited, and Germany is required to 
sclose to the Allies the nature and mode of manufacture of all ex- 

plosives and chemical 1 ations used in war. Compulsory mili 

service is abolished. ilitary schools are limited in accordance wi 

the reduced army. Schools, clubs, and all associations are prohibited 
from instruction in or use of arms. All fortifications west of a line 

50 kilometers east of the Rhine are to be destroyed. The navy is 

limited to 6 ba 6 light cruisers, 12 destroy and 12 tor- 

pedo boats. The armed forces must not include any tary or naval 
air forces. Germany is to compensate civilians of the 
allied and associated powers for all damage done, to reimburse Bel- 
gium for all money borrowed by Belgium from the allied and asso- 
ciated powers up to November 11, 1918, and to whatever repara- 
tion is fixed by the Reparation Commission. 1 German merchant 

3 1.600 tons and upward are ceded, half interest in ships between 

a and 1.600 tons, and quarter interest in steam trawlers and 

other fishing boats. P = 
A specified number in thousands of horses; cattle, sheep, and goats 

is to be delivered to France and Belgium; to France 7,000,000 tons of 
coal a year for 10 years, and an amount equal to the difference be- 
tween the production of the Nord and Pas de Calais mines before the 

war and during the 10 years; to Belgium 5,000. tons of coal a 

year for 10 years; to Italy an ave of 7,000,000 tons a year for 10 

years; to Luxemburg an amount of coal equal to the pre-war con- 

poet Pe of German coal and other quantities of other products as 
spec 


Imports from or exports to allied or associated States shall pay 


no higher duty or charge than like goods from any other country, nor 
ay ere be any other discrimination. ; 
he rovided that Germany should pay 


888088 Commission 
132,000, 000,000 gold ma or 330,000,000, 000. There have been a 
number of re ions, and e so-called Belgian compromise of Se; 
tember provided a brief moratorium. Briefly, the payment is to 
made in three bond issues of 12, 38, and 82 billions of marks. 


PERSONNEL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE COMMISSION, 


Clarence J. Owens, Washington, D. C., chairman, president Southern 
Commercial Congress. 

Emmett W. Gans, Hagerstown, Md., vice chairman, president Cham- 
ber of Commerce, Hagerstown, Md. 

Ralph Metcalf, Tacoma, Wash., secretary, State senator; retired news- 
paper man and manufacturer. 


larence J. Owens, jr., Washington, D. C., assistant to the chairman. 
gorph Templeton Brownless, New York City, president Appalachian 
o., Knoxville, Tenn. ; cotton manufacturer. 


Mills 
W. R. Graven, Dayton, Ohio, eos Dayton Savings & Trust Co. 
W. C. Gans, Bethlehem . H., iron and steel manufacturer. 

Cavalier Edward Giannini New Orleans, La., Italian-American com- 
merce, 

Mrs. George D. Hope, Washington, D. C., and Kansas City, Mo., 
president Geo. D, Ho ‘Lumber E 

J. C. Harris, Memphis, Tenn., cotton planter and capitalist. 

H. B. Kelly, Philadelphia, Pa., general secretary Philadelphia Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

Mrs. Charles C. Krichbaum, Canton, Ohio, active leader of women's 


clubs. 

John King, Suffolk, Va., manufacturer, vice president Suffolk Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

Mrs. John King, Suffolk, Va., State chairman of legislation of the 
Virginia Federation of Women's Clubs. 

J. F. McCracken, Valdosta, Ga., attorney, president Valdosta Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

II. L. Reeder, Florence, Ala., cotton dealer. 

F. L. Williamson, Burlington, N. C., president and treasurer Holt- 
Granite-Puritan Mills Co. 

Mrs. Joseph T. Brownless, New York. 

Mrs. Emmett W. Gans, Hagerstown, Md., chairman committee on 
cp ange a and first president Hagerstown Women's Clubs. 

rs. N. B. Kelly, Philadelphia, Pa., president Western Home for 

Poor Children. 


[Letter from Dr. Harry Pratt Judson, president of the University of 
Chicago, and report from Dr. Eliakim H. Moore.] 


NOVEMBER 9, 1922. 
Mr. CLARENCE J. OWENS, 
Southern Commercial Congress, Congress Hotel, Chicago, Il. 

My Dear Mr. Owens: Herewith I am returning the material you sent 
me with regard to the proposed recommendation of the Southern Com- 
mercial Congress relating to the payment of indebtedness and repara- 
tions by certain European powers. I am also inclosing the official 
report to me on the proposed financial payments by the head of our 
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TES UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO, 


DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, 
In response to the 
mitted to me on behalf of President Clarence J 


Very truly yours, 


My Dran Docror JUDSON : 


To the PRESIDENT. 
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Resolutions unanimously adopted at the fifteenth annual convention 
of the Southern Comimercts Congress, held at Chicago, III., Novem- 


ber 20, 1922. 


1 — 8 V 
national ade Commission m: an ec e 

| survey of France, Belgium, Holland, Germany, Switzerland, Italy, and 
Great Britain; and 

Whereas the commission has submitted its re 
annual convention of the Southern Commercial’ 
| Whereas specific recommendations are made by the commission; 
Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Southern Commercial Congress in annual conven- 
| tion, That the report of the commission be, and is 
together with the specific recommendations as follows: 
) That an international conference of national banking interests 
delegates of Government be called to adopt a plan of action as 
to a moratorium and a plan of amortization in the settlement of inter- 
‘allied debts and German reparations, 

(2) That an International tariff conference be called to consider 
the nonpartisan revision of tariff schedules to remove barriers to for- 
eign commerce, 

(3) That the United States laws be so amended as to coordinate 
the agencies of the United States Government at home and abroad as 
they relate to the foreign service of the United States. 

(4) That it is desirable for a conference of the diplomatic and con- 
sular officials of the United States and Europe for the purpose of 


pean policy. 
United States be so changed that repre- 
sentatives in foreign service be instructed to submit constructive 
criticism upon economle subjects without partisan bias and the fear 
of executive reprimand; be it fu 
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Resolved, That the conference ap 
ared by the International Trade 


JANUARY 25, 


‘ove the amortization tables pre- 
Sommission for the settlement of 


an reparations and interallied debts, the said tables having been 


Resolved, That a c 
sion, together with 


verified as to their mathematical accuracy by the department of 
mathematics of the University of Chicago; be it further 

y of the report of the International Trade Commis- 
e amortization tables, be forwarded to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Departments of State, Treasury, and 


Commerce of the United States Government, and to the Congress of the 


United States, 


2. Resolved, That the convention recognizes the deslrabllit, 
interest of agriculture and indus 


in the 


of the revision and amendment of 
93 pine immigration law, so as to make possible the admission to the 


ed States of the number of workmen and agriculturists that 


are actually needed 
the officials of the 


and that the problem be intelligently submitted to 
ovyernment of the United States in order that the 


law may be so amended as to raise the quota in the interest of in- 


dustry and agriculture above the 3 per cent 
that the unused quota of countries be distribu 
whose quota have been reached 


ulated in the law, and 
among other countries 
; and be it further 


Resolved, That the law be so amended as to provide for the Intelli- 


nited States. 


brit distribution of the immigrants to industry and agriculture in the 


8. Whereas the Southern Commercial Congress initiated the plan 


for rural credits in America; and 


Whereas the American commission organized by the Southern Com- 


mercial Congress made an investigation in Euro 
is based the 5 Federal farm loan act; an 
is now recognized that a further step must be taken in 
the financing of American agriculture: Therefore be it 

. Resolved, That the law be so amended as to 

short-time credits. 
2. That Congress be ur; 
loan act so as to Increase the lending limit of t 


Whereas i 


and upon its report 


i 
include a system of 


rovision of the farm 
e law from $10,000 to 


4. Whereas the Department of Education of the United States is 
inadequately supported and is a minor bureau of the United States 


rtment of the Interior; and 


hereas all other nations of the world maintain ministers of educa- 
tion in the executive cabinet of the respective governments; an 


Whereas the United States was given evidence in the 


; and 
lack of general 


education in the United States as exhibited by the examinations in the 


selective draft for the World War; and 


Whereas education is of so basic an importance to America: There- 


fore be it 


Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be urged to 
vide for a department of education in the Cabinet of the Presiden 
me United States on a parity with Agri 


ro- 
of 


ture, Commerce, and Labor. 


. Whereas the Bureau of Public Health of the United States is 
8 855 as a minor bureau in the United States Treasury Department; 


an 
Whereas the public health is of first im 
economic life of the Nation: Therefore be 
Resolved, That the Congress 


merce, and La 
6. Resolved, 


of the United States be urged to 
vide through 1 lation for a department of health in the Cabine 
the President o 


1 in the building of the 


Erot 


the United States on a parity with Agriculture, Com- 
bor; be it further 
the Congress of the United States be urged to 


restore to the law creating the War Finance Commission the pro- 


agriculture. 


vision as to financing foreign trade transactions; and be it further 
Resolved, That the Government consider w 


ays and means for extend- 
ing credit to the countries of Europe for 


e surplus of American 


Resolved further, That agencies of private businesses in America be 


Whereas this plan 
other means tha 


oin in every possible wa; 
es in their purchase o 
6. ereag the plan to export our 
has been indorsed 
Bureau Federation a 
tion at Kansas Ci 
tion at Omaha, by the 
of Farm Organizations, ingludin 
and a number of other importan 
dent's agricultural conference at Washingt 
romises the farmers q 


i 


the annual conven 
Atlanta, Ga., by the Missi 
the National Farmers’ G 
rmers’ National Council, 
in its membersh 


hereas business men will be benefited as 


farmer will be helped directly by this action: Be it 


in the extension of credit to 
surpluses of American crops. 
lus farm crops on a credit 
on of the American Farm 
— Val 
rain Deal 
by the National Board 
ip the Farmers’ Union 
farm organizations, and by the Presi- 


ley Associa- 
ers Associa- 


on; 

uicker and fuller relief than 
an 

much indirectly as the 


Resolved, That the Southern Commercial Congress, at its fifteenth 


on at northern 


at pa savin. 
ges 
Resolved, That th 


the report on the resurvey 
manner governing such matters; be it further 
Resolved, That the Southern 


n introduced in Con 
of a proposed canal route from Cumberlan 
River, and a canal connecting those bodies of water would be of in- 
1 value to commerce and to the Government, providin 
inlan 
return loads in either direction fro 
Great Lakes to the Gulf and South Atlantic ports eve 
and said canal would be wholly within the bound 
States; and the eastern terminus at 
a bunker coal port, only 
anchorage area never 


of the Mississippi 
esolved, That the congress ap 
Ing the Great Lakes to the Atlant 

River, (See typed resolution attached, marked B.“) 


annual convention, most heartily indorse this plan and take whatever 
steps as seem practical to secure its enactment into law. 

. Whereas the commercial progress o 
i, advanced by the develo 

the building of canals connecting 
Ocean with the Mississippi River and the Gulf of Mexico will also add 
to the safety of our cou 
Whereas a bill 


f the United States will b 
ment of water transportation; an 
e rivers and lakes and the A 


tlantie 


ss, asking for a resurve 
ound to the 


Mississippi 
an all- 


rotected route where barges and other vessels would carry 
the upper Mississippi and the 
day in the year, 
es of the Uni 

Cumberland Sound would 
miles from the open sea, an — 
osed by ice, where ocean-going vessels could 
coal and secure cargoes for Europe and South America and other points 
of time and expense, sna avoiding tbe delays and con- 


rovide 


organization give its indorsement and 8 to 
the project known as the Atlantic-to-Mississippi Canal, connecting Cum 
berland Sound with the Mississ! 
American canal may be constructed at the earliest practicable date after 
has been submitted to Congress in th 


d that this all- 


ommercial Congress approves the plan 
to connect by waterways the Great Lakes and the Gulf of Mexico by 
iver; and be it further 

roves the proposed 
c Ocean by way of 


lan of connect- 
e St. Lawrence 
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We u immediate extension of an arm of the sea to mid-continent 
— e he improvement of the St.. Lawrence River for the passage of 
ocean- Lak 


bulk, and that the same be done piany by the 
United States and Canada substantially according to plans submitted 
by the International Board of Engineers and as recommended to the 
two Governments by the International Joint High Commission, to whom 
the project was submitted by the Governments for examination and 
report; be it further 
Resolved, That the Southern Commercial ess, 

vention, hereby appeals to the Congress of the United States to = 
petuate the Great Lakes Naval Training Station and that no ps 
whatsoever will be taken by Congress to Fault or curtail the usefulness 


of this institution; be it 

te ncaa ang e arg bee eee 
un reclamation law that will national and nonsectional and melude 
not only the irrigation of arid lands of the West but also the — ge 
of swamp and overflow lands and the development of cut-over 
and rock lands or any meritorious pro, 

12. Resolved, That the Congress o 
whatever legislation may be passed In the interest of the American 
soldier and sailor, that the plan include options wherein not only money 
but. land settlement and development be considered; be it 

13. Resolved, That the Congress of the United States be urged to 
develop through legislation the further use of the truck througit parcel 
post of the Post Office Department in direct dealing between dealer and 
consumer as a further auxiliary to the solution of the problem of 
transportation in America. 

14. Whereas the International Institute of Agriculture in Rome, 
zan was founded by David Lubin in America; and 

ereas: the institute to-day is an economic league of nations com- 

prising 64 countries allied under treaty ; and 

Whereas the institute has rendered a distinguished service to America 
and the world im the development of culture; and 

Whereas since the death of David Lubin the policy of the United 
States Government has been to make temporary appointments of 
American delegates to the institute; and 

Whereas there is evidence that the United States Government has: 
failed to Liae thetically support the institute: Therefore be it 

Resotved, at this question be brought to 
President of the United States, the mem of his Cabinet, and the 
Congress of the United States, that the international institute, be 
understood and its service valued and adequately ee 

15. Whereas it is known that foreign countries in their commercial 
expansion have se their prestige and commercial power under the 
plan that trade follows the loan: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the business interests of America be urged to consider 
ways and means for the extension of loans to foreign countries with 
the object of competing for an adequate and reasonable division of the 
foreign commerce of the world and therefore aid in tlie establishment 
of the American merchant marine. 

17. Whereas the Consular Service of the United States Government 
is of great importance in the aare rgi of business relations with 
tries; Therefore be i 


2 for the further extension of the Consular Se 


nelude other strategic 
the s of the work of the consulates now established; be it further 
Res Commercial C. „That an indorsement 
the United States 


o d , the Southern 
be given to the activities of Bureau of Fo and 
Domestic Commerce, a service that is engaged in practical p ; of 
action for the extension of American business, 


(Paper by General Ryan.) 


“We belfeve that no greater d exists in America to-day than to 
contribute in practical manner to the development and maintenance of 
an orderly worid. 

“We realize that the —— is complex, and that its difficulties are: 
not fully understood by the mass of our people; nor are they in accord 
concerning a solution of it. 

Ae t 3 R — 8 

ent peace - en a bet 
understanding of the problem in all its. and by the extent 
to which our people are interested in support of whatever may be 


pO 

“We are impressed the inadequacy of organization thronghout 
the country for the Intelligent development of the needed understanding: 
and the determination of a prop course of action to be submi 
to ones ei its action. ss 

“We are ressed as well with gravity of the problem because 
of the mtensive and almost unestimated preparations which all the: 
great powers are making for the next war. 

We therefore believe that associations and other forms of organiza- 
tions throughout the country which exist for the development of a 
national policy in furtherance of world peace should by concerted action 
create and 3 N et in which they shall be repre- 
sented by their egates. t the functions. of this new - 
tion. should be the development of an official leadership, the spread of 
an understan of the problem among constituent members 
and through the people generally, and the expansion of Its own organi- 


zation to meet the ps ses of its existence. ch organization should 
be nonpolitical in lea — and policy, and when adequately deyel- 
oped for the p should, with the support of all member bodies, 


apply to Congress for F. 
5 A n Nt — 

wor ce in al > 
have perth ong to relevant data in all verument departmen ‘and the 
assistance of officers of the Army and Navy detailed by request for the 
purpose. 

“Such Federal corporation should: be authorized to function for the 
Government in making a survey of the peace problem, somewhat as the 
Emergency Fleet Corporation was authorized to function for the Goy- 
ernment in its special field. 

completion 
to formulate a project recommended to on ae 
roblem from the American 
American policy relation to organization for peace. 

“That opua of this resolution be mailed by the secretary to all 
persons and o zations believed to be actively interested in the 
problem of world peace.” 


in annual con- 


anywhi ; be it 
the United States be urged, in | 


19. Whereas the Southern Commercial) Congress held conferen 
at Muscle Shoals.on the subject of the development of Muscle Shoals; 


and 
27 States were represented officially in the said confer- 


ly and unqualifiedly went on 
. posal made by Henry Ford: Therefore be it 
‘Resolved, That the Bouthern — ‘Congress in the fifteenth 


ence; and 
Wh 


Jonx G. Ruan, 
Chairman Committee on Resolutions. 


ORDER FOR RECESS. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business to-day it take a recess 
until 11 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will not 
make the hour 11 o'clock. Yesterday morning we tried that, 
and we were 23 minutes in getting a quorum here. It is very 
hard for Senators to do the routine morning work that is 
incumbent upon every Senator and get here at 11 o'clock. E 
think it is a great hardship, and I hope the Senator will make 
the hour 12 o'clock. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Myr, President, I was. about to say that 
there are a number of Senators who have committee. engage- 
ments. The committees meet generally at 10 o'clock, and we 
can not very well finish the work that is before us if we are 
to meet at 11. I hope the Senator will change the hour. 

Mr. CURTIS. Then I will modify my request so as to ask 
that when. the Senate concludes its business to-day it take a 
recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

ELI N. SONNENSTRAHL. 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of Senate bill 1280, Order of Business 
No, 1009. This bill gives the right to Eli N. Sonnenstrahl to go 
to the United States District Court for the Eastern District 
of New York to prosecute a claim against the Government 
for commandeering some beans that he had imported from 
Europe. It simply permits him to go to court to press his: 


aos FLETCHER. I do not find any No. 1009 on my cal- 

Mr. CALDER. It Is there. 

Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I understand that the bill refers 
the matter to the court. 

Mr. CALDER, It just permits him to prosecute a elaim in 
the District Court for the Eastern District of New York, 

Pics 2 PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the title 
of the 

The READING CLERK. A bill (S. 1280) for the relief of Eli N. 
Sonnenstrahl. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported’ 
from the Committee on with an amendment to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and insert: 


That the claim of Eli N. Sonnenstrahl. of Brooklyn, 
further sum as he may be entitled to recover, as dae 
ready received, for certain 

at San Francisco, C: 
be sued for and submitted 
Eastern 


N. T., for such 
the 


the 
strahl upon the same principi 
cases ander section 10 of the 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the amendment of the committee 
authorizes the court “to enter a judgment or decree for such 
amount and costs, if any,” as it may find due. 

Mr. CALDER. That is the usual practice, and the way these 
bills come from the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. SMOOT. It may be with the district court. I am not 
positive of that, but I know it fs: not with the Court of Claims. 
I know that we insist upon that provision going out of every 
bill where the matter is referred to the Court of Claims; but 
as this ease goes to the United States district court, I am not 
positive about it. 
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Mr. CALDER. I am quite sure that is the practice. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, it seems that this claimant 
has already received a certain amount for the beans themselves. 
There is some extra amount that he claims now, is there? 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, we passed an act in the Con- 
gress in 1917 which provided that when there was any dispute 
over the value of property commandeered by the Government 
the man who owned the property should accept 75 per cent of 
the value of the goods and be permitted to go to court to col- 
lect the balance of it. In the letter accompanying the report 
I observe that the Assistant Secretary of the Navy quotes this 
language from the act of August 10, 1917: 

+*+ * © If the compensation so determined be not 1 10 
the person entitled to receive the same, such person shall be paid 75 

er cent of the amount so determined by the President, and shall be 
ntitled to sue the United States to recover such further sum as, added 
to said 75 per cent, will make up such amount as will be just compen- 
sation for such necessaries or A space, and jurisdiction is hereby 
conferred on the United States district courts to hear and determine 
all such controversies. 1 

This is one of those cases where, during the war, the Gov- 
ernment commandeered private property. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The first question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from New York yield for a question? 

Mr. CALDER, I will. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Why should not this claim de 
sued for in the Court of Claims, as all other claims are? 

Mr, CALDER. This claim comes under those provided for 
in the bill passed on August 10, 1917. Under the law, where 
the Government commandeered property needed for war pur- 
poses it was provided that the man who owned the property 
should accept 75 per cent of the value of the property where 
there was a disagreement between the Government and the 
claimant, and then that he should have the right to sue the 
Government for the balance of the money in the district 
courts. I will say to the Seuator that I have read from the 
law, and if he will read that quotation from the law he will 
find that special provision is made in the statute for a case of 
this kind, and the Committee on Claims has followed the usual 
practice. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylyania. Why does the claimant need 
this special act, if the court is given jurisdiction by the act of 
1917? The extract from the act of 1917 to which the Senator 
calls attention expressly states that“ jurisdiction is hereby con- 
ferred on the United States district courts to hear” such cases 
us are mentioned. 

Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, I am under the impression 
that under the statute it is necessary for a reference to be made 
of these eases by act of Congress. That is my impression. We 
are following the usual practice, I will say to the Senator. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, before I came to 
Congress I had a good many cases against the United States, 
both in the Court of Claims and in the district courts, and I 
do not know of any reason for a special act such as this unless 
there is something very peculiar in the case. That is what I 
should like to find out here. 

Mr. GEORGH. I would like to ask a question. In the set- 
tlement with the Navy Department was not such sum as was 
paid taken in full accord and satisfaction of the debt? 

Mr. CALDER. No; tt was not. It was accepted as 75 per 
cent of the value of the goods. I might say that the Navy 
Department admits that the price which the man has received, 
$22,000, was less than he should have been paid, and they have 
since offered him $472 additional. The claimant contends that 
that amount is Inadequate and unjust to the extent of about 
$4,000, and the bill as amended is aimed to enable him to insti- 
tute suit in the United States district court to determine the 
compensation to which he is justly entitled. We are following 
a statute enacted by Congress to cover cases of this character. 

Mr. SMOOT. He has had more than 75 per cent. 

Mr. CALDER. He contends he has not. The Navy Depart- 
ment admits he has not, and they offered to give him $472, but 
he claims that does not compensate him for his losses, The 
Government runs no risk, 

Mr. FLETCHER. The question raised by the Senator from 
Pennsylvania is this, If the claimant has that right under the 
law, why pass a special act to give him the right? 

Mr. CALDER. This is a recommendation from the Com- 

- mittee on Claims. It is approved in a letter from the Navy 
Department, which I hold in my hand. I assume the Committee 
on Claims know what they are doing. That seemed to be the 
only course to pursue. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. If it is in order to object now 
to the present consideration of this bill, I do object, because 
I think we ought not to consider it until the committee report 
5 beet and placed on our desks and we have a chance 
o see it. 

Mr. CALDER. If the Senator from Pennsylvania objects, I 
am perfectly willing to have it go over so that he can look 
over the matter and conyince himself that it is in proper form. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The bill will be laid aside. 

RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS. 

Mr. STANFIELD. Mr. President, on January 23 the junior 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Kına] inserted in the Rxconb an 
editorial from the Chicago Tribune. In part the editorial read: 

In the palmy days of the rivers and harbors pork-barrel appropria- 
son neva ito tun. 8 tort 8 1 re is something of a shock, 
Committee asks for $56,539,910, VVV 

I am somewhat surprised that any Member of Congress, 
knowing the care with which river and harbor improvements 
are selected and recommended for improvement during these 
later years, should confuse this system with what in the olden 
days became offensively known as the pork-barrel system, 
when projects were neyer examined by engineers, recommended 
by the War Department, or in any other way carefully gone 
into, but for which money was appropriated because of the 
influence of the Congressman of that district and his power to 
organize and combine with the Representatives from other dis- 
tricts in sufficient numbers to secure Federal money for river 
and harbor Improvement in their several districts, some of 
which were entirely unworthy and resulted in a waste of money 
and the scandalizing of that system. : 

Under the system of selecting rivers and harbors for im- 
provement now prevailing it is first necessary for Congress to 
authorize a careful survey of the proposed project by com- 
petent engineers under the direction of the War Department. 

If the Army engineers recommend such project as feasible 
and worthy of improvement, then the matter is brought before 
Congress, the project and the report of the engineers, together 
with such additional evidence as may be brought before the 
committee, sometimes leads the committee to recommend the 
project be authorized, and sometimes it does not. Then the 
House passes upon the recommendations of the committee and 
We bill carrying these authorizations goes to the other branch 
of Congress, where it and every project is again carefully 
scrutinized by a committee and the recommendation of this 
committee submitted to the body, where it is either adopted 
or rejected, and finally the bill goes to the President for his 
approval. 

Any project that can justify itself under these conditions can 
not be unworthy, and, indeed, many very worthy projects are 
rejected and delayed, if not entirely defeated, by these com- 
mittees and Congress that the aggregate amount of Federal 
expenditures may be reduced. 

The Army engineers made a detailed list and statement of 
such authorized projects as they could economically and 
profitably work upon during the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and beside the name of each of such projects stated the 
amount of money that could be profitably expended in the 
improvement of each. The Army engineers also indicated by 
a cross each project that was new. This statement was sub- 
mitted to the Budget Bureau, and I am pleased to submit it 
now to the Senate and ask that it be printed in the RECORD as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Amounts stated in the annual report of the Chie, 


of Engineers as those 
that can be profitably erpended during the 


scal year ending June 


30, 192}, for maintenance and improvement of river and harbor works, 


PI , Mass. 
Pollock Rip Shoals........ 


Providence River and Harbor. 325,000 
Block Island harbor of refuge... 5,000 5,000 
Pawcatuck River..............- 3, 000 30, 000 
Connecticut River below Hart: 50, 000 20, 000 
prar tread Wishes 7 oo 
3 , 5 
Nase zk Harbor sneha e baad eupsedapeaesetehspa@udaeneeubledawaetaansees 20, 000 
Stamford Harbor 9 
Greenwich Harbor 6, 000 3,100 
Port Chester 22,000 3,000 
Mamaroneck Harbor, N. Y, SOG OUI eee 


New projects. 
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Amounts stated in the annual report of the N of Engineers as those 
that can be 8 3 during the 
30, 1924, etc.—Continued 


1 year ending June 


Improve- 
Localities. 15 Maintenance. 
East Chester Creek. r 
‘Westchester Creek 1... 
Bronx River 
1 ee Rochelle, 


d Channel 
‘Bi, beware and Red Hook Channels. 


ANOS. 4nd ence ae ose 


6, 
20, 


0 
, 
d 
„ 


600 
000 
000 
000 
000 
„000 
000 
000 
600 
000 
000 


Id 
coco 


a 
S 
Ce 


BES: & 


5 
‘ 
* 
H 
* 
2 
N 
. 
* 
* 


8888 
Seer! E 


8888888888885 s 


„en- 


` 


Bp 
ee 


NEm 


e 


Waterway, Core Sound-Beaufort rs an 2 
Waterway, Beaufort to Jacksonville, N. CO.. 
Harbor of refuge, Cape Lookout. 
Cape Fear River at and below Wilmington 1 
Cape Fear River above Wilmington. 


. 
* 


— 
EH 


S 


2 


EER -R RS ESS BE 


sS 


Bt Johns River, Jacksonville to the ot. 

t. Johns River, Palatka to Lake Harney....... oe 
Oklawaha River 
Indian 


8 
VV 


= 


BaF Bord 


p 


Amounts stated in the annual report of the Chief of Engineers as those 


that can be 8 3 during the 


cal year ending June 
30, 1925, ete.—Continued 


12,000 
10,000 
10, 000 
90,000 
21; 500 
oon 
„00 
1, 680 
. 25,600 
i 
47,000 
5,000 
244, 400 
es 18,000 
Tombigbes bea River, Demopolis k to Walkers Bridge 185 
Gulfport H — and Ship Island Pass. 116, 000 
Pascagoula River. 10,000 
Water hyacinth in Alabama waters... 2,500 
Southwest Pass, r 
South Pass, Mississip 510, 000 
Bayou Plaquemine, 20,000 
Bayou Grossetete- . 5,000 
5 2 Teche..... ` 
y, Mississip, ec 
Waterway, Calcasieu River to Sade River 
Bayou Vex million. 
ien River and Pass, La... „ 25, 800 . 2 
Water hyacinth in 30, 900 
Galveston Harbor 90, 009 
Galveston Channel ! 200, 000 
Galveston Harbor-Texas City Channel 150, 000 
e ß et 20,000 
Houston Ship Channel 300, 000 
Double Bay Bayou. 7,000 
Anshuac C] = 5,000 
Mouth of Trinity 1,009 
Turtie Bayou 10, 000 
Bayou. 5,000 
rr coder ehh A S 4,000 
Dickinson Bayotirs so. 25 serac N ES AET TE 5,000 
West Galveston Bay-Brazos River Canal..............|..... ae 5,000 
Channel between Brazos River and ee Bay...» beasses me 10, 000 
Channel from Pass eae. o to Aransas 20, 000 
Channel from Aransas Pass 10,000 
r A oE A 100, 000 
Harbor at Port Aransas. 180, 000 
Harbor at Sabine Pass 400, 000 
Sabine-Neches Canal 150,000 
Johnsons Bayou 3,000 
Red River below Ful 100, 000 
Ouachita and Black Rivers. 400, 000 25,000 
Tensas River and Bayou Macon! 4,200 5,000 
Boel Rivet c sn cs ocd: A A A a AE OT CAA TE 5,000 
Bayou Bartholomew. .... 22.2.2... cece ccccccesersccselecee 2,500 
Saline ii S 2,000 
2,009 
FP $16, 000 
10,000 
12, 000 
2,500 
35,000 
22,500 
15, 000 
Current River 4,500 
St. Francis pik UL’ Anguille Rivers and Blackfish Bayou. E 9,000 
1 River, Ohio to Missouri Rivers 500, 000 
Mississippi River, removing snags caw wrecks below 
the mouth of the Missouri River 42222 · 25,000 
ppi River, 3 i River to Minneapolis 1. 100, 00 
Mississippi and Leech Rivers 25,0000 
Red Lake and Red Lake I River, MSs N | Lee) ce Ineceaereacsase 
Missouri River, Kansas City to the mouth 
Missouri River, Kansas Ci 
. Sioux City to Fort Benton 
A Rlver ee ee eee ee 
Cumberland River below Nashville j. 430,00 7 ern 
Cumberland River above Nashville... 
ver, below Riverton. .......... 
Tennessee River, above Chattanoogaaa . 
Tennessee River, Chattanooga to 
Survey of Tennessee River 
Ohio River (lock and dam construction). 
Ohio River, open Hian 5 
Monongahela River, Pa. 95 
Allegheny River 5,000 
Grand Marais 6,000 
Agate Bay Harbor... 000 
Duluth-Superior Harbor. 50, 500 
Port Wing Harbor....... 1,000 
ee sae 
Ontonagon Dor „ 
Keweenaw Waterway 70, 500 
— — Bay hartat of refuge. . 1 — 
uette Harbor „ 
Grand Marais Harbor, Mien 15,000 
‘New projects. 
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Amounts stated in the annual report of the * of Engineers as those 
that can be profitably expended during the year ending June 
30, 1924, etce.—Continued. 
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Black Rock Channel and ‘Touswands Harbor. 200, 000 25, 
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Coo »A 
Columbia and Lower Willamette Rlvers 1. 
. BW Po T corse ⅛ 3 ences 


Willamette River above Portland and Yamhill River .|............. 


Flood contro}: 
Mississi 


SET E E E pak A e EA IAEE A LAEE TAA 500, 000 

Total !!... .. de 
RECAPITULATION, 

For improvement. fe ee cee ee e ky a Met 

Vor -maintenance.-—-20 ͤ—?'Pé 18 $99; 280 

For related subjects-__._._.-___---_._._.-..---........ 14, 905, 000 

Grands tetas eens 11, 495, 410 


Mr. STANFIELD. The Budget Bureau, without rhyme or 
reason, without pointing to a single project that it deemed un- 
worthy, without recommending that work be delayed upon a 
single project in this list, without recommending that the 
amount stated as required for any single project be reduced, 
and without giving a reason for reducing the aggregate amount 
required, as recommended by the Army engineers, arbitrarily 
and without justification cit the amount in two. 

The subject came up in the Appropriations. Committee of the 
House, and this committee, without pointing to a single project 
that was not justified or upon which the work could be delayed 
without doing great damage to the community served an such 
project, arbitrarily, and with the hope of satisfying the Repre- - 
sentatives on the floor, increased the amount recommended by 
the Budget Bureau to $37,000,000. 

The Members of the House who were familiar with the work 
proposed to be done by the Army engineers knew the impor- 
tance of it and knew that every single project on the list was 
justified and immediate work was necessary to best serve the 
community and the country, increased the appropriation to the 
amount originally recommended by the Army engineers. by a 
vote of 152 to 44. 

It is not a secret that the railroad transportation of this 
country has failed miserably during the last few years to serve 
the producers. During the last harvest and within the last six 
months millions of bushels of choice apples produced in the 
Northwest have been dumped into the river for want of trans- 
portation, while the great mass of consumers in the East are 
compelled to pay 10 cents apiece for similar apples. 

Seventy per cent of the population of the United States live 
east of the Mississippi River. Practically 50: per cent of the 
total population of the United States live in the 19 States ad- 
joining and adjacent to the Atlantic Ocean, where they are 
readily and easily served by water transportation, and these 
people are to-day being penalized with exorbitant rents. and ex- 
ceptionally high building construction costs. Yet on the slope 
of the Pacifie, in the three States of Washington, Oregon, and 
California, stands over one-half of all the saw timber in the 
United States. 

The product of this timber can be transported by water 
to the Atlantic coast for from $12 to $15 per thousand feet less 
than it can be transported across the continent by rail, and this 
difference in transportation cost means from $20 to $30 per 
theusand feet difference in the price paid by the consumer. 

A vessel that carries less than 3,000,000 feet can not afford 
to make the Iong trip from Pacifie coast ports through the canal 
to Atlantic coast ports. Very few ports on the Pacific coast will 
admit vessels of this size, and these ports are not the shortest 
outlet for the vast timber resources. The expenditure of a 
very small sum of money will deepen and make secure several 
other ports which reach directly the mills and timber. 

The ports on the Atlantic coast in the main are already im- 
proved and require maintenance only; the Panama Canal has 
been constructed at a great cost and has justified its under- 
taking. During the last year the largest tonnage passed through 
this canal of any year since its existence, and over $12,000,000 
in tells was collected, which is also the largest of any year. 
The coast to coast traffic, both east and west, was doubled dur- 
ing the last year. We have great ficets of vessels lying at 
anchor, deteriorating and rapidly approaching the worthless, 
useless stage—in fact, every link in the chain of water trans- 
portation between the Atlantic and Pacifie is complete, barring 
the improvement of a few harbors—and if the appropriation for 
river and harbor work is reduced by Congress itt means that 
many of these worthy, important, and justified harbor improve- 
ments on the Pacific coast will not be undertaken during the 
next fiscal year, for if the amount recommended by the engi- 
neers is reduced many projects will be eliminated for want of 
the money to start them, and no one at this time can tell what 
projects will be so eliminated, 
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It ill becomes the Budget Bureau and it ill becomes Congress 
or any Member of it to demand a reduction of the amount said 
to be necessary by the Army engineers, unless they can point 
their finger to some identical project or projects that are not 
justified and should be eliminated from the list as submitted. 

The railroad interests of this country bitterly fought the con- 
struction of the Panama Canal. The railroad interests of this 
country have bitterly fought the elimination of tolls on coast- 
wise trade through the canal. The railroad interests of this 
country have always opposed the improvement of rivers and 
harbors that would promote water transportation, and yet the 
railroads of this country have broken down and failed to prop- 
erly serve either the producers or consumers during the last 
few years. 

As an instance in my own State, in the great Hood River 
apple-producing section our people spent 10 years to grow 
orchards, and another year of spraying, cultivating, and prun- 
ing to produce a crop; then they picked it, wrapped it, and 
packed it, and hauled it to the warehouse, ready for shipment, 
only to find that the railroads would give them 10 cars where 
they needed 100. The warehouses became choked, filled to 
capacity, and still 50 per cent of the crop remained in the pos- 
session of the producers, without any facilities to protect it 
from the cold weather that was then fast approaching, the 
result of which was an enormous loss to these apple producers, 
and all for the want of sufficient refrigerator cars to ship it in. 

During this strenuous period they were receiving less than 
ests oppose the development of rivers and harbors and the 
removal of the Panama Canal tolls on coastwise shipments, or 
any other thing that will move a pound of freight in any way 
except over the rails of the railroad; yet they are unable to 
properly serve the people and will be unable for some time to 
come. 

Until it can be pointed out and proven that some item on the 
list submitted is not justified or the amount recommended by 
the Army engineers can not be economically and profitably ex- 
pended during the coming fiscal year, I deem it my duty, with 
the responsibilities of serving my people and this country, to ac- 
cept the recommendations made by the Army engineers and sup- 
port the appropriation shown to be necessary. 

Mr. President, we are legislating here daily to give relief to 
the industries of our country. To-day we had presented a bill 
to extend credit to agriculture. The question of credit to agri- 
culture is of but little importance when compared with the In- 
terest and concern they have in the problem of transportation. 
The question of river and harbor development is not only of 
interest to the coasts, but it should be of concern to the entire 
country, because such improvements will tend to give better 
service to the interior part of the country if the traffic which 
comes from the coast is carried by way of the canal and out of 
our harbors and rivers. 

BERTHA N. RICH. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that we proceed to the present consideration of Senate 
bill 4114, for the relief of Bertha N. Rich. 

Mr. DIAL. Let the bill be read. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. 

The Assistant Secretary read the bill. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. In compliance with the suggestion 
of several Members of the Senate who think that $15,000 is too 
large in this case, I have consented to lower the amount, and I 
offer an amendment reducing the amount from $15,000 to $10,000. 
I understand that the Committee on Claims have established the 
precedent of making that the maximum in these claims, al- 
though this is a unique case, and had Mrs. Rich an opportunity 
to present the claim in court, undoubtedly she would receive a 
greater sum than this amount. 

The death of the husband of the claimant was due to the gross 
negligence and carelessness of Army sergeants and privates who 
were in charge of a machine gun on exhibition at the Trenton 
State Fair, and I believe that the Government will only be doing 
justice to a very limited degree when the bill is passed appro- 
priating $10,000 for the claim; but I understand the members 
of the committee believe that is sufficient, and therefore I offer 
the amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the immedi- 
ate consideration of the bill? . 

Mr. DIAL. I do not object to immediate consideration, but I 
want to speak on the merits of the bill. 

I regret that the Senator waits until so late in the day to 
bring up important matters when there are so many Senators 
absent. I dislike, of course, to call for a quorum and I am not 
going to do so now, but I must say that I disapprove of the 
practice and possibly hereafter I shall insist upon the presence 


of a quorum. I would like very much for the Senate to be bet- 
ter posted with reference to such bills. 

I have waited a long time, thinking that very probably a free 
and full investigation would be had of similar private claims, 
because I am convinced that the Government pays out a great 
deal of money which it should not pay. In this particular claim 
there is no liability whatever on the part of the Government 
as I see it. There is a full report by the department. The facts 
of the case were these: A fair association of Trenton requested 
the Government to send them an exhibit, and they sent this 
gun. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, may I interrupt the 
Senator to correct his statement? 

Mr. DIAL. Very well. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The commander of the First Di- 
vision made application to the fair for permission to send a ` 
recruiting squad there. The fair did not ask the First Division 
for the recruiting squad. The recruiting squad was sent there 
and no pay was exacted in any manner whatsoever. There 
was another exhibition known as a circus, a separate organi- 
zation of the First Division, which they asked to come and 
which had no relation whatever to the recruiting end at all. 
They were separate things. For that they paid $2,000. 

Mr. DIAL. I did not say anything about pay. I merely 
read the report casually and my recollection is that the fair 
association wanted the exhibit and it was sent there. 

This was supposed to be an unloaded gun, but in some way 
or other a cartridge was placed in the gun. It was not to be 
fired, however. This was against instructions, The particu- 
lar gun was installed in a 4-foot inclosure and no one was to 
get close to it. An Army oflicer or employee was in charge 
of it. The man in charge of it went to supper and left some 
one else in charge, and the deceased, the husband of the lady 
claimant, and some others were close to the gun. The deceased 
was pushed over against the gun and it exploded or was fired, 
and the man was killed. The Army officers investigated the 
case very thoroughly. My recollection is that according to the 
report they had three courts-martial and cleared every one of 
the Government employees. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. May I again correct the Senator? 

Mr. DIAL. Certainly. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, It is true that the charges were 
dismissed against the men, but the commanding general who 
ordered the men there on recruiting duty disapproved those 
charges. The destruction of this man's life was shown to 
have been due to gross negligence on the part of Army authori- 
ties. That is the report of the board convened by the Army 
authorities, that the gun was defective, that contrary to orders 
they had loaded ammunition, that the gun was fired in the 
face of spectators, and that the man was killed. It has been 
submitted to men who are lawyers and they say undoubtedly 
the Army was guilty of gross negligence. 

Mr. DIAL. This demonstrates one of the misfortunes in 
waiting until so late in the day to bring up the bill. We get 
the facts confused. I do not desire to misrepresent the facts 
at all, but if anyone will read the report on page 3 he will 
see that the gun was not being fired under instructions of the 
Government. It was not to be fired at all. It was supposed 
to be a mum gun. I do not know what the Army calls it, 
but it was not to be fired and not intended to be exhibited in 
that way. The report said: 

While standing here the gun was discharged and Mr. Rich fell to 
the abe At the same instant Private Schwartz was pushed to a 
pant S the gun by another man. As he struck the ground the 
gun $ 

It was not being fired by the officers, but the man was pushed 
against it and the gun went off—accidentally went off. So if 
anybody was liable, it was the fair company who invited the 
exhibit there, and not the United States Government. I have 
read the report, and I did not find where they convicted any- 
body. My recollection is they cleared everybody, showing it 
was not the fault of the Government, but was the fault of either 
the man who was a trespasser or the fault of some one else, 
or a pure accident. This kind of claim ought to go into court. 
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield 5 

Mr. DIAL. I decline to yield for the moment. I will yield 
presently. 

The report shows that the Government relied upon the attor- 
ney for Mrs. Rich; that the attorney for Mrs. Rich prepared 
the case for the Government. That does not show a great deal 
of diligence on the part of the Government. Of course, I say 
nothing against the attorney, whose name, I believe, was Oli- 
phant. He was very active in getting the case up and making 
out a case for Mrs. Rich, and the Government relied on what he 
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said. It seems the case was locked into most thoroughly, and 
it was shown that the accident was not the Government's fault, 
and they discharged the men involved. 

Of course, I know nothing about the people and never heard 
of them before. It is not a question with me of what Senator 
introduced the bill. That has no influence whatever with me. 
But I do not think the Government is ready to donate money 
to people who bring about their own injury or are injured 
purely accidentally. the Government is not liable. 
The fair association might be liable or the man who pushed the 
deceased against the gun might be liable, but there Is no ground 
here to show that the Government was Hable, and there is no 
reason why money should be paid to these people, unless we 
want the Government to go into the business of contributing 
to the people of New Jersey. 

Mr. President, I want Senators to know what they are voting 
on. In the first place, the Government is not at all Hable, as I 
see it. In the next place, the case ought to be tried in the 
court. If the Government is willing to give its consent, I have 
no objection to that course at all. I think we are going to have 
to establish the precedent here sooner or later that such mat- 
ters must be tried in court. 

The next remedy is, if we are going to give anything at all, 
whether we want to donate the magnificent sum of $25,000, as 
was provided when the matter first came here, though it is 
proposed now to cut it down to $15,000, and I understand there 
will be a proposition submitted to reduce it to $10,000. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (S. 4114) for the 
relief of Bertha N. Rich, which had been 
Committee on Claims with an amendment, in line 6, to strike 
„ and insert 515,000,“ so as to make the bill 
read: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the and he 
is hereby, authorized and „ to out of an 1 in the 
sum of $15,000 to Bertha 


Treasury not 3 appropriat 
N. Rich, now dn Nrerrtun 


mg in the county of "Mercer, fa 
as full veompensation. ‘or 


the loss at life of her late husband, W. ‘alter 
A. Rich, py erway, ane eos xm ee, 
gun at tne. Interstate Fair at Trenton, N. J., October 2, 1920. 


Mr. DIAL. Mr. President, I move to amend by reducing 
the amount to $5,000. However, I presume I can not do that 


before we dispose of the amendment to the amendment of the 


committee, 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The first question is on the 


amendment proposed by the Senator from New Jersey to the 


amendment of the committee. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The proper parliamentary procedure 
would be for the Senator from South Carolina to offer his 
amendment to the amendment of the committee. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am a member of the committee, 
and mine may be regarded as a modification of the committee 
amendment. However, I will temporarily withdraw my amend- 
ment in order that the amendment of the Senator from South 
Carolina may be voted on, 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator need not do that. The 
amendment is in order as an amendment to the amendment 
of the committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. An amendment to strike out and 
insert Is in order. 

Mr. DIAL. Then my motion is to strike out 510,000“ and 
insert “ $5,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amendment 
will be stated. S 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. In Heu of the sum proposed to 
be inserted by the committee insert $5,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the Senator from South Carolina to the amendment 
of the committee. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The Assistant Secxerary. It is now proposed by the Senator 
from New Jersey, in lieu of the sum proposed to be inserted by 
the committee, $15,000,” to insert“ 510,000.“ 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 


from the 


executive session the doors were reopened; and (at 5 o'clock and 
pide e p. — Spat Senate, e e previously made, 

recess morrow, anu at 12 
br iday, ary 26, 1923, 


NOMINATIONS. 


Hæecutive nominations received by the Senate January 25 (leg- 
islative day of January 23), 1928. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
To be captains. 


i First Lieut. Clarence Harvey Bragg, Infantry, from January 
5 Paul Rutherford Knight, Infantry, from Janu- 
ary 7, 
First Lieut. DeWitt Clinton Smith, jr., Infantry, from Janu- 


ary 8, 1923. 
To be first lieutenants. 


Second Lieut. Edward Arthur Dolph, Coast Artillery Corps, 
from January 5, 1923. 

Second Lieut. Joseph Kittredge Baker, Cavalry, from Jann- 
ary 6, 1923. 

APPOINTMENT BY TRANSFER IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
FIELD ARTILLERY. 

First Lieut. William Mason Wright, jr., Infantry, with rank 
from July 1, 1920. 

APPOINTMENTS IN THE BRANCHES OF THE REGULAR ARMY. 

To be second Ueutenants with rank from January 5, 1923. 


Herbert William Kruger, Field Artillery, 
James Lewis Montague, Infantry. 

Henry Dwight Fansler, Infantry. 

William Earl Watters, Field Artillery. 

Leo Henry Dawson, Air Service. 

Michael Vincent Healey, Air Service, 

Hilton Welborn Long, Air Service. 

Milton John Smith, Air Service. 

Carl Budd Wahle, Coast Artillery Corps. 
James Eldridge Gardner, Air Service. 
Leonard Loyd Hilliard, Infantry. 

Lester Vocke, Field Artillery. 

Frederick Viehe Armistead, Field Artillery, 
John Leon Dicks, Infantry. 

Thomas Jefferson Randolph, Cavalry. 

Harry Edwin Magnuson, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Gerald Crofoot Williams, Air Service, 

Robert Boyd Williams, Air Service. 

James Fish, Infantry. 

‘LaRoy Sanders Graham, Infantry. 

Francis Lavelle Ready, Cavalry. 

Joseph Rexford Vernon, Corps of Engineers. 
David Hottenstein, Coast Artillery Corps. 
George John Kelley, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Ray Brooks Floyd, Infantry. 

Ray Eugene Marshall, Infantry. 

Morris Miller Bauer, Corps of Engineers. 
George Cabell Carrington, Infantry. 

Charles Henry Berle, Coast Artillery Corps, 
Harland Fremont Burgess, Infantry. 

Karl Clifford Frank, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Hurry Munroe Leighley, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Olyde Anderson Burcham, Cavalry. 

Walter Raymond Miller, Infantry. 

Randall James Hogan, Ordnance Department, 
Herman William Fairbrother, Infantry. 
Robert Nicholas Young, Infantry. 

James Frederick Phillips, Corps of Engineers. 
Clement Thomas Gleason, Finance Department. 
John Bixby Shepard, Infantry. 

Theodore Allen Martin, Infantry. 

Allen ‘Crabill, Chemical Warfare Service, 
Douglas Valentine Johnson, Field wee 
George Joseph Hill, jr., Infantry. 

Frederick Williams Watrous, Field Artillery. 
Charles Elford Smith, Infantry. 

Franz von Schilling, jr., Field Artillery. 
Raymond Edward Oulbertson, Field Artillery. 
Maynard Harper Carter, Infantry. 

LaGrande Albert Diller, Infantry. 

Robert Parker Hollis, Field Artillery. 

Isaac Davis White, Cavalry. 

Louis Edward Roemer, Infantry. 

Max Hesner Gooler, Infantry. 

Joseph Howard Harper, Infantry. 
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Emerald Foster Sloan, Infantry. 

Newton Farragut McCurdey, Cavalry. 

John Julius Dubbelds, jr., Infantry. 

Joe Ford Simmons, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Clarence Turner Hulett, Infantry. 

Daniel Powell Poteet, Field Artillery, 
Edmund Kennedy Ellis, Infantry. 

Frank Henry Marks, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Ord Gariche Chrisman, Infantry. 

Gerson Kirkland Heiss, Ordnance Department, 
Grover Cleveland Kinney, Infantry: 
Ransom George Amlong, Quartermaster Corps. 
Paul Lawrence Martin, Field Artillery, 
Walter Howard DeLange, Air Service. 
Robert Kelsey Haskell, Field Artillery. 
Walter Sidney Smith, Air Service. 

John Owen Colonna, Corps of Engineers. 
Walter Francis McGinty, Infantry. 

Ralph Adel Snavely, Air Service. 

Claude Armenius Thorp, Cavalry. 

Everett Wilcox, Infantry. 

Richard Maxwell Spengler, Infantry. 
Rowland Reid Street, Infantry. 

John Marquiss Whistler, Field Artillery, 
Thomas Edward Meyer, Field Artillery. 
Howard Miller Fey, Infantry. 

George Mandeville Brien, Field Artillery. 
James Howard Leusley, Field Artillery. 
John Francis McGowan, Air Service. 
William Henry Drummond, Field Artillery. 
Lester Mayity Rouch, Field Artillery. 

Glen Trice Lampton, Air Service. 

Viking Torsten Ohrbom, Infantry. 


To be second lieutenants with rank from January. 3, 1923. 


Charles Llewellyn Corman, Quartermaster Corps, late first 
lieutenant, Infantry, Regular Army. 

Edgar Nash, jr., Coast Artillery Corps, late captain, Coast 
Artillery Corps, Regular Army. 

Joseph Perry. Catte, Infantry, late first. Lieutenant, Cavalry, 
Regular Army. 


Albert Carroll Morgan, Infantry, late second Lieutenant, | 


Infantry, Regular Army. 
Randolph Bart Wilkinson, Infantry, late first. lieutenant, In- 
fantry, Regular Army. ` 
To be second lieutenants with rank from January 4, 1923: 
Perley Bernard Sancomb, Cavalry. 
John LaValle Graves, Field Artillery. 


APPOINTMENT IN THE NAvx. 
MARINE CORPS: 
Harry H. Leighley, a citizen of the State of New York, to be 
a second lieutenant in the Marine Corps, for a probationary 
period of two years, from the 20th day of January, 1923. 
POSTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 


Jesse A. Eason to be postmaster at Ozark, Ala., in place of 
W. M. Head, Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

Dozier N. Cartledge to be postmaster at Midway, Ala. Office 
became presidential April 1, 1922. 

ARKANSAS. s 

Charles E. Wilson to be postmaster at Greenland, Ark, Office 
became presidential April 1, 1922. 

John A. Borgman to be postmaster at Jonesboro, Ark., in 
place of C, B. Gregg, resigned. 

CALIFORNIA. 

Mary A. Dempsey to be postmaster at Colusa, Calif., in place 
of M. A. Dempsey, Incumbent's commission expired April 30, 
1922. 

COLORADO. 

Agnes M. Ward to be postmaster at Bennett, Colo. Office be- 
came presidential July 1, 1921. . 

Frank D. Aldridge to be postmaster at Welington, Colo., in 
place of Adam Baxter. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

FLORIDA. 

Ethel H. Gannaway to be postmaster at Lemon City, Fla., in 
place of O. H. P. Faus, resigned. 

Lera H. Taylor to be postmaster at Mayo, Fla, in place of 
D. H. Weaver, removed. 


IDAHO 


Avery G. Constant to be postmaster at Buhl, Idaho, in place 
of A. G. Constant, Incumbent's commission expired April 20, 


ILLINOIS: 


A. Luella Smith to be postmaster at Chatham, III. Office be- 
came presidential October 1, 1920. 

Peter H. Conzet to be postmaster at Greenup, III., in place of 
De a Incumbent’s commission expired December 

Margaret Helder to be postmaster at Minonk, III., in place of 
W. H. Ryan. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 1922. 

Benjamin S. Price to be postmaster at Mount Morris, III., in 
place of S. E. Avey. Incumbent’s commission expired October 
24, 1922. 

INDIANA, 

Louis M. Biesecker to be postmaster at Cedar Lake, Ind. 
Office: become presidential April 1, 1922. = 

Frank Lyon to be postmaster at Arcadia, Ind., in place of 
J. M. Driver, resigned. 

Burr E. York to be postmaster: at Converse, Ind., in place of 
Sylvester Rennaker. Incumbents commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Hah M. Dausman to be postmaster at Goshen, Ing., in place 
of J. A. Beane. Incumbent's commission expired September 5. 
1922. 

Hattie M. Craw to be postmaster at Jonesboro, Ind., in place 
ing B. W. Shafer: Ineumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

John M. Johnston to be postmaster at Logansport, Ind., in 
place of G. B. Davis. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

George E. Jones to be postmaster at Peru, Ind., im place of 
W. H. Augur. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

IOWA. 

Charlie M. Willard to be postmaster at Persia, Iowa, in plaee 
| of G. A. Moss, resigned. 
i . KANSAS. 

Hester Goldsmith to be postmaster at Cheney, Kans., in place 
of J. I. Saunders. Incumbent's commission expired September 
13, 1922. 

William D. Hale to be postmaster at Dexter, Kans., in place 
ae R. Hale. Incumbent's commission expired October 14, 
1922. 

William R. Waring to be postmaster at Hope, Kans., in place 
of Nettie Watkins. Incumbent’s. commission expired Septem- 
ber 13, 1922, 

Winifred Hamilton to be postmaster at Solomon, Kans., in 
place of G. W. Lank, Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 13, 1922. 

Franklin ©. Thompson to be postmaster at Stafford, Kans., 
in place of J. W. Stivers. Incumbent's commission expired 
October 14, 1922. 

KENTUCKY. 

Martin Himler to be postmaster at Himlerville, Ky. Office 
became presidential October 1, 1922. 

Orvil Coleman to be postmaster at Wolfpit, Ky. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1921. 

Mollie L. Nolan to be postmaster at Harlan, Ky., in place of 
M. E. Green. Ineumbent's commission expired August 23, 1920. 
LOUISIANA. 

Pierre O. Broussard to be postmaster at Abbeville, La., in 
place of P. O. Broussard. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

MAINE. 

Raiph T. Horton to be er at Calais, Me., in place of 
2 5 Welch. Incumbent’s commission expired September 28, 
1922. 

Michael J. Kennedy to be postmaster at Woodland, Me., in 
place of T. L. Higgins. Incumbent’s commmission expired 
April 26, 1920. 

MARYLAND. 

Philip E. Huntt to be postmaster at Waldorf, Md. Office 

became presidential October 1, 1921. 
MASSACHUSETTS, 

Charles E. Goodhue to be postmaster at Ipswich, Mäss., in 
place of J. H. Lakeman. Incumbent’s commission expired Oc- 
tober 1, 1922. 

Albert Pierce to be postmaster at Salem, Mass-, in place of! 
9 Sheedy. Incumbent's commmission expired October 1, 
1922. 
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Christopher G. Simpson to be postmaster at Springfield, 
Mass., in place of T. J. Costello. Incumbent's commission ex- 
pired October 1, 1922. 

George H. Lochman to be postmaster at Winchester, Mass., 
in place of J. F. O'Connor, deceased. 

MICHIGAN. 

Herbert E. Ward to be postmaster at Bangor, Mich., in place 
of Mark Burlingame, Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 13, 1922. 

James W. Cobb to be postmaster at Birmingham, Mich., in 
place of G. H. Mitchell. Incumbent's commission expired No- 
vember 15, 1922. 

Homer L. Allard to be postmaster at Sturgis, Mich., in place 
of H. W. Hagerman. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 13, 1922. 

MINNESOTA. 

Wilson W. Wright to be postmaster at Cromwell, Minn. Of- 
fice became presidential October 1, 1922. 

Frank H. Wherland to be postmaster at Welcome, Minn., 
in place of O. P. Miller, resigned. ` 

MISSOURI. 

Leah Abernathy to be postmaster at Chaffee, Mo., in place 
of J. C. Wylie. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

MONTANA. 

Estella K. Smith to be postmaster at Lima, Mont. 

beeame presidential April 1, 1921. 
NEBRASKA. 

Alfred W. Saville to be postmaster at Collegeview, Nebr., 
in place of G. R. Eno. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 3, 1922. 


Office 


NEW HAMPSHIRE. 

Harlie A. Cole to be postmaster at Groveton, N. H., in place 
of William Hayes. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
19, 1922. 

NEW JERSEY. 

Annie E. Hoffman to be postmaster at Allenhurst, N. J., 
in place of F. J. Imlay. Incumbent’s commission expired 
February 19, 1922. 

Frederick Knapp to be postmaster at Little Ferry, N. J., in 
place of William Fehrs, resigned. | 

Joseph R. Forrest to be postmaster at Palisades Park, N. J., 
in place of J. J. Roche, removed. 

Wilbur Fuller to be postmaster at Sussex, N. J., in place 
of R. J. Quince. Incumbent’s commission expired October 
24, 1922. 

NEW YORK. 

Max J. Lahr to be postmaster at Fillmore, N. Y., in place of 
B. M. Sweet. Incumbent's -commission expired November 21, 
1922. 

Thomas S. Spear to be postmaster at Sinclairville, N. Y., in 
place of J. G. Rose. Incumbent's commission expired November 
21, 1922. 
- NORTH CAROLINA. 


Rufus W. Carswell to be postmaster at Forest City, N. C., 


in place of R. W. Caswell, to correct name. 
OHIO. 

Charlie D. Harvey to be postmaster at North Fairfield, Ohio. 
Office became presidential April 1, 1922. 

Walter W. Wiant to be postmaster at Saint Paris, Ohio, in 
place of J. H. Biddle. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 19, 1922. 

OKLAHOMA. 


Forrest L. Strong to be postmaster at Clinton, Okla., in place 
of S. R. Hawks, jr. Incumbent's commission expired February 
4, 1922. 

Elmer D. Rook to be postmaster at Sayre, Okla., in place of 
C. E. Steele. Incumbent’s commission expired July 23, 1921. 

OREGON. 


Henry H. McReynolds to be postmaster at Pilot Rock, Oreg., 
in place of H. H. McReynolds. Incumbent's commission ex- 
pired December 18, 1922. 

PENNSYLVANIA. 


Samuel F. Williams to be postmaster at Le Raysville, Pa. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1921. 

James C. Whitby to be postmaster at Bryn Mawr, Pa., In 
place of J. J. McAllister. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 19, 1922. 


Edward A. P. Christley to be postmaster at Ellwood City, 
Pa., in place of B. N. De France, removed. 

George R. Fleming to be postmaster at Haverford, Pa., in 
place of B. J. Rountree. Incumbent's commission expired Sep- 
tember 19, 1922. 

John C. Sullivan to be postmaster at Ogontz, Pa., in place of 
J. A. Coonahan, Incumbent’s commission expired September 
19, 1922, 

SOUTH DAKOTA. 


George E. Conrick to be postmaster at Chamberlain, S. Dak., 
in place of F. P. Gannaway. Incumbent's commission expired 
September 11, 1922. 

Frank Den Beste to be postmaster at Corsica, S. Dak., in 
place of F. D. Beste, to correct name. 


TENNESSEE. 


Willis F. Arnold to be postmaster at Jackson, Tenn., in place 
of Oliver Benton, resigned. 


TEXAS, 


Amelia M. Bridges to be postmaster at Anderson, Tex., in 
place of A. M. Bridges. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

Riley C. Couch to be postmaster at Haskell, Tex., in place of 
S. G. Dean, resigned. 

William J. Barker to be postmaster at Van Horn, Tex., in 
place of G. K. Breeding, resigned. 


UTAH. 


John A. Call to be postmaster at Bountiful, Utah, in place of 
5 Willey. Incumbent's commission expired September 26, 


VIRGINIA. 
Ernest P. Burgess to be postmaster at Fort Union, Va. Office 
became presidential July 1, 1921. 
~ Francis L. Armentrout to be postmaster at Goshen, Va., in 


place of S. A. Roadeap. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 13, 1922. 


Leonard A. Hodges to be postmaster at Rockymount, Va., in 
place of W. C. Menefee, resigned. 


WASHINGTON. 


Elmer M. Armstrong to be postmaster at Washougal, Wash. 
in place of C. W. McClure. Incumbent's commission expired 
October 14, 1922. 

WEST VIRGINIA. 


Monroe Burns to be postmaster at Cairo, W. Va., in place of 
G. H. Merchant, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 25 
(legislative day of January 23), 1923. 
MEMBER OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD. 


Milo D. Campbell to be a member of the Federal Reserve 
Board. 
Posr MASTERS. 
MINNESOTA. 


Philip Teisberg, Ashby. 
Henry H. Lukken, Boyd. 
Gustav C. Wollan, Glenwood. 
Kate M. Shubert, Hastings. 
John E. Redding, Houston. 
John Schmelz, Springfield. 
Edward F. Joubert, Wheaton, 
Elmer A. Peterson, Willmar. 


NEW YORK. 
Mary M. McCue, Gabriels. 
NORTH CAROLINA. 
Joseph K. Mason, Durham. 
NORTH DAKOTA. 


Milo C. Merrill, Flaxton. 
Fred E. Ackermann, Wishek. 


RHODE ISLAND. 
James H. Riley, Harrisville. 

SOUTH DAKOTA. 
Frank Dennerly, McLaughlin. 
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TEXAS. 


Adah L. Ridenhower, Hico. 
Calvin ©. Davis, Iowa Park. 
James W. Pravers, South Bend. 
Albert E. Newman, Texas City. 
Dyde Manning, Wills Point. 

; UTAH. 
Joseph B. Wright, Midvale. 

VIRGINIA. 


Gatewood L. Schumaker, Covington. 


WITHDRAWAL. 
Executive nomination withdrawn from the Senate January 25 
(legislative day of January 23), 1923. 
POSTMASTER. 


Ben G. Swick to be postmaster at Elwood City, in the State 
of Pennsylvania. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
THURSDAY, January 25, 192%. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rey. Earle Wilfley, D. D., pastor of the Vermont Avenue 
Christian Church, offered the following prayer: 


O God, our Father in heaven, we await the inspiration of 
Thy spirit and the touch of Thy guiding hand. This day will 
not be what it ought to be without a sense of Thy presence, 
and we pray that Thy illuminating spirit may fill the hearts 
and minds this day that as men chosen for a great task we 
shall have a sense of the power of God in discharging it. We 
pray, Heavenly Father, that the men here assembled, repre- 
senting as they do a great free people, may feel not only the 
weight of responsibility but a pride in something worth doing. 
And we pray that Thou wilt guide them this day and give 
them that measure of success in high doing that shall be 
Thine. ti ; 

Our thoughts this morning, dear Father, are tempered by a 

t sorrow that has overtaken the Chaplain of this House, 
and we pray in the merey of Thy love that Thou wilt deal 
gently and kindly with Doctor Montgomery and his family in 
their great bereavement. Thou who dost temper the wind to 
the shorn lamb be kind to them in this dark hour. Now we 
commit ourselves to Thee and ask that Thou wilt do for us 
what we can not do for ourselves, and that in all things we 
may be true and have Thy blessings upon our efforts. Hear 
us this morning at the beginning of this day’s work and lead 
us at last to the light of truth and deeds of honor. We ask it 
for Thy great name’s sake. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap- 
proved. 
INTERN AL-REVENUE COLLECTION DISTRICTS. 


Mr. MILLS, from the Committee on Ways and Means, by 
direction of that committee, submitted a report (No. 1451) to 
accompany S. 2051, to amend section 3142 of the Revised Stat- 
utes to permit an increase in the number of collection districts 
for the collection of internal revenue and in the number of 
collectors of internal revenue from 64 to 65, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

HAWAUAN HOMES COMMISSION. 


Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on 
Territories I call up the bill (S. 4309) to amend an act entitled 
“An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act to provide a govern- 
ment for the Territory of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, 1900, as 
amended,:-to establish an Hawaiian homes commission, granting 
eertain powers to the board of harbor commissioners of the 
Territory of Hawaii, and for other purposes,” approved July 
9, 1921, a similar House bill, H. R. 13631, being on the calendar. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from California calls up the 
bill S. 4309, a similar bill being on the House Calendar. The 
Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be tt enacted, etc., That paragraph (a) of section 207 of an act en- 
titled “An act to amend an act entitled ‘An act to vide a govern- 
ment for the Territory of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, „ as amended, 
to establish an Hawalian homes commission, ting certain powers 
to the board of harbor commissioners of the Territory of Hawa, and 
ag Bad we’ purposes,” approved July 9, 1921, is hereby amended to read 
. ah The commission is authorized to leave to native Hawaiians the 


right to the use and occupancy of a tract of Hawaiian home lands 
Within the following acreage limits: 


“(1) Not less than 20 nor more than 80 acres of agricultural lands; 


0 
“(2) Not less than 100 n re than 5 ffi - 
e 2 — or mo an 500 acres of first-class pas 


- “(8) Not less than 250 nor more than 1,000 acres of second-class 
pastoral lands: Provided, however, That lots, each of one-half of an 
acre or more, of any ciass of land may be leased as residence lots.“ 


Sue. 2. That section 213 of the said act is hereby amended to read 
as follows: 


“Src. 213. There is hereby established in the treasury of the Terri- 
tory a revolving fund to be known as the “Hawaiian Home Loan Fund.’ 
The entire receipts derived from any leasing of the ‘available lands’ 
defined in section 203, these receipts including proportionate shares of 
the receipts from the lands of Huumula Mau a, Piihonua, and Kaohe 
Makun, of which lands portions are yet to be selected, and 80 per cent 
of the Territorial receipts derived from the leasing of cultivated sugar- 
cane lands under any other provision of law, or from water licenses, 
shall be covered into the fund until the amount of mone paid therein 
from those three sources alone shall equal $1,000,000. In addition to 
these moneys and the moneys covered into the revolving fund as in- 
stallments by lessees loans made to them as provided in 
paragra h 2 of section 215, ere shall be covered into the revolving 
anad al other moneys received by the commission from any source 


Sec. 3. That aragra h (1) of section 215 of the said act is hereb 
erie to EAP wis pepe 7 s i r 


“(1) The amount of loans to any one borrower outstanding at any 
Ka a outset af yon tins tthe olde of e 1 
shall not exceed $1,000.” á aie, e 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, as this is a bill that has not 
been considered in the House, I think some explanation ought 
to be made to the House so that we may know the character 
of the legislation. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, this bill corrects the reference 
to a section in the old bill which was misnumbered. It pro- 
vides for resident lots within the land allotment set aside 
for the Hawaiian rehabilitation of lots of half an acre or more 
for residential lots. Under the act at present on the statute 
book there is no provision for resident lots. There will be 
probably 100 or 200 Hawaiians who are working at Hilo and 
vicinity: who wish to have a home on resident lots. It cuts the 
loan down to $1,000 on a resident lot. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thought it was $3,000. 

Mr. CURRY. One thousand dollars on the resident lot and 
$3,000 for the other. There are two experiment stations of 
5 acres each, and on each of them they grow garden truck 8 
they have about 1,000 chickens, some hogs, and cattle; and 
under the ruling of the attorney general of the Territory of 
Hawaii the receipts from the sale of the products of the 
chickens and the hogs and the gardens go into the treasury of 
the Territory instead of into the revolving fund. 

Mr. STAFFORD. This is for the benefit of the native 
Hawaiians, to encourage them in building home dwellings? 

Mr. CURRY. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. To what extent have they availed them- 
selves of it in the past? 

Mr. CURRY. Less than 100 so far, but they expect soon to 
have 500 or 600 on the land. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question with 
relation to Hawalti? 

Mr. CURRY. Yes. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman tell us why it is that the 
Territory is not entitled to the privileges under the good roads 
act and the Sheppard-Towner maternity bill? That question 
has been asked me and I was unable to answer. 

11555 CURRY, It is because they do not apply to the Ter- 
ritory. 

Mr. SNELL. Was it not the intention that they should apply 
to the Territory? 

Mr. CURRY. I have tried for some time to have these acts 
apply to the Territories, but I am informed that the Terri- 
tories receive more money under existing law than they would 
if the acts applied to the Territory. In Alaska 90 ch per cent of 
the land belongs to the United States Government. In Hawaii 
all of the public land belongs to the Territory of Hawaii. 
When Hawail came into the Union.they reserved, as Texas 
reserved when she came in, all of her public lands. We have 
no authority over the public lands; and so far as the road 
building is concerned through that Territory, I believe the 
Territory of Hawaii receives more money than if the law 
applied to that Territory. 

Mr. SNELL. A prominent citizen of that Territory asked 
me that question a short time ago, and said there was a move- 
ment on foot in Hawaii to see if they could not come in under 
that law, that they felt there were advantages that should come 
to them on account of the law, and they believed that they are 
not receiving as many benefits as they would if they were ak 
lowed to avail themselves of the good roads act. 

Mr. CURRY. The proper thing for them to do is to intro- 
duce bills and have one referred to the Committee on Roads 
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and the other to the Committee on Education, and have those 
committees consider the bills. 

Mr. SNELL. What would they lose if they did come in 
under that act? z 

Mr. CURRY. Ido not know what they would gain. 

Mr. SNELL. Would they not get some of the appropriation? 

Mr. CURRY. Probably, but with the result that the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations would more than likely cut down pro- 
portionately what they are getting now through other sources. 

Mr. SNELL. Could the gentleman put into the Recorp what 
they are getting that applies directly to good roads? Is that 
a matter that is obtainable? 

Mr. CURRY. I think I can get that information. 

Mr. SNELL. I wish the gentleman would put it into the 
Recorp, I would like to give this gentleman that information. 
He is a personal friend of mine, and I could not answer his 
question. 

Mr. CURRY. If you will ask the Delegate from Hawali I 
think he can tell you right now. 

Mr. SNELL. I would be very glad to have that informa- 
tion. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on 
the bill to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, and was read 
the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. Curry, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

A similar House bill (H. R. 18631) was laid on the table. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested: 

S. 4028. An act for the relief of John N. Halladay; 

S. 3328. An act for the relief of Almeda Lucas; 

S. 3988. An act for the relief of the estate of Thomas N. 
Avery; 

S. 4341. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Oregon-Washington Bridge Co. and its successors to construct 
a toll bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of 
Hood River, Oreg. ; 

S. 4114. An act for the relief of Bertha N. Rich; and 

S. 4353. An act granting the consent of Congress to the high- 
way commissioner of the town of Elgin, Kane County, III., to 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Fox River. 

The message also announced that the: Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments disagreed to by the House of Representa- 
tives to the bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for the 
Executive office and for sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1924, and for other purposes, had granted the request of 
the House for a conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses, and had appointed Mr. Warren, Mr. Smoor, and 
Mr. Harris as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

S. 4169. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city 
of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to 
construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Fox 
River. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 11939) to amend section 5219 of 
the Revised Statutes of the United States, in which the con- 
currence of the House of Representatives was requested. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Sénate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees as indicated below: 

S. 4841. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Ore- 
gon-Washington Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a 
toll bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of 
Hood River, Oreg.; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

S. 8988, An act for the relief of the estate of Thomas N. 
Avery; to the Committee on Claims, 

S. 4028. An act for the relief of John N. Halladay; to the 
Committee on Claims, 8 

S. 3328. An act for the relief of Almeda Lucas; to the Com 
mittee on Claims. 


POST OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference report 
upon the bill (H. R. 18593) making appropriations for the Post 
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Illinois calls up a con- 
ference report, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read the conference report, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
18593) making appropriations for the Post Office Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1924, and for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference have agreed to recom- 
mend and do recommend to their respective Houses as follows: 

Sieh the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 3, 5, 
Pes > 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 6, 8, and 11, and agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 4, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: Restore the 
matter stricken out by said amendment, amended to read as 
follows: 

“For temporary and auxiliary clerk hire and for substitute 
clerk hire for clerks and employees absent with pay at first and 
second class post offices, and temporary and auxiliary clerk 
hire at summer and winter resort post offices, $9,000,000: Pro- 
vided, That $500,000 of this sum may be used for the purpose 
of completing the work of determining the cost to the depart- 
ment of handling the different classes of mail matter.” 

And the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 9, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the 
sum proposed insert “ $1,222,000"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the sum named in said amendment insert “ $200,000”; and 
the Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed on amendments 
numbered 7, 12, and 13. 

C. B. SLEMP, 

Cuas. F. OGDEN, 

Martin B. MADDEN, 

Epwarp T. TAYLOR, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Cuas. E. TOWNSEND, 
THOMAS S. STERLING, 
LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS, 
KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
WILLIAM J. HARRIS, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT. 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13593) making appropriations for 
the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes, submit the following statement 
in explanation of the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conference committee and submitted in the accompanying 
report: 

On No. 1: Provides for 520 post-office inspectors. as proposed 
by the Senate, instead of 470, as proposed by the House. 

On No. 2: Appropriates $468,300, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $424,500, as proposed by the House, for traveling 
expenses of inspectors. 

On No. 3: Appropriates $107,452,600, as proposed by the 
House, instead of $116,452,600, as proposed by the Senate, which 
amount included an increase of $500,000 in the item for tem- 
porary and auxiliary clerk hire which was sought to be con- 
solidated. 

On No. 4: Restores the original language and appropriates 
$9,000,000, as proposed by the Senate, instead of $8,500,000, as 
proposed by the House, and provides for the use of $500,000 
of the amount appropriated for the purpose of completing the 
work of determining the cost to the department of handling the 
different classes of mail matter. 
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On No. 5: Appropriates $800,000, as proposed by the House, 
instead of $850,000, proposed by the Senate, for miscellaneous 
items at first and second class post offices, 

On No. 6: Strikes out the language proposed by the House 
reappropriating the unexpended balance of 1923 for the air 
mail service. 

On No. 8; Appropriates for the payment of limited indemnity 
for the loss or injury of international mail in the language 
e by the Senate instead of the language proposed by the 

ouse, 

On No. 9: Appropriates $1,222,000 instead of $1,522,000, as 
proposed by the Senate, and $1,122,000, as proposed by the 
House, for miscellaneous equipment and supplies. 

On No. 10: Retains the language inserted by the Senate, but 
reduces the amount to be expended for furniture and equipment 
for post-office quarters from $500,000 to $200,000. 

On No. 11: Appropriates $14,500,000, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, instead of $15,000,000, as proposed by the House, for vehicle 
allowance, 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon the follow- 
ing amendments of the Senate: 

On No. 7: Relating to the carrying of foreign mail on Ameri- 
can steamships. 

On No. 12: Extending the Joint Postal Commission. 

On No. 18: Corrects section number. 

O. B. SLEMP, 

Cuas. F. OGDEN, 

Martin B. MADDEN, 

Epwarp T. TAYLOR, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, as this bill passed the Senate 
it carried $585,222,991.50. As the bill was passed by the House 
it carried $584,614,191.50, the Senate having added $608,800. 
In the conference the House recedes from $258,800 and the 
Senate recedes from $350,000, so that the bill for 1924 as agreed 
on carries $584,872,991.50, an increase over the appropriations 
of 1923 of $20,698,425. The estimates for 1924 were $590,166,- 
191.50, and the appropriations for 1924 are $584,872,991.50, a 
decrease under the estimate amounting to $5,293,200, and an 
increase over what the House passed of $258,800. 

If no one wishes to ask any questions about this, I move the 
adoption of the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the confer- 
ence report. Š 

The conference report was agreed to. . 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first item in dis- 
agreement. a : 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 7: Page 15, line 15, after the word “states,” 
insert: “Provided further, That no contract or contracts for carrying 
mails on foreign steamships shall be made when such mail can be 
carried on American steamships at a reasonable price.“ 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist upon its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 7. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 12: Page 21, after line 3, insert: 

“Sec. 2. That the joint commission authorized under section 6 of 
the act approved April 24, 1920, entitled ‘An act making appropriations 
for the service of the Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1921, and for other purposes,’ is hereby continued until June 
80, 1924, to complete the investigation and to prepare a detailed report 
containing a summary of its findings thereof, and such recommenda- 
tions as to legislation as it may deem pro : Provided, That said com- 
mission shall not expend a greater sum than $75,000 during the fiscal 
year 1924." 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House further 
insist upon its disagreement to Senate amendment No. 12. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to make a prefer- 
ential motion. I move that the House recede and concur in the 
amendment. ] $ 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I hope that the motion of the 
gentleman from Minnesota will not prevail. In the first place, 
the commission was created for the fiscal year 1920. It was 
understood at that time that the work of the commission would 
not last more than one year, and during the consideration of 
the Post Office appropriation bill last year the Senate con- 
ferees thought that they would like to have the life of the 
commission continued for one more year. The House con- 
ferees came back with the recommendation that that be done, 
and it was clearly understood by the conferees of the House 
that the life of the commission would not be extended over the 
period ending June 30, 1923. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. : 

Mr. BLANTON. Is it not the history of all of these little 
innocent annual commissions that are created that they lap 
over and over eternally and that you can not get rid of them? 

Mr. MADDEN. We are now trying to get rid of this one. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Who are the present members of the com- 
mission ? 

Mr. MADDEN, They are members of the Post Office Com- 
mittees of the Senate and of the House. Ten of them are 
members of those two committees, except one is appointed 
from the Post Office Department. 

Mr. STEENDRSON. The chairman and four members of 
each committee and one appointed by the Post Office Depart- 
ment, making 11 in all. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Do they hold their membership by rea- 
son of their membership on those committees or as individuals? 

Mr. MADDEN. The law distinctly provides that no person 
can be a member of the commission except he be a member of 
the Committee on the Post Office of either House, and one from 
the Post Office Department. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM, And they do not get any compensation? 

Mr. MADDEN. They do not. x 

Mr. ROUSE. And the law also provided that the Postmaster 
General shall appoint one. t 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; one. 

Mr. ROUSE. And he bas appointed the chief post office 
inspector? 

Mr, MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. RAMSHYER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. RAMSETER. The inference might well be drawn from 
the question asked by the gentleman from Texas that this is a 
salaried commission. 

Mr. MADDEN. It is not, 

Mr. BLANTON. But we are providing $75,000 for 1924 in 
this amendment, if we agree to it, whether it Is a salaried com- 
mission or not. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. This commission looks after a business of 
$600,000,000, the business of the Post Office Department. 

Mr. MADDEN. No; they are not. The Post Office Depart- 
ment looks after that business. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. They are the board of directors, as Post- 
master General Hays once expressed It. 

Mr. MADDEN. Oh, no; they are not. They were not ap- 
pointed for that purpose. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. In amendment No. 4 you provide for an 
appropriation of $500,000—— 

Mr. MADDEN. That has already been adopted. 

Mr. RAMSEPYER. I am simply laying the foundation for an- 
other question, if the gentleman will be patient—$500,000 to 
carry on the investigation to ascertain the cost of carrying 
the different classes of mail. At present is not that investiga- 
tion really being conducted by this Joint Postal Commission? 

Mr. MADDEN. It is not. It is being conducted by the Post 
Office Department, if any investigation is being conducted, and 


I do not think any is being conducted at the present time. 


Mr. RAMSETER. Then you have an appropriation of 
$500,000, and if I am correctly informed, the Post Office De- 
partment started with this investigation at the instance and 
under the direction of this postal commission. Now, if the 
Joint Postal Commission is abolished, why you in fact abolish 
the directing head to continne this investigation? 

Mr. MADDEN. The Postmaster General is responsible for 
any investigation which may be made by ihe Post Office De- 
partment, and we are simply giving $500,000 for auxiliary clerks 
for the men who are particularly fit to make the investigation. 
It is not under anybody's direction except the Postmaster 
General's direction. 

Mr. ROUSE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I will. 

Mr. ROUSE. I happen to be a member of the Joint Postal 
Commission. This $500,000 is supposed to be used by the Post 
Office officials—— 

Mr. MADDEN. By the department? 


Mr. ROUSE. The Post Office Department has connected with 


it the only people who are qualified to make this investigation. 
The Post Office Committee of the House has recommended this 
legislation. The postal commission wants the appropriation. 


The postal commission can not do the work because nobody on 


the commi..ion is qualified to do it. 


Mr. MADDEN, It is done by clerks of the Post Office De- 


partment. 
Mr. ROUSE, Yes. 
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Mr. RAMSEYER. Was not this investigation started at the 
instance and request of this joint commission? 

Mr. ROUSE. No; it was really started by the publishers, 
who wanted this investigation made in order to show whether 
or not they were paying too much for handling second-class 


mail. The publishers are now opposed to this investigation, 
and it ought to proceed, and it should be done by the officials 
of the Post Office Department, who are the only qualified ones 
to do this work. 

Mr. MADDEN. That Is all this appropriation contemplates, 

Mr. ROUSE. This Postal Commission was created in 1920. 
They have spent since that time over $230,000 up to the middle 
of last December. The first act creating this commission gave 
the commission the right to spend money from the unexpended 
balance of the Post Office Department, and that was unlimited. 
The next Post Office appropriation bill enacted provided that 
the expenditure should not exceed $150,000. This amendment 
asks for $75,000. The Post Office Commission started out, in 
my opinion, and it is my opinion to this day, to reestablish 
those obsolete, worn-out pneumatic tubes. That work has been 
completed and we have an appropriation in the bill to continue 
the tubes. The Postal Commission can do no work, in my 
opinion, that will be beneficial to the Post Office Department, 
and if you will inquire of the Post Office Department, I believe 
the Postmaster General will tell you he is opposed to the con- 
tinuation of this commission. You will only do this: You will 
spend about $75,000 on junketing trips for employees and avail 
nothing. The commission ought not to have been born; as it 
is, it should be killed at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. MADDEN, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON] and reserve the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, it is very easy to create 
prejudice against commissions by loose and unwarranted state- 
ments. This commission, it is true, was created in 1920, and 
their order was to investigate the present and prospective meth- 
ods and systems of handling, dispatching, transporting, and de- 
livering mails, and the facilities therefor, and especially meth- 
ods and systems which relate to the handling and dispatch of 
the mails in the large cities of the United States. Now, there 
is no existing understanding as to how long this commission 
should continue. There never was. There are people here who 
get up and talk every time a bill comes up that we have an 
understanding contemporaneous with the act. It must be 
taken with a great deal of doubt. There was no understanding 
at any time. It was an annual appropriation bill. Of course, 
appropriations are made for that year, for work for that year, 
and that is the work required to be performed. I want to call 
attention to the fact that there was a revolutionary change and 
transformation of the Postal Service when we inaugurated the 
parcel post. The parcel post the first year that it was inaugu- 
rated amounted to a billion. It is now from five to six billion. 

It constitutes two-thirds of all the volume of mail which we 
handle. We were not equipped for a freight and package busi- 
ness. The post office was not for that purpose, and the 
trains were not equipped for it, and the clerks were not 
equipped for it, and so there was a congestion everywhere. I 
talked with former Postmaster General Burleson at consider- 
able Jength when this proposition was made, and he realized 
that there ought to be a study made of the situation in regard 
to the transportation, handling, and disposition of mails in the 
large cities, and especially because of this transformation of the 
work of the Postal Department. So he proposed this com- 
mission. The commission was authorized to employ engineers 
and postal experts, and they were authorized to call upon the 
department to furnish whatever help they could. The com- 
mission works without pay, which is extra work. The mem- 
bers of the commission have employed experts at great cost. 
We employed, for instance, W. B. Richards & Co., one of the 
greatest engineering firms in the United States, and they had 
their experts investigate conditions in the large cities; for 
instance, as to where they were equipped to handle this matter. 
The Post Office Department is located in Washington, and it is 
true that we have got eflicient men; but in order to understand 
the situation you have got to be on the spot where these con- 
gested centers are and have investigation made by engineers 

* of experience in business and traffic and transportation prob- 
lems. These engineers had been employed by and investigated 
such corporations as the Steel Trust and the General Electric 
Co. They reported that we were employing thousands of 
clerks, drawing salaries of $1,400 to $1,800 per year, to handle 
parcels and package freight which could be more efficiently 
done by common labor at much less cost; consequently, they 
recommended that instead of detailing clerks, the Post Office 
Department should employ laborers to do this work, and this 


has been very largely done, resulting in saving of hundreds 
of thousands of dollars annually. i 

They also investigated the condition of the motor-vehicle 
service in the large cities, which costs $15,000,000 a year to 
operate, and they recommended changes which have resulted 
in improved efficiency and economy, thus saving the Govern- 
ment large sums. The question of centralization of the dis- 
patch of mail in New York, Chicago, Boston, and other large 
cities—changes were suggested that have been adopted by the 
department with good results, 

There had been a proposition urged upon Congress for years 
to build a tunnel under the city of New York which would 
cost $1,500,000, but the engineers said it would be absolutely 
useless, and they turned that project down. There were a 
great many other propositions that were brought before the com- 
mission and which are now before the commission. We inves- 
tigated the building conditions in nearly all the large cities 
and made recommendations both for legislation and adminis- 
tration. We have made 28 reports to Congress. I have them 
here on my desk. The engineers and postal experts inves- 
tigated the cities of New York, Brooklyn, Boston, Buffalo, 
Pittsburgh, Detroit, Baltimore, and Philadelphia. They made 
recommendations on pneumatic tubes in New York, Chicago, 
and Boston, and in the method of conducting the money-order 
business and other administrative features of the post office. 
They suggested changes that are saving the country millions of 
dollars. One of the recommendations they made, as stated by 
the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Rouse], was that there 
should be an ascertainment of the cost of handling the different 
classes of mail. 

Mr. ROUSE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEENRRSON. In a minute. The engineers recom- 
mended that, and the commission advocated it and passed a 
unanimous resolution, as I recall, unless the gentleman from 
Kentucky voted against it. He might have. 3 

Mr. ROUSE. I voted for it. 

Mr. STEENERSON. The gentleman says he voted for it. 
We passed a unanimous resolution to carry on that investiga- 
tion. That was months ago. We detailed the W. B. Richards 
Co. to investigate that. They spent weeks and months in col- 
laboration with the Post Office Department officials devising 
forms of questionnaires and instructions to be sent out to the 
clerks and post offices throughout the country, and we have 
printed millions of these forms and questionnaires to be sent 
out to be used in this work. 

Everybody who has ever studied the American system of 
government will know and realize that one of the great evils 
and weaknesses here is that all these branches of the public 
service are self-inspected. The War Department inspects itself 
and approves of whatever it does. So do other departments. 
Here we have an efficient engineering firm representing the 
joint commission, representing the legislative department, work- 
ing in collaboration with the Post Office Department. The Post 
Office Department originated the Iden; Mr. Burleson originated 
it; and it has worked finely; and the reason why the Post 
Office Department to-day is approaching a self-sustaining con- 
dition is by reason of the reforms inaugurated and suggested 
by the joint commission. 

The investigation of the cost of handling this mail is opposed 
only by those who do not want to be investigated. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEENERSON. The periodical publications, which have 
been enjoying a bonus or a subsidy from the Government for 
years and years, first said they wanted to have this investiga- 
tion made, but as soon as the commission recommended it they 
turned around, and they and their organs have attacked the 
commission from one end of the country to the other. [Ap- 
plause.] We are being abused by the representatives of the big 
journals that are reaping a benefit and a bonus at the expense 
of the Postal Service because we are trying to find out what 
the truth is about the different classes of mail. 

Now, this is all throwing sand in the eyes of the Members of 
this House and in the eyes of the public to say that it was 
understood that this commission was to be discontinued. The 
work lald out there by Mr. Burleson is such as to require years 
to perform, necessarily, and it is of benefit to the public and 
to the Government and to the taxpayers of the United States; 
and you can not properly carry on this work of Investigating 
the cost of handling the mail, for which you appropriated 
$500,000, without the aid of the commission and their efficient 


experts. 

Now, when you get that work done what is it to be. It is to 
be something that can be accepted as proof of the truth? If so, 
it ought to be promulgated not only with the sanction of the 
department interested but also with the sanction of both 
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Houses of Congress. It has that sanction when it has the 
sanction of the joint commission, and it should continue until 
the work is completed in a final report. It will then bear 
more credence and be taken as positive proof of the statements 
therein that the cost of this thing is so much and the cost of 
this other thing so much, whereas if we leave it to the de- 
artment alone and throw the responsibility upon it what will 
be the answer? The same as it was before. Why, it will be 
that “the department is prejudiced, that they are not fair; 
we can not take that; we dispute the department.” They 
have done that in the past; all these periodicals that are 
clamoring for a lower rate have done that. 

Mr. ROUSE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEENERSON, Yes. 

Mr. ROUSE. The gentleman, of course, understands that 
the House has appropriated $500,000 for that work? 

Mr. STEENERSON, Yes. We will have our representatives 
collaborating with them. 

Mr. ROUSE. These high-priced engineers have not had any- 
thing to do with that. 

Mr. STEENERSON. The gentleman does not know. We 
have 10 other members of the commission, and they are 
unanimous, 

Mr. ROUSE, I have not taken all these junketing trips that 
the gentleman referred to. 

Mr. STEENERSON. The gentleman had better. 

Mr. ROUSE. Is the Postmaster General in favor of the 
continuance of this commission? 

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes; he is in favor of it, and anybody 
who has looked into it is in favor of it, because it will aid 
this Government in establishing and maintaining an efficient 
Postal Service. Hl 

Take the service as it is to-day. Your parcels post is 
scattered all over the sidewalk. Your commission has made 
a study of the proposition of moving the parcels post by 
gravity, so that you will not have to have it lugged up on the 
backs of clerks, There is a great deal of opportunity for im- 
provement in a business so big as the Postal Service. We 
surely can not lose anything by continuing this commission for 
six months longer in order that it may finish the investigation. 
Many of us have spent days down there in the department in 
consultation with the men who are going to carry on the in- 
vestigation in the department. There is nothing in this except 
that we are striving to reach a knowledge of the business 
and to determine these things in accordance with the facts. 
I am sorry that the conferees have taken the attitude that 
they have, because it is positively against the best interests 
of the people and the taxpayers. There is nothing here that 
can be criticized. 

The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Rouse] talks about 
“junketing.” What pleasure is there in going down into the 
basement of those buildings in the city of New York, for in- 
stance, and seeing the workshops of some of those employees? 
You would be ashamed of yourselves if you inspected, as I 
have, the postal situation in New York and in some of the 
larger cities, Boston included, in some of the stations where 
they have not the facilities to work, they are crowded, and 
ill ventilated. They have not the proper toilet facilities, 
They have the poorest working conditions of any people in 
this country in some places, and still you do not want us to 
find it out and remedy them. You want Uncle Sam to provide 
working quarters that are unfit for use for his servants, many 
of whom are poorly paid. We have discovered this. I have, 
on behalf of this commission, visited more than 20 stations 
in the city of New York and many substations in Boston and 
elsewhere, and I tell you that we have found out more about 
this business of carrying on the mail service than we ever 
knew before, and you would never find it out by sitting here 
in your seats. [Applause,] s 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Minnesot 
has expired. 

Mr. STEENERSON. If I could have a little more time I 
would be glad to answer questions. 

Mr. MADDEN. I yield three minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. PAIGE]. 

Mr. PAIGE. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I 
think the House ought to understand what is at the bottom 
of this whole proposition. For years it has been a disputed 
question whether the Government was losing $60,000,000 or 
$70,000,000 a year in carrying the second-class mail. The 
Postal Commission has been investigating that question. The 
second-class publishers claim there is no less. The Government 
claims there is a loss of $60,000,000 or $70,000,000 a year. The 
Joint Postal Commission is undertaking to find out whether 


there isa loss or not. There never has been such a propaganda 
put up against anything as there has been against this proposi- 
tion about second-class mail. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the ‘gentleman yield? 

Mr. PAIGE. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MADDEN. I tried to get the gentleman from Minnesota 
to yield to.me, but he would not do it, The gentleman talks 
as if there was no provislon made in this bill for the investiga- 
tion of the cost of carrying the mail, but there is an appropria- 
tion of $500,000 in the bill, and it is going to be expended by 
the Postmaster General to ascertain the very fact that the gen- 
tleman says the commission is ascertaining, and the commission 
has nothing to do with it. 

Mr. PAIGE. Mr. Speaker, let us see who constitute the Joint 
Postal Commission. In the Senate are Senator TowNnsenp and 
Senator SrrRIIN o 

Mr. MADDEN. Senator Townsenp will not be there after 
the 4th of March. 

Mr. PAIGE. Senator Wats of Massachusetts and Senator 
McKetter, of Tennessee, and four Members of the House. All 
these Members are in favor of extending this commsision and 
expending the $75,000. There have been expended already over 
$200,000, and to stop it now would be to waste all that has been 
spent in the past. It is simply a question whether or not the 
Government wants to have this investigation made as to the 
cost of second-class mail. The publishers of second-class mail 
matter have tried to impress upon the Post Office Department 
that there is no loss. I asked Mr. Stewart, of the Post Office 
Department, if he thought there was a loss of $60,000,000 a 
year, and he said not less than that. Now, that is the question 
to be determined. If the publishers of second-class mail matter 
believed what they claim, that they want to know the actual 
cost, they would not put any hindrance in the way of ascertain- 
ing this fact, but I know they are trying to hinder it by pro- 
testing against this $75,000 proposition. 

The whole thing in a nutshell is whether Congress wants to 
appropriate $75,000 more to ascertain whether we are losing 
that amount of money in carrying the second-class mail or 
whether the second-class mail men are going to check this thing 
at this time and impress on the Post Office Department what 
they claim—that there is no loss. That is the whole thing in a 
nutshell, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I am very sorry to have these 
gentiemen, who are members of the commission, make the state- 
ments they have made, because I know we do not wish to mis- 
construe the facts; and if the House believe the statements 
literally, they will be deceived. These gentlemen try to make 
you understand that no provision is being made in this bill for 
the ascertainment of the cost of handling the mail, and they 
further try to make you understand that the joint commission 
that we are seeking to abolish is going to make that ascertain- 
ment. The joint commission is not going to make the ascertain- 
ment, and the ascertainment is going to be made. Who is going 
to make it? Why, the Postmaster General; and we have pro- 
vided $500,000 in this bill to enable him to do it. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Not now. The gentleman would not yield 
to me. z 

Mr. STEENERSON. The gentleman controls the time, and I 
wanted to make my i 

Mr. MADDEN. We are providing for the ascertainment of 
the cost. I do not know anything about what the publishers 
want. They may not want the ascertainment of the cost. The 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Paice] and the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON] may be correct about that. 
But whether they want it or not, it is not going to make any 
difference. They are going to get it. This bill provides that 
the ascertainment shall be made. These gentlemen on the joint 
commission will try to make you believe it is not going to be 
made. I give you my word that it is going to be made and that 
we have provided the money to make it. The money is carried 
in this bul. Who is going to make the ascertainment? Why, 
the law, as carried in this appropriation bill, provides that the 
auxiliary clerks of the Post Office Department shall be assigned 
to the duty under the direction of the Postmaster General to 
ascertain the facts. That does not mean that the Postal Com- 
mission, if continued, will have anything whatever to do with It. 
They will not have anything to do with it. So, whether you 
continue the commission or not, the commission will have ab- 
solutely nothing whateyer to do with the ascertainment of this 
cost. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. No. 


Mr. STEENERSON. I deny that statement. 
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Mr. MADDEN. Well, but the law is clear. The appropria- 
tion bill provides $9,000,000 fer auxiliary clerks. 

Mr. ROUSE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. In just a moment. The bill sets aside 
$500,000 out of that $9,000,000 to employ clerks especially to 


make this ascertainment of cost: Now,, this $500,000 is not under | 


the jurisdiction of the commission, even if the commission 
should be continued. The commission would have no jurisdic- 
tion whatever over it. Now, all the purpose of continuing this 
eommission is that there may be a lot. of clerks kept who are 
now on the pay roll who ought not to be there and who ought 
not to be kept, and the commission ought to be abolished. 

Mr. ROUSE. I want to say to the membership of the House 
that Mr. Joseph Stewart, who was Second Assistant Postmaster 
General under Mr. Taft, and the best qualified man in the de- 
partment or in the country to-day to make this ascertainment, 
has been put at the head of this work in the Post Office Depart- 
ment. 

Mr. PAIGE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. PAIGE. Is it not a faet that the commission is co- 
operating with the Post Office Department to br out these 
facts, and is it not a fact that some of the ablest ators at 
the other end of the Capitol are asking for this? 

Mr. MADDEN. They are. Senators are always. asking for 
appropriations. 

Mr. PAIGE: Because they believe this is the only way in 
which these facts can be ascertained. 

Mr. MADDEN. The gentleman knows that the appropriation 
has already been provided. 

Mr. PAIGE. ‘There is not anything of the kind. 

Mr, MADDEN. It is already in the bill. It is not for the 
commission. The commission would have nothing to do with it. 

I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Wisconsin iMr. 
STAFFORD}. : 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, this is the third occasion 
when the Committee on the Post Office and Post. Roads has come. 
before Congress asking for the continuance for another year 
so. as to complete the work of this commission. It was origi- 
nally authorized in April, 1920, with the specific provision that 
the work should be completed March 1, 1921. The Post Office. 
Committee came before Congress the next year in the Post 
Office appropriation bill and asked for $150,000. additional ap- 
propriation to complete the work before June 30, 1922. Last 
year they again came before Congress giving assurance that 
if we would give them $125,000 more they would complete 
the work by June 80 of the present fiscal year. Now they 
come before Congress again with the same old story and ask 
for an additional appropriation to complete the work by the 
end of the next fiscal year. 

Let us get down to the facts. They have six months more 
in which to. complete the work. They have been promising 
year after year that the work would be completed at the end 
of the next fiscal year. They want to postpone it now to 
June 30, 1924. Congress will be adjourned at that time for 
the presidential election. What we should do is to call the 
commission to time, force them to make their report by June 
80, 1923, so that when Congress assembles at the next regular 
session it will be able to use this information. 

This is not the first time that we have had special com- 
missions appointed to investigate conditions in the Post Office 
Department. Away back 16 years ago they appointed a com- 
mission to make a report, and as a member of a subcommittee 
to specially consider the report I studied it carefully, but little 
good in the way of legislation came as a result of that commis- 
Sion's findings. Now, we find this commission with expenditures 
running up into the thousands and thousands of dollars for 
expenses, visiting New York, and the like, asking for $75,000 
more. 

Last year I asked definitely whether the work would be com- 
pleted on June 80 of this year if $125,000 more was granted, 
and I received the assurance that they would finish it by June 
80 of this year. Now, the commissioners, like so many of 
us, find it difficult to separate themselves from the public 
teat, but ask that it be continued for another year. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. How much have they expended? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under the first appropriation they had 
unlimited funds. On June 30, 1922, we gave them $150,000 to 
complete the work, and last year we voted $125,000 for ex- 
penses during the present fiscal year. The wording in that 
appropriation was to complete the investigation and prepare 
a detailed report. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Does the department want this con- f| 


tinued? 


Mr. STAFFORD. I have had assurances that the depart- 
ment does not, but there is a dispute as to that, and I am not 
in the confidence of the department. 
| Mr. PAIGH. What does the gentleman consider to be the 
duties of the Joint Postal Commission? 
| Mr. STAFFORD. It is set forth in the law “to. investigate 
| the present methods of handling, transporting, and dispateh- 
ing and delivering the mails.” They have had three years or 
more from April, 1920, to do the work, and every year they. 
come before Congress and ask to continue the appropriations 
for another year. E say let us call time and get the report. 
They have still six months in which to complete their report, 
ard 8 do Sar raea any more 288 they will get busy and 
make their report to Congress, and Congress at the next session 
will have the data available on which. to act. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SFAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Why does the gentleman make the 
statement that the commission has made no report, when I hold 
in my hand 28 pages recommending administrative changes? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman deny what I have 
said? Hach year it has carried this language to complete the 
investigation and prepare a detailed report. I am opposed to 
giving this commission any more money to continue this per- 
formance. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAPFORD. For a question. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Why has not the commission completed the 
report before this? What is the reason? I see that they have 
made seme tentative repert. f 

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman will have to ask some mem- 
ber of the commission. The vice chairman of the commission 
says that they have made a preliminary report. They have gone 
over the field, and they have gone over it sufficiently so that 
they should now apply themselyes to digesting the material 
on hand. If the commissien should say to the engineers get 
busy, because Congress is not going to continue the appropria- 
tion and we want you to make the report by June 80 of this 
year, they would get busy, and if they did not I- would say 
dismiss them on the spur of the moment. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Why can not it be done? What reason does 
the commission give? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, they say the work is so voluminous 
that it Is necessary to run over to New York and other places 
and make investigations, and that they must have more time 
to investigate fully and make a report. 

Mr. PAIGE. If the gentleman will yield, I do not believe the 
membership of the House understand anything about the mag- 
nitude of the duties of the postal commission. The Post Cffice 
Department has been growing by leaps and bounds, year after 
23 and no one knows the cost of handling the different classes 
of 2 

Mr. STAFFORD. I shall have to decline to yield for a 


speech.. 

Mr. PAIGE. Any man that claims that the postal commis- 
sion has net done what it was appointed to do and has not been 
diligent does not know what he is: talking about. ' 

Mr. STAFPORD. That is a nice, gratuitous fling by a 
member of the commission who has been taking trips about the 
country. Perhaps I do not know as much as the gentleman 
does, but I know this much from my service on the Committee 
en the Post Office and Post Roads for eight years, that it does 
not require any high-priced engineers on the pay roll for four 
years to make a report as to the cost of these serviees. There 
ts. plenty of that. kind of information down in the department: 
to-day. Under Second Assistant Postmaster General Stewart, 
12 years ago, all that information was acquired, and there is no 
better authority than former Second Assistant Postmaster Gen- 
eral Stewart. All that data is at the department, and I say 
from my acquaintance with this work that six months is 
adequate to complete the work. Price, Waterhouse & Co., 
and other leading accounting firms, would not require a life- 
time to do the work of this charaeter. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. The gentleman made the statement that 
the Post Office Department had the information to give us. 
The Post Office Department can not give you any information 
as to the cost of anything they are handling. 

Mr. STAFFORD. They have the data down there, because 
Mr. Stewart years back, when we created the postal parcel- 


| post. system, made an investigation. 
Mr. RAMSEYER. Oh, that was long before the parcel post 
was inaugurated, 
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Mr. STAFFORD. Not more than 12 years ago, and the gen- 


tleman knows that this is only for the purpose of continuing 
‘some high-priced fellows in the service for another year. 

Mr. RAMSEYER, Oh, I am not interested in that at all. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is it not good business policy to call them 
and say that they must compiete that work in six months? 

Mr. RAMSETER. I do know that this commission started 
this investigation, and if it had not been for the work of the 
commission they would never have started it. 
` Mr. PAIGE. There are no high-priced men there at all now. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Cut down the appropriatic: if you 
want to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I want the work completed, and if they 
needed $50,000 with which to complete the work this year I 
would vote it; but this idea of extending the time each 
year for a full year should be brought to a close. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Out down the appropriation for the com- 
mission, but let the commission go on. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, if the Members of the House 
will examine the five pages of itemized expenses of this com- 
mission that my colleague [Mr. Rouse] placed in the Recorp 
on the 13th day of last May, they will see where the position 
of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] is correct, and 
that the life of this commission should cease. The very purpose 
for which it was created—the accumulation of data in respect 
to the expense of handling different classes of mail—is in the 
Post Office Department now. The Postmaster General, Mr. 
Burleson, gave us plenty of light on that subject when there 
was an effort to abolish the zone system a few years ago, and 
also when there was an effort on behalf of some to make some 
of the big publishers pay more of what they should justly pay 
for the handling of their publications, We had all of that data 
before us then. We knew then and we know now that it is 
costing the Government to handle merely the publications of 
the Curtis Publishing Co. alone approximately $1,000,000 more 
than we take in for handling them. We already have the data 
before us. Look at this—the items of se—and you will 
see where the money has gone, the $234,000 that this commis- 
sion has expended already—junketing trips to New York. Look 
at the New York trips and the hotel bills, month by month, for 
the highly paid secretary of this commission and others in its 
employ. 

Our friend from Minnesota [Mr. Sreenerson] says that this 
commission saved hundreds of thousands of dollars by. employ- 
ing high-priced engineers—to determine what? To determine 
that you could use ordinary labor to handle freight more 
cheaply than you could a high-salarled clerk. Do you need 
high-priced engineers to reach that determination? That is 
something that should be apparent upon its face to a business 
man. It should prove itself by merely asserting the proposition. 
It needs no high-priced investigation by high-priced engineers 
to reach a determination of that kind. 

Mr. PAIGE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. PAIGE. Does the gentleman know that there is no 
high-priced engineer employed at the present time and there 
has not been for over a year? 

Mr. BLANTON. I am only repeating what the gentleman’s 
chairman said. 

Mr. PAIGE. I do not care what he said. 

Mr. BLANTON. Get his remarks, and the gentleman will 
see that I am just repeating his language. Why, he named the 
high-priced engineers that he employed, he gave the name of 
the firm, and he said that they had brought about this great 
saving. 

Mr. PAIGE. Oh, that was two or three years ago, not at the 
present time. 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, yes; but under the provisions of the act 
that created this commission it should have died on March 1, 
1921, but it was extended over for another year, and another 
$150,000 was given to it. Again it should have ceased to exist 
in 1922, yet it was extended on, and now here is an effort to 
give it $75,000 more for 4924, when the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Appropriations has correctly stated that 
you have already authorized in this bill $500,000 for just such 
investigating purposes, and I want to say right now, I do not 
care who is Postmaster General, the Postmaster General can 
find out more about these propositions at less expense than 
any commission of the kind that was ever created, 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. 


The SPEAKER. The vote comes first upon the motion made 
by the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STKENERSON] to recede 
and concur in the Senate amendment. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. STEENERSON) there were—ayes 21, noes 77. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present, and I object to the vote because 
there is no quorum present, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. It is clear 
that there is no quorum present. The Doorkeeper will close 
the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, 
and the Clerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 90, nays 212, 
answered “ present 1, not voting 125, as follows: 


YEAS—90, 
Anderson Foster Larson, Minn, Shelton 
Andrew, Mass. Freeman Lawrence Shreve 
Barbour Frothingham Lee, Ga. Sinclair 
Bell Garrett, Tex. Lineberger tice 
Bird Gernerd Luce tedman 
Bixler Gifford McCormick Steenerson 
Brennan Gorman McLaughlin, Mich.Stephens 
Brooks, Pa. Graham, Pa. McLaughlin, Pa. Sweet 
Brown, Tenn. Green, lowa Maloney Swing 
urtness Griest Michener Tincher 
Burton Hardy, Colo, Moore, Ohio Upshaw 
Clague Haugen Newton, Minn, Vaile 
Clarke, N. X. Hawes Newton, Mo. Vinson 
Connolly, Pa. Hays 1pp Voigt 
Crago Hukriede Pa Volstead 
Cris James Parker, N. Y, Watson 
Dallinger Kearns Patterson, Mo, Vise 
Darrow Kendall Ramseyer Woodruff 
Dowell Ketcham Ransley Wright 
Edmonds Knutson Reece Wurzbach 
Fenn Kop Riordan Wyant 
Fish Lankford Roach 
Focht Larsen, Ga. Sanders, N. ¥. 
NAYS—212, 
Abernethy Driver Kincheloe Reed, N. X. 
Almon Dunn 8 pelt a Rhodes 
Andrews, Nebr. Dupré Kisse Ricketts 
Appleby Echols Kline, Pa. Robertson 
Arentz Elliott Kraus Rodenberg 
Aswell Ellis Lampert Rogers 
Bacharach Evans 2233 Rose 
Beck Fairchild am Rouse 
Beedy Fairfield Lazaro Sabath 
Beg Faust Lea, Calif. Sanders, Ind, 
Benham Fess Linthicum Sanders, Tex. 
Black Fields Little eae 
Blakene Fisher Logan Scott, Tenn. 
Bland, Va. Fitzgerald Longworth Sears 
Blanton Fordney Lowre; Shaw 
Boies Frear McArthur Siegel 
Bowling French McFadden Sinnott 
Ox Fuller MéKenzie Sisson 
Briggs Fulmer McLaughlin, Nebr.Smith, Idaho 
Brooks, III Garner McSw: Snell 
Browne, Wis. Garrett, Tenn. MacGregor Snyder 
Buchanan Gensman MacLafferty Stafford 
Bulwinkle Gilbert Madden Steagall 
Bordick Glynn agee Stevenson 
Butler Goodykoonts Mansfield Strong, Kans. 
Byrnes, S. C. Graham, III. Mapes Summers, Wash. 
Byrns, Tenn. Greene, Mass. iller Summers, Tex. 
Cable Greene, Vt. is Swank 
Campbell, Kans, Hadley ondell Taylor, Tenn. 
Campbell, Pa. Hammer Montague Temple 
Chalmers Hardy, Tex. Moore, III Thomas 
Chindblom Hawley Moores, Ind Tillman 
Christopherson Hayden ott Tilson 
Clouse Herrick Murphy Timberlake 
Codd Hersey Nelson, Me Tinkham 
Cole, Iowa Hicks Nelson, A. E. Towner 
Cole, 0 Hoch Nelson, J. M. Treadway 
Collier Hogan O'Connor Tucker 
Collins Hooker Ogden Turner 
Connally, Tex. Huddleston Oldfield Tyson 
Cooper, Ohio Hudspeth Oliver ard, N. X. 
r, Hull Parker, N. J. Ward, N. C. 
Copley Humphrey, Nebr. Parks, Ark. Wason 
Coughlin Humphreys, Miss. Patterson, N. J. Weaver 
Cramton Husted Perkins Webster 
Crowther Jacoway on White, Me. 
‘urry Jefteris, Nebr. Pringe Williams, In. 
e Jeffers, Ala. Pur Williamson 
Davis, Tenn, Johnson, Ky. uin Wilson 
eal Johnson, Miss, adcliffe Wingo 
Dickinson Johnson, Wash. aker Wood, Ind. 
Dominick Jones, Tex. Rankin Woods, Va. 
Doughton Kelley, Mich. Rayburn Young 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—1, 
Cockran 
NOT VOTING—125. 
Ackerman Bond Cantrill Colton 
Anso: Bowers Carew Cullen 
Anthony Brand Carter Davis, Minn. 
Atkeson Britten Chandler, N. Y. mpsey 
Bankhead Burke Chandler, Okla. ison 
Barkle. Burroughs Clark, Fla. rane 
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Kin 
Dyer Kitchin O’Brien Stoll 
Favrot eczka Osborne Strong, Pa. 
Free Kline, N. Y, Overstreet Sullivan 
Funk Knight Park, Ga. Tague 
Gahn Kreider . Paul 5 ice, Ark. 
Gallivan Kunz Perlman Taylor, Colo. 
Goldsborough Layton Petersen Taylor, N. J. 
Gould Leatherwood Porter Ten Eyck 
Griffin Lee, N. Y. Rainey, Ala. ee 
Henry Lehlbach Rainey, horpe 
Hickey ndon Reber Underhill 
Hill Luhring eed Vestal 
Himes Lyon Riddick Volk 
Huck AeClintie Robsion Walters 
Hutchinson McDuffie Rosenbloom Wheeler 
Ireland McPherson Rossdale White, Kans. 
Johnson, S. Dak. Martin Rucker Williams, Tex. 
Jones, Pa. ead Ryan Winslow 
Kahn Merritt Schall Woodyard 
Keller Michaelson Scott, Mich. Yates 
Kelly, Pa Moore, Va. ith, Zihlman 
Kennedy Mo Salt Mich. 
Kiess Morin Smithwick 
Kindred Mudd Sproul 


So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 
Until further notice: 
Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Barkley. 
Burroughs with Mr. Rainey of Illinois. 
Ackerman with Mr. Drewry. 
. Kahn with Mr. Williams of Texas. 
Winslow with Mr. Stoll. 
. Anthony with Mr. Carew. 
. Porter with Mr. Park of Georgia. 
Kennedy with Mr. Kunz. 
Free with Mr. Tague. 
„Strong of Pennsylvania with Mr. Cullen. 
„Morgan with Mr. Bankhead. 
Dempsey with Mr. Smithwick. 
. Atkeson with Mr. Cantrill. 
Dunbar with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 
. Mudd with Mr. Gallivan. 
Thompson with Mr. Martin. 
Merritt with Mr. Sullivan. 
King with Mr. McClintic. 
. Johnson of South Dakota with Mr. O’Brien. 
. Morin with Mr. McDuffie. 
. Lehlbach with Mr. Taylor of Arkansas. 
. Keller with Mr. Drane. 
. Michaelson with Mr. Carter. 
. McPherson with Mr. Rucker. 
Jones of Pennsylvania with Mr. Brand. 
Smith of Michigan with Mr. Favrot. 
Denison with Mr. Kitchin. 
Cannon with Mr. Mead. 
. Kiess with Mr. Overstreet. 
Osborne with Mr. Lyon. 
Taylor of New Jersey with Mr. Moore of Virginia. 
Funk with Mr. Goldsborough. 
. Colton with Mr. Kindred. 
Britten with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
. Hutehinson with Mr. Griffin. 
. Kelly of Pennsylvania with Mr. Rainey of Alabama. 
. Rossdale with Mr. London. 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER. A quorum is present; the Doorkeeper will 
open the doors. The question comes on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Illinois that the House further insist on its dis- 
agreement to the Senate amendment. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, there is another amendment. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Page 21, Jine 11, strike out the figure “2” and insert in lieu thereof 
the figure “ 3.“ 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move to further insist on the 


disagreement. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. MADDEN. I ask unanimous consent to agree to the con- 


ference asked for by the Senate on the disagreeing votes. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 

Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the conferees, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. SLEMP, Mr. MADDEN, Mr. OGDEN, Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado, and 
Mr. Carrer. 


The 


PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE. 
Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
after the House has concluded with the Attorney General 
resolution that I may be permitted to address the House 


for 20 minutes on the bill H. R. 12, a bill to establish a Fed- 
eral Code: 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas asks unani- 
mous consent that after the Judiciary Committee has concluded 
he may be permitted to address the House for 20 minutes on 
the bill (H. R. 12) to establish a Federal Code. Is there ob- 
jection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 


CHARGES AGAINST THE ATTORNEY GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES. 


Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I call up for considera- 
tion 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, just a moment. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. The report made by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee on House Resolution 425, authorizing the investigation 
of impeachment charges made September 11, 1922, by Oscar 
E. KELLER, a Representative from the State of Minnesota, 
against Hon. Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the 
United States. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota calls up the 
report of the Judiciary Committee 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. And I give notice in this connection that 
I intend to offer the resolution which I would like to have read 
by the Clerk for the information of the House. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from 
Tennessee rise? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. There was a request made by 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Lirrte] a few minutes ago. 
I was on my feet, not to object but to ask something about it. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thought nobody objected. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The request that was made 
would interfere with the business of to-day and was 
granted 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understood there was no objec- 
tion; of course, if the gentleman from Tennessee wants to ob- 
ject, the Chair will recognize him. Does the gentleman from 
Tennessee desire to object? 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Yes; I object to the remarks 
the gentleman intended to make between the time—the Chair 
stated it was after the completion of the time of the Judiciary 
Committee? 

Mr. MONDELL, To-day, at the conclusion of the considera- 
tion of this measure, as I understand it, but I did not hear the 
request. After the matters have been disposed of, if there is 
time to-day. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Of course, Mr. Speaker, what- 
ever arrangement gentlemen on the Republican side have 
made 

Mr. MONDELL. I was not on the floor when the request was 
made, and I did not hear it, but I understood the request was 

The SPEAKER. The Chair stated the request and asked, 
Is there objection? And there was no objection. Is there ob- 
jection now? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. The gentleman from Minnesota offers a resolu- 
tion to be reported for the information of the House. Without 
objection, the Clerk will report the resolution. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

That whereas the Committee on the Judiciary has made an exami- 
nation touching the charges sought to be investigated under H. Res, 
425 to ascertain if there is any probable ground to believe that any 
of the charges are true; and or Esha erm ne of the charges and the 
evidence obtained it does not appear that there is any ground to be- 
lieve that Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the United States, 
has been guilty of any high crime or 5 requiring the in- 
terposition of the impeachment powers of the Ho 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary t ta discharged from 
further 33 of the cha and proposed impeachment of 
Harry M. r Attorney General, and that House Resolution 
425 2 laid Pa the table, 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer the minority 
report as an amendment to that report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota does not 
offer it now for consideration. He says he offers it merely, 
for the information of the House. 

Mr. THOMAS. I give notice I shall offer the minority re- 
port as an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will 8 the gentleman at 
the proper time. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, on the day Mr. KELLER made 
his charges impeaching the Attorney General he announced to 
the House that he had evidence to sustain them and asked me 
for a hearing before the Judiciary Committee. I then arranged 
with him to have a hearing on the 16th day of last September, 
five days after he made the charges. No suggestion was then 
made that that date was not entirely acceptable to him. The 


committee then met and asked Mr. KELLER what acts his charges 


1923. 


referred to and what evidence he had to sustain them, but he 


positively refused to give the committee the slightest informa- 
tion, insisting that he was not ready, that he wanted an attorney, 
and asked for postponement. The hearing was then adjourned 
to the 19th of September. As we all knew that the investigation 
would. require several weeks, and it became evident that Con- 
gress was about to adjourn, and did adjourn two or three days 
after the 19th—with the adjournment of Congress the power of 
the committee ceased, as it could not sit when Congress was not 
in sesslon—the committee adjourned the hearing to the first 
day of the next regular session of Congress. It was evident 
that neither Mr. KELLER nor the Attorney General was prepared 
for any hearing at that time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas). The 
gentleman will state the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order that if it were the 
intent of the gentleman from Minnesota to call up a certain 
report he has not done so, and there is nothing now before 
the House, in that there has been no report submitted to the 
House for business thereon, and until there is such a report 


placed before the House there is nothing now before the House. 


Up to this time there has ‘been no report presented to this 
House. It must be presented for action before the business can 
be taken up. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The present occupant of the 
chair was not in the chair at the time the gentleman from Min- 
nesota took the floor. 

Mr. BLANTON, The parliamentary situation is as I have 
stated, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the report 
by title. i 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Re of the Committee on the Judiciary on the charges of Oscar 

against the Attorney General of the United States. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr, Vor- 
STEAD] is recognized. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, after the hearings on the 
16th of September the committee adjourned, as I have said, 
until the 19th, and again, for the reasons I have stated, ad- 
journed until the next regular session of Congress, on the 
4th of December. 

This adjournment was promptly seized upon by Mr. KELLER 
and others as a pretext for abusing the committee. They 
promptly rushed into print to denounce the committee because 
such postponement had prolonged the alleged lawless and 
unfaithful career of Mr. Daugherty as Attorney General. Mr. 
KELLER, in a letter to the committee and in interviews to the 
public press falsely charged that this adjournment was or- 
dered by the committee for the purpose of placing the hearing 
at a time when the committee knew that Mr. Untermyer, who 
Mr. Ketter stated in his letter had agreed to act as his chief 
counsel, would be prevented from attending the hearing because 
of other public duties. The committee had no such knowledge, 
and the employment of Mr. Untermyer is evidently not true. 
because now comes this same Untermyer and flatly denies Mr. 
KELLER’s statement, He says in a letter to the committee that 
he has never sustained any professional relations to Mr. KELLER 
and that the time when he was asked by Mr. KELLER to repre- 
sent him in this proceeding was after the hearings had com- 
menced, which was long after this adjournment took place. 

A host of cheap political scavengers whose chief occupation 
in life appears to be to impugn the motives of every public 
official who does not belong to their muck clan, promptly 
joined the chorus, What possible motive could there be for 
their attack upon the committee at this time but dirty politics? 
Mr. knew that he was not ready to produce evidence, as 
his subsequent conduct has clearly demonstrated. The explana- 
tion is quite easy. He and his henchmen knew, as they must 
have known, that they did not have any evidence that would 
support impeachment and that when they would finally be asked 
to furnish the evidence they had promised they could make 
no showing. It is an old trick of the shyster lawyer to swear 
at the court and jury to divert attention from his own short- 
comings. It is apparent that they set to work deliberately to 
blacken the reputation of the committee in the hope that they 
might thereby escape public condemnation for their dastardly 
act. If that had not been true, they would not have started to 
attack long before the committee had any chance to do any- 
thing. It has been evident from the very first that both Mr. 
KELLER and his attorneys have striven to stage a situation that 
would permit them to make their exit from the investigation 
as gracefully as possible. Instead of aiding the committee in 


B. 
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making an investigation they have repeatedly and persistently 
refused information and have insulted and thwarted it in every 
way possible. 

As soon as Congress was called in extra session last November 
the committee prepared to proceed with the investigation. Mr. 
KELLER was asked to furnish on or before the 1st of last Decem- 
ber a detailed statement of his charges and, as far as possible, 
the date of each transaction complained of, together with the 
names and addresses of the witnesses by which the charges 
could be established. In answer to this he filed with the com- 
mittee a list of specifications, but in a letter accompanying 
it refused to give the committee the names of any witnesses 
except as to one charge, though the specifications contain some 
53 different charges, some embracing more than one charge. 

In this letter he complained that he was given too little time 
to prepare for a hearing in September, and said he had heard 
nothing of the charges since then, as though that was the 
fault of the committee. But, in spite of that, he told the com- 
mittee that it would take him at least another month before he 
could prepare his case for a hearing. Everything the com- 
mittee had done and everything the committee had omitted to 
do was wrong. The letter is simply an insolent attempt to 
create the impression that the committee could not be trusted, 
and that he had been unfairly treated. Repeated demands 
have been made by Mr. Ketter and his counsel to have this 
insolent letter printed In the record, though it does not have 
the slightest evidential valne, is not sworn to, and has no 
proper place there. 

As ordered in September, the committee met on the 4th day 
of last December to hear what Mr. Kerrier had to offer. He 
then again refused to give the committee any information and 
refused to do anything until it first secured power to. subpœna 
Witnesses and send for papers. This is the same KELLER who 
had filled the public press with denunclation of the committee 
because it had not held the investigation during the last three 
days of the session ending in September, a thing he knew was 
impossible, a thing he was not even prepared for at this late 
date. It appeared evident to me, and I presume to other 
members of the committee, that this demand was made for the 
purpose of delay, if not in the hope that the committee might 
refuse to comply with it and thus furnish an excuse to Mr. 
KELLER for refusing to give the committee any information. 
The committee thereupon authorized me to apply to the House 
for this power, which was promptly granted, and on the next 
day, the 5th of December, the committee met again. The com- 
mittee then determined to take up the charges in the order in 
which they were set down in the specification and directed 
me to notify Mr. Ketter and his attorney, Mr. Jackson Ralston, 
of that fact, which I did. In answer to this notice, I was 
promptly informed that they would not take the charges up in 
that order. They insisted on determining the order in which 
the evidence should be heard, and claimed a right to control 
the proceedings, though they had absolutely no right to make 
any such demand; his position was simply that of a witness. 

In my letter advising Mr. Ketter and his attorney of this 
determination of the committee I called attention to the fact 
that the committee might desire to hear argument upon the 
question of whether certain of the charges set forth are facts 
that constitute impeachable offenses. Mr. Ralston informed me 
that the committee had waived any such question, and refused 
to present any argument. As no lawyer could seriously urge 
that the committee could possibly waive such a question, and 
nothing had occurred to furnish an excuse for such a claim, it 
was evident that this ridiculous assertion could only be made 
for the purpose of raising an issue with the committee. This 
purpose appeared, too, from the general tenure of the letter, 
which was distinctly discourteous. This purpose became evl- 
dent on receiving at this time a letter from Mr. KELLER himself 
covering more than four closely typewritten pages. This in- 
suiting and abusive epistle was written before we had been 
able to secure any evidence. The falsehoods and misrepre- 
sentations it contained were well calculated to create a rup- 
ture between Mr. Kerrier and the committee. It was entirely 
uncalled for and unprovoked. Its purpose was too clear for 
doubt. To aggravate the incident, this letter was given to the 
press. The committee did not propose to help Mr. KELLER to 
make his exit; it refused to quarrel and ignored the offensive 
part in both letters. The refusal to argue the question whether 
a charge stated an impeachable offense brought to my mind 
the suspicion that the first reading of the specification had 
occasioned mainly that many of the charges had been pur- 
posely drafted in a defective form in order that the committee 
would decide that they did not state impeachable offenses and 
fer that reason dismiss them. I could not figure out why a 
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lawyer accustomed to draw legal charges should so persistently 
omit what seemed to me essential allegations. It looked like 
a trap that it would not be wise to fall into. 

Though Mr. KELLER persistently treated the committee in an 
insolent manner, no attempt was made to resent it; his at- 
tacks were ignored. No excuse was given him for refusing 
to furnish what information he might have. Instead of insist- 
ing that a charge must state an impeachable offense evidence 
was permitted without determining that question; instead of 
insisting that the charges be taken up in their order, a thing 
the committee had a right to ask, he was permitted to take 
them up in whatever order he saw fit; instead of the com- 
mittee conducting the examination of the witnesses, as is 
customary in such proceedings, he was permitted to conduct 
the hearing. The committee allowed him to have an attorney 
to do that, who conducted it as if it was the trial of a lawsuit. 
When Mr. Kn refused to furnish any testimony unless the 
committee secured power from the House to subpœna wit- 
nesses it acceded to the demand, though it is practically cer- 
tain that the evidence Mr. KELLER produced could have been 
secured without a subpœna, as subsequent proceedings quite 
clearly established. Former Attorney General Wickersham 
was subpenaed, but his testimony was not at all necessary, as 
the facts he could testify to were established by records not in 
issue, Mr. KELLER demanded that Chief Justice Taft be sub- 
pænaed, and I arranged with the Chief Justice to appear and 
testify, but his presence was finally waived by Mr. KELLER, as 
the testimony he could give was likewise established by official 
records. Aside from officials and employees of the Department 
of Justice and the Interstate Commerce Commission, who came 
at the request of the committee, the other witnesses were di- 
rectly or indirectly interested in the prosecution. They repre- 
sent raitway labor organizations or had some private grudge 
that they wished to air. Mr. Gompers, President of the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor, no doubt could have secured their 
presence. He admitted that he was instrumental in having 
the charges in regard to which they testified inserted in the 
specfiications, and that the attorney of the federation con- 
ducted the proceeding for Mr. KELLER. 

The claim that I made the statement after hearing evidence on 
two charges that judging by that testimony it was evident that 
there was nothing to any of the charges, is absolutely false. 
The remark which was seized upon and misrepresented had 
reference to one charge only, as the context clearly shows, and 
does not refer to the evidence at all but to the law applicable 
to that particular charge; and though I promptly called the 
attention of the press to this false statement (see page 386 
of the hearings), it failed to correct it. Evidently the cor- 
rection would not make a news story. I tried to secure other 
corrections with like results, as will appear from page 378 of 
the hearings. 

One of the absurd things in the critics of this investigation 
is that they appear to assume that to be fair the committee 
must act in the august and dignified manner that they expect 
of a court, and that every cross-examination of the witnesses 
or criticism of the evidence offered is proof of prejudice. The 
committee occupies no such position. It is an inquisitorial 
body made up of lawyers whose duty it is to examine and 
cross-examine witnesses, and there is no reason whatever why 
it should hesitate to express its disapproval, as a court often 
does, of anything that is unfair, whether it is for or against 
the person who is accused. Impeachment is a criminal pro- 
ceeding; the accused has a right to expect decent treatment. 
It is not only unfair to the accused to allow such a proceeding 
to degenerate into a vehicle for giving publicity to unfounded 
campaign stories, but it is also an imposition on the committee 
to try to create a public impression that these stories are true, 
when no evidence is offered to establish them. If the public 
is deceived by such stories, the committee must bear the odium 
of not making its recommendations square with public expecta- 
tion when in their report they are compelled to disregard 
them. The House can not“ use such evidence to convict any- 
one in the Senate. Against such methods the committee does 
not only have the right but it is its duty to protest. 

Mr. KELLER and others who helped to start this investigation 
had no right to control the proceedings. They simply occupied 
the position of witnesses. They had no other duty or function 
than to give the committee whatever information they had. 
They had no right to arrogate to themselves, as they did, the 
position of public prosecutors. Mr. KELLER repeatedly talked 
about the proceeding as his case. Had Mr. KELLER treated a 
court the same as he treated the committee he would promptly 
have gone to jail, as no court would have tolerated for a mo- 
ment the insolent and abusive behavior. 


The claim made by Mr. Ketter that he did not dare to give 
the names of his witnesses to the committee for fear that the 
Attorney General and William J. Burns, of the Bureau of In- 
vestigation, might intimidate or interfere with them, is clearly 
nothing but a subterfuge. He refused to give them because he 
knew of none. The suggestion assumes that the committee 
could not be trusted, though it should be as able to Judge 
whether any such danger existed and would be as much under 
obligation to guard against it as he. It is evident that such 
a statement could not be true as to many witnesses if they are 
of a character to be relied on. To establish some 50 or 60 
different charges it would be necessary to have a large num- 
ber of witnesses, as they relate to a large variety of transac- 
tions. It is not a case of withholding the names of one or two, 
but the names of all the witnesses that Mr. KELLER claims to 
have were withheld except as to two charges. It is apparent 
that the danger of any such interference or intimidation would 
be very remote. The Attorney General and Mr. Burns are not 
accused of being idiots. One of the most damaging things that 
could have occurred to the Attorney General and Mr. Burns 
would be to have the witnesses disappear or refuse to testify 
to what they might have assured Mr. KELLER they would 
testify to. If I had any suspicion that Mr. KELLER knew of 
any witnesses by which he could establish any impeachable 
offense I would ask the House to cause him to be arrested and 
kept in confinement until he agreed to testify, but I am certain 
that that would bring no results and that it would only give 
Mr. KELLER an opportunity to pose as a martyr, a thing I do 
not care to promote. 

On the 12th day of last December Mr. KELLER was again re- 
peatedly asked to give the committee the names of witnesses by 
whom he expected to establish his charges. He then ad- 
mitted that he did not know of any witnesses as to several of 
these charges. If any one will read that hearing and study the 
evasive and shifty answers of Mr. KELLER in regard to what 
he knew about witnesses, and note the industrious care that his 
attorney took to protect and help him, I do not believe that he 
can have the slightest doubt as to the actual facts. In the 
letter in which he made his melodramatic exit he accused the 
committee of attempting to whitewash the Attorney General. 
If Mr. Ketter knows of any witnesses that can establish his 
charges, he is the one who is guilty of whitewashing the At- 
torney General in that he refuses to furnish the information to 
establish guilt. The committee has not refused to call or ex- 
amine any witness whom he has suggested. The committee, as 
I have said, permitted him to control the proceedings and to in- 
troduce his evidence through an attorney as though the hear- 
ing was a lawsuit, though that is contrary to the custom in 
such cases. He knows that with such a procedure it would be 
impossible for the committee to whitewash. Whatever evidence 
is offered is taken down by an official stenographer sworn to 
correctly report it. Every syllable of that evidence is printed in 
the very language that the witness gives it and becomes a public 
record. Not only is that true, but all evidence is taken at 
public hearings in the presence of hundreds of spectators, many 
of them newspaper reporters, who take the evidence in short- 
hand to send it to the press for publication. The committee Is 
simply the instrumentality through which the House obtains the 
evidence, It does not finally determine the matter. It is the 
House that decides whether there is evidence that justifies im- 
peachment. No one, so far as I am aware, has claimed, and 
no one can honestly claim, that the committee refused to admit 
any competent evidence. 

It not only admitted all competent evidence offered by Mr. 
KELLER but much that was so plainly incompetent that even 
Mr. Ketuer’s attorney in offering it admitted that it was not 
proper testimony. Instead of insisting that Mr, KELLER and his 
attorney confine their evidence to what would be proper under 
the rules of law, the committee to forestall the complaint that 
evidence was excluded allowed them to practically offer any- 
thing they saw fit, and did not even question whether the eyl- 
dence was of acts that would constitute impeachable offenses. 
Had the committee refused to admit proper evidence or other- 
wise shown ‘a disposition to be unfair, the newspapers would 
have promptly condemned the committee. Mr. KELLER and his 
friends are not only condemning the committee but they are 
condemning the newspapers as well, because they have not 
joined in a dishonest attempt to muckrake the committee and 
the Attorney General. 

It has even been charged that the committee is packed. A 
person who makes such a charge in face of the actual facts is 
simply trying to mislead the public. This is not a special com- 
mittee selected for the purpose of investigating these charges. 
Mr, KELLER himself selected this committee as the one to make 
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this investigation; but no sooner had he done that and before 
the committee had had a chance to do anything he set to work 
to vilify and abuse it by publishing a lot of false charges against 
it. Most of its members have been on this committee for many 
years. It is composed not only of Republicans but of Demo- 
crats as well. The Democrats would naturally be just as anxious 
to expose any corrupt act that could honestly be charged 
against the Attorney General as Mr, KELLER could possibly be. 
The only thing that stands in the way of their joining in this 
muckraking attempt is the fact that they have too high regard 
for their own character and for decency in public service. Many 
of the leading Democratic papers, whose reporters have been 
present at these hearings, have condemned Mr. KELLER and his 
associates just as vigorously as have Republican papers. 

Mr. KELLER offered testimony on only two charges. It is 
hardly necessary to comment on that testimony, as I know of 
no one who considers it of sufficient consequence to merit con- 
sideration. One of those charges is based upon the idea that 
the Attorney General should be impeached because he appointed 
William J. Burns head of the Bureau of Investigation. The 
charge grows out of the fact that in 1911 in an ex parte pro- 
ceeding, for the purpose of obtaining a pardon, it was claimed 
that in 1905—some 17 years ago—Mr. Burns packed the jury 
in one of the Oregon land-fraud cases so as to secure a conyic- 
tion. The judge who tried the case, the attorney who prose- 
cuted it, the employee of the Department of the Interior who 
was there investigating jurors, the assistant clerk of court— 

“the clerk being dead—and Mr. Burns all denied it. Senator 
Jounson of California, who knew Mr. Burns intimately in 
connection with the California graft cases, in which Burns 
was connected immediately after this trial in Oregon, indorsed 
Mr. Burns in the strongest terms as a man of sterling integ- 
rity. It was a charge that no one had heard of until more 
than five years after the trial. Personally, I am satisfied that 
it was without foundation, but whether true or false is not 
material. There is nothing to show that the Attorney General 
did not come to the same conclusion that I have, and there is 
ample evidence upon which to base such a conclusion. But, 
even if he had believed that 17 years ago Mr. Burns had been 
guilty of the charge, it would not furnish any ground at this 
time for impeachment. Mr. Burns is unquestionably a very 
eapable official, and there is no charge that he is not perform- 
ing his duties honestly and efficiently. 

The evidence that Mr. KELLER offered as to the alleged failure 
of the Attorney General to enforce the railway safety appliance 
law was so flimsy that his own attorney in effect admitted 
that it did not sustain the charge, and so did one of his 
main witnesses, who was also a lawyer. It is perfectly obvious 
that it was the strike of the shopmen and other railway em- 
ployees that made it impossible to keep railway equipment in 
safe condition during the strike, which was the time when it 
was alleged that the failure occurred. The Attorney General 
can not be impeached because the shopmen struck. 

It was after evidence had been introduced on these two 
charges that Mr. KELLER refused to proceed. As he claimed 
that he had evidence as to his other charges, the committee 
secured a subpcena and had it served, requiring him to appear 
and testify, but, as you all know, he refused to obey the 
subpcena. 

We then asked Hon. Roy O. Wooprurr, who had made cer- 
tain charges against the Attorney General in a speech in the 
House, and had written me a letter offering to furnish evi- 
dence, to appear before the committee. In response to this 
he appeared and asked an opportunity to examine the records 
in the Department of Justice, and that he might for that 
purpose be assisted by an attorney. This request was granted, 
and he employed as such attorney a former employee of that 
department, who was thoroughly familiar with these charges 
and actively hostile to the Attorney General. After he made 
an examination of the records in the department he appeared 
before the committee and repeatedly stated that he had no 
criticism to offer of the manner in which the cases were now 
being handled. He said they were being carried on by men 
of high standing and with the greatest expedition possible. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Yes. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. I would like the gentleman to state also 
that while I was before the committee I did disclose to the 
committee the fact that the Wright-Martin case, the case of 
which I complained—— 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I will discuss that, and give the gentle- 
man an opportunity to answer if he desires. 

Mr. WOODRUFF, Will the gentleman allow me to continue 
my question? 


Mr. VOLSTEAD. I will deal with that case, and then I will 
give the gentleman an opportunity. 

In line with his former complaints, Mr. Wooprurr, however, 
sought to create the impression that prior to his speech in the 
House there had been too much delay in these prosecutions, and 
said that he had heard that somebody in the Department of 
Justice had told somebody some months ago that the so-called 
cantonment cases had been closed up; though they have since 
been sued. Mr. Goff, the Assistant Attorney General who had 
been in charge of these cases since the Attorney General was 
appointed, testified that they had been under constant considera- 
tion and that there had been no unnecessary delay. 

As evidence of delay in the prosecution of the Wright-Martin 
Aircraft Co. case Mr. Wooprurr pointed to the fact that though 
it was about a year since the War Department certified the 
claim against that company to the Department of Justice it had 
not yet been sued, though action was about to be brought. He 
seemed to think that as soon as a claim is sent to the Attorney 
General suit must at once be brought without any investigation 
as to whether there is any evidence to sustain an action or not. 
Possibly that might be good politics, 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. The gentleman can explain later on. In 
this case it appears from the testimony that there has been con- 
siderable difference of opinion among the attorneys in the De- 
partment of Justice as to whether the Government could recover 
at all, but, of course, a small matter like that should not delay 
a little suit for $3,000,000 depending only on a few wagonloads 
of figures. There is certainly no sense in having an audit based 
on the Attorney General's theory of the case, nor in doing any 
such foolish thing as to see whether there is any chance of hav- 
ing the case adjusted without suit, as was done in this case. It 
is clear that the Justice Department must not delay. It has no 
business to hesitate. He Who hesitates is lost, and any Attor- 
ney General who arrogates to himself the right to use his own 
judgment rather than that of the War Department as to what 
suits he can maintain should be impeached. Why, he ought to 
bring his suit at once, and then send out and see if he can find 
any evidence to support it. He can not introduce the evidence 
anyway until the case comes for trial, and that takes months 
after the suit is brought. The trial of one of these suits does 
not cost so very much; perhaps a hundred thousand. It usually 
does not take more than three or four months to try one, and 
the Government is rich, it can stand it if a mistake is made 
because there has been no proper preliminary examination. The 
loss of a suit of this kind and $100,000 in cost is nothing in 
these days when we talk billions. 

But his chief complaint is that the Attorney General did not 
come to Congress in time to ask for more money with which 
to run the department. I admit that is serious. It appears 
from the testimony that he really tried to get along without mak- 
ing such a request. He actually called his force together and 
asked and secured their consent to work longer hours; and, 
though the usual quitting time in the departments has been 5 
o’clock, his force uniformly worked until 7 o'clock in the even- 
ing, and many of them came back after the evening hour and 
worked much later. Can anyone believe that this was because 
of any devotion to the public service? Why, certainly not; it is 
a thing that must be stopped. But it would appear that it was 
the purpose of the Attorney General to continue this policy be- 
cause, for fear the work might give out should some of the 
criminals escape, he asked and had Congress change the law 
so as to extend the time within which prosecutions could be 
had from three to six years. Every Attorney General or other 
Cabinet officer who tries to get along with what force he may 
have and does not ask for every cent that is in the Treasury 
ought to be impeached, but fortunately that is an offense that 
can not be charged against a great many public officials, I 
hope, however, that my friend will condone this offense, as he 
says he has no complaint of present conditions. 

At the conclusion of the testimony offered by Mr. Wooprurr 
the committee asked that the persons in the Department of 
Justice, who have been in charge of the various matters com- 
plained of, be sworn and examined on oath for the purpose 
of ascertaining if there was any reasonable ground to believe 
that any of the charges were true. A large number of such 
witnesses were so examined. From the nature of the charges 
it is evident that the evidence of such witnesses would in 
nearly all instances be controlling. No Attorney General is 
expected to have personal charge of any considerable number 
of cases pending in his department. The work must necessarily 
be done by district attorneys, assistants to the Attorney General, 
and other employees in the Department of Justice. It is evi- 
dent that when a matter has been in charge of some particular: 


2414 


person he is the one who knows what has been done and what 
part, if any, the Attorney General has had in its management. 
‘The committee sought to get evidence on all the charges, except 
one or two, that were by unanimous consent considered too 
frivolous to merit attention. The taking of testimony was 
continued until all the members of the committee were ap- 
parently satisfied that nothing could be gained by any further 
hearing. A motion was then made to consider the hearings 
closed, and this was agreed to by a unanimous vote. Of co 

this would not preclude the committee from reopening the 
hearings if any good reason should have appeared for so 
doing. 

It is apparent that there was a design to make the investiga- 
tion indeterminable and inconclusive by multiplying charges 
and demanding investigations that would make it impossible 
to reach a result. The specifications contain more than 50 dif- 
‘ferent charges, and Mr. KELLER has repeatedly insisted on the 
right to file additional charges whenever he should see fit. 
In the investigation of these charges, and for the express 
purpose of enabling him to discover other causes of complaint, 
he made a demand upon the committee that it procure from 
the Attorney General all letters, telegrams, briefs, memoranda 
of conversations and conferences, reports of bureaus, investi- 
gators, and agents, and all other papers and documents of 
any kind whatsoever in the files of the Department of Justice 
or of said Harry M. Daugherty in connection with or in any 
manner related to some 147 different cases; and that in addi- 
tion thereto the committee call upon the Federal Trade Com- 
mission for the production of all correspondence with the 
Department of Justice and of all papers, documents, and evi- 
dence transmitted by that commission to the Department of 
Justice since the Ist day of January, 1921; and that the War 
Department and the Navy Department be requested to produce 
all correspondence between those departments and the Depart- 
ment of Justice, together with all documents transmitted by 
those departments to the Department of Justice since the 1st 
day of January, 1920. To comply with such a request would 
have put the Department of Justice practically ont of business 
and would have loaded this committee with records requiring 
years for it to consider. Mr. Howland, who appeared for the 
Attorney General, said, thongh he offered to furnish the com- 
mittee anything asked for, that it would take a trainload to 
haul the mass of records demanded by Mr. KELLER from the 
Attorney General's office to that of the committee, and that it 
would require a lifetime to read them. Was there no sinister 
purpose in making such a request? Mr. Kerrier knew that 
this was not a general investigation, and that he had no right 
to ask for any paper that he did not have reasonable ground to 
believe would prove some specific fact that had been alleged as 
an impeachable or criminal act. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. VOLSTHAD. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Do I understand, then, the 
attitude of the committee is to impeach Mr. KELLER? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I do not think that is a pertinent question. 
Mr. Ketrier has attempted to impeach the committee as well as 
the Attorney General, and I am simply calling attention to 
what he has done. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Well—— 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I refuse to yield further. 

Was the number of the charges against the Attorney General 
multiplied and the demand for documents made all embracing 
so as to enable parties interested in these cases to find out what 
evidence the Government had or what proceeding it contem- 
plated? Is there not some reason to suspect that the Attorney 
General was correct in his suggestion that this demand must 
have been made for the purpose of enabling those who are being 
prosecuted, either civilly or criminally, to obtain information 
that would aid them in defeating the just claims of the Govern- 
ment? It has been repeatedly stated that Mr. KELLER had 14 
different attorneys who all had volunteered to prosecute these 
charges without pay; are they really disinterested patriots or 
have they some ax to grind? 

The purpose to prolong this hearing indefinitely appears not 
only from the number of the charges and the demand for docu- 
ments but from what has taken place since the committee an- 
nounced completion of the hearings. When the hearings were 
closed on the 21st day of December the committee publicly 
announced that it would meet on the 4th day of January to con- 
sider its report, and it was generally expected that the report 
would then be made. On that day Mr. Ralston, attorney for 
Mr. Kran, Samuel Gompers, and the American Federation of 
Labor, who had bowed himself out of the committee room at the 
time Mr. KeLLER made his exit with the statement that his con- 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JANUARY 25, 


nection with the case had ended, wrete the committee a letter in 
which he announced his willingness to argue the question of 
whether certain of the charges stated an impeachable offense, 
and this he did despite his former refusal to argue any such 
question. On this same 4th day of January Mr. Untermyer had 
this same sort of an impulse. He, too, felt called on to write 
the committee. Of course no one has any right to surmise that 
it was more than an accident that these three things all occurred 
on the same day; but one thing appears quite certain, Ralston 
and Untermyer, despite the latter’s denial of his relation to this 
investigation, have been among those chiefly interested in push- 
ing it, and now both of them, on the day when they no doubt 
expected that their letters could not reach the committee until 
after the committee would have made its report, are bidding for 
a reopening of the hearing. There had been ample opportunity 
to present their petition at an earlier date. The committee is 
not in need of Mr. Ralston's advice. He has not shown any spe- 
cial desire to assist the committee, and so far as is known he 
has no knowledge that the members of the committee do not 
possess. Mr. Untermyer in his letter says that he knows noth- 
ing about any of the charges except those relating to the cases 
he turned over to the Attorney General as counsel for the 
Lockwood committee. 

He does not claim that the Attorney General’s conduct in 
regard to these cases is impeachable. His malice against the 
Attorney General would, I am sure, help persuade him that it 
is. Still, he says in the letter that— 

It may be that they are not impeachable; 1 
not at — 55 time . — an opinion 8 2 n 

But he insists that the committee should nevertheless enter 
into an investigation, a thing it has no power to do unless the 
charges are impeachable. He scolds and abuses the committee 
because it has not done what he concedes it may not have the 
duty or power to do. The cases that he refers to were promptly 
turned over to Colonel Hayward, district- attorney of New 
York, who appeared before the committee and testified. He 
said that he had made an examination of all these cases, and 
for that purpose asked and obtained from the Attorney General 
a large force of investigators; that the Attorney General had 
given him every possible assistance; and that in a number of 
these cases suits and prosecutions had been instituted, some of 
which are pending. In other cases decrees or convictions have 
been secured, In these prosecutions violators of the Sherman 
antitrust law have for the first time been sent to prison, though 
that law has been on the statute books for more than 30 years. 
The testimony of Mr. Hayward might indicate that Mr. Unter- 
myer may have had a motive for his attack. He is an assistant 
attorney general for the State of New York As such I pre- 
sume it is his duty to prosecute violations of the New York 
statute. Mr. Hayward says that a number of the cases that 
Mr. Untermyer turned over to the Attorney General were State 
and not Federal cases. If this is true—and there can be no 
doubt about it—his attack looks a good deal like an attempt to 
pass the buck to divert attention from his own delinquency. 
Why should not Mr. Untermyer be impeached for the same 
reason that he urges the impeachment of the Attorney General? 

Now, I would like very much to go through all of the evi- 
dence, but there is not time to do it in such a way as to give 
the House any insight into the charges and the testimony 
relevant to them. I simply want to say this, that so far as 
I am aware, there is not one member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary that believes that the evidence sustains a single 
charge impeaching Harry M, Daugherty, whether he is a Re- 
publican or a Democrat. 

It seems to me that the resolution that I am going to offer 
ought to pass unanimously. The suggestion that we ought to 
continue this investigation rests upon nothing but politics. 
The presumption is that a man is not guilty. We have made 
a careful investigation and nothing has been developed from 
any source, nothing has been developed from those who have 
made charges, they have absolutely refused to give us any 
information, they are trifling with this House and are insulting 
this committee charged with the investigation. There can be 
but one course for this House to pursue, end an investigation 
that is neither justified by anything that has been accom- 
plished or by anything that can be accomplished. No one has 
or can point to a single offense capable of proof. The resolu- 
tion should be passed. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield now? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman is aware, of 
course, that under the rules of the House an adverse 
by a committee upon a proposition before it sends that to the 
table. Now, why is it that the gentleman’s committee, haying 
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reached the conclusion and having made the report adversely, 
places this upon the calendar and then asks us upon this sol- 
emn matter of impeachment to vote on the question as to the 
finding of facts? Why is not the gentleman content to let the 
matter die without having the House vote upon it? 


Mr. VOLSTEAD. I was not aware that the House had any 
objection against passing upon it. In the first place, I think, 
as you, that these are solemn charges, and if they are not 
true they ought to be disposed of; the House ought to be will- 
ing to take time to consider them and vote upon them, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Never before in an impeach- 
ment case, where the resolution of impeachment has been re- 
ported on adversely, has the House been called upon to pass 
upon it. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Well, I have not examined all the prece- 
dents, possibly you have. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The gentleman knows the 

facts. Many of us do not know the facts. Why should we have 
to vote upon the question of fact? 
. Mr. VOLSTEAD. I do not think that is true, if the gentle- 
man will pardon me. I think in many cases we are called upon 
to vote upon facts. We are called upon to do that whenever 
there is a contest for a seat in this House; we take the 
testimony in those cases in the way we have taken it in 
this case, and that testimony must be considered by the House. 
[Applause. ] $ 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That is a different proposi- 
tion. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. 
question, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Minnesota yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an amendment 
to the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman offers for information an 
amendment to the resolution, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That the Speaker of the House appoint a special com- 
mittee to inquire into the official conduct of Harry M. Daugherty, 
Attorney General of the United States, and report whether in their 
opinion the said Harry M. Daugherty has been guilty of any acts 
which, in contemplation of the Constitution, are miet crimes and mis- 
demeanors requiring the interposition of the constitutional powers of 
this House. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a point of order 
against the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The amendment is only read for infor- 
mation. 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, I shall not undertake to discuss the details of the report 
exhaustively, as the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VOLSTEAD] 
has done, but my disagreement to the concluding portion of the 
majority report is so strong that I can not consent to permit it 
to go into the Recorp without a denial of the proposition an- 
nounced therein. 

On page 3, the committee concludes as follows: 

Your committee is of the opinion that Mr. KELLER was legally re- 
garen to obey said subpoenas and that the excuse he submitted through 

is said attorney is without any merit; that the House of Representa- 
tives possesses the power to cause him to be arrested and confined in 
pruon until he shal consent to testify, such confinement not to extend 

yond the term of this Congress, and power to otherwise deal with him 
so as to compel obedience to the summons. 

The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER] is a Member of 
this House, and the resolution of impeachment, which is the 
basis of the committee’s action, was first presented by him on 
the floor of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I challenge the conclusion of the committee and 
deny the authority claimed to inhere in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, my regret that the committee arrived at such a 
conclusion is heightened by the fact that the view of the com- 
mittee is supported by a very learned and exhaustive brief pre- 
pared by my colleague [Mr. SumNners of Texas], But in view 
of the fact that the action of the committee, unless challenged, 
may perhaps be cited as a precedent in future cases of a similar 
character, I can not in obedience to my sense of duty fail to 
embrace this opportunity to refute it. The majority in their 
brief take the position that the principle of parliamentary privi- 
lege as known under the Constitution and as provided in sec- 
tion 6 of Article I was adopted from the British parliamentary 
system, and that therefore American parliamentary privileges 
are the same as the British, and that under the British system 


I should like to ask the gentleman a 


.the privilege from arrest guaranteed to members did not apply 


in behalf of a member as against the Parliament itself. Com- 
ing to that conclusion, they hold to the view that, therefore, the 
privilege of freedom from arrest attaching to a Member does 
not attach to him in any proceeding in which the House is the 
actor. : 

At the outset I should like to observe that gentlemen must 
remember that the British Parliament was absolutely omnipo- 
tent. No written constitution limited its powers. Under the 
British system the Parliament’s dictum amended the British 
constitution. The laws of Parliament themselves are in fact 
the British constitution. There is no higher British law, no 
limitation on its authority. The law of Parliament is para- 
mount. British parliamentary privilege was created by Parlia- 
ment and could be changed or modified at its will. Though it 
might create parliamentary privilege, it could at its will violate 
or destroy that privilege, because the latest expression of its 
will is the supreme law of England. 

The brief prepared in support of the contention of the com- 
mittee quotes from Blackstone the following comment on the 
privileges of Parliament: 

It is in the power of the Parliament and doth not bind the Parlia-- 
ment itself. 

In other words, it is in the power of Parliament to make or 
to unmake, to create or to destroy. And being within the power 
of Parliament, privilege does not bind Parliament, because 
merely by its will does it exist at all, and being subject to its 
will, it does not, of course, bind Parliament when it wills other- 
wise. -° 
But under the American system of a written Constitution 
the limitations of power provided by the people in the Consti- 
tution attach as well to the Congress as they do to the other ` 
branches of the Government. The Supreme Court of the United 
States well said in Hepburn v. Griswold (8 Wallace, 611): 

The Constitution is the fundamental law of the United States. By 


it the people have created a Government, defined its 8 pre- 
scribed their limits, distributed them among the different de ents, 
and directed, in general, the manner of their exercise. o depart- 


ment of the Government has any powers other than those delegated 
to it by the people. All the legislative power nted by the Consti- 
tution belongs to Congress, but it has no legislative power which is 
not thus granted. And the same observation is equally true in its 
application to the executive and judicial powers granted respectively 
to the President and the courts. All these powers differ in kind but 
not in source or in limitation. They all a from the Constitution 
and are limited by its terms. 

It may also be observed that not even are all powers of gov- 
ernment distributed among the three branches of the Govern- 
ment. The tenth amendment to the Constitution provided 
that— 

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution nor 
prohibited by it to the States are reserved to the States, respectively, 
or to the people. 

The decision of the Supreme Court and the amendment just 
quoted clearly illustrate the fundamental principles that must 
govern in an examination of constitutional authority. 

If the court was correct when it said— 

All the legislative power granted by the Constitution belo: to 
Congress; but it has no legislative power which is not thus granted— 


Where but in the Constitution are we to search for the 


powers which it may properly claim? Where shall we look 
for its power over its Members? Where shall we look for a defi- 
nition of parliamentary privilege guaranteed to its Members? 
Was congressional privilege created by Congress or by the 
Constitution? Is it in the power of the Congress and doth 
not bind the Congress itself” or is it in the Constitution and 
being there “doth bind the Congress”? Parliamentary privi- 
lege is not the creature of the Congress; its claim for existence 
is the same as that of the Congress itself—the Constitution. 
Parliamentary privilege and the Congress emerged from the 
Convention Hall in 1787 side by side. The Congress can no 
more rightfully destroy or deny the privilege that under the 
Constitution attaches to a Member than it can lawfully enact 
an ex post facto law. It has no power to do either. Congress 
did not make parliamentary privilege; neither can Congress 
unmake it. 

What are the sources of the power of Congress in this re- 
gard? Section 6 of Article I of the Constitution provides: 

They— 


That is, the Senators and Representatives— 


shall in all cases, except treason, felony, and breach of the peace, be 
privileged from arrest during their attendance at the session of their 
respective Houses, and in going to and returning from the same. 


The courts have held that by the language— 
treason, felony, and breach of the peace— 


are meant indictable crimes; in other words, that the parlia- 
mentary privilege does not protect a Member against arrest for 
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: 
an indictable crime. The majority of the committee also con- 
tend that this privilege does not protect a Member against 
arrest by the House of which he is a Member for failure to 
‘testify before a committee of the House. 

Now, the grants of power to the House over its membership 
are contained in other sections of the Constitution. 

Section 5 of Article I provides: 

A majority of each (House) shall constitute a quorum to do busi- 
ness; but a smaller number adjourn from day to day, and may be 
authorized to compel the att ce of absent Members, in such man- 

ner, and under such ties, as each House may provide. Each 
ouse may determine rules of its proceedings, punish its Members 
ue 3 behavior, and, with the concurrence of two-thirds, expel 
a 8 

My contention is that in construing constitutional grants the 
construction adopted must be such as to harmonize and give 
effect to all portions of the instrument, although they may 
seem to be contradictory. Such a construction of the Constitu- 
tion would establish parliamentary privilege in the exact lan- 
guage of that particular grant, except in so far as it is limited 
by the other provisions of the Constitution which provide that 
the Congress may require the attendance of Members, may pun- 
ish them for disorderly conduct, or may expel them by a two- 
thirds vote. 

My contention is that, with those specific exceptions which 
the Constitution points out, the parliamentary privilege at- 
taching to any Member is as good against the action of this 
House as it is against any other branch of the Government. 
Why? Why the rule of parliamentary privilege? Parliamen- 
tary privilege is not simply a privilege of the body itself. It 
is not simply a privilege that this body can assert in order to 
prevent some other branch of the Government or strangers 
from interfering with the deliberations of this body; but par- 
liamentary privilege is also a personal privilege, established 
for the protection not only of the Member himself but for the 
higher purpose of preventing his constituents from losing their 
representation in this body through interference with the per- 
son of their Representative. 

Now, if. this House, according to the view of the Judiciary 
Committee, has the power to imprison the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. KELLER] for his refusal to appear as a witness 
before the Judiciary Committee, it may imprison him in the 
common jail of the District of Columbia until the end of this 
Congress. That imprisonment would amount to the depriva- 
tion -of representation in this body of the people whom Mr. 
KELLER represents here. But gentlemen may say, Has not 
Congress the right to expel a Member?” Congress has the 
right to expel a Member, because that power is expressly 
granted under the Constitution, but when that Member is ex- 
pelled his constituents have the power and the right under the 
Constitution to elect a successor to represent them here. But 
when the House of Representatives asserts the right to take 
from this floor a Member who represents 200,000 or 300,000 
people and incarcerate him in the public jail and prevent the 
exercise of his duties on the floor of this House, because he 
refuses to testify before a committee, it violates the very 
principle upon which the constitutional privilege was estab- 
lished. [Applause]. It violates the right of the Member and, 
through depriving his constituents of his services, denies them 
opportunity to choose another to serve in his stead. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman permit 
an interrogation? 

-s Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Very briefly. I am pressed for 
me. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. When the House proceeds 
against a Member for disorderly conduct, may they not take 
him from the floor of the House and dispose of him so that he 
shall not represent his constituency? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, By expelling him; yes. I have 
just said that that power was expressly granted. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Then will you answer one 
more question? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. You have read the clause of 
the Constitution which says that protection is granted from 
arrest except in cases of treason, felony, and breach of the 
peace? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Les. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Are you not aware that that 
is a provision for the protection of the House and not the pro- 
tection of the Member? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. 
tleman—— 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. And has no application to 
the case of Mr. KELLER, 


I have just stated to the gen- 
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Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Of course, I do not enter a con- 
stitutional combat with the gentleman from Pennsylvania with 
any degree of boldness. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. We will waive that. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I will suggest to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania that I had just observed a moment ago that 
the House could expel a Member, because the power was ex- 
pressly granted in the Constitution in so many words. If the 
gentleman will wait a moment, I shall remind him that I had 
laid down the proposition that the House may punish a Member 
for disorderly conduct, and the source of the power is found 
in the Constitution, wherein it says in so many words that the 
House has the power to punish for disorderly conduct, but 
that grant is limited by its own terms, as well as other parts 
of the instrument. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Does not this case come 
under that? Is it not disorderly conduct when a subpœna has 
been signed by the Speaker of the House and served upon him 
and he does not answer? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman asserts that the 
House bas the power to arrest and imprison Mr. KELLER on the 
ground that he is guilty of disorderly conduct? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. In refusing to obey a sub- 
pena of the House. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I do not yield any further. The 
gentleman propounded a question and I am going to answer. 
In what does disorderly conduct consist? What is the chars: 
against the Member? Is it that Mr. KELLER made remarks 
against the Judiciary Committee which provoked an alterca- 
tion? No; it is not that he fought or used rough language, but 
that he did neither. The charge is not that he made too much 
noise, but that he did not make any noise at all. The gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania says he ought to be imprisoned because 
he did not appear and testify. In what degree could that be 
considered disorderly conduct? His failure to testify before 
the Judiciary Committee, according to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, would make him guilty of disorderly conduct and 
therefore subject him to imprisonment. Of course, even gentle- 
men who are not lawyers recognize that that announcement 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania is not a reasonable one. 
I thought the gentleman assumed that the power claimed by the 
committee was based on the general principle that the par- 
Hamentary privilege was not good as against the action of the 
House in general. 

As a matter of fact, the House has never claimed the power 
to punish a Member even for disorderly conduct except by cen- 
sure of expulsion. 

The clause in which it is provided that the Member can not 
be questioned in any other place for his action and speech here 
on the floor of the House, of course, is operative on agencies 
outside of this House. If the Member should be disorderly in 
the House, under the language of the Constitution conferring 
authority to punish disorderly conduct, the House could punish 
him, but in punishing him it must punish for disorderly con- 
duct, not something else. And it is pertinent to observe just 
here that the specific grant of power to punish a Member for 
disorderly conduct, under a familiar rule of construction, im- 
pliedly excludes the power to punish a Member for any other 
cause. I want to suggest to the House that the freedom of 
speech also involves the freedom of silence. A Member has a 
right to speak or not to speak before the committees and on 
this floor, 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Would it be possible for a man to be 
guilty of disorderly conduct by sitting in silence? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. No; except before the Judiciary 
Committee of this House. [Laughter.] 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. And especially when he is so advised 
by his attorney. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I do not think that affects it 
But before I leave the questions propounded by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Granam] let me answer his sugges- 
tion that the constitutional privilege is a provision for the 
protection of the House and not the protection of the Member. 
If the privilege be merely the privilege of the House and not a 
privilege personal to the Member, for the benefit of himself and 
constituents, why does it extend to the Member not only during 
the session of the House but and returning from the same”? 
After the House shall have adjourned the Member is protected 
during his return to his home and to his constituents. If 
arrested, must the Member remain in custody until Congress 
reconvenes and asserts its privilege? No; he asserts his own 
privilege by habeas corpus, if need be. May I refer the gentle- 
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man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM] to Cooley on Consti- 
tutional Limitations, section 134, wherein it is said: 

This— é 

A Member— 


rivilege is not the privil of the House merely but of the 
Bng is conferred to enable him to discharge the trust confide 


a B Ria 
by his constituents. 

If the privilege attaches to the Member for the benefit of 
the people, is it not, then, the privilege of the people themselves? 
And that being true, does it not clearly follow that it is pro- 
tected by the Constitution from the touch of Congress as well 
as from violation by other departments of the Government? 

Jefferson’s Manual is clear on that point: 


This privilege from arrest, privileges, of course, 
the disobedience to which is punishable by an achment of the 
person, as & su ad respondendum, or dum, or a summons 
on a jury, and with reason, because a Member has superior duties 

orm in another place. When a Representative is withdrawn 
from his seat by summons, the * * people whom he represents 


ainst all process 
E55 D 


lose their voice in debate and vote, as they do on his volun ab- 
moe * * > The enormous disparity of evil admits no com- 
parison. 


No question absolutely similar in all respects to this case has 
ever been definitely determined in this House. Of course, you 
may find precedents where Members of the House have appeared 
before committees and testified voluntarily, but there is no 
precedent in the parliamentary history of the United States 
where a Member has been compelled to testify, except in the 
ease of John Bell, a Member of this House from Tennessee, 
who finally testified, but testified over his protest. He did not 
refuse, and therefore the House was not confronted with the 
question of whether it would undertake to imprison him or to 
otherwise punish him. 

John Bell, of Tennessee, in making his protest made a 
splendid and convincing argument in favor of the doctrine 
which I am undertaking to announce. It was during the ad- 
ministration of President Jackson. Bell had made a speech or 
address on the floor of this House. There was much talk and 
rumor about misconduct in the executive departments. Presi- 
dent Jackson addressed a letter to a committee of the House 
suggesting that they bring before the committee gentlemen who 
had made speeches which charged corruption, and require them 
to testify. Evidently there then existed a purpose, just as there 
seems to be a purpose in this case, that if anyone lifted their 
voice here in the House in an attack on an executive depart- 
ment, the powerful influence of the executive departments 
should be brought to bear to induce some committee to hale 
before the committee the Member or Members and that the 
prosecution should be turned on them and that they should be 
heaped with obloquy and humiliation and made the real object 
of the attack; that they should be badgered and cross-examined 
as to their speeches and statements in the House. 

Now, here is what John Bell said, among other things, in 
Protest: 

I therefore protest against the course of the committee in 
subjecting me to such an examination as a private injury, a 
gross personal injustice, and an act, in its consequences to me, 
oppressive, tyrannical, and without any sufficient ground of 
public interest or necessity to justify it. 

I protest against it as an emanation of executive power and 
influence unconstitutionally exerted over the proceedings of 
the House of Representatives, an influence wholly incompatible 
with the due independence of Congress as a coordinate depart- 
ment of Government. 

I protest against it as a violation of my privileges as a Mem- 
ber of the House of Representatives, the committee having no 
rightful power to Summon or examine me aS a witness in the 
manner proposed. The Constitution declares (Art. I, sec. 6) 
in relation to this subject that— 
for any speech or debate in either House, they— 

“Members of Congress— 
shall not be questioned in any other place. 

“This protection will amount to nothing if I may be put upon 
trial before this committee and be required to answer upon 
oath as to the grounds upon which I have made statements of 
any kind in the House, and it is no argument against this 
objection to say that I may refuse to answer if I think proper. 

“I have a right to be free from the conclusions which may be 
drawn from my silence when questioned under such circum- 
stances. 

“ I protest against it as a proceeding in derogation of the funda- 
mental powers and privileges of the House of Representatives. 
Public rumor, uncontradicted by any authentic denial, has here- 
tofore been regarded as evidence sufficient upon which to found 
statements in debate and to institute inquiries into the abuses 
of public administration. 


“In the House of Commons of Great Britain common fame is 
held to be sufficient evidence on which to found an impeach- 
ment. But who will hereafter enter freely into the debates of 
Congress upon the numerous questions connected with the 
purity of the administration? Who will incur the risk of being 
able to measure his language and qualify his assertions so ex- 
actly as to enable him to subscribe an affidavit as to their ac- 
curacy when called upon by a committee composed of-a majority 
of his political opponents? I protest against the course of the 
committee as unprecedented, so far as I know, in the history of 
a free government; as a direct attack on the public liberty, 
inasmuch as the perfect freedom of debate in Congress is es- 
sential to its preservation; as a proceeding which could only 
originate or find countenance at a period when the principles 
of civil and political liberty are either grossly misunderstood 
or disregarded; as a proceeding fit only to be employed under 
an arbitrary government as the means of suppressing all in- 
quiry into the abuses and corruptions with which it maintains 
Its unjust authority, and upon these several grounds I might 
object to answer the interrogatory which has been propounded 
to me. Yet, as I am of the opinion that the unjust, unconstitu- 
tional, oppressive, and personal objects intended to be effected 
by the author of this proceeding, and the public injury conse- 
quent thereupon, would be rather promoted than defeated by 
my silence, I think proper under all the clreumstances to waive 
all my privileges, whether attached to me as a citizen or as a 
Member of Congress, and to answer according to my best judg- 
ment as to all questions of mere opinion, and according to the best 
of my knowledge, information, and belief as to all matters of 
fact, except so far as I may think proper to withhold any mat- 
ter of private confidence or the names of those from whom I may 
have received material information.” 

Mr. EVANS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I regret I have not the time. 
Gentlemen, I call your attention to the concluding language of 
the very able and learned brief presented by my colleague [Mr. 
Susnegrs], wherein he says: 

Undoubtedly, circumstances and conditions may develop under which 
a Member should be privileged from testifying with regard to certain 
matters. It would seem clearly so with regard to confidential com- 
munications and the names of informants with regard to governmental 
matters, so that all those who may know facts of public Importance 
which should be imparted will not be deterred from approaching a 
Member by fear of forced breach of confidence and resultant hurt from 
their superiors. 

The gentleman concludes that the House has the power to 
arrest and imprison Mr. KELLER, but observes that undoubtedly 
circumstances and conditions may develop under which a Mem- 
ber should be privileged from testifying with regard to cer- 
tain matters; that it would seem clearly so with regard to 
confidential communications and the names of informants with 
regard to governmental matters, so that all those who may 
know facts of public importance which should be imparted will 
not be deterred from approaching a Member by fear of forced 
breach of confidence and resultant hurt from their superiors. 

In other words, he holds that the House has power to im- 
prison, and yet that it should not imprison in certain specified 
cases. That situation suggests very strong reasons for the 
adoption of such a construction of the language, in view of 
what was in the minds of those who wrote the Constitution as 
will give life and vitality to the privilege rather than such a 
construction as will deny it. If Members ought to be protected 
as to confidential communications, if they o ht not to stand 
in dread of the fact that information which they have elicited 
from private sources may be exposed, then there is all the 
more reason to assume that that thought was in the minds of 
the makers of the Constitution when they provided that Mem- 
bers should be privileged from arrest and from being required 
to testify before a committee of this House, 

If language is susceptible of two constructions, that one must 
be adopted which will effectuate the purpose sought to be ac- 
complished. The construction contended for by me gives effect 
to the privilege in the cases in which the committee says it 
should be effective; their construction denies the privilege in 
the very instances in which they assert it onght to protect the 
Member. May I observe that a liberal construction always 
should be employed in such cases, 

Another rule of construction is that a grant of privilege should be 
liberally construed. (Doty v. Strong, 1 Pinney (Wis.) 88. 

Among the earliest cases in our jurisprudence it was so 
held in the case of Coffin v. Coffin (4 Mass. 1), in which the court 
said: 


These privileges are thus secured not with intention of protecting the 
Members aguinst prosecution for their own benefit, but to support the 
rights of the people by enabling their Representatives to execute the 
functions of their office without fear of prosecutions, civil or criminal. 
I therefore think that the article ought not to be construed strictly 
but liberally, that the full desigu of It may be answered . 
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While the language of the Constitution is Itself clear, the 
contention which I maintain is strongly fortified by the rule, 
that even though the language were ambiguous, it should be 
liberally construed to give full effect to the privilege. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes more to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr Speaker, the responsibility 
of a Member of this House is primarily to his constituents. 
The functions which he primarily has to perform here are to 
represent the people of the United States and the people who 
sent him here. While he owes duties to this House, the power 
of this House over that Member is limited by the language of 
the Constitution, just as the power of the judiciary over that 
Member is limited by the Constitution, and the language of the 
Constitution is that a Member of Congress shall in all cases— 
not in some cases but in all cases—be privileged from arrest 
except in the case of treason, felony, and breach of the peace. 
You may read into that language the further qualification 
that he may be punished by the House for disorderly conduct, 
or may be required to attend the sessions of the House when 
the House has ordered that he attend. With those limitations 
the constitutional provision protects the Member against arrest 
in all cases—not in some cases, not in all cases except when he 
is called before a committee of this House, but in all cases. 

Gentlemen are going to contend that under the British system 
that right was never successfully asserted as against Parlia- 
ment, but that does not answer the question. The privileges of 
the British Parliament were much wider than the privileges of 
this Congress. The wives of members and their servants were 
subject to the same rule of privilege. A certain privilege at- 
tached to their property. Privilege under the British system 
was more or less uncertain and nebulous, and was kept so by 
Parliament itself, because Parliament could change it at will. 
There the doctrine of parliamentary privilege was not reduced 
to a grant in so many words, but it was a growth through a 
long period of years. Some new situation would arise in which 
a member of Parliament would claim a privilege, and Parlia- 
ment, in examining that particular case, would pass upon it, 
and thus the privileges of Parliament under the British system 
grew up, just as did the common law of England grow up. It 
was a matter of growth; it consisted of many decisions and 
rulings scattered through the history of Parliament, and it can 
not be said that when we adopted the principle of privilege 
that we adopted the British theory of privilege in so many 
words, because under the British system it was not reduced to 
a code. When we adopted the doctrine of privilege we adopted 
it in the exact words of the Constitution, and in those words it 
was laid down clearly and distinctly, and they limit the Con- 
gress just as they limit the courts and the Executive. 

The entire theory of the committee is based upon the er- 
roneous assumption that privilege under the Constitution is 
identical with that under the British parliamentary system. 
We borrowed the “ principle” of privilege, but we did not adopt 
either the language of Parliament or the principle itself in its 
entirety. The committee assumes that American privilege was 
identical with that of Parliament, and then undertakes to ascer- 
tain what the privileges of Parliament were at the time of the 
adoption of the Constitution and seeks to engraft them upon 
the Constitution as being what the Constitution in fact means. 
Privilege was neither identical under the two systems, nor does 
there arise any necessity for resort elsewhere than the words 
of the Constitution to ascertain its meaning. 

Story lays down the rule that when words are plain and clear 
no necessity for aid from other sources for their construction 
arises (Story, sec. 401): 

Where the words are plain and clear, and the sense distinct and 
perfect arising on them, there is generally no necessity to haye recourse 
to other means of interpretation. * * * 

In other words, if the language of the Constitution is plain 
and unambiguous there is no occasion to resort to contempo- 
raneous or prior construction to ascertain their meaning. 

Commenting on contemporaneous construction, Story says: 

Nothing but the text was adopted by the people. And it would cer- 
tainly be a most extravagant doctrine to pr to any commentary then 
made, and a fortiori, to any commentary since made under a very difer- 
ent posture of feeling and opinion, an authority which should operate 
as an absolute limit upon the text, or should sepersede its natural and 
just interpretation. (Story, sec. 406.) 

In the words of Story—*“ Nothing but the text was adopted by 
the people —the people adopted the plain, simple language of 
the Constitution, unmodified by any precedent established under 
a different system and buried in the archives of Parliament. 

We must remember always the difference between the Ameri- 
can and the British systems. The English people constituted 
ene nation and one government, and its Parliament was su- 


preme. But when the makers of the Constitution met in Pbila- 
delphia there was great jealousy on the part of the States and 
among the people as to the powers of the government to be 
created. Here were 13 States, as well as the people residing in 
them, anxious to limit the powers of the Federal Congress. 

They did not intend that even Congress should have the 
power to deny a State or a constituency representation on this 
floor. They provided that— 

Representatives and direct taxes shall be a 
several States which may be included within this 

And so forth. 

The whole history of the making of the Constitution bears 
witness to the intent of the makers to guarantee and protect 
the right of representation and to limit the power of Congress 
over its Members and over the right of the people to be repre- 
seiten, It was well said in Hepburn against Griswold, already 
cited : 

All the eaan power granted by the Constitution belongs to Con- 
gress, but it has no legislative power which is not thus granted. 

All legislative power was possessed by Parliament, but that 
which was not conferred on Congress was reserved to and still 
resides in the people. The people granted to Congress only 
that degree of power over themselves or their representatives 
that was expressly conferred. The rest they reserved. 

The lack of analogy between the privileges of Parliament and 
that of Congress may be otherwise demonstrated. In the case 
of Kilburn v. Thompson (103 U. S.) it was claimed that Con- 
gress possessed the general power of contempt. The claim 
that it did was based on the argument that the British Parlin- 
ment from time immemorial had possessed such a power. In 
discussing the question the court said: : 

But the case before us does not require us to go so far, as we have 
cited it (a British 3 show that the powers and privileges of the 
House of Commons of gland on the subject of punishment for con- 
tempts rested on principles which have no application to other legis- 


lative bodies, and certainly can have none to the House of Representa- 
tives of the United States. 
„ . * 


rtioned among the 
nion— 


. * . . 

We are-of opinion that the right of the House of Representatives to 
punish the citizen for a contempt of its authority or a breach of its 
8 can derive no support from the precedents and practices of 
he two houses of the English Parliament, nor from adjudged cases in 
which the English courts have upheld these practices. Nor, taking 
what has fallen from the English Judges, and especially the later case 
on which we have just commented, is much aid given to the doctrine 
that this power exists as one necessary to enable either House of Con- 
gress to exercise successfully their function of legislation. 

That case decided that Congress under the Constitution did 
not possess the general power of contempt over the citizen that 
the Parliament possessed. If the Constitution protects the 
citizen against Congress, why not the Member? 

If no aid can be had from the precedents of Parliament, shall 
we resort to that source for weapons with which to destroy a 
privilege granted by the Constitution in clear and explicit lan- 
guage to guarantee to the people representation on this floor? 
Even under the British system it does not appear that Parlia- 
ment ever imprisoned a member for failure to testify before a 
committee, 

It may be noted that the brief relied upon by the committee 
quotes Sir Erskine Mays, Parllamentary Practice, page 523, as 
follows: 5 

There has been no instance of a member persisting in a refusal to 
give evidence; but members have been ordered by the house to attend 
select committees. * * On the 28th of June, 1842, a commit- 
tee reported that a member had declined complying with their request 
for his attendance. A motion was made for ordering him to attend 
the committee and give evidence, but the member having at last ex- 
pressed his willingness to attend, the motion was withdrawn. 

Notice should be taken that the precedent here cited occurred 
as late as 1842, long subsequent to the adoption of the Consti- 
tution, and, of course, was not in the mind of the people when 
it was adopted. 

Because in Williamson v. United States (207 U. S.) it 18 
said: 

+ * dy text writers of authority in this country it has been 
recognized from the beginning that the convention which framed the 
Constitution, in adopting the words “ treason, felony, and breach of 
the peace,” as applied to the privileges of the parliamentary body, used 
those words in the sense which the identical words had been settled to 
mean in England. 

The committee in effect argues that because the words “ ex- 
cept treason, felony, and breach of the peace” are to be con- 
strued as having the same meaning that those identical words 
had in England it is therefore to be assumed that privilege in 
its entirety as it obtained in Parliament was bodily implanted 
in the Constitution without regard to the language of the in- 
strument. The committee quotes the following: 


By a resolution of the Commons, May 20, 1675. That by the laws 
and usage of Parliament, privilege of Parliament belongs to every mem- 
ber of the House of Commons, in all cases except ‘ treason, felony, and 
breach of the peace.“ 
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Now, it is perfectly clear from that resolution of the Com- 
mons that, whatever the privilege of Parliament may have been, 
it was not available in cases of “treason, felony, and breach of 
the peace.” But, on the other hand, does the resolution make 
clear what “privilege of Parliament” means? No; for that 
definition search must be made of “ the laws and usage of Par- 
liament” through hundreds of years. It was as variable as the 
circumstances of the times required. 

The Constitution of the United States defined privilege, and 
then excepted “ treason, felony, and breach of the peace,” and 
the court held that the exception meant what the words meant 
in England and America at the time they were adopted here. 
Whatever privilege was in England, whatever it Is here, whether 
like or unlike, it is not available as against “treason, felony, 
and breach of the peace.” There fs nothing in the decision that 
warrants an assumption that the court went further than that. 

On the other hand, it can be clearly established that the Con- 
stitution did not bodily, in haec verba, or literally adopt British 
parliamentary privilege. As has been already observed, in Eng- 
land privilege attached to the wives and servants of members; 
here it does not. There, in some cases, it attached to the prop- 
erty of members; here it does not. There the member was pro- 
tected for a certain or fixed time after adjournment and before 
the meeting of Parliament.. Here the time is “a reasonable” 
time, dependent on circumstances. Other differences might be 
pointed out, but it is believed these are sufficient to prove that 
they differ widely. 

The language of the Articles of Confederation covering privi- 
lege was as follows: 

Freedom of speech and debate in Congress shall not be impeached 
or 88 in any court or place out of Congress, and the Members 
of ngress shall be protected in their persons from arrests and im- 
prisonments d the time of their going to and from and attendance 
on Congress, ex for treason, felony, or breach of the peace. 

This language differs even from that of the Constitution. In 
addition to changes of form and language the words“ they shall 
in all cases” were introduced. They were introduced for a 
purpose. The variation in language and the introduction of new 
terms proves that neither provision was adopted literally from 
England. But the fundamental difference between parlia- 
mentary and congressional privilege lies in the fact that par- 
liamentary privilege, according to Blackstone: “ But the maxims 
upon which they proceed, together with the method of proceed- 
ing, rest entirely in the breast of Parliament,” while congres- 
sional privilege “lies In the breast of the Constitution” and 
not elsewhere. The Parliament could make privilege what it 
desired—being supreme, it neither desired nor could protect 
itself or its members against itself. Any statute which it passed 
was law. No supreme court could declare its acts unconstitu- 
tional or beyond its powers. 

Now, let me suggest that tf the makers of the Constitution 
intended to adopt literally the privileges of Parliament, if they 
wished to lodge congressional privilege “in the breast of Con- 
gress” as it in England rested “entirely in the breast of Par- 
liament,” why did not the convention of 1787 to section 5 of 
Articie I, “ Each House shall be the judge of the elections, re- 
turns, and qualifications of its own Members,” add the following 
words: “and of its own privilege and the privilege of its own 
Members”? That would have constituted a simple and clear 
method of vesting authority in the Houses. Or, if it had been 
desirable to require joint action of the Houses, the following 
provision would have sufficed: è 

al rmine its own a 
a ey ae 

The best answer as to why that was not done is that the 
makers of the Constitution did not want to do that thing; they 
did not want to place the power “in the breast of Congress.” 
That was the very thing they did not want to do. That was the 
very thing they wanted to prevent. And so they put it in the 
breast of the Constitution, where neither the Congress nor the 
courts nor the Executive could touch it. They were getting 
away from governments that rested in the breasts of kings, and 
in the breasts of lords, and in the breasts of Parliaments, upon 
whose unbridled will there was no written constitutional limita- 
tion; and they had determined that each and every department 
of the Government which they were creating should have limits 
to its authority set down in written form in the Constitution 
that was to be the covenant of the American people, both as 
between themselves and as between themselves and those who 
should hold places of authority in the Government which it 
established. 

They had gotten rid of a king. It was no longer 


against 
tyranny of the courts, of the Executive, and of the Congress. 


The people were as anxious to prevent Congress from depriving 
them of representation through the arrest of their Member or 
Members as they were to prevent the courts from doing so. 

Mr: EVANS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Briefly. 

Mr. EVANS. Is it the position of the gentleman that diso- 
bedience of a subptena issued by the House for a Member is 
not 8 or only that it is not punishable by imprison- 
ment 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. My investigation has not been 
exhaustive as to that phase of the matter, nor have I sought 
to make the distinction that the gentleman does, because I have 
been chiefly concerned with the imprisonment feature, since 
that is covered in the report of the committee. On principle, 
however, I would say that the House could not punish at all 
for failure to testify. But regardless of that question, I do 
without hesitation assert that the House has no power to im- 
prison a Member because he remains silent, and that is what 
the committee in its report says the House has the power to do. 
It certainly could not attach and imprison him. 

Mr. Speaker, may I, in conclusion, for a moment point out 
the fundamentals that underlie the views I have sought to main- 
tain? Congressional privilege is the creature of the Constitu- 
tion and imposes a limitation on the power of the Houses of 
Congress, as it does upon the powers of the judiciary and the 
executive; that the words “in all cases” protects the Member 
from arrest in every conceivable case except those mentioned 
in that clause or elsewhere in the Constitution. The privilege 
attaches not alone to the House itself but is personal to the 
Member, both for his own freedom and as a guaranty that his 
constituents may not be deprived of their representation, and it 
may be asserted against the House itself. The rules of con- 
struction should be liberal in order to make effectual the grant 
of privilege. American privilege is not the counterpart of the 
British. Only the “principle” of privilege and not the defini- 
tion of privilege came from England. In the United States it 
doth not, as in England, “ lie in the breast of Parliament,” but 
resides in the Constitution and nowhere else. It differs as 
widely from the British as does our system under a written 
constitution differ from the British system under an unwritten 
constitution that rests in “the breast of Parliament.” 

If this House possesses the power to imprison the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER] for fallure to give testimony be- 
fore a committee, and that power is not derived from some 
grant in the Constitution but is inherent in the House inde- 


at its will imprison a or embarrassing minori 
and take the minority Members from the floor? For if the 
power of the House over its Members is not limited by the 
Constitution, if they possess no freedom from arrest which 
they may assert against the House, then it may imprison them, 
not alone for failure to testify before a committee but for any 
other cause that may suggest itself to the whim of the ma- 
jority; they have no redress because they may not urge free- 
dom from arrest against the House. Let us assume another 
case. The Constitution requires a two-thirds vote to expel a 
Member, but if the Judiciary Committee is correct in its view 
a bare majority may imprison a Member for the entire life of a 
Congress. 
On the other hand, let me suggest a case in which a consti- 
tutional amendment is about to be voted upon—two-thirds, not 
of the entire membership but only of those present, if a quorum, 
is required for passage. Would it not be possible for a ma- 
jority to imprison sufficient Members of the minority to turn 
the majority into two-thirds of those present? 

But gentlemen may say. Those are extreme cases and may 
not arise.” True, they are extreme cases; but it was for 
extreme cases that constitutional guaranties were provided 
They were fashioned not merely for fair weather but for 
stress and storm and tempest. Others may say, “ No majority 
would be so tyrannical” But we must not forget that it was 
to prevent tyranny—to make it impossible, not merely im- 
probable—that human rights were protected by our written 
Constitution, Constitutional limitations only interfere with 
those across whose pathway they stand. If there is no limita- 
tion on the power of the House in dealing with its Members, 
what are to be said of the other constitutional guaranties 
against depriving him of his liberty without due process of 
law and against unreasonable searches and seizures? If the 
House may search his mind, why not the house or pocket of a 
Member? 8 

Mr. Speaker, I trust this House will never announce the mon- 
strous doctrine that it Is above the Constitution, that a Member 
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is not protected by that instrument against its aggression; that 
it will never assert that at the instigation of Members on this 
floor, or at the instigation of Executive influence or any other 
influence outside of this Chamber, any committee of this House, 
or a partisan or angry majority of the House itself can be 
invested with the power to issue its writs signed by the Speaker 
and imprison Members in the common jail or other place of 
confinement simply because they have elected to stand upon 
their rights and to say nothing when brought before a com- 
mittee. Just as no power outside this House can cross its 
portals and question what is said or done here—just so this 
House should not be allowed to cross the portals of the con- 
science of Members and with the implements of inquisition 
punish them for choosing to remain silent. The privilege of 
free speech involves alike the privilege of silence; there can 
be no freedom without the liberty of choice, A Member can 
not be compelled by this House or by a committee of this House 
to testify unwillingly. [Applause.] 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. SuMNERS]. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I had not intended 
to occupy any time in this discussion. The facts developed by 
the committee, I assume, will be discussed by the chairman of 
the committee and by the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
THomas], who has filed a minority report. My own views and 
position with regard to the pending resolution have already 
been made public. While I have the floor, however, I will 
briefly restate my position. 

I agree that the evidence which was adduced before the 
Judiciary Committee does not warrant an impeachment of the 
Attorney General, and certainly no presumption should oper- 
ate against the Attorney General merely because many charges 
were preferred against him. But that does not, in my judg- 
ment, justify an affirmative finding such as the majority of 
the committee has made that these charges were not true 
with regard to which no prosecution or examination of the 
character ordinarily employed took place. Only three specifica- 
tions had been examined when the character of proceedings 
changed. The prosecutors withdrew. The legal representa- 
tive of the Attorney General remained. From that time on, 
with only unimportant exceptions, if any at all, the testimony 
with regard to these charges against the Attorney General 
came from the office of the Attorney General and from wit- 
nesses called by the legal representative of the Attorney Gen- 
eral. Whatever may have been the disposition of the committee, 
it proceeded without proper equipment to test this information 
by an intelligent examination or to discover facts, if they 
existed, to refute it. It was largely an ex parte proceeding 
as to the charges, except the first three considered, as I view it, 
leaving the matter too inperfectly explored to warrant a finding 
as of facts proven with reference thereto. z 

I want to be fair to the Attorney General. I repeat that the 
fact that these charges were filed should create no suspicion 
that they are true. It is the affirmative finding as of fact that 
they are false to which I can not agree, because, as I see it, 
neither the truth nor falsity of those charges was established, 

During the course of the proceedings I was asked to examine 
and report with reference to certain constitutional questions 
raised by virtue of the failure of Mr. KELLER, a Member of the 
House, to respond to the subpœna of the House requiring his 
appearance as a witness before the Judiciary Committee. I 
complied with that request. I have no pride of authorship in 
the matter, but I agree with my colleague from Texas [Mr. 
ConNALLY] that it is rather important whether or not it shall 
be established as a precedent that a Member of the House, pos- 
sessed of information valuable to the House in the discharge 
of a public duty, shall be permitted to lock that information in 
his own breast and defy all the proeesses of the House, to the 
public injury. But I do not agree with my colleague that it 
should be established as a precedent that the Member has that 
power. I do not believe such a precedent would be according 
to law or in line with sound public policy. I agree that the 
duties of the individual to his constituency are important. 
Each constituency is interested in the presence of its Member. 
Each constituency is also interested in the general efficiency 
of the legislative branch. There is no conflict between the 
duty of the Member to represent his constituency and the duty 
of the Member to contribute what he knows to the general pub- 
lic benefit, unless he himself establishes that conflict. 

At this time I would like it clearly understood that what I 
shall say has no application particularly to the failure of Mr. 
KELLER to appear. I did not vote for the report of the Judi- 
ciary Committee. I do not feel unkindly toward him. I sat 
on the side and watched the performance, as it were, and I 


did not get angry at him, as did some. However, I have the 
interest which I have just stated. In the time that I have at 
my disposal I shall not be able to analyze this question, but I 
shall file the brief referred to, which I hope the Members of 
this House will read. At this time I shall touch only the 
high points. À 

The Constitution provides that in all cases, except treason, 
felony, and breach of the peace a Member of the House shall 
be free from arrest during his attendance on the session and 
going to and coming from the House. I lay down this proposi- 
tion and I challenge anybody to refute it. If that provision 
of the Constitution is operative against the Houses of Con- 
gress, the House can not arrest a Member of the House for any 
offense. The language is as plain as it can be, “in all” cases, 
except three, with regard to neither of which does the House 
have any jurisdiction other than legislative, 


Now, the Constitution provides that the House may punish 
for disorderly behavior, but there is no express grant of power 
in that provision to arrest, and I challenge any lawyer on this 
proposition, if the arrest clause is operative against the House 
no implied power can be admitted. You can not imply power 
to do that against which a double negative is expressed. That 
clause says “in all” cases, except treason, felony, and breach 
of the peace. Every lawyer knows that the enumerated ex- 
ceptions exclude others. So we have a double negative against 
any assumption of an implied power to arrest a Member for 
disorderly behavior if the position of my colleague is sound, 
We are talking of constitutional powers. I challenge any 
lawyer on that proposition. How could you get an implied 
power against a double negative interposed against that power? 
This provision in our Constitution was taken from the law of 
Parliament, as you will observe when you examine the brief. 

At the time we adopted this provision into our Constitution 
and I challenge anybody in this House on this—no Member of 
Parliament had a single privilege which he could claim against 
the House of which he was a Member. The Supreme Court 
of the United States_has declared, and Story so announces 
in his work on the Constitution, it is elementary that when a 
law is borrowed from another jurisdiction it comes into the 
jurisdiction in which it is incorporated with the constructions 
and modifications which were operative at the time it was bor- 
rowed. Elementary writers and the courts agree that a Mem- 
ber of the House acquired no privilege under this provision of 
the Constitution which the member of Parliament did not enjoy 
at the time it was incorporated into our Constitution. From 
the beginning of Parliament there never has been a challenge 
of the power of the Houses to control and compel the attend- 
ance of their respective members. 

The precedents show that from time immemorial the Houses 
have exercised that power. My friend from Texas [Mr. Con- 
NALLY] cites the case of Bell. Bell interposed an objection, 
but he testified under protest, and the remarkable thing about 
his objection was that he claimed it was an intrusion of the 
Executive into the internal affairs of Congress. That was the 
chief ground of his objection. That was a good objection if 
sustained by the facts. Parliamentary privilege was estab- 
lished to keep out both the executive and the judiciary and to 
leave all internal matters to congressional control. Parlia- 
mentary privileges grew up in those days when the Houses of 
Parliament, and especially the Commons, were fighting the 
battles of the English people against the tyranny of the Crown. 
They surrounded themselves with these parliamentary privi- 
leges, beyond the bounds of which neither the Executive nor 
the judiciary could go, and never in one single instance in 
this government of the two Houses of Great Britain did they 
permit the interposition of the executive power or the di- 
rection of the judiciary. Why, that is the philosophy that 
makes workable this scheme of government of coordinate 
branches. 

What would my distinguished friend from Texas have? He 
would have the judicial branch of the Government come into 
the very heart of legislative control and interpose the power of 
the judiciary and override the will and the judgment of the 
House seeking to discharge a high constitutional duty with 
regard to impeachment, I am opposed to establishing such a 
precedent. I want the executive and the judiciary to stay out. 
I am talking purely now about constitutional privilege. When 
it comes to the question of putting a man in jail that is a dif- 
ferent question that addresses itself to the conscience and judg- 
ment of the House. I believe the House of which I am a Mem- 
ber is just as honest and conscientious and capable of rendering 
a fair and honest judgment as any court that ever sat in the 
world. [Applause.] Whenever I am afraid to leave to the men 
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with whom I sit side by side the question of whether or not I 
should go to jail or testify I will quit this body. The committee 
can not send anyone to jail; only the House can do it, There 
never was a day, there never was a minute, in any government 
organized along the line of this Government that you could 
permit a thing like that which is claimed. A government of 
coordinate branches could not live; we would become subordi- 
nate to the judiciary. 

Blackstone lays it down as fundamental that whatever thing 
arisen in each House shall be adjudicated there and nowhere 
else. 

I am surprised that my distinguished friend from Texas, a 
man who sits in this House, in view of the battles that have 
been fought by the Commons in the history of old England, 
and in view of the position which our ancestors have taken, 
that the Houses, the legislative branch of this Government, 
shall be free from judicial interference, would be willing to 
open the door that has been barred for these hundreds of 
years against judicial interference and confess to the world 
that he is unwilling to risk the judgment of his colleagues, 
men of integrity, men who are interested in preventing the 
establishment of a precedent that would interfere with a 
Member representing his constituents. Do not you think every 
man who sits on this floor is interested in preventing the 
establishment of a precedent that would interfere with his 
opportunity to represent his constituents? Here is the place 
for the judgment to be, We are the most capable of judging. 
That is why the framers of the Constitution left the right to 
judge where they found it in the English system. They took no 
chances. They lifted bodily the law of privilege as to arrest 
from the English system and embodied it in our Constitution. 
We are not going to establish precedents which will hurt the 
independence of the Member, nor will we give to him an 
unnecessary privilege which will hurt the House in the dis- 
charge of its constitutional duties. 

Mr. Chairman, I have no interest in this matter which is not 
shared by every Member of this House. For whatever it may 
be worth I submit the brief referred to in which I have under- 
taken to discuss this question in some detail: 


Brier BY HON. HATTON W. SuMNERS IN RB CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS 
RAISED BY THY REFUSAL OF THE HON. Oscar E. KELLER TO OBEY THE 
SUBPŒNA OF THE HOUSE DIRECTING HIM To APPEAR AND TESTIFY 
BEFORE THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE OF THE HOUSE. 


On the 11th day of September, 1922, the Hon. Oscar E. KELLER, a 
Representative in Congress from the fourth district of Minnesota, pre- 
ferred impeachment e ae against the Hon. Harry M. Daugherty, 
Attorney neral of the United States, On the same date House Reso- 
lution 425, together with such charges, was referred to the Judiciary 
Committee of the House of Representatives. 

On the ist of December, 1922, at the request of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, the Hon. Oscar E. KELLER filed specifications. 

On the 12th day of December, 1922, hearing of testimony on specifi- 
cation No. 13 was begun, At the conclusion of the hearing on the 
next charge considered, No. 4, the Hon. Oscar E. KELLER filed a writ- 
ten statement with the committee, challenging its good faith, stating 
that he would not further proceed before the committee, and withdrew 
from the Chamber, ‘Thereupon a subpœna, signed by the Speaker of 
the House, was issued and served by the Sergeant at Arms of the House 
upon the Hon. Oscar E. KELLER, ee to appear as a 
witness before the Judiciary Committee of the House, which subpœna 
he disregarded. 

His attorney, appearing before the committee, advised the committee 
that the Hon. Oscar E. KELLER had determined not to as: pear as a 
witness, claiming that his privilege as a Member of the House pro- 
tects him against all compulsory process of the House. 

An examination of the American precedents and of the decisions of 
our courts discloses that the issue here raised, while not a new one 
in so far as the exercise of power on the part of the Houses of Congress 
is concerned, has never been directly passed upon by either House of 
Congress, by the Supreme Court, or by any other court in so far as 
I have been able to ascertain. 

The precedents disclose, however, that each of the Houses of Con- 
gress, as occasion has developed, has proceeded to summon its respec- 
tive Members as witnesses before its committees. In only one instance 
has a Member raised the question of his privilege to disregard the 
summons of his House. In that instance the issue between the House 
under its claim of power and the Member under his claim of privilege 
was 8 by the appearance and testimony of the Member, under 

rotest. 

zí It is to be borne in mind that the claim of privilege under considera- 
tion, as made, is not one addressed to the discretion of the House. It 
is a claim of privilege made against the House, a claim of constitutional 
privilege, which challenges the jurisdiction of the House and indicates 
a purpose, in the event of attempted coercion on the part of the- House, 
to appeal to the judiciary branch of the Government against the House, 
alleging an attempt on the part of the House to exercise a power 
denied to it by the Constitution. 

Looking to the Constitution itself, we find the declaration of con- 
gressional privilege with reference to arrest to be stated in this lan- 


uage: 
n “They (the Senators and ag Rigor we'd shall in all 
cases, except treason, felony, and breach of the peace, be privileged from 
arrest during their attendance at the session of their respective Houses, 
and 4a Poem Nod and returning from the same: . (Art, 
sec. 6, onst. 

At common law, breach of the peace“ meant a breaking of the 
public peace. Blackstone tell us that: 
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“ Felony in the general acceptation of our English law comprises 
every species of crime which occasions at common law the forfeiture of 
lands and goods. This most frequently happens in those crimes for 
which a capital 8 elther is or was liable to be inflicted. 
(Blackstone, vol. 4, p. 94, Tucker’s edition.) 

“This privilege from arrest privileged them, of course, against proc- 
5. 800. sobedience of which is punishable by attachment.” (Story, 

The determination of the question whether or not the House can 
compel its Members to testi before its committees depends upon 
whether the clause of the Constitution just quoted is operative in favor 
of the Member against the House of which he is a Member, or was 
intended as a privilege of Congress operative only in behalf of the 
e. Ne) Congress and their respective Members against outside in- 

e y 

It is an interesting and, as we shall discover, an important fact, that 
this provision of our Constitution was borrowed from the law of the 
British Parliament, or rather we borrowed from that law its formula, 
of ancient origin, by which, from time immemorial, the British Parlia- 
ment had declared its privilege with reference to arrest. 

We find upon an examination of British precedents one decision— 
I quote from the great English authority, Sir Erskine May, in his 
Parliamentary Practice, page 112, discussing the privilege of members 
. with 9 . 1 

In Larke's case, in 29, the privilege was claim except for 
treason, felony, or breach of the pence —— vine z 

And in the famous Thorpe case: y 

“The judges made exceptions to such cases as be ‘for treason, or 
cap eek or surety of the peace.“ 

n 


“ By a resolution of the Commons, 20th May, 1675, ‘ that by the laws 
and ey 3% of Parliament, privilege of Parliament belongs to every mem- 
ber of the House of Commons in all cases except “ treason, felony, and 
breach of the pence.“““ 

Delegates to the Continental Congress asserted this privilege and 
expressed it in the same formula: 

‘And the Members of Congress shall be protected in their persons 
from arrest and imprisonment during the time of their going to and 
from their attendance upon Congress, except for treason, felony, or 
breach of the peace,“ (Art. V.) 

In Williamson v. United States, 207 U. S. 425, Williamson, a Member 
of Congress, having plead his privilege, under the clause of the Consti- 
tution quoted, against arrest and conviction during a session of Con- 
gress, etc., for conspiracy to commit the crime of subornation of perjury, 
not a felony at common law, and the case having reached the Supreme 
Court, Chief Justice White, for the court, after Ried Lord Chancellor 
Brougham in the Wellesly case, in which Lo Brougham held that 
“he who has privileges of Parliament * * * can in no criminal 
matter be heard to urge such raphe nh declared : 

+ +» œ “by text-writers of authority in this country it has been 


recognized from the beginning that the convention which framed the . 


Constitution, in adopting the words ‘treason, felony, and breach of the 
peace,’ as applied to the drt Say of the parliamentary body, used those 
ora 1 155 sense which the identical words had been settled to mean 
n England.” 

; E the court quotes from Story's treatise on the Consti- 
ution : 

“The exception to the privilege is that it shall not extend to ‘ treason, 
felony, or breach of the peace.’ These words are the same as those In 
which the exception to the privilege of Parliament is usually ex- 
pressed at the common law, and doubtless were borrowed from that 
source, 

“In short, that as in a multitude of other cases they—the framers 
of the Constitution—intended to adopt with the words the full meaning 
which bed been given to them by usage and authoritative construction 

p. 8 

In its conclusion the court held that: 

Us 1 from legal process—of Members of Congress—may de 
considered the same as it is in England * . 

Since from the foregoing it follows that the terms ‘ treason, felony 
and breach of the peace’ as used in the constitutional provision relied 
upon except from the operation of the privilege all criminal offenses, the 
conclusion results that the claim of privilege of exemption from arrest 
and sentence was without merit.” 

It may be of interest that in 1875 the Judiciary Committee of the 
House held to the same effect as the Supreme Court later held in the 
Williamson case, 

Robert Small, a Member of the House of Representatives from South 
Carolina, was indicted in that State for having accepted a bribe while 
a member of the State legislature; was arrested, tried, convicted, and 
sentenced to serve five years in the penitentiary, The offense charged 
was a misdemeanor in South Carolina, neither “ treason, felony, nor a 
breach of the peace.” On the ground that such an offense not being 
Included among those exceptions enumerated in our Constitution for 
which a Member of Congress may be arrested, cores the sessions, etc., 
the matter of privilege was raised in the House and also in the court 
where the cause was pending. Both by the House and by the court it 
was held that the declaration of congressional privilege embodied in our 
Constitution, having been taken from the British law of 5 
Ban should be given the meaning and scope given to it in Great 

ritain at the time of its incorporation into our Constitution. 

This brief quotation is taken from the report of the committee: 

“ They—the words ‘treason, felony, and breach of the peace —were 
copied 3 from the familiar rule of English parliamentary law, 
and were evidently Intended to be taken in the same sense in which 
they. were there understood.” 

hat the framers of the Constitution should have proceeded to in- 
corporate into our Constitution a provision from the law of the British 
Parliament without even deeming it necessary to place some expression 
In the Constitution to show that it was the parliamentary privilege as 
then construed, rather than the privilege expressed by the words used, 
if given their common-law meaning, which was made a part of our 
Constitution, will not seem so extraordinary when the history of parlia- 
mentary law and privileges in this country is considered. ritish 
parllamentary law me established in this country with the begin- 
ning or representative government here. It was the law and the usage 
of the colonial assemblies, It was in operation during the existence of 
the Continental Congress. It governed in the deliberation of the Con- 
stitutional Conyentiou. The formula by which 
rivileges were ordinarily declared was embodied in the Articles of 
5 The precedents and resolutions by which surrender and 
adaptation had come about were as familiar to American statesmen and 


the parliamentary ` 
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the Ameri = 

the time of the adoptio: 

thing, . 1 ot pain construction, dm 
ormula o on, ction, an 

the ®onstitution was framed. The authority of the rules an 


m of our Constitution, and were as operative here 
eat Britain. We had 9 the whole 


prece- 


dents of the British Parliament has been recognized by both Houses of 
which 


beginning. Jefferson’s Manual, 


is now the 


Congress from the 
recognized N the absence of a rule or precedent of our own, 
in the main is his ritish rules 


terpretation and construction of the B 
and precedents. 


In so far as the records disclose, this provision was adopted with- 
out debate, Apparently it was assumed, and doubtless was a fact, that 
all those present knew from where it came and what it meant. Not 
only were the words “except for treason, teny, and broach of the 


peace borrowed from the law of the British Par 


ament but the whole 


clause of which these words are a part, as can be seen by comparison, 


is ly any 
stating the laws of privilege of the British Parliament and co 


rrespond- 
ing previsions in our Constitution dealing with the powers and privi- 


lenges of Congress and of the Houses ther 


eof. 
would seem there can be no question but that the authorities thus 
far examined establish two points: First, that the clause in our Con- 


stitution with reference to the pri from arrest of Members 


of 


Congress was borrowed from the law of the British Parliament, and sec- 
ond, that in our Constitution these borrowed words are to be given the 
same scope and meaning which was given to them as a part the law 


stitution. As Sto uts it, and Chief Justice White quotes with 
| pro the. tha. . t n—in 


| with the wo the full meaning which had been given to them by usage 


‘and authoritative construction. * 567. 
The next question is, How was the 
N 


aw te privilege of Parliamen 
this clause with reference to arrest, understood an 


a. 
applied as between the member of a house of Parliament and the house 
of which he was a member at the time these words were adopted into 
our Constitution? If at that time they did not establish or declare 


any pees which the member of Parliament could enforce against 


the will an 
follow that 
vilege which the Members of Co: 


hak goade of the house of which he was a member, it m 


ust 


heir adoption into our Constitution did not create any 


n can jana the will and 
| Judgment of the House of which he is a Member. converse of that 


pr on is also true, of 


| says 


matter arises concerning er house of Parliament ought to be 


ti eourse. 
ir William Blackstone, commenting on the laws of Parliament, 


“It will be sufficient to observe that the whole of the law of the cus- 
tom of Parliament has its AE og from this one maxim, ‘that whatever 


ex- 


amined, discussed, and adjudged in that house to which relates, and 

not elsewhere.’ Hence, for instance, the lords will not suffer the Com- 

‘mens to interfere in edging 3 the election of a peer of Scotland; the 
01 


Commons will not allow the 
nor will either house permit the 
the merits of either case. But the maxims upon which they proceed, 


rds to judge of the election of a burgess; 
subordinate courts of law to examine 


to- 


ther with the method of proceeding, rest entirely in the breast of the 


arliament itself.“ * 
1 ene House of Commons, with reference to this privilege, declared 


* (Commentaries, Book I, chap 2, p. 163.) 


in 


BF became the pamer 
of Con „ and, it would seem under our own authorities cit Pes 


conclusion would be sound that it doth not bind the Congress itse 
The highest court of Engiand in 1839, in Stockdale v. 
ett Justice Littledale, says: 


said the House ef Commons is the sole ju of its privileges, 
and so I admit, as far as proceedings in the house an some other things 


are concerned. 


In a ae ts Gossett, opinion by Justice Stonhene; the court says: 


terpret t tute aed 5 nee ite 9 wi 
a statute so far as the on o own n 

8 walls is concerned, and even if that interpretation Should 

8 this court has no power to interfere with it, directly or 


power to in- 
tum 


de 
in- 


As the Commons said with reference to this particular privilege under 


consideration: 


a the power of Parliament and doth not bind the Parliament 


As Blackstone says: 


“The whole of t f aa customs of Parliament had its ort, 


law o 
in this one maxim, ‘that whatever matter arises concerning either 
and adjudged 


House of Parliament ought to be examined, discussed, 
in that house to which it relates, and not elsewhere.” 

And the highest court of England has held: 

*The House of Commons is the sole judge of its privileges * * 
so far as proceedings in the house are concerned.” 


And again 

“The House of Commons has the exclusive power to interpret a 
statute so far as the regulation of its own ngs within its own 
walls is concerned, and even if that inte tion should be erroneous, 


the Houses of Congress make its own laws of ure. It determines 


any cause whatever. If Its acts should be erroneous, there is no appeal. 
The maxim of the British law is applied “that whatever matter arises 


concerning either house * * è ought to be examined, 
and adju: 


in that house to which ft relates and not elsewhere." 


What is said in their debates can not be questioned elsewhere. Within 
their own walls they are ne e final, and supreme. That is the 


plan which makes workable the p 
nate branches. 

As to the tification for and the object sought to be attained 
“ privil of Parliament,” Blackstone says: 


osophy of a government of coordi- 


by 


* Privilege of Parliament was principally established in order to pro- 


tect its members not only from being molested by their fellow sub; 


ts 


8 more especially from being oppressed by the power of the 


to prevent outside interference. 
so far as I have been able to discover, no commentator, no 
recedent, no judicial . ndicates that one of these privi- 
at the time of their adoption into our Constitution, was the privi- 
of the Member against the House of which he is a Member, nor 


could he a with reference thereto to any other tribunal. 
the e of the adoption of our Constitution there was not only 
no claim of ge on the part of the Member operative against the 


House of which he was a Member, but, to the contrary, there was then 
and had been from time immemorial the positive assertion and definite 
exercise by the houses of Parliament of a power over their respective 
members, acquiesced In, utterly Inconsistent with the idea that any such 
privilege existed or ever had existed. 
Since the beginning of the Parliament the houses of Parliament have 
S e gute Tats wnt perhaps ele Mben tabori. AE 
§ 0 wha per e authority, Sir 
Erskine May’s Parilamentary Practice, a 523: 


case. A Mr. Cochran, member from Bridpo: was uested by a 
special committee of the House of 8 Ae as a ‘witness 


roceedings 
were in secret session; and claimin, Phat under these circumstances it 
would be violative of his general rights as an Englishman to compel 
him to appear before the special committee. The committee moved 


report as to the ts, and made a lengthy report, which I have 
also examined. In this report the committee Jaton th 

found any instance in which any member of the house had refused to 
attend to be examined before any 3 A by the house; 


the house, being committed to the custody of the sergeant at arms, 
in order to his forthcoming to abide the orders of the house, for th 
purpose of his being examined before a select eommittee.” Most o 
the cases reported upon were those in which the member had bern 
ordered b; e house to attend. The following quotation from the 
report indicates what seems to have been the usual A gee Sg 

Jovis, 19 die Januaril, 1720. The master of rolls ainted 
the house, from the e. ttee of seerecy, that he was directed by the 
said committee to move the house that Sir Robert Chaplin, Sir Theo- 
dore Janssen, Francis Eyles, Bed., and Jacob Sawbridge, Esq., four of 
the directors of the South Sea Co., and members of this house, may 


D. 450.) 

After mec encima hg report, and evidently anticipating the order 
of the Commons, . Cochran said—I quote from the Journal of the 
House of Commons: 

e * * “having looked at the ents and finding that they 
CTT taken * * said he 
jection to repeating that he int to attend.” 


eech by 
Cochran nor anyone else claimed the existence of a privil under 
the law of Parliament which a member could avail himself of as 


For instance, the Constitution provides that each House may “ pun- 
ish its Members for disorderly behavior.” A construction which holds 
the provision as to arrest not to be operative against the Houses o! 
Congress, just as in Great Britain at the time of the adoption o 
our Constitution it was not operative against the houses of Parlia- 
ment, would leave the Houses of 88 with the 8 power to 
arrest as an incident to the preservation of order and the punishment 
for disorderly behavior, a power essential for the discharge of the 
public business. 

On the other hand, if held operative against the Houses of Con- 
gress, the words “in all cases and the enumeration of the exceptions, 

treason, felony, and breach of the ce,“ would interpose a double 
negative against the power of the Houses of Congress to arrest for 
disorderly conduct. 

The Supreme Court in Kilbourn v. Thompson (103 U. S. 189) indi- 
cates very clearly that it does not regard the clause of the Constitu- 
tion with reference to arrest operative against the Houses of Con- 
gress. In a discussion of the power of the Hocses of Congress it 

“As we have already said, the Constitution expressly empowers pach 
House to punish its own Members for disorderly behavior. We see no 
reason to doubt that this punishment may in a proper case be imprison- 
ment, and that it may be for refusal to obey some rule on that subject 
made by the House for the preservation of order.” 

The only theory — — 8 aa 13 — ayer rest is kpo 9 
historically supported e om from arrest cla no 
0 tive hh favor of the Member against the House of which he is 

ember. ‘The Member of Congress, when summoned by the House 
which he is a Member to testi before one of its committees, proceed- 
ing within the scope of its jurisdiction, has exactly the status of any 
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other witness. In an impeachment matter the Supreme Court, in the 
case of Kilbourn v. Thompson, says: 

“The House of Representatives has the sole right to impeach officers 
of the Government and the Senate to try them. Where the question 
of such impeachment is before either body acting in its appropriate 
sphere on that subject, we see no reason to doubt the right to compel 
the attendance of witnesses, and their answer to proper questions, in 
the same manner and by the use of the same means that courts of jus- 
tice can in like cases.“ 

Tt may be observed that the more recent decisions draw the distinc- 
tion between the power to punish for contempt held by courts of justice 
and the power held by the Houses of Congress to coerce, by punish- 
ment, as an aid to procuring testimony. 

Considering parliamentary privileges generally, we find that they had 
their origin in the days when the Houses of Parliament, and especially 
the Commons, were fighting the battles of English liberty against the 
tyranny of the King. They built around themselves this wall of privi- 
lege, beyond which the governmental! agencies directly under the control 
of the King could not reach. It was their domain. No other agency 
of the Government might enter. There they denounced tyranny and 
held the purse string of the nation, Their maxim, in effect, was that 
whatever matter arose within their wall was to be settled there and 
nowhere else, Whatever was said there conld not be questioned else- 
where. They made their own laws of procedure, construed them, and 
enforced them. They fixed the qualifications of their members and 
passed upon their election. They expelled whomsoever they adjudged 
worthy of expulsion, answerable to no authority whatsoever. 

In not one single instance has the construction of the judiciary or 
the coercion of the executive been permitted within that realm of 
exclusive jurisdiction. The idea now presented, that in this matter 
between the House and one of its own Members, developed during the 
discharge of its duty under the impeachment clause of the Constitution, 
that one of the two great laws of parliamentary privileges fashioned 
to exclude judicial and executive interference, gives to the individual 
Member of Congress the power to open the door, barred from the be- 
ginning against the judiciary, and to draw that branch of the Govern- 
ment into the very center of that which has always been the exclusive 
domain of the Houses of Congress and of their predecessors, the Houses 
of Parliament, is a most remarkable proposition. It is in direct con- 
flict with law and precedent. It is violative of the purpose and the 
philosophy of parliamentary privilege. 

The framers of the Constitution wisely left the adjustment of all 
conflicts between the representative duties of the Member and his duty 
to contribute any facts in his possession to the inquisitorial agencies 
of the House of which he is a Member, where they found it in the 
English system, viz, with the House of which he is a Member, the 
only tribunal qualified to adjust such conflict. In the House of which 
one is a Member, each individual Member has a personal interest in 
preventing the establishment of a precedent which would militate 
against the . of the Member to represent his constituents in 
legislation, and yet each Member is also directly interested in promot- 
ing the efficiency of that House. And it is a fact, in so far as I have 
been able to discover from an examination of precedents and the his- 
tory of parliamentary and congressional procedure, that during the 
entire legislative history of the American Congress and of the British 
Parliament there has been no scandal or circumstances indicating a 
wanton or inconsiderate exercise of the power which has always been 
held by the Houses of Parliament and of Congress to determine and 
adjust conflicts of duty, so as to safeguard the interests of constituen- 
cies and at the same time procure for the gaera public benefit facts 
peculiarly within the possession of the Member. 

These considerations, supported by an unbroken line of policy and 
rocedure dealing with the question of privilege extending back through 
he entire history of this country and into the parliamentary history 

of England for hundreds of years, would seem to leave no doubt as to 
the soundness of the conclusions that the individual Member of Con- 
ess possesses no constitutional privilege as against the power of the 
ouse, proceeding even to the point of sha augn: to be exercised 
to compel him to testify before a committee of the House of which he 
is a Member, proceeding within the scope of its jurisdiction. 
Undoubtedly circumstances and conditions may develop under which 
a Member should be privileged from testifying with regard to certain 
matters. It would seem clearly so with regard to confidential com- 
munications, and the names of informants, with rd to governmental 
matters; so that all those who may know facts of public importance 
which should be imparted will not be deterred from approaching a 
Member by fear of forced breach of confidence and resultant hurt from 
their superiors. Members ought not to be required, it would seem, to 
attend a committee during a session of their respective Houses at any 
oint other than at the seat of government, and there not during the 
fime when their respective Houses are actually engaged. A better 
ractice would be, in the first instance, to request the Member to at- 
end. In the event of his failure or refusal, the committee should 
move the House to order him tò attend. On that motion all questions 
could be considered and passed upon rather than later, after the Mem- 
ber had, at least technically, assumed an attitude of contempt. 

Under any plan the genius of our system of government ulres 
that those matters be determined by the House of which one is a Mem- 
ber, free from interference by either of the other branches of the Gov- 
ernment. These suggestions, however, are merely those which have 
occurred to me during an examination of this matter, with the cer- 
tainty of tooa that each House alone has jurisdiction to consider 
and act with reference thereto. 


Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Rxconb. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr, Speaker, has the gentleman from Min- 
nesota [Mr. Vorsteap] consumed all his time? 

The SPEAKER. All but 10 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Branton]. The gentleman from Minnesota and 
myself agreed to extend the time an hour, making two hours 
on a side, instead of an hour and a half. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair was not aware of that. Perhaps 
that is a matter that had better be agreed upon by the House. 


The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. THosas] suggests that he 
has made an agreement with the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Vorsteap] that the debate shall be four hours instead of 
three hours. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD, No; there was some talk between the 
3 and myself in regard to extending the time an hour, 

ut 

Mr. THOMAS. That is what I understood the gentleman to 
say right over there. 

Mr. VOLSTHAD. I did not so understand. 

Mr. THOMAS. If I understand the English language the 
gentleman said it. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. THOMAS. But I wish to ask the gentleman from Min- 
nesota if he will now agree to an extension of one hour. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, did the House agree to extend 
the time? 

The SPEAKER. It did not. The gentleman from Texas 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, I want to say to the members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary that the coon which they are 
after is not up the tree around which the barking is taking 
place, but it is elsewhere. The Bible says: 

And they hanged Haman upon the scaffold which he had 
erected for Mordecai. 

That is good logic; that is good law; and I am in favor of it. 
But the Bible does not say that they hanged somebody else. It 
says, “ They hanged Haman,” It does not say that they hanged 
some little carpenter that helped to build the scaffold for 
Haman. They hanged Haman. Mr. KELLER is not the Haman 
we are after. 

Why, the very minute that the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Kerrier] appeared before the committee, he asked if he 
could have an attorney, which was granted, and when some- 
body kept talking to him and consulting with him the gentle- 
man from Missouri [Mr. Dyer] said: 

Who is it that keeps talking to you, Mr. Ketner? I do not know 


Mr. Ketter said. But the man who had been talking to KEL- 
LER said— 

I am Mr. McGrady. I appear here for the American Federati t 
Labor. Mr. Gompers is in Atlantic City, but he will be here next week, 
and we can go on with the proceeding when he comes back next week. 

To be exact, let me quote from page 5 of the hearings before 
the Judiciary Committee, to wit: a 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you mean that we are to furnish you an attorney? 


Mr. KELLER. No; I will furnish my own attorney, I just want to 
permitted to have counsel, as I see fit, at any time. 


And I quote again from page 13 of the hearings: 


= PEN Has the gentleman consulted an attorney in regard to this 
matter 

Mr. KELLER. I should want counsel. 

Mr. Dyer. Who was the gentleman who just spoke to you? 

Mr. KELLER. I do not know. 

Mr. MCGRADY. I am Mr. McGrady, representing the American Fed- 
eration of Labor. 

Mr. Dyer. I wanted to know who you were, Z 

Mr. McGrapy. I would like to finish my statement. The American 
Federation of Labor has asked to be heard on this case. President 
Gompers, with the executive council of the American Federation of 
Labor, is at Atlantic City to aan, but will be here next week. We haye 
already made a request to be heard. 

Thus you see, gentlemen, that Mr. Samuel Gompers and the 
great American Federation of Labor sent one of their dis- 
tinguished attorneys there to represent Mr. KELLER, when Mr. 
KELLER did not even know who he was, and the attorney had to 
introduce himself, though he had up to that time been con- 
ferring with Mr. KELLER during the hearing. It was the voice 
of Mr. Ketter but the hand of Mr. Samuel Gompers. 

And then, a little later, Mr. Jackson H. Ralston, the general 
attorney for the American Federation of Labor, but who is 
known far and wide in the United States as the friend and 
attorney of prominent anarchists, appeared before the Judiciary 
Committee at the beginning of its first main hearing, December 
4, 1922, as the attorney for Mr. KELLER, and proceeded thereafter 
to conduct the hearings. And it was admitted before the com- 
mittee that Mr. Ralston was employed by Samuel Gompers 
and the American Federation of Labor for that specific purpose. 

To show that Mr. Ralston exercised absolute control as the 
attorney for the American Federation of Labor, let me read an 
excerpt from page 173 of the hearings to show that when 
Samuel Gompers desired to make further statements the Fed- 
eration of Labor's attorney tried to muzzle him, to wit: 


The CHAIRMAN. Do you have anything further? 
Mr. GOMPERS, Yes, sir. 
Mr. RALSTON, I think that Is all. 
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To show you what Attorney Ralston was trying to head off, 
let me quote from page 174 of the hearings, to wit: 


Mr. Howtanp. Mr. Burns was engaged to assist the Government in 
the McNamara case, wasn't he? 


Mr. Gompurs, I think so; yes, sir. 
Mr. Hownanp. You took a decided interest in those eases for the 
McNamaras, didn't you? 

Mr. GOMPERS. No, sir. I took an Interest to see that men would 
have a fair trial, no matter what they were chargea with—what 
9 N ties position that they were not guil 

Mr. GOMPERS. I believed them not guilty, and so stated Vat I 
believed them not to be guilty. 

Mr. HOWLAND. And they afterwards confessed? 

It will be remembered that the McNamara brothers were 
bomb-throwing anarchists, who were brought to justice through 
the efforts of Mr. Burns, and convicted, and also that Samuel 
Gompers raised a tremendous fund in their behalf by soliciting 
subscriptions from all over the country for their defense. 

Now, let me quote from page 175 of the hearings: 

Mr. HOLLAND. Does Mr. Ralston represent the American Federa- 
tion of Labor in this proceeding? 

Mr. GOMPERS. He does. 

When Mr. KELLER was summoned before the committee to 
testify, he did not appear. Who appeared for him? Mr. 
Jackson H. Ralston? No. This great attorney for the Ameri- 
ean Federation of Labor had an engagement that morning to 
play a round of golf with Mr. Gompers, very probably, or at 
least he had something on foot that made it inconvenient for 
him to attend the hearings that day, so he sent one of his sub- 
attorneys. Who? Why, he sent Mr. James H. Vahey, a re- 
nowned labor attorney from Boston, who came all the way 
from New England to act as a messenger boy for Attorney 
Ralston. This is the same Mr, James H. Vahey who represents 
the striking railroad men of New England, who represents 
the striking policemen of Boston who tried to ruin that great 
city. He appeared and told the committee that he did not 
bring Mr. Kerer, that he did not bring Chief Ralston, but that 
he brought merely a letter from the Right Hon. Jackson H. 
Ralston conveying information to the committee that as soon 
as it was convenient for him to do so he would appear and then 
advise the committee what he was going to let Mr. KELLER 
do about the summons from the House of Representatives. 

Let me quote from page 863 of the hearings, to wit: 

FRIDAY, December 15, 1922. 

The committee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. Anpaew J. VOLSTEAD 
(chairman) presiding. 

IN RE SUBPCENA OF HON, o. E. KELLER. 


e CHAIRMAN. The committee will come to order. A subpena was 
. — yesterday, at the direction of the committee, for Oscar E. 
KELLER to appear here this morning to testify, and I understand 
that the subpena has been served. The Chair asks if he is present. If 
he is, we want him to come forward and be sworn. 
Mr. eee Mr. Chairman, I am asked by Mr. Ralston to hand 
you a letter. 
Mr. MICHENER. Just a minute, so that the record may be complete. 
Please state your name, occupation, an residence. 


STATEMENT OF MR, JAMES H. VAHEY, BOSTON, MASS. 


Mr. Vaney. My name is James H. Vahey, a lawyer, and I Hye in | 


Boston. 

Mr. MICHENER, Were you one of the attorneys named by Mr. Ralston 
ay COP DEE ti who would represent Mr, KELLER on certain specifica- 

ons here 

Mr. Vaunx. I do not know whether he named me or not; I was not 
here until day before yesterday; that was the first day H was here. 

Mr. MicHenek. He mentioned you as representing Mr. KELLER on 
sae = these specifications. Now, do you appear on behalf of Mr. 

ELLER 

Mr. VanET. I am associated with Mr. Ralston by — A — and 
delivering to the chairman the letter, at Mr. Ralston's . ighecke 

Mr. Foster. I think the record should show that at request of 
Mr. Ralston Mr. Vahey is here, and I think it is 5 to eek if be 
ap =e as counsel of record for Mr. KELLER; and if so, state 1 

Vanuy. I appear at the request of Mr. Ralston to aaee 

letter, which I have handed to the chairman. 

Mr. Bows. 1 assume the record will show there is no response by 
Mr. Ketter under the subpena. 

Mr. Brrp. Is Mr. Ralston in the city? 

Mr. VAHEY. Yes, “sir, 

The Guinan I will read Mr. Kalston’s letter to the committee 
[reading]: 

RALSTON & WILLIS, ATTORNEYS AND COUNSELLORS AT Law, 

Evans Burtprne, 
Washington, D. C., December 15, 1922. 

Hon. A. J. Vousreap, 


Chairman Committee on Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 
Sm: Some time last evening Representative KELLER was served with 
a subpœna to appear before your committee at 10.30 o'clock this morn- 
ing. I was Immediately asked to represent him im the matter. Before 
this, however, I had made certain imperative business en 


ments for 
to-day, engagements which I can not forego. I have, th ore, to say 
risdiction of the com- 


that, without 5 at this time to the ju 
mittee with regard to the subpena, I am now expecting, at your next 
hearing, to-morrow or later, to take such position before the committee 
with regard to the subject as may scem appropriate. 

Very respectfully yours, 


Jackson H. RALSTON. 


And the committee supinely sat there, helpless, and my good 
friend from Pennsylvania [Mr. Grama], who, thank God, has 
a backbone, said: 

8 ts thing to do. Let t 
sna from “Boston aw r Let e thia ma come. We 3 5 
Boston; We do aoe, want Ralston, from Washington; we wan 


hee committee would not back him up; but the committee 
adjourned to a time when it would not be inconvenient for Mr. 
Jackson H. Ralston to appear before them, and let me quote 
from page 380 of the hearings to show what then happened, 


to wit: 
IN RE SUBPŒNA OF HON. OSCAR n. KELLER. 
Mr. RALSTON. I think as a matter of courtesy I should be heard for 


a moment. 
M. Where is Mr. KELLER? He ought to be here with you 
if you are head. 
THomAS. Can't he be heard at all? 
Mr. GRAHAM. Pardon me; I am not eee af you. 
ase 3 It don't make any difference. I am on this committee 
well as you are. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I appreciate that, but do not interrupt me when I am 


asking a question. 

Mr. THOMAS. You interrupted 

Mr. GRAHAM. I have a right to. That is bt privilege. 

Mr. THOMAS, oe I have a right to interrupt you. 

Mr. Granam. Well, do not let Ku have any altercation about it. I 
8 my duty as L see fe 


Mr. Granas. Well, I give you credit for that, but you may not see 


u 

for Mr. 

Mr. GRAHAM. 1 He ought to be here. I object 
to 32 without his ash es 

r. RALSTON. I have a 888 to make for myself. 

. Hersey. I want to hear Mr. Ralston. 

JEFFERIS. I move that we hear Mr. Ralston 

Aa think the 3 fact should be estab- 
KELLER is not here. I think the ser- 
ffen hear at arms should call | hin, and if he ia — here I think we should 
Ralston. 


The CHAIRMAN, My impression about it is we should first hear Mr. 
eg and it we want hear Mr. KELLER we can call 
Mr. Bep. You do not object to the record showing that Mr. 
KELLER is not here? 
Mr. Ratston. I don’t care nay bags Seyi that. I am here for him. 


1 t the sergeant at arms call Mr. KrIIIn 
The CHAIRMAN. 41 those in favor of that motion will say “aye, 


opposed “ no.” 

The motion was and carried. The sergeant at arms called 
. 6 E. KLIA.“ There 
gy Bo no 

The CHAIRMAN. It may be noted that he did not answer. Now, Mr. 
Ralston, you may 
Mr. LSTON. behalf of Mr. — 2 I have son he this brief 


reasons, Mr. 
appear before this 

And it then took the great Judiciary Committee of this 
House from December 16, 1922, until this the 25th day of Janu- 
ary, 1923, to bring on the floor of this House any kind of a 
report. And what is their report? This is what they tell this 
Congress, for you, colleagues, should know, and I quote as 
follows: 

That the sald Oscar E. KELLER 
ß ttee touchin, tters in 

e c mai 
mitted to that committee, and that he wilt made dota in that 
in disobedience to said subpena and without valid cause or excuse, * 
in contem of the authority of the- House of Representatives 
willfully failed and refused to appear as such witness and willfully 
failed and refused to „in obedience to said subpena. Your com- 
mittee is of the opinion that Mr. KELLER was legally required to obey 
said subpena and that the excuse he submitted through his anid 
attom without any merit; that the House of Representatives 

power to cause him to be ar ed and confined in p: — 
anti | he shall consent to testify, such 9 not to extend beyond 
the term ot this Congress, and power to otherwise deal with him so 
as to compel obedience to the summons. 

Does the committee ask for the House to do anything? No; 
not at all. Do they ask for the House to compel KELLER to 
do what they say he should do? No; not at all. They make no 
recommendations whatever. They take it all out in speeches on 
the floor denouncing KELLER as a falsifier but letting it go at 
that. They are after the catspaw of somebody else. If KELLER 
falsified, somebody else caused him to do it, Why is not the 
main power condemned? 

Behind the whole thing is the use of KELLER, the poor, little, 
innocent dupe of somebody else. I am not in favor of hanging 
the carpenter who built the scaffold. I am after Haman. 
{Applause.} When Jackson H. Ralston told KELLER that the 
American Federation of Labor told him to tell him that he 
did not have to testify the committee ought to have proceeded 
against Jackson H. Ralston and his little messenger lawyer 


can not by any such process to 
committee, bi 


LER was, as above set forth, d sum- 
of the House of Keeprescntatives to 
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from Boston, because there are lawyers on this Judiciary Com- 
mittee, there are ex-judges on this committee, there are ex- 
prosecuting attorneys on this great committee. They know 
that when an outside person interferes with the jurisdiction of 
a court—and that is the jurisdiction which this committee 
had—the party on the outside who interferes with a witness 
and designedly keeps him from giving proper testimony is more 
guilty than the witness who violates the order of the court; 
and if they would bring in here a resolution asking this House 
to send for Ralston and send for Vahey and send for McGrady 
and send for Gompers, and have them bring their little dupe 
in here, I would vote to take action against them first and 
then to make their dupe testify, because it is what he 
ought to do. I would take such action against these fellows 
who have interfered with the jurisdiction of this House as 
would cause them to hesitate long in the future before they 
3 again interfere with the great legislative body of this 
Nation. 

But we are here hanging merely the carpenter on Haman's 
scaffold. What is the matter with this great committee? What 
made it hesitate to do its duty? Why does it linger and linger 
and linger? I want to say to the distinguished gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. Votsteap] that he of all other people in the 
world ought not ever to talk about passing the buck. Let me 
again call your attention to what Mr. Ralston said. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York, Did the gentleman say “buck” 
or “bock”? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. B-u-c-k, “buck,” commonly known to most 
Members of Congress. [Laughter.] 

Poor Ketter! He has my sympathy. He has been the dupe. 
He came here to represent organized labor. That is the danger 
of any Representative being sent here by a class. Why, the 
Republicans did not elect him in Minnesota, The Democrats 
did not elect him. Organized labor elected him and sent him 
here. He was merely representing the organizations who sent 
him here. They handed him a bag, the contents of which he 
knew nothing. He had confidence in them. Organized labor 
told him, “In that bag is sufficient evidence to impeach the 
great Attorney General of the United States,” and he con- 
scientiously believed them; but when he opened this bag he 
found just what I told the Speaker was in Mr. KELLER’'S im- 
peachment resolution, nothing but generalities; and if the 
Speaker had sustained my point of order that I made on 
September 11 in this House, all this farce would not have been 
enacted. 

Here is what happened on September 11, 1922, when the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr, KELLER] presented to the House 
his charges of impeachment, and I quote from the RECORD : 


The SPEAKER. The Chair could not hear the gentleman from Minne- 
gota very 2 ag the Chair thought that there were definite charges. 
3 8 g the written charges.] The Chair overrules the point 

And when the Judiciary Committee first began its considera- 
tion of the matter the chairman of that committee took the same 
view, that such charges were too general and were not spe- 
cific, as required, for I quote from the hearings, on page 7, the 
following: 

The CHAIRMAN., There is nothing in them except general charges, 

Mr, KELLER., I am to sustain them 

The CHAIRMAN. There is nothing specific in the charges. 

And the chairman then required Mr. KELLER to file specific 

charges, which took up many pages of the hearings, 
But when poor Klan opened up his bag, which organized 
labor handed him, it would not furnish the evidence. If there 
had been no railroad strike there would not have been any pro- 
posed impeachment. If there had been no injunction against 
lawbreakers there would have been no proposed impeachment. 
On that question I am with the Attorney General in his action 
in stopping the anarchy which Samuel H. Ralston, the anarchist 
attorney who appeared here and conducted this examination, 
has been defending, which Vahey has been defending. I am with 
the Attorney General in upholding the law of this country, but I 
am not going to persecute a poor little dupe like my colleague, 
KELLER. I am going after the ones higher up, and I think you 
ought to do the same thing. [Applause.] 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the time be extended one hour, one half of it to be controlled 
by my friend from Kentucky [Mr. Tuomas] and the other half 
by myself, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of debate be extended one hour, 
one half to be controlled by himself and the other half by the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. Tuomas]. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota has used 50 
minutes and the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. THOMAS] has 
used 48 minutes. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GrauamM] is recognized for 10 minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I will take as 
little time as possible, so as to leave as much for others as 
will be comprehended within the extension. Replying to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Connatty], I will only say that 
the splendid answer of the other gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
SUMNERS] covers the ground and his objections most thor- 
oughly. I recommend to every Member of the House who is in- 
terested in such matters the careful perusal of the very able 
paper prepared by Mr. Sumners of Texas and presented to our 
committee upon this question of constitutional right. I have 
no manner of doubt whatever that the House has the power 
and has always exercised the power to subpena any Member 
and have him testify and, if necessary, compel him to testify. 

Briefly, I may say that the provisions of the Constitution 
which have been quoted here are for the protection of the 
House, and all history shows that, and not for the protection 
of the Members. In the old days they could take the Members 
out and leave the House without a quorum and destroy its 
power. Members should be free from arrest. That was to pre- 
vent external interference. But when you come to the internal 
operations of the power of the House, as Mr. SUMNERS 80 
clearly shows, the House has full and complete power over 
its Members. And to say that when the House subpcenas a man 
and tells him to testify, and he does not, that he is not contu- 
macious, disorderly, violating the honor and the dignity of the 
House, is to argue a negative that can not be sustained. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? ; 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. Yes; surely, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I inquire of the gentle- 
man why it is that all of the gentlemen of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, in discussing this question, seem to be giving their en- 
tire time to Mr. KELLER rather than telling us why the resolu- 
tion for the impeachment of the Attorney General should not 
be considered? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I am simply replying to an 
argument addressed to the House by a gentleman sitting near 
you who raised this question of constitutional power, and I 
think in its importance it overtops even the question of the 
impeachment of the Attorney General, the question of the 
power of this House over its Members, 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. The resolution 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. I can not yield further; I 
have only 10 minutes, and it is not fair to me to cut it down. 
I do not desire to discuss the constitutional power of the House 
further than to say that it is fully and completely answered, 
beyond criticism, by the subcommittee’s report prepared by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]. 

Now, I ask the attention of the House very briefly to two 
and perhaps three things. This committee took up Mr. KEL- 
LEn's resolution in a perfectly fair spirit. There was not a 
man on that committee that did not feel his responsibility as a 
Member of this House, as a lawyer, to handle this question 
according to law, and recognize the right of every man coming 
before that committee or involved in the investigation. 

Very early in the proceedings, when we were trying to pro- 
ceed in orderly regularity, objection was made to this method, 
objection was made to that, and, as the other gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON] has said, Mr. Ralston thrust himself 
to the front, and was determined to have certain specifications 
only heard. Simply for the purpose of ascertaining the truth 
we asked Mr. KELLER what objection he had to proceeding with 
the specifications in their order, and he said that he had dif- 
ferent attorneys prepare them and he did not know the names 
of the witnesses, and so on. That led to inquiry. I am not 
giving the exact words, but the hearings will disclose them as 
to what he did not and what he did know. Some of us wanted 
to ascertain whether he knew anything upon which he took 
the solemn position he did of charging impeachment against a 
high officer of this Government. 

We felt that when an individual takes that responsibility 
he ought to have some facts within his knowledge. It was dis- 
closed by his answers that he had no knowledge whatever, and 
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the testimony further shows when we proceeded on with it 
that he originally went to the Attorney General in a certain 
case and asked that that case be taken up and prosecuted, a 
case or allegations against the United Gas Improvement Co. 


of Philadelphia. He accompanied a gentleman by the name of 
Monad and they together made the demand. The Attorney 
General, without having an investigation made or previous 
knowledge of the facts, said certainly. He said one man has 
been removed from the investigation that had charge of it 
under another administration, and that man was immediately 
restored by the Attorney General and put in charge of it. 
Then the word came to the Attorney General that he was 
making a blunder; that he had been misled by these men and 
there was nothing in that case. It had been examined by two 
administrations before that. Attorney General Gregory was 
maligned and abused because he was charged with not going 
on with that same case, and Attorney General Palmer was 
brought under criticism concerning the investigation of it, but 
both of them rightfully turned it down. 

The Attorney General said, “I will have an independent 
examination,” and appointed a very eminent lawyer from 
Ohio to investigate it, whose report is on file with our com- 
mittee and is a part of the records of the Department of 
Justice. That uninterested investigator found that this case 
was without any basis whatever, and that in point of fact it 
amounted to a persecution accompanied by an assault upon 
everybody that refused to do the will of these people. 

That is the secret of this impeachment. Disappointed be- 
cause the Attorney General refused to proceed further with it, 
these articles of impeachment were filed, and when you read 
them you will find nothing but glittering generalities. Our 
chairman and committee joined in making him come down to 
concrete accusations. Then it was that under the cover of 
Mr. KELLER other influences appeared on the scene, and an 
extensive series of charges and specifications were framed 
and when they came to try them they could not proceed with 
any evidence except upon one accusation, and what was that? 
They charged the Attorney General with having appointed Mr. 
Burns—who had been disapproved by Attorney General Wicker- 
sham and President Taft in a certain indirect manner nearly 20 
years ago—not an impeachable offense; no lawyer would con- 
tend that; and they were permitted to go on with proof under 
that charge, and when the evidence was heard it showed that 
they wanted simply to blackguard the Attorney General and to 
attack Burns. Burns had been instrumental in making cer- 
tain arrests, which Mr. Gompers objected to, and Burns was 
obnoxious to him. Gompers appeared and tried to testify 
against Burns, but failed to establish a single fact that re- 
flected upon the honor or integrity of Burns. When Burns 
came to the stand to testify he absolutely refuted the whole 
story and showed that there was no ground to support the infer- 
ence drawn by Attorney General Wickersham and President 
Taft from the report made to them by Pardon Attorney Finch. 

I wish I had time to quote the testimony or a brief portion 
of it, for it is unanswerable. When he came to testify he 
explained that papers which were left there in that office, in 
Washington State, where the Jones case had been tried, were 
all left there when he gave up his connection with the case in 
any way in 1905. And mark you, this alleged misconduct con- 
cerning a selection of the jury was in 1905, and a prominent 
man in that State was indicted for land frauds. Burns was 
simply there as an inspector for the Government. That was in 
1905. Jones was tried and convicted. Sentence was suspended. 
In 1911 an application was made for his pardon just preceding 
a presidential nomination. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I yield to the gentleman two minutes more. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Pennsylvania. This was just preceding a 
presidential nomination. Mark you, this man although indicted 
and convicted, was never obliged to serve one single day in the 
penitentiary—not a day. Sentence was suspended. The case 
had gone up to the highest court on appeal and had been con- 
firmed both as to the fairness of the selection of the jury, the 
trial, and every incident in it. And yet that man never served 
a day in jail. Application was made for his pardon seven 
years after the conviction in the midst of a hot political cam- 
paign in which the delegation of his State was involved. Mr. 
Burns will show you that he never had a chance to answer 
the charge in any legal or formal way, and he will show you 
that the papers found supposedly in his handwriting were not 
in his handwriting at all. He will show you that the imputa- 
tion that he has said certain things about jurors and the se- 
lection of them, and the evidence of it that had been left there, 
are utterly without foundation. The Attorney General knew 
this. He has the explanation and the truth from Burns, and 


when he made that appointment he exercised his right in 
selecting a man to fill this place. That was the whole strength 
of what they had to throw mud over Burns and get the revenge 
which they desired against this prominent official, and I say 


that If this proceeding has no other effect, in my opinion, it has 


one good effect, because it has shown the enmity of these very 
men, improperly substituted—no; properly substituted—by the 
gentleman from Texas, as the people who ought to be hanged. 
They tried to get their revenge on Burns even if they struck 
down the Attorney General. [Applause.] 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
the matter under discussion is the impeachment resolution 
concerning Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the 
United States. I am not acquainted with the Attorney Gen- 
eral. If I ever saw him, I am not aware of it. I never spoke 
to Mr, KELLER who preferred the charges, and never knew 
him until he appeared before the Judiciary Committee in this 
case. I have no bias whatever in this matter, and I come 
to discuss it at least with clear vision, although some may 
think with faulty judgment, and perchance they may be cor- 
rect, for we all have our faults and follies and human limita- 
tions. I would not intentionally do the Attorney General or 
the members of the committee who adopt his views of the case 
any wrong, nor do I impugn the motives of the committee, 
but I do condemn what seems to me to be their clouded 
judgment and the strange and unaccountable antipathy some 
of them seemed to have toward some witnesses and to some 
persons who did not testify, as well as the manner in which 
the inquiry was conducted. In discharging duties, especially 
of this character, we should be mindful of human frailties 
which are incident to all. Life at longest is short, and in deal- 
ing with our fellow men we should at least to some extent 
temper justice with mercy and do unto others as we would 
have them do unto us, for a human being is at best only a 
weak vessel drifting on tempestuous and uncharted seas toward 
far blind shores, and— 

Break, break, break! the breakers roar 

Till they lave some distant shore, 
and dash the helpless craft against the rocks and bury physical 
existence forever beneath wild waters. 

While we should temper justice with mercy we must remem- 
ber that such consideration is secondary to the public welfare 
and that the mantle of protection should first be thrown around 
the whole citizenship in preference to the individual, and with 
this view I shall discuss the questions at issue, without regard 
to individual desires, as fully as I can in the time allotted to 
me, and shall shoot as true to the mark as I possibly can, 
unmindful who may suffer. 

This impeachment proceeding had its inception on the 7th 
day of last April and grew out of remarks made on the floor 
of this House by Mr. JoHNnson of South Dakota and Mr. Woop- 
RUFF, of Michigan, Mr. JoHnson, in the course of his remarks, 
stated that— 

The facts I am going to show indisputably prove that the War 
Department has sold property and to-day is selling property at ridicu- 
lously and criminally low prices to favored customers, 53 
facts from Congress and deliberately . the facts. hey 
also show the War Department is trying to control the artment of 
Justice by putting men who ought to in the penitentiary on the 
e e of Justice pay roll and asking Congress to appropriate 

On that occasion Mr. Jonson further stated: 

Mr. Wooprurr and myself have performed our full duty in presenting 
this matter to the Congress. The duty now devolves npon a gentle- 
men and the President. We need no investigation if the Government 
will function, and an investigation will be worse than useless if it is 
conducted with some of these men now in power in control of the 
reco: 

And he further stated: 

My only object in presenting this matter at this time is to show its 
relation with invisible government. 

Mr. JoH.son then proceeded to enumerate a great number 
of war frauds—an hundred or more—by which the Government 
lost many millions of dollars, and charged that no steps had 
been taken to punish the criminals or recover the money. 

His charges, made on the floor of the House, were made 
known to the members of the Judiciary Committee. It is the 
duty, as the committee well knows, of the Attorney General to 
investigate and prosecute all of the offenders in all such mat- 
ters. Mr. JoHNson was politely requested by the chairman of 
the Judiciary Committee to appear before the committee, and if 
he knew— 


of any witnesses that can substantiate any of the charges, I wish you 
would give the committee the names of such witnesses so that I may 
be able to subpœna them and have them appear. 


To this invitation Mr. JoHNsoNn responded and stated he 
would appear; if the committee desires he would submit a list 
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of witnesses, Including Army offleers and civil accountants, who, 
in his opinion, will substantiate every statement made to the 
House, and would also submit a list of records in the War De- 
partment which the committee may have brought before it, and 
that it was a pleasure to him to know that the Judiciary Com- 
anittee desires to go into these matters thoroughly and that he 
would be glad to cooperate in every way and proffered his sery- 
ices ‘to cross-examine the witnesses. (Hearings, p. 412.) 

Mr. JoHNson appeared before the committee and ®reiter- 
‘ated that he could preduce witnesses to substantiate every 
charge he had made on the Tth of the preceding April. 
The committee did not request him to furnish a list of wit- 
‘nesses or a single witness or record. It evaded the matter 
under the flimsy pretext that the charges made by Mr. JOHN- 
SON were not embraced in the specifications filed by Mr. KELLER. 
This, of course, was the merest pretext and showed clearly, 
in my opinion, ‘the committee’s intention to exculpate the At- 
ttorney General. 4 

The Resolution 425, passed by the House, authorized and 
directed the committee to inquire into the official conduct of 
the Attorney General to determine whether he had been ‘guilty ' 
of any acts which, in ‘contemplation of the ‘Constitution, are 
high crimes and misdemeanors. ‘The resolution did net author- 
ize nor direct a trial of charges against the Attorney General, 
and this fact was well known to the committee. The resolu- 
tion did not authorlze nor direct the committee to inquire into 
some of the official conduet of the Attorney General but to 
inquire into his official conduct, which meant any official con- 
duct, and report to the House whether in its opinion ‘he ‘had 
‘been guilty of any acts, not some acts, which in contemplation | 
of the Constitution are high crimes and misdemeanors. Tt is 
a vain thing and sophistry in a circle of the most apparent 
kind to contend that the committee had the right to require 
Mr. KELLER to file specifications and then confine itself to evi- 
dence as to those specific charges without the privilege of 
amending or extending the charges. There is not a judge of 
a court in America who knows any law whatever who would 
deny a litigant the privilege of filing an amended petition con- 
‘taining a material allegation. The resolution is to inquire into 
‘the official conduct of the Attorney General, and had the com- 
mittee been mindful of its duty or had realized its obligation 
it would have made a thorough inquiry into his official conduct 
regardless of specifications, giving him, of course, due notice of 
and every opportunity of defense. 

The numerous cases of war graft presented by Mr. -JOHNSON 
related to the official conduct of the Attorney General. The 
Attorney General certainly knew of the charges, and if he did 
not it ds inconceivable that he did not,.and he did beyond any 
doubt know of them since the 7th of April, the day Mr..JoHnson 
publicly made them on the floor of the House. It was his plain 
duty under the law to have investigated and prosecuted these 
cases, but he has not done so, and no Treason or excuse has been 
given why he has failed in this duty, and the committee con- 
veniently determined mot to summons the witnesses, excusing 
itself because these matters were not contained in KELLERS 
specifications, when if it had .considered specifications neces- 
sary and done its duty it would have amended the:specifications, 
subpeenaed the witnesses, and investigated the charges. 

Some of the committee, when the inquiry or whatever it may 
he ‘termed was being conducted, seemed imbued with the idea 
that an impeachable offense must also be an indictable offense. 
Whether that was a feeble attempt to protect the Attorney Gen- 
eral I do not know, but that contention was soon abandoned, as 
it has never been the law in any civilized country. It was never 
the law in England and— 

In each of the only two cases of impea ! 

7 21 Paneis —. which convictions resulted U the ‘offenders 8 
0 en 0 e j> 
Eai statute: (A; anA eee of Lew: el Io o JOTO ee 

And none of the articles exhibited against United States Judge 
Archbald, of Pennsylvania, on which he was impeached charged 
an indictable offense or violation of positive law. 

One of the complaints against the Attorney General is that 
he appointed William J. Burns Chief of the Bureau of Investi- 
gations when he knew before the appointment was made 
that Burns was an unfit person and an improper character 
to be appointed. This charge was based in part on the con- 
viction ef Willard N. Jones for being concerned in the Oregon 
Jand frauds in 1905. Jones was pardoned by President Taft 
‘on the recommendation of Attorney General Wickersham, be- 
cause Mr. Taft believed from the evidence presented that Jones's 
conviction was obtained through the activities of Burns in 
succeeding in stuffing the trial jury box by himself and agents 
with jurymen he ascertained in advance were for -conyiction, 
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In his recommendation ‘to President Taft for pardon of Mr. 
Jones, Mr. Wickersham stated: 

The ‘course of the Executive seems to me to be clear, and that is, he 
8 countenance the methods employed in the prosecution of these 
In granting the pardon, Mr. Taft wrote Mr. Wickersham: 

From the case made it is perfectly clear that this conviction was 
effected ‘by the most barefaced and unfair use of all the machinery for 
drawing a jury that has been disclosed to me in all my experience in 
the Federal court. (Hearings, pp. 141143.) 

Some members of the committee used every effort to keep 
this evidence from being madeia part of the record. (Hearings, 
pp. 141-142.) They objected to it all, and they objected be- 
cause they claimed that Attorney General Daugherty did not 
have any knowledge of the existence of this evidence before he 
appointed Burns, but it was shown by several witnesses, in- 
cluding Mr. Wickersham, that he did have complete knowledge 
of all ‘the evidence ‘bearing on ‘the Jones case, and it was 
finally admitted by Mr. Daugherty’s attorney. 

The next move in the defense of Daugherty by the committee 
in the Burns matter was to try to make it appear that Mr. 
Wickersham had ‘signed the recommendation for the pardon of 
Jones as a mere matter of form and had not given his personal 
attention to the papers in the case, and that Mr. Taft had 
signed the pardon merely on the recommendation of Mr. Wicker- 
sham. This Illusion, however, was dispelled by the testimony of 
Mr. Wickersham, who stated: 

I gave it v. careful attention. 


I went over the re very carefully. 


I personally examined all the documents referred to in the case. 


(Hearings, p. 178.) 

Mr. Wickersham testified that Burns never came to see him 
in defense of his action, although he sent for ‘him to do so, ‘but 
that he was informed he called only once at the Department of 
Justice in Mr. Wickersham’s absence. 

Burns sent a telegram in cipher to Hon. H. A. Hitchcock, at 
that time Secretary of the Interior, on August 17, 1905, the very 
date on which the jury box was filled ‘in ‘the Jones case, which 
‘was as follows: 

Jury commissioners cleaned out old box from which ‘trial jurors were 
selected and put 600 new names, — T one of Which was investigated 
age 1 — were placed in the box. his is confidential. (Hearings, 
p. J 

Burns was in charge of Oregon land-fraud.cases. The hear- 
ings show that he had -agents in the field investigating possible 
jurors to determine who were for conviction. Inadvertently he 
seems to have left the telegram and other papers in the case in 
the office of the district attorney, where they were discovered 
in the old jury box. Burns states that when he returned to 
Portland he found Thomas B. Newhausen in charge of the in- 
vestigation of the jurors, and he further states we had been 
making investigation -of ‘the jurors from the time we first went 
up there in what they designate here as the “old jury box.” 

Afterwards Burns was asked by Daugherty's attorney if you 
meant to say that these men were investigated by vou, and he 
replied, Oh, not at all.“ Then later Burns stated we con- 
tinued to investigate. So he first states we—that is, Burns and 
others—had been making investigations; then he denied that 
these jurors had been investigated by him, and then capped the 
climax of his contradictory statements by declaring, “ We con- 
tinued to investigate.” Annotations were made opposite the 
names of the jurors investigated, such as “.convictor from word 
go.” Socialist anti-Mitchell.” “Just read the indictment.” 
“Think he is a populist. If so, convictor.“ Would be apt 
to be for conviction.” “He is apt to wish Mitchell hung.“ 
“Would convict Christ.“ “Convict anyone.” Burns's favorite 
way of describing an unsatisfactory juror was to designate 
him as of Burns states in his itestimony— 

at th a after being invest 
N mh pi of ie 5 on Ey: ier e 

But his statement is contradicted by Judge Gilbert, who tried 
the case. Judge Gilbert, in letters, states: 

All orders on which names were placed were ‘made by me. I know 
of my own knowledge that no men were sent out to ‘ascertain the 
views or inclination of any of the men so selected. I was advised of 
each pag taken by the commissioner in making the jury lists. (Hear- 
‘ings, p. 169.) 

So Burns's statement that the jury was selected after being 
investigated by the clerks and jury commissioner is contradicted 
by Judge Gilbert. 

Corroboration of Burns’s methods in the Jones case is the Beek- 
man case in New Jersey. Beekman was charged with “running 
whisky ” and Burns sent a man named Joyce, a deputy United 
States marshal, to New Jersey to obtain evidence against Beek- 
man. Joyce remained several days in New Jersey but failed 


2428 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JANUARY 25, 


to obtain any evidence. Joyce undertook to explain the matter 
to Burns, but Burns told him it was his— 

Plain duty over there to take that of a —— before the grand 
gare in Newark and have him indicted. I told him I did not think so. 
Je said I had no business of looking into the matter of witnesses of 
the ones that made the affidavit; it was none of usiness. There- 
upon he flew into a rage and told me it was none of my business, 
that it was my plain duty to have those witnesses before the grand 
jury in Newark and have this man indicted, which was afterwards 

one. (Hearings, pp. 255-256.) 

Joyce further stated that he afterwards learned the reputa- 
tion of the two witnesses on whom Burns relied and stated: 

The very worst I think I ever heard. Neither of them would be 
believed on oath according to the very many men I talked with, busi- 
ness and professional men in that section, (Hearings, p. 256.) 

Mr. MCARTHUR, formerly connected with investigations of the 
Oregon land-fraud case, afterwards speaker of the House of 
Representatives of Oregon, and now an honored Member of this 
House, made a complete disclosure of Burns’ activities in the 
Jones case. He states that on or about July 25, 1905—the jury 
box was filled August 17, 1905—Burns telephoned to him that 
he wished to see him in the district attorney’s office, and while 
there, in the presence of Francis J. Heney, Burns handed him a 
typewritten list and said, as nearly as Mr. MCARTHUR can re- 
member : 

Here, Mac, is a Hst of pro tive jurors from several counties. 
Take it and weed out the of who will not vote for conviction 
and return it to me as soon as possible, for we are going to make up 
a new jury box, and no man’s name goes into the jury box unless we 
know he will convict, for, by „ we are going to get Williamson 
this time, you can bet your sweet life, and we will send this whole 

outfit to jail, where they belong. We are going to stack the cards 
on them this time. (Hearings, p. 140.) 

Mr. McArrHur became indignant and told Burns that such 
methods were altogether improper, and that no self-respecting 
man could be a party to them, and Burns replied: 

Any methods are justifiable in dealing with these 
(Hearings, p. 140.) 

McArtHour further states that about the ist of September, 
1905, he met Burns, who said to him: 


Well, Mac, we weeded out the of ——; at least, I think we 
did, and we will get Williamson this time, and, by , we will get the 
whole crowd, (Hearings, p. 140.) 

And he further states that Burns said: 


Old Slayden kicked like because my men worked the lists over 
before they went to the jury commissioners, but it didn’t do the old 
of any good, as the corrected lists went in, anyhow. 

Burns stated in his testimony that Jones paid for his pardon, 
but did not say who he paid nor how much he paid, but inti- 
mated that the price was that the Oregon delegates to the 
national convention should go instructed for Roosevelt but should 
vote for Taft, thereby attempting to besmirch the good name of 
Mr. Taft to save himself and Daugherty. All the evidence in 
this case, in my opinion, shows beyond a reasonable doubt 
that Burns and his agents packed the jury box with jurors they 
knew would convict Willard N. Jones. 

In the Burns matter the committee permitted Senator JOHN- 
son, of California, to testify as a character witmess for Burns 
without in anyway qualifying as such witness. He stated he 
knew Burns when he was investigating the graft cases in San 
Francisco and was permitted to tell his own personal estimate 
of him, which anyone knows was not competent testimony. 
JoHnsom stated he would believe Burns before he would Mr, 
Wickersham, but at the suggestion of some of the committee 
he qualified that by saying it was because he did not know 
Wickersham but knew Burns. By a parity of reasoning I pre- 
sume Senator JOHNSON would state that he would believe Burns 
before he would Christ because he knows Burns but never knew 
Christ. 

The pious soul of one of the committee was horrified because 
in the course of his investigation of the Beekman case Joyce 
was compelled to visit a number of saloons in order to try to 
obtain evidence, and he accused Joyce, in Daugherty’s defense 
of course, that while in saloons he found it necessary to take 
a few drinks of whisky; and he accused Joyce of violating the 
law, about which there is a difference of opinion, and in behalf 
of Daugherty heckled Joyce all he possibly could. I presume 
the intelligent committeeman must have considered it Joyce’s 
duty to visit a Sunday school in order to obtain evidence against 
a “ whisky runner.” 

One of the charges brought against the Attorney General was 
that he failed to prosecute the railroads for violation of the 
safety appliance laws. His defense to that charge that he 
did not have sufficient funds to prosecute the railroads does 
not appear to be well taken, in view of the fact that he found 
sufficient funds to send agents all over the United States to 
ascertain whether any of the railway employees were violating 
the Chicago injunction, 

The Attorney General also stated that he was not able to 
prosecute such cases because the railroad brotherhoods had 
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failed to present him with evidence in those cases. This is a 
puerile excuse and the merest subterfuge to conceal his negli- 
gence and nonfeasance. The railroad brotherhoods were under 
no obligation whatever to furnish him with evidence of viola- 
tions of the law. The Government has inspectors to investigate 
those matters and furnish evidence of violations of the law, and 
he well knew it when he made that excuse, and such evidence 
was furnished as shown by the testimony of Commissioner Mc- 
Chord: As a matter of fact, there was a great railway strike, 
which began the ist of July; and the Attorney General has- 
tened to Chicago September 1 and obtained the most far-reach- 
ing and oppressive injunction against the railway strikers ever 
obtained in the history of this Republic, while he permitted the 
violators of safety appliance laws to go unprosecuted. 

As to the Attorney General’s statement that he did not have 
funds sufficient to prosecute violators of the safety appliance 
laws, the following may be illuminating: On the 7th of April, 
1922, Mr. JouNnson of South Dakota offered to the appropriation 
bill providing for the expenses of the Attorney General an 
amendment appropriating $500,000 more for the expenses of the 
Attorney General's office, which was adopted and finally became 
law. Mr. Hustep, of New York, chairman of the subcommittee 
having in charge this appropriation bill, stated: 


The Department of Justice has not asked for this item, but the 
Department of Justice is engaged in this work and has ample funds to 
carry it on at the present time. It does not need an additional dollar 
for this purpose, and if the money was 1 it simply adds 

500,000 to the amount carried in the bill which we would have to 
raise by taxation and which the department could put to no good 
purpose. (Hearings, p. 413.) 


So the statement of the Attorney General that the violators 
of the safety appliance laws could not be prosecuted for lack 
of funds is evidently a defensive fabrication, and the Attorney 
General, as a further defensive smoke screen, asked for the 
appropriation of $500,000 about two weeks after Mr. JOHNSON 
had made his charges on the floor of the House on April 7. 

According to the testimony of Commissioner McChord, the 
number of railway locomotives found defective from July to 
November, inclusive, was 18,976, and 2,890 locomotives were 
out of service. As a matter of course, the railroads had been 
continuously violating the law, or so many engines would not 
have been found defective nor such a number ordered out of 
service by the inspectors. Violators of this law were reported 
to the Attorney General August 15, 1922. Mr. McChord testi- 
fied that he stated to the Attorney General in a letter that— 

Certain violations of the act were reported to the Attorney General 
for appropriate legal action. With a continuance of existing conditions 
this be increasingly frequent. (Hearings, p. 199.) 

The President in his message to Congress stated that all 
laws to restrain conspiracies and to interfere with interstate 
commerce and the laws to insure the highest efficiency in the 
railroad service will be invoked, and the bill of the Attorney 
General in the Chicago injunction stated it is the duty of the 
Attorney General to enforce the safety appliance laws. He 
enjoined the employees but failed to prosecute the railroads, 
and instead protected the railroads by the most villainous in- 
junction. So far as the evidence shows, he has never taken 
any steps to enforce the safety appliance laws. He has com- 
pletely failed in his official capacity in this regard, has will- 
fully neglected to perform his official duty, and is guilty of non- 
feasance, an indictable and impeachable offense. 

The lumber trusts have been continuously violating the anti- 
trust law ever since and before Daugherty became Attorney 
General. The Federal Trade Commission placed the evidence 
of such violations in the hands of the Attorney General at 
various times ever since he has been in office, and yet he has 
made no effort to prosecute, and in that is guilty of nonfeasance 
and a willful neglect of duty. Evidence of the yiolation of the 
antitrust laws by the Southern Pine Association, the Western 
Pine Association, the Georgia-Florida Sawmill Association, the 
North Carolina Pine Association, the South Cypress Manufac- 
turers’ Association, the California Sugar and White Pine Manu- 
facturers, the Redwood Manufacturers’ Association, the Cali- 
fornia Redwood Association, the Redwood Shingle Association, 
the Northern Hemlock Manufacturers’ Association, the National 
Lumber Manufacturers’ Association was placed in the hands of 
the Attorney General, most of them nearly two years ago, yet 
he has taken no steps, so far as I am advised, to enforce the 
law. These companies are illegal combinations to enhance and 
maintain an exorbitant price for building material to the detri- 
ment of the public. No wonder there is a shortage of houses 
and many homeless people in this Republic with these illegal 
combinations operating in defiance of law with the tacit con- 
sent of the Attorney General. No wonder living becomes harder 
for poor people and the struggle for existence more acute when 
such oppression is carried on right under the nose of the Attor- 
ney General while he sits complacently by and, in plain viola- 
tion of his duty, makes no effort to correct the evil. 
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In addition to these cases placed in the hands of the Attor- 
ney General evidence of a violation of the antitrust laws by 
the American Tobacco Co., National Implement and Vehicle 
Association, Macbeth-Evans Glass Co., Mathieson Alkali Works, 
Cumberland Manufacturing Co., National Malleable Castings 
Co., Maple Flooring Manufacturing Association, California 
Packing Corporation, Southern Wholesale Grocers Association, 
Duncan's Trade Register, Goodman Manufacturing Co., and the 
Pioneer Bindery Printing Co. was placed in his hands. The 
Attorney General has had the evidence in most all these cases 
ever since he has been in office and if he has ever made a move 
to prosecute any of these unlawful combinations I have never 
heard of it, but on the contrary he excuses himself by the 
statement that he is still investigating when all necessary evi- 
dence has long since been furnished by the Federal Trade 
Commission. His neglect of duty in these cases is the most 
willful nonfeasance and is of itself alone amply sufficient to 
eall for his impeachment. 

The committee had before it, or rather the chairman did, a 
statement from the Federal Trade Commission as early as 
December 25, 1922, that it had furnished the Attorney General 
with a statement of violations of law by these illegal com- 
binations, giving the dates when such evidence was furnished, 
and Mr. KELLER in his specifications stated: 

I request and demand that your committee require the 

by the Department of Justice of all letters, telegrams, briefs 
oranda of conversations and conferences, reports of bureaus, 
ators, agents, and all other papers; documents of any kind whatsoever 
n the files of the Department of Justice or of the said Harry M. 
Daugherty in connection with or in any matter related to any of the 
matters mentioned in this bill. (Hearings, p. 90.) 

In addition to this Mr. KELLER requested that the committee 
have produced all documents and evidence in the Department 
of Justice that might throw light on the operations of 43 
illegal combinations, including the evidence furnished by the 
Federal Trade Commission. He also requested that the docu- 
ments and evidence concerning violations of law by the United 
Gas Improvement Co., Welsbach, Cities Illuminating Co., and 
a number of others be produced. The committee did not 
require the production of the files which Mr. KErLER claimed 
would prove his contention, but demanded of Mr. KELLER he 
should name just what papers he wanted, and did have pro- 
duced some papers, but of such a character as to throw but 
little light on the situation, and it did not attempt, so far as I 
am aware, to have produced any of the evidence furnished the 
Attorney General by the Federal Trade Commission, although 
requested to do so, but contented itself by stating that the 
Attorney General would furnish any paper called for and ended 
by stating that Mr. KELLER refused to offer any evidence, in the 
face of the fact that in his specifications he had called for 
various documents which the committee refused to have pro- 
duced, 

The statement made on the floor of the House this day that 
the Attorney General was willing to produce any record does 
not correspond to the facts. In his answer to the Keller 
specifications calling for various documents, naming them, the 
Attorney General says: 

In this connection the Attorney General begs leave to advise and 
inform your honorable committee that these documents are of an 
official character, and that to submit them to the inspection of anyone 
not a member of the Department of Justice would be highly prejudi- 
cial to the best interests and subversive not only of the rights of the 

eople of the United States but would be violative of the rights of 

these confidences, as many of these documents reflect, were given to 
the Government of the United States upon the express official under- 
standing that such confidences would be treated and preserved as inyi- 
olate. (Hearing, p. 93.) 

So the Attorney General refused to produce the documents, 
and the committee would not compel him to produce them, 
but contented itself by abusing KELLER and threatening to send 
him to jail because he would not, as the committee claimed, 
produce the evidence when the committee itself absolutely re- 
fused to produce the documents containing the evidence which 
KELLER specifically named and demanded. It seems to me the 
committee proceeded on the theory that the best thing to do 
was to heckle KELLER and the witnesses after the manner of 
some attorneys, when they have a bad case, to “cuss” the 
court and abuse the witnesses. _ 

KELLER was not a witness. He never claimed to know any 
of the facts of his own personal knowledge. All he claimed to 
do was to be able to produce the evidence if given a fair oppor- 
tunity, which I believe he could have done. He stated he was 
not a witness— 

Mr. KELLER. I ask the right to address the committee, and I am 
going to ask you whether you are going to refuse to hear me on that 
6 If you will be sworn 

Mr. KELLER. I do not have to be sworn. 


The CHAIRMAN. Well, we will have you sworn; we will serve a sub- 
pena on you; you can not bully this committee, (Hearings, p. 860.) 
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ing such of it as appeared to be unfit for consumption. 


Notice the unfair, unjust, and insulting way Mr. KELLER was 
treated. He was not a witness, but desired to make a state- 
ment. Mr. JoHNson and Mr. Wooprurr both appeared before 
the committee, and each of them not only made a statement 
but testified and neither of them was sworn, nor did the com- 
mittee require them to be sworn. 

That committee, it seemed to me, half the time during the 
proceedings, did not know which way it was drifting so intent 
was it, I think honestly, on the exoneration of the Attorney, 
General. 

Without any intention whatever of comparing the committee 
to frogs, still its conduct sometimes reminded me of a doggerel 
about those creatures— 

What a wonderful bird the frog arel 

When he sit he stand almost, 

When he hop he fly almost; 

He ain’t got no tall hardly, either; 

When he sit, he sit on what he ain’t got almost. 

No real effort was made by the committee to obtain evidence 
as to why the Attorney General has not prosecuted the parties 
who have been violating the laws. It was the duty of the com- 
mittee under the resolution. 

The Attorney General, if my information is at all correct, 
has placed one Rocellar Gray, a negro, his chauffeur, on the 
Bureau of Investigation’s pay roll, one of the highest paid men 
in that department. He draws pay from the Government, but 
is in reality Daugherty’s chauffeur, according to my informa- 
tion. Mr. Wooprurr submitted a list of witnesses in this mat- 
ter and some papers as requested, but no effort was made to get 
at the facts. 

Ambassador Harvey's son-in-law was indicted, according to 
information in New Jersey, for shipping arms or ammunition, or 
both, to Ireland in violation of law. The Department of Justice 
had the indictment sealed, and Attorney Crim was sent to New 
Jersey and had the case reopened before the grand jury and 
attempted to induce the grand jury not to return another in- 
dictment, and insisted on remaining in the grand jury room 
while the grand jury voted, but was not permitted to do so, and 
the grand jury returned another indictment in the case of 
Harvey's son-in-law, which the Department of Justice had dis- 
missed under an old carpetbag statute which gives a district 
attorney the right to dismiss an indictment over the protest of 
the presiding judge. f 

The committee did not inquire into the charge that large 
quantities of whisky had been seized by agents of the Depart- 
ment of Justice and appropriated to the use of high officials in 
that department, and the Attorney General has failed and re- 
fused to prosecute any of them. The charge was made that a 
hundred thousand dollars’ worth of confiscated liquors have 
been illegally disposed of by Government agents, and these 
agents, instead of being discharged, have been the recipients of 
favoritism and promotion; and William B. Matthews, formerly 
agent in charge of the Washington office of the bureau of inves- 
tigations, stated : 

The facts in the case are that every man connected with this affair 
hàs been treated as a favorite and has been placed in some other good 
job or given a promotion in the Government service. 

A Washington grand jury investigated this case, but did not 
return an indictment because it was handicapped in obtaining 
evidence. This case was a matter of public notoriety and pub- 
lished in Washington newspapers. 

The grand jury in its report stated that the investigation 
developed the fact that a large number of suit cases, trunks, 
and boxes, presumably containing alcoholic liquors, had been 
seized at the Union Station by agents of the Department of 
Justice and stored in rooms in that department and that during 
the periods of seizure, storage, and withdrawal no warrants 
were issued nor legal process instituted with regard to the 
persons transporting or parcels of liquor transported; that the 
liquor so seized while supposed to be forfeited to the United 
States was not in fact so forfeited for the reason that such 
seizure was never confirmed through legal action by the proper 
office of the Department of Justice, and therefore neither the 
liquors nor the persons transporting it ever came into the cus- 
tody of the court. The grand jury further reported that certain 
representatives of the Department of Justice disposed of the 
liquor by making gifts to relatives and friends and by destroy- 
No 
prosecution was ever instituted by the Department of Justice, 
and no inquiry made by the Judiciary Committee. This viola- 
tion was committed right under the nose of the Attorney General, 
yet he has made no move to get at the facts and no attempt to 
prosecute the guilty. It seems to me that the Department of 
Justice instead of being an instrument of prosecution has 
become a harbor for criminals. 
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The chairman of the committee, in his pursuit of KELLER in 
his remarks to-day, stated that 

Mr. KEGLER himself selected this committee (Judiciary) as the one 
to make this investigation. 
` That was u loose statement and the chairman is evidently for- 
getful. The CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of September 11, 1922, 
shows that Mr. Kerrex introduced his resolution together with 
some specifications, and that thereupon Mr. Monprent moved that 
the resolution be referred to the Judiciary Committee, which 
motion was adopted. 

During the administration of President Taft, Morse, a New 
Tork banker, was charged with looting a bank and convicted 
and sent to the Atlanta Federal Penitentiary. In connection 
with Thomas B. Felder, a man of malodorous reputation, Mr. 
Daugherty undertook for a fee of $25,000 to secure from Presi- 
dent Taft a pardon for Morse. Daugherty denied emphatically 
that he received any fee for getting Morse out of the peniten- 
tlarz, and Senator Warson, of Indiana, denied it several times 
on the floor of the Senate, but after the letter from Felder to 
Leon O. Bailey was published ‘stating that Morse had agreed 
to pay them $25,000 to secure the pardon and that if they 
would renew their efforts to secure the pardon he would pay 
them $100,000, Daugherty admitted it. Tt seems that Daugherty 
and Felder had fated in their first efforts. The letter -cites 
several instances of Daugherty having visited Morse in New 
Work to secure payment of this fee after Morse was pardoned. 
Six thousand dollars of it was paid. Felder further says in his 
letter that if it had not been for himself and Daugherty Morse 
would have been in his grave. A board of physicians was em- 
ployed to examine Morse, but reported there was nothing seri- 
ously the matter with him. Another board examined Morse and 
reported him te be in a serious condition. 

This was a board of Army doctors. They went to the office 
of Doctor Fowler, who had been the physician at the peniten- 
tiary when Morse was first incarcerated, and obtained a state- 
ment from him that Morse had incipient Bright’s disease. 
With this as u cue, they came to Washington and obtained a 
premise from the President that if an examination showed 
that Morse’s life would be endangered by confinement he would 
be released. Then they secured ‘a board of Army doctors and 
had him examined, and they ‘reported he had Bright’s disease 
and was in a very precarious condition. Just after this oc- 
curred Felder made this significant statement: 

We understood the department has since got hold of evidence that 
each time Morse "wes examined this ‘borrd of experts that ‘he took 
either uds or some kind of e enls that made his kidneys bleed, 
‘and th the experts. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 8018.) 

i Daugherty got the Morse case, not because he is a lawyer, 
but because he was close to the President, and practiced a fraud 
on the President to secure the pardon. Attorney General 
Daugherty denied he had anything to do with the Morse case, 
yet on April 80, 1913, he wrote a letter to Morse in which he 
said: 

I inclose you herewith a copy of the letter setting forth the con- 
tract you August 4, 1911, with Mr. Felder for his services and 
mine. You will observe that I was correct In the statement that there 
was aeh due when you were commute (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
p. $ 

Fowler, the penitentiary engaged with Daugherty 
and Felder in that fraud on President Taft, was 
discharged from ‘his position, ‘but was reinstated when Daugh- 
erty became Attorney General. There was nothing the matter 
with Morse. He immediately became well and hearty after his 
pardon and ready for new ‘fields to pillage. 

The Attorney General's action in the Bosch Magneto Co. is 
on a parity of rascality with the fraud practiced in the Morse 
‘case. That is one of the large cases pending before the Depart- 
ment of Justice, in which it is contended that the Government 
‘was robbed of anywhere from ‘two to ten millions of dollars, 
and Mr. Scaife, a then special agent of the Department of Jus- 
tice, made the investigation. He is the man whom the Attorney 
General wanted discharged, not because he did not tell the 
truth but because he gave out information to two Members of 
Congress. He discharged him saying, “ Yeu have been disloyal 
to the Department of Justice.” Felder had been retained as 
counsel for the Bosch Magneto Co. Felder stated to Scaife that 
he had an interview with the Attorney General and the Attor- 
ney General had agreed to cooperate with him in the case and 
that the Attorney General wanted Felder to see Scaife and he 
‘desired to associate Scaife with him. Scaife refused to become 
associated with Felder. A letter to this effect was published 
in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp May 20, 1922. The Attorney Gen- 
eral has never denied the truth of the statements contained 
in the letter, and, although Mr. Scaife was before the com- 
mittee, the committee was very careful not to interrogate him 
about it. 


Felder knew that Scaife was the gentleman who made the 
fuvestigation in the case in which the Government was ex- 
pected to recover millions of dollars, and came straight from 
the Attorney General's office, where he had a conference about 
this matter, and at the request of the Attorney General, and 
a OE wile Lin AEAT ER an ecco oe anit AO 
a suit w rney presumed to bring against 
the Bosch Megneto Co. Thonmas B. Felder, at the request of 
the Attorney General, attempted to lure away from the Gov- 
ernment the investigator on whom the Government must rely 
to recover judgment against the Bosch Magneto Co. This one 
case is foul enough to impeach half a dozen Attorneys General. 

Mr. Speaker, during the war a small group of men controlled 
the manufacture of airplanes, and among this number were 
the Standard Aircraft Corporation and the Standard Aero Oo., 
which were controlled by ‘Mitsui & Co., Japanese companies. 
In the fall of 1917 it was discovered that the Standard Aircraft 
Corporation had shipped five Liberty airplane motors from San 
Francisco to Japan, and the bill of lading for the shipment as 
set out in the Hughes investigation. In the answer of ‘the 
Attorney General he alleges these claims have never been placed 
in his hands, but in the next paragraph contradicts himself by 
stating in effect that the Department of Justice had made la- 
borious efforts in the matter. and asks to be excused from dis- 
closing the facts on the alleged ground that it would be detrimen- 
tal to the Government's interests to make these disclosures. It 
was brought out in the Graham investigation that the Mitsul cam- 
pany is the head of the Japanese secret service in this country. 

In a settlement made between the Government and the Stand- 
ard Aircraft Corporation the Government records show that 
over 52,000,000 was paid to these companies for amortization 
and depreciation of plants and machinery. The same settle- 
ment also shows an item of $375,000 has been paid them for 
rent. It is evident the company could not collect for a build- 
ing it did not own and therefore one or the other of these items 
was a false claim. An investigation was made which disclosed 
that these companies had never owned the plant or building 
and therefore had defrauded the Government out of over 
$2,000,000. The files in the Air Service and in the Contract 
Audit Section of the War Department will substantiate these 
statements. I suggested that Secretary of War Weeks be 
called before the committee as I wanted this matter inquired 
into, but my suggestion was not heeded by the committee. 
This matter has long been known to the Attorney General and 
he has taken no steps whatever to prosecute this matter and 
the committee did not take the trouble to obtain any testimony 
in regard to it but contended itself with heckling. In this 
matter the Attorney General has dodged his official duty and 
is subject to t. 

Mr. Speaker, the Attorney General had favored the bank- 
ing house of J. P. Morgan & Co. in that he had indictments 
dismissed against the directors of the United States Gas & 
Improvement Co. for violation of the antitrust laws. The 
directors of this company were indicted for numerous violations 
of the antitrust law charging them with killing off competing 
companies and the Attorney General had the indictments dis- 
missed on the flimsy pretext that there might be a variance 
between the allegations of the indictments and the proof, and 
the committee accepted this lame excuse ‘and did not go into 
the merits of the case, although R. Moman, on December 21, 
1922, telegraphed the committee demanding to be heard. 

The charge was made that the Attorney General favored the 
New York, New Haven & Hartford Railroad, and Samuel 
Untermyer informed the committee that he had valuable testi- 
mony to offer in connection with the General Electric Co. and 
cement cases. The General Electric Co. is a criminal monopoly 
and has placed upon the people of the United States a 100 per 
cent monopoly of the business of electric-light bulbs. The bulb 
business constituted only 20 per cent of the volume of the total 
business of that company, but it yielded 85 per cent of its total 
profits, This was long since.placed in the hands of the Attorney 
General fully prepared, but he has made no effort whatever to 
prosecute this criminal combination. 

There are a number of other cases in which the Attorney 
General signally failed to perform his official duty. They are 
too numerous to specify, and the committee, had it so minded, 
could have obtained testimony of his dereliction in these cases, 
but it dodged the matter by demanding that KELLER furnish the 
evidence, when the resolution authorizes and directs the com- 
mittee and not KELLER to inquire into the official conduct of the 
Attorney General. 

The forgetful chairman of the committee states in his re- 
marks to-day that the gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. THOMAS], 
who asks for further investigation, made no such demand when 
the committee closed its hearings. The chairman stated when 
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Mr. Howland had made a statement, had testified relative to 
certain specifications, “if you are through we will go into ex- 
ecutive session,” which was done. Nothing was said about the 
hearings being closed. In executive session I refused to vote 
for the Volstead resolution exonerating Daugherty and stated 
I thought there should be further investigation and would offer 
a minority report, which I did. The chairman of the com- 
mittee should read the record and polish up his memory before 
he makes loose statements. 

Into the controversy came jumping the effervescing, bouncing, 
bounding, bucking gentleman from the sun-baked plains of 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON], a man of many good parts, but, like the 
traditional parrot, he talks too much. He came with blood in 
his eye and talked of scaffolds and hangings, and seemed to 
have gore on the brain. He in no way discussed the evidence or 
merits of the case, but contented himself with wholesale abuse 
of all witnesses in the case who had the temerity to give any 
testimony at all reflecting on Daugherty, and he was especially 
severe on the attorneys he presumed represented Mr. KELLER, 
as well as Samuel Gompers. The mention of Gompers’s name 
always puts him into an intense rage, and the thought of the 
American Federation of Labor or any other labor organization, 
except the farmers in his own particular district, throws him 
into a conniption fit, but he acts very kindly toward the farmers 
of his district because they do the principal part of the voting 
in that section; otherwise he probably would be as virulent 
toward them, because they are laboring people, but he is careful 
not to kill the goose that lays the golden egg. He states if there 
had been no strike there would have been no injunction and no 
impeachment. He knows full well that the railroads caused the 
strike, He knows they violated their written agreement to 
meet the railroad employees long before the strike and arbitrate 
the question of wages, and violated their written agreement and 
demanded a reduction of wages and an increase of rates, which 
they, through the assistance of Daugherty and the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, obtained. He knows that for months 
before that it was generally published that the railroads in- 
tended to break down the labor organizations, and in pursuance 
of that policy secured the passage through Congress of the 
infamous Esch-Cummins railroad bill, to enable the railroads to 
collect from the people sufficient funds to bear the expenses in 
attempting to disorganize the labor organizations. He knows 
that under the law millions of dollars were collected from the 
people, including the farmers of his district, whom he professes 
to so devotedly love, and turned over to the railroads for the 
Purpose of defraying the expenses of the railroads in that effort. 
He knows he voted for that bill to take money out of the pock- 
ets of his farmer constituents to give to the railroads. 

He manifested in his remarks no respect for old age and gray 
hairs, but was exceedingly abusive toward Samuel Gompers 
because he obeyed the subpœna of the committee and appeared 
and testified, and was rqually abusive of KELLER for the reason 
that he refused to testify and wanted to hang somebody. 

The truth is Mr. BLANTOR did not discuss the relevant testi- 
mony adduced in the case. He seems to have an inordinate 
desire to see his name appear in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 
He appears to be a monomaniac on the subject of seeing his 
name in the Recorp. He seems to have arrived at that state 
of mind that he believes— 

apa and every minute, 
The ORD’S wrong if I'm not in it. 

The fact is, Mr. Branton manifested no conception of the 
merits of the case but contented himself to indulge in villi- 
fication. He has about as much knowledge of the case as a 
swan floating on the broad bosom of mid-Atlantic has of the 
immeasurable depths beneath it. 

Mr. Gompers was present in obedience to a subpena. He 
conducted himself with modesty, decorum, dignity, and cour- 
tesy. His testimony was brief and simple, and only to the 
effect that after having been sent for by Daugherty in regard 
to the Burns appointment he protested against the appoint- 
ment, which statement was admitted by Daugherty’s attorney 
and proved by several other witnesses. That and the fact he 
is a member of the American Federation of Labor is the cause 
of the outpouring of BLanton’s vials of wrath. 

No member of the committee nor Member of the House who 
has discussed this question to-day has touched upon the evi- 
dence. All of them have studiously avoided that. KELLER 
has been abused and charged with discourtesy toward the 
committee, of which I do not think he is guilty, and I desire 
to call attention to some of the epithets that have been hurled 
at him and witnesses and attorneys engaged in this case. 
They are such as “cheap political scavengers,” “ muckraking 
klan,” “dirty politics,” “henchmen,” “shyster lawyer,” das- 
tardly act,” “insolent attempt,” “ insolent letter,” “ insolent and 


abusive epistle,” “falsehoods and misrepresentations,” “ insolent 
manner,” “promptly have gone to jail,” “friend and attorney 
of prominent anarchists,” “innocent dupe,” messenger boy,“ 
“an anarchist,” “to blackguard the Attorney General,” “ false 
and voluminous charges,” “ weasel politics,” “ dissembling Sam- 
uel,” “insolent attitude,” “slander and scandal,” “scurrilous 
charges,” disseminators of falsehood and calumny,” “ mixed 
hatreds, emotions, and falsehoods,” arrogant, truculant, and 
offensive,” “impertinent,” “disgusting and demoralizing,” 
“wholesale, reckless, rampant, and discriminating abuse,” 
“slanderous attack,” “ willful and malicious misrepresentation.” 

These and some other affectionate epithets were hurled at 
KELLER, witnesses, and attorneys in this case in the committee 
and on the floor of the House to-day by the exceedingly courte- 
ous committee which complains of discourteous words used 
by Mr. KELLER. 

Mr. Speaker, the committee in consideration of the Daugherty 
matter at times proceeded as though the resolution had been 
passed by the House and it had been authorized to conduct 
an investigation and even more; it proceeded as though the 
House itself had had prepared a bill of impeachment and the 
committee was the United States Senate sitting as a court 
to hear evidence on this bill. Such action was a usurpation 
of the prerogatives of the House and Senate and finally it was 
turned into a farcical proceeding. 

The committee appeared to me to have prepared barrels of 
whitewash for Daugherty and barrels of blackwash for KELLER, 
because he had dared to exercise his constitutional privilege 
of calling attention to what he believed to be reprehensible 
and impeachable official conduct of the Attorney General and 
requested that Congress inquire as to the conduct of that 
official. The rulings made from time to time as to evidence 
by the committee have, in my opinion, no parallel in any court 
in the land, 

Mr. Kran diviled his accusations into 14 divisions or 
charges, together with a number of subdivisions, making a 
total of about 130 alleged instances of official misconduct on 
the part of the Attorney General. Kerrirr was present and 
represented during the hearings on only 2 of these 130 charges, 
and because of the heckling he had been subjected to by the 
committee and the discourtesy with which he had been treated 
withdrew from further participation in the proceedings. In 
this course he was fully justified, as he had a constitutional 
duty to perform and it was his right and duty to refuse to 
participate in proceedings which, in his opinion, were violative 
of his fundamenatl obligations and rights as a Member of the 
House. 

After Kerier’s withdrawal the greater part of the committee's 
time was consumed, in my opinion, in devising ways and means 
to shut out any testimony that might tend to substantiate 
the Keller charges. Unless I am greatly mistaken in my 
opinion several of the members of the committee acted as advo- 
eates for the Attorney General in combating the charges, and 
I think there is ample evidence of this in the published hear- 
ings. It seemed to me it was not necessary for the Attorney 
General to be represented by counsel and few were the ques- 
tions asked by the Attorney General’s counsel, as that was 
diligently looked after by several members of the committee, 
It would require much time to specify the many gross failures 
of the committee to make any effort to get at the real facts of 
the many charges. The very nature of an impeachment pro- 
ceeding is to remove an unfit official from office. Were he 
guilty of crimes, he could be reached by courts. 

Mr. Speaker, Anglo-Saxon law and tradition from the 
earliest time have universally and tenaciously held to the doc- 
trine that nonfeasance or conduct prejudicial to the interest 
of the public are sufficient to remove public officials from office. 
I believe the discourtesy shown KELLER and contempt mani- 
fested toward him amounts to a notice that if any Member of 
the House dares to exercise his constitutional right to criticize 
a public official of the executive branch of the Government he 
will become the victim of espionage and persecution. 

Mr. Speaker, I am fully aware of the fact that to argue 
against the passage of this resolution is like casting pearls before 
swine, but the people of this Republic will not fovever submit 
to a condition in which the great Department of Justice shall re- 
main in charge of persons utterly unfitted to hold this exalted 
position. 

Some gentleman in his remarks to-day, if I caught his words 
aright, stated that all the newspapers are for Daugherty. That 
statement is ridiculous and even if true throws no light on the 
subject. One Washington newspaper in its report of the first 
day’s proceedings was very severe on the conduct of the com- 
mittee, but afterwards remained silent. No doubt that invisi- 
ble Government to which Mr. JoHNson of South Dakota re- 
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ferred touched the mainspring of that paper’s opinion and it 
remained silent thereafter, 

Daugherty will not be exhonerated by the House; he will be 
“ whitewashed.” Of the gentlemen here to-day who have evaded 
the evidence and spoken so vehemently in defense of the Attorney 
General nearly all of them are “lame ducks,” and most of them, 
according to reports, are applicants for appointive positions. 
Mr. Wooprurr, one of the men who asked for the investigation, 
received every vote cast in his district, and Mr. KELLER, making 
an issue of the Daugherty case, received the largest majority 
ever cast for him, while Mr. Vorsrzab, coming from the same 
State as Kenixer, was overwhelmingly defeated. 

The farmers of the country, the men with the hoe, who fur- 
nish the staff of life without which the world would perish, the 
miners—the subterranean fighters, who furnish the fuel to 
light and warm the world—the soldiers of the rail, the veterans 
of the cab, who serve in the front danger line of the grand army 
of transportation, and every class of labor is just as much en- 
titled to organize to protect their rights as any other class of 
citizens, 

It has been held in the United States that impeachment will 
lie against public officers for gross abuse or betrayals of trust, 
for inexcusable neglect of duty, although no indictable crime 
either at common law or under any statute be committed. 
(Cooley Constitutional Law, 159.) It has been fully shown by 
the evidence, and could have been further shown had the com- 
mittee produced the evidence which it could have done, that 
the Attorney General has been guilty of gross abuses, betrayals 
of trust, and willful neglect of duties in numerous instances. 

The Attorney General was an apt pupil of the George B. Cox 
school of political activity in Cincinnati. Cox was known far 
and wide as a corrupt politician who bossed Cincinnati and con- 
trolled and corrupted the courts. So incensed did the people 
of that city become because of the corrupt activities of Cox 
that they arose in their indignation and wrath and burned the 
courthouse, and Daugherty does not seem to have reformed or 
abandoned the methods he acquired under the teachings of Cox, 

The man who has a valid defense and is conscious ef his inno- 
cence and is sufficiently intelligent to make a clear statement 
but shirks a cross-examination furnishes strong evidence of 
guilt. There is no statute or rule of evidence to prevent the 
public from presuming that when an intelligent man is ar- 
raigned charged with the commission of an offense his failure 
to testify is very strong evidence against him. Daugherty did 
not testify, as he probably feared cross-examination. When he 
must have realized his dangerous position he was content te re- 
main absent and permit his henchmen to testify for him with- 
out venturing to support them. Newberry did not sueceed in 
his course of conduct in not testifying, nor will the Attorney 
General succeed in securing the verdict of the public by his 
failure to appear and testify. 

The Attorney General's defense has been flimsy and contra- 
dictory excuses. Pages of human history are filled with un- 
plausible excuses because of duties unperformed and crimes 
committed, In the beginning, when Cain slew Abel and was 
charged with the offense, he defended himself by inquiring, 
“Am I my brother’s keeper?” Such has been the subterfuge 
of mankind all through the flight of time. Before the tables 
of stone were delivered to Moses, amid the thunders and 
lightnings of Sinai, before the building of the pyramids, those 
silent sentinels of the desert that have withstood the ravages. 
of time, before the construction of the Egyptian Sphinx, which 
has stood unmoved for centuries in the trackless wastes of 
Lybian sands, and before the barons wrested the charter 
of English liberty from King John at Runnymeade, mankind 
has always been ready with excuses for crimes committed 
and duty neglected, It was so when the scarred and veteran 
legions of Cæsar bore aloft the imperial Roman eagles. It 
was true when Mark Anthony loved, when Christ was crucified, 
and when Homer sang, and will be until the end of time, and— 

No thief e’er felt the halter draw 
With good opinion of the law. 

The oppressive and felonious claws of bureaucracy are clutch- 
ing at the prerogatives of Congress, and already I can hear the 
death rattle in its throat in the surrender of the rights of the 
people and the privileges of the legislative branch of the Gov- 
ernment to the demands of the executive departments. If 
reformation does not come, and public officials are not taught 
that public office is a public trust, if public officials are not 
properly disciplined for dishonesty and official misconduct, 
then, eventually, the black tempest of revolution in mournful 
cadence will sweep over this Republic— 

Like dreams of sorrow o'er the face 

Of sleeping beauty, 
“and the grass, green from the soil of carnage,” will wave 
above the graves of millions slain. 


Mr, BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas 
asks unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks in 
the Recorp. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. JEFFERIS]. 

Mr. JEFFERIS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, when considering 
the charges and the making thereof against the Attorney Gen- 
eral certain events and the time of their oceurrence are most 
instructive, 

On July 1, 1922, some 260,000 of the 400,000 railway shopmen 
went out on strike, 

On September 1 the Attorney General filed a bill in equity 
in the Federal court of Chicago, and a restraining order was 
issued restraining the striking shopmen and their leaders from 
interfering with the operations of interstate commerce. 

On September 9 to 16 Samuel Gompers and the executive 
council of the American Federation of Labor were in session. 

On September 11 the Attorney General, having given 10 days’ 
legal notice to the defendants in the Chicago case, commenced 
the introduction of evidence contained in some 1,700 affidavits 
to obtain, if possible, a temporary injunction. 

On the same day, September 11, Representative KELLER, of 
Minnesota, in the House of Representatives, made impeachment 
charges against the Attorney General, alleging, among other 
things, that he had abridged the freedom of speech, the free- 
dom of the press, and the right of the people to peaceably 
assemble, and at the same time introduced Resolution 425, 
authorizing the Committee on the Judiciary to inquire into 
the official conduct of the Attorney General and to report 
whether or not he had-been guilty of any acts which could be 
considered as high crimes and misdemeanors in office and 
which would warrant his impeachment. 

On September 16 the Judiciary Committee met to proceed 
with the hearings, but Representative KELLER was not prepared 
to offer any evidence in support of his contentions. 

On November 23 the committee requested the Representative 
for a more specific statement of the act or aets about which 
he complained. 

On December 1 Representative KELLER filed his amplified 
specifications, .- 

On the ist and 2d days of December the Progressives met 
in Washington, and Mr. Samuel Untermyer, of New York 
City, on the evening of December 2, at the dinner of the Pro- 
gressives, attacked the Attorney General and disgorged him- 
self of an effervescent diatribe of marked similarity to the 
amplified specifications filed on the Ist day of December by 
Representative KELLER. 

On December 4 the Attorney General filed with the com- 
mittee a specific answer to each and all of the so-called charges, 
and the committee promptly announced its readiness to pro- 
ceed with the hearing of evidence, but Mr. Kerrier stated he 
was not ready to proceed, and that he could not do so unless 
the committee obtained the power to subpena witnesses, so 
the chairman of the committee on that same day, in order to 
make some progress, secured the adoption of Resolution 461 
by the House of Representatives, which authorized the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary to send for persons and papers and to 
sit during sessions of the House. 

On December 12 Representative KELLER and Mr. Ralston, 
attorney for the Representative and the American Federation 
of Labor, appeared before the committee, as did certain other 
persons who had been requested to appear as witnesses. 

At the opening of the hearing Mr, Howland, a former Mem- 
ber of Congress from the State of Ohio, who was present repre- 
sigs Attorney General Daugherty, addressed the committee, 
Say. 

now ask 
kis gov repect, Mr. De Karten ia cies ee pere gratie 8 

This modest request to learn the mere names of the persons 
associated with Representative KELLER in the charges caused 
mares of an explosion, as the following inquiries es- 
tabl: 
amie the = gentleman will” — say ry og A 8 Mire 
tion is entirely impertinent, e only issue before this com 
is — one of the innocence of his client. 

The r pa you refuse to answer the question? 

Mr. RALSTON. BC this committee. 

Mr. HOWLAND. Te is no have put it before the gages 

Mr. RALSTON, It is not before the committee unless it is pertinent. 

Mr. HOWLAND. Very good. 
ti Me eae. Can you not state briefly the parties interested 
Mr. R N. I can state bri 
can 5 n these: R. . 


ites 


doo „000,000 in number, 
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Mr. Foster. Did they help prepare this? This says, “those were 
8 men who are interested in this impeachment proceeding 
with ma. 


Mr. Ratston. His clerk’s assistance, I suppose, he has a right to 
get with or without compensation. 

Mr. Fosrer. I do not refer to that; I refer to the statement made 
by Mr. KELLER., It is up to you whether you care to give that infor- 
mation, It says, “ those were J coh by men who are interested in 
this impeachment proceeding with me,“ and his question was whether 
you cared to state who they were. 

Mr. RALSrox. If the committee votes that is a peroane inquiry, 
that it has anything to do with the issues before this committee, 1 
will answer it as far as is within my power. 

Mr. Jerreris. Do you not t in order to see whether this is a 
prosecution in good th or not, t the committee and the country 
would like to know whether it has animus behind it; and you can 
2 by knowing who the individuals are who helped to 


he people are interested in knowing whether or not 
the facts we put forth are true 
Mr. KELLER filed these 


Daugherty, an attempt on his part to 
this committee, 


answer. 


rtainly is. 

Mr. RALSTON. It seems to me it is Grig A impertinent. 

The CHAIRMAN. I do not think that it an impertinent question. 
It is one which is asked in courts in the trial of cases, 

Mr. RALSTON. I have never known of its being asked in the trial of a 
criminal case before in my experience. 

The CHAIRMAN. It fs involved in nearly every case. 

Mr. RALSTON. It is always involved, Bar. if there is no other defense, 
which appears to be the case here, so far. 

The amn Go on and answer the question. 

Mr. RALSTON. If the chairman rules it is pertinent 

The CHAIRMAN. I rule it is pertinent. 

Mr. Rauston. I consider it is a smoke screen. However, Mr. KELLER 
has had my assistance; he has had the assistance of his secre- 
tary, I have no doubt. ‘Whether he has had other assistance in the 

resentation of this thing—there are two secretaries—but whether 
nas had other assistance in the preparation of this thing, I 
not know. 

Mr. Hickry. Have Pie any objection to stating who compensates 
you for your services 

Mr. RALSTON. I was asked to prepare those without any question of 
compensation. x 

r. Hickey. By whom? 

Mr. RALSTON. I was asked, so far as the particular issues he is ac- 
quainted with are concerned, by Mr. Gompers, and no question was 
raised as to compensation. 

„ r. Gompers is president of the American Federation 
of Labor 

Mr. RALSTON. Yes, he is; he is also an American citizen. 

Mr. 5 And you are attorney for the American Federation of 
Labor 

Mr. RALSTON. Yes; I have been on many occasions. 

i a HickRxX. So that you really appear for this organization at this 
time 


In the course of time Mr. Ralston, the attorney for Repre- 
sentative KELLER and the American Federation of Labor, evi- 
dently concluded that he would make an effort to deal frankly 
with the committee, and announced: 


Mr. RALSTON. I want to deal frankly with the committee. Sọ far as 
those first 7 Sa are concerned, I do not expect to deal with them 
personally at . I have not studied them; I did not prepare them; 
and Mr, Untermyer is particularly interested in them, and I presume 
expects or hopes to appear before this committee, You will understand 
from that that up to this time the ch which I have particularly 
prepared myself, or aimed to prepare myself, are three in number. 

r. HICKEY, I understand, but I thought Hkely you had some infor- 
mation from those who did prepare tbem, 

Mr. RALSTON. No. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let me ask Mr. KELLER. 

Mr. Ketter. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, at the 
time we had the first hearing, when I appeared before the commi 
you set the following Tuesday for me to appear before this committee 
with the attorney. I saw Mr. Untermyer the following Sunday, and 
he is the man who is interested in those first charges. 

The CuamrmMAn, What do you know about them yourself? 

Mr. KELLER. I am not aisr g to state right now, 

Mr. GRAHAM. You preferred these char; Now can not g ro- 
duce the evidence that moved you to make these solemn an — 
charges against a t parue official on the floor of Congress? 

Mr. KELLER. I be ready when I get ready. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Oh, no; you won't. not get impudent with the 
committee. 

Mr. KELLER. I say I am Sey e . this morning to take them u 
I am stanly answering a question of Mr. „ and that is on the 
following Monday I said when I appeared before this committee Mr, 


Untermyer would have been ready on Tuesday to come here and an- 
This Decembe 


Swer these cha: a committee adjourned until r 4. Now 
Mr. Un BS u > 
lar time an take cite of time yra ei 3 EE 

Mr. GnAHAx. I ask a question at this point? Mr. KELLER, you 
saz yon 5 — 3 when 5 4 = 
As earn 10 e was on a Sunday following the meeting 

Members of the committee thus learned after much effort 
that the three chief promoters and actors in the scheme de- 
signed to bring about the impeachment of Attorney General 
Daugherty were the two versatile Samuels and one Repre- 
sentative. 

Since these three participated in originating the false an 
yoluminous charges against a single officer, some might think o 
them as three of a kind, but the fact is that each of them plies 
his individual art in his own special manner when playing what 
Will Payne would call “ weasel politics” in a vain effort to 
destroy the good name of the present administration and to dis- 
rupt the Republican Party. 

Some were led to believe from the vaporings of Samuel Un- 
termyer, of New York City, as published in the press, that ha 
was just “rearing to come” as a volunteer, without hope of 
pecuniary reward or compensation, to prosecute the alleged im- 
peachment charges in a notorious attempt, as many believe, to 
5 the Attorney General in the discharge of his official 

uties. 

But this dissembling Samuel, having received much publicity 
and notoriety in the free advertising columns of the press, was 
pleased to remain in New York and play “weasel politics” 
in Big Bertha fashion by belching forth poisonous slander 
against the Attorney General and members of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

While this wily Samuel remained in New York City the com- 
mittee thoroughly and fairly investigated the specifications 
which he had fomented against the Attorney General. The 
committee heard the open, straightforward, sworn testimony 
of Col. William Hayward, an eminent lawyer of national repu- 
tation and standing, who Is serving the Government of the 
United States as district attorney for the southern district of 
New York with that same degree of fidelity and zeal which 
distinguished him as a brave and courageous soldier, one of 
the Nation’s defenders and heroes upon the battle field, and 
found that Sumuel’s charges were the mere vaporous produc- 
tions of his wild and distorted imagination. 

The distant, isolated, and insolent attitude of this Samuel 
deprived the committee of an opportunity to see this self- 
important mortal in his habilaments of clay and prevented the 
committee from learning how it was possible for him in New 
York to know or, rather, pretend to know so much which never 
occurred before the committee in Washington. 

However, this crafty Samuel, the Big Bertha of long-distanca 
Slander and scandal, by avoiding the Judiciary Committee fur- 
nished the country with conclusive proof that the freedom of 
speech and freedom of the press to defame and attempt to 
assassinate the reputations of Cabinet officials and Members of 
Congress have survived the recent Chicago injunction. 

The New York Samuel knew this full well, but for fear that 
some of his kind might not, he belched forth the scurrilous 
charges against the Attorney General and members of the com- 
mittee to notify his fellow disseminators of falsehood and 
calumny that it was still open season for feeding the flames of 
unrest and discontent among the people by slandering honorable 
men who are responsible for the administration of the orderly 
functions of government, 

This Samuel's absence on the 12th and 13th days of December 
troubled the other Samuel and the Representative from Min- 
nesota more than their gloomy faces indicated. They were 
mentally depressed when Senator Hiram Jonnson testified to 
the high character and courage of William J. Burns and told 
how he, the Senator, had recommended Burns to the Attorney 
General for appointment, but their hopes fell to 40 degrees be- 
low zero when Mr. Stevenson, the able lawyer for the Brother- 
hood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, testified that the 
Attorney General was ready, willing, and anxious at all times 
to help the brotherhoods as the facts would warrant in every 
way within his power to obtain the rellef they sought, and that, 
in the judgment of the witness, the Attorney General should 
not be impeached. 1 

The next morning, December 14, the Representative came be- 
fore the committee all alone; neither of the Samuels was pres- 
ent to stimulate his waning courage, Disappointment settled 
heavily upon the brow of the lone suryivor, so he hunted his 
trusty telephone, called the Samuel of New York, 226 miles 
away, and told him of his plight and want of evidence. Now, 
the Samuel of New York may have told the Representative to 
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write a letter denouncing the committee and to refuse to have 
anything more to do with the charges, and to tell the committee 
he had made this decision after consultation with his advisers, 
among them being Mr. Samuel Untermyer, of New York City. 

Anyway, the Representative wrote the letter denouncing the 
committee, refused to proceed further with the charges, and 
told the committee that he made this decision after consulta- 
tion with his advisers, among them being Samuel Untermyer, 
of New York, and then the Representative made his get-away 
to his sanctuary of silence, from whence even a subpœua issued 
by the House of Representatives and signed by the honored 
Speaker failed to budge him. 

The committee heard nothing further from Samuel of the 
house of Untermyer from the 14th of December until the evi- 
dence had been completed upon all the charges and the same 
had been printed. Then, on the 4th of January of the new 
year, Samuel, of New York, oiled up his typewriter, conned his 
unabridged dictionary, and wrote a scorching five-page letter 
denouncing the committee and hurled it at the chairman of the 
committee through the United States mail. By this act of long- 
distance throwing, after he had advised the Representative to 
proceed no further, some think that the New York Samuel 
hopes to be known as one of the world’s famous athletes. 

In this last effort of Samuel's to become famous by denounc- 
ing and belittling others one might think that he feeds upon 
the meat of ferocious animals and now when the hearings are 
closed that he was anxious to tear the very vitals of the Attor- 
ney General had the committee subpœnaed him to come after 
he had advised the Representative from Minnesota to quit, but 
whom he, in his letter of January 4, says he never represented, 
and with whom he never at any time sustained professional re- 
lations, meaning that he had received no money as a retainer 
for his stunts of long-distance throwing of advice and counsel. 

Samuel's doings two weeks after the hearings were closed 
reminds me very much of that old coon dog down in Texas 
which would not fight a live coon, but when one had been shot 
and killed and everything was all over the old dog would rush 
up and shake the dead coon and growl and roar like a ferocious 
lion. 

If the Samuels of the Untermyer type, by nation-wide pub- 
licity and propaganda of mixed hatreds, emotions, and false- 
hoods, could succeed in undermining and destroying the confi- 
dence of the people in the integrity of Government officials and 
Representatives in Congress, they would tear away the very 
foundations upon which this Government rests, and the insti- 
tutions of liberty, which have flourished for nearly a century 
and a half under the Constitution of the Republic, would fall 
as the star from heaven, fading as it drops. 

The other Samuel—Samuel Gompers, president of the Ameri- 
can Federation of Labor—with his private secretary and at- 
torney, did come before the committee and made solemn affir- 
mation to tell the truth as a witness. 

He was asked when it was that he suggested to Mr. Ralston, 
the attorney for the federation, that impeachment proceedings 
should be started against the Attorney General. Samuel an- 
swered that he did not know that impeachment proceedings 
were to be brought against Mr. Daugherty until after he read 
them in the newspapers, 

Later on I asked him: 

was trying to fix the date when the action was taken here by the 


executive committee of the American Federation of Labor to go ahead 
or take part in these charges against the Attorney General. 


To this inquiry Samuel answered: 


The dates, as near as I can recollect, I think it was on the 14th of 
November when the executive council, or the 16th, when the executive 
council met in its regular session, 

The answers of Samuel, the witness, would tend to prove that 
neither he nor the executive council were interested in the 
charges made by Representative KELLER in the House on Sep- 
tember 11, 1922, until about the middle of the following No- 
vember, 

But the American Federationist, the official magazine of the 
American Federation of Labor, of which Samuel Gompers is 
the editor, in its October issue, at pages 768 to 769, tells a dif- 
ferent story and flatly contradicts and impeaches the state- 
ment of Samuel, the witness, and proves what the executive 
council was doing from September 9 to September 16. 

The magazine says: 

It was with these things in view that the executive council of the 
American Federation of Labor at its meeting, September 9 to Septem- 
ber 16, determined to use all of its influence and to attempt to mobilize 
the strength of the organized-labor movement in an effort to bring about 


the impeachment of the Attorney General, who has so ruthlessly over- 
ridden the law and the Constitution of our Republic. 


As a result of its decision, the following official communication was 
issued from the headquarters of the American Federation of Labor on 
September 18 (the first and last paragraphs are): 


WASHINGTON, D. C., September 18, 1922. 
To All Organized Labor. 


GREETINGS : The injunction issued against the shopmen by Judge 
Wilkerson on application of Attorney General Daugherty is a most 
flagrant violation of the Constitution of the United States and of the 
laws enacted by our Congress. No one apparently is free from its 
Sweeping provisions. It prohibits the freedom of speech, the freedom 


of pres and the right of the people peaceably to assemble to discuss 
the grievances. 
* 


0 s . . * * 


It is urged that you make immediate preparation for the holding of 
the mass meeting on Sunday, October 1, 1922; that you solicit and ob- 
tain the cooperation of the farmers, both as organizations and as indi- 
viduals, and sympathetic, freedom-loving citizens of your community ; 
also that resolutions 8 and adopted by the mass meeting, 
copy of which, duly signed, should be transmitted to the Member of the 
House of Representatives representing your district at Washington, 
D. C., and forward a copy of the same to this office. 

Fraternally yours 


[SBAL.] SAMUEL GOMPERS, President. 


FRANK MORRISON, Secretary. 
JAMES DUNCAN, First Vice President. 
JOSEPH F. VALENTINE, Second Vice President, 
FRANK Durry, Third Vice resident. 
WILLIAM GREEN, Fourth Vice President. 
W. D. Manon, Fifth Vice President. 
T. A. Rickert, Siath Vice President. 
JACOB FISCHER, Seventh Vice President. 
MaTTHEW WOLL, Eighth Vice President. 
DANIEL J. TOBIN, Treasurer. 

Executive Council, American Federation of Labor. 

The answers of Samuel, the witness, when compared with 
the article by Samuel, the editor, raise some vital queries, 
namely : 

Did Samuel, the witness, though affirming to tell the truth, 
forget that the executive council had resolved during the week 
of September 9 to 16, as stated in the magazine, to use all of 
its influence not to impeach the Attorney General but to bring 
about his impeachment? Or did the failure of the crafty 
Samuel, of New York, to appear lead the Washington Samuel to 
conclude that it would look better for Representative KELLER 
to enjoy the distinction of sole authorship of the charges from 
September 11 until November 14, and that he, Samuel, and the 
executive council had only stepped forward at that time as in- 
cidental nurses to keep them clean and holy until Samuel, of 
New York, could come, and then they, the two mighty Samuels, 
would snatch the charges from the trembling arms of the 
Representative, who had nursed and clothed them with his love 
and high personal prerogatives during their early infancy? 

Why did not Samuel and the executive council accompany 
Bert M. Jewell, president, and John Scott, secretary, of the 
railway employees department of the American Federation of 
Labor, and their attorneys, to court on September 11 and offer 
to introduce at least one affidavit or one witness to dispute some 
one of the 1,700 affidavits which the Attorney General and his 
assistants read in open court to support the bill in equity? 

Why beat about the bush and urge organized labor to solicit 
“farmers” and “freedom-loving citizens” to join in holding 
mass meetings to pass resolutions to be forwarded to Members 
of the House in an effort “to bring about” the impeachment of 
the Attorney General when he was but striving in a peaceful, 
lawful way to keep railroad trains in operation in interstate 
commerce for the transportation of mails, and food from the 
fields, and fuel from the mines to enable- all the great mass of 
freedom-loving people of the Republic to withstand the cold 
blasts of the coming winter? 

Why have organized labor solicit farmers and sympathetic 
freedom-loving citizens to cooperate with them? Why insinuate 
that the farmers of the Nation are not a freedom-loving people? 
Where, I ask, are the people or a class of people who excel 
the American farmers as a freedom-loving people so long as 
they are not overreached by falsifiers and deceivers? 

The propaganda of this Samuel and his executive council to 
bring about the impeachment of the Attorney General might 
fool some, but sympathetic, freedom-loving people go to the 
courts of the land when they have controversies to settle. 

I have represented labor organizations in open court in 
strike-injunction controversies, and the truth proved their 
cause, and the court decided promptly in their favor. He who is 
armed with the truth does not have to run away or keep away 
from the courts or from the Judiciary Committee of the House. 

But, perhaps, Samuel and the executive council were tainted 
with the belief, so tersely expressed on September 16 by Repre- 
sentative KELLER to the committee when he declared: 

The committee should take the charges that I make, that they are 
true until they are proven not true, 

If such was their belief then liberty-loving citizens had 
better look to the regular officers of the law throughout the 
Republic for protection, rather than to great actors playing 
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“ weasel politics.” If the day ever comes when the mere mak- 
ing of charges proves their truth, then liberty-loving citizens 
may well tremble; for even injunctions may then be granted 
without the introduction of proof in open court to substantiate 
the charges of a bill in equity. 

When this Samuel was upon the witness stand under solemn 
affirmation on the 18th day of December his testimony was 
confined to charge numbered 13, to the effect that the Attorney 
General should be impeached for haying appointed William J. 
Burns Director of the Bureau of Investigation of the Depart- 
ment of Justice, after Samuel in company with his private sec- 
retary on July 27, 1921, had brought to the attention of the 
Attorney General that Burns, according to the opinions ex- 
pressed in two letters written in 1912 by former Attorney 
General Wickersham and President Taft, had been guilty of 
wrongdoing in reference to the names of a jury panel in 1905 
when he—Burns—was in the employ of the Government assist- 
ing Francis J. Heney in the prosecution of a land-fraud case 
in Oregon, and that one Macauley had also sent the Attorney 
General a letter and some newspaper: clippings tending to show 
that Burns was not a fit man for the position. Mr. Gompers 
admitted, however, that Burns had never been indicted or 
prosecuted for any wrongdoing in 1905 or at any other time. 

Himam W. Jounson, Senator of the United States, then testi- 
fled that he had recommended Mr. Burns's appointment: 

Mr. Hownanp, As near as you can remember, will you state to the 
committee, in substance, your recommendation to the Attorney ? 

Senator Jounson. I told him the experience I had had with Burns 
in San Francisco in the graft prosecutions; that I considered him one 
of the ablest detectives I had ever known; that I believed him to be a 
man of character and integrity; and that he would in every way 
possess the requisite qualifications for the office to which he asp 

William J. Burns testified under oath of his long years of 
service in the Secret Service Division of the Treasury Depart- 
ment and in the Department of the Interior; that he had long 
sought an opportunity to explain the opinions of him, expressed 
in the letters of 1912, and proceeded to do so in clear-cut, 
straightforward English. 

Burns, as a witness, also informed the committee that the 
Burns Detective Agency, while looking after the business of 
the American Bankers’ Association, had arrested Macauley, 
of Toronto, Canada, some years ago for passing counterfeited 
drafts of the Canadian Express Co., and that Macauley had not 
been friendly to him since that time. 

Burns also testified that Mr. Gompers had been unfriendly 
toward him and had hounded him at every opportunity since 
he arrested the MeNamaras at Indianapolis. This Mr. Gompers 
denied. 

The appointment of Mr. Burns by the Attorney General was 
evidently disappointing if not actually displeasing to Mr. 


Gompers, who felt that his objections were controlling and that- 


the Attorney General should have complied with his wishes in 
the matter. 

Mr. Daugherty answered Macauley's letter in the following 
language: 

I baye been interested in reading your inclosures, which informa- 
tion I had before considering Mr. Burns's 8 L have known 


Mr. Burns for many, many years and am quite sure he will render me 
and the administration thful and efficient service. 


Thus it was that charge 13, on the 13th of December, proved 
to be a defeat for Mr. Samuel Gompers, even though he had 
not stayed away or run away, and for Mr. William J. Burns 
it was a victory, a vindication of his integrity and sterling 
manhood. 

When Samuel Untermyer, in his speech at the progressive 
ineeting in Washington on December 2, charged the Attorney 
General with nonenforcement of the antitrust laws, and that 
such laws were a dead letter in the Department of Justice, he 
knew or ought to have known that Mr. Daugherty, within the 
20 months that he had been Attorney General, had commenced 
proportionately as many actions in antitrust cases, if not 
more, than during the administration of any other Attorney 
General since the passage of the Sherman Antitrust Act. The 
exact figures are: 


Cases. 

President Harrison, 4 vears - ĩ4„44cö ⅛˙ ü 1 
hre e x .. . 8 
President McKinley, 4 years 3 
resident Roosevelt, 8 years — 44 
President Taft, 4 years 80 
President Wilson, — ETER 88 


President Harding, 20 months. 

Untermyer likewise knew that during Mr. Daugherty’s ad- 
ministration as Attorney General, for the first time in the 82 
years’ history of the Sherman Antitrust Act, defendants had 
been given jail sentences for the violation of that law. He 
knew also that the entire list of 35 or 36 cases which was 
turned over to the United States district attorney at New 


York by the Lockwood committee had been unsupported by 
any evidence of an interstate nature, and that many of the 
cases on the list were purely local in character and without 
interstate activities, which precluded their prosecution under 
the Sherman Antitrust Act, and that the United States dis- 
trict attorney for New York was busy with an increased force 
investigating all of said alleged cases with the greatest of 
diligence. 

That this New York Samuel under such conditions should 
write letters and attempt to impeach the integrity and good 
standing of the 21 members of the Committee on the Judiciary 
and the At General of the United States before the court 
of public opinion without proof is but an illustration of his 
efforts to strain the eredulity of the country into the belief 
that he Is the only honest man in the whole lot. 

Lawyers who have had experience in even one action of any 
magnitude where the witnesses lived far apart and the legal 
questions involved were complex know full well that it takes 
much time and work to prepare such a case before it can be 
filed in court, and every lawyer knows that the preparation 
before the commencement of suit is of greater importance than 
is the trial itself, 

A résumé of the year’s work accomplished by the Department 
of Justice during the administration of Harry M. Daugherty, 
in the Federal courts, should be a source of sincere pride to 
e ee in law enforcement throughout the land. 

r t is: 


Civil suits have been initiated against builders of Army camps to 
recover for the Government sums in excess of $50,000,000. 

A large number of individuals and corporations have been mdicted. 
charged with criminal conspiracy against the Government resulting in 
the less of millions of dollars in handling war contracts. 

Prosecution of violators of food, drug, and prohibition acts have been 
vigorous, During the year fines approximating $5,000,000 were as- 

in 25, of these cases. 

More than 60,000 new criminal eases were docketed during the year 
and 880 e 55,000 were terminated. There are now pending 
about 000 such cases, 

Civil suits to which the United States is a party were instituted to 
the number of 9,646, and more than 8,000 were terminated. There 
ie Pe pending approximately 12,000 civil suits affecting the United 


More than 400 separate cases of importance, 1 billions 
of dollars, are now in process of what may be cal liquidation, The 
task is a stupendous one and beset. with intricate obstacles, 

Prosecution of antitrust law violations has been vigorous. Jail sen- 
tences or fines, and in some instances both, were imposed upon 63 cor- 

rations and individeals as a result of suits successfully prosecuted 

y the Department of Justice this year. The jail sentences were the 

first ever secured by the Government in antitrust cases. There are 36 

cases of this character now pending, more than half of which were 

n prior to July 1, 1921. 

ve has been inaugurated a ist those of using the mails 

for fraudulent 2988 which has robbed the American people of 

not less than $150,000,000, 9 500 of these cases are in 

the hands of the United States et attorneys throughout the coun- 
try, a Department of Justice will push them to speedy trial. 

The department has successfully defended the Government in litiga- 
tion, as evidenced by the fact that in 262 suits against the Government, 
in which the claimants asked a total of approximately $38,000,000, the 
cases were disposed of and the claimants obtained an aggregate sum 
of a little less than $2,000,000. In civil suits the department has col- 
lee nearly $4,500,000 for the Government, and in criminal cases of 
2800050 ae bas collected in fines and penalties a total reaching nearly 


As fair-minded people learn the true record of the present 
Attorney General they, like the editorial in the New York 
American, will ask: 


WHAT BIG INTERESTS HAVH SET OUT TO GET ATTORNEY GANBRAL 
DAUGHERTY? 


What is all this attack on Attorney General Daugherty about? 
Anybody who has had experience with persecutions of this kin 
knows they are not due to failure to be aggressive in ‘ormance o 
duty, but are always due to powerful enemies that have been offended 
by a just and impartial performance of duty. 

The plain question in Attorney General Daugherty’s case fs, there- 
fore, not what has Attorney General Daugherty failed to do, but in 
what vigorous bing has he enforced the law, which has caused 
big interest to hate him and to go out to “get him 
its big hired seve and its little owned poli 
who ofe: this interest and to say things that will be printed 
on l even though they are never proved nor even attempted 

prove 

The investigation of Attorney General Daugherty has fallen utterly 


t 

No proof of any allegation has been presented. The chief accuser, 
and on the flimslest of pretexts, has even refused to testify; and the 
evidence which has been heard from the most honorable and inde- 
pendent men like Benator Hiram Jowunson, has all been in defense of 
Attorney General Daugherty, and in support of Story General 
n and In commendation of his acts and his activities. 

t Ís needed now is another investigation, to find out who the 
big interests are who are attacking the Attorney General of the United 
States, and who are 1 diseredit him and weaken him and 
weaken the force of his official procedure. 

Is it the whis ring, against which the Attorney General's office 
has been especially active? 

s it the war profiteers, who were so powerful with the late Demo- 
cratic administration? 

Is it the Palmer-Garvan ontfit, who fraudulently confiscated alien 
property and e it to their friends, and whom the Attorney Gen- 

s expo 
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Most sureiy there is some big interest and some corrupt interest re- 

onsible for the attacks npon the Attorney General of the United 
States, which attacks up to this time have been so utterly baseless and 
futile as to make them an insult tò the American people whom the 
Attorney General represents, 

Surely the enemies of Harry Daugherty have made a sorry 
showing. They sought to destroy his good name, because he 
had the courage to prosecute an injunction suit to preserve the 
common welfare of the whole people of the Nation—even though 
it displeased an organized minority—because he had the courage 
to prosecute and put in jail violators of the antitrust laws, 
because he had the courage to indict and bring suits against 
profiteers in war-fraud cases, as well as against other violators 
of the law. 

To-day 110,000,000 of freedom-loving people, inhabiting 
3,000,000 square miles of territory beneath the Stars and Stripes, 
know that 260,000 miles of railroads built from the savings of 
the American people, at a cost of many millions of dollars, 
and employing 1,600,000 workmen, are in operation throughout 
the land in interstate commerce; that business and industry 
are forging forward; that Harry M. Daugherty and Judge 
Wilkerson, by following a precedent established in 1894, made 
this possible, brought order out of chaos without the help of 
a single soldier. With the passing of time, even leaders of 
organized labor are beginning to sing songs of cheer to the 
rank and file, who pay their salaries. Prosperity and progress 
are at hand because of the wise policies of the administration 
of President Harding, 

E. H. Fitzgerald, grand president of the Brotherhood of 
Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight Handlers, Express 
and Station Employees, in an article entitled“ New faith and 
new hope,” in the January issue of the American Federation- 
ist, says: 

Traffic has been increased month after month at an amazing rate 
until to-day the number of carloadings almost equal those of 1920—the 
greatest traffic year in American railroad history. 

Everything points to the fact that the improyement Is not merely 
temporary or seasonable but healthy and lasting. The railroads are 
a barometer to other industries, and heavy traffic demands mean in- 
creased employment in all lines of business. 

Aye, leaders of organized labor are apparently beginning to 
recognize and appreciate the great benefits that labor received 
by the action of the Government in keeping the railroads in 
operation, even if they do not say so. 

Bearing in mind what Mr. Fitzgerald states with reference 
to the railroads being the barometers of business activities, 
it is most hopeful and reassuring to read in the American Fed- 
erationist the article by Daniel J. Tobin, treasurer of the 
American Federation of Labor and general president of the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauffeurs, Stablemen, 
and Helpers of America, in part as follows: 

During the past year the great struggle of the workers was of such 
a nature that at times it looked as though the life of the labor moye- 
ment and its usefulness to the workers was in serious danger. On 
New Year's Day, 1922, there were nearly 5,000,000 men and women 
out of employment, while on this New Year's Day, 1923, there are 

rhaps only a few thousand that can not find employment. With 

„000,000 men and women out of work, it was pretty hard to hold the 
at labor movement of our count together, because, with hungry 

ordes everywhere, rules and principles are easily set aside and this 

condition confronted us at the beginning of the year just past. 

W. D. Mahon, vice president of the American Federation of 
Labor, president Amalgamated Association Street and Electric 
Railway Employees of America, in his article entitled. Electric 
railway men look upon New Year with confiding promise,” 
in the same issue of the Federationist, also voices the spirit of 
prosperity, content, and optimism of his associates when speak- 
ing of the increased employment of labor and its resultant bene- 
fits. He says: 

The street and electric railway business is so Interwoven in social 
life as to be largely dependable upor the movements of other indus- 
tries, and the general resumption of shop employment is bringing great 
relief to street-railway properties, which is as well an adyantage to 
the workers, and there are many more men employed in this vocation 
at the beginning of the year 1923 than were so employed at the 
beginning of the year 1922, 

The American people are appreciating the splendid services 
of Attorney General Daugherty more and more. When truth 
gets a hearing, falsehood seeks the cover of silence. Whether 
Representative KELLER be punished by the House of Repre- 
sentatives, as I believe he should be, or by his conscience 
in the sanctum of his “little gray home in the West,” he will 
long remember the day when he thought it better to flee from 
the Committee on the Judiciary than to remain and reveal the 
fact that he was without evidence to support his charges. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Trzson). For what pur- 
pose does the gentleman from Tennessee rise? 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. To propound a parliamentary 
inquiry. é 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman will state it, 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, this is an adverse 
report. May I inquire how it happens to the upon the calendar? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Chair is informed that the 
Speaker has given that matter attention, and if the gentleman 
from Tennessee will withhold his parliamentary inquiry I be- 
lieve the Speaker will answer it. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. Bmp]. 

Mr. BIRD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks in the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Kansas 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BIRD. Mr. Speaker, on the 11th day of September, 1922, 
the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. KELLER, a Representative 
in Congress from the fourth district of Minnesota, arose in 
his seat and upon his responsibility as a Member exercised 
his high privilege and set in motion impeachment proceedings 
against the Hon. Harry M. Daugherty, the Attorney General 
of the United States, upon the charge that the said Harry M. 
Daugherty had been guilty of high crimes and misdemeanors 
in office. Upon the same day the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. KELLER] offered House Resolution 425 to the effect that the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the House be authorized and di- 
rected to inquire into the official conduct of Mr. Daugherty 
and to report to the House whether, in their opinion, he had 
been guilty of any acts which, in contemplation of the Con- 
stitution, are high crimes or misdemeanors requiring the in- 
terposition of the constitutional powers of the House. By this 
proceeding the Committee on the Judiciary, a standing com- 
mittee of the House, became charged with the responsibility 
of inquiring into the official acts of the Attorney General with 
a view to determining whether or not high crimes and mis- 
demeanors had been committed in ofice such as would require 
the House to make appearance before the bar of the Senate 
and there make charges of impeachment. 

Three conclusions were to be reached: First, what are high 
crimes and misdemeanors in office as to require impeachment; 
second, what specific acts of dereliction were in the mind of 
the accuser; and, third, to consider the nature, reliability, and 
the sufficiency of the evidence to be submitted and obtainable. 

There can be no doubt but that as our Goyernment has ad- 
vanced the term “high crimes and misdemeanors” has been 
greatly broadened until it embraces malfeasance, misfeasance, 
or dereliction, or any acts that cause the office held to be in 
disgrace and disrepute, and in the consideration of the matter 
before it the committee held to this broad interpretation. 

House Resolution No. 425 was promptly called up in the 
committee on the 16th day of September, 1922, and the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER] was asked if he desired to 
be heard upon the resolution. The gentleman stated at that 
time that he was not a lawyer; that he desired to be permitted 
to have counsel to aid him; that he be given a reasonable time 
to prepare his case; and, further, at that time took the astound- 
ing position, so unknown to American jurisprudence and com- 
mon fairness, that I have made my charges, and they are true 
until they are proven not true.” Continuance was had, counsel 
unlimited was permitted, and the gentleman was at that time 
requested to amplify his accusations by filing written charges 
and specifications with the committee. This was done, and after 
several preliminary meetings of the committee the hearing 
upon the resolution, 425, was begun. The charges under the 
written specifications fall into several divisions; failure prop- 
erly to conduct the office of the Attorney General with reference 
to antitrust proceedings, failure to enforce the safety laws of 
the United States with reference to railroad equipment during 
the railroad strike of last year, improper use of injunctive relief 
in the Chicago case, improper dismissal of one Major Watts, 
improper conduct with reference to criminal law violators and 
those convicted of crime, the improper appointment of William 
J. Burns as the Director of the Bureau of Investigation of the 
Department of Justice. All charges were contradicted and de- 
nied in entirety by the Attorney General. 

Mr. KELLER appeared by his counsel, Mr. Jackson H. Rals- 
ton, attorney for the American Federation of Labor, and state- 
ment was made that the American Federation of Labor, Mr. 
Samuel Gompers, its president, Mr. Samuel Untermyer, and 
others had assisted and aided in the bringing of the charges. 
Considerable effort was made to ascertain what Mr. KELLER 
knew personally upon the subject, but those efforts were un- 
availing, he refusing steadfastly and determinedly to divulge 
any information upon the charges, which refusal continued 
throughout the hearings even to the extent of refusal to obey 
the subpœna of the House. s 
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The hearing proceeded upon specification 13, which refers 
to the appointment of Mr. Burns. Protest had been made to 
Mr. Daugherty by Mr. Gompers and some man by the name of 
Macauley to the appointment of Burns because of some alleged 
acts of Mr. Burns some 15 years ago. The acts were denied 
by Mr. Burns before the committee; the evidence showed that 
no charges of any nature were ever made against Mr. Burns, 
much less proven at any time in the matter. A letter was used 
that had been written by Mr. Daugherty after he had appointed 
Mr. Burns, in which he stated in effect that he had heard 
about the allegations before the appointment was made, that 
he had known Mr. Burns for many, many years, and thought 
that he would render faithful and efficient service. What non- 
sense to ask this House to prefer impeachment charges against 
a Cabinet officer of our Government upon a matter of that kind. 

Next specification, No. 4, with reference to the safety laws, 
was proceeded with. Hon. Charles C. McChord, chairman of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, was the witness used 
by Mr. KELLER, and that honorable gentleman by his answers 
to the questions showed that the enforcement of the laws 
referred to in this specification was by law in the hands of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and the various United States 
district attorneys and that the enforcement was in no sense 
within the purview of the duties of the Attorney General. 

Upon this specification Mr. Thomas Stevenson, attorney for 
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, was 
also called by Mr. Kerier’s attorney. He testified concerning 
his transactions with the Department of Justice, and that in 
his judgment Mr. Daugherty had done nothing with reference 
to the matter referred to in specification No. 4 for which he 
should be impeached. 

At this juncture of the hearings Mr. Kerrier dramatically 
withdrew from the proceedings, refused to testify himself, re- 
fused to present further testimony, and Mr. Ralston, his 
attorney, also withdrew his assistance from the committee after 
thanking the committee for its courteous treatment. 

In my judgment not one single bit of testimony was offered 
or brought forth even tending to show impeachable conduct 
on the part of the Attorney General, notwithstanding that the 
committee let down all the bars in the hearing and let in testi- 
mony beyond the bounds of all reason. 

Mr. Untermyer had failed to show up at all as counsel or 
otherwise in the proceedings, but took occasion to have read 
at some political gathering in Washington while the hearings 
were in progress an invective against the committee and 
against the Attorney General's office. Mr: Gompers became 
conspicuous for his absence. Mr. Vahey was very much non 
est, and the drama that was staged by Mr. KELLER and Mr. 
Ralston could not fail to impress one that the entire proceed- 
ings were conceived and initiated by designing minds that 
were entirely hostile to the Attorney General for personal and 
improper reasons and that the gentleman from Minnesota had 
been used as a more or less sophisticated instrumentality that 
seemed wholly ignorant of the necessity of producing evidence 
to sustain so serious a charge as that of impeachment. 

The exit reminded one of the scampering of rodents from a 
pile of trash that had just been upturned by the broom of a 
responsible and vigorous housekeeper. 

The committee, confronted with such a situation, voted to 
proceed with the hearings, held them open until all witnesses 
desiring to be heard had testified, and then publicly closed 
them. A number of witnesses from the department were called 
and were subjected to rigid and vigorous cross-examination by 
the committee. Every charge and every specification was dis- 
cussed and gone into under oath. Some delays in the Depart- 
ment of Justice were explained and accounted for, but nothing 
whatever of misconduct of an impeachable nature was uncoy- 
ered. 

As soon as the hearings had been closed the savage howl- 
ings in the moonlight” again set up. Mr. Untermyer began 
writing the committee; Mr. Ralston wished to again address 
the committee, make a speech, and argue the law, notwithstand- 
ing his ceremonious withdrawal from the proceedings. This 
was very properly refused. 

As to Mr. KELLER, I consider his actions before the committee 
entirely reprehensible, but I do not wish to lose sight of the 
question submitted to the committee, which was concerning the 
official acts of Mr. Daugherty. 

Broadly as we considered the matter referred to us, freely as 
we admitted evidence, we found nothing of an impeachable 
nature against the Attorney General. 

House Resolution 425 should be laid upon the table and the 
committee discharged. 


LXIV 155 


Mr. VOLSTEAD. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. MonracvE] seven minutes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. Monracue] is recognized for seven minutes. [Applause.] 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Speaker, there may be differences of 
opinion as to the exact character of the Judiciary Committee 
in considering impeachment charges, but so far as I am indi- 
vidually concerned I have approached and considered the sub- 
ject with such a, judicial frame of mind as I am capable of. 
I hope my temper and mind in participating in the investiga- 
tion was at least with a judicial purpose, if I did fall short 
of judicial methods and conclusions. 

I do not desire to discuss, except incidentally, the conduct 
of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER]. I make this 
observation because there is no resolution now pending before 
the House by which it can deal with the gentleman from Min- 
nesota. 

I did not sign this report, because I wished to keep clear 
and separate the action of the committee in dealing with the 
impeachment resolution, and its procedure in relation to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER]: 

The report of the committee is clearly divisible, one portion 
dealing with the resolution itself and the other portion relat- 
ing to the misconduct of the Member from Minnesota, and a 
discussion of the power of the House in dealing with that- mis- 
conduct. And it was the confusion of the two divisions or 
aspects of the report that constrained me to withhold my vote 
thereupon in the committee. 

But I had no doubt, and no one else in the committee had, 
Mr. Speaker, that the evidence was insufficient to sustain the 
charges of impeachment formulated against the Attorney Gen- 
eral, and I voted in the committee that there was no evidence to 
prove or support the offense charged in the proceedings, and I 
stand upon that now. [Applause.] 

I can well appreciate how gentlemen on the committee were 
disconcerted by the conduct and action of the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. KELLER]. The bare record discloses but im- 
perfectly human action. One must see it and hear it and 
handle it, so to speak. I do not wish to be unkind to the gentle- 
man from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER] when I observe that his 
conduct from the very outset was arrogant, truculent, and 
offensive, and therefore if imprudent expressions fell from the 
lips of any member of the Judiciary Committee I hope the 
House will understand that such member had grave and 
serious provocation, not only in words but in the manner and 
demeanor of Mr. KELLER himself. : 

The contention has been made during this debate by asking 
why should Mr. KELLER have been summoned before the com- 
mittee when it did not summon other Members of the House. 
The explanation is very simple and complete, namely, Mr. 
KELLER declined to make any statement when invited and when 
he appeared before the committee, and after his declination 
there was nothing else to do but to ask the House to issue a 
subpœna for him; whereas these other gentlemen appeared and 
courteously gave such information as they possessed. When 
we had reached an impasse with Mr. KELLER, then we had to 
resort to our constitutional privileges to ascertain what he said 
he knew but would not divulge. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I rose to express my own conviction as a 
member of the Judiciary Committee that upon the charges 
investigated there was not sufficient evidence to sustain the 
charges of impeachment contained in the resolution or as more 
particularly made in the supplementary resolution or bill of 
complaint wherein the charges were made in more concrete 
and precise form. 

I do not desire to discuss the Burns charge save in a general 
way. My colleague, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GRAHAM] and others on the committee, have dealt with that. 
But I make this statement that the so-called delinquency, mis- 
demeanor, or crime imputed to Mr. Burns occurred some 15 
years ago. The Attorney General after the lapse of this long 
time appointed or retained Mr. Burns, and there is no evidence 
in this record that since this employment Mr. Burns has ren- 
dered other than efficient and honorable service. Now who can, 
rationally or justly contend that such a retention or appoint- 
ment is impeachable? Should one contend that any public 
official in making such an appointment, even though it was 
most unfortunate, had thereby committed a “high crime or 
misdemeanor”? Should one single solitary wrongful employ- 
ment constitute a high crime or misdemeanor? It may be a 
grievous mistake, but is it a crime? Is it an impeachable 
offense? We should not lightly charge an Attorney General 
of the United States, whether Republican, Democrat, or So- 
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cialist, with “treason, bribery, or other high crimes and mis- 
demeanors,” and we should at least require the proof and 
procedure demanded by the ordinary grand jury in investigat- 
ing similar and other crimes. 

I wish to touch one charge upon which more stress was put 
than was put upon any charge or count in the bill of indictment. 
That is, that the Attorney General was criminally guilty in not 
taking appropriate legal steps to bring about a more thorough 
and frequent inspection of locomotives and railroad machinery 
during the past recent months. s 

That charge was pressed with great insistence, as members 
of the committee know. The charge was that in consequence of 
this failure of inspection engines or boilers had broken and 
deaths or injuries had resulted. In this connection I wish to 
observe that Mr. Stevenson, a lawyer of Chicago, representing 
the Brotherhood of Engineers and Firemen, an intelligent and 
zealous lawyer, appeared before the Judiciary Committee, and 
this important question was asked him by the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. Fostzr]. I read from the record: 

Mr. FOSTER. In a judgment, knowing the attitude of the Attorney 
General, do you think his conduct in matter has been such that 
in your judgment the Attorney General should be impeached? Give 
the committee the benefit of your judgment, as you have been in touch 
with the situation. 

Mr. Stevenson. That is a difficult question to answer. 

Mr. Foster. Yes; but the committee want your judgment. 

Mr. Stevenson. No; I do not think so. 2 

Now, Mr. Stevenson was the counsel for the Brotherhood of 
Engineers and Firemen, who were more intimately concerned 
with the inspection of these boilers and machinery than any 
other class of employees in America, and as their counsel Mr. 
Stevenson said that Mr. Daugherty should not be impeached 
for the alleged delinquency in this matter. Such is the record; 
such is the evidence; and my oath and duty impel me to be goy- 
erned thereby. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. VOLSTBAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. Jonson]. 

Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, not being 
actuated by any overwhelming friendship for the Department 
of Justice because it has not prosecuted the war profiteers, but 
relying on the record in this case, I intend to vote to sustain the 
committee. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoontz]. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, it is to be regretted that we do not have plenty of time 
within which to deal with a record of such magnitude and a 
case of such moment as the one before us. For fear I shall 
not be able to complete my argument within the time assigned 
me I now ask unanimous consent, in case necessity requires, 
to revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from West Virginia? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Speaker, it has been charged 
that extraneous matters have crept into debate; that argument 
has been had on the constitutional phase of the resolution in- 
volying the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KELLER] for dis- 
obeying the summons. That Members have gone far afleld in 
argument is admitted, But the truth is that the record dis- 
closes prima facie—beyond question, I should say—that the 
Attorney General has at all times been faithful in the fulfil- 
ment of his public duties. Therefore that is the reason why 
gentlemen in debate have dealt with collateral matters. 

Mr. Speaker, during the time the Government has existed 
under the Constitution there have been but a few instances of 
impeachment, and these in a majority of the cases failed for 
lack of evidence to support them. 

The reason for the comparatively few in number of such cases 
lies in the fact that officers, whether elected or appointed—in the 
greatly preponderating majority of cases—have been of unim- 
peachable character, and the further ground that a Member of 
Congress could seldom be found willing to assume responsibility 
for so grave an accusation without first having made careful 
investigation, in order to ascertain the facts, and mature con- 
sideration of such facts, as a justification for the action that he 
felt, under his oath of office, he was bound to take. 

Each Member is the keeper of his own conscience, and the 
motive of a Member may not be indirectly impugned or ques- 
tioned in this Chamber. 

The charges preferred against Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney 
General, seem to have emanated from two principal sources, 
First, the Attorney General had incurred the displeasure of Mr. 
Samuel Gompers, president of the American Federation of 
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Labor, in this, that he had appointed Mr. William J. Burns 
Director of the Bureau of Investigation. Mr. Gompers had op- 
posed the appointment of Mr. Burns, claiming that the latter 
was an unfit person for the place by reason of the fact that a 
former President had pardoned one Jones, convicted of land 
frauds in Oregon, upon the ground of alleged illegal action of 
Burns in the selection of prospective jurors in the year 1905, now 
18 years ago. 

The evidence before us clearly exculpates Mr. Burns from 
blame in relation to the matter. The enmity between Mr. 
Burns and Mr. Gompers, it appears, grew out of the prosecu- 
tion of the McNamaras for dynamiting the Times Building at 
Los Angeles, when many were killed. Burns swore that 
Gompers charged him “ with railroading these men,” and upon 
learning that they were going to confess their guilt, of sending 
a man to see them to keep them from so confessing. Gompers 
denied these charges, and swore that he believed the men in- 
nocent until they confessed to their crime, 

My judgment is—and I am sustained by the testimony of 
men of the type of Senator Hrram Jounson, of California—that 
Burns is a splendid organizer, a thorough investigator, pos- 
sessed of a remarkably clear intellect, and of fine courage. The 
fact that for many years Burns had successfully figured in 
some of the most noted cases of the country, and for a long 
time had been retained by the American Bankers’ Association, 
coupled with a lifelong personal acquaintance, evidently, in 
the mind of the Attorney General, outweighed the contro- 
vertible accusation made 18 years ago in an ex parte applica- 
tion for pardon by a man under conviction for crime. 

The enemies of the Attorney General, therefore, insist that 
he should be impeached of a high crime and misdemeanor for 
the reason that he appointed William J. Burns to the office 
aforementioned. Because a majority of the committee have not 
been willing to be used as tools by personal enemies of the 
Attorney General or a member of his force, or by notoriety 
seekers, or by seekers of mere pelf, they have been characterized 
by certain blackguards as whitewashers” and “partisans.” 

THE UNTERMYER CHARGES, 


It appears from the record that there is in New York City a 
lawyer whose name is Samuel Untermyer, He seems to be a 
man of unusual type, a lawyer of ability greater than that of 
Uriah Heep, somewhat of the style of Oily Gammon. Gammon 
was a lawyer of profound ability and of the firm of Quirk, Gam- 
mon & Snap, a history of whose performances may be found in 
ar entertaining novel for lawyers entitled “Ten Thousand 
a Year.” 

Mr. Untermyer is connected with, or at least “ interested in,” 
“Specification No. 1” of the bill of impeachment, which con- 
tains 23 counts, called “subdivisions.” These counts have a 
legal ring and were evidently drawn by a special pleader of con- 
siderable experience. Specification No. 1” is of much length 
and evidently required not a little labor in its preparation. It 
deals in threatening and high-sounding phrases. The ominous 
language there employed seems more directed toward terroriz- 
ing by its lurid terms the Southern Pine and 10 other lumber 
associations, the American Tobacco Co., the National Implement 
& Vehicle Association, and 9 other concerns, making 23 in all, 
aggregations of large capital, than as being designed as articles 
of impeachment against Mr. Daugherty. The pleader charges 
that these organizations are monopolies, operating in restraint 
of trade, criminal combinations that should be prosecuted and 
dissolved. It therefore became important for the committee to 
have all the witnesses whose testimony might shed light on 
these charges. 

The sudden withdrawal of Mr. KELLER from the prosecution 
and his refusal to respond to the command of the subpena 
served upon him by the Sergeant at Arms, his attempt to take 
refuge, or at least claiming immunity from arrest—he being a 
Member of the House—under the provisions of the Constitu- 
tion, coupled with the peculiar actions of the mysterious Mr. 
Untermyer, left your committee without knowledge of names 
of witnesses or other sources of proof of the high crimes and 
misdemeanors previously alleged against the Attorney General 
by Mr. KELLER and his adviser, Untermyer. 

I have now arrived at the point in my argument where I pro- 
pose to undertake to show just what the relation of Mr. Unter- 
myer was to this proceeding. There was subjoined to and 
printed as a part of the “ minority views” two scurrilous let- 
ters written by Untermyer—one dated December 13, 1922, to 
Mr. KELLER, and the other dated January 4, 1923, to Chairman 
VotsteaD. In the letter to Mr. KELLER, Untermyer says that 


he must refuse to have anything to do “with this manifestly. 
biased, prejudicial, white-washing performance, and do not 
understand what Mr, Ralston meant by connecting me with the 
inception of this proceeding”; and in the letter to Chairman 
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Vorsrrap, Untermyer said, “I had not known Mr. KELLER 
until after your committee began the inquiry and had never 
heard of the resolution until a few days prior to the beginning 
of the hearings before you, and have never to this day read or 
seen the charges or specifications except as they have been 
reported in the newspapers,” and so forth. 

You will have noted the apparent “surprise” of Mr. Unter- 
myer that Mr. Ralston, counsel of record for Mr. Gompers and 
the American Federation of Labor, should have coupled his 
nume with the proceeding in its incipiency. It will be noted 
ulso that he denies any knowledge of the charges except as to 
what he had read in the newspapers. In his letter to Mr. 
Vorstean he also specifically said, “I am entitled to have the 
fact recorded that I have at no tinte, directly or indirectly, 
had and do not intend to have any professional or other rela- 
tion to any of the cases under investigation by this department 
(of Justice),” and so forth. Further, he declares that he 
“has not at any time sustained any professional relation to 
Mr. Klan in this or any other proceeding,” except that he 
had advised him not te waste his time or subject himself to 
“humiliation” by being “ bullyragged” by the Judiciary Com- 
mittee. Thus it will be seen that Mr. Untermyer disclaims all 
responsibility, denies all connection, and pretends no interest in 
the controversy. 

If the statements of Mr. Ralston and Mr. Kerrier are to be 
believed, then it follows that the assertions, above mentioned, 
of Samuel Untermyer are utterly false. 

After the appearance of Mr. Jackson H. Ralston, of the 
Washington bar, attorney for Samuel Gompers and the Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor, Mr. Ralston said (hearings, p. 112): 


Yes; 1 was trying to think if I knew of any yi g It may be Mr. 
Untermyer prepared some of the charges; I do not know. 


And again, on page 116, Mr. Ralston said: 


I want to deal frankly with the committee. So far as those first 
charges are concerned, I do not expect to deal with them at all. I 
have not studied them; I did not prepare them— 


And then follows the significant language— 


and Mr. Untermyer is particularly interested in them, and I presume 
expects or hopes to appear before the committee. 


So much for the statement of Mr. Ralston. 
Let us now examine the statement of Mr. KELLER. On page 
106 of the hearings he says that, in addition to Ralston— 


there are several other attorneys who have offered to assist in this mat- 
os or in certain eases here, and who want to appear before the com- 
mittee. 


I read from page 117 the following : 


Mr. HICKEY. I understand, but I thought likely you had some infor- 
mation from those who did prepare them. 

Mr. RALSTON. No. 

The CHAIRMAN, Let me ask Mr. KELLER, 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, at the 
time we had the first hearing, when I appeared before the committee, 
you set the following Tuesday for me to 2 before this committee 
with the attorney. saw Mr. Untermyer the following Sunday, and he 
is the man who is interested in those t charges. 

The CHAIRMAN. What do you know about them yourself? 

Mr. KELLER. I am not ready to state right now. 

Mr. GRAHAM. You preferred these charges. Now, you can not pro- 
duce the evidence that moved u to make these solemn and serious 
charges against a publie official on the floor of Congress. 

Mr. KELLER. I will be ready when I get ready. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Oh, no you won't; do not get impudent with the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. KELLER. I say I am not 1 this morning to take them up. 
I am simply answering a question of Mr. FOSTER, and that is on the 
following Donda I said when I appeared before this committee, Mr. 
Untermyer would have been ready on Tuesday to come here and an- 
swer these charges. This committee adjourned until December 4. Now, 
Mr. Untermyer is in such shape that he can not appear at any particu- 
lar time and take care of these particular charges. i 

Mr. GBAHAM. May I ask a question at this point? Mr. KELLER, you 
say you consulted Mr. Untermyer when? 

NI. KELLER. The first time was on a Sunday following the meeting 
on September 16. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Who prepared these fications? 

Mr. KELLER. What specifications—these here? 

Mr. GRAHAM. There are only one set of specifications here. 

Mr. KELLER. Those specifications were prepared. by myself and some 
assistants. 

Mr. GRAHAM. By yourself? 

Mr. KELLER. And some assistants. 2 

Mr. GRAHAM. And some assistants. Who assisted you? 

Mr. KELLER. I do not care to say this morning who all of those were. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Why not? 

Mr. KELLER. Why should I? 4 

Mr. GRAHAM. Because you are asked, and the committee wants to 


Mr. Ratston. I must again object. 


Further testimony to the same effect is to be found on page 
119 of the hearings, reading as follows: 


Mr. RALSTON. No; I think Mr. Votsreap was perfectly informed as 
to that. 

Mr. FOSTER. But could you or Mr. KELLER indicate at this time how 
soon Mr. Untermyer might be here to take care of specification No. 17 
Is that not a fair and honest question? 

Mr. RALSrox. It is absolutely fair, and if it is in my power and 
if I can—— 


Mr. Foster 1 I wonder if Mr. KELLER would care to 
indicate how soon we could proceed to No. 1, if it was necessary to 
have Mr. Untermyer here. 

Mr. KELLER. I could not. 

Mr. Foster. Does Mr. Untermyer represent you in this charge? 

Mr. KELLER. I do not know whether he does or not; he does in 
certain ones, and he was willing to appear before this committee on 
a date set in last September. 

Mr. Foster. I want to ask you another question: Six days ago the 
committee decided to start on No. 1 this morning; from that time to 
this have you advised with Mr. Untermyer to see whether he would 
be here this morning? 

Mr. KELLER. Yes; he said he could not be here this morning. 

Mr. GooprKoontz. I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that you get the in- 
formation from Mr. KELLER, because he is the man that has been in 
touch with Mr. Untermyer, whoever he may be; the man, as I infer, 
who wrote the specifications; and I suggest that you develop the facts 
from Mr. KELLER as to when he is going to present the evidence on 
those specifications and get the names of the witnesses; so that we 
will not have to sit here day after day, week after week, and rhaps 
month after month letting this thing run on, like Tennyson's ‘ Brook,” 
forever. Let us have the names of the witnesses as you pass over the 
specifications ? 

To this suggestion Mr. KELLER made no response, thereby 
acquiescing in the statement that Untermyer had prepared 
the specifications. 

In the face of the testimony which I have read, could anyone 
entertain a reasonable doubt as to the fact that Untermyer, 
during this entire proceeding, has been lurking in the back- 
ground, and that when it came time for the gentlemen to 
show their hands, that under the adyice of Untermyer, the 
dramatic withdrawal of Ketter was staged under cover of the 
“smoke screen” of abuse of the committee by the two indi- 
viduals concerned? 

The testimony which I have read in your presence not only 
establishes the interest of Untermyer in the proceeding, but 
also serves to illustrate the conduct of Mr. KeLLER before the 
committee and to indicate the impediments that retarded the 
committee in their effort to discover the truth of the charges. 

Mr. Speaker, I now wish to take up another phase of Mr. 
Untermyer’s letter to Chairman VorsTeap, which has a per- 
sonal relation to myself, as is manifest from an excerpt from 
the Untermyer letter reading thus: 

In so far as this record contains untruthful, slurring remarks inter- 
jected by your members referring to me, I herewith request to have 
made part of that record my 3 against these remarks, for the 


reasons hereinafter stated, and demand that they be stricken from 
the record. 


The following is a fair sample of the unpardonable performance 
against which my protest is directed: 

_ “Mr. CHANDLER. Would you mind telling the committee whether Mr. 
Untermyer has any intention to appear here? 

Mr. HAYWARD. I have no idea and have not had from the beginning 
that_Mr. Untermyer would appear. 

“Mr, CHANDLER. It is your cpision that he will not? 

“Mr. Haxwanb. It is my opinion that he will not unless he is sub- 
penaed and brought here. 

“Mr. GoopyKoontz. Or retained. [Laughter.] “ 

I assume from the press reports of the answer of the Attorney Gen- 
eral to the charges that in venturing this baseless insinuation Mr. 
GoopykoonTz took his cue from the “ speech interpolated by the At- 
torney General in that answer, in which he recklessly assailed the mo- 
tive of everyone who had criticized his administration with being in 
the pay of war profiteers and other offenders whom he is pursuing with 
such “relentless zeal” that it is a safe prediction that he will go out 
of office without having punished one of Pism. 

Untermyer saw fit to use my harmless expression as an ex- 
cuse for writing the committee a letter of abuse and villifica- 
tion. Amid the dimning smoke of his verbosity may be found, 
inter alia, the following choice words and phrases, viz, “ un- 
pardonable performance,” “baseless insinuation,” “ pretended 
motive,” “brazen cupidity,” “ flagrant partisanship,” “frantic 
efforts to whitewash,” “cheap assaults,” “carnival of abuse,” 
“manifestations of its bias and animus,” “ scurrilous remarks,” 
and so forth. These are some of the epithets employed by 
Untermyer. 

It may be, after all is said and done, that the reason why Mr. 
Untermyer flew into such a rage over the suggestion of a re- 
tainer was that he felt that he had not been treated just right. 
Had he not been counsel for the Lockwood committee? Hav- 
ing a dislike for the Attorney General, would he not, in his own 
estimation, be the very man the committee should select, espe- 
cially as KELLER was not authorized to pay out funds for such 
a purpose? The suspicion that Untermyer may have enter- 
tained the thought of being retained is somewhat confirmed by 
the suggestion contained in his letter to the chairman, When 
Mr. KELLER retired why did your committee not report back the 
resolution with the charges unproven or ask authority to em- 
ploy counsel to prepare and present the proofs?” Mr. Unter- 
myer must have had some object or design, else he would not 
have worried so much about the case. > 

The abusive language of this monumental egotist is sufficient 
evidence of the fact that he is a common blackguard and an 
assassinator of character. But he is much more than that— 
far worse. When Captain Boy-Ed, the notorious naval attaché 
of the German Embassy, was captured, an official report was 


2440 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


JANUARY 25, 


found on his person explaining a statement he had issued abus- 
ing the American people which reads in part as follows: 

Every statement was drawn up by Counsel Samuel Untermyer. He 
was. at the time of my stay in New York, the unpaid Juridical and 
legal-political adviser of the imperial embassy, 

This shows that Mr. Untermyer loved the enemies of our 
country so well that he was willing to serve them without pay. 

Again, here is an excerpt from the diary of Chief Privy 
Counselor Albert, engaged here in German intrigue, reading 
thus: 

In other respects this Easter festival passed off somewhat anxiously, 
since at noon I was summoned to Plainfield to iis Yee and in the 
evening to Untermyer at his estate at Greystone. drove there, and 
nt this meeting brought about for business 

ersonally a by no means unpleasant indi- 
vidual, shrewd, ve familiar with pon eal affairs, and in a business 
sense extraordinarily well up to date. He has a wonderful estate in 
the neighborhood of Yonkers, on the heights of the Hudson. po- 
site are the Palisades of the other bank, over which the sun went down 
in wonderful clearness. Conversation on the prevention of the export 
of ammunition and other political questions. iereck was also present. 

Albert, Viereck, and Untermyer conversing on the prevention 
of the export of ammunition—the great German triumvirate. 

Here is what A. Mitchell Palmer had to say of the man 
Untermyer, who has sought to castigate with his sharp tongue 
the lawyers’ committee of the House: 

I have incurred the undying animosity of the‘enemies of our country 
and the violators of her laws, their friends, and counsel. I have 
officially denounced in Germany in language very much like that which 
Mr. Untermyer now employs. The friends of Lenin and Trotski, 
Emma Goldman, and Alexander Berkman charge my department with 
violations of the Constitution, which they despise, and call me a 
„ menace” to the institutions which they frankly seek to destroy. I am 
proud of these enemies. I point to them as conclusive evidence of the 
character of a work which merits and receives their disapproval. 

It is a fact that during the most perilous period in the coun- 
try’s history German officers were “ canoodeling” with Unter- 
myer and clinking glasses at Greystone estate. 

On the subject of the business morals and professional deport- 
ment of Samuel Untermyer I refer to the case of See v. Hep- 
penheimer et al. in the Court of Chancery of New Jersey, de- 
cided April 3, 1905, reported in Sixty-first Atlantic Reporter, 
page 843. Vice Chancellor Pitney, writing the opinion of the 
court, said of Untermyer and his associates, Beard and Stein. 
[Reading from p. 854:] 5 

The remaining five mills were optioned on a different basis and were 
finally 3 on special terms, and their purchase forms by itself 
the basis of a charge of actual fraud upon the corporation practiced by 
the three gentlemen whom I join with plaintiff's counsel in calling the 
promoters of this enterprise. 

And further the court said: 

Mr. Untermyer raised much more than his share. He took $500,000 
of bonds with the accompanying stock bonus for his firm in panni of 
its fee, and besides that duly marketed by himself and his friends 
$467,000 of bonds. + is seems to have been accomplished by 
the aid of an ingenuous and elaborate prospectus, gotten up by Mr. 
Untermyer with the aid of one of his western associates. 

Again, on page 858, it is said, by way of conclusion: 

Now it seems to me impossible to avoid the conclusion from those 
facts that the contract procured to be adopted by this board of 
directors on the very day on which they were elected by the man- 
agement of these three men whose names have just been mentioned 
and under the personal supervision of Messrs. Beard and Untermyer, 
and the formal contract entered into in pursuance of it, was a palpable 
fraud upon the act of the legislature, and was entirely unwarranted 
thereby and operated as a fraud not only on the stockholders of the 
company, as was distinctly held by the Supreme Court of the United 
States fn the opinion so often referred to, but especially on the future 
creditors of the company. 

The action of the authors of the minority report in making 
conspicuous the slanderous attack of the man on the integrity 
of the members of the committee’ whose opinion did not har- 
monize with theirs has made it my unpleasant duty to give 
so much time to the subject. 

Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I shall not dwell 
further upon that phase. I only want to direct the attention 
of the House to the fact that the Attorney General's office 
gave every opportunity to the committee to examine or investi- 
gate every record which it had. During the first few days of 
the hearing counsel for Mr. Kenrer called for particular docu- 
ments, and all of such documents were produced. The gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. Wooprvurr] desired access to some of 
the records. I want to say for Mr. Wooprurr that he was very 
cautious in saying that in examining such records he proposed 
to keep inviolate the tenor and nature of them, that there 
would be no leakage. He was given that privilege and he went 
to the Department of Justice and examined such records as 
he wanted to see, and was permitted, I believe, to produce 
certain of them. The deportment of Mr. Wooprurr before our 
committee was godd. He acted as a representative of his 
people. I find no fault with him. Likewise was the conduct 
of the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. JoHNnson]. The 
trouble we had was with Mr. Kerrier. He exhausted our pa- 
tience. We gave him great latitude. Our reward was his 
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generous abuse, May I thank the gentlemen who have granted 
unto me the portion of time allotted to them for use in this 
debate. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from West 
Virginia has expired. [Applause.] 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield now to the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. MICHENER]. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, the matter now under con- 
sideration is of vast importance to the Republic. The Member 
of this body who speaks lightly of his Government, who depre- 
cates the motives of the oflicials whose duty it is to administer 
our laws, should at all times speak advisedly, and he who 
speaks otherwise is doing his country an irreparable injury. 
The limited time allowed for debate makes it impossible to 
discuss this resolution in detail; however, under the privilege 
granted, I shall in a general way discuss the entire proceed- 
ings. 

On September 11, 1922, Mr. Kinn, a Representative from 
the city of St. Paul, in the State of Minnesota, arose in his-seat 
in this body and said: 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I impeach Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney 
General of the United States, for high crime and misdemeanors in 
office. Now, Mr. Speaker, I ask recognition on that high privilege. 

* * * ~ * * * 

The Speaker. When the gentleman arises to a question of this high 
privilege, he ought to present definite charges at the outset. 

Mr. KELLER, Very well, Mr. Speaker, I will do so. 

First. Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the United Stat 
has used his high office to violate the Constitution of the Unit 


States in the following particulars: 

1) By abridging freedom of speech. 

30 By abridging the freedom of the press. 

3 By abridging the nene of people peaceably to assemble. 

nd. That, unmindful of the duties of his office and his oath to 
defend the Constitution of the United States, and unmindful of his ob- 
1 to discharge those duties faithfully and impartially, the said 
Harry M. Daugherty has, in his capacity of Attorney General of the 
United States, conducted himself in a manner arbitrary, oppressive, 
unjust, and legal. 

hird. He bas, without warrant, threatened with punishment citi- 
zens of the United States who have Nee his attempts to override 
the Constitution and the laws of this Nation. 

Fourth. He has used the funds of his office illegally and without 
warrant in the prosecution of individuals and organizations for certain 
lawful 778 which, under the law, he was specifically forbidden to 
prosecute. 

Fifth, He has falled to prosecute individuals and organizations vio- 
lating the law after. those violations have become public scandal. 

Sixth. He has defeated the ends of justice by recommending the re- 
7777 from prison of wealthy offenders against the Sherman Antitrust 


et. 

Seventh. He has failed to prosecute defendants legally indicted for 
crimes against the people. $ 

I offer, therefore, the following resolution and am prepared to appear 
before a committee of the House, there to produce evidence and wit- 
nesses in proof of my charges, j . 

The resolution offered was as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary be, and they hereby 
are, authorized and directed to inquire into the official] conduct of 
Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the United States, and to re- 

ort to the House whether, in their opinion, the said Harry M. 
. has been guilty of any acts which in contemplation of the 
Constitution are high crimes or misdemeanors requiring the interposi- 
tion of the constitutional powers of this House; and that the said 
committee have power to send for persons and papers and to administer 
the customary oaths to witnesses, 

By a vote of the House the resolution was referred to the 
Judiciary Committee, Mr. Kerner presumably prepared this 
resolution. He selected the Judiciary Committee of the House 
as the committee before which he wanted to present his evidence. 
His resolution was referred to the committee of his choice, ag 
mentioned in his resolution. Mr. Kullen asked that the reso- 
lution be passed, instructing the Judiciary Committee to proceed 
with this investigation. The House, however, referred the 
resolution to the committee, which action was tantamont to 
demurring to the sufficiency of the resolution, and following 
some previous precedents established by the House in impeach- 
ment proceedings. It seemed to be the duty of the committee 
to determine in a general way whether or net the charges made 
by Mr. Ketter bad any weight in fact. 

The committee met on September 16, 1922, for the purpose of 
hearing Mr. KreLtER on his charge. He appeared befor the 
committee with a written statement, which he proceeded to 
read, but insisted that he was not prepared on that day to in- 
troduce any proof or evidence to substantiate his charges, and 
refused to divulge any of the evidence or the names of his 
witnesses, and insisted further that the committee should have 
authority to subpœna witnesses before he would introduce any 
proof. Among other things, he said: 


I fully appreciate the gravity of the charges which I have preferred 
against the Attorney General. It is because of their very gravity 
and seriousness that I demanded upon the floor of the House not an 
investigation but the formal procedure of impeachment. I am pre- 
pared at the appropriate time to present witnesses and documentary 
evidence to sustain every charge that I make, but I demand that when 


such evidence is presented it shall be in public hearings, so that the 
American people may know whether or not my charges were sustained, 
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Mr. KELLER insisted that there was but one point before the 
committee at that hearing, and that was that the committee 
should get full authority from the House to subpœna witnesses 
before he proceeded, and said: 

I am ready whenever you say to present evidence, Sy apne Lt are pre- 
pared to hear such evidence and when I can present witnesses, 
and when I can subpena them. 

Referring to the charges made he said: 

I assume the responsibility of whetber they are true or not. I am 
ready to present evidence that they are true at the proper time. 

At this hearing Mr. KELLER insisted that 

harges specific before the House. „ I am not 
on — cna te 8 such 5 — I did not know what 
The committee really wanted; but I still claim that I made those charges 
and am ready to prove them before the proper committee. * * + 
I made those charges, and I say they are true; and, as a Member of 
Congress, I say to you, gentlemen, t they are true, and all I ask 
of you men is that you get the proper committee so thet I can present 
the evidence to prove that the charges are true. * © What are 
you going to do with that resolution? That resolution, when I intro- 
du it in the House, provided the machinery for the committee that 
I intended to a r before to present my case my evidence to 
prove that my charges are true. 

Mr. Dyer. Have you 2 at all in your possession now to sub- 
stantiate the cha which you made against the Attorney General of 
the United States 

Mr. KELLER. Oh, yes; I have it. 

Mr. Dxxu. Well, present it. 

— — KELLER. I not want fo present it until I consult counsel 
again. 

In short, Mr. Kerner insisted throughout this hearing that he 
was not prepared to introduce any proof, and asked for time. 

Give me a reasonable time and L will present proof. * * 1 
have made charges; they are true; I can prove them. I am 
willing, if given reasonable time to prepare and get counsel, to appear 
before the committee and bring whatever evi you want: 

It was insisted that he could not be dy before the follow- 
ing Thursday, when it was known that the Congress had deter- 
mined to adjourn not later than the following Saturday, and, 
therefore, that it would be impossible to go into this hearing. 
The committee did not grant an adjournment until Thursday, 
but set the hearing for the following Tuesday, and at the Tues- 
day meeting continued the hearing until December 4, in order 
that Mr. Kerrer might be given sufficient time during the recess 
of Congress to get together his proof and be fully prepared to 
substantiate his charges before the committee, and, as he sug- 
gested, before the country. His last words to the committee on 
that date were: 

You set the day, and I will produce all the evidence you wish. 

On November 23 Mr. KELLER was called upon for a more 
specifie statement in writing of the general charges which he 
had made and designated as constituting high crimes and mis- 
demeanors. On December 1 he furnished the committee with 
an amplified statement of his general charges. This statement 
consisted of 14 specifications, and the several specifications 
embraced numerous subdivisions. 

On December 4, the date set for the hearing, Mr. KELLER 
appeared before the committee and said, in part— 


pre by men who are interested in this impeachment, proceeding 


My resolution is before you. I fee] T will not do anything more than 
what I have filed now until you pass that resolution, which will give 
you authority to subpona witnesses and such papers as you need. 

Here Mr. Ketrer took his stand and refused to proceed 
further with the hearings until the committee had secured 
authority from the House to subpeena witnesses. The com- 
mittee complied with this request, returned to the House, and 
got the authority desired by Mr. KELLER. When questioned as 
to when he would be ready to proceed with the hearing he 
replied : 

Within a reasonable time—next week. 

Again he was asking for delay and at the same time criticiz- 
ing the committee through the newspapers for the delay. At 
this same hearing Mr. KELLER said: 

Tf the committee had not called upon me a few days ago by resolu- 
tion to file a bill of particulars, I would have filed them to-day in the 
same manner as I have filed them upon the call of mmittee; 
therefore, that would not change the situation at all. 

One day he is insisting that his first charges are sufficient 
and is complaining because he is called upon to file more spe- 
cific charges, and the next day, guided by the exigencies of the 
occasion, he is insisting that he intended all along to file a 
specific bill of particulars. 

At this hearing Mr. KELLER was aceompanied by his attorney, 
Mr. Jackson H. Ralston, who also appeared for Samuel Gompers: 
and the American Federation of Labor, as shown by Mr. 
Gompers in his testimony.. When it was found that Mr. KELLER 
was not prepared to introduce any evidence and asked for more 
time, the committee adjourned the hearing until December 12, 


at which time Mr. KELLER again appeared, accompanied by his 
attorney, Mr. Ralstom. On this occasion it was suggested that 
the proof be heard in an orderly way, commencing with speci- 
fication Na. 1. To this Mr. KELLER and his attorney objected 
and insisted. upon introducing proof in such a manner and in 


such order as they thought advisable. The committee acceded 
to. this desire and it was arranged that proof was to be heard 
first on specifications Nos. 13, 4, and 7. 

No. 13, in short, charges the Attorney General with know- 
ingly appointing William. J. Burns at the head of the Bureau of 
Investigation, of the Department of Justice, alleging that Mr. 
Burns was an unfit man for the position. The only evidence in- 
troduced: to. substantiate this charge was evidence calculated to 
show that in 1907 Mr. Burns had committed fraud in assisting 
in the selection of a jury im the proseeution of one Jones. 
charged with a violation of the laws of the United States and 
tried in the State of Oregon. Jones was: convicted but never 
went to prison, his case being continually before the courts 
until 1912, when his attorneys made application for a pardon. 
The matter was investigated by Mr. Lynch, the United States 
pardon attorney, who prepared a detailed statement showing. 
that in his opinion Jones had not had a fair trial. This state- 
ment, together with all the papers in the case, was placed by 
Lynch before Mr. Wickersham, the Attorney General, who, 
after investigating all the papers presented to him by Lynch, 
signed the statement recommending the pardon.of Jones. This 
statement was in turn presented to President Taft, who, relying 
upon the statement, pardoned Jones. Before Burns's appoint- 
ment Samuel Gompers and Mr. Wickersham protested to Mr. 
Daugherty against the appointment, and Senator Hmam JOHN- 
son recommended and insisted upon the appointment. One 
McCauley, from Toronto, Canada, wrote the Attorney General, 
after the appointment, protesting the fitness of Burns. One 
Joyce, a private detective in the city of Washington, and formerly 
connected with the Department of Justice as a subordinate 
under Burns, testified to one incident wherein he thought that 
Burns had acted wrongly. This constituted the evidence intro- 
duced by Mr. KELLER to substantiate this charge. 

Mr. Burns took the stand himself, testified fully in reference 
to the charge, and said, among other things: 

want to say for myself personally that I will be glad on the wit- 
ness stand here to lay myself open for any examination t may see, or 
anybedy else may see, fit to ask me, and [ am perfeetly willing that they 
should. go into oan Bago of my life and my record.“ It is noteworthy 
that Mr. Ralston, attorney for Mr. KELLER, did not see fit to ask 
Mr. Burns a single question on cross-examination, 

Conceding for the purpose of this case that Mr. Burns did do 
all the things charged against him in the Jones case in 1907, and 
going further and admitting that he was guilty of an offense at 
that time—however, it is significant that no criminal charge 
was ever made against Mr. Burns—in my judgment, the Attor- 
ney General would not be impeachable because 15 years later he 
appointed Mr. Burns to a position of responsibility. In my own 
State, in my home city, we had a. mayor who defrauded the city 
out of a number of thousands of dollars, and then absconded. 
He was later apprehended, convicted, served 10 years in the 
penitentiary, returned to civil life, became one of the leading 
citizens in the State, and in less than 10 years after leaving the 
prison was appointed by the governor as president: of the board 
of control of the prison. in which he had served. There was 
never a better man served on that beard, and it would be prepos- 
terous to even suggest that the Governor of Michigan was im- 
peachable because he appointed that man to high office. 

Mr. KELLER next introduced evidence to substantiate specifi- 
cation No, 4 of his charges, which in substance charged the 
Attorney General with misconduct in that he failed to enforce 
the boiler-inspection law. It was made clear by witnesses called 
by Mr. Ralston that there had been a laxity in fulfillment of 
strict requirements of certain safety appliance statutes after 
the inception of the strike of the railroad shopmen on July 1, 
1922; that conditions were better after September 1, 1922. It 
was made clear that under the law about 50 Government inspec- 
tors are charged with the duty of inspecting locomotives and 
that there are about 70,000 railroad locomotives in use; that 
in addition to the inspection made by Government inspectors, a 
duty is imposed upon the railroads to inspect their own engines; 
that some of these roads, at a time when they were having much 
difficulty in keeping their trains moving owing to the strike, had 
failed to make proper inspection. 

It was also made clear that in the enforcement of the penal 
sections of the law, where a violation has occurred, that it is 
the duty of the chief of the Inspection Bureau, operating under 
the Interstate Commeree. Commission, to enforce the statute; 
that is, that this inspector reports the matter to the United 
States district attorney in the locality where the violation oc- 
curs, and it is the duty of that district attorney to prosecute, 
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and is not the duty of the Attorney General of the United States 
to prosecute in these cases, therefore the Attorney General was 
in no way derelict of duty in not enforcing the statutes in refer- 
ence to boiler inspections. I think a careful reading of the tes- 
timony of Commissioner McChord and Mr. Ralston's observa- 
tions will establish this contention beyond peradventure. 

It was next contended that it was the duty of the Attorney 
General to bring proceedings in equity and by means of an 
injunction to compel the railroads which were not complying 
with the law to comply with the law and make proper inspec- 
tion. In this connection Mr. Thomas Stevenson, of Cleveland, 
Ohio, attorney for the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, was 
sworn as a witness. Mr. Stevenson is undoubtedly a clean-cut, 
capable lawyer, and impressed the committee with his apparent 
desire to be frank and at the same time never for an instant 
neglecting to take advantage of anything that might be favor- 
able to his client. Mr. Stevenson's testimony thoroughly con- 
vinees one that there is a close legal question as to whether or 
not an injunction, as contended for by Mr. Ketrer’s attorney, 
would lie. At the time of the hearing the Attorney General's 
office was in communication with Attorney Stevenson and Mr. 
Horn, attorney for the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
and an effort was being made to arrive at a conclusion as to 
“whether or not an injunction could be upheld. 

After Mr. Stevenson had testified at length and presented his 
viewpoint from all angles he was asked these questions: 

Mr. Howranp. And do you not believe—I am going to ask you this 
uestion, because you have expressed opinions here—that the Attorney 
eneral is ready, willing, and anxious to assist you in every way within 

his por to get the relief that you ask for? 

Mr, STEVENSON. I have no reason to think otherwise, 

Mr. Foster. In your judgment, knowing the attitude of the Attorne: 
General, do you think his conduct in this matter has been such tha 
in your judgment, as the Attorney General he should be impeached ? 
Give the committee the benefit of your judgment, You have been in 
touch with the situation. 

Mr. Stevenson. That is a difficult question to answer. 

Mr. Foster. Yes; but the committee just wants your judgment. 

Mr. Stevenson. No; I do not think so. 

I feel safe in saying there was not a member on the commit- 
tee or a spectator who heard Mr. Stevenson testify but who 
was impressed with his candor, sincerity, and intelligence, 
and when Mr. Stevenson, the chosen representative of the fire- 
men who were operating the engines the inspection of which 
was the question involved, and a man who had given the sub- 
ject as much study as any other man in the country, was of 
the opinion that the conduct of the Attorney General in this 
particular was not such as to warrant impeachment, it little 
lies in the mouth of the uninformed to make such charges. 

The next witness was Mr. Arthur J. Lovell, vice president of 
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and Enginemen, who 
testified as to the accidents happening on various railroads 
during the last few months; and at the conclusion of his testi- 
mony Mr. Ralston said: 

I have just received a request from Mr. KELLER, asking me for a 
suspension of about 15 minutes for the purpose of consultation as to 
the next step, if the committee will take a recess for that time, 

The committee took a recess, and in about 30 minutes Mr. 
Ke.rer and Mr. Ralston returned to the room. Mr. KELLER 
insisted upon reading a statement which he had prepared. The 
committee did not see fit to hear the statement at that time 
unless Mr. KELLER desired to be sworn as a witness. He in- 
sisted on reading his statement, refused to be sworn, con- 
demned the committee, threw his statement on the desk in 
front of the chairman, and stalked from the room, and from 
that time has refused to have anything further to do with the 
proceedings. The statement which he desired to read and 
which was left with the committee was simply a tirade against 
the committee, formally announcing his withdrawal from the 
proceedings, and repeating his statements, which he had pre- 
viously given out to the newspapers, that the committee was 
“packed” and that it was evident that Mr. Daugherty was to 
be “ whitewashed.” 

Mr. Donald R. Richberg, attorney for the defendants in the 
Chicago injunction suit, was subpeenaed as a witness by Mr. 
KELLER. Mr. Richberg said: r 

I would like to state my position briefly, so there might be no mis- 
understanding of it. I am here in response to a subpoena issued, I 
understand, by the committee. I have had nothing to do with the 
investigation or institution of these charges. 
way as an attorney representing any prosecutor. I am in the sl- 
tion of an attorney in a pending case brought by the Attorney Gen- 
eral, which is. made the subject of one of the c anges here. Under 
those circumstances, I doubt the propriety of my taking any part In 
any way in prosecuting charges against the Attorney General. 3 
I have no desire voluntarily to submit any testimony. 

Mr. Richberg further stated that he had no evidence or in- 
formation bearing upon the charge other than that which he 
had filed in the defense in the injunction suit in the Chicago 
court, and the committee agreed with Mr. Richberg that he 


I am not here in an 


should not be compelled to try before the committee his case 
which was pending before the court, and Mr. Richberg was 
therefore excused. 

I have discussed only testimony presented by Mr. KELLER, and 
time forbids reference to further testimony introduced on the 
remaining specifications. Suffice it to say, however, that the 
remainder of the testimony was introduced by the attorney for 
the Attorney General explaining in detail each and every one 
of the charges made, and from that testimony but one con- 
clusion can be drawn. 

Some months ago Mr. Jonnson of South Dakota and Mr. 
Wooprvurr, of Michigan, had made charges on the floor of the 
House in reference to the prosecution of certain war-fraud cases, 
and Mr. Wooprurr, of Michigan, had requested the committee 
that he might be permitted to present evidence when the Keller 
charges were heard. In consideration of these facts these gen- 
tlemen were requested to present to the committee any evidence 
in their possession tending to substantiate any of the charges 
made by Mr. KELLER against the Attorney General. Both gen- 
tlemen appeared. Mr. Wooprurr said in part: ; 

Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I want to 
state now that I had nothing whatever to do with the preferment of 
these charges of impeachment. I knew nothing about it until after 
it had been done; I had nothing whatever to do with the preparation 
of the bill of particulars; I did not see that bill of particulars until 
after it had been submitted to the public; I assume no responsibility 
whatever for anything that may appear in that bill of particulars. As 
regards the specifications 1 to 13, I know practically nothing and can 
give very little, if any, assistance on those fications. do have 
some information about one of the subdivisions of specification 14, and 
I am 8 to assist the committee in determining the merits of 
that particular subdivision. 

Mr. Wooprurr requested permission to see certain files and 
documents in the Attorney General’s office bearing upon certain 
matters which he had feferred to in his charges on the floor of 
the House. At his request, together with his attorney, Captain 
Schafe, a former employee of the Department of Justice, he was 
permitted to go to the department and inspect such files and 
documents as he desired, and after such Inspection returned to 
the committee and stated the results of his inquiry, from which 
it was apparent to all that Mr. Wooprurr had no information 
which would aid the committee in determining whether or not 
the Attorney General was guilty of the charges made against 
him by Mr. KELLER. 

Mr. JoRN SON of South Dakota said in part: ; 

It should be said in the beginning that at no time have I ever had 
any connection with these impeachment charges; I did not know that 
they were to be filed; I neyer saw them before they were filed; no one 
ever consulted me concerning them; I knew nothing about them until 
they were 2 to the House. 

It should be said that, in my opinion, these charges are not based 
either on law or facts. 

I would say that I not only have no proof on those charges but 
there are many of them with which I haye absolutely no sympathy. 

In determining whether or not any proof has been introduced 
establishing Mr. KxLLEn's contention that the Attorney General 
has been guilty of “ high crimes and misdemeanors,” it becomes 
important to know just what this phrase contemplates. Article 
II of section 4 of the Constitution defines impeachable offenses 
as “treason, bribery, or other high crimes and misdemeanors.” 
A judicial construction of the term “high crimes and mis- 
demeanors” as a definition of an impeachable offense is, from 
the nature of impeachment trials, impossible; and we must 
therefore have recourse to textbook authority for this definition. 

Black, in his work on constitutional law, says: 

Treason and bribery are well-defined crimes. But the phrase “ other 
high crimes and misdemeanors” is so s indefinite that practically 
it is not susceptible of exact definition or limitation, but thè power of 
impeachment may be brought to bear on any offense against the Con- 
stitution or laws which, in the judgment of the House, is deserving 
of punishment by this means, or is of such a character as to render 
the party accu unfit to hold and exercise his office. 

I have no hesitancy in saying that, in my judgment, abso- 
lutely no evidence has been introduced which would tend in the 
remotest degree to prove that the Attorney General had been 
guilty of “high crimes and misdemeanors.” I hold no brief 
for Mr. Daugherty. Whether or not he is a highly competent 
Attorney General, or whether or not his selection to that high 
office was a wise selection, are matters beside the question, and 
were not before the committee, and are not before the House 
at this time. We have but one question to decide. We are not 
passing upon the conduct of Mr. KELLER, and that conduct 
should have no bearing upon our verdict, and I feel sure has 
not entered into the conclusion of the committee. 

Personally, I have no knowledge as to whether or not Mr. 
KELLER was the tool of others in the institution of these pro- 
ceedings, and make no such charges. I do say, however, that 
Mr. KELLER displayed a woeful lack of information about the 
specific charges which he made, and his conduct from the be- 
ginning up to the time he dramatically bolted from the com- 
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mittee room bears every indication of the fact that his hope 
at every stage of the proceeding was that the committee would 
refuse to tolerate his conduct so that he might withdraw and 
charge “whitewash.” If this was his thought he was disap- 
pointed, because all rules of evidence were waived aside, he 
was permitted to proceed in his own manner, and he had his 
own way, and no one familiar with the record will contend 
that any evidence had been introduced up to the time of his 
exit. From the beginning he sought publicity and was quoted 
often in the press, but he failed utterly to prove any of the 
things he charged. I do not want to condemn him. My infor- 
mation is that shortly after he withdrew from these proceedings 
he suffered a nervous breakdown, and is now in the South 
recuperating, and it is my hope that he speedily recovers. 

The Judiciary Committee of the House is a bipartisan com- 
mittee made up of Republicans and Democrats. The personnel 
of the committee was determined at the beginning of the Sixty- 
seventh Congress, but many members of the committee have 
served for years, and the personnel has not changed, with the 
exception of the addition of one member who filled a vacancy 
on the committee, since this impeachment resolution was pre- 
sented to the House. A “ packed committee” is, therefore, out 
of the question, These charges are not sustained. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman 
from Maine [Mr. HERSEY]. 

Mr. HERSEY. Mr. Speaker on the first day of July, 1922, 
while the great railroads of this Nation were transporting 
coal and food to the industries and homes of our people, 260,000 
members of the railway shop crafts went out on a strike. 

It was the work and duty of these striking shopmen to in- 
spect and repair the locomotives and rolling stock of the rail- 
roads. The law imposed severe penalties upon railroads using 
defective locomotives that had not been properly inspected. The 
railroads immediately sought to obtain new shopmen by calling 
to the service blacksmiths and mechanics who were out of em- 
ployment and eager to obtain these desirable positions. If the 
railroads were successful in their efforts the result would be to 
make the strike ineffective. The strikers were desperate and 
thereupon by intimidation, force, and violence sought to prevent 
these strike breakers, so-called, from making the necessary in- 
spection and repairs to the locomotives and rolling stock of the 
great transportation lines. In this they were partially suc- 
cessful in tying up almost completely the great railroad lines 
of the country and under the law effectually prevented the use 
of 70,000 locomotives, as the railroads must violate the law if 
they did not have the usual inspection of their rolling stock. 
To make this strike effective in every way and to prevent the 
transportation of mails, coal, or food the striking shopmen with 
the aid of their sympathizers sought every opportunity to injure 
the rolling stock and locomotives of the roads and to willfully 
and deliberately bring about defective safety appliances and to 
completely paralyze railroad traffic until the wages demanded 
by them had been granted by the managers of the railroads. 

So critical and serious a condition developed from these 
unlawful acts of the strikers that President Harding on the 
18th day of August went before Congress with a special mes- 
sage in which he called the attention of both Houses to this 
national crisis that threatened the life of the Nation in the fol- 
lowing words: 


Sympathetic strikes have developed here and there, seriously im- 
pairing interstate commerce. Deserted transcontinen trains the 
desert regions of the Southwest have revealed the cruelty and con- 
tempt for law on the part of some railway employees, who have con- 
spired to paralyze rtation, and lawlessness and violence in a 
hundred places have revealed the failure of the striking unions to 
hold their forces to law observance. Men who refused to strike and 
who have braved insult and assault and risked their lives to serve 
a public need have been cruelly attacked and wounded or killed. Men 
seeking work and guards attempting to protect lives and property, 
even officers of the Federal Government, have been . hamji 
ated, and hindered in their duties. Strikers have armed themselves 
and gathered in mobs about railroad shops to offer armed violence 
to any man attempting to go to work. There is a state of law- 
lessness shocking to every conception of American law and order 
and violating the cherished guaranties of American freedom. At no 
time has the Federal Government been unready or unwilling to give 
i 89 3 ted ane on = mines 0 violence, grs 

no case has e autho. confessed its inability to cope with 
situation and asked for Federal assistance. 7 rr. 

Under these conditions of hindrance and intimidation there has 
been such a lack of care of motive power that the deterioration of 
locomotives and the noncompliance with the safety requirements of 
the law are 88 the breakdown of transportation. This very 
serious menace is magnified by the millions of losses to fruit growers 
and other producers of perishable foodstuffs, and comparable losses 
to farmers who depend on E to market their grains at 

time, Even worse, it is hindering the transport of available 
coal when industry is on the verge of paralysis because of coal short- 
age, and life and health are menaced by coal famine in the great 


centers of pulation. Surely the threatening conditions must im- 
ress the See, Seng and the country that no y of men, whether 
ted in numbe 


re and responsible for railway management or power- 
ful in numbers and the necessary forces in railroad operation, shall 


be permitted to choose a course which so imperils bH fare. 
Neither organizations of employers nor workinemene pelea er 
escape responsibility. When related to a public service the mere 
fact of organization es that responsibility, and public interest 
transcends that of either grouped capital or organized Tabor. 

Another development is so significant that the hardships of the 
moment may well be endured to rivet popular attention to necessary 
settlement. It is fundamental to all freedom that all men have un- 
questioned rights to lawful pursuits, to work and to live and choose 
their own lawful ways to happiness. In these strikes these rights 
have been denied by assault and violence, by armed lawlessness. In 
many communities the municipal authorities have winked at these 
violations, until liberty is a m ai and the law a matter of community 
contempt. It is fair to say that the great mass of organized workmen 
do not approve, but they seem helpless to hinder. These conditions 
can not remain in free America. If free men can not toil according to 
their own lawful choosing, all our constitutional guaranties born of 
ee. are surrendered to mobocracy and the freedom of a hundred 
millions is surrendered to the small minority which would have no law. 

It is not my thought to ask Congress to deal with these funda- 
mental problems at this time. No hasty action would contribute to the 
solution of the present critical sitnation. There is existi law by 
which to settle the prevailing disputes. There are statutes forbidding 
conspiracy to hinder interstate commerce. There are laws to assure 
the highest possible safety in railway service. It is my purpose to 
invoke these laws, civil and criminal, against all offenders alike. 

In this great crisis the settlement of which meant so much 
to the life of the Nation, the President and Congress turned 
instinctively to that great lawyer, Attorney General Harry M. 
Daugherty, who, when he assumed the duties of his great office, 
said: 

My duty is clear. As long as I am the res ble head of the 
Department of Justice the law will be enforced with all the power pos- 
sessed by the Government which I am at liberty to call to my command. 

The vernment will endure on the rock of law enforcement or it 
will perish in the quicksands of lawlessness. 

The Attorney General at once sent his agents and assistants 
over the Nation to investigate and obtain evidence of the un- 
lawful acts of the striking shopmen and their sympathizers, 
that he might go before the courts with that evidence and ob- 
tain the necessary relief. It was a tremendous undertaking, 
but so successfully did he accomplish his great task that on the 
ist day of September he appeared before the Federal court at 
Chicago with evidence of 17,000 unlawful acts committed by 
these striking shopmen against the transportation lines of the 
country and in violation of interstate commerce, committed for 
the purpose of destroying the railroads. Upon this great mass 
of evidence he requested of the court an injunction against 
these striking shopmen and their sympathizers, enjoining them 
from further interference with the railroads and thus effectively 
preventing them from committing further acts ef violence upon 
men who had taken the places in the railroad shops of the 
strikers. In his argument before the court to obtain that in- 
junction, he used these memorable words: 

I will use the power of the Government of the United States within 
oy power m preyent the labor unions of the country from destroying 
When the unions claim the right to dictate to the Government an 
dominate the American people and to deprive the American people o 
the necessities, then the Government will destroy the unions, for the 

Government of the United States is supreme and must endure. 

A preliminary restraining order was granted by the court, 
and for the time being the nation-wide plot on the part of radi- 
cal labor to force the railroads into Government ownership 
failed, Efficient men under the protection of this injunction 
took the places of the striking shopmen, and the roads resumed 
their customary traffic. The Government at Washington still 
lived, and the Attorney General received the commendation of 
all law-abiding people. 

Radical labor leaders, however, were not to be easily de- 
feated. Through their attorneys and official heads they imme- 
diately applied to the Attorney General to bring injunction pro- 
ceedings against the railroads to prevent them from using any 
locomotives or rolling stock that had not been inspected accord- 
ing to law and demanded of him that under like injunction pro- 
ceedings he restrain and enjoin the railroads in such a manner 
that would again completely paralyze the traffic. 

They said to him, in substance, you have obtained an injunc- 
tion against the shopmen. Now get one against the railroads. 
The Attorney General, after consulting with his assistants, re- 
ported, that in his view of the law he could not legally obtain 
such an injunction, but that he would do all in his power to see 
that any willful violations of the law on’ the part of the rail- 
roads should be at once punished and that all safety appliances 
should be inspected and made safe in accordance with the Fed- 
eral statutes, and he at once instructed his assistant attorneys 
general throughout the United States to see that these laws 
were complied with. 

Leaders in this great railroad strike were now desperate. 
Something must be done to obtain Government ownership of 
railroads. The Attorney General had refused to aid them in 
overturning and destroying the Government. The court had 
fixed September 11 for a final hearing to make the injunction 
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permanent. The Attorney General must be destroyed. He must | 
be humiliated and ridiculed in the eyes of the people. Congress 
must impeach him. Such proceedings must start in the House 
of Representatives. Some one must be found in that body that 
would commence the proceedings—some one that President 
Gompers, of the American Federation of Labor, could command 
and control. The only Member of the House available to do 
this bidding of the strikers was the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. KELLER]. 

This was Mr. KELLER’S second term. In his official biography, 
based on information furnished by himself, in the Congressional 
Directory, he states that he— 
lest the Republican nomination in the convention, but was 
by his friends to run as an independent, and with the suppo 
tous elected. 2 

He claims that he is neither a Democrat nor a Republican but 
an independent. 

During his service in the House Mr, KELLER had often shown 
his readiness to serve the radical labor leaders that had elected 
him. At all times he had stood against the administration—for 
socialism, for Government ownership of railroads, Government 
price fixing, and Government ownership of public utilities, and 
many other socialistic ideas. 

On Noyember 13, 1919, in a speech in the House of Representa- 
tives, he said: 

It will be our bounden duty, as representatives of the people, to pur- 
chase the railroads and operate them in the public interest. I am 
aces and willing to assume my share of the responsibility in this 
matter, 

On the 29th day of August, 1919, in the House of Representa- 
tives, he further said: 

The only remedy for this dangerous condition cenfronting us is an 
embargo on exports of all foodstuffs except eur surplus and the fixin 
of prices thereon, as proposed in House Joint Resolution 180, which 
introduced a few days ago. 

By fixing the prices on the necessities of life the producer will be 
given his fair return as well as insuring the consumer against exces- 
sive prices, It will eventually drive e profiteer out of business. 
Wages will e be stabilized, and the manufacturer will be 

laced in a position to know where he is at. The result will be a re- 
rn to normal and a renewal of the confidence of the entire Nation. 

The Washington Evening Star of August 8, 1921, quotes Mr. 
Ketter as follows: 

CHARGES WALL STREET CONTROLS GOVERNMENT—REPRESENTATIVE KELLER 
ATTACKS ADMINISTRATION AND WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE. 


Charging that the machinery of government has been commandeered 
by a little clique, ignorant of the A B C’s of economics, whose blind obe- 
dience to Wall Street is responsible for the stupid, selfish, short-sighted 
policy that is retarding our prosperity and creating profound distrust 
and discontent among the people, Representative LEER, of Minne- 
sota, independent Republican, delivered an attack upon the adminis- 
tration generally and on the House Ways and Means Committee par- 
ticular: 
issued last nigi 

Declaring t 
panies wishes with regard to taxation and other economic questions, 

r. KELLER says a little dominant minority has tied down the safety 
valve of free discussion until an explosion impends which will scatter 
the Republican Party from Maine to California,” 


Boob grea 
of labor 


“The President has assumed more power than any of his predeces- | 


sors,” Mr. KELLER continues, and tells Congress what bills to pass 
and what not to pass. Bills concocted at secret conferences are intro- 
duced without being referred to responsible committees.” 


On the 11th day of September last, while the Attorney Gen- | 
eral was presenting to the court at Chicago evidence of 50,000 | 
crimes committed by the striking shopmen and their sympa- | 
thizers for the purpose of obstructing transportation, injuring 
locomotives and rolling stock, and criminal assaults upon non- | 
union workers who had taken the place of the strikers, Mr. | 
Ketter startled the Nation by rising in the House of Repre- 
sentatives and saying: 


Mr. Speaker, I impeach Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the 
United States, for high crimes and misdemeanors in office. i 

The Speaker. When the gentleman rises to a question of this high | 
privilege he ought to present definite charges at the outset. 

Mr. KELLER., The Chair means such charges as acts of the Attor- 
ney General? 3 4 

he Speaker. Yes; definite charges. 
Mr. KELLER., Very well, Mr. Speaker, I will do so. 
First. Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of the United States, 
has used his high office to violate the Constitution of the United States 
in the following particulars: 
(1) By abridging freedom of speech. 
(2) By abridging the freedom of the press. 
č 9 By abridging the right of people peaceably to assemble. 

vecond. That, unmindful of the duties of his office and his oath 
to defend the Constitution of the United States, and unmindful of 
his obligations to discharge those duties faithfully and impartially, 
the said Harry M. Daugherty has, in his capacity of Attorney Gen- 
eral of the United States, conducted himself in a manner arbitrary, 
oppressive, unjust, and illegal. 

hird. He has, without warrant, threatened with punishment citi- 
zens of the United States who have Aigner his attempts to over- 
ride the Constitution and the laws of this Nation. 

Fourth. He has used the funds of his office illegally and without 
warrant in the prosecution of individuals and organizations for cer- 
tain lawful acts which, under the law, he was specifically forbid- 
den to prosecute, 


for ats handling of tax and tariff problems in a statement 
t. 
at most Members of the House want to carry out the 


Fifth. He has failed to prosecute individuals and organizations vio- 

ting the law after those vlolations have become public scandal. 

Sixth. He has defeated the ends of justice by recommending the 

8 8 prison of wealthy offenders against the Sherman Anti- 
Act. 


la 


Seventh. He has falled to presecute defendants legally indicted 
for crimes against the people. 
s . . „ * . * 


I offer therefore the following resolution and am prepared to appear 
before a committee of the House, there to produce evidence and wit- 


nesses in proof of my charges. 
Mr. Speaker, I offer this resolution and I would like to have the 
Clerk read it. 


The SPEAKER. The tleman from Minnesota off re tion, 
which the Clerk will report. bia eS ta 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 425. 

Whereas impeachment of Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of 
the United States, has been made on the floor of the House by the 
Represcatative from the fourth district of Minnesota: Be it 

esolved, That the Committee on the ch erioeg' 4 be, and they hereby 
are, authorized and directed to inquire into the official conduct of 
Harry M. 8 Attorney General of the United States, and to 
report to the House whether, in their opinion, the said Harry M. 
Daugherty has been guilty of any acts which in contemplation of the 
Constitution are high crimes or misdemeanors requiring the interposi- 
tion of the constitutional powers of this House; and that the said 
committee have power to send for persons and papers and to administer 
the customary oaths to witnesses, 

The resolution went at once to the Judiciary Committee and 
the sensational newspapers of the country gave the charges 
and Mr. Ketrer the necessary large headlines, and many of 
them accepted the charges as true. 

On September 16, five days after these charges had been 
made, the Judiciary Committee of the House met to hear any 
evidence that Mr. Kerrier might present in support of his 
charges. He appeared and at once offered the following gratu- 
itous insult to one of the great committees of the House: 

I desire at the outset to congratulate the Committee on the Judici- 
ary for its prompt action upon my resolution impeaching Attorney 
General Daugherty. The committee has thus proved the falsity of the 
inspired news dispatches which stated that it was the purpose to bury 
the resolution without action and without hearings. 

It was no doubt his intention to so abuse the court before 
whom he appeared that they would refuse to hear him and he 
might thereby say to the country that the committee were so 
prejudiced that they would not hear his evidence, and so forth, 
and were afraid to give him an opportunity for fear that he 
might prove the charges he had made against the Attorney Gen- 
eral. The committee, however, knowing the prosecutor, refused 
to be used by Mr. KELLER to get him out of the dilemma into 
which he had found himself when he was called upon to pro- 
duce his evidence. i 

When the committee passed over his insult and asked him 
to produce his evidence he answered : 

The committee should take the charges that I make, and they are 
| true until they are proven not true. 

Mr. Yates. Is it your contention that this committee ought now 
8 zevor this resolution favorably without any showing whatever 
y you 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Chairman, I have made my charges, and they are 

true until they are proven not true. 
It took some time for the committee to convince Mr. KELLER 
that the Attorney General was presumed to be innocent until 
| proven to be guilty, and that the burden and duty of proving 
| the charges against him was upon him who made the charges. 
It was finally agreed, however, that as Congress was about to 
adjourn to the regular session in December the committee 
would meet on the first day of that session, December 4, and 
hear the evidence to be presented by Mr. KELLER, and that De- 
cember 1 Mr. KELLER should file with the committee specifica- 
tions of his charges. Then the following proceedings occurred 
in the committee. I read from the record, on page 13: 

Mr. Dyer. Has the gentleman consulted an attorney in regard to 
this matter? 

Mr. KELLER. I should want counsel. 

Mr. Dyer. Who was the gentleman who just spoke to you? 

Mr. KELLER. I do not know. 

Mr. McGrapy. I am Mr. McGrady, representing the American Fed- 
eration of Labor. 

Mr. Dyer. I wanted to know who you were. 

Mr. McGrapy. I would like to finish my statement, The American 
Federation of Labor has asked to be heard on this case. President 
Gompers, with the executive council of the American Federation of 
Labor, is at Atlantic City to-day but will be here nest week. We 
have already made a request to be heard. 

* . * * 


Mr. KELLER. Somebody asked me what would be a reasonable time, 
and I said Thursday would be a reasonable time for furnishing what 
the committee wants, 

Mr. MICHENER. You have stated several times here to-day that you 
have proof, but that you do not want to divulge it to-day. It strikes 
me that in an important matter of this kind, in which the entire Nation 
is interested, and in which one of the chief executives of the Nation is 
interested, if de have this proof prepared and simply do not want 
to divulge it use it might prejudice your case you could possibly 
by working on Sunday come in here Monday and give this committ 
not all of your proof, but enough to make a case on which we coul 
conscientiously 1 5 Congress one way or the other. It strikes me 
that that would no more than fair. 


* 
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After the adjournment of these proceedings to December 4, 
Mr. KELLER rushed at once into the columns of the sensational 
newspapers with the same and additional charges against the 
Attorney General and boasted of what he would do and prove 
if he only had the opportunity before the committee. He se- 
cured the consent of the House to extend his remarks in the 
Recorp, and on September 27, 1922, page 13153 of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL Recorp, he again, at great length, went over the 
charges against Mr. Daugherty and added new ones and was 
very bitter in his denunciation of the Attorney General. 

In the October issue of the Locomotive Engineers’ Journal, 
an organ of the striking shopmen, he contributed an article 
signed by him and entitled, “Why Daugherty should be im- 
peached,” in which he still further added material for the sen- 
sational press and new charges against the Attorney General. 

Not content with his proceedings before the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, and not willing to wait a hearing on his charges, he 
sought every opportunity to make new and reckless charges 
against the Attorney General, with all disregard of the rights 
of a high Cabinet officer and a deliberate attempt to prejudice 
the Attorney General in the eyes of the American people. As a 
sample of his reckless and unfounded statements, in the article 
in the Locomotive- Engineers’ Journal, above mentioned, he 
said: 

The Attorney General of the United States has been guilty both of 

the abuse of power and the usurpation of power. On the one hand, he 
has used his office to oppress citizens of one class, to deny them their 
constitutional rights, to threaten unlawfully to punish them for crimes 
they have not committed, and to enjoin them unlawfully from doing 
ERa by the laws and Constitution of the United States they are 
en eê o do. 
On the other hand, he has unlawfully granted to another class judi- 
cial privileges and favors, has neglected and failed to prosecute them 
for their criminality, and has released from prison wealthy malefactors 
convicted of crimes against the American people. 

The Attorney General again has repeatedly violated his oath of office 
by refusing to prosecute malefactors of great wealth. And in certain 
cases where he was forced to act against wealthy criminals and indict- 
ments were found, he has halted their prosecution on false grounds, in 
an attempt to rescue them from the law. 

Radical labor, that had elected Mr. KELLER, now appeared in 
the person of Samuel Gompers, president of the American Fed- 
eration of Labor, and in the offigial organ of the federation for 
October, 1922, Gompers, under the heading “Attorney General 
impeached,” said: 

House Resolution 425, by Representative Kinn, of Minnesota, di- 
rected the Judiciary Committee to inquire into the official conduct of 
Attorney General Harty M. Daugherty and to report whether he has 
been guilty of any acts which the Constitution declares are high 
crimes or misdemeanors. ‘The resolution was the result of the anan 
tion applied for by the Attorney General and granted by Judge Wilkin- 
von against the railroad shopmen, We have heard much from the 
Attorney General about workers interfering with the mails, but the 
fact is it is the railroads which have interfered by stopping mail 


trains altogether. Let the railroads first see what can be done about 
keeping workers on terms to which workers can agree. 


It is the purpose of the American Federation of Labor to do every- 
thing possible to bring the impeachment proceedings to a successful 
conclusion. Labor wil 


raion ee in the proceedings through its rep- 
resentatives, through its council, and through the presentation of testi- 
mony of witnesses. 

On December 4 the committee met and called upon Mr. 
KELLER to proceed with his evidence. He claimed he was not 
ready and would not proceed until the committee obtained 
from the House power to subpæna such witnesses as he de- 
sired, and until that power was given the committee he would 
not name the witnesses nor would he proceed. The record of 
the hearings, page 107, shows the following proceedings when 
Mr. KELLER introduced his attorney: 

Mr. MICHENER. Let us have your name. 

. RALSTON. Jackson II. Ralston. 
. MICHENER, You are a resident 
r. RALSTON (interposing). Of Washington. 

. MICHENER. What is your business? 

. RALSTON. I am 3 to be an attorney. 

. MICHENER. Whom do you represent? 

r. RALsrox. In this particular I am appearing at the request of 
Mr. KELLER. 

Mr. MICHENER, You are the attorney for the American Federation of 
Labor also? 

Mr. RALSTON. I am. 

Mr. MICHENER. And of Mr. Gompers, personally? 

Mr. Ralsrox. Yes, sir. 

That Mr. Ketrer might have no excuse for not producing 
his evidence the committee adjourned to December 12 and on 
the day of adjournment, December 4, they obtained from the 
House authority to send for persons and papers, to administer 
oaths to witnesses, and to sit during sessions of the House, 

The committee again met on December 12 and again called 
upon Mr. KELTER to take up the charges in their order. This 
Mr. KELLER refused to do. All the witnesses called for by Mr. 
KELLER had been subpoenaed, but Mr. KELLER and his attorney 
refused to proceed in the order of the charges. He said he 
would be ready in the morning to proceed with No. 13, and 
as to the other charges he insultingly said: 

I will be ready when I get ready. 


The committee was determined that Mr. Ketter should not 
evade. They were further determined that he should have no 
excuse to go back to the House or to the country and say that 
he had no opportunity to present his evidence and the committee 
therefore agreed with Mr. Ketter and his attorney to hear 
evidence first on No, 13; this to be followed with No. 4 and 
then No. 7, and after this the balance of the charges should be 
taken up in their order. 

The next day the committee proceeded to hear the evidence 
upon charges 13, 4, and 7, and the first trouble came on the 
part of Mr. KELLER and his attorney in an attempt to offer 
to the committee evidence that had nothing to do with the 
charges, but which was intended to prejudice Mr. Daugherty, 
evidence that could not be admissible in any court of law. 
On the objection of the committee to hear such improper eyi- 
dence, Mr. Kenrer and his attorney refused to proceed unless 
they could put in everything they desired. The committee 
thereupon opened the door and stated, with the consent of the 
Attorney General, that Mr. KELLER and his attorney should be 
given the privilege of putting in any kind of evidence that 
they desired, which was done. At the conclusion of the evi- 
dence upon these three specifications it was obvious to everyone 
that nothing had been proved, that the evidence offered by Mr. 
KELLER and his attorney was simply for the purpose of preju- 
dice and not for the purpose of proof and that KELLER had no 
evidence whatever to sustain his charges and only sought to 
escape from his responsibility, 

Mr. KELLER had, frequently stated that one of his attorneys 
was Samuel Untermyer, of New York. This attorney wrote 
him about this time a letter, from which I will quote, it being 
an answer to one from Kettrr that he (Untermyer) should 
attend the proceedings before the committee and assist him. 
Attorney Untermyer said, among other things: 

I refused to do so and advised your friends who consulted me to 
urge your immediate withdrawal from the proceedings. 

Thereupon Mr. KELLER arose and stated to the committee 
that he wanted to make a statement, which he had reduced to 
writing. It was handed up to the chairman, and on an inspec- 
tion of the same it disclosed most abusive language directed 
against the committee that would be unfit for publication, and 
the committee thereupon ruled that such statements were not 
in order and asked him to proceed with his evidence in sup- 
port of the other charges. This Mr. KELLER refused to do, 
and he and his attorney, Mr. Ralston, withdrew from the 
room, 

The committee were still further determined that Mr. KETLER 
should not escape his responsibility; and, on his refusal to pro- 
ceed or to testify as to what evidence he had in his possession, 
if any, to support his charges and why he had made them, the 
committee obtained from the Speaker of the House a subpena 
which was served upon Mr, KELLER to appear the next morning 
as a witness. This was duly served; but Mr. KELLER appeared 
only by his attorney, who stated that he had advised Mr. 
KELLER not to appear, and took the ground that the committea 
itself could not arrest Mr. KELLER and force him to testify, as 
he, Mr. KELLER, was a Member of Congress and was protected 
under the Constitution. 

The committee were satisfied that they had no power to arrest 
Mr. Kerrier and force him to testify, but that their duty was 
to report the fact to the House under the resolution and the 
House could proceed to deal with Mr. KELLER as the rules pro- 
vided. The committee also voted unanimously to proceed to 
hear anyone in support of the charges, but no one appeared. 

Certain criticisms of the Attorney General's office had been 
made in the House of Representatives by the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Wooprurr] and also by the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. Jounson]. The committee called these two 
Members before them, and they testified at some length in re- 
gard to any knowledge that they had in the matter, as to the 
truthfulness of these charges. Both Members were very frank 
to the committee, and concealed nothing, and claimed to know 
nothing in the way of evidence that would sustain any of 
these charges, 

Mr. Wooprurr said in part: 


Now, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I want to state 
now that I had nothing whatever to do with the preferment of these 
charges of impeachment, I knew nothing about it until after it had 
been done; I had nothing whatever to do with the preparation of the 
bill of particulars; I did not see that bill of particulars until after it 
had been submitted to the public; I assume no responsibility whatever 
for anything that may et in that bill of particulars. As regards 
the specifications 1 to 13 I know practically nothing and can give very 
little, if any, assistance on these specifications. 


Mr. Jonson, in his testimony, said: 


It should be said in the beginning that at no time have I ever had 
any connection with these impeachment charges; I did not know that 
they were to be filed; I never saw them before they were filed; no one 
eyer consulted me concerning them; I knew nothing about them until 
they were presented to the House, 
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It should be said that in my opinion these charges are not based 
either on law or facts. 


t only have no proof on those ch but there 
ata —.— ae — ate which I have 888 no shat oy 

The committee then gave an opportunity to the Attorney Gen- 
eral to explain by witnesses, if he so desired, the several 
charges and specifications filed by Mr. KELLER. The Attorney 
General, by his assistants and witnesses, went minutely into the 
charges, covering them all with such convincing testimony as 
to leave no doubt in the minds of the committee that the charges 
were without any foundation whatever. 

The testimony before the committee is found in the printed 
hearings, covering 573 pages. I have not time to review all the 
testimony. Mr. KELLER seemed to rely upon the testimony of 
two witnesses, to wit, Mr. Gompers, head of the American 
Federation of Labor, but who, when called, furnished no proof 
Whatever in support of any of the charges. 

The star witness for the prosecution, that had been paraded 
a great deal by Mr. KELLER and his counsel, Mr. Thomas O. 
Stevenson, attorney for the Brotherhood of Locomotive Fire- 
men and Enginemen, testified at great length before the com- 
mittee, principally in the matter of the Chicago injunction pro- 
ceedings, but furnished no evidence at all to support the 
charges. In the course of his testimony I put to him the fol- 
lowing questions and received the following answers in regard 
to the condition of the rolling stock and the want of inspection 
of locomotives during the strike: 

Mr. Hersey. And they had not been inspected because of the strike; 
9 I must say that we could not consider the reason 
why they were not ed 


Mr. Hersey. What was the reason that brought about the want of 
8 or this use of defective locomotives? Was it not due to the 
strike 


Mr. Srevenson. That is rather a large subject, sir; if you wish me 
to into it and give some personal opinion, I can do so. 

Mr. Hersey. I am asking for your opinion. If the strike had not 
come on and there had been no strike, you would not have had any 
complaint, would you? 

Mr. STEVENSON. From the viewpoint of a lot of people, not Ng eer 
ing myself; but the cause of it, the prim cause, was the t 
intention of certain railroads to break up ce n labor organizations. 

Mr. Hersey. Never mind about tha I am asking your opinion. 
If there had been no strike and the shopmen had continued at work 
and had not struck, you would have had no complaints to make to the 
Attorney General at present, would you? 

Mr. BENSON. Probably not, sir. 

Mr. Foster, of the committee, further questioned him, as 
follows: 

Mr. Foster. In your judgment, snowing the attitude of the Attorney 
General, do you ink conduct in this matter has been such that 
in your judgment the Attorney General should be impeached? Give 
the committee the benefit of your judgment, as you have been in touch 
with the situation. 

Mr. Stevenson. That is a difficult question to answer. 

Mr. Foster. Yes; but the committee want your judgment. 

Mr. Srnvenson. No; I do not think so. 

Mr. Stevenson, although prejudiced in favor of his organiza- 
tion and wishing to do all he could to assist the prosecution, 
was honest enough to admit that he knew nothing in the evi- 
dence that was cause for impeachment of the Attorney General. 

After exhausting all information, rumors, or charges that 
came to the committee in any way the committee reported to 
the House that— 

It does not appear that there is any ground to believe that Harry 
M. ey e ttorney General of the United States, has been guilty 
of any high crime or misdemeanor requiring the interposition of the 
impeachment powers of the House, 

In the debate in the House on the acceptance of this report 
of the committee the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. MoN- 
TAGUE], a member of the committee and a Democrat, said: 

But, Mr. Speaker, I rose to express my own conviction as a member 
of the Judiciary Committee that upon the charges investigated there 
was not sufficient evidence to sustain the charges of 8 
contained in the resolution or as more particularly made in his supple- 
mentary resolution or bill of complaint wherein the charges were made 
in more concrete and precise form. 

But I had no doubt, and no one else in the committee had. Mr. 
Speaker, that the evidence was insufficient to sustain the charges of 
impeachment formulated against the Attorney General, and I voted in 
the committee that there was no evidence to prove or support the 
offense charged in the proceedings, and I stand upon t now. 
Applause. 

The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR], not a member 
of the committee, but one who had carefully read the impeach- 
ment proceedings, addressed the House, and his remarks, while 
short, cover so completely the work of the committee that I 
quote them in full, as follows: 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. ker and gentlemen of the House: 
I have absolutely no patience th the disposition and 8 of 
certain alleged newspapers, certain interests, and certain Members in 
this and the other legislative Chamber, who make it a CRT Danie to 

tates 


impugn the motives and sincerity of the President of the Un 
and criticize and abuse certain branches of his administration. These 
entlemen have ly assiduous 


alleged newspapers and been particular! 
and bitter in their atta upon the Department of Justice, and it 


is while assaulting the head of this department that their spleen be- 


comes abnormally inflamed and their invectives wax particularly 
vitriolic and acrimonious. To lambast the Attorney General seems to 
be their pet diversion, and it occurs to me that many of their attacks 
are without any foundation in fact whatsoever. hold no special 
brief for General Daugherty, and have no commission to defend him. 
I think he has uently demonstrated that he is mae able to take 
care of himself. ut, gentlemen of the House, the thing that I de- 
plore—the thing that I desire to condemn and the thing that I con- 
sider thorou disgusting and demoralizing—is this wholesale, reck- 
less, rampant, and indise: ate abuse of public officials generally by 
every Tom, Dick, and Harry in the country whose peculiar ideas are 
not reflected in the acts of such public official, An honest, Just, and 
conscientious criticism of the acts of public officials is commendable 
and should be encouraged. But the type of criticism that is usually 
indulged in encourages lack of confidence in the integrity of govern- 
ment itself and breeds Bolshevism and anarchy. The toipeachment 
proceedings now pending against the present incumbent of the Attor- 
ney General's office has afforded these aforesaid newspapers and gentle- 
men an opportunity to produce anything detrimental to the character, 
conduct, and integrity of the administration of the Attorney General's 
office; and the hearings on this resolution disclose that their efforts 
to discredit Harry M. Daugherty and his official conduct have been 
a s „ melancholy, and monumental failure, 

His accusers now stand discredited in the estimation of the whole 
country, “and none are so coor as will do them reverence.” It does 
not matter what we may think of Harry M. Daugherty as an indi- 
vidual. I do contend, however, that we ought to have too much respect 
for the office of Attorney General than to drag it into ridicule and dis- 
repute, or to attempt to poissa public opinion against it by willful and 
malicious misrepresentation. 

In conclusion, I desire to repeat that whenever we destro: 
fidence of the people in the integrity of government, there 
left but Bolshevism and anarchy. 


The House accepted the report of the committee and fully 
exonerated the Attorney General of any and all of the charges 
made by Mr. Kran. The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
KELLER], who had made these charges and had withdrawn 
from the committee, is now in the South for his health, A 
weekly newspaper published in Washington called Labor, the 
journal of the original labor organizations, denounced the 
proceedings as a “whitewash” and in attempting to speak for 
Mr. KELLER, on December 30, 10 days before the report of the 
committee had been made, said: 


Congressman KELLER has already served notice on the Attorney 
General that unless the latter gets out of public life the impeachment 
!!!; ñ With Rete te Sane ake And 
8 from Minneséta will make pol nd 

Outside of labor journals the reliable newspapers of the 
country generally commended the report of the committee and 
the decision of the House that the charges were wholly un- 
supported. 

The Manufacturer, a leading journal in industry, in its issue 
of December 26, 1922, said: 


INQUISITION, NOT IMPEACHMENT. 


for the public, the 1 E of the impeachment pro- 
gs nst the Attorney General has been accompanied by an 
inside view of the animus behind the charges, 

In this respect the whole matter takes on a significance extremel: 
rtant to good government in the United States. If any pronoun 
radical in Congress can be ee without challenge, to abuse the 
high privilege of his office and demand impeachment of a Cabinet officer 
for no other reason than to Berets himself into the limelight, no 
Cabinet officer is safe and, broadly speaking, the executive departments 

at Washington can not function. 

The breaking down of these -achment 1 should be a 
salutary lesson for the future. here should be no minimizing the 
gravity of the issue involved. There was never any real chance, of 
course, that the charges could be substantiated. But if any Member 
of 2 has the privilege of attacking a Cabinet officer with charges 
of such a character, no future Attorney General could administer 
properly the affairs of 3 office. Misconduct in executive office 
should of course be checked and 8 no matter who is the of- 
fender~nor what his standing; but to make such officer a target for 
unfounded attack and vicious propaganda is something totally unfair 
and absolutely contrary to the spirit of American institutions. 


I am pleased to note also that a leading newspaper of my 
State, the Portland Press Herald, in its issue of January 22, 
1923, said editorially: 

THE PLOT THAT FAILED. 

Attorney General Daugherty has been exonerated by an overwhelming 
vote of the House Judiciary Committee, a vote in which the Democratic 
members joined. The attempt to have impeachment proceedings 
brought against him failed. He is now at li to get after the 
grafters who grew fat while the Nation was struggl ng to win the war. 
The proceedings brought against him were inspired by these very inter- 
ests who are threatened with prosecution by the Government and who 
will be compelled to disgorge some of the money they secured through 
rich contracts, if the Attorney General has his way. They brought all 
manner of e against Attorney General Daugherty in the hope of 
embarrass! him and preventing him from going ahead with the suits 
he has already instituted. The plot failed, and now, let us hope, the 
grafters will be compelled to face the music. 


I might quote other expressions of the public throughout the 
United States in praise of the Attorney General and his work, 
but have not the time to do so. 

I wish to say in closing that the work of the present Attorney 
General's office in 1922 is now before us. It is a splendid record 
of achievement. A few brief facts show something of what he 
has done. I mention a few: 


the con- 
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1. Instituted civil suits against builders of Army camps, and 
so forth, during the war to recover more than $50,000,000. 

2. Secured indictments against those who have conspired 
against the Government in the purchase and handling of war 
material to the number of hundreds. 

8. Prosecution of violators of the food and drug act and the 
prohibitory laws. Over $50,000,000 have been imposed in fines 
during the past year. 

4. Instituted over 60,000 new criminal cases during the past 
year. f 
5. Vigorous prosecution of antitrust laws and frauds against 
the Government. 

6. Successful prosecution in injunction proceedings against 
those who would destroy the transportation system of the 
country and deprive the people of coal and food in their hour 
of need. 

The Attorney General has shown great ability, honesty of 
purpose, fearlessness of action, and sublime devotion to duty 
in his greut office. The attempts of certain radical organiza- 
tions.and sinister foes of law and order to prejudice and im- 
peach him have given the people a new insight into the fine 
character and courage of the man who has placed himself high 
among the great and fearless leaders of law and order, and 
these proceedings in Congress to impeach him and the hearings 
thereon have been of great benefit to the people of this Nation, 
as they have satisfied this country that the law-abiding people 
have in him a most trustful and efficient public servant who 
will protect the best interests of the law-abiding people of this 
country against the radical attempts of revolution, and future 
history will place Harry M. Daugherty high among the great 
and notable men of the present age. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. Yates]. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speuker, I rise to state that I will vote to 
sustain the adverse report filed by the Judiciary Committee 
and will vote to pass the resolution recommended by the com- 
mittee. Unfortunately, I have not been granted sufficient time. 
The time usually reserved for members of the committee has 
been partly given to others, and the result is that I have just 
been advised by the chairman of the committee that I may have 
two or three minutes. Manifestly no comprehensive or ex- 
haustive statement can be made within that time. I had hoped 
to be granted 15 minutes at least. I will simply do the best I 
can under the circumstances, 

The charges in this case were substantially as follows: 

First, that the Attorney General of the United States had 
taken more time than was necessary to institute and prosecute 
certain prosecutions ; 

Second, that he had been too lenient in recommending certain 
pardons; 

Third, that he had done wrong in discharging certain em- 
ployees ; 

Fourth, that he had done wrong in retaining one employee, 
namely, William J. Burns, Chief of the Bureau of Investiga- 
tion of the Department of Justice; 

Fifth, that he had erred in not bringing injunctions to en- 
force the duties incumbent upon railroads in the matter of in- 
spection of locomotives ; 

Lastly, that he had appeared in the United States District 
Court for the Northern District of Illinois and caused to be 
issued an injunction restraining certain ratlroad employees 
from certain acts. 

Before the Committee on the Judiciary, of which I am a mem- 
ber, it was insisted by the Hon. Oscar E. KELLER, Member of this 
House, who filed the charges, that these different acts upon the 
part of the Attorney General constituted high crimes and mis- 
demeanors, for which he should be impeached, 

I do not think that the question of the conduct of Mr. KELLER 
or his misconduct before the committee have anything to do with 
this question. I do not agree with that portion of the report 
which at great length goes into the question of whether Mr. 
KELLER can be punished because of his actions before that com- 
mittee culminating in his walking out of the committee room 
after handing to the chairman an abusive letter. It seems to 
me that any action by the House in regard to that matter should 
be a separate and distinct thing. I do not believe in making Mr. 
KELLER a martyr. He did a most serious, and grave, and solemn 
thing when he charged the chief law officer of the American 
Government with being guilty of high crimes and misde- 
meanors—in other words of being guilty of being a criminal. 
His conduct is to be strongly disapproved, in my opinion, but it 
has nothing to do with this case, except as it shows that his ac- 
tion in filing the charges was ill-advised and ill-considered, and 
without due appreciation of the gravity of the matter. 


I heard every word of the testimony in this case. I have 
known Harry M. Daugherty longer probably than any man 
in this House. We were students together in the same law 
school in 1882—40 years ago. Since then I have been near 
him and with him in several campaigns—1896 and 1900, 
1908 and 1912, and 1920, if I remember correctly. In other 
words, I have knowledge of him. Growing out of that knowl- 
edge I have confidence in him. In former years I believed 
him to be honest and fearless. My confidence is justified. 

I did not in those days believe him to be a criminal. Ac- 
cordingly, I watched every line of the testimony in the present 
case with more care and anxiety than would ordinarily be 
the case. I am glad to conclude that the evidence does not 
show that he has become a criminal or is guilty of high” 
crimes and misdemeanors. 

There is no time to go into a discussion of the different 
charges. Some of them seem to me to be exceedingly foolish. 
For example, it was sought to be shown that Mr. Samuel 
Gompers, president of the American Federation of Labor, who 
in answer to questions by me admitted that he had suggested 
and partly prepared this particular charge, had learned some- 
thing from President Taft, which President Taft had learned 
from Attorney General Wickersham, which Attorney General 
Wickersham had learned from Pardon Attorney Finch, which 
Pardon Attorney Finch had learned from m man whose name 
I do not now recall, which this latter man had learned from 
Mr. Burns. In other words, Burns had told something to a 
man who had told it to Finch who had told it in an opinion 
to Wickersham who had told it in an opinion to Taft who 
had expressed it in a pardon, a copy of which he gave to Mr. 
Gompers—all about a thing that occured in 1905 in connection 
with a prosecution in the West 17 years ago. 

William J. Burns was accused of certain misconduct in 1905, 
Burns denied it all, and his honesty and efficiency were testi- 
fied to by United States Senator Hiram JoHNson, of California. 

I believe that the most serious charge brought against Mr. 
Daugherty was the one which charged him with being guilty 
of malfeasance in office because he appeared in the United 
States court in Chicago and obtained a certain writ of injunc- 
tion. There had been a great strike, and there had been some 
rioting. Three courses were open to the Government: 

First, it could allow murder and train wrecking and other 
violence to continue; 

Second, it could call out the armed forces of the Nation and 
with rifle fire mow down everybody, including bystanders; or 

Third, it could resort to the orderly processes of the law, 
namely, the writ of injunction. 

The highest and finest and kindest thing the Attorney Gen- 
eral could have done was to resort to this writ. He did so, 
and the murder and train wrecking ceased. 

I believe it was because the Attorney General did this thing 
that this prosecution was brought. If he had allowed the 
murder and train wrecking to continue, he would not be here 
threatened with impeachment. If the Government had mowed 
down everybody, this impeachment prosecution would not have 
been suggested. It was because he dared to do his duty that 
this thing is here to-day. I am absolutely satisfied that behind 
this procedure—although it may be to-day directly or indi- 
rectly conscientiously approved by Members of this House—I 
am absolutely satisfied that the purpose of this proceeding was 
to defy and intimidate the Attorney General of the United 
States and all future Attorneys General and all future officers 
of the law; the purpose was to serve notice upon this Attorney 
General and all coming officers that they must not resort to 
the orderly processes of the law. On the very day that the 
Attorney General was standing in his place in court in Illinois, 
on the 1ith day of September, 1922, begging and appealing to 
the court to issue the writ which would restore law and order 
this proceeding was instituted before this House. I believe that 
the time has not yet come in America when an bonest and fear- 
less oflicial will be impeached on such a record as has been 
made in this case, and therefore I yote to acquit him and not 
impeach him. 

Mr. voLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR]. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker and gentleman of 
the House: I have absolutely no patience with the disposition 
and practice of certain alleged newspapers, certain interests, 
and certain Members in this and the other legislative Chamber, 
who make it a daily habit to impugn the motives and sincerity 
of the President of the United States and criticize and abuse 
certain branches of his administration. These alleged news- 
papers and gentlemen have been particularly assiduous and 
bitter in their attacks upon the Department of Justice, and it 
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is while assaulting the head of this department that their 
spleen becomes abnormally inflamed and their invectives wax 


particularly vitriolic and acrimonious. To lambast the At- 
torney General seems to be their pet diversion, and it occurs. 
to me that many of their attacks are without any foundation 
in faet whatsoever. I hold no special brief for General Daugh- 
erty, and have no commission to defend him. I think he bas 
frequently demonstrated that he is amply able to take care of 
himself. But, gentlemen of the House, the thing that I de- 
plore—the thing that I desire to condemn and the thing that 
I consider thoroughly disgusting and demoralizing—is this 
wholesale, reckless, rampant, and indiscriminate abuse of pub- 
lic officials generally by every Tom, Dick, and Harry in the 
“country whose peculiar ideas are not reflected in the acts of 
such public official, An honest, just, and conscientious criticism 
of the acts of public officials is commendable and should be 
encouraged. But the type of criticism that is usually indulged 
in encourages lack of confidence in the integrity of government 
itself and breeds Bolshevism and anarchy. The impeachment 
proceedings now pending against the present incumbent of the 
Attorney General's office has afforded these aforesaid news- 
papers and gentlemen an opportunity to produce anything detri- 
mental to the character, conduct, and integrity of the admin- 
istration of the Attorney- General's office; and the hearings on 
this resolution disclose that their efforts to diseredit Harry M. 
Daugherty and his official conduct have been a signal, melan- 
choly, and monumental failure. 

His accusers now stand discredited in the estimation of the 
whole country, “and none are so poor as will do them rever- 
ence.” It does not matter what we may think of Harry M. 
Daugherty as an individual. I do contend, however, that we 
ought to have too much respect for the office of Attorney Gen- 
eral than to drag it into ridicule and disrepute, or to attempt 
to poison public opinion against it by willful and malicious 
misrepresentation. 

In conclusion, I desire to repeat that whenever we destroy 
the confidence of the people in the integrity of government, 
there is nothing left but Bolshevism and anarchy. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I want to make only one or 
two observations. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. 
THOMAS] made the statement that we had refused to send for 
documents and witnesses where there was opportunity to get 
them. If the gentleman had been more attentive on the meet- 
ings of the committee, he might have discovered that a good 
many of the things he complains of appear in the Rreorp or are 
on file in the committee. Take, for instance, the Hayden letter. 
I asked the War Department to furnish it, and it is in the com- 
mittee. The investigation had in the Department of Justice 
in regard to the United Gas Improvement Co. is likewise avail- 
able. The complaint that the gentleman from Kentueky [Mr. 
THOMAS] makes because we did not investigate Mr. Johnson’s 
charges is far-fetched, as that related to the War Department. 
We had no authority to investigate that matter. The Omand 
letter and telegram came in after the hearings were completed. 
Mr. Graham has dealt with that. The Greenburg matter was 
brought to our attention and investigated. A very thorough 
investigation of that particular matter was had. 

This discussion has not brought to light any fact that would 
justify impeachment. I am not aware that anyone has made 
the claim that the record shows any such evidence. No one 
has pointed to a single charge and said to the House that this 
charge has been established or that he knows or has reason 
to believe that there are any witnesses that can sustain such 
charge. Without something of that kind there is no reason 
for further investigation. It is not just to keep a man under 
a criminal charge without cause. The gentleman from Ken- 
tueky [Mr. Tuomas], who asks for further investigation, made 
no such demand when the committee unanimously voted to 
close the hearings. He ought to have spoken then. It was not 
fair to remain silent when it was his duty to speak. 

J yield to the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. CLOUSE]. 

Mr. CLOUSE. Mr. Speaker, some months ago a resolution 
was introduced by a Member of this House in which he de- 
liberately charged a prominent official of this Government with 
malfeasance and misconduct in office, and thereupon asked that 
this official be removed by the solemn judgment of a court of 
impeachment. Let it be understood that I am not here as the 
spokesman of the Attorney General, nor am I here to interpose 
a defense for the distinguished members of the Committee on the 
Judiciary before whom the hearings upon this matter have been 
conducted. They need no defense at my hands. I am here in 
my own right as a Member of the House of Representatives, 
unabashed and unafraid to proclaim to the world that this 
the greatest deliberative legislative body on earth has not de- 
generated to the point of impotency. I would like to believe 


that that flag as she unfurls herself to the placid breezes of 
the newborn day carries not only inspiration and hope but 
liberty and life, freedom and justice to every citizen beneath 
its folds, and that in return it exacts, demands, yea, commands, 
undying loyalty to the Constitution and to the laws enacted 
pursuant thereto. I believe in liberty under the law. I believe 
in law. I believe in giving to every man justice and a “square 
deal,” but I do not believe that I or any other Member of this 
House has the unqualified right to assassinate the character of 
any citizen upon the flimsiest pretext and then shield ourselves 
behind the oftimes dirty cloak of “ privileged communication.” 

Do not understand me, sirs, to say that I criticize a man for 
bringing to the attention of this body matters concerning the 
conduct of a public official, but upon the contrary, let it be 
understood that I believe when facts are brought to the atten- 
tion of a Member of this body from which it is evident, or from 
which it may be reasonably and honestly inferred that some 
public official has been or is guilty of corrupt practices, that it 
is not only the privilege, but the imperative duty of him to take 
appropriate action. If he does so in good faith he deserves the 
commendation of every patriotic American, but, if after the 
step has been taken that besmirches the character, he then 
seals his lips and defies the authority to question his motive, 
his actions are indefensible and deserve the condemnation of 
every citizen of this Republic. I eam not believe that it was 
ever intended that a man, no matter what his station in life 
may be, no matter whether he be great or small, rich or poor, 
black or white, in office er out of office, should have the right 
to besmirch character for self-aggrandizement, or out of a 
spirit of pure malevolence. This body, in my judgment, has 
plenary power to go to the root of this matter, and I, for one, 
shall demand a full investigation into the sources of informa- 
tion upon which the charges were based. 

To do this is but to do simple justice toward a faithful 
publice official; to do less is to acknowledge our helplessness 
and invite a condition the ultimate ends of which may be 
fraught with the gravest eventualities. 

Propaganda has and is now being circulated to the effeet 
that the Judiciary Committee, its chairman, and its seyeral 
members were prejudiced in favor of the Attorney General and 
had sought to prevent a full and fair investigation. I am not 
a member of that committee, but I was present and heard all 
the testimony offered. I do not believe there is a lawyer in 
Christendom who has heard, or who will read, the hearings in 
this case but that will say that the committee at all times 
admitted testimony against General Daugherty which had no 
releyancy to the case, and in many instances admitted testi- 
mony which was clearly inadmissible because mere hearsay. 
I attended these hearings because I was anxious to observe 
the manner and demeanor of the witnesses who testified. I 
went there with a mind free from bias or prejudice. I had 
formed no opinion the one way or the other, but when I ob- 
served the demeanor and conduct of those in charge of the 
prosecution I was at once convinced that they were but looking 
for an opportune time to abandon the hearings under some 
flimsical pretext. I so expressed my views to a number of my 
colleagues, and now I am convinced beyond the peradventure 
of a doubt that the purported prosecution was but a persecu- 
tion, and this body and this people has the right and should 
know the whole truth concerning the reasons prompting such 
action. 

There is a tiger in the den and the future peace of this 
Republic demands firm and courageous action now, 

Listen to this editorial from the Washington Times. Clear, 
concise, and logical. Let us follow the suggestion here made 
and demonstrate to the world that the integrity of this body 
or an official of this Government can not be assailed with 
absolute impunity. 

It reads: 


What is all thie attack on Attorney General Daugherty about? 

Anybody who s had experience with persecutions of this kind 
knows they are not due to failure to be on pAr im performance of 
duty, but are always due to powerful enemies that have been offended 
by a just and impartial performance of duty. 

The plain question in Attorney General Daugherty's case is, there- 
fore, not what has Attorney General Daugherty failed to do, but. 
in what vigorous way has he enforced the law, which has caused 
some big interest to hate him and to go out to “ get him,” and to stir 
up its big hired lawyers and its little owned politielans to attack 
the man who has offended this interest and to say things that will 
be printed in newspapers even though they are never proved nor 
even attempted to be proved. 

A . ae ani of Attorney General Daugherty has fallen ut- 
er 

No proof of any allegation has been presented. The chief accuser, 
and on the fiimsiest of pretexts, has even refused to testify; an 
the evidence which has been heard from the most honorable and in- 
dependent men Uke Senator Hiram Jonson, has all been in defense 
of Attorney General Daugherty, and in support of Attorney General 
Daugherty and in commendation of his acts and his activities, 
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What is needed now is another investigation, to find out who the 
big interests are who are attacking the Attorney General of the United 
States, and who are trying to discredit him and weaken him and 
weaken the foree of his official procedure. 

Is it the whisky ring, against which the Attorney General's of- 
fice has been especially active? 

Is it the war profiteers, who were so powerful with the late 
Democratic administration? 

Is it the Palmer-Garyan outfit, who fraudulently confiscated alien 
poen and delivered it to their friends and whom the Attorney 
zeneral has exposed? 

Most surely there is some big interest and some corrupt intere 
responsible for the attacks upon the Attorney General of the Unit 
States, which attacks up to this time have been so utterly baseless 
aud futile as to make them an insult to the American people whom 
the Attorney General represents. 

Let us make an investigation and make it so thorough that 
no official of this Government in the years to come shall fear 
to do his whole duty as God has given him the power to discern 
the right. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I now offer the resolution 
which I send to the Speaker’s desk to have read, and on that 
resolution I move the previous question. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, let us have the 
resolution reported first. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I have an amendment which 
I desire to offer. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize all gentlemen in 
due time. The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 495. 

That whereas the Committee on the Judiciary has made an ex- 
amination touching the charges sought to be investigated under 
H. Res. 425 to ascertain if there is any probable ground to believe 
that any of the charges are true; and on consideration of the charges 
and the evidence obtained it does not appear that there is any 
ground to believe that Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General of 
the United States, has been Sine of any high crime or misdemeanor 
requiring the interposition of the impeachment powers of the House: 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary be discharged from 
further consideration of the charges and proposed impeachment of 
Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General, and that H. Res. 425 be laid 
upon the tabie. 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. y 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I should like to inquire if the 
resolution just reported is the resolution on the calendar? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that this Resolution 
No. 425, which the gentleman from Minnesota moves to lay 
on the table, is the one that is on the calendar. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I inquire how it happens 
to be on the calendar? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMP- 
BELL] was acting as Speaker pro tempore at that time. The 
rule, of course, is that an adverse report will lie on the table 
unless within three days, I believe, some Member asks that it 
be put upon the calendar. The Chair understands that when 
it was reported the chairman of the committee asked that it 
should go upon the calendar and thereupon the Speaker pro 
tempore placed it on the calendar. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Did the chairman of the com- 
mittee make that request in the House or privately? 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. In the House. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker, if the resolution 
offered by the gentleman now be laid upon the table, then that 
will be the end of the entire matter, would it not, unless a de 
noyo proceeding is instituted? 

„The SPEAKER, The Chair thinks so. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I move to lay 
the resolution upon the table. That is a privileged motion, Mr. 
Speaker, 

Mr. MONDELL. The previous question has been ordered. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It has not been ordered. 

Mr. MONDELL. It has been demanded, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like to qualify his state- 
ment that it would dispose of the whole matter. It would be 
a question in the Chair’s mind whether the charges of im- 
peachment, which the gentleman from Minnesota made, would 
follow the resolution to the table. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the Committee 
on the Judiciary has killed that, and frankly I want to say I 
am taking the simplest way out of this proposition. There 
is no way to impeach the Attorney General unless the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary brings a resolution of impeachment 
before us. To lay this matter upon the table, and it is a privi- 
leged motion, there is only one higher motion, and that is 
to adjourn, ends this whole controversy. I move to lay the 
resolution on the table. 

Mr. MONDELL, That motion is not in order. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman means Resolution 425? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The resolution which the gen- 
tleman has offered and that carries everything else with it. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair did not understand the gentle- 
man to mean this resolution which the Clerk has just reported. 

EEEE of Tennessee. That will carry all the rest 
Ww — 

The SPEAKHR. The Chair misunderstood the gentleman. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Including Resolution 425. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The question of recognition for a motion 
to lay on the table rests with the Speaker? 5 

The SPEAKER. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD, The gentleman from Tennessee addressed 
the Chair on a parliamentary inquiry immediately following 
the demand of the gentleman from Minnesota to move the pre- 
vious question. Is it not within the province of the Speaker 
to recognize the gentleman from Minnesota to move the pre- 
vious question on the resolution just submitted to the desk? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks not. Anybody who 
wishes to move to lay upon the table has always the prior 
right of recognition over a person moving the previous ques- 
tion. But the Chair misunderstood the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee, and possibly in answering the parliamentary inquiry 
has misled him. The Chair supposed the gentleman from Ten- 
nessee, in asking whether a motion to lay on the table would 
not end the whole matter, referred to Resolution 425. The 
Chair now understands the gentleman to refer to this last 
. and that he moves to lay that resolution on the 
table, 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Then I move to lay Resolu- 
tion 425 on the table. 

Mr. MONDELL. That will leave the matter where it ts. 

Mr. BEGG. That does not end it. If the House decided to 
lay it on the table, can not it be taken from the table within 
any reasonable time? In other words, is the gentleman correct 
when he says that it ends this whole thing? It does not do 
anything of the kind. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If it is laid on the table, will 
the gentleman from Ohio move to take it from the table within 
a reasonable time? 

Mr, BEGG, There might be somebody similar to the man 
who made the original charges who would make such a motion. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Does the gentleman think that 
3 would sustain it? If the gentleman wants to end it 
et him 

Mr. MONDELL. The motion would undoubtedly dispose of 
the resolution now offered by the gentleman from Minnesota, 
but it would leave the resolution of {mpeachment and the report 
made upon it exactly where it was when we began the discus- 
sion this afternoon. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And end it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. On the contrary. s 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I should think, Mr, Speaker, if 
the Committee on the Judiciary made an adverse report except 
by a blunder it would never have been put on the Calendar and 
ought not to be. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will say to the gentleman from 
Tennessee that the Chair, when he answered the parliamentary 
inquiry of the gentleman from Tennessee, asking whether lay- 
ing the resolution upon the table would end the matter, sup- 
posed the gentleman was referring to House Resolution 425, the 
resolution which originally referred this matter to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, and not the resolution of the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. Vorsrreap], which is now pending. Is 
that what the gentleman intended? The Chair now under- 
stands the gentleman meant to move that this resolution which 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VortsTeap] offered, and 
which lays the whole subject on the table, to lay this on the 
table. Which does the gentleman mean? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I think that 
either would carry this whole proposition and end this matter. 
I move to lay upon the table the resolution which the Speaker 
holds in his hand and the report of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman from Tennessee offers that 
on the theory that if his motion carried, ‘the resolution pro- 
viding for an impeachment inquiry and the report of the com- 
mittee made thereon would lie on the table. That is not correct. 
As a matter of fact they would remain as they are. The only 
effect his motion would have would be to end the resolution 
now offered by the gentleman from Minnesota 
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Mr. LONGWORTH. And leave alive House Resolution 425. 

Mr. MONDELL. Yes; and leave the question we have been 
debating as it now is. 

The SPEAKER. Let the Chair call the attention of the 
House to just what it is that the gentleman from Tennessee 
[Mr. GARRETT] now moves to lay on the table. The resolution 
is— 

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary be discharged from 
further consideration of the charges of impeachment against Henry M. 
Daugherty, the Attorney General, and that the House resolution be 
laid on the table, 

Now a motion to lay that on the table, in the opinion of the 
Chair,.if carried leaves the matter just exactly where it is now. 
At first blush it refuses—— 

Mr, CRISP. Mr. Speaker, can I cite a case in point? 

The SPEAKER. Yes; the Chair will be glad to hear the 
gentleman. 

Mr. CRISP. If the Chair will look at section 768 of the 
rules he will find this citation, and I know from past experience 
that these citations are accurate. I read: 

When a bill is laid on the table. pending motions connected there- 
with go to the table also (V. 5426, 5427); and when a proposed amend- 
ment is laid on the table the pending bill goes, there also (V. 5423). 

Now, it seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that under those rulings, 
if this resolution is laid on the table—and the Speaker knows 
the table in this connection is the final sepulcher in the House; 
that is the place where you refer a’ resolution or bill to kill 
it finally—it seems to me that under these precedents cited if 
this resolution is laid on the table, all resolutions and all 
matters in any way connected with the resolution would also 
go to the table and the whole matter be ended. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair’s first-blush opinion is this, that 
this is not a resolution such as is referred to in the citation 
quoted by the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Crisp], nor is it 
an amendment. This is a resolution disposing of the whole 
matter. This is a resolution laying the whole subject on the 
table. It seems to the Chair at first blush that a motion to lay 
that on the table, if it carried, would be equivalent to rejecting 
it. It would be rejecting a motion to lay the impeachment 
proceedings on the table, and it seems to the Chair that it 
would still leave the impeachment matter pending. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman’s motion is a mo- 
tion to lay on the table a motion to lay a resolution on the 
table, and that being so, could not some one move to lay his 
motion on the table, and go on in that way ad infinitum? I 
submit that that would be the situation. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, the point of order has already 
been made that this motion is not in order. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair hear me? 

The SPEAKER. Yes; the Chair will be glad to. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, there are two ways to reach an 
adverse vote on a resolution. One is to vote it down; the other 
is to table it. This resolution is to discharge the committee. 
One way to do it would be to vote it down. The other way 
would be to table it. If you table it, you have not discharged 
the committee. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. It is in the line suggested by my col- 
league. Would not the effect of tabling this resolution be ex- 
actly the same as voting it down, which, would leave House 
Resolution 425 in precisely the same position as it is in now? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair so stated. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. If it is voted down, there will 
be made a motion to table House Resolution 425. If we can 
get rid of this thing, let us do it. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, my contention is that the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee is not in order. You 
can not move that a motion to table be tabled. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, if I may be per- 
mitted. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be glad to hear the gentle- 
man. 13, 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The motion of the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. VotstTeap] is really a motion to lay 
House Resolution 425 on the table. The gentleman from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. Garretr] moves to lay the motion of the gentleman 
from Minnesota on the table, which is clearly not in order. 
The motion of the gentleman from Minnesota, embodied in the 
motion he sent to the Clerk’s desk and had read, disposes of the 
resolution placed upon the calendar at the suggestion of the 
chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary a few days ago. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Yes, 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Would the gentleman from 
Minnesota be willing to strike out the first part of his resolu- 
tion and let us come directly to a vote on the last part of his 
resolution? If so, the matter can be settled in a minute. 


Mr. VOLSTEAD. I think not. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair hear me? 

The SPEAKER. Certainly. 

Mr, TILSON. Mr. Speaker, there is a resolution on the cal- 
endar awaiting action. We have attempted to dispose of it in a 
certain way and have here a resolution to accomplish the pur- 
pose. Among other things, this resolution contains a motion to 
lay on the table the other resolution now on the calendar. The 
gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garretr] moves to lay this reso- 
lution on the table. 

It is clear that such a motion is in order; but if the motion of 

the gentleman from Tennessee should prevail it would defeat 
the method that has been chosen of disposing of the resolution 
which is on the calendar and would leave the resolution on the 
calendar just where it is now. If we do this we shall have 
marched up the hill and then marched down again without ac- 
complishing anything. [Applause.] 
The SPEAKER. The Chair agrees with the statement just 
made by the gentleman from Connecticut, which is substantially 
what the Chair said a few moments ago. If the motion of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VoLsTEAD] were simply a mo- 
tion to lay upon the table, then the Chair thinks it would not 
be in order for the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Garrett] 
to move to lay it on the table; but the Chair thinks that the reso- 
lution offered by the gentleman from Minnesota is much more 
than that, that it is an independent resolution which disposes of 
the whole subject and which couples with the motion to lay on 
the table other factors. Therefore the Chair believes the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Tennessee is in order, although to 
adopt it would be simply to refuse to dispose of the subject 
and would leave it exactly where it is now. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. It will be followed by another 
motion, if the Chair please. 7 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will recognize the gentleman if 
he wishes to make the motion, for it is a preferential motion on 
which the leader of the minority is entitled to recognition. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I desire to get at it in a par- 
liamentary way. = 

Mr. VOLSTEAD. I move the previous question on the adop- 
tion of the resolution. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Did the Chair overrule my 
motion? 

The SPEAKER, No. 
motion? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I move to lay on the table the 
motion of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. VOLSTEAD].; 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee moves to lay 
the motion on the table. 

The question being taken, the Speaker announced that the 
noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 88, nays 204, 
answered “ present“ 2, not voting 134, as follows: 


Does the gentleman wish to make a 


YEAS—S8. 
Abernethy Dowell Lankford Sanders, Tex. 
Almon Driver Larsen, Ga. Sandlin 
Aswell Fields Lazaro Sinclair 
Beck Fisher Lea, Calif. Sisson 
Bell Fulmer Lee, Ga. Steagall $ 
Black Garner Linthicum Stedman 
Blanton Garrett, Tenn. 1 Stevenson 
Bowling Garrett, Tex. McDuffie Sumners, Tex, 
Box Gilbert McSwain Swank 
Brennan Hammer Mansfield Sweet 
Briggs Hardy, Tex. Nelson, J. M. Tilman 
Browne, Wis. Herrick O'Connor Turner 
Buchanan Huddleston Oldfield > Tyson 
Bulwinkle Hudspeth Oliver Upshaw 
Byrns, Tenn Humphreys, Miss. Parks, Ark. Vinson 
Clague James Pou Voigt 
Collier Jeffers, Ala. Quin Ward, N. C. 
Connally, Tex. Jones, Tex. Ra ker Weaver 
Cooper, Wis. Kincheloe Rankin Wilson 
5 Kopp Rayburn Wingo 
Davis, Tenn. Lampert Riordan Woodruff 
Doughton Lanham ouse Woods, Va 
NAYS—204. 
Anderson Beg: Brown, Tenn. Chalmers 
Andrew, Mass. Benham Burdick Chindblom 
Andrews, Nebr. Bird Burtness Christopherson 
Anthony Bland, Ind. Burton Clarke, 
Appleby Bland, Va. Butler Clouse 
Arentz Boies Byrnes, S. C. Cole, Iowa 
Bacharach Britten Campbell, Kans, Cole, Ohio 
Barbour Brooks, III. Campbell, Pa. Connolly, Pa. 
Beedy Brooks, Pa. Cannon Cooper, Ohio 


Coughlin Hawley MacLafferty Rogers how he would yote on this particular question, but in order to 
Crago Hays Madden Rose ` protect him I desire to change my vote from “no” to 
Crowther Hemy Magee ae oe ng gy “ present.” 
Bale Hicks. Martin Shelton The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
Dallinger och Michener Shreve Tanh Mr. VOLSTEAD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
Darrow Hogan Miller Smith, 2 on the resolution. r 
Deal Hooker ondell Snell i 
Dickinson Hukriede Montague Snyder Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 
Dominick Hull bad dra Moore; an Speaks The SPEAKER. But the gentleman from Minnesota has 
Dunn, Hump rey, Aedres Ind. Stecnerson moved the previous question. The gentleman can offer his 
Echols Jefferis, Nebr. Mott Stephens amendment if the previous question is not adopted. 
Edmonds Johnson, S. Dak. Mudd Strong, Kans. Mr. THOMAS. But I notified the Chair that I was going to 
Elliott Johnson, Wash, Murphy Ten. offer the amendment. 
Ellis Kearns Nelson, Me. Taylor, Tenn. 
Evans Kelley, Mich. Nelson, A. P. Temple The SPEAKER. The gentleman well knows that as a 
Fairfield Ketcham 3 Mian, Timberlake matter of duty and precedents the Chair recognizes the gentle- 
Faust Fickpatrick No Tincher saie 15 W of pe bill. It is in the hands of the House as 
ie Kissel Ogden Tinkham whether they wish to consider the amendment or not, If 
Fish Klecaka aa oe Pde nd the House votes down the previous question, it shows that 
Focht n ii arker N. T. Tacker it desires to consider the amendment. If it votes for the 
Raster. rads Patterson, Mo. Vaile previous question, it shows that it does not wish to con- 
Freeman Larson, Minn. Patterson, N. J. TERA sider the amendment. The question is on ordering the pre- 
Frothin ham 33 Perkins ard, N. T. vious question. 
„ Fuller = Lineberger orter Wason The question was taken, and the previous question was 
Gensman Ettie Prge —— ordered. 
n 
gauen 2 N Radcliffe White, Kans. The SEBANEN The question is now on agreeing to the 
Goodykoontz Luce Ramseyer White, Me. resolution. 
Graham, III Luhring ey * III. Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a 
Grech las McCormick Reed, N. v Winslow division. 
Greene, Mass.  MeFađden Rhodes ` Wood, Ind. The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman state what division he 
Greene, Vt McKenzie Ricketts Wood — asks for? x 
Griest pictangelin, — ee 5 Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The first paragraph. 
Hardy, Colo McLaughlin, Pa. Robertson Yates „The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the gentleman is en- 
Haugen MacGregor Rodenberg Young titled to a division, and the Clerk will read the first paragraph. 
. ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—2. The Clerk read as follows: 7 
Cockran Langley That whereas the Committee on the Judiciary has made an exami- 
t nation touching the charges sought to be investigat d 
NOT VOTING—134. Resolution 425 to ascertain if ae is “any provable ONLA to . — 
K Ackerman vrot Kreider Sanders, N. T. that any of the char; are true; and on consideration of the charges 
Ansorge Fitzgerald Kunz tail and the evidence obtained it does not appear that there is any Fo 
fina Ri Tage Beare MIC | Slaten be gulls ang e Ube 
Barkley. Funk Lehibach’ Shaw 555 of the impea t powers of the House. = 
xler Gahn n r. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
Sinnot 2 
5 gelya r Sele that is not à proper division. The Clerk has not reached the 
Bowers cP Smith, Mich. resolution. He is attempting to divide the whereases from the 
Brand Gorina 2 panni resolution. 
urroughs rifin Merritt Stiness The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the gentleman is en- 
Cantril Hayden Aide en Strong, Pa. e MONDEA wu he te in 
an 8 r? D LL, ut he is not dividing the resolution; he is 
„ Vi 
8 ey — Summers Wach | dividing the preamble from the resolution. : 
Chandler, N. X. Himes orin gue The SPEAKER. The first question is on agreeing to tbe 
S Benson en «Raver Atk, | resolution, 
Cheek ireland Geen Taylor N.. Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May we have the resolution 
Lolli 1 Ky Park, Ga. —. mee Clerk 
ollins ' err s The Clerk read as follows: 
Sone . —ç meee Sesser toe Resolved, That the Committee on the Judiciary be discharged from 
Cramton Kahn Rainey, Aln. Underhill further consideration of the charges and pro impeachment of 
Cullen Keller Rainey, III. Vestal 3 bs gs Attorney General, and that House Resolution 425 
pera, Minn. . 8 5 vou be laid upon table. 
pse; en Va. er 
Denison Kenned Robsion Williams, Tex. eee SPHAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
R Drane Ki Rosenbloom ise i Å 
Drewry Ki Wright The resolution was agreed to. : 
Dunbar Kitchin Rucker an Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas 
Dyer Kline, N. Y. yan a the luti ' 5 
Fairchild Knight ba and nays on resolution. 


So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 
Until further notice: 
Mr. Underhill with Mr. Mead. 

Mr. Thompson with Mr. O’Brien, 
Mr. Hickey with Mr. Wise. 
Mr. Langley with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
Mr. Bixler with Mr. Carew. 
Mr, Cramton with Mr. Hawes. 
Mr. Frear with Mr. Collins. 
Mr. Gorman with Mr. Hayden. 


Mr. Hill with Mr. Jacoway. 

Mr. Ireland with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky. 

Mr. Kendall with Mr. Johnson of Mississippi. 

Mr. Morin with Mr. Overstreet. 

Mr. Olpp with Mr. Park of Georgia. 

Mr. Sanders of New York with Mr. Sabath. 

Mr. Vestal with Mr. Sears. 

Mr. Scott of Michigan with Mr. Stoll. 

Mr. Zihlman with Mr. Thomas. 

Mr. Reed of West Virginia with Mr. Wright. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a general pair with the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. CLARK]. I do not happen to know 


The SPEAKER. The resolution has been agreed to. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I make the point of order that 
that comes too late. 

The SPEAKER. The resolution has been agreed to and the 
Clerk will read the preamble. The question is on agreeing to 
the preamble. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And on that, Mr. Speaker, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 206, nays 78, 
answered present ” 3, not voting 141, as follows: 


YEHAS—206. 

Anderson Boies Clarke, N. X. Dickinson 
Andrew, Mass. Brennan Clouse Dominick 
Andrews, Nebr. Britten Cole, Iowa Dunn 
Anthony Brooks, III. Cole, Ohio Dupré 
Appleby „Pa. Connoily, Pa. Echols 
Arentz Burdick Cooper, Ohio Edmonds 
Bacharach Burtness Coughlin Elliott 
Barbour Burton Ellis 

y Butler Cramton Evans 
Beg Byrnes, S. C. Crowther Fairchild 
Benham Campbell, Curry Fairfield 
Bird Chalmers Faust 
Bland, Ind. Chindbiom Dallinger Fenn 
Bland, Va. Christopherson Darrow Foss 
Blanton Clague Deal Fish 


Fisher 
Fitzgerald 
Fo 


French 
Frothingham 
Fuller 
Gensman 
Gernerd 
Gifford 
Goodykoontz 
Graham, Ill 
Graham, Pa. 
Green, Iowa 
Greene, Mass, 
Greene, Vt. 
Griest 
Hadley 
Hardy, Colo. 


Hooker 
1 


ull 
Humphrey, Nebr. 


Husted 

Jefferis, Nebr. 
Johnson, 8. Dak. 
Johnson, Wash. 
Kearns 


Abernethy 
A 


Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 


Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bixler 
Blakeney 
Bo 


Carter 
Chandler, N. T. 
Chandler, Okla. 
Clark, Fla. 
Classon 


Doughton 
rane 
Drewry 
Dunbar 
Dyer 


Kelley, Mich. 
Ketcham 
Kiess 
Kirkpatrick 
Kissel 
Kleczka 
Kline, Pa. 
Knutson 
Kraus 
Larson, Minn. 
Lawrence 
Lea, Calif. 
Leatherwood 
Lineberger 
Little 

Luce 
Luhring 
McArthur 
McCormick 
McKenzie 
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Murphy 
Nelson, Me. 
Nelson, A. P. 
Newton, Minn, 
Newton, Mo. 
Norton 

Ogden 

Paige 

Parker, N. J. 
Parker, N. Y. 
Patterson, Mo. 
Patterson, N. J. 
Paul 


Ransley 


McLaughlin, Mich Reece 
McLaughlin, Nebr.Reed, N. X. 


McLaughlin, Pa. Rhodes 
MacGregor Ricketts 
MacLafferty Riddick 
Madden Roach 
Magee Robertson 
Mapes Rodenberg 
Michener Rogers 
Miller Rose 
Mondell Sanders, Ind. 
Montague Scott. Tenn. 
Moore, III. Shelton 
Moore, Ohio Shreve 
Moores, Ind. Sinnott 
Mott Smith, Idaho 
Mudd nell 
NAYS—78. 
Driver Lazaro 
Fields Linthicum 
Fulmer Logan 
Garner Lowre 
Garrett, Tenn. McDuffie 
Garrett, Tex. McSwain 
1 Mansfield 
Hammer Nelson, J. M. 
Huddleston O'Connor 
Hudspeth Oldfield 
Humphreys, Miss. Oliver 
Jacoway Parks, Ark. 
James ‘ou 
Jeffers, Ala. uin 
Jones, Tex. aker 
Kincheloe Rankin 
Kopp Rayburn 
Lampert Riordan 
Lanham Sanders, Tex. 
Lankford Sandlin 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—3. 
Langley Rouse 
NOT VOTING—141. 
Fayrot Larsen, Ga. 
r Layton 
Free „Ga. 
Funk N. X. 
Gabn Lehlbach 
Gallivan London 
8 gh . 
1 rou! on 
Gorman ceClintic 
Gould McFadden 
Griffin McPherson 
Hardy, Tex. Maloney 
Hawes a 
Hayden Mead 
Hickey Merritt 
Hill Michaelson 
Himes Mills 
Hogan Moore, Va. 
Huch Morgan 
Hutchinson Mor 
nm 
ohnson, 
Johnson, Miss. Osborne 
Jones, Pa. Overstreet 
Kahn Park, Ga. 
Keller Perlman 
Kelly, Pa. Petersen 
Ken Rainey, Ala. 
Kenned Rainey, III 
Kindr eber 
King Reed, W. Va. 
Kitchin Robsion 
Kline, N. L. Rosenbloom 
Knight Rossdale 
Kreider Rucker 
unz Ryan 


So the preamble was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following additional pairs: 


On the vote: t 
Mr. Cannon (for) with Mr. Sisson (against). 


Winslow 


Sinclair 
Stedman 
Stevenson 
Sumners, Tex, 


Sabath 


Smith, Mich, 
Smithwick 


Williams, Tex. 
Wise 
Ziblman 


Mr. Longworth (for) with Mr. Rouse (against). 
Until further notice: 
Mr. Blakeney with Mr. Vinson. 
Mr. Porter with Mr. Larsen of Georgia. 
Mr. Gould with Mr. Steagall. 
Mr. Summers of Washington with Mr. Martin. 
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Mr. Cable with Mr. Doughton. 

Mr. Rosenbloom with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 

Mr. Perlman with Mr. Tyson. 

Mr. Bond with Mr. Hardy of Texas. 

Mr. ROUSE. Mr. Speaker, I have a pair with the gentle- 
man from Ohio [Mr. LonewortH]. I desire to withdraw my 
vote of no“ and answer present. 

The name of Mr. Rouse was called, and he answered present. 

Mr. LANGLEY. Mr. Speaker, did the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. CLARK] vote? 

The SPEAKER. He did not. 

Mr, LANGLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a general pair with him. 
I do not know how he would vote on this question, but I prefer 
to protect him, and therefore I withdraw my vote of yea and 
answer present. 

The name of Mr. LanoLtey was called, and he answered 
present. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

On motion of Mr. VoLsrrab, a motion to reconsider the votes 
by which the preamble and the resolution were agreed to was 
laid on the table. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. RICKETTS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 13474. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Winnebago, the town of Rockford, and the city of 
Rockford, in said county, in the State of Illinois, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto across 
the Rock River; 

H. R. 12777. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
cities of Grand Forks, N. Dak., and East Grand Forks, Minn., 
or either of them, to construct, maintain, and operate a dam 
across the Red River of the North; 

H. R. 13139. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Southern Lumber Co., a corporation of the State of 
Pennsylvania, doing business in the State of Mississippi, to 
construct a railroad bridge across Pearl River at approx 
pried 14 miles north of Georgetown, in the State of Missis- 

ppi; 

H. R. 13195. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State Highway Commission of Missouri, its successors and as- 
signs, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto across the St. Francis River, in the State of 
Missouri; 

H. R. 13493. An act to authorize the State road department 
of the State of Florida to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the Escambia River, near Ferry Pass, Fla.; 

H. R. 13511. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
city of St. Paul, Minn., to construct a bridge across the Mis- 
sissippi River; and 

H. J. Res. 16. Joint resolution providing for pay to clerks to 
Members of Congress and Delegates. 


TEXAS & PACIFIC RAILWAY CO. 


Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to file minority views to-day on the bill S. 4029, reported 
by the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani- 
mous consent to file minority views on the bill referred to. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection, 


LEAVES OF ABSENCE, 


Leave of absence was granted to— 

Mr. Frer, indefinitely, on account of illness. 

Mr. Rosston, on account of illness. 

Mr. DENISON, on account of illness. 

Mr. Irecanp, for two days, on account of illness. 
Mr. Rucker, on account of illness. 


ADJOURNMENT, 


Mr, MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 6 o'clock 
and 8 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 
Friday, January 26, 1923, at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


921. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secre- 
tary of War, transmitting a draft of a proposed bill “ Extend- 
ing the provisions of the Federal highway act, approved No- 
vember 9, 1921, to the Territory of Hawaii,” was taken from 
the Speaker’s table and referred to the Committee on Roads. 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. N 

Miss ROBERTSON: Committee on Indian Affairs. S. 514. 
An act conferring jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to 
hear, examine, consider, and adjudicate claims which the Chero- 
kee, Creek, and Seminole Indians may haye against the United 
States, and for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1452). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 13935. 
A bill to increase the authorized costs of certain vessels now 
building for the Navy; without amendment (Rept. No. 1453). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: Committee on Naval Affairs. 
S. 4137. An act to authorize the transfer of certain vessels 
from the Navy to the Coast Guard; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1454). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. WEBSTER: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 4260. An act to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge over the Columbia River, between the States of 
Oregon and Washington, at a point approximately 5 miles up- 
stream from Dalles City, Wasco County, in the State of Oregon ; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1455). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union was discharged from the 
further consideration of the bill (S. 851) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of War to make settlement with the lessees who erected 
buildings on a five-year lease on the zone at Camp Funston, 
Kans., and for other purposes, and said bill, together with the 
report thereon, was referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House and ordered to be printed. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII. bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 14014) authorizing the 
President to transfer unused real property of the United States 
from one department or bureau to another; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 14015) to provide for the 
extension of Bancroft Place, between Phelps Place and Twenty- 
third Street NW., and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. FOCHT: A bill (H. R. 14016) to amend sections 
5 and 6 of the act of Congress making appropriations to pro- 
vide for the expenses of the government of the District of 
Columbia for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1903, approved 
July 1, 1902, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 8 

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 14017) to amend 
sections 3. 4, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, and 25 of the act of Congress 
approved July 17, 1916, known as the Federal farm loan act; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DRANE: A bill (H. R. 14018) to provide for a site 
and public building at Leesburg, Fla.; to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. RIORDAN: A bill (H. R. 14019) to place on the re- 
tired list of the Navy certain officers; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. IRELAND: A resolution (H. Res. 493) for the em- 
ployment of a substitute telephone operator; to the Committee 
on Accounts, 7 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. . 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 14020) grant- 
ing a pension to Elizabeth Davis; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14021) granting a pension to Matilda Gor- 
don; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 14022) granting an increase of 
pension to Mary M. Singer; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 
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By Mr. BENHAM: A bill (H. R. 14023) granting an increase 
of pension to Lucy Jane McGrayel; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CANTRILL: A bill (H. R. 14024) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Sallie Hager; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. CHALMERS: A bill (H. R. 14025) granting a pen- 
mon to Catherine Fuller; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LEE of New York: A bill (H. R. 14026) for the relief 
of the owner of the schooner Malcom R. Barter, jr.; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. MOORE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 14027) granting a 
peusion to Leroy S. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SINNOTT: A bill (H. R. 14028) for the relief of 
Joseph H. Lokken ; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 14029) granting 
a pension to Susan Laugherty; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 14030) granting a pension to 
Agatha M. Miller; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WOODRUFF: A bill (H. R. 14031) granting a pen- 
sion to Bert E. Corbett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14032) granting an increase of pension to 
Martin Guthrie; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


By Mr. IRELAND: A resolution (II. Res, 494) authorizing. ` 


payment of one month’s salary to the clerks to the late Hon. 
Nestor Montoya; to the Committee on Accounts. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7027. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of Phil 
Sheridan Post, No. 4, Grand Army of the Republic, Boise, 
Idaho, thanking the House of Representatives for their action 
in concurring with the Senate in adopting the Bursum pension 
bill; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

7028. Also, petition of the Progressive Civic League, of De- 
troit, Mich., indorsing a movement for a conference of nations 
to be called by the President of the United States to seek re- 
strictions of production of raw materials from which narcotic 
drugs are made so that only enough is produced annually for 
legitimate use; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7029. Also, petition of the Washington Central Labor Union, 
demanding that Congress pass a law suspending immigration 
for a period of five years; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization. 

7030. Also, petition of Washington Central Labor Union, 
recommending that the President set aside a week to be known 
as National antinarcotic week”; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

7031. By Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: Petition of Massa- 
chusetts Convention of Reserve Officers, favoring adequate pro- 
vision for the Regular Army, the Officers' Reserye Corps, citi- 
zens’ military training camps, etc.,; to the Committee on Mili- 
tary Affairs. i 

7032, Also, communication of the Massachusetts Public In- 
terests League, of Boston, Mass., protesting against the recog- 
nition of the present so-called government of Russia by the 
United States Government; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

7033. Also, communication of the Massachusetts Farm Bu- 
reau Federation, of Boston, Mass., protesting against all pro- 
posals which would bring about a general influx of aliens of 
traditions and race radically differing from American stand- 
ards; to the Committee on Immigration and, Naturalization. 

7034. By Mr. CRAGO: Petition of Retail Grocers’ Protective 
Union, of Pittsburgh, Pa., urging the retention of the zone ad- 
vance on second-class mail and their material increase by fur- 
ther enactments and that the increased receipts already effective 
on second-class mail be at once applied to giving the business 
men of the country the reduced rate of 1 cent on drop letters, 
and that each class of mail should pay cost of service in order 
that no class pay over cost; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

7035. By Mr. KAHN: Petition to cut in estimates of the 
Director of the Budget by subcommittee of the House of Rep- 
resentatives in reporting the Army appropriation bill; to the 
Committee on Appropriations. ‘ 

7036. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of John F. Hylan, mayor, 
chairman Board of Estimate and Apportionment of the City of 
New York, favoring a bill amending the national bank act and 
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providing for validation of prior taxes as passed by the United 
States Senate; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7037. Also, petition of Port of New York Authority, New York 
City, N. V., urging that Congress appropriate money for rivers 
and harbors improvement as recommended by the Chief of Engi- 
neers for the port of New York; to the Committee on Approprig- 
tions. 

7038. By Mr. LAMPERT: Petition signed by citizens of Mani- 
tewoe County, Wis., requesting legislation covering immediate 
aid to the people of German and Austrian Republics, now 
famine stricken; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7039. Also, petition signed by citizens of Oshkosh, Wis., re- 
questing immediate legislation extending aid to the people of 
the German and Austrian Republics, now famine stricken; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7040. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of Ed Frommel and 61 
other citizens of New York, urging Congress to extend aid to 
the people of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

7041. Also, petition of members of Wurttemberger Schwaken 
Unterstutzungs Verein, Buffalo, N. Y., indorsing a joint resolu- 
tion providing for the extension of aid to the people of the Ger- 
man and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7042. Also, petition of members of Young Siegfried Lodge, No. 
598, German Order of Harugari’s, urging that aid be extended 
to the indigent people of Germany and Austria; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

7043. By Mr. PATTERSON of New Jersey: Petition of 162 
residents of New Jersey, favoring the abolition of discrimina- 
tory tax on small arms, ammunition, and firearms; to the Com- 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

7044. By Mr. RAKER: Petition of California Farm Bureau 
Federation, Berkeley, Calif., urging an appropriation of $168,000 
for soil-survey work in the United States; also, Tulare County 
‘Pomona Grange, of Visalia, Calif., urging appropriation for the 
improvement of the General Grant National Park; to the Com- 
‘mittee on Appropriations. 

7045. Also, petition of Michael Carroll, secretary American 
‘Association for the Recognition of the Irish Republic, of San 
Francisco, Calif., relative to foreign propaganda in the United 
States; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7046. Also, petition of Immigration Restriction League (Inc.), 
by A. R. Webster, secretary, of New York City, opposing the 
legislation admitting Armenians into the United States; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

TO4T. Also, petition of J. B. Levison, president Insurance Fed- 
eration of California, protesting against the monopolistic fea- 
ture of the Fitzgerald bill; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. : 

7048. Also, petitién of the Pennsylvania State Grange, Wil- 
{iamsport, Pa., relative to the development of the Muscle Shoals 
project; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

7049. By Mr. WYANT: Petition of the German Beneficial 
Union of the A. V. District 24, New Kensington, Pa., favoring a 
joint resolution purporting to extend immediate aid to the 
‘people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee 
‘on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE. 


Frway, January 26, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, January 23, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. ? 
NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER. 


The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following com- 
munication: 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORR, 
Washington, D. C., January 26, 1923. 
Yo the Senate: 


Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. WESLEY 
L. Jones, a Senator from the State of Washington, to perform the 
‘duties of the Chair this legislative day. 


ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore. 

MÉ. JONES of Washington thereupon took the chair as Pre- 
siding Officer. 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT DOCUMENTS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report showing the number of documents 
geceived and distributed by the Treasury Department during 


the year ended December 31, 1922, togetħer with tħe number 
remaining on hand January 1, 1923, which was referred to the 
Committee on Printing. 


DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a commu- 
nication from the Secretary of the Interior, in partial response 


to Senate 


Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, relative to 


the ownership and upkeep of passenger automobiles in the 
office of the Secretary of the Interior, Bureau of Mines, St. 
Elizabeths Hospital, and Freedmen's Hospital, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table, 


REPORT OF THE AMERICAN 


ACADEMY OF ARTS AND LETTERS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the secretary of the American Academy of 


Arts and 
report of 


Letters, transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual 
the academy for the year 1922, which was referred 


to the Committee on Printing. 
USE OF AUTOMOBILES BY DISTRICT GOVERNMENT. 


Mr. McKELLAR. 


Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 


to have printed in the Recorp, in 8-point type, the report 
which came in to-day from the District Commissioners relative 


to automobiles. 


I desire to note in the Recorp the fact that 


the report was sent to the Senate after the District appropria- 
tion bill was passed, just as I predicted yesterday and the day 
before would be done. 

I want to add that the total annual cost of upkeep and main- 


} tenance for automobiles in the city, according to a hasty calcu- 


lation I have made from the figures, is the enormous sum of 


$216,879.50. 


I also find that there are 17 private policemen 


listed, each drawing a stipend of $40 a month additional for 


upkeep of 


gest 


private automobiles in which to ride. I want to sug- 


hat perhaps that is the reason we have so many accidents. 


There being no objection, the report was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 


Hon. CALVIN COOLIDGE, 


COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
EXECUTIVE OFFICH, 
Washington, January 23, 1923. 


President of the Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Str: The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have recei 
copy of Senate Resolution 399, Sixty-seventh Congress, fourth easton 


ling upon them to furnish to 


e Senate certain data Reply, 
n 


automobiles in use in the government of the District of Columbia, a 
in response thereto inclose herewith the following: 
1, Statement showing allowances made from appropriations to offi- 


cers and employees of the District of Columbia 


urnishing their own 


Wi eae sa ad tor naa pr 3 e e u 
2. Statement sbowing the number, location, and cost of gara; o 
and the number of passenger automobiles kept in said — — te 10 155 

3. Statement of passenger automobiles the property of the District 
of Columbia. 

4. Statement with reference to automobiles in use outside of the city 
of Washington. 

Very respectfully, 


1.—Statement showin 


made to 


THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 
OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA; 
By Cuno H. RUDOLPH, President. 


allowances for privately owned automobiles 


officers and employees of the District government, together 


with the amount of such allowances, the names, and the positions of 
those to whom allowances are made. i 


| 


$2% 
26 
26 
26 
26 
2³ 
25 
2 
26 
25 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
2% 
25 
26 
26. 
26 
2 
26 
26 
26 
26 
26 
40 


Position. 


Electrical inspector. 
i Do. 


bel baal 


* 8 


Do. 
W. Inspector, surface division. 
G. -| Bridge overseer. g 
W. Assistant inspector, building inspection 
division. 
8. G. Do. 
H. Do. 
RAR = Do. 
M. C. --| Purchasing officer. 
W. E. G. -| Inspector, city refuse division. 
Ws Do. 
W. C. oo Do. 
E. H. C Foreman, city refuse division. 
T 3 A Do. 
. Superintendent, city refuse division. 
D. E. Foreman, city 8 
Char Do. 
Wm. C. Health officer. 
Geo. .-| Assistant health officer. 
ID: Chief, bureau. preventable disease and 
director of bacteriological laboratory, 
R. Chief food inspector. 
R. L. Martin .| Food inspector, dairy farms. 
H. V. re, Do. 
J. G. ER Do. 
T. W. P Do. 
J. B. McClelia: Do. 
W. H. Harrison Inspector, police department. 
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1.—Statement sone allowances for vately owned automobiles made | 1—Statement showing 8 owned automobiles made 
to officers and employees of the District government, etc——Continued. to officers and „ of the Die ict government, ete.—Continued. 


Amount of Amount of F 
owance Position. 1 Position. 
per month 
$40 J. E. Sergean ice department. 340 F. L. pies police department. 
#0) 5. 7 Bo.” 2 W. D. À 
8. J. 3 W. 
a t. 26 Secretary board of charities. 
| B. n e 2 Be. N. Superintendent of schools. 
40 | W. Do. 26 H. F. M Superintendent of janitors. 
40) A, Do. — AeA Assistant superintendent of schools. 
8 A. Bo 26 | Miss. Director of primary instruction. 
40 W. Do. 20 | G. W. eee 
40 | G. M. Little Do, 26 | W. papey . — 
40 R. Do. 26 | Dr. ef medical and Pe iaer inspector. 
40 Do. 26 | Dr. upervising principal, colored schools. 
40 Do. 
40 Do. In addition to the above we have nine authorizations for allowances 
40 Do. on privately owned automobiles which are not taken sdvantage of at 
40 Do. the present time. 


or maintained; where such garages are located; cost of same; rentals on same; the number of 
2. Statement showing the number, location, VVV ces keeping such automobiles in such garages. 5 


Number of garages. 8 
(1) Refuse division By re syn and Fourteenth, G and E ` ; Ndas. 
ees 
ES First ¥ Henin, 
D Sunt oe slain as N z 34, 082, Z None. 
(1) Water department... ie. 


1 Approximate. 
Cars not kept in garages listed are kept in barns, stables, police precincts, fire houses, ete., and in these cases there are no garage charges. 


8.—List of passenger automobiles pertaining to the District of Columbia. 3.—List of passenger automobiles, ete.—Continued. 
SEWER DEPARTMENT. 


CITY REFUSE DIVISION. 


Cost (if 
no cost Mainte- eons Pa ‘al Assigned to— 
Manufacturer's state nance ay ol i 
name. how car | cost 1 eur. Assigned to— 
was ob- year. 
tained). 
— — — 1 $600. 00 81, 128. 80 eee 3 
ait e dee e . 
3 ol cor 
A 1 5 2 
959. 91 None. | Sani engin: 
643. 19 None. | Pumping station service. 
j 561.17 | 1,126.80 | Engineering field party. 
| 622. 48 | 1, 126. 80 3 public service eo“ 
ons. 
3 600.00 | 1,126. 80 = eering field part: 
POLICE DEPARTMENT 2600.00 | None. 5 5 of complaints. 
1 600. 00 1, 128. 80 ene he field party. 
Not as ed 
Investigation squad. — RELA DROP, 
Deere N Ford touring 3 $689. 78 | r | General delivery work. 
$ 888 r 8 of traffic. SURFACE DIVISION, ENGINEER DEPARTMENT. 
e . 
eee bee eee 0. $876.00 | $162.68 | 3808. 34 Survey party. 
ae 8 ae) 2s) eZ) pen 
Dos. -| Major and superintendent. $76.00 233.08 | 808, 40 Do. 
D LAE ee CP at (IN Assistant superin t. „650.00 333.79 | 808. 40 Do. 
aS Do. „650.00 301. 40 80. 40 Do. 
Not assigned. 604. 12 37. 38 808. 40 Do. 
z Do. 400. 96, 139, 91 £08. 40 | C. B. Hunt 
y Do. 719.74 602. 81 None. | Andrew White. 
House of detention. 719.74 | 650.01 | None. | E. Lynch. 
536. 08 319. 23 S08. 40 | Mr. Moss, 
536. 08 143. 983 SOR. 40 | Mr. Cleaver. 
582. 94 226. 26 None. g office. 
536. 08 193. 23 808. 40 2 
536. 08 149, 13 £08. 40 Bell. 
538. 01 503, 13 None. A. Mullen. 
538. 01 526. 99 None. | F. F. Withers. 
719. 74 273. 29 None. ergency. 
783. 61 180. 17 S08, 40 Do. 
783. 61 244.34 $08.40 | Mr. Fennell 
812. 00 22. 87 199. 52 
233. 08 None. 


504. 74 


WATER DEPARTMENT. 


1 Obtained from Washington Reduction Co. 


24 months. 

t Reported by municipal garage. = 

28 e me 1 bsg egy rep tel trocar at N; Cost estimated on present performance. 
të months. 5 Governm 

€3 months. S $179.58, pro rata share of mechanics’ time. + 
72 at $780 each, 24-hour service. Exchanged for Cadillac from police department. 

š Loaned by Post Office Department; not in use. 8 
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8.—LAst of passenger automobiles, etce.—Continued. 
PUBLIC SCHOOLS. 


Cost (if 
á no cost | Mainte- 8 
Manufacturer’s State nance o to 
name. how car cost 1 uffeur. Assigned 
was year. 
tained) 
Ford Sedan $970.00 | 8584. 21 1 6780. 00 Community centers. 
FIRE DEPARTMENT. 
Cadillac touring... * $500.00 |* $1,359.81 4 Chief engineer. 
Does dab ra | . % 0 First battalion chief 
Nan ra SN 424.76 ‘ Second battalion chiot. 
arren roadster . 00 57.17 4) a 
Nau Serada d 00 9839. 87 4) Fourth battalion chief. 
Don roadster. .... 223. 80 4) Fifth battalion chief. 
Buick roadster. 0⁰ 431.54 4) Fire marshall, 
Jeffery roadster. . 50 100. 05 4) Superintendent of machinery. 
Hudson toring oo | 31,021.91 Deputy AA 
Hudson tourin; A pu 7 
Washington Lad. 1,578.00 191.28 ‘ Fire department repair shop. 
Dodge touring 9 643.23 Do. 
Powerade.) § Ae & De. 
940. 00 Commissioner O i 
450. 000 62 Commissioner Keller. 
280. 00 Besson. 
175.00 or Wheeler. 
495, 00 Surveyors. 
582. 94 Do. 
400. 96 Health department. 
559. 81 438. 98 Garage assessors. 
369. 73 405. 64 Suburban roads nna 
580. 53 709. 61 Suburban roads (Gass). 
543. 78 760. 33 Board of Children's Guardians. 
482. 50 134. 55 . 
727. 75 588, 35 
727. 75 415.65 Do. 
812.00 462, 26 Do 
774. 75 410. 13 |. Do. 
543.78 380, 33 Do. . 
970. 00 604. 90 Community centers. 
569. 81 538. 83 nore department (Ly- 
man). 
350. 51 500. 00 — ee department (Simp- 
son). 
812. 00 603. 56 ig ans department (Had- 
y). 
1,089.00 785.60 Playgrounds. 
990.00 540.27 Plumbing inspector. 
$85.00 |. 643, 67 City refuse ( . 
482. 50 619. 34 City refuse (Duvale). 
250.00 450.77 City refuse (Krams). 
814.75 400. 00 Building inspector (Healey). 
200. 00 526. 81 Assessors. 
800, 00 523. 40 Corporation counsel (Dawson). 


Gallinger Hospital. 

0. 

Home for Aged and Infirm. 
‘it Do. 

Industrial Home School (Col- 

National Training School 
(Girls). 


Reformatory. 
W 1 irand 


1 Chauffeur, time, plus bonus. 
2 United Stabes Gov e 


2 milt and repainted. 
2 Driven by officer or fireman detailed as aid to officer. 
s Vehicles used by departments located outside the city of Washington. 


4. Statement giving the information listed in the preceding enumer- 
ated paragraphs 1, 2, and 3, and pertaining to all passenger vehicles 
in use in the said departments, independent bureaus, and commissions 
outside the city of Washington: 

1. No allowances made for privately owned automobiles of officers 
and employees connected with the following institutions which are 
located outside the city of Washington: 

Home for Aged and Infirm. 

Reformatory. 

Workhouse. 

2. Statement showing the number, location, and cost of any garage 
or garages maintained; where such garages are located; cost of same; 
ren on same; the number of passenger automobiles kept in said 
garages; the names of such officers or employees keeping such auto- 
mobiles in such garages. 4A 

Home for Aged and Infirm: No garage. 

Reformatory : No garage. 

Workhouse: No garage. 

8. Statement containing information relative to passenger auto- 
mobiles. 

See Board of Charities under list of passenger automobiles pertain- 
ing to the District of Columbia. 


THE MERCHANT MARINE. 


Mr. NEW. Mr. President; I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the Recoxp and to lie on the table a communication 
received from the American Chamber of Commerce for Brazil. 

There being no objection, the communication was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed in the Rxconp, as follows: 


AMERICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE FOR BRAZIL, 
kio de Janeiro, December 22, 1922. 
Hon. Harry 8. New, = 


United States Senator for Indiana. 


Sm: The ship subsidy bill now ‘before the Senate is of vital impor- 
tance to all Americans living abroad and engaged in the development 
of our foreign trade. 

The American Chamber of Commerce for Brazil, a body whose mem- 
bership includes all American firms and individuals interested in the 
commerce between the United States and Brazil, earnestly solicits your 
vote for, and support of, the any subsidy bill. The enactment of this 
bill into law, without changing its basic principles or hampering the 
American merchant marine by rules prejudicing its efficiency in competi- 
tion with foreign lines, means the permanent establishment and continu- 
ance of our merchant marine, while, on the other hand, the defeat of 
this measure or amending it to an extent that would cha its funda- 
mental object, or imposing impossible restrictions, would stop the 
further development of our merchant marine, seriously affect our 
prestige abroad, hurt and retard the development of our foreign trade. 

We Americans abroad, representatives of American manufacturers 
and commercial enterprises, are away from our native land for the 
serious purpose of furthering our foreign trade and marketing our 
home products. We believe that the future greatness of our country 
depends upon the development of a trade which will supply foreigners 
with American products, gives employment to many of our fellow 
countrymen, and enriches the national patrimony. Experience hag 
shown us that the peek oe ini of our foreign trade is dependent upon 
three fundamental principles, which are American ships, American 
cables, and American beanie institutions; of these American shipping 
holds the leading position. e have oyiz to face stron Compe ftot 
by commercial rivals strongly intrenched in the field, and, if we must 

ay toll to them in the way of ocean freight, suffer delays of and 
damage our goods, we are simply defeating our object and nullifying 
our efforts. 

The assurance of the continuation of our merchant marine is of 
primary importance to us; we berieve that the measure under discus- 
sion will assure this result. The measure is constructive, financially 
sound, and based upon business principles: A measure which will stimu- 
late private capital to buy and operate the present Government-owned 
ships, thereby strengthening the present existing lines, and perhaps 
bringing new lines into operation; reduce the burden borne by the 
American people; and salvage a considerable portion of our 53,000, 
000,000 investment in ships, is one we hope every Senator will sup- 
port and, if necessary, temporarily set aside party lines for the general 


Welfare of his fellow citizens, 


The American Chamber of Commerce for Brazil has observed the 
expansion of opportunities for American business and increased pres- 
tige since the establishment of the American steamship lines to the 
east coast of South Amerlea. Many of our ships compare more than 
favorably with those of our competitive European countries. Our 
business has been benefited by better schedules of arrivals and saili 
to the United States, which has opened up a field for trade in perish- 
able goods which previously was impossible. 

We believe in governmental aid being freely given to American 
steamship lines to all parts of the world where American products are 
marketed until these lines are firmly established. 

We oppose governmental ownership and operation of public carriers 
that is, steamship and railroad lines—as all our important public utill- 
ties hava been successfully developed only through private initiative 
and energy. We also oppose the present method of joint operation by 
Government and private companies, as it is inefficient and expensive; 
responsibility can not be suecessfully divided. 

ur competitors have built up large fleets through government sup- 
port; our own Government has helped develop our fret industries b 
protective tariffs; aid to our shipp interests should not be withheld, 
especially as they are of such vital importance to our foreign trade 
and the American people have such a large investment in the ships; 
oia 8 the tariff can not be given, but it can be given in some 
other form. 

An analysis and a comparison of present conditions and the xellet 
the ship subsidy bill offers should convince any reasoning man of the 
benefits to be gained by passing such legislation and win his support 
for the bill. At present the American people are paying an annual 
subsidy of over $50,000,000 to maintain the shipping interests of the 
Government; this does not provide for new construction or replacement, 
hence does not guarantee our merchant marine beyond the iod that 
the ships will be serviceable; in addition to this outlay of funds the 
American people are suffering an annual loss, 8 much greater 
in the way of deterioration and wearing out of the ships, and it will 
ouy, 5 a question of years until this huge investment becomes a 
total loss. 

A continuation of present methods is not only obstructive but is 
destructive, while by enacting the measure under discussion into law 
the future of our merchant marine will be assured, a considerable 
salvage of the $3,000,000,000 investment will occur, and the annual 
subsidy will be reduced by one-half. a 

Your fellow citizens residing here—and many are from your State— 
strongly urge you to support the ship subsidy bill. 

The Chamber of Commerce of the United States, composed of over 
1,300 commercial bodies, with a membership aggregating 300,000, by 
referendum vote is overwhelmingly in favor of this bill. The House 
of Representatives has passed the measure, and the President is its 
strong advocate. The American Chamber of Commerce for Brazil feels 
so strongly in this matter that it Intends to give its views the widest 
publicity and use the full force of its influence toward the support of 
this measure. ? i 

Should this measure fail to pass the Senate our chamber here will 
feel that those responsible for its failure will have shown a lack of 
patriotism, foresight, and astounding ignorance of the urgent needs 
of American foreign trade. 

Respectfully yours, 
AMERICAN CHAMBER OF COMMERCE von BRAZIL, 
Wu. J. STEVENS, President. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. WARREN presented a resolution of the Woman’s Club 
of Rock Springs, Wyo., favering an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion regulating child labor, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the Judiciary. ; 

Mr. KENDRICK presented resolutions of the Gate City Na- 
tional Farm Loan Association, of Pine Bluffs, and the Laramie 
County Farmers’ Union, both in the State of Wyoming, oppos- 
ing amendment of the Federal farm loan act in any manner 
which would affect the cooperative functions of the national 
farm loan associations, and urging that the Federal land banks 
be turned over to the farmers to be managed by farmer 
borrower-directors, which were referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Mr. ROBINSON presented a communieation in the nature of 
a memorial from the Texarkana Freight Bureau, of Texarkana, 
Ark.-Tex., remonstrating against the adoption of the Ripley 
plan for consolidation of the railroads, which was referred to 
the Committee on Interstate Commerce. 

Mr. NELSON presented 30 petitions, numerously signed by 
sundry citizens of the State of Minnesota, praying for the 
passage of legislation extending immediate aid to the famine- 
stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Republics, which 
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. LADD presented a petition of 53 citizens of Oakes, Crete, 
Stirum, and Hampler, all in the State of North Dakota, pray- 
ing for the passage of legislation extending immediate aid to 
the famine-stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Repub- 
lies, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela- 
tions. 

He also presented a concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of North Dakota, which was ordered to be printed in the 
Recorp, with the accompanying letter, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce: 

EIGHTEENTH LEGISLATIVE SESSION, 
Srarn or NORTH DAKOTA, 
Bismarck, January 23, 1923. 
Senator E. E. Lapp, 
Washington, D. O. 

My Drau Sin: I am authorized by the Senate of the State of North 
Dakota to forward you a copy of the Kretschmar concurrent resolu- 
tion concerning the Great Lakes waterway project, which has been 
adopted by both houses of the North Dakota Legislature. 

ou will find a copy inclosed. 
W. E. Parsons, 


Very truly yours, 
ecretary of Senate. 
Senate concurrent resolution introduced by Mr. Kretschmar. 
GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY PROJECT. 


Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of North Dakota (the 
House of Representatives concurring therein): x 

Whereas the great and natural resources of the State of North 
Dakota are as yet undeveloped and said State is dependent upon 
agriculture for its r and agriculture being the fundamental 
basis for prosperity in all Northwest States; and 

hereas in a large measure, if not entirely, the n of agricul- 

tural products is dependent upon foreign markets; an 

Whereas the present rates for transportation of such products are 
too high to be in just proportion to the price received therefor at 
terminal markets, and thus has a tendency to curtail the production 
of T staple articles of agriculture needed by all people in all lands; 
an 


Whereas the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway project, if com- 

eted and ected, will furnish to the people of the State of North 

kota a cheaper method of transportation of their products to for- 
eign markets, thus assuring them a higher revenue for the same: 
Now, therefore, be It 

Resolved by the Senate of the Righteenth Legislative Assembly of 
the State of North Dakota (the House of Representatives eae rp as 
therein), That we do hereby memorialize the Congress of the Unit 
States, and r y urge that Congress take immediate action 
toward, the passage of such laws or law which will make possible the 
early completion and perfection of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence 
waterway ect; be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the Senate send a copy of this reso- 
Intion to the President of the United States and the President of the 
Senate and Speaker of the House of Representatives of the United 
States and of the Montana and Minnesota Legislatures, respectively, 
also to our Members in Congress. 3 

Approved by the Senate of the State of North Dakota and the 
House of Representatives of the State of North Dakota. 


Mr. CURTIS. I ask to have printed in the Recorp a concur- 
rent resolution of the Legislature of the State of Kansas, and 
that the resolution be referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce. 

The resolution was referred to the Committee on Interstate 
Commerce and was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 5 (by Senator Kyle). 

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission In its various deci- 
sions has construed the transportation act as enlarging its jurisdic- 


tion over questions involvi intrastate rates, fares, and charges, and 
has recognized as the controlling element in such decisions the revenue 
needs of the carriers in a particular up without particularization 
or definiteness as to the extent of dis ination between persons, com- 
pen firms, corporations, or localities, which was the extent of its 

risdiction prior to the transportation act as evidenced by court 


es, 
c 
decisions: Now, therefore, be it 
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Resolved by the senate, the house concurring therein, That we urge 
our Senators and Members of Congress to use their influence and best 
endeayor to have the transportation act amended restricting the juris- 
diction of the Interstate Commerce Commission over matters involying 
intrastate rates, fares, and charges to that exercised under the inter- 
state commerce act and prior to the passage of the transportation act, 

Resolved further, That we urge our Senators and Members of Con- 
gress and all other Members of the Congress of the United States to 
peppe: Senate bill 1150, introduced by Senator Capper, and House 
bill 7947, introduced by Representative Hoch, which bills provide for 
the amendment of the on act and limit the power of the 
Interstate Commerce Co: ssion over matters involving intrastate 
rates, fares, and charges to that formerly exercised by that body prior 
to the passage of the transportation act. 

I hereby certify that the above concurrent resolution originated in 
the senate and passed that body January 16, 1923. 

BEN S. Pavey, 
President o the Senate, 
3 
ecr 0 enate. 
Passed the house January 17, 1923. me 


Approved, January 22, 1923. 
$ JONATHAN M. Davis, 


Mr. STERLING. I send to the desk concurrent resolutions 
passed by the legislature of the State of South Dakota in 
regard, first, to Federal farm loans; second, Federal standards 
for grading grain; third, freight rates for grain and live stock; 
and, fourth, completion of a steel bridge at Chamberlain, S. Dak. 
I ask that they may be printed in the Recorp and properly 
referred. ; 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered, and the resolutions will be referred as indicated. 

To the Committee on Banking and Currency: 


A concurrent resolution memorializing Congress to give immediate and 
careful ideration to Senate bill Ese. 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of South Dakota (the 
House of Representatives concurring): 

Whereas 1 bill aria $ 65 Par et on Federal . oe Ber 9 

u n Congress, and whic now tbe 
Committee on Banking and Currency ; 

Therefore we urge our delegation in Congress to do their utmost to 
secure speedy and favorable action by tbe committee and, thereafter, its 
prom t passage by Congress, so that it may me the law before 

arch 1, 1923, at which time there are many Federal farm loans to 
be clo: exceeding $10,000 in amount. 

That the passage of this bill will not in any manner impair the 
operation nor the credit of the Federal land bank, but will result in 
extending its scope of usefulness so that a larger number of borrowers 
can be reached. 

That all loans are made on the basis of the security offered, and 
borrowers of large amounts often offer the best security, owing to their 
executive ability and industry in the ment of farm operation. 

That the Federal land bank is seriously pered in its operation 
owing to the $10,000 limit; be it further 

Resolved, That en ed copies of this resolution be prepared by the 
secretary of state, ed by the presiding officers of the senate and 
house of representatives, and forward one copy each to Senators Nor- 
BECK and STERLING and Congressmen CHRISTOPHERSON, JOHNSON, and 
WILLIAMSON, to the Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk of the 
House of Representatives of the United States, and to his Excellency, 
the President of the United States, Warren G. Harding. 

CARL GUNDPERSON, 
President of the Senate, 

A. B. BLAKE, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
D. FRESCOLN 

Speaker of the House. 

RIGHT TARBELL, 
Chief Olerk of the House. 


To the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry: 


A concurrent resolution requesting and demanding modification and 
revision of the present Federal standards for grading grain. 


Be it enacted by the senate of the State of South Dakota (the house 
of representatives conourring), That the Bureau of Markets of the 

nited States Department of Agriculture, in the spring of 1917, pro- 
mulguted certain standards for grading wheat, which revolution 
the system of grain inspection to such an extent that the markets were 
seriously disturbed and confused, and the Federal rules were found 
unsatisiactory in commercial transactions; and as subsequent at- 
tempts by the said Bureau of Markets to amend the original standards 
and inspection rules haye not removed the features objectionable to 
the wheat producers of South Dakota and the rural shippers of grain, 
with the result that the present standards are regarded by the farmers 
of the Northwest as unfair and unreasonable; an 

Whereas the grades so established do not meet with the approval 
of the grain growers and shippers of this State and are believed to 
confer an undue advantage to the buyers, with a consequent discrimi- 
=e the farmers, thereby causing heavy losses every year; 


an 
Whereas the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, North Dakota, 
Montana, Idaho, and Washington, at a meeting held in Helena, Mont., 


March 16, 1918, by formal resolution prope standards for ding 
spring wheat, which were declared to fair to all interests directly 
concerned; and 

Whereas the South Dakota Farm Bureau Federation, the South 
Dakota Farmers Grain Dealers’ Association, and ether farm and grain 
organizations repeatedly have declared in favor of substantial modifica- 


tion of the Federal standards se that grain may be tested and graded 
in accordance with its milling value, and representatives of the States 
of the Northwest having appeared before the Federal Department of 
Agriculture and the Committee on Agriculture of both Houses of Con- 
gress advocating and urging action favorable to the requests and needs 
of the farmers of South Dakota; and 
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Whereas the legislators of Minnesota and North Dakota directed 
the promuigation of State grades for use in the inspection of 

oduced and marketed within those States, the purposes of such 
Legies ton being to give the wheat producers of those States all the 
benefits possible from the application of State rules and regulations, 
ut this plan was found not feasible because of conflict with the 
‘ederal rules and laws; and 

Whereas the Millers’ National Federation rar opposed the effort: 
of the farmers of the State to obtain a m cation and revisions o 
the Federal grain standards; and 

Whereas HALVOR Steenmrson, Congressman from the ninth district 
of Minnesota, has introduced a bill in Congress to establish standards 
for grading spring wheat, which, if adopted, will virtually recognize 
the ee value of wheat and place the producers and the buyers on 
an equal footing in the grain markets of the country: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of South Dakota, That it 
hereby, in behalf of the people of South Dakota, requests and de- 
mands that the Federal authorities, either in Congress or in the De- 
pertment of Agriculture, do so modify, revise, or amend the present 
‘ederal standards for 1 as to comply with the 
requests of the farmers of uth kota and the Northwest, and 
thereby remove the present discriminations and nalties, in order to 
prno the prosperity and welfare of the agricultural interests of 

uth Dakota and the Northwest; be it further 

Resolved, That we approve the aforesaid Steenerson grain grading 
bill and urge its immediate passage by Congress; be it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be forwarded to the 
President of the United States, the Secretary of Agriculture, to both 
Houses of Congress, and to the individual members of the South 
Dakota delegation in Congress. 

- Cart GUNDERSON, 

President of the Senate. 


. B. BLAKE 
Secretary of the Senate. 
E. O. FRESCOLN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
WRIGHT TARBELL, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives. 


To the Committee on Interstate Commerce; 


A concurrent resolution requesting and demanding modification and 
reduction of the present freight rates for grain and live stock. 


Whereas the present freight rates for shipment of grain and live 
stock by the railroads are excessive and of such a nature as to render 
the prices received by producers of such commodities less than the 
cost of production ; and 

Whereas several efforts have been made by the railroad commissioners 

f the State of South Dakota to secure reductions that are necessary 
‘or the preservation of the great industry of agriculture in the State 
of South Dakota; and 

Whereas the rates now in force are approximately 20 per cent higher 
than the rates in force prior to 1918; and 

Whereas the prices of farm products to the producer in this State 
are 5 y 20 per cent lower than the average prices received 
by such producers for such commodities during the 10-year period 
Just preceding the year 1918: Be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of South Dakota (the House of 
Representatices concurring), That it hereby in behalf of the people of 
the State of South Dakota requests and demands that the Congress of 
the United States, by appropriate legislation or otherwise, and the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and all other bodies of the Federal 
Government having in their power or discretion to modify, reduce, re- 
vise, or amend the present freight rates, perform such duties as to 
comply with the requests of the farmers of the State of South Dakota 
and the Northwest, and thereby remove this menace to the prosperity 
and welfare of the agricultural interests of South Dakota and the 
Northwest ; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of these resolutions be prepared by the secre- 
tary of state and forwarded to our Representatives and Senators in 
Congress, to the Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk of the 
House of Representatives of the United States, to the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, and to his excellency the President of the United 
States, Warren G. Harding. 

CARL GuNDERSON, 
President of the Senate. 
A. B. BLA 


. B. BLAKE, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
k SCOLN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
WRIGHT TARBELL, 
Chief Clerk of the House of Representatices. 


To the Committee on Commerce: 


A concurrent resolution memorializing Congress and our Senators and 
Representatives in Congress to amend section 2 of House Resolu- 
tion 8744, approved December 21, 1921, and enact in lieu thereof 
an act to require the completion of a steel bridge at Chamberlain, 
S. Dak., as required by act of Congress approved April 28, 1916, 
said bridge to be completed during the year 1923. 


Whereas by an act of Congress dated April 28, 1916, the Chicago, 
Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. was authorized to construct a steel 
bridge across the Missouri River at Chamberlain, S. Dak., and per- 
mission granted to continue the use of a pontoon bridge for the trans- 
portation of freight and passengers across said river until the com- 
pletion of said steel bridge; and 

Whereas the right to construct said bridge was extended by act of 
Congress approved February 25, 1919, and by a further act of Con- 
gress approved December 21, 1921, which last-named act extends the 
time for the completion of said bridge to April 28, 1925; and 

Whereas said icago, Milwaukee St. Paul Railway Co. began the 
construction of and completed 9 of said bridge in the year 
1918, but has wholly failed to do anything toward the completion 
thereof since the early part of 1919; and 

Whereas the use of said pontoon bridge is believed to endanger the 
lives of the employees of said railroad operating trains thereon and 
the lives of the traveling public; and 

hereas serious and costly accidents and delays in transportation 
have already occurred, to wit: é 

F. . That on or about June 21, 1922, while a gravel train was 
crossing said bridge the pontoon used as a draw upset and caused 
pe engine and several cars to be thrown into the Missouri River, 
ogether with the engineer, who was seriously injured. 


Second. That during the spring of the year when the ice is going 
out and during the June rise and in the fall of the year, and when 
the ice is forming or floating in said river, it is impossble to operate 
the draw in said bridge, and by reason of that fact all passenger, 
mail, freight, and express traffic to points west of the Missouri River 
is Freatly delayed, especially when said bridge is out or draw open, 
and the development of the country deterred, and the business inter- 
le located between Chamberlain and Rapid City, 8, 
k., Jeopa ; Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of South Dakota (the House 
of Representatives concurring), That the ngress of the United States 
and our Senators and Representatives in Congress be, and they are 
hereby, urged to use all honorable means at their command to secure 
an amendment to section 2 of Hause Resolution 8744, which shall re- 
quire the completion of said bridge not later than during the year 
1928; and be it further 

Resolved, That engrossed copiis of this preamble and resolution be 
prepared by the secretary of the senate, signed by the presiding 
officers of the senate and house of representatives and forwarded to 
the Cease of the United States and to our Senators and Repre- 
sentatives in Congress and to the Secretary of War. 

CARL GuNDERSON, 
President of the Senate. 
. BLAKE 


ests of the 


E. 

8 0 
RIGHT ARBELL, 

Chief Clerk, 


THE MUSCLE SHOALS PLANT, 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I present and ask to have printed 
in the Recorp and referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry a resolution of the Oklahoma Legislature with 
reference to Muscle Shoals. $ 

There being no objection, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 


Engrossed House Resolution § asking Congress to accept Henry Ford's 
i- offer for Muscle Shoals. 

Be it resolved by the house of representatives in the Oklahoma Legis- 
lature of 1923 as follows: . 


Whereas the United States Government, for the purpose of rendering 
useful the immense power running to waste at Muscle Shoals, has spent 
large sums of the people's money in the construction of dams, etc., 
so is still expending large sums in the completion of the work begun; 
an 

Whereas in the summer of 1921 the War Department forwarded 
letters to certain prominent men, firms, and corporations asking if they 
would consider ta ing the job of completing the work and operating the 
piant, one of which letters was sent to Henry Ford, of Detroit, Mich. ; 
an 

Whereas Henry Ford was the A person, firm, or corporation who 
responded favorably to said invitation; and 

Whereas Henry Ford did respond by offering to lease said plant from 
the Government for a period of 100 years, he to complete the plant at 
actual cost, or the Government to complete it, and when completed Mr. 
Ford to pay an annual rental to the Government of an amount equal 
to 4 per cent of the total cost of construction, and at the end of the 
lease return the property to the Government; and 

Whereas the farmers of the South and Southwest believe that Henry 
Ford by his operation of said ges can save them at least $75,000,000 
cach year in the production of cotton alone with his cheap fertilizer ; 
an 

_ Whereas besides the nitrates to be obtained from the air there are 
rich deposits of phosphates near Muscle Shoals by the use of which 
on the Corn Belt solls it is possible to double the yield; and 

Whereas Henry Ford's offer includes the production of great electric 
power to take the place of coal rendered expensive by long hauls; and 

Whereas we believe Henry Ford’s offer for said plant is fair to the 
Government, and that bis operation of said plant will greatly inure to 
the benefit of the farmers throughout the entire United States: and 

Whereas Henry Ford decla that if his offer is accepted he will 
give employment to 1,000,000 people; and 

Whereas his offer is now 8 before Congress and has been for 
a period of time sufficient to be fully understood by its Members: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That for the sake of prosperity we believe it will bring to 
the farmers of the United States in the production of cheaper wer 
and cheaper fertilizer. and for the sake of humanity in the giving of 
employment to the laboring class we most respectfully urge the Con- 

ess of the United States. to consider and accept the offer of Henry 

‘ord for Muscle Shoals without further delay; be it further 

Resolved, That engrossed copies of these resolutions be sent to Sen- 
ators OWEN and HARRELD, of Oklahoma, and to Senator CAPPER, of 
Kansas. at Washington, D. C. 

Adopted by the house of representatives this the — day of January, 

Murray F. GIBBONS, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS. 

Mr. POINDEXTER. from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 7864) providing for sundry 
matters affecting the Naval Establishment, reported it with 
amendments and submitted a report (No. 1061) thereon. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that on January 25, 1923, they presented to the Presi- 
dent of the United States the enrolled joint resolution (S. J, 
Res. 247) authorizing the appropriation of funds for the main- 
tenance of public order and the protection of life and property 
during the convention of the Imperial Council of the Mystic 
Shrine in the District of Columbia June 5, 6, and 7, 1923, and 
for other purposes. 


1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 9459 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. WARREN: 

A bill (S. 4419) providing for the acceptance of a gift of prop- 
erty to be used as a residence for the Vice President of the 
United States; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. POINDEXTER: 

A bill (S. 4420) to amend section 2 of the act approved Febru- 
ary 15, 1893, entitled “An act granting additional quarantine 
powers and imposing additional duties upon the Marine Hos- 
pital Service“; to the Committee on Commerce, 

A bill (S. 4421) granting a pension to Mrs. William Campbell 
Gunn; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4422) extending the provisions of the Federal high- 
way act approved November 9, 1921, to the Territory of Hawaii 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Post Offices 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 4423) granting a pension to Frederick Muller; to 
the Committee on Pensions. ! 

By Mr. NORBIBCK : 

A bill (S. 4424) to provide credits to secure the successful 
production and profitable and orderly marketing of agricultural 
products and live stock in the United States; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. DIAL: 

A bill (S. 4425) to authorize apprepriations for the relief 
of certain officers of the Army of the United States; to the 
Committee on Claims, 


RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


Mr. OWEN and Mr. MeKELLAR each submitted an amend- 
ment intended to be proposed by them to the bill (S. 4287) to 
provide credit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock 
industries of the United States, to amend the Federal farm 
loan act, to amend the Federal reserve act, and for other pur- 
poses, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


CLAIMS OF PERSONS NOT INDIANS WITHIN PUEBLO LANDS. 


Mr. BURSUM submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 3855) to ascertain and settle land 
claims of persons not Indians within Pueblo Indian land, land 
grants, and reservations in the State of New Mexico, which 
was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 
ordered to be printed, and to be printed in the Recorp, as fol- 
lows: 


On page 2, Une 8, after the word “ Zuni,” strike out all down to 
snbsection (b) and insert: “to which the title of the said Pueblos, 
res vely, or any individual Pueblo Indian holding separate title, 
has not been extinguished, and so long as such Indian title shall con- 
tin 


ue. 

In lines 12 to 20, inclusive, page 2, strike out subsection (b). 

In section 2, page 3, in line 15, insert a comma after the word 
“issued” and after the word “ America ; and in line 18, strike out the 
second “o” in the word “ Pojooaque ; and in line 23, after the word 
“Zuni,” strike out all to the end of subsection (a) and insert the fol- 
lowing: “to which the title of the said Paeblos, respectively, or any 
individual Pueblo Indian holding separate title, bas not been extin- 
guished, and so long as such Indian title shall continue.” 

Strike out all of subsection (b) on page 4. 

In line 15, page 4, strike out (e“ and in lieu thereof insert (b).“ 

In line 3, page 5, strike out “(d)” and insert in lieu thereof „(e).“ 

And in line 7, strike out the words “of the“ and strike out the 
letter s“ at the end of the word “inhabitants,” and after the word 
„thereof insert “or any person.” 

In line 8, insert the letter “a” between the word “as” and the 
word “Pueblo.” 2 

In line 9, at the end of the syllable “ dians,“ strike out the letter 
“s” and strike out the words ex contractu and ex ictu.” 

omike out all of subsection (e) from line 13 to line 17, both in- 
clusive. 

Strike out all of section 3. 

Strike out all of section 4 and insert in lieu thereof the foll 3 

“Sec. 3. All suits brought under this act shal be entitled in the 
name of the United States of America, as guardian of the particular 
Pueblo or Pueblo Indian, naming them, 3 

In lines 13 to 23 inclusive, page 6, ike out all of section 5. 

In line 24, page 6, strike out 6“ and insert “ 4.“ 

On pages 7 and 8 strike out ali of section 7. 

On ges 8 and 9 strike out section 8 entirely and insert in lien 
thereof the Ol oe 

“Sec. 5. The United States of 9 in its sovereign character 
as guardian of the Pueblo Indians, and of each individual Indian, at 
the request of the Secretary of the Interior, shall, by the Attorney 
General, without unnecessary delay, file its bill or bills of complaint, 
in the nature of an action or actions to quiet title to real estate, with 
prayer for the discovery of the nature of any adverse claim or claims 
alleged therein, against any and all such mants of lands within 
the limits of any Pueblo Indian grant or so-called purchase lands 
re any lands otherwise claimed er possessed by such Indians or any 

em.” 


Insert the following new section: 
“Sec. 6. In all such bills the plaintiff shall disclaim for its said 
wards, in favor of the occupants of such lands or any part thereef, 


possess: 
dimitations or either of them, hereinafter 5 and such disclaimer 
the bill or bills of complaint, 

good reason it has not been made therein.” 

Insert the following new section: 

“Sec. 7. Such dis: 
cause by the 8 or beneficiaries thereef, either before or after 
the servi process, but before adjudication, shall be 
said United States district court to enter in such action its decree in 
favor of such beneficiary or beneficiaries for the premises so disclaimed 


respectively, = — eps which “age —. the 3 á quit- 
ced, and such disclaimer may amen: at an me belore 
final decree entered.” y 

Insert the following new section: 

“Sec. 8. If such disclaimer is not accepted in manner aforesaid 
within 80 days after notice thereof in writing given by the Attorney 
General or assistant and served and returned by the marshal, as 
mesne process is served, the suit shall proceed as if no disclaimer had 
been made, and as if such beneficiary or beneficiaries had been im- 

leaded as wrongfully cl title to the lands so disclaimed, or the 

1 may be amended to meet the condition thus created.” 

Insert the following new section: 

“Sec. 9. All non-Indian persons 8 the title and ownership of 
lands within Indian grants or 8 aforesaid may in such suit or 
suits, in addition to other legal or equitable defenses which the may 
have to the claim presented by the Government, plead limitation of 
action, as follows, to wit: 

“ (a) That in themselves, their ancestors, grantors, privies, or pred- 
ecessors in interest or claim of interest, they have had open, notorious 
actual, exclusive, continuous, adverse possession of the premises claimed 
tor pees 20 years next preceding the passage of this act, under 
color o e: 

“ (b) That in themselves, their ancestors, grantors, privies, or pred- 
ecessors In interest or claim of interest, they have had open, notorious 
actual, exclusive, continuous, adverse possession of the premises claimed 
for more than 30 years next preceding the passage oF this act, with- 
out color of tifle. 

e, That section 3364 of the New Mexico Codification of 1915, 
and section 2938 of the New Mexico Compiled Laws of 1897, as modi- 
fied by the next preceding subsections (a) and (b), shall be rules 
of practice and decision in such cases.“ 

nsert the following new section: 

“Sec. 10. The plea of such limitations, successfully maintained, 
shall entitle the claimants so ‘pleading to a decree tn their favor, quilet- 
ing and setting at rest in them, eir heirs, executors, successors, 
and assigns, the title to the Shee sy so claimed by them or so much 
thereof as may be thus established, and judgment and decree in favor 
of the claimants upon any other ground shall lMkewise carry with 
it and ress therein the quieting and setting at rest of title in 
them as aforesaid,” 

Insert the following new section: 

“ Sec. 11. The Government may likewise plead in favor of the Pueblo 
or individual Pueblo Indian, as the case et | be, and with like 

. Strike out all of 
section 9, pases 9 and 10.“ 

Insert the following new section: 

“Sec. 12. All the title of which is determined in favor of 
the non-Indian or any individual Indian claimant, shall, where neces- 
sary, be surve out and mapped under the direction of the Sec- 
retary of the Interior at the expense of the United States.” 

Strike out section 10 entirely. 

Insert the following new section: 

“Sac, 13. All proceedings under this act, as well original as ap- 
pellate, shall be without costs to any party, and wae party to the 
action aggrieved by any final judgment or decree, whether civil or 
criminal, shall have the right to a review thereof by appeal or writ 
of error, or other process, as in other such cases.” 

Strike out section 11, page 11. 

Strike out section 12, page 11. 

Strike out section 18, page 11. 

Strike out section 14, p 11 and 12. 

Strike out section 15 a insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Sec. 14. The so-called Joy surveys may be. used by either party in 
the trial of any such suit as prima facie evidence of the extent of 
claim or disclaimer, but shall not be conclusive except in the event of 
disclaimer based thereon and accepted as aforesaid.” 

Strike out section 16 and insert In lieu thereof the following: 

“Suc. 15. Where premises within such Indian grants or pu 
or any part or parcel thereof, on the trial of any such action, are 
shown not to be the property of the non-Indian claimant under the 
provisions of this act, but if the claimant acquired the same in good 
faith and improved such premises by the expenditure of labor or 
money, believing that he was the lawful owner thereof, in view of 
equitable considerations be may make application to the Secretary of 
the Interior to purchase the same, who may allow the application, at 
such price and upon such terms as may fix, excluding the value 
of the improvements, and the money thus derived shall constitute a 
trust fund to be laid out in the purchase of other lands for the par- 
ticular pueblo, either within or without the grant or purchase area, 
and if no suitable lands are purchasable then such fund, at such time 
as que said ry may deem advisable, may be surrendered to the 
pueblo. 

“Sec. 16. In the sense in which used in this act the word “ pur- 
chase“ shall be taken to mean lands acquired by the Indians other 
than by STAR or donation from a sovereign. 

“ Sec. 17. Any person not impleaded in any such action may demand 
to be made a party defendant thereto, with benefit of disclalmer in a 
prover case, or may intervene in such action, setting up his claim 
n usual form, and the Government may disclaim in answer to such 
. in like manner as it might have disclaimed in the original 


“Sec. 18. Where, as a result of this act, the Indians shall have lost 
any lands under the plea of limitations. without color of title, the 
tary of the Interior shall cause to be selected and set off to the 
Indian pueblo from any part of the public domain a tract or tracts 
of land of value equal to the unimproved value of the land thus lost; 
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and if the Indians desire the land thus selected and set off to be sol 
at the request of the Indian council the Secretary of the Interior shal 
cause the same to be sold under such plan as he may define, and the 


roceeds to be applied as he may deem best for the benefit of the 
Tndians or in the purchase of lands held in alien ownership within 
he pueblo grant or ‘ purchase,’” 


COLORADO RIVER AND ITS UTILIZATION, 


Mr. ASHURST submitted the following concurrent resolu- 
tion (S. Gon. Res. 34), which was referred to the Committee 
on Printing: 

Resolved by the Senate UA sey House of Representatives concurring), 
That there shall be printed 3,000 copies of Water Supply Paper No, 
895, entitled “ Colorado River and Its Utilization,” by E. C. LaRue, of 
which 1,000 copies shall be for the use of the Senate document room, 
1,000 copies for the use of the House document room, and 1,000 copies 
for the use of the Department of the Interior. 

WITHDRAWING POWER FROM FEDERAL COURTS TO DECLARE ACTS OF 


CONGRESS VOID. 


Mr. OWEN. I ask unanimous consent that 500 copies of Sen- 
ate Document No. 737, Sixty-fourth Congress, second session, 
entitled “ Withdrawing Power from Federal Courts to Declare 
Acts of Congress Void,” be printed for the use of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

CALL OF THE ROLL, 


Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I ask that Senate bill 4287, 
to provide credit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock 
industries of the United States, and so forth, may be laid before 
the Senate and proceeded with. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. $ 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 

Lod 
McCormick 


Ashurst Frelinghuysen apt ais 


Ball George „Pa. 
Bayard Hale McCumber Robinson 
rah Harreld McKellar Sheppard 
Bursum Harris McKinley Shields 
Calder Harrison McLean Smith 
Cameron Heflin McNary Smoot 
Capper Hitchcock Nelson Spencer 
Caraway Johnson New Sterling 
Colt Jones, Wash. Norbeck Trammell 
Couzens Kellogg Norris Underwood 
Culberson Kendrick Oddie Wadsworth 
Curtis Keyes Owen Walsh, Mont. 
Dial King Pepper Warren 
Dillingbam Ladd Phipps , Wiliams 
Fletcher Lenroot Poindexter Willis 


Mr. SMITH. I wish to announce that the Senator from Wis- 
cousin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] is detained at a committee hearing. 

Mr. WILLIS. I desire to announce that my colleague, the 
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. POMERENE], is detained from the 
Senate by reason of illness. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair). 
Sixty-four Senators having answered to their names, a quorum 
is present. 

THE MERCHANT MARINE, 

Mr. JONES of Washington, Mr. President, I ask that the un- 
finished business may be laid before the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair lays before the Sen- 
ate the unfinished business, the bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and 
supplement the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other pur- 
DOSES. 

x Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
the unfinished business may be temporarily laid aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES, 


Mr. LENROOT. Lask unanimous consent that the Senate re- 
sume consideration of Senate bill 4287. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (S. 4287) to pro- 
vide eredit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock indus- 
tries of the United States; to amend the Federal farm loan act; 
to amend the Federal reserve act; and for other purposes. 

SPECIAL REPRESENTATIVE ROLAND W. BOYDEN, 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask leave to have printed in 
the Recorp in 8-point type a letter from the Secretary of State 
transmitted to the Committee on Foreign Relations yesterday, 
together with two previous letters, which are very brief, but 
which are necessary to an understanding of the situation in 
regard to the Reparation Commission, with which the letter of 
the Secretary of State deals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered, 
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Mr. ROBINSON. What is the document the Senator from 
Massachusetts had printed in the Recorp? 

Mr. LODGE, A letter of the Secretary of State which came 
to the Committee on Foreign Relations yesterday, which was 
given to the press and which I think ought to be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. HARRISON. 
Senator? 

Mr. LODGE. 
completely. 

Mr. HARRISON. I read what was in the press, but I do 
not think the letter was printed in full 

Mr. LODGE. No; that is one reason why I ask to have it 
printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. HARRISON. If it is not too long, it might be well to 
kava it read, because it is a matter in which we are all inter- 
ested. 

Mr. LODGE. 
cause delay. 

Mr. HARRISON. Very well. 

i The matter ordered to be printed in the Record is as fol- 
OWS: 


Is it a very long letter, may I ask the 


It was printed in the press, but I think not 


I do not think that is necessary; it would only 


THe Warre HOUSE, 
Washington, July 18, 1919. 
Hon. Henry Casot LODGE, 
Chairman Committee on Foreign Relations, 
United States Senate. 


My Dear Senator: There are some things in connection with 
the execution of the treaty of peace which can hardly await 
the action of the several Governments which must act with 
regard to the ratification of the treaty, and the chief of these 
is the functioning of the Reparation Commission. It is of so 
much importance to the business interests of the United States, 
as well as to the nations with which we are associated, that 
the United States should be represented on that commission, 
and represented now while the work of the commission is tak- 
ing shape, that I am taking the liberty of writing to ask if you 
will not be kind enough to consult the Committee on Foreign 
Relations with regard to this particular appointment, and say 
to them that I would very much appreciate their approval of 
my appointing provisionally a representative of the United 
States to act upon the Reparation Commission. 

Very sincerely yours, 
Wooprow WILSON. 


JULY 22, 1919. 
To the PRESIDENT. 


My Dran Mr. PRESIDENT: In accordance with my note to you 
of Sunday last, I laid your letter of July 18 before the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations yesterday morning. In that letter 
you suggested that you would be glad to receive the approval 
of the committee for the provisional appointment of a member 
of the Reparation Commission which is to be established when 
the treaty with Germany goes into effect. 

The committee instructs me to say that it is the judgment of 
the committee that until the proposed treaty is ratified in 
accordance with its terms no power exists to execute any of 
its provisions, either provisionally or otherwise. 

I have the honor to be, respectfully yours, 
II. C. Longe, Chairman. 


{For the press.] 
January 25, 1923. 

The following correspondence between the Secretary of State 
and Senator Lopet, chairman of the Committee on Foreign Ite- 
lations of the Senate, was made public to-day: 

On January 16, 1928, the Secretary of State wrote a letter to 
Senator Lopce outlining, in accordance with his request, the 
origin and nature of the association of the American observer 
with the work of the Reparation Commission. 

On January 20 Senator Lopce, on behalf of the committee, 
requested certain additional information with respect to speci- 
fied points. The Secretary of State, in compliance with this 
request, wrote a further letter on January 25, 1923. 

The two letters are as follows: 

JANUARY 16, 1923. 

My Dear Senator Lope: Referring to our conversation re- 
garding Mr. Boyden’s duties in Paris at the present time as 
American observer with the Reparation Commission, I take 
pleasure in outlining briefly the origin and nature of his asso- 
ciation with the work of that body. 

Following the signature of the treaty of Versailles on June 
28, 1919, and pending its ratification (the treaty came into 
effect on January 10, 1920) the committee on organization of 
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the Reparation Commission was created for the purpose of in- 
augurating informally the work of the permanent commission 
contemplated by the treaty, and members of the American peace 
delegation participated in the work of this committee during 
the summer and fall of 1919. 

Upon the departure of the American peace commissioners in 
December, 1919, Mr. Albert Rathbone, Assistant Secretary of 
the Treasury, remained in Paris and attended the meetings of 
the organization committee of the Reparation Commission. Mr. 
Rathbone was instructed to keep in close touch with reparation 
matters, both in order that this Government might be fully 
informed of developments and also to safeguard the interests 
of the United States. 

At a meeting of the organization committee of the Reparation 
Commission on January 9, 1920, the United States Government 
was invited, through Mr. Rathbone, to attend unofficially the 
meetings of the commission. It was understood, of course, 
that the United States would not vote or take formal part in 
the work of the commission. Mr. Rathbone was authorized to 
accept the invitation thus extended, and on January 24, 1920, 
he and Col. James A. Logan, jr., attended unofficially the first 
meeting of the commission. 

Since Mr. Rathbone was unable to remain in Paris, Mr, 
Roland W. Boyden succeeded him in the spring of 1920 as spe- 
cial representative of the United States Treasury at Paris, and 
attended the meetings of the Reparation Commission in his 
place. The salaries and expenses of Mr. Boyden and of his alter- 
nate, Colonel Logan, have been and are paid by the Government 
of the United States. The plan of organization adopted by the 
Reparation Commission made provision, in the case of each 
national delegation, for office accommodations, as well as for 
the necessary funds for subordinate staff, and similar provision 
was made by the commission for the offices and staff needed by 
Mr. Boyden. This Government saw no reason for objecting to 
this arrangement. 

On February 11, 1921, the previous administration instructed 
Mr. Boyden to announce to the Reparation Commission his re- 
tirement, which he did on February 19, 1921. However, on 
May 7, 1921, pursuant to an invitation from the allied govern- 
ments that the United States resume its previous relations with 
the commission, Mr. Boyden was instructed to attend its meet- 
ings as an observer. He has continued to act as an observer 
since that time. He does not yote or take part as an official 
representative on the commission, but he is advised as to its 
transactions and is in a position informally to express his 
opinion as occasion may make it appropriate for him to do so, 

It is deemed to be of great importance to this Government 
that it should be informed in detail of the proceedings of the 
Reparation Commission. The work of the commission has 
such an intimate relation to political and economic conditions 
that we should be advised of whatever takes place. It is 
manifest that in view of the extent and character of the com- 
mission’s work and the intricacy of the many problems with 
which it deals, this information could not be secured through 
the ordinary diplomatic channels. In addition to the general 
information which we ought to have so that we may be pre- 
pared to act intelligently in any exigency, there are questions 
arising from time to time in which this Government and its 
citizens have an immediate interest. These purposes have been 
served by the contact with the commission which we have been 
able to maintain through the present arrangements, 

I am, my dear Senator LODGE, 

Very sincerely yours, 


* 


CHARLES E. HUGHES, 


JANUARY 25, 1923. 


The Hon, Henry CABOT LODGE, 
United States Senate, 

Dear Senator Lopce: In my letter of January 16, 1923, I 
outlined, in accordance with your request, the origin and 
nature of the association of the American observer with the 
work of the Reparation Commission. I also pointed out the 
great importance to this Government of having detailed infor- 
mation of the proceedings of the Reparation Commission and 
of being able to protect the interests of the United States in 
the various matters with which that commission is concerned. 
I may repeat that the present arrangements are intended to 
serve this purpose. 

On Saturday last you advised me that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations desired additional information with respect 
to certain specified points, and it gives me pleasure to comply 
with their request. 

First, you ask for— 

“Report of the committee on guaranties to the Reparation 
Commission, made after their last visit to Berlin (in October?) ; 


also Reparation Commission Document 1462, ‘ Economie Survey 
of Germany, September, 1922.“ 

I send you herewith the following papers: 

Report of the committee of guaranties: 

“Annex No. 1532, a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, 1, Part I, and 

“Annex No. 1532, J, bis. Part II; 

Annex No. 1532, J, Part II, first section; 

“Annex No. 1532, k, 1, Part II, section 2; 

“Annex No, 1532, m, Part II, section 3; 

“Annex No. 1582, n, Part II, section 4; 

“Note by the French representative on the committee of 
guaranties, Annex 1595; and 

“Memorandum by British representative on committee of 
guaranties, Annex No. 1595, b.“ 

You will observe that each of these documents is marked 
“ confidential,” being the confidential print of the Reparation 
Commission, As the restriction of confidence has not been 
removed by the commission with respect to these documents, 
I am sending them to you with the understanding that they 
will remain in the confidence of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations and will not be made public. 

I also inclose the following papers: 

“Annex No. 1462, a, b, and Annex No. 1462, c, d, being 
‘Reply from the German Government to the letters of the 
Reparation Commission dated March 21, 1922 (Annex 1353) 
and April 13, 1922 (Annex No. 1390), concerning the measures 
to be taken by the German Government regarding the main- 
tenance of the provisional postponement.’ ” 

This is the only “ Reparation Commission Document 1462” 
with which I am acquainted, and I believe that it is the docu- 
ment to which your request refers. While Annex No. 1462, 
a, b, and Annex No. 1462, e, d, bear the mark confidential.“ 
I understand that the restriction has been released and that 
these documents are subject to publie use. 

Second. You ask for— 

“Report of bankers, including financial correspondence in 
June or July, 1922.“ 

I inclose Report of the loan committee to the Reparation 
Commission,” being annex No. 1478, which is the report of the 
committee of bankers. This has already been made public, 

I do not understand what is meant by “ financial correspond- 
ence in June or July, 1922,” and I must ask that this request 
be made more specific. 

Third. You request further 

“ Copy of the so-called Boyden plan.” 

I handed you some days ago the public statement that I made 
on January 16, 1923, with reference to the false reports that 
had been published to the effect that an “ American reparation 
plan” had been submitted to the Reparation Commission. [ 
then said that neither I nor anyone in behalf of the Depart- 
ment of State had approved any plan for submission to the 
Reparation Commission or had authorized any such submis- 
sion. 

It appeared from the press dispatches from Paris that the 
misleading reports had reference to a memorandum which had 
been prepared by Mr. Boyden in November last, and a copy of 
which had been sent to the Department of State and had been 
received about December 1. This memorandum, however, was 
not in any sense a plan for the settlement of reparations nor 
was it authorized by the department. As so much had appeared 
in the public press which was likely to give rise to misappre- 
hension, I made public in the statement above mentioned the 
circumstances in which this memorandum had been prepared. 

It is understood that on November 13, 1922, Mr. Boyden had 
been requested by one or more members of the Reparation 
Commission to draft, as a purely personal suggestion, a pro- 
posed letter to be sent by the Reparation Commission to the 
German Government on lines he had informally indicated. 
This Mr. Boyden did in the memorandum in question, which 
he gave as a draft to one of the members of the Reparation 
Commission. This memorandum contained no plan for the set- 
tlement of reparations; no suggestion as to amounts, time, or 
manner of payments. It dealt with general considerations as 
to the necessity of establishing confidence, and especially as to 
the importance of the attitude of the German Government in 
expressing Germany’s national will for peace, The memoran- 
dum was prepared and submitted by Mr. Boyden as a personal 
matter and without consultation with the Department of State. 
When its text was subsequently received by the department it 
was not regarded as a plan for the settlement of reparations 
or as requiring any action whatever on the part of the depart- 
ment. It was deemed to be a personal memorandum which 
Mr. Boyden bad already submitted to one of the members of 
the commission, of a general nature, and which merely empha- 
sized some of the fundamental considerations which were 
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deemed to be pertinent to the situation in a large way. At 
the time that the memorandum was forwarded to the depart- 
ment it was also advised that the situation had changed since 
Mr. Boyden had prepared his draft, by the receipt of the Ger- 
man proposals. 

The department heard nothing further about the memoran- 
dum or its submission until January 13, 1923, when it re- 
ceived a cable message, sent the day before, that this sugges- 
tion of Mr. Boyden was to be placed on the commission's 
agenda, and that the memorandum had been revised slightly 
in language but not in substance. Thereupon, on January 14, 
1923, I telegraphed Mr. Boyden that when the question of re- 
plying to Germany should come up in the commission, he 
should refrain from expressing any opinion and from urging 
the consideration of his suggestions in the absence of instruc- 
tions from the department. 

As further misleading reports continued to come from Paris, 
I telegraphed again the next day—January 15—repeating my 
request that no opinion should be expressed and no plan sub- 
mitted without express directions from the department; also 
that the memorandum had in no sense received the approval 
of the department. I had cabled for the revised text of the 
memorandum and this was received on January 16. I under- 
stand that no further action has been taken with respect to 
the memorandum. 

As I must assume, in the absence of anything else, that the 
memorandum in question is what is described as the “ so-called 
Boyden plan” in your request, I inclose a copy of the memo- 
randum of Mr. Boyden as originally prepared and also a copy 
of its revised text. I am advised that this memorandum is 
still held in confidence by the Reparation Commission, and I 
am therefore sending it to you with the understanding that it 
will be held in confidence by your committee. 

Fourth. Again, you ask for— 

“Copy of any instructions given to Mr. Boyden at the time 
of his appointment by the present and the previous administra- 
tions; also copy of any other instructions issued to him from 
time to time.” 

Without in any manner derogating from the constitutional 
authority of the President in the conduct of foreign affairs, it 
is my desire to inform your committee as to the steps that have 
been taken, in the matter in question, in order to protect the 
interests of this Government. In anticipation of the formal 
organization of the Reparation Commission, the Department 
of State on December 19, 1919, telegraphed Mr. Rathbone, who 
was then an Assistant Secretary of the Treasury and had re- 
mained in Paris after the departure of the American peace 
commissioners, the following instructions: 

“You will realize, in view of the nonratification of the 
United States, that you can not Officially take part in the 
deliberations of the Reparation Commission, which derives its 
authority from the provisions of the German treaty; but in 
order to safeguard the vital interests of the United States in 
matters which may come before the commission you are au- 
thorized on the formal organization of the Reparation Com- 
mission unofficially to attend its meetings and in accordance 
with instructions received from time to time give expression 
to the views of the Government in regard to the above matters 
when deemed necessary in performance of your duty. 

“You may extend similar authorization to your assistants 
to attend meetings of subcommittees of the Reparation Com- 
mission.” 

Again, on December 27, 1919, Mr. Rathbone was instructed 
as follows: 

“It is intended that you shall, of course, continue acting as 
heretofore on organization committee, and that upon the or- 
ganization of the permanent Reparation Commission and until 
the United States takes definite action in respect to the treaty, 
or until further notice, you shall, with the approval of the 
other Governments concerned, attend the meetings of the com- 
mission unofficially. As the prime object of your attending 
those meetings will be to protect the interests of the United 
States, it will naturally be necessary for you, in order to do so, 
to participate unofficially in the discussions of any questions 
arising which concern the United States. The internal organi- 
zation of the commission and its methods of dealing with the 
various problems would have considerable bearing on a con- 
structive handling of the various problems; and, as any actions 
of the commission which might be unsound from a financial 
and economic standpoint would seriously affect the United 
States, you should use your best endeavors in advocating the 
adoption of sound constructive policies.” 

Then at a meeting of the organization committee of the 
Reparation Commission on January 9, 1920, an invitation was 
extended to the American delegation, through Mr. Rathbone, to 


attend unofficially the meetings of the commission, it being 
expressly recognized that attending in this manner they would 
not have the privilege of voting. 

The first meeting of the Reparation Commission was held on 
January 24, 1920, and according to the minutes Mr. Rathbone 
and Colonel Logan “attended unofficially during part of the 
meeting.” Col. James A. Logan, United States Army, had been 
Mr. Rathbone’s principal assistant in connection with these 
matters. : 

Mr. Rathbone being unable to remain in Paris, Mr. Roland 
W. Boyden succeeded him. Mr. Boyden is a lawyer of distinc- 
tion, residing at Boston, and had been connected with the Food 
Administration under Mr. Hoover. Mr. Boyden attended the 
meetings of the Reparation Commission in Mr. Rathbone’s place, 
and Colonel Logan acted as his assistant. This course was fol- 
lowed until shortly before the end of the previous administra- 
tion; that is to say, until February 19, 1921, when the unofficial 
observers were withdrawn. 

When the present administration came into power it was felt 
that this Government should not forego the opportunity to be 
made fully cognizant of all the proceedings of the Reparation 
Commission, and that it was advisable, in order that our in- 
formation should be complete and our interests should be prop- 
erly safeguarded, that we should again have the advantages 
derived from the position of our observers. 

Accordingly on May 6, 1921, in response to an invitation ex- 
tended to this Government, it was publicly announced that Mr. 
Boyden’s attendance in an unofficial capacity in connection with 
the Reparation Commission would be resumed, and on May 7, 
1921, the Department of State sent the following instruction to 
Mr. Boyden: 

“You should immediately inform the chairman of the Repara- 
tion Commission that you have been instructed by your Goy- 
ernment, in response to the request made by the supreme coun- 
cil, to resume your unofficial position on the commission. You 
should, as formerly, keep the department informed by cable of 
the discussions and decisions of the commission with your com- 
ments thereon.” 

I have thus stated, as requested, the instructions given to our 
observers by the present and the previous administrations. It 
is impracticable, however, for me to attempt to set forth the 
other instructions which have been issued from time to time 
on account of their large number and the varied subjects to 
which they relate. The work of the Reparation Commission 
covers an enormous field and its transactions are very exten- 
sive. The Department of State has been for about three years 
in almost constant receipt of information and has sent numer- 
ous instructions both with respect to the importance of being 
advised upon various points and with reference to the pro- 
tection of particular interests of the United States. For this 
reason I could not attempt to set forth all the instructions, and 
I am quite sure that this would serve no useful purpose. If 
your committee desires information upon any particular point - 
I shall be glad to furnish it to the best of my ability. 

I should say, however, that it has not been the policy of this 
administration to participate in the fixing of the amounts to be 
paid by Germany upon reparation claims; and particularly 
with respect to the discussions that have been going on during 
the past few months before the Reparation Commission in rela- 
tion to the amounts and terms of Germany’s reparation pay- 
ments, the department has cautioned its observer not to take 
any position that would involve this Government in these dis- 
cussions. 

As showing some of the subjects which have engaged the at- 
tention of the American observers, and as to which instructions 
and requests for information have been sent from time to 
time, I may mention: 

(1) Costs of the American army of occupation. 

(2) Interest of the United States in safeguarding the rights, 
reserved by the joint resolution of Congress of July 2, 1921, 
under the treaties of Versailles, St. Germain, and Trianon, the 
benefits of which are secured to the United States by the treat- 
ies with Germany, Austria, and Hungary. 

(3) American interests in Austrian and Hungarian pre-war 
bonds and in the currency notes of the Austro-Hungarian Bank, 
now in liquidation. 

(4) Lien of the United States on reparation receipts by cer- 
tain countries. 

(5) Austrian relief, involving the question of the release of 
Austrian assets pledged to the United States. 

(6) Relief and food purchases by European Governments 
other than Austria. 

(7) American interests in German oil tankers. 

(8) Various shipping questions. 

(9) Effect of reparation payments on the foreign exchanges. 
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(10) Instructions as to the position of this Government re- 
garding alien property in the United States. 

(11) Information with respect to the Brussels conference of 
1920 and other conferences. 

In addition there are the general subjects of inquiry and re- 
port by reason of the importance of the Reparation Commission 
as a source of information dealing with economic and political 
questions in Europe. There has thus been received currently a 
mass of valuable material. 

In conclusion I may say with respect to the work of the 
American observers that it has been distinctly understood that 
no opinions were to be expressed on behalf of this Government, 
except under specific instructions from the Department of 
State. 

Fifth. Your next request is for— 

Information as to the staff of Mr. Boyden, where main- 
tained, cost of maintenance, etc.” 

Mr. Boyden is the American observer and Colonel Logan is 
the assistant observer. 

Mr. Boyden receives a salary at the rate of $5,000 a year 
and in addition has an allowance for expenses not to exceed 
$1,000 a month, thus limiting the total amount of his compensa- 
tion and allowance for expenses to $17,000 a year. This amount 
was fixed in July, 1920, and has been continued since that time. 

Mr. Boyden has received and receives no compensation or 
allowance from the Reparation Commission. 

Colonel Logan received no salary other than his Army pay 
until he resigned from the Army in the summer of 1922, and 
since his resignation he has been paid a salary at the rate of 
$4,000 a year. He receives in addition an allowance for ex- 
penses not to exceed $6,000 per annum, making the limit of 
his salary and allowance for expenses $10,000 a year. 

Colonel Logan has received and receives no compensation or 
allowance from the Reparation Commission. 

I should add that the assistant observer acts as alternate to 
Mr. Boyden and is on the same basis as to unofficial status, 
and has been in attendance at meetings of the committee of 
guaranties and of other committees which have been consti- 
tuted of the assistant delegates to the Reparation Commission 
from other countries. This work has been of large importance 
and has involved a great deal of detail. 

The secretarial and clerical staff consists of 21 persons, 
being a secretary and assistants, a registrar, file clerks, stenog- 
ruphers, and messengers. This staff is maintained at 15 rue 
de Tilsitt, Paris, the quarters being furnished and the expenses 
in connection therewith defrayed by the Reparation Commis- 
sion, Aside from the expense of these premises, the total cost 
of this staff, with the exception of four messengers, is $4,887.09 
per month. The cost of the four messengers is 2,200 francs a 
month. 

The cost of this staff, as well as the expense of its quarters, 
is paid by the Reparation Commission. This matter was taken 
up in May, 1920, under the previous administration, and the 
arrangement which was definitely approved in July, 1920, has 
since been continued. There seemed to be no reason why the 
expense of these facilities should not be defrayed by the Repara- 
tion Commission, as the commission was willing to defray it, 
there being no inherent objection to this, any more than to the 
agreement to pay the cost of the American Army of occupation. 

There are two other persons who have been associated with 
the American observers but who have rendered technical and 
expert services to the Reparation Commission and have been 
paid for these services by it. These are Hugh A. Bayne and 
Ralph H. Hess. 

Mr. Bayne is an American lawyer of high ability, who before 
the war practiced in New York City for many years. He served 
with the American Expeditionary Forces in France and has re- 
mained there, being now a member of the legal firm of Coudert 
Bros. He is connected with the legal service of the Reparation 
Commission and renders services to the commission as a lawyer, 
and is paid by the commission precisely as any lawyer would be 
paid for similar services. When the American unofficial ob- 
servers were withdrawn in February, 1921, Mr. Bayne continued 
to render legal services to the commission. Mr. Bayne receiyes 
no compensation from the Government of the United States. He 
is paid by the commission, as his total compensation and allow- 
ance for expenses, at the rate of $961.48 a month. 

These services of Mr. Bayne do not affect in any way the un- 
official status of the American observers. This was distinctly 
understood, and the Department of State was advised under 
date of July 1, 1920, upon this point as follows: 

“ Understanding perfectly clear and so expressed by members 
commission when decision taken that all payments based solely 
on theory that commission merely paying compensation for out- 
side assistance rendered to commission in its work. an 
retains absolute unofficial character unchanged.” 


The same may be said of Mr. Hess, who is paid by the com- 
mission for technical or expert services in connection with the 
finance service, and receives a total compensation and allowance 
for expenses at the rate of $768.54 a month. 

I am also advised that Colonel Winship has rendered expert 
services to the Reparation Commission in connection with the 
service of restitution and reparation in kind, and that Captain 
Madison has rendered services in a similar way in relation to 
maritime matters and questions of valuation. Neither Colonel 
Winship nor Captain Madison has received a salary from the 
commission, but they haye had allowances other than salary at 
the rate of $704.23 in the case of Colonel Winship and $714.63 in 
the ease of Captain Madison. 

The only expense to the Government of the United States in 
this whole matter (aside from the Army and Navy pay of 
Colonel Winship and Captain Madison) is the amount of com- 
pensation and expense allowances paid Mr. Boyden and Colonel 
Logan, and this amount, as already stated, does not exceed 
$27,000 a year. 

Sixth. Finally, you ask: 

Exact fund from which Messrs. Boyden and Logan receive 
compensation.” 

Mr. Boyden and Colonel Logan are paid out of the emergency 
fund of the State Department, 

I remain, my dear Senator LODGE, 

Very sincerely yours, 


CHARLES E. HUGHES, 

The Hon. Henny CABOT LODGE, 

United States Senate, 

(Inclosures. ) 

Report of the committee on guaranties: 

Annex No. 1532, a, b, c, d, e f g, h, i, Part I, and 

Annex No, 1532 i, bis. Part II; > 

Annex No. 1532 j, Part II, first section ; 

Annex No. 1582 k, 1, Part II, section 2; 

Annex No. 1532 m, Part II, section 8; 

Annex No. 1532 n, Part II, section 4; 

Note by the French representative on the committee of guar- 
anties, Annex 1595; and 

Memorandum by British representative on committee of guar- 
anties, Annex No. 1595 b. 

Annex No. 1462 a, b, and Annex No. 1462 c, d. being— 
“Reply from the German Government to the letters of the 
Reparation Commission dated March 21, 1922 (Annex 1353), 
and April 13, 1922 (Annex No, 1390), concerning the measures 
to be taken by the German Government regarding the mainte- 
nance of the provisional postponement.” 

“Report of the loan committee to the Reparation Commis- 
sion,” being Annex No. 1478. 

Memorandum prepared by Mr. Boyden (original draft). 

Memorandum prepared by Mr. Boyden (revised draft). 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE ACT, 


Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is a matter of urgency 
requiring the passage of the bill (S. 4890) to amend the last 
paragraph of Section 10 of the Federal reserve act as amended 
by the act of June 3, 1922. I ask at this time unanimous 
consent that the measure be taken up for immediate con- 
sideration. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah re- 
quests unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of 
Senate bill 4390. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let the bill be read. 

The Assistant Secretary read the bill by title. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the imme- 
diate consideration of the bill? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I desire to join in the request 
of the Senator from Utah that permission be granted to consider 
this bill. I am certain it will only require a few moments to dis- 
pose of it. It relates to the authorization for the construction of 
branch bank buildings by the Federal reserve banks. It will 
be recalled by the Senate that some time ago the law touching 
the subject was modified so as to prohibit the reserve banks 
from constructing buildings the total cost of which would be 
in excess of $250,000. It has been found that in a number of 
cases plans for the erection of branch bank buildings had 
already been adopted when the law was modified restricting the 
right of the reserve banks to construct the buildings. If the 
law be amended by the passage of the bill for which consid- 
eration is now asked, the reserve banks will be enabled to- con- 
struct those buildings. 

The bill proposes to authorize the construction of buildings 
where the cost of the building proper does not exceed $250,000; 
that is, exeluding the cost of vaults, equipment, and fixtures. 


If passed, it will enable the reserve banks to construct a number 
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of buildings, including the branch bank buildings at Salt Lake 
City, Utah, and Little Rock, Ark. 

It will also be recalled that the Senate some time ago passed 
a joint resolution known as the Spencer resolution, which 
authorized the construction.of a bank building at St. Louis, 
Mo., and branch bank buildings at Salt Lake City, Utah, and 
Little Rock, Ark. That measure passed the other House with 
amendments, and, although a conference report on the measure 
was submitted, that conference report bas been pending for 
quite a length of time. It appears that some difficulty has 
been found in securing consideration of the report. In any 
event, the matter has not been disposed of. 

This bill was originally introduced in the House of Repre- 
sentatives by the chairman of the Committee on Banking and 
Currency of that body. It has been favorably reported, as I 
understand unanimously, by the House committee. The ob- 
ject in passing the pending bill here now is to facilitate the 
legislation so as to make certain that the measure may be en- 
acted prior to the adjournment of Congress on the 4th of 
March next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the im- 
mediate consideration of the bill? 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, this subject has been one 
which has been prolific of debate. I should have no objection 
to the consideration of the bill if it could be disposed of within 
a few minutes. If the Senator from Utah will withdraw the 
bill, if debate on it shall run over 15 minutes, I shall not ob- 
ject to its consideration. 

Mr, SMOOT. I certainly shall do so, I will say to the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin. I believe, however, the consideration of 
the bill will take but a few moments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of 
the Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the last paragraph of section 10 of the 


Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 1922, is amended 
to read as follows: 


“No Federal reserve bank shall have authority hereafter to enter. 


into any contract or contracts for the erection of any branch bank 
building of any kind or character, or to authorize the erection of any 
such building, if the cost of the building proper, exclusive of the 
cost of the vaults, permanent equipment, furnishings, and fixtures, 


is in excess of $250,000: Provided, That nothing herein shall apply. 


to any building now under construction.“ 

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I desire to say merely a word 
or two. The only amendment to the existing law which is 
proposed by the pending bill is the insertion, after the word 
“building,” of the words “ proper, exclusive of the cost of the 
vaults, permanent equipment, furnishings, and fixtures.” Those 
words are proposed to be added to the existing law. 

The joint resolution referred to by the senior Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Rosm=nson] was passed by the Senate on June 30 
of last year, Subsequently it passed the House of Representa- 
tives and went to conference. There is objection to the form 
in which the joint resolution passed the House, fpr the reason 
that it is proposed to authorize the erection of branch bank 
buildings based upon a certain percentage of their assets, That 
would ‘give some branch banks of the Federal system three or 
four times the amount which would be available to some other 
branch banks in some other districts. For instance, in the 
Arkansas district they would not have enough money to erect 
a bank building of the proper size, while in the Salt Lake City 
district there would be an authorization to expend too much 
money for the purpose under the provision as the House passed 
the measure. So the only change in the law provided in this 
bill, which, I understand, is acceptable to both the Senate and 
House conferees on the joint resolution referred to, is the inser- 
tion of the words to which I have referred. The existing law 
reads: 


No Federal reserve bank shall have authority hereafter to enter into 
any contract or contracts for the erection of any branch bank building 
of any kind or character, or to authorize the erection of any such 
building, if the cost of the building is in excess of $250,000. 


Under the proposed amendment of the law it will read: 


If the cost of the building proper, exclusive of the cost of the 
cook equipment, furnishings, and fixtures, is in excess of 


That is the change proposed of the existing law. 

Mr, FLETCHER. It is intended that this proposed legisla- 
tion shall take the place of a number of resolutions that have 
been presented and that it shall provide a permanent law to 
cover all cases? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is the object of the bill. The bill has 
been reported by the Senate committee just as it passed the 
other House; so that if it shall pass the Senate that will be 
the end of the matter. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President—— 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator fro 
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? ee 

Mr. SMOOT. I yield. 

Mr. HARRELD. I wish to make an inquiry. Somewhere 
along the line the branch banks at Salt Lake City and Little 
Rock have been included. Was that done in the House, in the 
Senate, or in conference? 

Mr. SMOOT. That was done in the Senate as to Salt Lake 
City, and that city was added simply because of the fact that in 
that case the land had been purchased and the plans had been 
virtually drawn. Therefore Salt Lake City was put into the 
bill when it was under consideration by the Senate. 

Mr. HARRELD. I have no objection to the provision for 
those two cities; I am merely asking about the procedure. T 
wish to know if either of those two cities were added in confer- 
ence without first having been passed upon by the House of 
Representatives? 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator from Utah will permit me, 
I will say to the Senator from Oklahoma they were not. The 
Spencer joint resolution as originally presented proposed to 
authorize the St. Louis bank proper to construct a building for 
its main offices and a building for the branch bank at Little 
Rock. The Senate amended the joint resolution so as to include 
the branch bank at Salt Lake City. The bill, however, went to 
the House of Representatives and was amended so as to strike 
out provision for the branch banks and to leave the measure so 
that the main building at St. Louis could be constructed. It 
passed the House of Representatives with those amendments, 
and the measure then went to conference. A conference report 
was submitted, in which it was proposed that the House recede 
from its amendments to the joint resolution. The conference 
report, however, was never agreed to. There were a number of 
cases where it appeared desirable to construct branch bank 
buildings, and the House seemingly took the position that a 
measure of a general character should be enacted, That is the 
Dinara of which the Senator from Utah has procured consid- 
eration. 2 

Mr. HARRELD. The point I want to make is this 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say to the Senator 
further, so that he will have the whole matter before him, that 
the provision as it passed the House and the Senate read as 
follows: 

That the total investment in such build 
amount equal to 25 per cent of its paid-in peters pape an aioe: * 

J have referred to the fact that in some cases that would 
give altogether too much money to erect a branch bank build- 
ing in some places, while in other cases it would not provide 
enough. Therefore, the bill which I am asking the Senate now 
to pass was agreed upon to take the place of that measure. 

Mr. HARRELD. That does not give me the information I 
want. I have heard it stated that the conference committee 
added things to the joint resolution in relation to two of the 
branch banks that were not in the bill as it passed the House 
and were not in the bill as it passed the Senate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is not correct. 

3 Mr, HARRELD. I am inquiring to know whether that is 
rue? 

Mr. SMOOT. That is not the fact. 

Mr. HARRELD. I have no objection, of course, to Little 
Rock being included, but I am opposed to methods of pro- 
cedure such as I have indicated, and that is the reason for my 
inquiry. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have stated that the original measure 
embraced a bank building at St. Louis and a branch bank at 
Little Rock, and the Senate incorporated an amendment re- 
lating to Salt Lake City. 

Mr. HARRELD, I presume, then, I was merely misinformed 
about it, and in view of the Senator’s statement, which I 
accept, that will end it, so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The language was somewhat changed, but 
provision for buildings at all those places was made in the 
joint resolution as it passed the Senate. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 


NANTICOKE RIVER BRIDGE, DEL. 


Mr. CALDER. From the Committee on Commerce I report 
back favorably without amendment the bill (S. 4346) granting 
the consent of Congress to the Delaware State Highway De- 
partment to construct a bridge across the Nanticoke River, 
and I submit a report (No. 1062) thereon. The Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Batt] is very anxious to have the bill passed 
to-day. It is in the usual form of such measures, and I ask 
unanimous consent for its present consideration. 
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There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, preceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as fol- 
lows: y 

Be it enacted, eto., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Delaware State Highway Department and its successors and 
assigns to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Nanticoke River at a point suitable to the Interests 
of navigation, at or near Seaford, in county of Sussex, in the 
State of Delaware, in accordance with the provisions of the aet en- 
titled “An act to reg 8 23 e tat of bridges over navigable 

ters,” roved re 8 
20. 2. f at the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
* dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
anu passed. 

HOUR OF MEETING TO-MORROW. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, at this time I 
desire to submit a request for unanimous consent. I ‘ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate closes its business 
to-day it shall take a recess until 11 o’clock to-morrow, with 
the understanding that we will conclude the session reason- 


ably early to-morrow afternoon and adjourn then until Mon- 


day, so that we may ‘have a morning hour on Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from ‘Washington? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I am not disposed to ob- 
ject, but I think it is asking a good deal to request Senators 
to be here at 11 o'clock to-morrow. The Senator promises, 
however, that he will not keep the Senate very late to-morrow 
and that an adjournment will be taken to-morrow afternoon 
to Monday. In view of that, I shall not interpose an ob- 
jection. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I will say to the Senator that 
I will be willing to conclude the session to-morrow at not 
later than 4.30 o'clock. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I invite the attentior of the 
Senator from Washington to the fact that eulogies are to be 
pronounced in the Chamber on Sunday? I do not know whether 
he will have to modify his request in view of that fact. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Then we can adjourn to-mor- 
row until Sunday, and we will adjourn, of course, on Sunday 
until Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection te the re- 
quest of the Senator from Washington? The Chair hears 
none, and the order is made. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had dis- 
agreed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
18926) making appropriations for the legislative branch of the 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for 
other purposes, requested a conference with the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. CAN- 
Nox, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. Jounson of Kentucky were ap- 
pointed managers on the part of the House at the conference. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the action of 
the House of Representatives disagreeing to the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 18926) making appropriations for 
the legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, and requesting 
a conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate insist upon its 
ainendments disagreed to by the House of Representatives, 
agree to the conference asked for by the House, and that the 
Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Vice President appointed 
Mr. Warren, Mr. Smoor, and Mr. Harris as the conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

PROBLEMS RELATING TO REFORESTATION. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. ‘Pursuant to Senate Resolution 
898, agreed to January 22, 1923, to investigate problems relat- 
ing to reforestation, the Chair appoints the following Senators: 
Mr. Moses, Mr. McNary, Mr. Couzens, Mr. Harrison, and Mr. 
FLETCHER. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as In Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States; 
to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the Federal 
reserve act, and for other purposes. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, in reference to this general 
subject I think there is a pronounced and well-justified demand 


all over the country for some system of supplying short-term 
credit to meet the needs of those engaged in agriculture. 

The subject is not without difficulty. There has been one 
view of it to this effect: On account of the different laws in 
the different ‘States, the different rates of interest prevailing 
in different States, the different kind of credit securities, the 
various and varying requirements as to chattel mortgages, and 
the distinct provisions as to liens on crops and on personal 
\property generally the view has obtained very largely that 
these credit associations or agencies for supplying short-term 
personal credit ought, if possible, to be constituted of local 
organizations, and that such organizations ought to be created 
under States laws, if possible. In other words, there has been 
some doubt whether Congress ought to attempt by national 
legislation to enter that field and undertake to cover it in the 
face of the varying conditions and varying laws and require- 
ments in the several States and localities. 

If it were possible to have those engaged in agriculture or- 
ganized in such sort that local credit unions would be formed, 
and in such a way as to bring about real cooperation among the 
farmers, it seems to me that would be a more desirable method 
of effecting what we are trying to do here. I regret to say 
that it appears, from what has developed in the country and 
what has been testified to before various committees, that the 
cooperative spirit among farmers in this country has not yet 
been sufficiently developed to bring about that condition which 
would form the soundest and best basis for short-term personal 
credit. In some States these credit unions have been organ- 
ized. In some States cooperative societies and associations 
have been established, and wherever they have been established 
and are being conducted upon the true cooperative basis they 
are accomplishing very great beneficial results. 

Some years ago this subject was under consideration by what 
was known as the American commission, with which the United 
States commission was created to cooperate in studying vari- 
ous systems of agricultural finance which had been established 
in the older countries of Europe, and which had been found to 
be eminently successful there; Those commissions visited the 
European countries, They sailed from New York and landed 
first in Genoa. They were received at the building built by 
the King of Italy in Rome as the home of the International 
Institute of Agriculture, and from there they visited the Euro- 
pean countries, including Austria, Germany, the Scandinavian 
countries, Belgium, Holland, France, England, and Ireland; 
and they brought with them a:mass of literature on the subject 
which has been of immense value to the people of this country, 
and especially to Congress, because it formed the basis and 
furnished the information upon which was constructed the 
farm loan act. 4 

Those commissions reported at the same time that they sub- 
mitted their report, on the main question of a plan for financiai 
aecommodations for farmers, embodied in Senate Document 
No. 214, something like 1,000 pages, and, as I say, embracing in- 
formation and data which it would be impossible to obtain 
now, and never will be possible to obtain again, some views 
on the subject of shert-term personal credit. The Europe 
they saw is dead, and the great agricultural development which 
had taken place there could scarcely be appreciated upon a 
visit to those countries to-day. However, those who have been 
in Europe comparatively recently tell me that the farms in 
Germany, especially, have been kept up, and show evidences 
of that splendid system known as the landschaft system, 
which had been in operation some 100 years ju that country 
before the war. Iam told, too, that the farms in Germany are 
virtually all free from mortgages. The mortgages were paid 
off in spite of the depreciated value of the mark. In spite 
of world conditions, in spite of what Germany has gone 
through, her farms to-day are practically free from mortgages 
and are in a high state of cultivation. Certainly the landschaft 
bonds, corresponding to the farm-loan bonds in this country, 
have been as readily salable as the Government bonds, and in 
fact never lost their standing as the highest securities offered 
in Germany. 

We passed the farm-loan act. It has been in operation since 
1916, except that it required from six to eight months to get 
the system organized. Under the law 12 district land banks 
had to be established in 12 different districts of the United 
States. Those banks had to be officered. The temporary or- 
ganization required that the Farm Loan Board should name 
five directors for each of these banks until the stock in each 
of them to the amount of $100,000 was acquired by the na- 
tional farm loan associations, and then they were to he 
permanently organized. Under that provision for permanent 
organization six directors in these banks were to be selected 
by the national farm loan associations, holding stock to the 
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extent of $100,000 in each bank, and three of the directors 
were to be named by the Farm Loan Board. That was the 
plan of permanent organization. It never has been put into 
effect. The temporary organization continued, notwithstand- 
ing the national farm associations own more than $100,000 
of the stock in every bank of the system, and in four of them 
practically all. 

The system began to function, and was proceeding nicely 
until finally suit was instituted in the State of Missouri, in 
the United States court, attacking the constitutionality of 
the act, and especially assailing that feature of the act which 
exempted farm-loan bonds from all taxation. That suit was 
undoubtedly instituted by farm-mortgage associations doing 
private business which they had been engaged in for years, 
and in which they had been making enormous profits by 
charging farmers rates of interest which were oppressive in 
effect, and which those associations desired to continue without 
interruption and without opposition or competition; and they 
realized that once this farm-loan system was thoroughly es- 
tablished there would be very serious competition with them 
in the matter of making loans upon farms. 

They brought the suit. The suit was won in the lower court 
by the Farm Loan Board and wus carried to the Supreme 
Court. Finally, in February, 1921, the Supreme Court sus- 
tained the constitutionality of the act in every respect; so that, 
that question being settled, the system for the first time had the 
chance to show what could be done under it. Since then over 
$700,000,000 have been found for farmers in the United States 
at 5 to 54 per cent interest, payable on practically their own 
terms, the principal being paid at the rate of 1 per cent per 
annum, with the right to pay off any portion of the principal 
at any interest period. 

Homes have been saved to farmers in this country. They 
have been able to develop their estates. They have been able 
to get their capital requirements, so far the demand has 
thus far been met, and to-day they are supplied with ample 
funds to respond to the demands to meet their needs in ac- 
cordance with the purposes of the act. That has been accom- 
plished by the issuing of farm-loan bonds against collective 
mortgages by the Federal land banks, as the law provides, 
and those bonds are readily salable on the market at above par. 
The last issue bears a rate of interest of 43 per cent. Seventy- 
five million dollars of bonds were offered recently, and they 
were taken within two hours; so that those bonds are upon a 
splendid footing, and loans are being granted at the rate of 
$200,000,000 a year. They are designated as instrumentalities 
of the Government. They are backed by the personal obliga- 
tion of the borrower and by a mortgage upon his farm at a 
valuation of 50 per cent of its value and 20 per cent of the 
insured value of improvements; they are backed also by the 
indorsement of the National Farm Loan Association of which 
the borrower is a member by a pledge of 5 per cent of the 
stock—5 per cent of the loan must be taken in stock in the Fed- 
eral land bank—and by the Federal land bank itself, all issued 
under the supervision and control of a bureau of the Govern- 
ment—the Farm Loan Board. There is no sounder security in 
the country. There is no agency of the Government which has 
ever accomplished as much for the farmers of this country. 
There is no system which has ever been established to meet 
the needs of agriculture that compares with the farm loan 
system. They should be able to supply—and no doubt will 
reach that figure—a million dollars a day to the farmers of 
the country. 

I dislike very much to see any modification or change in the 
farm loan act. I dislike to have any proposed amendment of 
that act presented at any time. Of course, I may say that, 
like all acts of Congress, it could scarcely be said that it was 
absolutely perfect when it was passed, and as time goes on we 
may see the need of amendments from time to time as in any 
general legislation; but I venture to say that there never has 
been passed by Congress an act which has needed or received 
as few changes or amendments as has the farm loan act. The 
Federal reserve act was a splendid, magnificent piece of legis- 
lation, and we had supposed that after years and years of 
study we had passed an almost perfect piece of legislation; 
but consider the amendments which have been made to the 
Federal reserve act since it was put upon the statute books, as 
compared with those which have been offered to the farm loan 
act. It will be observed that the ratio is 10 or more to 1. 

I have not taken the trouble to count them, but I am simply 
saying that when the farm loan act was passed it was as perfect 
a piece of legislation, in my judgment, as was ever put upon 
the statute books; it has accomplished more for agriculture tn 
this country than anything else Congress has ever done, and 


naturally I feel disposed to question any attempt to amend that 
act in any respect. 

The bill before us proposes certain amendments, and it may 
be that it is the wisest thing for us to do now, in order to 
associate with the long-term credit system provided by the 
farm loan act this short-term credit system, keeping them sep- 
arate, however, in administration in the Federal land banks and 
under the Farm Loan Board. t- : 

While hesitating to launch upon this new venture and to 
enter upon these amendments to the farm loan act, I am in- 
clined to favor this legislation as the best that has been offered, 
it seems to me, to meet what appears to be a real need on the 


part of the farmers of the country. They ought to have their 


own financial system, because agriculture is an industry which 
is not only the basis of all our prosperity and all our well-being, 
but it is peculiar in that the business is altogether different 
from that of a merchant or a manufacturer, where they are 
turning over their goods from day to day, or in 60 or 90 days, 
inasmuch as the farmer must wait upon the seasons, take all 
the chances of drought and flood and enemies of plant life, take 
all the risks, and can not expect to realize from his labor, his 
work, his toil, until the crop matures and is finally put upon 
the market. : 

The farmer needs a different system from that of the mer- 
chant or the manufacturer or the business man. He needs al- 
together a different plan from the commercial plan. He needs a 
system peculiarly adapted to meet the needs of that particular 
industry, which is fundamental, and which must be taken care 
of, because all our prosperity at last must depend upon a 
sound and healthy agriculture. 

I think, therefore, it is advisable to link this plan up with 
the Farm Loan Board and the farm loan act, rather than with 
the Federal reserve act and the Federal Reserve Board, which 
is, after all, a part of our commercial system. I am therefore 
going to support this bill, although I hesitate even now to favor 
changes in or amendments to the farm loan act. 

Referring to the work of those commissions which I have just 
mentioned, I had the honor of being the chairman of both of 
the commissions; and I must say, although I perhaps should 
not, inasmuch as no one else, I believe, has mentioned it, that, 
although Congress appropriated some $20,000 to cover the 
entire expenses of the United States Commission in connection 
with that work, involving three months of travel and investiga- 
tion and study in Europe, we actually paid back into the 
Treasury something like $3,000 of that fund and did not ask 
Congress for an additional appropriation, which is quite the 
uniform practice in the Senate, I find. We actually covered the 
entire expenses for clerks, translators, and everything connected 
with the commission in that tremendous study and work, and 
returned to the Treasury a part of the appropriation which 
had been made to meet our expenses. 

On March 13, 1914, that commission submitted to the Sixty- 
third Congress, second session, Document No. 380, a report in 
three parts. One of the parts refers to personal or short-time 
credits, and I beg leave to call attention to some of the things 
which we stated in that report. I read: 

The purpose of credit unions is not to make commercial profits but 
to give credit to members on favorable terms. 

That is based tpon a study of credit unions established in 
European countries and was submitted for consideration be- 
cause the commissions finally decided that they had better con- 
fine themselves to this long-time credit plan as being the pri- 
mary need of the farmers of the country and not make any 
recommendation at that time with reference to short-time per- 
sonal-credit systems. We said: 


As generally found 1 Europe this system does not even 
admit of any distribution of dividends, Where this rule is in com- 
plete force all net earnings or profits are carried to the reserve fund 
or used in the creation of institutions of public utility or are devoted 
to the common good. 


That is at page 28 of the report I am reading. I continue: 


A few of the credit unions, however, and particularly those which 
have a material share capital, provide for the distribution of divi- 
dends, but even in these cases rules are yery strict, and the dividends 
never exceed the maximum rate of interest charged the borrower. In 
Austria the profits are never paid in the form of interest on shares, 
except in the very rarest cases, pang placed in the reserve almost 
always, although in some vases small amounts are devoted to the 
common good. The same general rule applies in the case of Italy and 
other European countries. 

The fact that no dividends are paid or that dividends when paid 
are insignificant does not mean that these credit unions are not pros- 
perous. Taking Germany again as an illustration because of the fact 
that Germany has Biens thousands of these societies, we find that 
the great majority close their business each year with a respectable 
fund designated “net earnings.” Out of the 12,797 credit unions 
referred to in the small table presented above 11,795, or more than 
92 out of each 100, closed the last fiscal year for which reports are 
available with net earnings, while only 911, or 7 out of each 100, 
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declared a loss. Ninety institutions closed their business for the year 
with a balanced sheet, showing neither profit nor loss. 

It we take the total result of all these credit unions under consider- 
ation the net earnings after subtracting losses amount to not far from 
pon ese for one year, or almost 30 per cent of the share capital of 

hese institutions; but, as noted above, this is not declared in the 
form of dividends on the share capital, and, as a matter of fact, when 
the total working age is considered, these profits represent only 
about 0.4 per cent, wing what a narrow margin the institutions 
eonsider safe. 

We rather thought that there ought to be encouraged in the 
United States this idea of creating these local credit unions 
in the various States, and in that way the plan would be 
worked out for supplying the personal credits, or the Credits 
based on the personal obligations of the borrower in connection 
with the mortgage or lien upon his personal property, whatever 
that might be, somewhat after the plan proposed in this bill. 

Then, in the summary, at page 29, we said: 

A careful examination of the descriptions of these Euro banks 
or credit unions suggests the questions: Are these institutions neces- 
sary in this country; and if so, should they be provided for by law, or 
is any legislation necessary! 

The members of your commission feel that such institutions are 
necessary in many, if not all, country communities in the United States. 
We will not take space or time here to establish this position, believin 
that it represents the unanimous opinion of farmers and of CADUA 
or unprejudiced observers acquainted with the problem. 

The members of your commission are of e opinion that credit 
unions could be organized in almost every State in the Union, if not in 
every State, without specific legislation, as they were organized in 
many European countries and as they have already been launched in 
several American States. At the same time it is believed that legisla- 
tion clearly defining credit unions, their scope, their functions, their 
methods of operation and limitations, as well as a system of inspection 
or supervision of these institutions, is eminently d able. 

The members of your commission are agreed that it is clearly within 
the power of the different States to pass the necessary legislation, and 
we desire to call the attention of Congress to the rs laws of 
Massachusetts, New York, Wisconsin, and Texas providing for credit 
unions within those States. 

Then follow certain conclusions and recommendations; for 
instance; 

The minimum capital for banks organized under Federal charter is 
fixed at $25,000 im the national bank act. The Federal reserve act 
reenacted this provision in fixing the capitalization for member banks 
in the new system. It follows, therefore, that the rediscount privilege 
ereated by the new law is extended only to banks having a capital 
equal to that of national banks under the old law. 

There are more 8,000 State and private banks in the United 
States with a smaller capital than that required by law of member 
banks in the new system. These banks are located mainly in small 
country villages and do business either directly or indirectly with 
farmers. No reor; tion of our national banking system can be 
* and just to the agricultural interests which deprives or with- 
holds from these small ba: participation im the benefits of the Gov- 
ernment rate of discount. 

In order to be sure of its ground, your commission addressed letters 
of inquiry to several hundred of these small State and private banks, 
asking If it was their purpose to increase their capital so as to join 
the new system ; and if not, whether they would join were the capitali- 
zation to be reduced to $10,000. The replies were practically unani- 
mous. These banks will not increase their capital, because in most 
instances a capital of $25,000 is not warranted the volume of busi- 
ness transacted by them; this minimum is ex ve for banks located 
in thinly settled pease districts. For this reason, then, and not 
from any spirit of hostility to it, these banks will not enter the new 
system. The very large majority of those replying stated that with a 
minimum capital of $10,000 they would reorganize and become member 
banks of the regio system. 

The decision of these country banks renders it certain that without 
amendment to the national-bank act relatively few farmers can 
come patrons of member banks in the reserve system. Thus the ad- 
vantage of direct Government rediscount—which is the rational basis 
approved systems of short-time rural credit—will be largely 


of a 
om farmers because of their residence in pay settled parts 
to receive 
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the same degree that urban popu- 


Your commission is of the opinion that a very few changes in the 
present banking systems would better adapt large numbers of existing 
small banks to the needs of great numbers of farmers and farm labor- 
ers, and at the same time leave these institutions 3 to per- 
fom | the commercial functions for which they were primarily At pi 

8 

Considering that was written in March, 1914, it seems to be 
rather prophetic. I am glad of some effort to induce the 
smaller State banks to become members of the Federal reserve 
system. The situation now was cited in the preamble of a reso- 
lution offered by the Senator from Connecticut [Mr..McLean] 
yesterday that— 

It appears from the last annual report of the Federal Reserve Board 
that 9,640 State banks and trust companies, constituting over 85 
cent of the eligible State banks and trast companies in the United 
States, have failed to become members of the Federal reserve system. 

The bill offers some inducement in that direction and it may 
be that more of the banks will join. But I conceive the trouble 
to be not so much the need of additional member banks in the 
system as increased activity on the part of those who are mem- 
bers of the system. A great many of the member banks at pres- 
ent do not transact any rediscount business at all. They ap- 
parently are not serving the communities in which they now 


exist. Even the members of the present system seem not in- 
clined to make rediscounts and seem to pride themselves on the 
fact that they are not discounting any of their paper. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President r 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield tọ the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. FLETCHER, I yield. 

Mr. KING. The Senator from Florida has referred to the 
faet that there are a large number of State banks and trust 
companies which as yet have not affiliated with the Federal 
reserve system, as I understood him. He took the position that 
he believed it would be advantageous for more of the institu- 
tions to which I have referred to become associated with the 
Federal reserve system. May I ask the Senator what reasons 
he has for assuming that great adyantages would flow from the 
State banks and State institutions affiliating with the Federal 
reserve system? 

I ask the question particularly in view of the fact that last 
summer when I was west I encountered a good many bankers 
in my own and in other States who had not joined the Federal 
reserve system, who depreeated what they seemed to think was 
the tendency of the Federal reserve system, namely, to impose 
so many impediments, restrictions, and obstacles as to separate 
the people from the banks, That is to say, under the old system 
they contended that the banker was brought into contaet with 
the people, knew their needs and their wants, could understand 
the element of the personal equation in making loans, and could 
make safer and better loans, and could better satisfy the people 
than could be and has been done by the Federal reserve system. 
Their contention was that the Federal reserve system made a 
sort of procrustean bed that tried to establish some system of 
uniformity, and that the personal equation and the legitimate 
needs of the people could not be taken into account. There- 
fore, they insisted that they did not intend to become members 
of the Federal reserve system. 

I would like to have the views of the Senator from Florida 
upon that criticism. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I know there is a sentiment of that sort. 
They do not care to come under the control of the Federal 
Reserve Board and have certain restrictions and limitations 
placed upon them, cerfain examinations made, requirements 
as to the kind of paper and securities they may take, and so 
forth. But the Senator will note that in order that paper may 
be rediscounted by the Federal reserve banks and circulating 
notes issued on that paper, it must bear the indorsement of 
a member bank of the system. Consequently the banks out- 
side of the system have not the facilities that the member banks 
have for obtaining circulating notes on paper. Hence it is 
thought to be important that aS many banks as possible should 
acquire the status of members in order that they may have the 
full rediscount privileges and be entitled to have circulating 
notes issued on the paper rediscounted for them. That, of 
course, is a great facility and it must have many advantages. 
It is upon that theory it is desirable, if possible, to increase 
the membership of the Federal reserve system. 

Mr. KING. May I call the Senator's attention to the fact 
that there are members of the Federal reserve system who have 
not availed themselves of the privileges of rediscount? 
Sears FLETCHER. Precisely, but I think that is a great mis- 

e. 4 

Mr. KING. They are sufficiently strong that they feel they 
do not need to resort to rediscounting their paper with the Fed- 
eral reserve banks. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I observed just a moment ago that I 
thought that there was a real and weakness in the 
system, that the member banks themselves were not taking 
advantage of the facilities in sufficient degree. To my mind, 
instead of using as a sort of advertisement the fact that they 
do not need to rediscount their paper and thus bolstering up 
confidence in them, I think it shows they are neglecting the 
requirements of their communities, 

Mr. KING. The Senator must not forget, however, that the 
banks of our country to-day have assets of the aggregate value 
of perhaps $40,000,000,000 to $50,000,000,000. In view of the 
fact that many of the banks have large deposits and large re- 
sources, sufficiently large to meet the legitimate demands or 
their customers, they feel that there is no necessity of apply- 
ing, even though they are members of the Federal reserve sys- 
tem, to the central organization for the privileges of redis- 
count. It seems to me they are wise in adopting that course. 
They have all of the interest, because they are not paying 
any part of it to the central organization. They are deriving 
all of the benefits, all of the profits and advantages that result 
from the lending of money, aud are not compelled to share with 
the central organization. 
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Mr. FLETCHER. Of course, they are not subject to erlti- 
cism if, as a matter of fact, they are meeting all the needs of 
their several communities without rediscounting. They ought 
not to be criticized for not availing themselves of that oppor- 
tunity under the system. On the contrary, they are to be 
commended for it. However, I am very much afraid that some 
of them have the impression that if they can let it be known 
that they are not rediscounting paper in the Federal reserve 
bank they are thereby on such a solid foundation and en- 
titled to so much confidence that it can be and is used as a 
sort of advertisement, which I do not think is the right spirit 
if their communities really need all the facilities which those 
banks can afford. If we could increase the membership and 
spread it out in the Federal reserve system, I think we would 
make a wider field for the use of the rediscount privileges 
under the Federal reserve act, and thereby be helpful to agri- 
culture as well as business generally. 

Mr. KING. Let me say to the Senator, if he will pardon 
me further—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Stertrne in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Florida yield further to the Senator 
from Utah? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. The criticism has been made by many econo- 
mists and many students of our fiscal affairs, agriculturists 
as well as bankers, that the facilities for credit in the United 
States perhaps have been too great, the result of which has 
been that we have become a Nation of debtors as well as a 
Nation of creditors, with property of the value of perhaps 
$250,000,000,000 to $300,000,000,000. I am speaking now of the 
aggregate value of all the property of the United States and 
all of its nationals. We have an indebtedness—National, 
State, municipal, and individual—of from $100,000,000,000. to 
$150,000,000,000. I have attempted to ascertain approximately 
what was the indebtedness of the character last referred to. 
The figures differ, but I have not any hesitancy in saying the 
obligations of the United States, the States, municipalities, 
and private individuals reach the stupendous figure of more 
than $100,000,000,000. 

Now, with a mortgage of more than one-third of the value of 
all the property of the United States upon that property It 
does seem to me we can not complain about not having sufti- 
cient credit. I grant in some sections the fountains of credit 
have been perhaps dried up or have not flowed sufficiently 
copiously, but, generally speaking, it seems to me we have gone 
mad upon the question of credit. Instead of seeking economies 
we have-sought to develop new fountains of credit. 

I was wondering if the Senator believes that the need of the 
country now is additional credit, unrestricted credit, or rather 
the development of markets for the commodities which are 
produced so abundantly, particularly by the farmer and also 
by the manufacturer of the United States, We need markets, 
it seems to me, more than we need anything else, and oppor- 
tunities for the farmers and the producers of commodities to 
obtain sufficient credit to enable them in an orderly way to 
place in the hands of the consumer those commodities which 
the consumers must have. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, referring to the question of 
the junior Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine]. I will say that, of 
course, primarily we do need, and probably our greatest need is, 
the development of markets and marketing facilities and a proper 
solution of the problem of distribution. There is no question 
that we must devise some plan for the economical distribution 
of products. That would be most helpful. At the same time, 
whereas it may be that we have abundant credit facilities—that 
is, possibilities of extending credit and therefore possibilities of 
going into debt—still the matter of interest is very important in 
that connection. 

Our people from time to time have been borrowing a great 
deal of money, but they have been paying enormous rates of 
interest. For instance, agriculture for nearly a century past 
has paid rates of interest which would have meant the destruc- 
tion of any other industry; no other industry in the world 
could have survived under the burdens of interest and charges 
and terms which agriculture has had to bear. The main thing 
to be gained now is to afford to agriculture that accommodation 
which it needs to-day upon terms and at a rate of interest which 
the industry can stand. That is the object we are trying to at- 
tain in the passage of the pending legislation. S 

Referring to the report from which I previously read, at page 
82, I will continue to the conclusion of it: 

Students of this subject will 8 in these suggestions the ele- 
ments of the French system of rural banks, which is the latest system 
to be devised and which has been tested sufficiently by actual experi- 


ence to prove its efficacy. Happily, these principles adapt themselves 
very easily to our reserve system, and in our opinion would prove of 


large benefit to our rural population, We are aware that France sup- 


plements the rediscount advantage by the deposit of i 

of public moneys in these banks tobe loaned C 
The Government of France is also very friendly to the agricultural 
interests of the nation, and encourages 4 liberal policy by the Bank of 
France in extending rediscount 8 to the farm paper held by 
these small banks. The commission feels justified in assuming that 
the Federal reserve act will be administered in a similar spirit toward 
our agricultural interests, and, while making no recommendations to 
that effect, the commission records its conviction that in some sections 
of the United States either aid of similar character by our Government 
will be necessary or founders’ shares will have to be purchased by 
men who are inspired by altruistic motives if personal loans are to be 
speedily extend to farmers in all sections of the Republic at fair 
rates of interest. 

Banking laws have been unfair to rural industry because farmers 
have been widely scattered and not in a sition to use them, and 
because no special type of institution has n provided in the past 
to care for their special n . As a result these laws have militated 
against the growth of industrial democracy, and unless supplemented 
will destroy the fruition of the new freedom to a large part of our in- 
dustrial population. 

Your commission belleves that it is also within the power of Con- 
gress to pass laws providing for credit unions or cooperative credit 
associations and making them fiscal agents of the National Govern- 
ment, but the conditions of agriculture differ so widely, the needs of 
farmers vary so greatly, and the status of the different classes of 
peante in rural communities are so unlike that it is our opinion that 
such laws where called for can best be enacted by the various State 
legislatures, 

Duncan U. FLETCHER, Chairman, 
THOMAS P. GORE, 

RALI W. Moss, Vice Chairman, 
HARVIE JORDAN. 

Joux LEE COULTER, Secretary. 
Kenyon L. BUTTERFIELD, 
CLARENCE J. OWENS, 

That was the view we held in March, 1914. As I said at the 
outset, I have all along been impressed with the feeling that 
if those who are engaged in agriculture would cooperate 
among themselves—and I have always hoped that the national 
farm-loan associations would be the nucleus for that sort of 
cooperation—and then would establish such institutions as they 
might need, such as the eredit unions, under the laws of the 
different States in the different communities, that would be 
probably the best way to work out a system of short-time 
personal credit. Howeyer, the cooperative spirit has not seemed 
to spread very greatly, although its soundness and advantages 
are being realized especiaily amongst our people who have to 
do with marketing agricultural products. Such cooperation is 
essential in the handling of their products, and cooperative mar- 
keting associations have been established and have accomplished 
a great deal of good; but cooperation in the nature of credit 
unions it seems has not developed sufficiently to meet the needs. 
Hence we come now to Congress to provide some sort of plan, 
and the plan worked out in the bill which is now before us 
seems to be the best we can offer. 

I wish to say just another word with respect to the question 
of tax exemption of securities. The Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Lenroot] yesterday expressed his view that there ought 
to be an end of the exemption of securities from taxation of 
any kind of securities; I take it he means whether issued by 
the States, the Federal Government, or any other agency. The 
Senator seems to be somewhat inclined to apologize for the 
provision in the pending bill which proposes to exempt from 
taxation the debentures which will be issued by the Federal 
land banks under the proposed act. I make no sort of apology 
for that. On the contrary, I should not support the measure 
unless it did carry the provision that such debentures were to 
be exempt from taxation. I differ from the Senator with regard 
to the whole subject, as to the proper policy to be pursued by 
the Government and as to the great loss which it is claimed the 
Government is suffering in the failure of taxes because, as 
alleged, the rich are investing their money in tax-exempt securi- 
ties. 

It seems to me the whole basis for that sort of a claim is 
absolutely wrong. In the first place, the Federal Government 
is not losing anything, because it never had any right to tax 
State securities or the securities issued by any subdivision of 
a State. The Federal Government never undertook to tax its 
own bonds in all the history of the Government until within a 
recent time—I think it was in 1916 or 1917—when we began 
under certain conditions to require the income from certain 
Government bonds to be taxed. In my judgment it is an unwise 
proceeding for the Government to issue its bonds and then 
require that a tax upon those bonds or the income derived there- 
from shall be paid to the Government. 

Certainly the right of the States to tax their own securities 
or not to tax them should not in anywise be interfered with 
by the Federal Government; and I am opposed to any sort of 
constitutional amendment which would undertake to deprive 
the States of the right to tax their own securities or exempt 
their own securities or the securities of any subdivisions of 
such States. It is a monstrous proposition. We are gradually 
cutting away all the rights which the States have left. 
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Some people do not seem to realize the nature of this Gov- 
ernment. The Federal Government has only the power that 
the States liave granted to it and such as are necessarily im- 
plied therefrom, The States have all the powers reserved to 
them which have not been granted to the Federal Government 
and not prohibited by the Constitution to the States. The 
power to tax is the power to destroy, as Chief Justice Mar- 
shall said in McCulloch against Maryland, and now the propo- 
sition is embodied in a joint resolution, which recently passed 
the House and is now before the Finance Committee of the 
Senate—I do not know what action they will take upon it— 
to amend the Constitution so that the Federal Government may 
tax securities issued by the State. 

I call attention to the provision of the Constitution: 

AMENDMENT X. 

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States, respec- 
tively, or to the people. 

Some people keep talking about what the Federal Govern- 
ment is losing because a large amount of money is being in- 
vested in securities that are exempt from taxation. The Fed- 
eral Government is losing what it never had and what it had 
no right to have. It is a very queer kind of a situation when 
multimillionaires come forward—such as Kuhn, Loeb & Co. 
J. P. Morgan & COo., the Farm Mortgage Bankers’ Association 
of Chicago, and the Wall Street Journal—and advocate this 
kind of a constitutional amendment. These altruistic, benefi- 
cent friends of the poor, downtrodden taxpayers of the country 
are insisting that they are being robbed under the present plan 
and that it ought to be changed in order that the rich may 
contribute their proper share of taxes of the country. Mil- 
lionaires and multimillionaires demanding that they, the rich, 
Shall be taxed more than they are now taxed; that they shall 
not be permitted to escape taxation by investing their money 
in tax-free securities! Whoever heard of those gentlemen in- 
sisting that they ought to be taxed more than they are now 
taxed? Who is preventing them from bearing their share of 
the taxes? Whoever heard of those friends of the downtrod- 
den proletariat, who are now demanding that the common, 
every-day taxpayer shall be relieved by thelr additional con- 
tribution to the taxes of the country? That insistence from 
that source is a suspicious circumstance, it seems to me, that 
should be considered in connection with the movement to 
amend the Constitution in order that State securities may be 
taxed by the Federal Government. 

I venture the assertion right here, Mr. President, that this 
movement, this whole agitation with reference to amending 
the Constitution and this whole cry against tax-free securi- 
ties, found its very beginning and inception in the Land Mort- 
gage Bankers’ Association—a multimillionaire organization 
that has grown rich out of the charges it has imposed upon 
the farmers of the West—because they started out with a 
proposition to deprive farm-loan bonds of that feature. They 
knew perfectly well that if the tax-exemption feature was 
taken out of the act under which farm-loan bonds were issued 
the rates of interest which the borrower would have to pay 
for the money obtained from the proceeds of those bonds would 
be very greatly increased. It is estimated that it would 
be necessary to fix as to these bonds, or every kind of security 
that must pay a tax, a rate from 1 to 2 per cent more than 
the rate they bear if they are tax free; and, consequently, the 
Land Mortgage Bank Association wanted to increase the rate 
of interest to the farmers of this country, and thereby some- 
where nearly reach the amount of interest which they would 
charge upon loans obtained through them. They started this 
whole movement to destroy the tax-exempt feature of farm- 
loan bonds; and, inasmuch as they could not make headway in 
that direction as to those bonds, they then spread out and 
changed their plans and brought to themselves other multi- 
millionaires, and said, “ We want to eliminate all this exemp- 
tion feature as to all securities by States, cities, counties, or 
other subdivisions, and by the Federal Government.” 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator from Arkansas, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Has the Senator ever considered how 
much profit might come to these people who already, hold tax- 
exempt bonds if all other issues should be stricken down? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think beyond any question they would 
profit to the amount of something like a billion dollars. It is 
estimated that the securities outstanding to-day that are now 
tax exempt run from ten to eighteen billion dollars. The min- 
ute you impose taxes on all future issues, of course, the value 
of these tax-free securities will at once increase, and I dare 
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say those gentlemen holding them will profit to the amount of 
nearly 51, 000,000,000; but it is perhaps not so much that that is 
in their mind as that some of them undoubtedly are influenced 
by the idea that if tax-exempt securities can be taken off the 
market it will broaden the market for their industrial securi- 
ties, thelr railroad bonds, their industrial bonds of every kind 
and character, The public will absorb just so much; and if 
you impose taxes upon these securities which are now exempt 
you will bring them up to the level of the industrial securities, 
and the industrial securities will undoubtedly enjoy a broader 
market than they have to-day, 

So, in the first place, I am utterly and teetotally opposed to 
any further inroads being made upon the reserved rights of 
the States of this country. I have not been as careful about 
that heretofore, I am afraid, as I am getting to be the longer 
I am here and the more I see the States being gradually de- 
prived of almost the last vestige of rights and of sovereignty. 
I am very much indebted to the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine], 
who sits before me, for some sound doctrine on that subject 
from time to time declared here, and I have been impressed 
by his observations, and I feel more than eyer the danger point 
being reached in that regard. The whole foundations of the 
Government are about to be undermined by repeated efforts 
being made on every hand and on the slightest pretext with the 
purpose to disregard and even usurp the rights and the sov- 
ereignties of the States and to vest in the central power here 
full authority over the people and their affairs. 

That is the first proposition, and that prompts me in the 
outset to oppose this movement. In the next place, I do not 
agree that any increase of revenue of any consequence would 
come to the Federal Government even if this sort of change is 
made, It is estimated by experts on the subject, as I have 
just said, that these tax-free securities sell at par at a rate 
of interest 1 per cent less than they would sell for if they 
were not tax free. Very well. Here are people with money. 
They invest in these tax-free securities. They practically dis- 
count their income tax by making that investment to begin 
with. They say: “I am willing to take 1 per cent less interest 
on my money where I know it is safe and I have no income 
tax to pay than I would take if I had to pay an income tax on 
my investment.” ‘Therefore, as I say, they practically pay 
their income tax when they invest their money in the first 
instance in tax-free securities. 

In the second place, without this tax-exempt feature there 
are many municipalities, many counties and districts in the 
United States which would be unable to go on with great 
public improvements that mean the progress and development 
of those communities. I had some occasion to say this on 
that subject on January 12, 1922, and the more I think about 
it, the more the soundness of it is fastened upon my conyic- 
tions: 


But the arguments offered are challenged for the 8 reasons : 

1. There is no proof that exempt securities, outside of United States 
bonds, are held in large amounts by men of large incomes. And who 
can say with certainty that investment by this class of investors in 
United States bonds is inspired more by a desire to escape taxation 
than by patriotic motives and safety. 

2. Such amendment can not affect outstanding tax-exempt securities, 
moa 3 no increase of Federal revenue can come from outstand- 

issues. * 

8. The amendment would deprive States and municipalities from 

rocuring future funds at a low rate of interest, and thus prevent 

evelopment and progress in the way of essential public improvements. 

4. The class of funds which go into tax-exempt securities comes 
largely from estate and trust funds, for the benefit of widows and 
orphans, by reason of the fact that the element of speculation—con- 
sequent from high interest rates—must be eliminated from such securi- 
ties, the eatery of the principal being the first requisite. 

Again, capitalists will not, N to escape a reasonable income 
tax, invest in securities paying frm 4% to 6 per cent when they are 
able to make many times this per cent by investing in some 
or enterprise. 

I stand by that now. 

Mr. CARAWAY, Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I was just going to ask the Senator to dis- 
cuss this phase of the question: It is contended that if tax- 
exempt securities be stricken down, the people will profit. If 
the securities are taxed, who has to pay the tax? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Unquestionably the people who issue the 
securities. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Government has not a dollar of its 
own. In other words, the man taxes himself for the privilege 
of saying that the security is taxed. Is not that it? 

Mr. FLETCHER. It comes to that eventually. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And it always costs quite a good deal to 
collect a tax, does it not? 

Mr. FLETCHER. It does, 
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Mr. CARAWAY. The people never get back what they paid. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The percentage of cost of collection is 
growing all the time. The cost of collection, I think, is very 
much higher to-day than it ever has been before. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And that would be a clear loss, would it 
not, to the people who had to finance their activities? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Precisely. In other words, the taxpayers 
would pay the increased rate of interest and then pay a bureau 
to go out and get a part of it back. We will take, for instance, 
as an illustration of that point, these figures: The average of 
all returns for income taxes in 1920 was $3,270. The amount 
of capital invested in bonds at 43 per cent that would yield 
that income would be $72,666.57. The taxpayer whose income 
is $3,270 presumably in the first instance would be entitled to 
the exemption of a head of a family, which would be $2,000. 
Therefore, he would only pay, say, 4 per cent on $1,270. Tou see 
what that would be. Four per cent on $1,270 would be a little 
over $50. That is the amount of the tax which he would pay, 
leaving off the cost of collection entirely, assuming that he 
just comes up and pays it over to the Government, and there 
is no cost at all, and the Government gets $50 income tax. 
What do the people pay who issued those bonds? Seven hun- 
dred and twenty-six dollars and sixty-six cents—1 per cent 
more—is the estimate of all the experts. That seems to be 
quite agreed upon as the difference between what would be 
paid on tax-exempt securities and what would be paid on those 
that bear the tax. One per cent on $72,666.67 is $726. In other 
words, the county or the State which issued those bonds would 
pay $726, and the Federal Government would get $50. That 
is the way the thing works out. 

Suppose there were no exemption. The income yield to the 
Government would be $130.80 on this investment of $72,666 
in taxable securities, and the taxpayers who issued those bonds 
would be obliged to pay $726 a year in order that the Govern- 
ment might get $130.80 income. You see how it works out. 

In the Daily News of January 16, 1923, this statement is 
made: 

Well, friends, admitting there are two sides to this estion, we 
desire to offer the following facts in extenuation of the principle 
of tax-exempt municipal and State securities—a principle which seems 
to_lack press ts Just now. 

If there had been no tax-exempt securities San Francisco would 
still be in the throes of a corrupt, inefficient, and nerve-wrecking 
street car monopoly; Los Angeles would be buying water and hy- 
draulic power from a private monopoly, as many less-favored cities 
are doing; Detreit would have no municipal street railroad; there 
would be ras pf few State or county paved 8 and the 
electric power of the future would be securely held “in trust” by 
the first friends of Messrs.— 

I need not call any names here, but meaning these multi- 
millionaires. 

The rich lovers of the common folk may de perfectly pure in 
their protestations, but somehow we are suspicious of the whole 
Greek gift-bearing outfit. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, right in that connection, In 
any other respect did you ever hear a rich man howling for 
the opportunity to pay taxes? 

Mr. FLETCHER. As I said awhile ago, that is a most un- 
usual performance, and it is one to excite some suspicion when 
you consider the influences back of this whole agitation. To 
bring the matter very close home, and make a definite appli- 
cation of it, I know, for instance, that one of the most pro- 
gressive and highly developed counties in Florida is Polk 
County. Beginning in 1916, they issued $1,500,000 of bonds for 
the purpose of building county-wide asphalt roads. There was 
another issue by districts in 1917, 1919, 1920, and 1921, a total 
of $2,540,000 of bonds issued in that county by the whole 
county and by different districts. Those bonds were all exempt 
from taxation. The county-wide bonds sold for one-eighth 
above par. The balance sold for something less than that. 
All of the proceeds from the sales went to the county, and 
were expended for the building of hard-surfaced roads in Polk 
County. The effect of the expenditure of that money on good 
roads has greatly increased the value of all kinds of property 
in the county. 

The assessed valuation in 1914 was $9,755,090. In 1922 the 
assessed valuation was $20,516,873, and the increase attributable 
to the improvements financed by the bond issues is 90 per cent, 
according to the tax assessor. Unquestionably they could have 
sold those bonds without the tax-exempt feature, but they 
would have paid an average of 1 per cent more interest than 
they pay now, and by the use of those bonds they have in- 
creased the assessed value of property in that county in three 
years from $9,000,000 and something to over $20,000,000. Any- 
one riding through the county to-day will observe the splendid 
development taking place in every direction wherever those 
roads reach, and whereas a few years ago you would ride 
mile after mile between one home and another home, now when 


you ride along those beautiful roads it is almost as if you were 
on the paved streets of a city. Settlement is taking place on 
both sides of every road everywhere; there are orange groves, 
vegetable farms, beautiful homes lining these great highways, 
and the development and progress of the county are almost 
beyond comprehension. That has been brought about by the 
issue of bonds and the making of these great public improve- 
ments, and I have no doubt it is typical of other counties. I 
am quite sure it is. I could name other counties in my own 
State where the same thing is true, and I have no doubt every 
Senator here can cite cases of that kind. 

The proposition is to make the people who have issued these 
securities for the purpose of these public improvements, and 
in order to promote the progress and development of their 
communities, pay an additional 1 per cent interest on those 
bonds annually until their maturity in order that the Federal 
Government may lay its hand on the income and derive some 
little revenue, nowhere approaching the amount of the addi- 
tional tax that would rest upon the shoulders of the people who 
issue the securities. So I say that I am utterly against this 
whole proposition of amending the Constitution in order to 
accomplish what these gentlemen claim is in their minds, and 
I am heartily in accord with that feature of this bill which’ 
exempts the debentures the Federal land banks are to issue in 
the same way that farm-loan bonds are exempted. I do not 
believe the constitutional amendment has any chance of recelv- 
ing a two-thirds vote in the Senate, and I do not believe it has 
the ghost of a chance of receiving the ratification of the requi- 
site number of States, but just as sure as that amendment is 
adopted it will be found that every farm-loan bond hereafter 
issued will be taxed by the Government, and these debentures 
will be taxed, and the farmers of this country will be called 
upon 1 pay an additional rate of interest over that which now 
prevails. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I ask the Senator if he observed with what 
horror the proponents of the amendment viewed the amend- 
ment to strike out the word “hereafter,” so as to make all 
bonds taxable? Did the Senator read the proceedings in the 
House? They locked upon that as absolutely unconscionable. 
In other words, they do not want the amendment to reach the 
people who have all the billions of wealth, and therefore they 
would not consent to striking out the word “hereafter,” so 
that the tax woud rest upon all bonds. They want it merely 
on bonds issued hereafter. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I have not kept up carefully with the 
debate in the House, though I have been interested in reading 
some of it and found it very admirable; but I can well under- 
stand what the Senator suggests about it. It means this—and 
there is no eseape from it—that under this constitutional amend- 
ment the Federal Government could not tax State securities, 
unless it taxed farm-loan bonds, and therefore the ultimate 
result of this thing would be that the farm-loan bonds would 
be taxed. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That was the primary object. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That was the primary object, and they 
are reaching it in a roundabout way instead of directly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I suggest to the Senator, too, that 
they undertake to make it appear that the State gets an ad- 
vantage in having the right to tax Federal securities; but who 
pays the tax? I would like to ask again, whether the tax Is 
levied on a Federal security or a State security, who pays it? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Of course the taxes must come out of the 
people. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The same people? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; the same people. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It does not create one dollar of wealth, 
does it? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Not at all. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Therefore it is no extension of a privilege 
to the citizens. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The Senator is undoubtedly right about 
that. In connection with that subject, Mr. President, I ask to 
have inserted in the Recorp as a part of my remarks an article 
by Mr. Stuyvesant Fish, taken from the New York Times of 
Sunday, January 21, 1923. It is a very clear, fair, and forceful 
statement. 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 

[The New York Times, Sunday, January 21, 1923.) 


ARGUMENT FOR TAX-FREÐ BONDS ANSWER TO PROFESSOR SELIGMAN— 
RIGHT of RAISING REVBNUÐ RESERVED WHEN FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 
Was ESTABLISHED—ASSERTS CONTENTION OF ECONOMIST IS BASED ON 


FALSE PREMISES. 
(By Stuyvesant Fish.) 


May I be permitted a few words on Prof. Edwin R. A. Seligman’s 


article which appeared on Sunday, December 81, 1922, on the first and 
es? Under the heading Menacing, 


seventh pages of the New York T 


1923. 
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flood of tax-free bonds,“ he makes a studied plea for the proposal now 
pending in Con to further amend the nmstitution so as to de- 
prive the several States and their municipalities of their inherent rights 
to borrow money free of Federal taxation. 

Had the Constitution been framed for the purpose of enabling the 
Federal Government to tax the several States and the people thereof 
without limit, there might be some cogency in the arguments brought 
forward by the administration at Washington and elaborated by 
Professor igman. The Constitution was and is a delegation by the 
several States to the Federal Government of certain powers for certain 
purposes, as is so clearly set forth in the preamble thereto. 

Upon its ratification by the States 10 amendments—our “ Bill of 
Rights — were adopted defining and limiting the powers of the Federal 
Government. They end thus: 8 

“The enumeration in the Constitution of certain rights shall not be 
construed to deny or 3 others retained by the peonio. š 

“The ASE not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States, respec- 
tively, or to the people.” 

From the beginning to this r that which Mr. Jefferson somewhere 
refers to as “our agency at 8 ” has been so continuously 
and of late so aggressively usurping to itself the powers reserved b 
the States to themselves or to the eons that we now find even so well 
read a man as Professor Seligman led into the error of speaking of the 
“exemption” of State and municipal bonds from Federal taxation. 
He even goes so far as to speak of Congress as “ conferring a special 
iNet and advantage on the States,“ and“ mapas | a ena privi- 

ege to the State and local government bonds.” Neither he nor any 
member of the administration can fail to know that the Federal Goy- 
ernment lacks all authority to confer or accord privileges or advan- 
tages to the States or any of them. 
he States and their minor divisions enjoy no exemption whatever, 
the fact acing that they have not given Congress power to tax their 
bonds or the interest thereon. . 

The proposition now before Congress is simply an effort by those at 
Washington to deprive the States, their municipalities, and their ple 
of yet another of their reserved rights, and must be resisted by all who 
do not want to see a Frankenstein created at Washington, which its 
creators, the States, may later have, for self-preservation, to destroy. 

It would require a letter as long as Doctor Seligman’s—say, five or 
six columns in the Times—to review and answer all the sophistries 
therein set forth, But let us look into some of them. 


I 


Under his healing “TIL” Doctor Seligman figures the Federal, State, 
and local bonds whi 
about $15,000,000,000 


the 8 per cent normal tax, but also the surtax, in so far as these secur’ 
ties are held by the richer individuals.” 

Like others, the Federal Government has not lost and can not lose 
that which it never had, namely, the right to tax its own bonds which 
were issued tax free, and the bonds of States and municipalities which 
oe ig ro has never had the power to tax in any way. hose seeking 
for fresh fields for Federal spoliation could readily and might just as 
logically figure out a vastly larger total in the value of lands and build- 
ings in the United States which Congress can not and does not tax. 
The real estate in the city of New York alone was last year ass 
for $10,249,991,835, and so on through the whole country. 

Doctor Seligman then says: 

“Tf we assume that these bonds are so held that they are subject to 
an average tax of 40 per cent, we have a loss to the Federal Govern- 
ment of $270,000,000 a year. % * * makes no allowance for 
the 12) per cent tax on the bonds held by corporations, which will 
bring the figure to at least $300,000,000." 

From which he argues that this nonexistent and imaginary loss 
transcends any possible gain that might accrue to the Federal Govern- 
ment from lower rates of interest on tax-exempt bonds. But where 
does he get his figure of 40 per cent? The present law requires an 

0 


income at least $68,000 for the exaction of a 40 per cent income 
tax. HoN misleading his estimate is will be further shown in a 
moment. 


II. 


Lower down, under the same heading III.“ Doctor Seligman pro- 
duces figures from the npo of the Secretary of the Treasury, made 
public a few days ago. aking his figures we find that the number of 
returns for income-tax purposes, the amount of revenue collected there- 
from, and the ayerage income return to have been as follows: 


The average income throughout the United States having in 1920 


been $3,270 and obviously tending downward, what becomes of Doctor 
Seligman’s assumption at the income from the bonds which he 
speaks of as exempt “are so held that they are subject to an average 
tax of 40 per cent”? 

In another part of his article, under his head IV,” Doctor Seligman 
makes a comparison between 4 per cent tax-free bonds and 5 per cent 
bonds subject to 1 per cent tax, ignoring the fact that under the 
present law it would require at least a taxable income of $38,000 to 
yield 25 per cent income tax, 

m. 


The Secretary of the Treasury, in his report for 1922 (p. 13), 

ves as “among the means frequently used to reduce the amounts of 
ncome subject to taxation” these four: 

1. Deductions of losses on sales of capital assets, with the failure 
to realize on capital gains ; 

5 2. Exchanges of property and securities so as to avoid taxable 
ga 


ns; 
3. Tax-exempt securities; and 


“4. Other ayenues of escape, 
creation of trusts, and the like.” 
But not so Doctor Seligman. 

uer his subheading “ How the plan works,” he 


beyond ad 
implies 25 yi peradyenture of doubt that the 
to 


such as the division of property, the 


says: 
prodigious fallin 
3 immense arnet 15 oe ioe che ake 9 . 
n must know that w e introduction of a high 
complicated, graduated income tax law there sprang up all everting 
country a class of lawyers who give their Undivided attention to 
advising those capable of paying their fees on making out their tax 
returns. Apart from this, any very rich man, having been muleted 
r cent of his income in one year, would naturally look 
ng the next 12 months to seè how he could better his 
condition; and I incline to think from what those learned in that 
business have told me that some of the very rich have subdivided 
their securities among various corporations or trustees. Secretary 
Mellon's report for 1922 (p. 18) shows that in 1916— 
Of incomes of over $300,000 there were returned for 


G sity L ee eS 
And in 1920 246 324. 885 


746, 618. 401 
that the securities which yielded this diff 
44 per cent interest, the principal involved would have deen 18.5010 
d of ste Cannes e 85th e Dat digas Mayin 
j ave up all, in 
the $15,000,000,000 of untaxed bonds? 5 5 


IV. 


Toward the end of his paragraph HII Doctor Seligman says that— 
“ With the growing and imperious needs of the Federal 3 
we juste to depend again in large measure on the largesses 


Wouldn't i “ 
n be better to limit the “imperious needs of the Federal 


Assumin 


Throughout Doctor Seligman speaks of the A from taxation 
a Does not every 


of the terrible burden which is oppressing us? He must know, as I 


v. 


Doctor Seligman’s statement under his heading V,” “ What i 
solution?" gets down to this: He proposes that the Nation ARAIL HASS 
the right to subject State and local bonds to the same tax it assesses 
on its own bonds; the State and local governments shall have the 
right to subject Federal bonds to the same burdens as they impose on 
their own bonds, all of which reminds me of the equally * naif” 
8 made in his historically ns book on The Income 

ax” (Macmillan Co., 1911), published while the sixteenth amendment 
to the Constitution was under consideration. His solution of various 
difficulties then in view (see page 655) was that “the National Govern- 
ment assess the (income) tax, and let the State and local governments 
share in the proceeds.” Out of all the billions which fhe Federal 
Government has taken from the people by way of income tax in the 
last 10 years, has one cent been restored to any of the States or the 
citizens thereof? 

Vi. 


Professor Seligman's whole argument is based on the false premise 
that holders of what he calls exempt bonds escape burdens, which they 
pens on to others, On the contrary, those who lend to the United 

tates. the States, and their minor divisions, aginst their tax-free 
securities, by accepting 4 per cent per annum interest, while they 
might get 5 on taxable securities (Doctor Seligman's estimate), really 

ay more than their share, and at the outset agree to pay it for the 
ull life of such securities. To that extent they benefit ait other tax- 
payers. 

Should the Constitution be so amended as to prevent the further 
issue by the States and their municipalities of tax-free securities, the 
difference between the interest on taxable and nontaxable securities, 
which Doctor an, I think rightly, figures at 1 pee cent per annum, 
will have to be added to the taxation of every State and municipality 
throughout this broad land for all time. To us here in New York 
where the city has already borrowed so nani up to if not beyond 
the legal limit of such borrowing, the change will haye relatively small 
effect on the taxpayer. But our friends in the rural parts of this 
State and throughout the West and the South, whose growing needs 
call and will continue to call for fresh borrowings of untold billions, 
must in thelr own interest see that this amendment be defeated alike 
in Congress and in the State legislatures. The maxim that the 
power to tax is the power to destroy,” must not be forgotten. 

As to the contention that by way of income tax there can be col- 
lected anything approaching to the difference in interest between a 4 

r cent and a 5 per cent bond, let me point to the fact that the 

overnment has never given out any figures showing what is col- 
lected as income tax on interest on taxable Government bonds. In 
letters to the Treasury Department, to Members of Congress, and to 
the Federal Reserve Board at Washington, and in various other ways, 
I have been vainly trying to et some light on that subject, eyer since 
the former Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. MeAdoo, first departed from 
the settled, honest and wise American policy of issuing all obligations 
of the United States as tax free. The power of Congress to tax is 
ever unlimited as to amount. That 8 those who hold taxable se- 
curities of the United States are not mulcted out of 100 per cent of 
the interest covenanted in them to be paid is due to the forbearance 
oe Seer and not to its want of power to thus repudiate the whole 

e 


The average of all returns for income taxes is yearly decreasing and 
was, in 1920, $3,270. Taking Doctor Seligman’s rate of yield for State 
and municipal bonds, sà r cent, this represents a capital of 
$72,666.67. Returns of 5 270 of income yield the Government $130.80 

r annum. But as he res that subjecting such securities to taxa- 

on will raise the rate of interest to be borne by them by 1 per cent 

per annum this collection is less than one-fifth of the $726.67 re- 
uired to pay the increased interest, not to speak of the cost of col- 
ecting. n the collection of internal revenue the per cent of cost 
of collection has in recent years risen from 0.95 per cent In 1917 to 
1.80 per cent in 1922, 
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income tax vastly higher percentages are exacted from the 
But Mr. Mellon's reports are eloquent and convincing on the unwis- 
dom of the very high brackets,” as a means of co g revenue, 
It is sad to say so, but none the less true, that those who can afford 
the price of “the advice of counsel” always have and ever will pro- 
tect their own interests within the law, be it what it may, as against 
the great mass of the plain people who can’t afford the necessary fees. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Some time ago, on Sunday, December 81, 
1922, there appeared an article in the New York Times by 
Professor Seligman, and this is a reply to what Professor Selig- 
man had to say. I would not mind putting his article in the 
Recorp, but it is a very long one, and this perhaps refers to 
the portions of it which are particularly material and in point, 
I submit that these propositions laid down by Mr. Fish are 
absolutely sound, and his argument, it seems to me, in unan- 
swerable. It is in accordance with what I submitted on the 
subject in January, 1922, and confirms absolutely my conviction 
that the joint resolution proposing an amendment to the Con- 
stitution ought to be opposed by every possible means that can 
be exerted against it. 

I close by saying that I am in hearty accord with the provi- 
sion of the bill which exempts these debentures from all taxa- 
tion, and I feel that the measure as now submitted is perhaps 
the best that can be proposed at this time. I believe it can, if 
properly executed, accomplish a great deal of good and be of 
immense value to the farmers of the country. 

It will depend, after all, on the administration. If the ad- 
ministration is what it ought to be, this plan can be made most 
effective and valuable. If the administration chooses to hold 
it back or to neglect it or to delay and indirectly, if not dl- 
rectly, in a way refuse to have it function properly, then it 
will not accomplish any good, but it will be a failure. But 
that, of course, we will have to learn from experience. If it is 
administered as I hope it will be—and I do not mean to imply 
that I question that it will be well administered under the 
Farm Loan Board—I think the measure will be of great value. 

The Farm Loan Board prefers not to take the responsibility 
upon itself of administering this system, and there is a little 
complication about it, it being linked up with the farm loan 
system, which is altogether based upon mortgages to meet 
capital needs, and for long time, It is distinct in many ways 
from that system. There has been an attempt in this bill to 
keep the operations separate in the Federal land banks, and I 
hope that can be done. I can see how the Farm Loan Board 
hesitated a little, even as I hesitated, to amend the farm loan 
act and take on this additional work and responsibility, but if 
Congress puts it on the Farm Loan Board, I think they will 
conscientiously and energetically endeavor to administer it to 
carry out the purposes and objects of the legislation. I hope 
that will be the case in any event. 


HELENE M. LAYTON. 


During Mr. FiercHer’s 8s 

Mr. BAYARD. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the immediate consideration of the bill (S. 4113) for the relief 
of Helene M. Layton. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Delaware 
asks unanimous consent for the immediate consideration of Sen- 
ate bill 4113. Is there objection? 

Mr, JONES of Washington. Mr. President, while technically 
under the rule the Senator from Delaware could not properly 
interrupt the Senator from Florida for that purpose, if the bill 
will excite no discussion, I shall make no objection to its con- 
sideration. 

Mr. BAYARD. I will state the purposes of the bill, if the 
Senator desires me to do so. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If the bill takes no time for con- 
sideration, I shall make no objection. 

Mr. BAYARD. It is a very short bill. 

Mr. FLETCHER. If I shall not lose the floor by doing so, 
I am perfectly willing to yield. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. KING. Let the bill be read, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There being no objection, the 
Secretary will read the bill. 

The Assistant Secretary read the bill (S. 4118) for the relief 
of Helene M. Layton, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriate to Helene M. Layton, adminis- 
tratrix, cum testamento annexo, of the estate of Lewis W. Mustard, 
deceased, the sum of $2,852.43 by reason of an overcharge in con- 
nection with the estate tax on the above estate arising out of the 
requirement of the United States Court in China, at Shanghai, China, 


that the tax be paid by Edward H. Dunning, the executor in China, 
before the account of said executor could be closed, 


Mr. BAYARD. May I state to the Senator from Washing- 
ton 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I have no objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill if it may be passed at once. 

Mr. KING. I hope the bill may be immediately considered 
and passed. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

After the conclusion of Mr. FLETCHEBR’S speech, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had disa- 
greed to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 11939) 
to amend section 5219 of the Revised Statutes of the United 
States; requested a conference with the Senate on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. MCFADDEN, 
Mr, Dare, and Mr. Winco were appointed managers on the part 
of the House at the conference. 


TAXATION OF NATIONAL BANKS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair) laid 
before the Senate the action of the House of Representatives 
disagreeing to the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
11939) to amend section 5219 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, and requesting a conference with the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. McLEAN. I move that the Senate insist upon its amend- 
ments, agree to the conference requested by the House, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. McLean, Mr. PEPPER, and Mr. FLETCHER conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, in another body the curtain 
was rung down yesterday on a great farce. The headlines in 
the Washington Post of this morning read: 

Daugherty cleared by House, 204 to 77. 

Permit me again to say that there is a very great difference 
between the word “cleared” and the word “ whitewashed.” 
The words “cleared” and “ whitewashed" seem to be used 
interchangeably. I am not criticizing the House; but it could 
not “clear” Mr. Daugherty. There are things that even the 
House of Representatives can not do. It can “ whitewash” 
Mr. Daugherty, and it did it. It was no surprise. Everybody 
knew it was to be done. 

I should not say a word about the matter at all if it were 
not for the heat with which the chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary of the House pursued the witnesses who had the 
temerity to appear against the Attorney General. He said in 
effect that if it were not for his kindness of heart he would 
have another Member of that body [Mr. Kxtaxn] in jail until 
he talked as he—the chairman—wanted him to talk. 

I should like to call attention to the fact, Mr. President, 
that Mr. KELLER and the chairman of the committee are from 
the same State. They are members of the same political or- 
ganization, both being members of that nearly defunct political 
party called the Republican Party. They both submitted their 
claims to the people of Minnesota in November, both standing 
on their records. The chief effect, I understand, that each 
made in the election was to call attention to what had been 
his attitude touching the charges against the Attorney General. 
Mr. Kerrier had insisted that charges should be investigated. 
Mr. Vousteap, as chairman of the committee, had prevented the 
investigation. When the election was over Mr. KELLER was 
found to have received the largest majority that he had ever 
received, and, I understand, the largest majority ever given for 
a Congressman in that district. Mr. VoLsTEAD received several 
thousand less than a majority, and will hereafter have that rare 
experience for him of trying to make a living without being on 
the Federal pay roll. 

Mr. Wooprurr was also one of the men who had asked for an 
investigation of the Attorney General and his resolution had 
gone to the Committee on Rules. The chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL], 
after the committee had voted out the rule, put it in his pocket 
and refused to report it to the House, and intimated that the 
desire to investigate the Attorney General was purely political 
and cheap politics at that. Mr. Woovrurr and Mr. CAMPBELL 
both belong to the same party. Both of them are members of 
whatever remains of the Republican Party. They each went to 
their people on the question of whether they had been wise or 
otherwise in dealing with the question, 
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Mr. Woonnurr got every vote east for Congressman in his 
district. Mr. CAMPBELL got all but a tremendous majority; he 
got a small minority. Mr. Wooprurr will continue to represent 
his district in Congress; Mr. CAMPBELL will have to find some- 
thing he can do outside of holding office. 

Therefore I say that the committee can not clear the Attorney 
General. The committee can do what every colored man in my 
State does in the spring of the year—whitewash. It will not 
stay on quite as long as the “whitewash” we put on our 
eabins, but it is composed of the same material. 

I am under no obligation to defend a Republican against a 
Republican. Ordinarily, I think about the only time we might 
with some confidence aecept the statement of a Republican is 
when he is criticizing another Republican. But I would like 
to show who Mr. Wooprvurr is, whom the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary on yesterday so contemptuously refused 
permission even to make a statement. I read from the Con- 
gressional Directory: 


Eaton Rapids, 
Eaton Rapids 


World War as an 
service in France, 

I want to say again that he received every vote in November 
that was cast for a Member of Congress in his district. The 
chairman of the Committee on Rules received a truly small 
minority. What is more remarkable is the fact that on yester- 
day every Republican who defended the action of the committee 
in the other body, except one, had been given a commission to 
Stay at home next year. 

But. these men, whose faith in people has gone since the 
people have withdrawn their support from them, find them- 
selves now anxious to bow to the powers that be, the powers 
that can appoint, as we saw yesterday illustrated in the Senate 
on the street-car fare question. I tried to cure that situation 
by a resolution which suggested that defeated Members of either 
House ought not to participate in framing fundamental legisla- 
tion. 

Tt was said in the paper—and I am talking about that, only 
incidentally mentioning this ether “body” in passing, not in 
u spirit of criticism, because I have no intention of doing 
that—that the— 

Exoneration of KELLER’s charges fs complete. 


It was said also in the article, following what has been 
quoted, that there was no evidence to sustain the charges and 
that witnesses, wherever they were suggested, could not be 
had. Of course they could not be had when the committee 
would not hear them. 

I am not inclined to waste the time of the Senate in dis- 
cussing these charges against the Attorney General. I shall 
merely ask permission to insert in the Recorp certain letters 
upon which I wish to comment briefly. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). With- 
out objection, permission is granted. 
The letters are as follows: 
Max 5, 1922. 


Hon. Roy O. WOODRUFF, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran Mr. Woeobzurr: Before bringing to your attention m 
memorandum to Col. Guy D. Goff, Acting Attorney General, dated Mar 
18, 1922, and incorporated ee ech to Congress on April 11, I 
desired to be sure that Hon. II. M. Daugherty, the Attorney General, 
was personally acquainted with and fully informed as to all matters 
involved in the situation at the Department of Justice, in order that he 
might act in the premises if he desired to do so, 

I was informed that Col. T. B. Felder was a very close personal friend 
of Mr. Daugherty, and I was brought in contact with Colonel Felder and 
explained the situation to him and requested him to call the attention 
of the Attorney General to the reports that I had filed and to inform 
him that unless he acted I would pursue the course indicated in the 
memorandum referred to, The next day I was called to the office of 
the Attorney General, and he stated to me that he had my reports 
before him, and I then ascertained that he had been personally ac- 
quainted with the situation. 

The Attorney General stated to me that he would call me into con- 
ference on the following Tuesday, but I heard nothing further from 
him, and after waiting a sufficient time to give him every opportunity to 
act, I 8 transmitted the matter to you, as is now well known. 
I might add that I had never known Colonel Felder before meeting him 
on this occasion and for the purpose stated, and subsequent thereto have 
ony seen him casually until last a 

esterday I had a message from Colonel Felder to meet him in his 
room at the Shoreham Hotel, which I did last night, and in the pres- 
ence of a witness I engaged with him in an extended discussion of condi- 
tions in the Department of Justice, of which I had complained. I 
stated to bim that I had no animus against the Attorney General, but 
that I felt most bitter against the conditions which he was permitting 
in the Department of Justice. During the course of the conversation 
Colonel Felder stated that he had been retained as counsel for the 
Bosch Magneto Co. and that he desired to associate me with him in 
the case, He told me that he had been with the Attorney General 


rig bays afternoon and had gone into the matter with him fully and 


Attorney General wanted him to see me. He stated that the 
General had agreed to cooperate with us and that he had 
„ with Col. Guy D. Goff for an hour and a half during the 
afternoon, and that eve ing had been arranged for us to proe 

Before lea his room in the Shoreham Hotel, Colonel Felder stated 
that he was go £ to spend the night with the Attorney General at 
the Wardman Park Hotel and that they would talk about the matter 
until 3 o'clock that night. Each time Colonel Felder broached the 
subject of my employment I shifted the subject, and when we parted 
he asked me to do nothing in my fight until he could see me next day. 
When we parted Colonel Felder took a taxi for the Wardman Park 
Hotel and. asked me to join him that far out on my way home, but 
I declined. This morning I received a letter from Colonel Felder noti- 
fying me that I had been retained in the Bosch Magneto case, a copy 
of which is hereto attached. 

While I think it is eminently proper that a suit should be brought 
to set aside the Bosch Magneto sale, and while under ordinary circum- 
stances I would have had no hesitation in being employed in the ease, 
when Colonel Felder disclosed the fact that he had come to me from 


Attorn 
also. 


the 5 General and with the arrangements that had been sug- 
aoed, the impropriety of the proposal I consider reprehensible, and [ 
esire that you be acquainted with the facts, 

Im order that there may be no misconception of my true 2 and 
intentions in the matter in case I am further eee am reduc- 
. Abo foregoing statement to writing and will have this letter duly 
witnessed. 


H. L. SCAB. 


SHOREHAM HOTEL, Washington. 


DEAR CAPTAIN Scarre: Am obliged to return to New York to-night. 
955 I did not see you before my departure. I expect to return om 
Monday or Tuesday next, when I will complete our tentative arrange- 
ments. You may consider yourself retained in the Bosch Magneto case. 
We will discuss the details on my return, 

Very truly yours, Tos. B. FELDER. 


The above letter was undated, but bears postmark of May 5, 1922. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Captain Scaife, a man as to whose high 
character Members on the floor of the Senate have borne testi- 
mony, had formerly been an investigator in the Department of 
Justice under the present Attorney General. Because the At- 
terney General would not move in some cases where men who 
had perpetrated great frauds upon the Government and would 
not prosecute them, Mr. Scaife resigned. He would not be a 
party to a farce that pretended to prosecute people who had 
violated the law when in fact there was to be no prosecution 
of them. So he quit the department. 

Thomas B. Felder, whose name, I presume, everybody has for- 
gotten, but who at one time was an attorney in the State of 
Georgia until Georgia had a house cleaning, when he sought 
more congenial associates and went to New York, had had some 
dealings with the Attorney General with reference to procuring 
a pardon for Charles W. Morse, who was confined in the peni- 
tentiary at Atlanta. By the way, he is the same Charles W. 
Morse for whom the Attorney General had the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Watson] so vehemently deny that he, the At- 
torney General, when in private practice had had anything to 
do in proeuring a pardon, or that he had ever received a cent 
in connection with his, the Morse case. Afterwards, when 1 
read his contract with Morse into the Recorp, which showed 
not only that he was attorney for Morse but had been paid for 
his services, or at least paid in part, the Attorney General had 
the poor grace to turn on his friend and supporter and say that 
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson] had misquoted him. 
Oh, he used stronger language than that, but I want to be 
decent about the matter. 

But in faet he left the question of veracity between himself 
and the Senator from Indiana to determine each for him- 
self. I think everybody who knows both of them, however, 
had no trouble in doing that. We all believed the Senator 
from Indiana, and necessarily disbelieved the Attorney Gen- 
eral, because the Attorney General had given out so many con- 
tradictory statements about his connection with this case that 
his denial came too late to be accepted. However, I am wan- 
dering, 

Felder came down here, as he had come on many occasions 
before. Whenever he had a case involving some violation of 
the Federal statutes, it seems that his practice was to see the 
Attorney General, and he had very good luck with his clients 
after that. He came here and, according to his own statement, 
entered into an agreement that he should become attorney for 
the stockholders of the old German Bosch Magneto Co. and 
bring suit against the Federal Government; that he and the 
Attorney General had agreed in advance upon what should be 
the result of the trial seems implied. He was required, so he 
said, to take Captain Scaife in with him. So a man working 
for the department went to see Captain Seaife and took him 
to the hotel where Felder was, and Felder there disclosed what 
he said had been an agreement. This is disclosed in the first 
letter set out above. He also said that he had been required 
to take care of Captain Scaife in this case and in some others 
in order that he might effect the settlement with the Attorney 
General. In the presence of at least one man representing the 
department—oh, but I will take that back; a man working for 


Very truly yours, 
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Mr. Burns, who is at the head of the investigating depart- 
ment for the Attorney General—he suggested that Scaife should 
be paid $10,000, one-half down and one-half when the case was 
terminated. 

Scaife declined it. He was then offered $12,000 to accept 
employment in this case. In confirmation of that statement, I 
desire to say that Mr. Felder was called away to New York 
that night, and he wrote Captain Seaife a letter. That letter 
has been in the Recorp for nearly a year. It has been com- 
mented on in both Houses and has never been either explained 
or denied. Mr. Felder wrote Captain Scaife a letter stating, 
“Go no further in your fight”—I am not quoting the letter 
exactly, but I will have the letter reinserted in the Recorp— 
“you may consider yourself employed in the Bosch Magneto 
matter.” This is the second letter printed above. It was an 
attempt to retain him who had been the chief agent investi- 
gating the matter on the part of the Government to appear with 
Mr. Felder against the Government, representing the German 
stockholders of the German Bosch Magneto Co. 

I repeat, that letter was never explained or denied. Having 
commented upon it, I then received a letter, among many others 
that Mr. Felder wrote me, in which he said if I would give 
him a chance he could satisfactorily show that his and the 
Attorney General’s position were compatible, one represent- 
ing the Government and the other representing the stock- 
holders who were to sue the Government; that it was per- 
fectly legitimate and compatible that they should get together 
and have him hire away from the Government—the Govern- 
ment’s chief investigator—and then the controversy settled. 
He said also if I were inclined to be critical he would bring 
his clients—that is, the people who held the stock of the Ger- 
man Bosch Magneto Co.—here and show that the arrangement 
was perfectly proper. I put that letter in the Record months 
ago. I repeat, none of these letters has ever been explained 
and never been denied. All those matters were before the House 
investigating committee. They knew the witnesses, but not one 
of them was asked to testify. 

If it be true, Mr. President, that the Attorney General of 
these United States may enter into a conspiracy with a lawyer 
representing hostile interests to settle a case at a cost to the 
people of millions of dollars, and that be entirely proper, of 
course the committee ought to have applied the whitewash 
brush very heavily. The people, I am sure, do not agree with 
that view, however. There is not a lawyer, I venture the asser- 
tion, before the bar in any State which is represented by a 
Senator now on this floor who would not have been disbarred 
had he been guilty of such conduct. The allegation goes un- 
answered and undenied, and yet the chairman of the committee 
put in all of his time denouncing those who made the accusa- 
tions. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Arkansas 
permit a question? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. KING. I wish to ask two questions, so as to save in- 
terrupting the Senator again. 

First, was Captain Scaife, to whom the Senator has re- 
ferred, actually in the employ of the Government with the 
knowledge of the Attorney General at the time Mr. Felder says 
he was directed by the Attorney General to confer with Mr. 
Scaife? That is the first question. 

Mr. CARAWAY. No; he was not. Let me answer that 
question. If I left that impression I wish to correct it now. 
I thought I explained that Scaife had been connected with 
the Attorney General’s office and had grown impatient and 
resigned. He could not even see the Attorney General, as is 
disclosed in his letter to Wooprurr herein presented, until he 
got Mr. Felder to arrange for him to have an interview. 

He could not speak with his own chief until Mr. Felder, 
who represented hostile interests, made an appointment with 
the Attorney General so that Captain Scaife might see him. 
He became disgusted with that situation and left the employ 
of the Government, and was trying to have Congress call the 
Attorney General to account for his failure to do his duty. 
Then Mr. Felder was sent to him, as I have shown, and said, 
in effect, Come with me and you will receive $10,000 in this 
Bosch Magneto case, and will be employed in other cases.” The 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SmirH] knows Captain 
Scaife, who is a citizen of South Carolina, and the Senator 
knows whether he is a man of high character and ought to be 
believed. 

Mr. KING. So far as the record shows, did the Attorney 
General know that Captain Scaife had been making the investi- 
gation for the Government and that as a result of his investi- 
gation the Government had instituted some suits or was pre- 


paring to defend the suit which was about to be instigated 
against the Government? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes. Captain Scaife left the service and 
wrote a letter to the Attorney General explaining why he was 
leaving the service. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, does the Senator from Arkansas 
have any information as to the final result of the case? Were 
the $2,000,000 paid? 

Mr. CARAWAY. No; they never proceeded further. After 
the whole affair became public the proceedings seemed to have 
stopped. 

I do not care whether it is an impeachable act or not; but 
a member of the household of the Attorney General, in the 
presence of two other witnesses, speaking about the question of 
examining the mail of Representatives and Senators, said to 
me that he knew the Attorney General had the mail of Repre- 
sentative JoHNson of South Dakota and Representative Woop- 
RUFF, of Michigan, examined, and that among those who ex- 
amined it was the negro chauffeur of the Attorney General, 
who seems to have been converted into a very great detective. 
He is almost the head of the Secret Service so far as examin- 
ing into the mail of Congressmen is concerned. 

For all these and many other acts the committee pardoned 
the Attorney General. 

There is a court, Mr. President, before whose bar all of us 
have to go. The Attorney General, his chief, the members of 
the committee, the Members of the Senate—all of us must go 
before the bar of public opinion, before the constituencies whom 
we represent. I am sure that they will appraise accurately 
the relative merits of the people who are connected with this 
controversy. I should like to add that wherever they have had 
the opportunity to speak they have recorded their verdict in 
favor of the charges and against the whitewash; and that they 
will continue to mete out to each of us the deserts which we 
are entitled to receive I haye no doubt. Therefore it makes no 
difference, and it is rather hypercritical to call attention to the 
fact that the Washington Post in its headlines declares 
“Daugherty cleared by the House.” If the word “cleared” 
conveys the idea of what the writer of the article understands 
the word “ whitewash” to mean, I have no objection at all. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I have no desire to criticize 
anyone in connection with the matter. It is not a closed inci- 
dent, however, because I have lying right on my desk reports 
and copies of reports that touch very vitally the conduct of 
the office of the Attorney General. I have photostatie copies 
of letters which I have hesitated heretofore to publish; but as 
soon as I have time to arrange them in the order which I de- 
sire I may publish and let the public themselves judge as to 
whether the Attorney General has been “cleared” or “ white- 
washed.” 

RURAL CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States, to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Fed- 
eral reserve act, and for other purposes. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I did not have the opportunity on 
yesterday of hearing the address of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Lenroor] on the bill now before us. Doubtless he can- 
vassed the points to which I am about to call his attention, 
May I inquire of the Senator whether there is a unanimous 
report upon the bill now before the Senate? 

Mr. LENROOT. There is not. One member of the com- 
mittee, the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Nong CRI], dissented 
and submitted a statement of his views. 

Mr. KING. I inquire of the Senator whether the Senator 
from South Dakota was the only member of the committee who 
dissented from the report of the committee? 

Mr. LENROOT. There is no other signature to the views 
of the minority. I am not myself a member of the committee, 
and so I really can not answer the Senator’s question. 

Mr. KING. A page has just handed me the views of the 
minority, which I have had no opportunity to examine, but I 
observe on page 2 the heading: 


Inadequacy of the Lenroot Dill. 


Apparently this criticism of the Senator from South Dakota 
is based upon the proposition as stated in the views of the 
minority as presented by him that— 


No regard is given to the well-known fact (that has again been 
demonstrated by the War Finance Corporation) that shortage of credit 
is more acute in certain districts than others, where there is an 
abundance of local and banking capital, so that only on rare occasions 
is assistance needed, 
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May I ask the Senator whether in his opinion there is Jus- 
tification for that criticism; whether or not his bill is a sort of 
blanket bill that extends exactly the same privileges, no more, 
no less, to each section regardless of the needs—the greater 
needs, probably—of some sections as compared with other 
sections of the country? 

Mr. LENROOT. I will say that the bill provides for the 
subscription to the capital stock of $5,000,000 for each one of 
the 12 existing Jand banks. The bill provides that one bank 
may use its funds for the business of another land bank, but 
it is optional and not compulsory. The bill also has a provision 
that if in any land-bank district the capital is not sufficient to 
meet the needs of agriculture, upon application of the Farm 
Loan Board, approved by the President of the United States, 
the capital of that bank may be increased another $5,000,000; 
so the bill is designed to take care of the very situation of which 
the Senator speaks. 

Mr. KING. Then the Senator believes that under the pro- 
visions of this bill, if an acute shortage of credits should 
exist in any of the 12 districts, sufficient elasticity is found in 
the bill to provide relief for that situation? 

Mr. LENROOT. If in one land-bank district there is not a 
demand for credit, of course that bank naturally, if there is 
a demand from another land-bank district, will rediscount the 
paper of the other land bank. If there is a demand for the 
entire $60,000,000, for instance, or an acute demand in some 
section, there is a means provided for doubling the capitaliza- 
tion, but I do not know of any way whereby we can go above 
that unless we simply take further sums out of the United 
States Treasury. 

Mr. KING. The Senator will appreciate the fact that but 
few Senators are members of the committee reporting this bill, 
and they did not have the opportunity of hearing the numerous 
witnesses who testified; and I am told that a number of wit- 
nesses did appear before the committee, some of whom are ex- 
perts of recognized standing in the United States. I regret to 
say that no Senator, at least on this side of the Chamber, has 
explained the provisions of this bill; and its defects, if there 
be any, have not been pointed out. So some of us who have 
been waiting for light are somewhat in doubt as to the wisdom 
of this bill and as to whether or not it meets all of the evils 
which it has been declared have existed in the past and which 
exist now with reference to the agricultural interests of the 
United States. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will say to the Senator that I occupied 
two hours of the Senate’s time yesterday in explaining this bill. 
Of course, I understand that the Senator does not criticize any- 
one, It was his own misfortune if what I said was worth lis- 
tening to at all and he was not here to listen to it. 

Mr. KING. The Senator understands that committees are in 
session now and were yesterday. 

Mr. LENROOT. I understand. 

Mr. KING. And many Senators, including myself, were com- 
pelled to be absent from the Chamber during the time that the 
Senator delivered his address. 

Mr. LENROOT. I shall be glad to answer any questions 
that the Senator may desire to put. 

Mr. KING. Then the Senator thinks that the criticism of 
the Senator from South Dakota, as I have just directed atten- 
tion to it, is net sound, and that there is sufficient flexibility to 
meet any emergency that may arise? 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator will find, when he goes through 
the minority report, that the chief criticism of the Senator 
from South Dakota is that this scheme does not provide money 
enough for this personal-credit system; and that means, of 
course, that we must choose between something of this kind 
and taking four or five hundred million dollars out of the United 
States Treasury. 

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that in the discussion of 
rural credits bills there has been and doubtless is a diversity of 
opinion as to whether a Government agency should be set up 
to loan Government money and to furnish newer capital, or 
whether provision should be made for the creation of proper 
corporations with private capital under governmental super- 
vision for utilization by the agriculturists of the United States, 
to obtain necessary credits. May I inquire whether the bill 
now before us attempts to meet the criticism that I have under- 
stood was urged at one time against a measure which the 
| Anderson-Lenroot ttee proposed, namely, that it puts 
the Government into the loaning business or into the banking 
business? Does it put the Government into the banking busi- 
ness, or does it rather encourage the furnishing of capital by 
private individuals, under governmental supervision, to meet 
the needs of agriculture? 


Mr. LENROOT. It does put the Government into the bank- 
ing business not directly but very similarly to our present 
Federal reserve bank—not member banks but the Federal 
reserve bank. 

Mr. KING. The parent or central bank? 

Mr. LENROOT. The central bank. No provision is made for 
direct loans to farmers or to any other individuals. There has 
been, as the Senator says, diversity of opinion as to whether the 
Government should enter this field; but I have not heard from 
anyone, from the many, many witnesses that were examined 
both by the Commission of Agricultural Inquiry and by the 
Banking and Currency Committee, that any plan can be devised 
whereby the Government does not furnish the initial capital, 
except possibly in the case of large live-stock interests, which 
the Capper bill covers, where it is hoped that under that plan 
the large live-stock interests, having large resources, doing 
business upon a very large scale, can organize their corporations 
under Federal supervision and secure the money necessary; but 
it has not been suggested to the committee by anybody, so far 
as I know, that that plan can be carried out so as to be utilized 
by the average small farmer of the United States. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator know whether the committee 
considered the advisability and feasibility of so amending the 
Federal reserve banking system as to furnish the credits 
which the bill now before us seeks to supply to the agricultur- 
ists of the United States? The Senator will recall that some 
fiscal experts, some of our economists and students of bank- 
ing matters, have believed that the Federal reserve system, 
devised primarily to care for the commercial interests of the 
United States, might be so expanded and modified as to fur- 
nish needed credits, credits which might be denominated com- 
mercial credits, in contradistinction to land credits, to the 
farmers and stock growers; that it could be expanded so that 
the paper of the farmers could be rediscounted and loans ex- 
tended for a period of one year. Does the Senator know 
whether or not the committee or the commission with which he 
was associated in this investigation considered the feasibility 
of amending the Federal reserve law so that adequate credits 
of the character to which I have just referred might be fur- 
nished agriculturists? 

Mr. LENROOT, I will answer the Senator by saying that 
this bill, as did the Capper bill, has a provision extending from 
six months to nine months the eligibility for rediscount of agri- 
cultural paper. With reference to that extension, I will say 
that the Commission of Agricultural Inquiry, which made its 
report more than a year ago, after a very exhaustive investi- 
gation, did not at that time make any recommendation that 
that paper be extended beyond six months. The commission 
took that action because of the fact that it was advised by 
the Federal Reserve Board and by bankers generally that the 
resources of the Federal reserve system were so largely loaned 
out, and there was such demand, that there was great neces- 
sity of keeping the resources as liquid as possible; and of course 
the Senator understands that this whole question of the term 
of paper is dependent upon the liquidity of it. We often hear 
it said that this class or that class furnish so much of the 
deposits, and therefore they are entitled to long-time’ loans. 
Of course, the first duty of any bank is to protect its deposi- 
tors; and that is the reason, as the Senator well knows, why 
long-term paper generally is not feasible—because it can not 
be realized upon. Conditions have changed during the last 
year, however, so that now bankers generally and the Federal 
Reserve Board feel that that eligibility can be safely extended 
to nine months, but I do not think there is any opinion that 
it will be safe to extend it beyond nine months. 

Mr. KING. Even a limited quantity of paper? 

Mr. LENROOT. This bill and the Capper bill, too, limit it 
in this sense; Having in mind an emergency where it might 
be necessary to limit it, the power and the duty are given to 
fix the amount of such nine months’ paper or over six months’ 
pant upon a percentage of the assets of the Federal reserva 

ank, 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I also call attention to the 
fact that the Lenroot bill proposes an amendment to the Fed- 
eral reserve act which reduces somewhat the capital required 
by State banks and makes the system more inviting in that 
way to some of them. ‘There are over 9,000 eligible State 
banks that have not come into the system. That amendment 
is, I think, in the Lenroot bill and the Capper bill. 

Mr, LENROOT. Both of them; they are identical. I may 
say to the Senator from Utah, with reference to the amend- 
ments to the Federal reserve bank law found in this bill, that 
with one exception, which relates solely to land banks, they 
will be made the same as they were in the Capper bill, because 
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an agreenient was reached: in the committee as to what should 
be done; and so they were put in both bills with the idea that 
the first bill that goes through will contain these provisions 
amending the Federal reserve system, and they will be elim- 
inated from the one that is behind. 


Mr, KING. I observe on page 8 of the minority report sub- 
mitted by the Senator from South Dakota, under the head 
“Establishment of separate agencies,” what appears to be 
a criticism of this bill because a separate organization was 
not provided similar to the War Finance Corporation. May 
I ask the Senator whether that question was brought to the 
attention of the committee and whether emphasis was laid 
upon the proposition that there ought to be two agencies ; 
that an organization devoted to dealing with land and the 
extension of credits upon land mortgages might not, by its 
training and its disposition toward the entire subject of credits, 
have the right slant, the right point of view, in dealing with 
paper of farmers, paper which might be denominated “ com- 
mercial,” in contradistinction to mortgages upon real estate? 

Mr. LENROOT, That was very fully considered by both the 
Commission of Agricultural Inquiry and the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. One very prominent farm organization 
of this country favors entirely separate agencies if that could 
be brought about. There are two objections to a separate 
agency. I think it was Secretary Wallace who stated that a 
difference of 1 per cent in the interest rate paid by the farmer 
was equal to a 20 per cent reduction in his freight rates. If 
we establish entirely independent agencies, the cost, which, of 
course, is very large in gross, must either be paid by the farmers 
or come out of the Federal Treasury; and I do not think the 
Senator would maintain that, outside of the central organiza- 
tion, such as the Federal Reserve Board or the Farm Loan 
Board, the Federal Treasury should be charged with all the 
administration of a personal credit, system. That ought to be 
carried by those who receive the benefit of it. 

Mr. KING. I agree with the Senator. 

Mr. LENROOT. We thought, and we were firmly convinced, 
that we could get a lower rate of interest for the farmer by 
haying this system a department in an existing agency, and 
thus save all the overhead of an extra organization; and, in 
addition to that, it would take a year, in all probability, to 
establish and organize a Separate agency, while this could 
be put into effect and operation almost immediately. 

Mr. KING. This bill, then, utilizes existing organiza- 
tions 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; it does. 

Mr. KING. And empowers them to extend credits to 
' farmers under the conditions named in the bill? 

Mr. LENROOT. I would be very glad to state, in a word, 
just what it does in that respect. 

Mr. KING. I should be glad to have the Senator do so. 

Mr. LENROOT. The bill sets up in each one of the 12 land 
banks a farm-credits department, with an initial capital of 
$5,000,000 for each, provided by the United States Government. 
The credits department is managed by the present board of 
directors so long as the temporary board of directors shall be 
in control, but if a permanent organization shall go into effect, 
wherever the permanent board of directors shall control the 
affairs of the organization, the credit side shall be managed 
by the district directors only, or, in other words, those ap- 
pointed by the Federal Farm Loan Board. The assets and 
liabilities of the credits department are entirely separate and 
apart from the existing system, and it simply runs as a sepa- 
rate department, with the same general officers, but it is, of 
course, expected that a competent manager would be appointed 
for each department in each land bank. 

Mr. KING. Would dividends, if any are declared, be seg- 
regated? Are there two kinds of stock in the bank? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; the stockholders of the farm loan 
bank, as it now exists, will have nothing to do with this part 
of the business. 

Mr. KING. Then if losses should result in the administra- 
tion of the provisions of this bill, the existing farm banks can 
not be affected? 

Mr. LENROOT. They would not be affected in any way. 

Mr. KING. Or the dividends affected? 

Mr. LENROOT. No. That is expressly provided in the bill. 

Mr. KING. Is there provision for two characters of stock 


and two kinds of stockholders? 

Mr, LENROOT. No; the Government is the only stock- 
holder. 

Mr. KING. ‘The Government is the only stockholder under 
this system? 
. Mr. LENROOT. That is correct. 


Mr. KING. Is there any provision under which at any time 
the Government may cease to be a stockholder and the stock be 
acquired either by the agriculturists who borrow, or by any other 
agency, or any individual or corporation? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; there is not, and I very frankly say to the 
Senator that at various times during the consideration of this 
measure the joint commission had that subject under considera- 
tion. After the fullest inquiry, this being not a profit-making 
institution—and if it is to serve the farmer, it must not be a 
profit-making institution—we could not find any feasible way to 
apply the present farm-loan system to this system, because there 
would not be subscriptions to the stock. This contemplates the 
principal benefit to the farmer through the medium of the 
banks, State and National, whether they are members of the 
Federal reserve system or not, but provision is made in the bill 
for the discount of paper of credit companies or corporations 
such as the Capper bill provides, so that if a bank is unwilling to 
serve its customers as it should there will be another means by 
which access can be had to this system. But banks are not go- 
ing to subscribe to the stock of the Federal land banks for the 
privilege of doing that, and farm-loan associations are not fea- 
sible, as I think the Senator will see in a moment, because it 
would not be good business to allow 5 per cent subscriptions to 
the capital stock and then allow a farmer twenty times the 
amount of his subscription on his personal note, with no other 
security. Of course, so far as the land bank is concerned, we 
have the security of the real estate in every case, so there is a 
very clear distinction between the farm-loan association system 
as applied to real estate and any possible association as applied 
to a personal credit system. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, as I understand the Senator, the 
United States is authorized to subscribe a primary capital of 
$5,000,000 for the farm credits department, and that then is per- 
mitted to build up a surplus, and from the time when it amounts 
to $2,000,000, thereby providing a new going capital, 25 per cent 
in additional surplus goes to liquidate the original capital ad- 
vanced by the United States, and the capital itself is being built 
up by three-fourths of the added surplus from time to time as it 
may be earned. Is that correct? 

Mr. LENROOT. That is correct, and, as the bill now reads, 
until the capital furnished by the Government is reduced to 
$1,000,000, I stated yesterday I would be willing to support an 
amendment that would still further reduce it, so that it would 
be only a nominal sum held by the Government. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator if he does not 
think there is some incongruity in engrafting upon an organi- 
zation now in existence, which was created for the purpose 
of making real estate loans to farmers, and which provides 
for the ultimate absorption by the farmers of the stock, and the 
elimination of the Government as a stockholder from the or- 
ganization, an organization such as is created by this bill, which 
embarks upon an entirely different enterprise, different in the 
sense that this makes provision for short-time credits and the 
other long-time credits upon real estate, and which retains the 
Government perpetually as the only stockholder? 

Mr. LENROOT. Let me correct the Senator in one particu- 
lar. The present law does not contemplate the Government be- 
ing eliminated entirely at any time from the present farm 
loan bank system. All the present law does is to provide that 
when the subscriptions by borrowers are equal to the subscrip- 
tions of the Government, the permanent organization provided 
by the law shall go into effect and the Government stock be re- 
tired; but at all times the Government will have one-third of 
the board of directors. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator is speaking of a farm loan act, 
and not this bill? ; 

Mr. LENROOT. Not this bill. The Senator from Utah asked 
if it was not incongruous. Under the proposed system the 
Government will have three directors all the time, and the 
bill provides that the three directors, who shall always be 
there representing the Government, shall manage the credit 
department. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Utah will 
allow me 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. SMITH. It is provided that the Government maximum 
for the 12 banks may reach $160,000,000? 

Mr. LENROOT. One hundred and twenty million dollars. 

Mr. SMITH Yes; $120,000,000. There are 12 banks, and 
the provision is for $10,000,000 each. After it gets to be a 
going concern, a certain percentage is set aside from the profits 
for a sinking fund, until that shall reach $1,000,000. That 
means that the Government is still to be the only stockholder 
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in this credit department, but deriving its money from a dif- 
ferent source than from the initial subscription? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. The first coming from the Treasury and the 
other coming from the profits which accrue? 

Mr. LENROOT. The Government’s management will be the 
same, however, whether its stock is retired or not. 

Mr. SMITH. This bill proposes that as the volume of busi- 
ness increases, if the institution should be a success, no limit 
shall be placed upon the amount of bonds or obligations which 
may be issued in furtherance of the accommodations to be ex- 
tended? 

Mr. LENROOT. ‘Ten times the amount of the capital. 

Mr. SMITH. And the ultimate capital is fixed at $10,000,000 
for each one of the Federal land banks? 

Mr. LENROOT. It is fixed at $5,000,000 initially. 

Mr. SMITH. But $10,000,000 ultimately? 

Mr, LENROOT. ‘That is correct. 

Mr. SMITH. That would then give something like $1,000,- 
000,000, in round numbers. 

Mr. LENROOT. One billion three hundred and twenty mil- 
lion dollars. 

Mr. SMITH. That would be the entire amount available 
from all sources for carrying on the farm industries of the 
country. That source of credit it also supplemented by a slight 
liberalizing of the Federal reserve law as it now stands? 

Mr. LENROOT. A very substantial liberalizing, as applied 
to this system. 

Mr. SMITH. I shall not take occasion this afternoon, Mr. 
President, to go into this matter as fully as I intend to before 
the pending bill shall be disposed of. I have been considerably 
confused as to why there should be any hesitancy on the part 
of the Congress to extend to agriculture the same access to all 
the credits available under the Federal reserve act that it has 
extended to commerce. All of us know that the substitution 
of the Federal reserve act for the old banking and currency 
act was to furnish the people of this country with a flexible 
system of currency, safe in its basis of redemption, but also 
capable of meeting the expanding and contracting conditions 
which are incident to all business. Hence there was incor- 
porated into this bill perhaps the one distinctive feature, 
namely, the power to issue upon the wealth of the country, 
put in the proper commercial form, a temporary form of cur- 
rency, known as Federal reserve notes. They are clearing- 
house certificates. That is what they really are. We make our 
Federal reserve system the clearing house for the wealth of 
the country and, upon that wealth being put in proper form, 
there may be issued from time to time, upon these commodities 
as collateral, a certain form of credit known as Federal re- 
serve notes. 

Of course, the inertia of habit and the power of custom and 
the disasters which have overtaken us in the form of panics 
from time to time had made the banking world stand near the 
shore. Hence they insisted upon and demanded a short-time 
credit in the very best gilt-edge form. Ninety days was about 
the extent to which they felt safe to invest the available liquid 
currency of the country, even a per cent of it, for fear that 
something might occur and a panic would be precipitated, be- 
cause the money supply might be tied up in 90-day paper, and 
before the 90 days should have expired disaster would have 
befallen them. We thought we had obviated the possibility 
of the recurrence of a panic by providing that the wealth of 
the country when in commercial form should be the basis of 
the issuance of this temporary form of credit. 

I do not recall a time since the enactment of the law when 
the gold reserve was not amply sufficient to justify a further 
expansion of the circulating medium, the temporary medium, 
at any given time. The gold held in the country that was 
available for reserve certainly reached a most stupendous, 
colossal amount above the required reserve during the very 
time when the country was suffering most from lack of credit. 
I think I am correct when I say that I was informed by the 
Comptroller of the Currency that at one time in 1921 we had per- 
haps in excess of $1,500,000,000 of free gold, gold against which 
there was not a single obligation, gold against which there was 
not a single reserve note. That $1,500,000,000 of free gold in 
the country would have become something like three or four 
times the basis of credit on safe commodities plus the gold. It 
was not extended. I shall not take the time this evening to 
give my opinion as to why it was not extended. 

What I want to say, with these few preliminary remarks, is 
that what the banking world has been afraid of under the old 
system was not a basis of fear under the new system. Under 
the old system the amount of currency that could be put into 


circulation was as rigid and as unchangeable as the value of 
gold. It was absolutely fixed. So that a tying up of an appre- 
ciable amount of it in what they termed long-time paper left 
us really in serious danger of a famine. It is not so under the 
provisions of the new system. We may have under it, as we 
have heretofore experienced, a commodity panic, but I defy any 
Senator upon the floor to say that it is remotely possible, if 
indeed at all possible, that we should have a money panic under 
the present system. 

As long as the country produces the marvelous wealth that 
it does produce, as long as national and international trade 
shall exist at all, we can not have a money panic under the 
Federal reserve system. Of course, under the policy of the gov- 
ernors or the managers we could have a commodity panic. We 
may deny credit, but the basis of unlimited circulation, practi- 
cally speaking, is always in the hands of those who are manag- 
ing our system. I think that would go without a challenge from 
anyone on this floor. 

Now, that being true, why are we afraid to provide in our law 
that agriculture shall have a credit rediscount or a credit 
leaving out the term“ rediscount“ so confusing to the ordinary 
lay mind—a credit of 12 months as against ordinary commercial 
transactions of 30, 60, and 90 days? That was largely the 
product of the old system. It would not be necessary under the 
present system. The liquidity of paper is based upon the 
rapidity with which the ordinary business is transacted. No 
producer and no manufacturer wants to hoard up his manufac- 
tured goods when, by a rapid turnover of his capital within 12 
months, he would make in the aggregate turnover more than he 
would if he were to pyramid his manufactures and raise the 
price. He would run too many risks and it would be too doubt- 
ful. But as long as he can, with a reasonable per cent of profit, 
turn over his holdings rapidly, he would prefer the 30-day sale 
to anything like pyramiding. I say that is generally true of the 
manufacturers of the country. 

Under our standardized system, or, I should say, under the 
standardization of commerce, the perfection which it has 
reached came about naturally. Under our wonderful systems 
of communication, transportation, and manufacture we have 
almost approximated an ideal condition of standardization, not 
only nationally but internationally. I dare say the manufactur- 
ers of this country know to-day almost every 10 minutes prac- 
tically the consumptive potentiality of every consuming spot in 
the civilized world. They know where and when and how they 
can turn over their manufactured articles and get a per cent 
which, if turned over rapidly in the aggregate, would grant 
them a large return. We say we accommodate him with 30- 
day paper, that is one character of manufacturer; another 
with 60-day paper, that is another character; and another with 
90-day paper, or somewhat the same with some little exigen- 
cies he desires to meet. But I maintain that even that arbi- 
trary limitation of prime commercial paper under the new 
Federal reserve system is not necessary. It was necessary 
under the old system to safeguard against tying up the limited 
available circulating medium. It is not necessary under the 
present system, because the very commodity that we produce 
is in itself, under the genius of the Federal reserve system, 
capable of liquefying itself under the proper policy of the 
Federal Reserve Board. Not only that, but it is really a money- 
making process for the Federal reserve system. 

If that be true, and I maintain that I have given a brief 
outline of the difference between the present system and the 
old system, why do we hesitate at all to extend 12 months’ 
time of credit to agriculture? I maintain that under section 
16 of the Federal reserve act, without jeopardizing a single dol- 
lar necessary for ample accommodation of commerce, we could 
accommodate agriculture for 12 months. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Sranrretp in the chair). 
Does the Senator from South Carolina yield to the Senator from 
Oklahoma? 

Mr. SMITH. With pleasure. 

Mr. OWEN. What the Senator from South Carolina has 
said has very considerable force, because in reality commodi- 
ties, under the modern system of banking, are substituted for 
gold. 

Mr. SMITH. That is true. 

Mr. OWEN. Forty per cent of gold is maintained, and 
then the commodity notes come in with 100 per cent commodi- 
ties and 100 per cent of increased credit behind them in the 
Federal reserve system. So that, speaking apart from any 
other consideration, the securities would appear to be abun- 
dant. Since the securities are nonperishable, since they are 
marketable, since they are put in storage and are covered by 
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warehouse receipts, they themselves comprise as stable a form 
of security as gold itself, because they are convertible into gold 
upon the necessity arising. 

The old system under which bankers thought that 30-day 
notes were more valuable than 60-day notes, and that 60-day 
notes were more valuable than 90-day notes, existed because 
they had no means by which they could get currency in case 
of a sudden demand. But now that currency is abundantly 
provided to expand in accordance with the needs of commerce, 
that requirement is abundantly met by the system itself, and 
the argument upon which the old theory was based that a 
30-day note was better than a 60-day note has disappeared. I 
think it merely becomes a question of policy as to whether or 
not the credits should be extended so long a time that men 
might be induced to hoard commodities for a rise in value or 
something of the kind which can be controlled easily by the 
supervising powers conducting either one of the sets of banks. 

Mr. SMITH. I am glad to have the position I have taken 
indorsed by such an authority as the Senator from Oklahoma. 
He has put in another form the exact idea that I had. He sug- 
gests that we should not so extend the time of discount as to 
invite hoarding. I think it goes without saying, or I think I 
have made clear—certainly clear to my own mind—that there 
are very few manufacturers who would desire to hoard if the 
market would absorb their turnovers as rapidly as they within 
reason produce. 

Mr. President, I challenge any Senator to stand on this floor 
and state a reason why under the present commodity basis of 
credit we may not amend the Federal reserve law, since it has 
been tried and now found to be so splendidly workable, and 
extend credit to agriculture for 12 months rather than for 6 or 
9 months. The Senator from Oklahoma very rightfully calls 
attention to the danger that might arise by extending too long 
a time upon certain paper, which would invite hoarding; but 
the Senator will agree with me when I state that though a 
period of 30 days is ample for certain forms of artificial pro- 
duction in this country, 60 days for other forms, and 90 days 
for still other forms, with no limit whatever upon their access 
to the credit facilities of the country, yet agriculture, which 
requires 12 months for the production of its products in the 
great laboratory of nature, is given but 6 months as the limit 
for paper which may be used as the basis for the issuance of 
Federal reserye notes, and a 9-month limit is denied. 

Mr. McLEAN. Under the pending bill 9-month paper is eli- 
gible for rediscount if it is secured. 

Mr. SMITH. I had overlooked that. The Senator from 
Connecticut now states that under the pending bill 9-month 
paper is eligible for rediscount under the proposed amendment 
of the Federal reserve act for the application of the issuance 
of Federal reserve notes. 

Mr. LENROOT. If secured. 

Mr. SMITH. If secured. Mr. President, that is conceding 
something. The fact is, it is an extension of three months be- 
yond what I had at first a right or any ground to hope for. 
However, why restrict the period to nine months? 

It takes the average agriculturist 12 months to produce for 
the manufacturing and consuming world the subsequent 12 
months’ supply. I can not understand why there should be 
given to a manufacturer all the time he requires to produce 
his commodities and to dispose of them under the operation of 
natural law and deny the agriculturist the same right, when 
the power of the law could accommodate him just as readily 
as it accommodates the manufacturer without jeopardizing the 
credit of the country one iota. Why do we desire under the 
flexible system of our present Federal reserve act to restrict 
agriculture? When the wheat crop is made and put in an 
elevator, properly stored and properly insured, it is then ready 
for distribution over the next 12 months. Why not grant to 
the producer of that commodity, who by the law of nature 
has to take 12 months in order to produce a 12 months’ supply, 
a credit based upon his commodity and give the Federal reserve 
system the power to issue a sufficient amount of Federal 
reserve notes guaranteed by that commodity so as to enable 
him to distribute it through sale over the 12 months, as it took 
him 12 months’ time in order to produce it? 

I myself, farmer as I am, should hesitate to say that we 
ought to grant the rediscount privilege to 12 months’ paper 
on an agricultural commodity if the amount of circulation that 
could be issued were limited and restricted; but there is no 
such limitation; the only limitation is the wealth which agri- 
culture can produce. It is like a cork on water—when the 
water rises the cork rises, and when the water recedes the 
cork recedes. With the volume of agriculture expanding, why 
come in here with little bits and chunks and chips and special 
little subterfuges for the farmer? Why not open the door to 


the ample credit provided under the present Federal reserve 
system and give the farmer the same access to the issuance of 
Federal reserve notes and the credit of the country as is given 
to others? 

The farmer makes the basis of all our credit; and as the 
farmer increases the number of his cattle and the quantity of 
his wheat and of his wool and his cotton, the basis of the 
issuance of Federal reserve notes increases; so the farmer is 
producing the very basis upon which circulating medium shall 
be furnished to the country. Ample provision has been made 
under the 80 and 60 and 90 day issues of Federal reserve notes 
for those who convert the farmer's raw material into the 
finished product. By the same token, why should the farmer 
be denied accommodation for the time during which nature 
has provided in which he must dispose of his production, if he 
disposes of it profitably? 

Why is a six months’ limitation suggested? It is said, “ We 
are afraid to tie things up“; but nothing is tied up, because 
the very commodity in the warehouses and in the elevators is 
the basic substitute for gold, for the issuance of credit to enable 
the farmer to dispose of his products in 12 months. 

Let us be more specific and get right down to the real issue 
involved. A manufacturer in order to complete a certain form 
of transaction needs but 30 days. He has been amply provided 
for; all the credit of America is placed at his disposal on 30-day 
paper. Another manufacturer will require 60 days, and he has 
been amply provided for with unlimited credit and access to 
every member bank and trust company of the reserve system, 
which is as wide as is the credit of America. So has the manu- 
facturer who needs accommodation for 90 days been provided 
for. Bear in mind that we had 30-day, 60-day, and 90-day 
paper, because previous to the passage of the Federal reserve 
act we had a fixed and limited amount of circulating medium. 
Under this bill the commodity itself—the volume and value of 
it—becomes the basis of the issuance of currency known as 
Federal reserve notes. In the case of the farmer it requires 
12 months for him to produce; he labors for 12 months; he 
assumes liabilities for 12 months; and then within 80 days the 
accumulated fruits of 12 months are realized in the form of a 
crop that is harvested.. It takes 12 months to dispose of that 
crop. Somebody must finance it. The Government has come 
royally to the support of commerce and has provided ample 
facilities in order that it may take advantage of the flexible 
features of the Federal reserve system; and yet it denies to 
agriculture the right to liquefy its assets, which it took 12 
months to produce, and refuses to give to agriculture an oppor- 
tunity to distribute the marketing of its product over the 12 
months, for 12 months is the growing period of its product, 
and 12 months is its marketing period, as contradistinguished 
from the 30, 60, and 90 days. I maintain that it is an insult 
and a reflection on the agricultural and live-stock raising inter- 
ests of this country that we stand here and stultify ourselves 
by denying them the use of the very principle in the bill that 
safeguards every penny of credit that might be extended while 
we pour out an unlimited volume to others. 

I do not wish anybody to misunderstand the position I am 
taking. I am not inveighing against manufacturing and com- 
merce; I am merely saying that we have provided ample means 
of credit of which they may take advantage in the shape of a 
splendid and flexible financial system, but for some inscrutable 
reason the door has been shut in the face of agriculture. Why? 
What danger would there be if we should write into the Fed- 
eral reserve act a provision to the effect that the officers of a 
member bank in the system might apply to the Federal reserve 
bank for the issuance of Federal reserve notes for 12 months’ 
time, based upon commodities in the warehouses and elevators 
of this country in which are stored farm commodities produced 
in the preceding 12 months’ period, and thus give these pro- 
ducers credit and time sufficient to market their products? No 
one supposes that the farmer would attempt to pile crop upon 
crop, for he knows that when the day of sale comes the world 
can only consume a 12 months’ supply. What he would do 
would be this: He would upon this credit thus extended to him 
be the financier of his own crop and sell it as his judgment 
dictated and not be forced to liquidate by virtue of the burden 
of debt incurred in its production. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. KING. I was called from the Chamber and did not hear 
all of the remarks of the Senator. May I inquire whether his 
position is not this: That the Federal reserve system may be 
so amended and expanded as to furnish a basis for credit to 
farmers commensurate to that which is furnished to the manu- 
facturing and commercial interests of the United States? 

Mr, SMITH. Let me restate my position to the Senator, 
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Mr. KING. I am interested, though, in knowing whether the 
Senator thinks we ought to create more agencies or give the 
present agency greater power. 

Mr. SMITH. This body and the one at the other end of the 
Capitol should take the present system and provide unchange- 
ably and unmistakably that agriculture shall have equal ac- 
cess to the credit facilities of this country on the same footing 
as other industries, so that its peculiar needs may be accommo- 
dated as those of commerce have been accommodated. 

Mr. KING. I agree with the Senator; but what I am trying 
to get at is: Does the Senator think that can or can not be done 
under the Federal reserve system by amending it? 

Mr. SMITH. Certainly, I started to say we hardly need 
to amend it; but we ought to take away certain discretion that 
is now unfortunately exercised by those who have it in charge. 
I state without fear of contradiction that the five members of 
the present Federal Reserve Board could in 24 hours reliéve 
agriculture and furnish it all the credit it needs safely and 
without jeopardizing a dollar, and do it at rates of interest 
that would make the country blossom like the rose. 

Have we forgotten that the basis of the Federal reserve. notes 
is the wealth of the country and that the volume of Federal 
reserve notes that can be issued is only measured by the produc- 
tion and actual wealth of the country? Then, why furnish 
ample facilities to one part of the producing and commercial 
element and deny them to another, when they could be granted 
to the other without jeopardizing a dollar or restricting the 
currency? Aye, there is the rub; it would. not restrict the 
currency or the amount available for other people, but when the 
needs of agriculture shall be met by the temporary loan of the 
Federal reserve notes the volume will be increased and the 
lending of somebody else’s money will be jeopardized. There 
is the rub. 

The time is not far distant when the people of this country, 
understanding the principle of the Federal reserve system, will 
rise up and put it into operation, if they have to clean the 
stable from the house down. It is here, it is in the Federal 
reserve act, amply safeguarded. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
there? : 

Mr. SMITH. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator’s contention, as I understand, is 
that the Federal reserve act does not need amendment, but 
does need different administration? 

Mr. SMITH. I do make that contention in a way. I do not 
wish to put it exactly in that form, but I will say I do in a 
way; but we need to extend to agriculture the time that agri- 
culture needs, which is at least 12 months. I said before the 
Senator came into the Chamber that the limitation of 30, 60, 
and 90 day paper was brought over from the old system, when 
we had but a very small volume of currency and no way to get 
any more. It was as restricted and rigid as the eternal law of 
gravitation; but when we passed this law we made the possible 
volume of currency in the form of Federal reserve notes as 
great as the volume of wealth produced in this country—no 
greater, but as great as that. Now, if agriculture produces its 
pro rata, under certain conditions, that bill would meet it if 
vou and I understood it and had the courage to demand it. 
Thirty, sixty, and ninety day paper, as I said. was only arbitrar- 
ily prescribed because under the old laws of 1864 and 1870 they 
were afraid to give any longer time, for fear the majority of 
the currency might be tied up in 90-day paper and some fellow 
might corner the market and produce a panic. A panic can not 
be produced now. I defy any man to say that under the Fed- 
eral reserve system a panic can be produced. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 


again? 
Mr. SMITH. Certainly. 
Mr. NORRIS. If I get the Senator's position—and I have 


talked with him privately about it a good many times, as he 
knows, and I think I understand what his views are—but to get 
it down to a concrete proposition there are two things we ought 
to do with the Federal reserve system in the Senator’s estima- 
tion—to give ample relief to agriculture as well as to business. 
One of those is to have men in charge who have the right view- 
point, and the other is to amend the law so that the limitation 
that is now in the law will be extended to at least 12 months. 

Mr. SMITH. Surely; that is right. 

Mr. NORRIS. That will give a complete remedy. 

Mr. SMITH. That is right. Now, just let me explain this 
to the Senator, because I may be a thousand miles away, but if 
Iam my mental limitations are such that when I helped in part 
to frame this law, when I wrote part of one of the sections with 
my own pen at my own desk, I was delighted with the idea 
that we had at last, through the composite brain effort of 


loyal, patriotice citizens, cut the Gordian knot and turned the 
people loose; and how had we done it? In place of haying a 
simple metallic basis for the issuance of currency, and no other, 
we had substituted a commodity basis for temporary currency, 
known as Federal reserve notes, to be extended for what length 
of time? For the length of time that ordinary business said 
was necessary between the time of production and the normal 
time of distribution and consumption. Then the amount of 
notes that had been issued to you for your accommodation dur- 
ing the period when you desired to market your stuff would be 
returned and a like amount canceled, so that as rapidly as the 
volume of the wealth was converted into consumption or passed 
into actual use the amount of Federal reserve notes was re- 
duced by that amount. 

That meant that if I went to the Federal reserve bank and 
through the application of the Federal reserve agent there was 
issued to me upon a commodity $1,000, when I sold that commod- 
ity for $1,000, or whatever margin I realized beyond that figure, 
and went to my bank and took up my note which secured the 
issuance of the Federal reserve notes for $1,000 there were 
canceled $1,000 of Federal reserve notes; so that the 30, 60, 
and 90 day paper is no longer a necessity in the ordinary 
transaction of business, because, of the fact that the wealth in 
the process of consumption and use is represented by clearing- 
house certificates known as Federal reserve notes. 

Now, I ask you this question: If a certain form of business 
which can turn over its affairs in 30 days comes and asks 
for a 30-day credit, covering the time in which the man buys 
his raw material, converts it into finished products, and sells 
it, we accommodate him. We open every avenue of credit in 
this country and turn him loose in it. We do the same for 
60-day paper and the same for 90-day paper. We say: “We 
must have these short-time, quick, convertible assets,“ because 
we are afraid of what? We can not have a panic now—we 
could before—as a result of tying up our currency in long-time 
paper. We can not now, because as long as Wealth is here, 
under the law we can issue a liquefying circulating medium to 
represent it, and we are on a commodity basis now as against 
a metallic basis before. 

Now agriculture comes along and says: “ Why, that is fine. 
It takes me 12 months to produce. I do not sell some along, 
but it takes me 12 months to get all my production ready for 
market. In that commodity I have a 12 months’ supply for 
the next 12 months. It will take me 12 months to sell it. It 
takes this manufacturer 30 days, that one 60 days, and this 
one 90 days, but it takes me 12 months. Now, it is not going 
to jeopardize the volume of your currency a bit; it will increase 
it. I ask for the issuance of Federal reserve notes to me for 
12 months to liquefy my production, as you give the other fellow 
30, 60, and 90 days.” 

That is all there is to it. And whom have you hurt? I 
have produced the actual basis upon which the law says you 
can issue this temporary credit. The manufacturer simply con- 
verts it. I produce it; and yet the man who calls his wealth 
actually into existence where it did not exist before is dis- 
criminated against in favor of the man who simply changes the 
form of the wealth. 

Instead of coming in here with an expedient such as the 
Capper bill—of course, if we can not get anything else we 
must take some crumbs that fall from our master’s table—I 
maintain here this afternoon that we ought to sweep into the 
wastebasket every one of these subterfuges and write in three 
years for live stock and one year for agricultural commodities 
produced in the field and give them the same liberal advance- 
ment of Federal reserve notes or credit that we do the others. 

What are we quibbling about here? Is it possible that those 
who have the volume of wealth, as evidenced by a hearing 
before a committee of which I am a member, in the oil busi- 
ness—God help us!—where fortune after fortune is piled up 
until it staggers the imagination, the men who furnish my 
tractors with the gasoline on which they run, the men who 
furnish the fuel for the trucks that carry in part the com- 
merce of this country, shall have an unholy dividend and re- 
turn while we, who feed and clothe and shoe the world, must 
come here on bended knees and beg for a crumb that falls 
from our master’s table? It is a disgrace to the American 
Senate. It is a reflection on those who would stop us at the 
door of our opportunity. It is an everlasting reflection on 
those who put their hands on this flexible, splendid system, 
and distorted it to the sacrifice of American agriculture, 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President 

Mr. SMITH. I yield to the Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. OWEN. I was simply going to observe that in the mat- 
ter of letting credit by the banks of the country they loan 
credit to a borrower who comes in seeking credit, and they. 
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manufacture credit by taking his note as a good security and 
entering a deposit and giving him a deposit slip. They create, 
then and there, a credit. The credits which are established 
under the Federal reserve act are safeguarded by that act 
with actual commodity values, merchantable and nonperishable. 
That act, by doing this, has converted merchantable, non- 
perishable commodities into valid credits, and therefore has 
increased the power of America as a creditor nation by build- 
ing up credits on a gigantic scale, so that the resources of the 
banks, which were only about twenty-five billions „ben this 
system was established, are now over fifty-six billions, because 
credits have been created through a recognition of the mer- 
chantable value of commodities in transit. When these com- 
modities are recognized as a proper basis of credit and when 
credits are issued against them they appear as deposits, and 
they may be loaned back and forth; and as long as they re- 
main upon that basis of stability they are sound—just as sound 
as if they were based upon gold—because these merchantable, 
nonperishable commodities are convertible into gold at will. 

Mr. SMITH. May I ask the Senator a question right there? 
The very moment that those who have the administration of 
this law begin to create a.doubt in the minds of the people as 
to their willingness to recognize it as a basis of credit and 
to extend the credit, they destroy its credit basis and its 
market value and produce just what we went through in 
1920-21. 

Mr. OWEN. There is no question about the destructive 
effect upon the value of commodities when you deny credits, 
because you can constrict credits and thereby prevent the pur- 
chase of these commodities, you can constrict credits and 
thereby prevent the production of these commodities, and you 
can constrict credits and prevent the transportation and ex- 
change of these commodities, all of these factors going to 
break down the value in the markets of these commodities 
themselves; and, therefore, striking at the very toproot of 
credit, you break down confidence in the country. 

Mr. SMITH. And striking at the very genius of the present 
law. 

Mr. OWEN. It strikes at the spirit and purpose of the 
Federal reserve act, which was intended to give stability to 
credits and not to be used as an agency by which credits could 
be impaired and broken down. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I had not intended to say even 
this much this afternoon. I wanted my constituents and my 
colleagues here to understand that before we do this thing we 
ought to be fully advised as to what we are doing. Before we 
place the devoted agricultural interests of this country in the 
attitude of mendicants in their own home, in the attitude of 

at the door of their own production and wealth, we 
had better understand what we are doing. 

I do not believe that the educated agriculturists—and they 
are all more or less educated now—will longer stand this con- 
dition under which they are suffering. 

Mr. President, I want to call the attention of the Senate to 
this fact, which perhaps we are overlooking; we are in a brand 
new world and do not know it. We are in entirely brand new 
circumstances and do not know it. We are in an age as 
divorced from every other as if we were in another world, and 
it seems as if our stupidity is forcing us to legislate for condi- 
tions which have passed and gone forever, and which our 
legislation will not fit. 

Mr. KING. The Senator has in mind the fact that we are 
now a creditor nation, have most of the gold of the world, and 
that the rest of the world is in economic chaos. 

Mr. SMITH. Precisely; that is one of the conditions, and 
another is this, that your grandfather and mine, if they were 
fortunate enough to get a college or a university education, 
found the training of their logical faculties devoted largely to 
a very scanty knowledge of philosophy, Greek, and Latin, and 
physics in a very crude form. 

Mr. OWEN. ‘The rule of three and the pons asinorum. 

Mr. SMITH. They were attempting to train the mind of a 
young man in Greek, not that he expected to use Greek in his 
everyday affairs as Greek, but those who were doing the 
training knew that that was a language which expressed 
thought, a beautiful language, and that certain variable forms 
of words in a sentence determined the kind of a sentence it 
was, and they did not get the meaning unless their minds 
were so trained as to understand the logical relation of one 
word to another, and then they interpreted it and got the mean- 
ing. The young man did not use the Greek out in life, he 
forgot it; but the logical habit of his mind stood him in good 
stead in the conflict of life. 

What about to-day? The most ignorant negro who works in 
a garage is coming in contact with the logical relation of facts 


more powerful and potent than ever a Greek accent or a Greek 
form, because if he puts together certain factors the engine 
runs; if he does not, it does not run. Even though he may not 
read and write, he is being educated logically more power- 
fully than were our grandfathers who studied Greek. 

Mr. OWEN. I think that is true. 

Mr. SMITH, In every department of our life science has 
established a practical university and made the veriest laborer 
a beneficiary of logical reasoning. That would be enough to 
advance us materially beyond our forebears, but in practically 
every State there is compulsory education. 

As I have said before, knowledge of figures and letters no 
more constitutes education than fruit jars constitute fruit. 
Real education is the power to think logically, reasonably, and 
consecutively, and the even step of science with the unfolding 
of education has given the power to learn the forms in which 
education may be preserved, as well as giving the substance of 
it in practical illustration, and from the lowest hut to the high- 
est castle we have unequaled opportunity for real education, 
and you will not hold the man in bondage by juggling words 
over a Federal reserve act. That is what I have come to. It 
can not be done. I am not here holding any brief for anything 
except the good old democratic doctrine, clear-cut and contra- 
distinguished from socialism or communism, that each man 
under the law has an opportunity as God has invested in him, 
and not as somebody happens to invest in the Standard Oil 
Co. or in a national bank; that every door of opportunity 
shall not be shut, because a certain percentage must be made 
by the capitalists regardless of whether or not agriculture 
falters and dies. 

That is the plea I am making, and I have not come here 
with some wild-eyed scheme. I hailed the advent of the Fed- 
eral reserve system as the liberation of the toiling masses of 
this country, by making it possible for credit to be extended to 
the producers of wealth, those entitled to it, and not distorting 
the policy so that its wonderful power and flexibility makes a 
money panic impossible, but makes a commodity panic immi- 
nent. Those who own the banks may go on and do this thing, 
but they are piling up wrath against the day of judgment. 

As I sat and listened to those enormous, staggering figures 
of profits made out of one of the ordinary necessities of modern 
organized life, I thought how foolish those men were. Are they 
going to force us to choose between two evils, the concentration 
and control of the necessities of life by the greedy individual, 
or control by the Government? It is not the people clamoring 
for Government control; it is these everlasting profiteers and 
greedy men, who are laying such burdens on the people that we 
are driven to either pay tribute to them in unholy amounts or 
turn the industries over to the Government and risk our 
chances with that policy. 

If they are wise in their day and generation, they will be 
perfectly satisfied with a reasonable return, which we want 
them to make, and would like to encourage; but these colossal 
fortunes are piled up, and you and I are denied even the very 
eredits provided for, and are told to come in at some back or 
side door, or, perhaps, we are told, “ We will let you have 
$5,000,000 under certain good conditions, providing you go 
through a bank, and then through that bank to a trust com- 
pany, then threugh that trust company to another one, and shed 
some of the money as you go. If you open your mouth, sir, you 
are ruined.” r 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, in drawing the alternative be- 
tween Government ownership and private ownership as a means 
of correcting this evil, unless these gentlemen who have been 
drawing extraordinary profits are willing to take a reasonable 
profit, I think perhaps the Senator overlooks the power and 
the ability, and perhaps the duty, of the Government of the 
United States and the State governments, to say to those who 
are exercising monopolistic powers that they shall be content 
with a reasonable profit, and to provide the mechanism by which 
to restrain them, leaying the ownership in private hands, but 
protecting the public by a reasonable allowance of profit to 
those who are conducting these enterprises which control the 
necessaries of life. 

Mr. SMITH. We have not been very successful with that 
process. It seems as if the enactment of every law for the con- 
trol of human greed is seized upon by the nimble wits of those 
men ‘in the employ of those making inordinate profits to be 
turned into a breastwork behind which they are then immune 
from the law. Witness the Sherman antitrust law. 

Mr. OWEN. If the Senator will pardon me, the Sherman 
antitrust law proceeded upon the theory that a monopoly was 
a public enemy, and that a monopoly ought to be treated as a 
criminal That has never been successfully carried out as a 
matter of fact. In Germany, where they use the cartel system, 
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they recognize monopolies as having been constructed under 
modern conditions, and they insist upon a fair charge to the 
public, which will give a fair reward to capital and safety to 
capital, while protecting the public. We never have really 
established that system in America, or anything which com- 
pares with it. 

Mr. SMITH. That is true. That distinction ought to be 
made whenever we are discussing the Sherman antitrust law, 
because the distinction between the German form under the 
eartel and the American form was that the German form 
allowed the individual to go on but restricted the return he 
might make, while here in America we look upon a combina- 
tion as a criminal thing, when it may not be. 

Mr. OWEN. In the comment of Mr. Rowe on the testimony 
given by Mr. Stewart of the Indiana Standard Oil Co., he 
called attention to a computation made by him that $100 in- 
vested in that company some 10 or 12 years ago was now worth 
$37,000, because of dividends, and then dividends upon dividends, 
until the investment multiplied itself. Whether that computa- 
tion is accurate or not I do not pretend to know, I am merely 
calling attention to it, and to what Mr. Stewart himself said 
in the public press immediately afterwards. I will not attempt 
to give his words, but the substance of what he said was that 
the time had come in this country when capital must recognize 
the rights of other people; the rights of those who labor, the 
rights of the consumers; otherwise that it was laying up a day 
of wrath for itself, just as the Senator suggests. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, apropos of what was said by the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN] in referring to the cartel 
system in Germany, I would like to have the Recozp show that 
notwithstanding the cartel system, which did attempt to restrict 
profits, the Thyssen group and other groups have accumulated 
stupendous fortunes, perhaps as fabulous and as colossal as those 
which have been accumulated by the Standard Oil and other 
corporations and individuals in the United States. How they 
have done it I am not quite able to state, but it is a fact that 
Hugo Stinnes, for instance, accumulated, before the war and 
since the war, a fortune perhaps larger, in proportion to the 
wealth of Germany, than the fortune of any man in the United 
States. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I would like to call the attention 
of the Senator to the fact that under the cartel system, under 
which a reasonable profit is charged, those who handle any com- 
modity find that there is an enormously increased consumption 
of that commodity, because it is sold to the people at a fair 
rate, and therefore while their percentage of profit on the turn- 
over may not be very large, the volume of their business being 
greatly expanded, they make as much money that way as they 
would in any other; but they do it by rendering service to the 
country, and not by interfering with production, and by pre- 
venting people from being able to get the necessaries of life 
except by paying two or three or four hundred per cent. They 
really make a surplus under that system which the public can 
afford to pay them. 

Mr. KING. I do not doubt that what the Senator has said 
is accurate. I am merely calling attention to the fact that even 
under the cartel system of Germany the accumulation of large 
fortunes has been permitted. The huge turnover and the profits 
derived in the packing business is an example in the United 
States. The enormous turnover, notwithstanding a very small 
amount is made upon that turnover, in part, it is said, accounts 
for the huge fortunes which have been made by those interested 
in the packing business, 

Mr. SMITH. I think perhaps I shall have occasion to say 
something more on this subject before the pending bill shall 
pass. I honestly confess that I feel humiliated, as a Member 
of the United States Senate, that I have to be forced to be a 
party protesting against the humiliating spectacle, to which we 
have been subjected for the last two or three years, of trying 
to get some roundabout way to serve the basic industry of this 
country. It is a reflection, if not a disgrace, upon every Senator 
sitting upon this floor that we have not fearlessly fixed this 
splendid system so that it would serve the purpose for which it 
was created. 

Why, Mr. President, to show how there gets to be a habit of 
thought in reference to the man in the sticks, we provided 
under the rehabilitation of the War Finance Corporation that 
agriculture should have 12 months’ credit through its coopera- 
tive societies. Senators will remember the fight we had as to 
whether the War Finance Corporation should cater to the in- 
dividuals, or should cater to the indiyiduals through a bank 
and through their cooperative society. At that stage of develop- 
ment I stood for the cooperative plan. There is a form of con- 
tract now existing with reference to the cotton cooperative 
marketing association, providing that the farmer must dispose 


of one-eighth or an average of one-elghth of his holdings each 
month, which means that he must dispose of all of it within 
eight months, when the law was supposed to give him 12 
months. What better advertisement for the exploitation of the 
poor fellow whose cotton constitutes that pool than to serve 
notice on the public that each month one-eighth must go on the 
market? It is compulsory. What better advertisement would 
we want to put his head in the halter than that? 

Now, I propose, unless that contract is modified, to offer an 
amendment to the War Finance Corporation act, providing that 
the cooperative society deriving financial loans from the War 
Finance Corporation shall have the right to sell in such quan- 
tities and at such times as they see fit within the 12 months. 
Of course it would be the duty of the War Finance Corporation 
to watch the trend of the market or to make leans upon such a 
margin as that they would be secure. Surely the net is spread 
in vain in the face of the bird. If we are going no further 
than we have, and if we compel him to sell one-eighth of his 
crop each month, he will be certain to have the prices so fixed 
that it will not be disposed of for his benefit. 

Mr. President, I must apologize to the Senate for the length 
of time I have taken. I hope I have contributed something to 
clarify the situation, and I shall again speak upon the subject 
before the bill becomes a law. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, there is one item in the bill 
which I can not approve, although I would like to say that I 
regard the bill itself as a distinct step forward. I regard it 
as providing a number of exceedingly useful features, and 
while it might be accomplished in some other way I am grate- 
ful for the opportunity of participating in passing a measure 
which I believe will be of service to the country, although I 
do not think it meets the conditions as fully as it is highly 
desirable they should be met. If there were proper time and 
occasion, I think it could be very much improved. I think 
that the granting of the primary credits, for instance, of 
$5,000,000 to each of the banks and the establishment of a 
farm-credits department are very useful and valuable features, 
and I give it full-hearted approval both as to the purpose and 
as to the belief that it will serve a very useful end. 

I have always thought of the reserve act, however, as an act 
intended for public rather than private purposes, as an act 
which ought to give stability to credits rather than to be used 
to destabilize credits; that the banks were not intended to be 
money-making banks, but that the capital which was fur- 
nished by the members of the system in the form of the re- 
serve should be content with a reasonable profit upon the 
reserve. But they already, in the short time since the banks 
were established, have earned 100 per cent. That has been 
employed as a surplus and has been passed into the capital as 
a part of the earnings of the bank. That has already been 
accomplished. Six per cent interest has been earned besides, 
which has been paid to the banks, I believe, without exception. 
I have not recently examined the figures, but I think that has 
been done without exception. 

Mr. McLEAN. May I say to the Senator that the Dallas 
bank has not earned a surplus of 100 per cent? 

Mr. OWEN. It has not? 

Mr. McLEAN. No. 

Mr. OWEN. I did not intend to say that the banks had all 
earned 100 per cent. They had all earned 6 per cent and I 
thought nearly all of them had earned 100 per cent which had 
gone to surplus. r 

Some time ago the Congress provided that the banks shoul 
be content with 6 per cent earnings, but I observe that a 3 
per cent additional earning has been given in the pending 
bill, on the theory that the banks, I suppose, ought to have a 
larger return. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no. 

Mr. OWEN. I shall be very glad to know what the theory is. 

Mr. LENROOT. The only theory or purpose of that was to 
give an inducement or incentive to the smaller State banks 
which have not come in to come into the system. There was 
no other purpose than that. There are, I believe, some 9,000 
State banks not yet members of the Federal reserve system. 

Mr. OWEN. Most of those State banks make their terms for 
accommodation through some national bank with which they are 
affiliated in one way or another, and while they do not pay 
directly to the system, I take it that the national banks which 
extend accommodation in the matter of existing rates see to 
it that they get their compensation from that source. Many of 
the State banks, I know, put their deposits with the national 
banks, and the national banks, out of their deposits thus ob- 
tained, expand the deposits in the reserve system. 

Mr. LENROOT. It is true a great deal is done in that way, 
yet I think the Senator will agree that it would be very desir- 
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able to get the small State banks directly into the reserve 
system. 

Mr. OWEN. I think it would be desirable to have them come 
in. All the great State banks and great State trust companies, 
of course, are in the system now. The Senator undoubtedly 
is referring to the little banks with small capital. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am; and they are the ones who are prl- 
marily serving the agricultural needs. 

Mr, OWEN. Those small banks have not come in to any 
great extent. But the provision to which I have referred gives 
a charge of 3 per cent additional upon the entire capital which 
is invested, which includes, I take it, the surplus which has 
already been accumulated of 100 per cent, 

Mr. LENROOT. That is true. 

Mr. OWEN, It means in reality more than 9 per cent upon 
the capital which is invested in the bank, so that the 3 per cent 
in reality represents twice that amount, 

Mr. McLEAN. I will say to the Senator that 9 per cent is, 
however, below the average earnings of the banks of the coun- 
try. We felt that it was important to invite the eligible State 
banks into the system and also to prevent banks which are 
already in the system from going out, as some of them are doing. 

Mr. OWEN. I am very s re, although I have not seen the 
figures recently, that there can not be any substantial loss of 
membership in the system. 

Mr. McLEAN, Nothing very substantial. 

Mr. OWEN. Only enough for argument, perhaps. 

Mr. McLEAN. One or two banks within the last two or 
three months. 

Mr. OWEN. There must have been some particular reason 
why they left, and not because they were not receiving the 
additional 3 per cent on their ownership. 

Mr. McLEAN. Probably that is so, but 9 per cent is below 
the average, which did not seem to the committee to be un- 
reasonable. 

Mr. OWEN. Six per cent is regarded by all the States of 
the Union, nearly without exception, except where the element 
of insurance enters into the question of the loan, as being a 
fair rate to earn. 

Mr. McLEAN. Yes; a fair rate, but we are talking about 
profits now. 

Mr. OWEN. I am talking about profits, too. This is an in- 
vestment in the stock of the reserve banks which already has 
been doubled by the earnings in a few short years. 

The reason why I call attention to the purpose of the Federal 
reserve act being to stabilize credits is because we saw that 
an inflation period took place. That was unavoidable because 
of the war, but it was not restrained as it might have been if 
we had had a sufficiently extended period of experience in 
handling the reserve system. We permitted an inflation period 
to go on, and we found that that went to an extreme, so that 
when the reaction of prices took place immediately following 
the war in 1919 and 1920, we reversed that policy rather sud- 
denly and the consequence was we made an industrial de- 
pression more severe than otherwise it would have been. But 
if we hold out the idea of using the banks for the purpose of 
making profits, I think it would have a tendency on the part of 
those who are controlling the banks to extend credits for that 
purpose in order to earn profits, which I do not think ought to 
be done. I do not believe any credit should be extended by 
the banks except where it is essential to protect our industrial 
life and our commerce, because they are the reserve of business, 
They are not like the ordinary bank capital. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am entirely in agreement with the Senator 
upon that point. It is just a question of whether the benefits 
to be gained by getting the small State banks into the system 
are sufficient to warrant the increase in the rate of dividends. 

Mr. OWEN. I do not believe the State banks who are now 
not coming into the sytem would be led in by an increase of 3 
per cent in the amount of interest they would get on what they 
might hold. For instance, let us take a bank with $10,000 capi- 
tal and with, perhaps, $50,000 of deposits. Such a bank, putting 
in a reserve of 10 per cent, would have 

Mr. LENROOT. But a bank with $10,000 capital would not 
be eligible.- 

Mr. OWEN. Under the system it would be increased to 
$25,000, I believe? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. 

Mr. OWEN. ‘Then, take such a bank of $25,000 capital, with 
$150,000 deposits. Nine per cent of that would be about $13,000, 
and 3 per cent on $13,000 would be really a very small amount. 
I do not think it would be sufficient to induce the small banks 
to come into the system. When we come to take that out of 
the commerce of the country on the gigantic amount which is 
already in, it is imposing a tax upon the commerce of the coun- 


try for the favor of the banks at large that does not justify the 
purpose in view. Am I wrong about that? 

Mr. McLEAN. Does the Senator think that would be re- 
flected in the discount rate? 

Mr. OWEN. I was not speaking of the discount rate. 

Mr. McLHAN. That is where they get their profits. Does 
the Senator think an additional 8 per cent on the capital—— 

Mr. OWEN. I was only speaking of 3 per cent on the invest- 
ment of a $25,000-capital bank. It would be a very limited 
amount that they would get from it. 

Mr. LENROOT. The profit comes out of the discount rate. 

Mr. OWEN. But the Senator was speaking of inducing them 
to come into the system by giving them this additional rate. I 
am pointing out that it would be so small that I doubt if it 
would accomplish the end in view. 

Mr. LENROOT. On the other side the query comes, Would 
the inducement of a 3 per cent rate influence the bank to give a 
lower rate of discount than it otherwise would for the purpose 
of making additional profits? I am frank to say I do not con- 
sider that vital. 

Mr. OWEN. I do not think it is important to the bill at all. 
I think it might be very readily augmented. I am making this 
comment on it now because I know that the farmers of the 
country feel that the banks are already taxing commerce be- 
yond the point of endurance. I, of course, have a very sym- 
pathetic relationship with the banks themselves. I estab- 
lished the first bank that Oklahoma had. I am still a direc- 
tor of it. I have been a stockholder in it and I am still in- 
terested in the banks from that end. But I do not believe it 
is a wise thing to put such a provision in the bill. A similar 
provision, in substance, has already passed in the Capper bill. 

I merely wanted to express my dissent. That amounts to 
about all I wish to do, yet I would move, in order to modify the 
dissent, to strike out in section 7, page 13, in lines 16, 17, and 
18, the words “ when net earnings exceed 12 per cent an extra 
dividend of not to exceed 8 per cent may be distributed to 
stockholders, and“ so that it would read: 

And thereafter the remaining net earnings, if any, shall be paid 
to the United States as an additional franchise tax. 

I offer that as an amendment and ask that it may be 
printed and lie on the table for the present. I shall bring it 
up later. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
and lie on the table. 


APPOINTMENT OF POSTMASTERS,. 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, a few days ago my friend, the 
junior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR], who, I observe, 
is now in his seat, made a statement concerning appointments 
in the Post Office Department. It was very interesting, but I 
felt sure at the time that the Senator was somewhat mistaken 
as to the facts so far as they related to the State which I in 
part represent. I immediately called upon the Post Office 
Department and asked them for a statement of the facts 
touching appointments showing the percentage of appointees 
who had been taken from the highest on the list, and so forth. 
I ask unanimous consent to have that statement from the 
Postmaster General printed in the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The statement is as follows: 


OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., January 26, 1923. 
Hon. Frank B. WILLIS, 


United States Senate. 

My Dan Senator: In accordance with your request on the 19th 
instant, I am furnishing certain data regarding the appointment of 

stmasters at offices of the first, second, and third classes from 

arch 4, 1921, to and including January 20, 1923. 

The total number of appointments was 9 465. Of these appointments, 
1,853 were promotions from the service, 276 ‘of those promoted bein 
women and 6 ex-service men; there were also 1,126 women appoint 
from eligible 5 1,250 ex-seryice men appointed from eligible 
registers; and of the total number of 7,493 appointments from eligible 
registers 4,166 were the first on the register. Four hundred and fifty 
1 were made where no eligibles were secured, 98 of these 
being women and 5 ex-service men. ne hundred and sixty-nine ap- 
pointments were made where examinations were not held, which in- 
cluded reappointments, appointments In the Territories of the United 
States, etc., 51 of these being women. 

The total number of 5 in the State of Ohio was 336. 
Of these appointments 40 were promotions from the service, 11 of 
those promotes belng women. There were also 34 women appointed 
from eligible registers, 46 ex-service men appointed from eligible regis- 
ters, and of the total number of 281 appointments from eligible regis- 
ters 142 were first on the register. Ten appointments were made where 
no eligibles were secured, one of these being a woman. Five appoint- 
ments were made where examinations were not held, which included 
reappointments, etc. 

In this connection my attention has been called to statements regard- 
ing the appointment of postmasters at Gainesboro and Rutherford, 


the 


The amendment will be printed 


Tenn. 
pom SA the appointment of a postmaster at Gainesboro, 
reco 


show that only one eligible was certified as a result of an 
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‘examination for postmaster at this, office. In view of this: fact “the 
department recommended the promotion of Mr. Joseph M. Dudney, a 
rural carrier Sy Gainesboro 5 — September 1, isor. his record 

clear, Civil Service Comm n reported that he was, eligible 
for e his nomination was submi to the Senate on De- 


cember 20. 

Re the post office at Rutherford, Tenn., the records show 
that as a result of an examination held on Ey opt 13, 1921, the- tole 
lowing were certified as the highest three eligibles 

Willinm W. Taylor (preference). 

Lowell C. Rickman (pr 

Terrence A. Bone (preference). 

Subsequently the Civil Barvite ‘Commission requested that the pa 

of the ex: tion 8 NN 
After reviewing the papers. case the commission advised that 
all of the ratings. previously ong had been changed, and submitted a 
revised Eade as follows: 

Mrs. Claris E. Akin. 

e (preference). 

well C. Rickman 

Mr. Lowell. C. Rickman, withdrew his candidacy in. a telegram: dated 
March 27. 192%, 5 oe mae ye A. Bone third on the register 

Mrs. Claris. E. Akin, the first eligible, was nominated. on April 31, 
1922, but failed of confirmation, and she was appointed actin 
master, effective July 17, * pent on November 1922, 
Akin’s name = submi the Senate, but was rejected by that body 


December 4 last. 
az 55 tment of same other person as postmaster 


The question of thea 
at * office is. now. r consideration by the department. 


9 HUBERT WORK: 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Mr. President, in reference to the state- 
ment presented by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. WILTZSs] I wish 
to call attention to a statement that was made here by the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] the other day in reference 
to the appointment ef postmasters through civil-service ex- 
amination, in whieh, as: I recall, the Senator from Nebraska 
sald that both parties had violated the civil-service rules, 

Just before the last administration went out of power the 


ence). 


then Postmaster General sent out a letter in order to ascertain | 


the political affiliations of postmasters who had been appointed 
under civil-service rules during the Wilson administration. Some 
time ago the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Sracwons] | 
placed in the Recozp a statement which shows that substan- 
tially about 45 per cent of all the postmasters appointed under 
the civil-service rules under the Wilson administration were 
Republicans and about 55 per cent were Democrats. That 
included, of course, the 11 Southern States, where a very large 
preponderance of Democratic postmasters were appointed. Not 
counting those 11 States, in the remainder of the country a 
majority of the postmasters appointed were Republicans in their 


posed of by. citation of the record, which showed that of 1,560 ap- 
pointments then made 1,454 st subat to. persons whose names ap- 
peared first on the eligible 1 oe mitted 1 the Civil Service Com- 
mission, and that where were not appointed it 
was because: of their death, 3 = ae disability.. 

The next. false accusation was that the Post Office: Department 
failed to socana the preference given to ex-service — under the 


law. In response to a resolution. of the 3 on. this subject the 
Postmaster — submitted a list showing the names of appli+ 
cants for these offices who examination 


assed successfully the 

by the Civil Service — a jon. Applicants, certified to- the com- 

mission. as entitled to preference on acceunt of military service having 

been nominated to. the. Senate for confirmation, the department ap- 
ted either first eligibles, or gave the preference over Arst eligibles 

o. veterans according to the demands of the best interest of the 


The Postmaster General's reply to this resolution gives a list of 
218 nominations sent to the te, but mot con . whi 


eligib 
sufficien: asons were preference over the higher 
— ae having declined or withdrawn par e pag meee some 


disqualified by age, some cano ervice Commis- 
sion, and some for some other disq 

The records show statistically that. there hak. been no litical bias 
in makin tments under the President's order of March 31, 


app 
ven to eligibles: with 
e done without injury 


Replies have been received from 2,103 se are to: the letter 
above set forth, which, of aren — ond cavil the questiom 
. — ant sho affiliation. replies. cover every State in the 

show that, hietnding ats sections, 1,012 appointees were 
r T were. Republican: 2 were independent, 10 were Pro- 
1 3 ware Socialists, 125 had no affiliation, and 10 failed to 
affiliation. 


state: their 
the 11 Southern States — S N Arkansas. Korida, 
entucky, 5 me 


| lina, and 
 lation—the 


dead 
Byen in the 11 almost solidly Democratie Biata a considerable num- 
ber of Republicans received appointment as stmasters: under the 


Fess nh ag aye in Arkan: 
OEO im Louisiana 4, in 9. in 
South Carolina 2, in Texas da, and in V: ia 5. 
In States A tem pone ee pormat puiation is more evenly divided between the 
two. great po intment of Republicans frequently 
In Californias 33 


bettie nid ge epublicans and 14 Democrats were 
appointed; in Colorado, 10 Republicans and 15 Democrats; im Con- 


— 8 10 Republicans and 5 moerats; in Delaware, 1 Republican 
2 Democrats; in Idaho, 11 Republicans and 5 Democrats; in 
62 Republicans and 33 Democrats; s aa ai 10 e 

OCTA 


and 10 Democrats; Mary. 
t whi Massachuset 20 R blic d De ts; in Michi 
so that it may appear in connection with the statement which ts, epu cone an e s an A za 5 46 


has been printed at the request ef the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
Wus], the statement to which I have referred. 
The VICH PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 


OFFICE OF INFORMATION, 
FOST OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
February 28, 

Since the President’s order of March 31, Lael applying the non- 
partisan civil-service test to the 5 of 9 — den 3 
12 intments. to these offices — e to the te first om the 

of eligibles furnished by th vil Service Commission, and the. 
Post Office Department. has had no record indicating the political 
affiliations of the several successful candidates. 

The assertion has frequently been made that this order has not 
been bese gies Pag adm. tered. To show whether this charge is 
true ascertain. e how 5 75 scan pf the civil-service 
principle hen operated ting and establishing 
— as the standard of 5 — — kor Appointment, Phe following, letter 

S, on February 12, 1921, addressed ostmasters who have been 
appointed under this 7. th 

On March 31, 1917, the President issued am Executive order 
neri appointments to presidential. post offices were made as the 
result an open competitive examination, the result thereof being 
certified ity the 3 Service Commission to the Postmaster General, 
who submitted to the President the name of — Drs ualified eli- 
gible for appointment, unless it was established. the character or 
residence of such applicant disqualified him for 3 

“In —— with this order you were appoin ae 
appointment * based solely on merit, as Ps by sult o 
examination, now claimed by some that in making these 8 
ments the pe to has shown discrimination for political reasons 
The department is without knowledge of the political affiliations of 
those appointed under the Executive order, as politics was not con- 
sidered. It will be to the interest of the service to. demonstrate that 
there has been an impartial adm tiom of this order. As all 
appointments have been submitted to the Senate, it can not affect the 

selection or appointment of = one, and in order to enable the depart- 
ment to answer this charge, h is unfounded, you will state im the 
a: pga your pona affiliations. 


ere ve been three 12888 of attack upon the Post Office 
partment in an effort to d t the 8 of the President's 
order applying the civil-service principle to nDe a! TRE of resi: 
dential postmasters. This dlepoces of the last of 
The first allegation was that the eligible having the ——— stand- 
ing was set de — some one of lower standing a 5 5 — where 
party politics could be served by the attack. Th was dis- 


Republicaus and 16 

Democrats leirer 18. . and 54 Democrats; in Mon- 

tana, 25 Bepublicans and 10 Democrats; in. Nebraska, 55 Republicans: 

— Democrats; in Nevada, 2 Republicans and 1 Democrat; in New 

7 Re — — in New Y, 21 Be- 

publleans and 11 Democrats; New Mexico, 3 Republicans and 7 

mocrats; in New York, 40 ‘Republicans and 36 Democrats in No 
Dakota, 26 Republicans and 16 3 in Ohio, 34. 

29. Democrats; in Oklaho 


i tale Republicans 8 in 
Oregon, 11 Republicans and 5 Democrats; Pennsylvania, 55, Repub- 
licans and 87 Democrats; in Rhode Island, 1 Democrat: in: South. 


22 27 Republicans and 18 Democrats; in Tennessee, 8 Republicans 


and 24 Democrats; 4 Republicans. and 4 Democrats; in Ver- 
mont, 3 Republicans SLS 3 3 Democrats ; n Washington, 23. Republicans, 
and Democrats; im W. est Virginia, 1 0, Republicans and 31 Demo- 


crats; in Wisconsin, 54 eon gag and 7 Democrats; and in Wyoming. 
10 Republicans and 3 Democrats 

One Prohibitionist, 1 Socialis and 1 having no affiliation were ap- 
pointed from California. One Prohibitionist and 1 of no affiliation 
Were appointed from Idaho. In Illinois there were 1 Independent, 1 
Prohibitionist, and T of no yap yer In Iowa there were 2 Independ- 
ents, 1 Prohibitionist, and 9 of no affiliation. In. Kansas, L prohibi- 
tionist and 9 of no affiliation. In Massachusetts, 2 Independents. 
In there were 2 Independents and 4 of no affiliation. In 
Minnesota, 2 = ndents, 1 1 Ws 7 without affiliation, 
In Misso In. ent and 4 without affiliation. In Nebraska 
there were 8 1 Prohibitionist and tt without affiliation, 
In New York there were 1 Indepe 418 and 
affiliation. In Ohio, 2 Tudepandents and 5 5 In 
Oklahoma there were 2 Independents, 1 Prohibitionist, and 3 without 
affiliation, In Texas there were 2 Independents and 8 withont aifilia- 
tion. In South Carolina, 1 Prohibitionist and 1 without affiliation. 
un oe 1 Independent. Virginia, 2 without affiliation. In 

hington, 1 ise endent and 1 without affiliation ; and in Wisconsin, 
2 1 rohibitionist, and 4 without affiliation. 

The nonp operation of n. President's order applying civil- 
service rules to these a ts is: indicated by the correspondence 
conveying this information, as well as by the statistics assembled. 
One postmaster writes, “ At time of my appointment I was Republi- 
ean county chairman,” and another says, “Have been Republican 
county chairman for 10 years,” Another Republican postmaster says, 
ae charge of politi ation by your department is un- 
‘ounded,”” 

Another e 8 writes: 

I was one of the six who took the examination for this position. 
EN ves the sa one who. was, a Republican; the rest were Democrats; 

influence. 1 simply took the exam. I had 

. high school; been superintendent of schools 
Taare = ra, and f for'2 2 years. had been 3 and head bookkeeper- 

a ee ery ae e thousands of dollars a week of business.. 

7 elt it T did Bot get the position there must be something wrong about 
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“ civil service,” but I got it, although in the “ wrong party. I never 
yoted a Democratic ticket in my life.” * * * 

Another Republican writes: 

“Tam returning to-day answer to your inquiry as to my party affilia- 
tlon. I do not think, however, that the mere statement that I am 


tered the contest for the * + œ post office when it was announced 
that civil-service rules would govern the appointment. 

“When the Civil Service Commission made its report I was the 
highest on the list, and my name was certified to Postmaster General 
Burleson, who promptly recommended me for appointment, and Presi- 
dent Wilson at once made the appointment as recommended. If there 
is any question or doubt as to the fairness or consistency of the admin- 
istration in living up to its pledges in this line, my own case should 
be ‘sufficient to prove the doubt groundless. I desire to give my testi- 
mony as to the absolute fairness of the department in making these 
appointments.” s 

After stating his party affiliation, one says: 

“I feel that I should further state that I have affiliated with the 
Republican Party for the past 20 years. 

“So far as I have been able to ascertain, the question of politics 
did not enter into either the examination or my subsequent appoint- 
ment to this office.” 

One of those who disavowed any political affiliation said: 

“The commission certainly never showed political favoritism in ay 
appointment. ‘The other candidate was a Democrat, while I lived wit 
my father, who is a lifelong Republican and has been the judge of 
every election in this place for 20 years.” 

Another letter from a Republican shows that a very narrow mar- 
gin of superiority in his rating was sufficient to secure his appoint- 
ment. He says: 

“I wish to state that I was appointed because I made the highest 
grade in the competitive examination, beating the next highest by only 
fifty-five one-hundredths of a point. 

This appointment came ogres de 4 and without the use of any out- 
side influence, and I consider that the department has lived up to the 
letter and meaning of President Wilson's wise order.” 

A Republican writes: 

* I received the appointment but did not accept; but I always felt 
that the order was administered impartially.” 

Another Republican says: 

“T believe it my duty to express my candid and sincere belief in the 
impartial administration of the Executive order of March 31, 1917. 
Long before I received my appointment and up to the present time I 
have followed through the press the action of the department in making 
appointments, and it is my frank belief that it has been impartial in 
every respect.” 

A stmaster who reports himself as being a Democrat says: 

“ William took the examination at the same time I did. * * We 
were competitors for the office. He was an ex-service man, wounded in 
‘no man’s land,’ and a Republican. My standing was much higher 
than his in the examination, but he was 8 postmaster at this 
office. I was glad of it; would not have taken the examination had I 
known he was going to take it. He resigned and I was appointed in 
his stead.” 

A Republican writes: 

“I was treated with absolute fairness in every step of procedure from 
the time of taking the examination until I received my get hg as 

tmaster. I shall be glad to render any further aid in this matter 
Phat you may see fit to ask. The merit system as established by Execu- 
tive order should be retained as a permanent thing or part of the Pos- 
tal Service.” 

An independent writes: 

“The records of the department will show that my appointment was 
bitterly opposed by the pie-eating Democrats and indorsed by the lead- 
ing business men re; ess of political faith, * * On account of 
this o ponen there was one or more investigations, and your inspec- 
tor called on every business house in the city and got a personal ex- 
pression from them on rad appointment. * * * 

“ Have voted for the follo men: Bryan, President Wilson, Sen- 
ator Capper for governor and nator, and Governor Allen, This is 
why I was not considered a deservin, Democrat, and the chairman of 
the Democratic central committee did all in his power to preyent my 
appointment.” 

Another postmaster. says: 

I have always been a Republican, first, last, and all the time, and 
nothing was said in my .o ton or any correspondence from the 
department relative to my itics, and if the matter was ever discussed 
at any time I had no knowledge of it and am sure that the department 
did not know my party affiliation at the time of my appointment.” 

One stmaster says that prior to his appointment it had been re- 
ported an his community that appointments were being made without 
regard to the civil-service order, and that he was urged to believe that 
he would stand no chance of appointment on account of not being a 
Democrat: 

“* I refused to believe such information ”— 

he says— 
“for, having read the Executive order bee 4 carefully, I reached only one 
conclusion, that merit alone would be the deciding factor. And the 
results proved my decision, for had it not been for the Executive order 
under which I took my examination with an equal opportunity with all 
the other candidates, I would not be the postmaster at * è to- 
day. For, being a Republican I would have had no chance if the 
matter was to be decided politically. 

“J am frank to say that I fail to see where there are any facts to 
base this criticism upon. In fact, if it was to be politi and one 
party favored, then why was the order issued? 

tn the judgment of the writer, while a Republican, and should any 
chan be made, the postmaster stands in line for continuous service, 
et believe the order was one of the finest things issued from the 
ecutive Office, for it removes all political squabbles for the post- 
masterships and places them upon a competitive basis, The result will 


be, not as often would happen, incompetency, but highest efficiency. 
I sincerety hope that the new administration will go one atep iaria 
and place the postmasters under the classified civil service. will 
be a great step forward. 


“I will further add that when I took my examination I was warned 
. 8 by the commission not to mention religion or politics any- 


ere. 
“It would certainly be of interest and value, I think, if the result 
of your inquiry could be sent to all the postmasters.” d 
A other Republican whose appointment came as a surprise says: 
The inclosed communication does not call for more information 
than stated on the blank spaces, but I think my case is just a little 
different than most appointments. I served four terms as postmaster 
in this office from 1898 to 1914. When the postmaster who succeeded 
me resigned I was requested by patrons of the office to take up the 
examination. I could not see any reason for appointing a Republi- 
can, but to test the new rule of civil service I submitted my papers 
and was very much surprised when I received“ notice that was at 
the head of the list and was appointed tmaster. There certainly 
was no political influence in my case. ad I known that the t- 
office appointments were going back to politics, I never would have 
given up a good position to come back.” 

2 best by er 1 h 

esire to advise that absolutely no political, religious, or frater- 

nal affiliations were mentioned in the appointment . 
ee vee 5 have 7 775 re a om 5 and received my a 

ely on merit after passin e highest grad the civil- 
service examination for the position.” £ grade M MEGN 

5 55 8 — 1 

“I am in possession o ree commissions signed by Republi 
Presidents for postmaster at another office of the third Case and at 
the examination held for stmaster at * „ the other applicant 
was a Democrat and chairman of the precinct committee, so I can 
truthfully state that there was no di mination shown in this case 
for political or other reasons. The Hon FRANK W. MONDELL will verify 
that he has recommended me to the 3 appointments as post- 
master under a Republican administration, and am satisfied that the 
ruling of March 31, 1917, was strictly adhered to in this case. Any 
further information will be 3 supplied.“ 

Mf oon andro heed vio is N emocrat sg x 

ad to state n making my a tment the depart 

adhered strictly to the E order of arch 31, 1917. Othe det 
partment had no knoweldge at that time of my party preference, as [ 
made no reference thereto on the 1 I submitted with my applica- 
tion. As a matter of fact, I had the combined opposition of both major 
percas in my own town, and also the opposition of the Congressman 
rom my district. Had the appointment n made from a political 
standpoint I certainly would not have received it. My appointment 
was due to the fact that I received the highest grade in the competi- 
tive examination.” 

An independent says: 

“ Have always been strictly an independent in politics, not affiliated 
with any political party, but guided entirely by the issues and men pre- 
sented in each campaign. Have twice voted for a Republican Presi- 
dent and three times for a Democratic President. During the past 20 

ears, with one or two exceptions, I have supported the Republican 
embers of Congress, and generally speaking have supported the Re- 
publican State ticket. At the time I was appointed postmaster here 
my appointment was strongly opposed by every Democratic politician 
in the State.” * è è 

ae * gre instance of a Democrat being appointed the postmaster 
w $ 
“When the civil-service examination was held to fill the position as 
postmaster at this office four applicants contested; three Democrats 
and one Republican. 

“The Democrat who had the indorsement of the Democratic organiza- 
tion, and who had secured the appointment as acting postmaster at 
this office, stood third in the examination, and the Republican stood 
fourth, and I stood first, and in compliance with the Executive order 
I was nominated for the position. 

“The department did not know or ask what my political affiliation 
win a 1 5 W I could have never secured the appointment on a 
po sis.’ 

A Whit ae writes that he was rejected by the local board in Au- 
gust, 1917 (draft), because of bad eyes and that his attention was 
called to the President's Executive order relative to the competitive 
appointment of postmasters and advised to take the examination. Of 

e four ie, Gage em who took the examination, he 8 

“The other three were affiliated with the Democratic Party and two 
have been candidates for other offices. I and my father before me have 
always been affiliated with the Republican bine? 

“No information was asked of me at any time as to my litical 
affiliations, and 1 can say further that the Democratic committeemen 
from this precinct worked for one of the candidates and that a friend 
of another of the candidates who happened to be at the Capitol, made 
a special call in the interests of his friend, and I can also say further 
that one of the applicants also had petitions signed by about 25 asking 
for his appointment.” 

=) ae explaining how he got into office says (names being 
omitted): 

* Politics did not enter into the appointment of the postmaster at 


any way. 
„„ * © A Republican had charge of the office at the beginning of 
the present administration, Soon after his time expir and an 
examination was held to fill the vacancy. 

“He, © „ and I * * took the examination. His grade 
was three or four pny higher than mine and he was given 
position and held it five years. His health failed and he appointed his 
son * + œ assistant. . 

“The office was then raised to the third class and an examination 
was held for third-class postmasters to fill the position at . 

son * + and I took the examination. But before the ap- 
pointment was made * * * resigned to take a better position 
a bank, and I was 1 postmaster. 

“There was no politics in it at all. It was not even suggested. The 
same thing happened at. Republican and a Democrat took 
the examination. The Republican was given the position because he 
passed the best examination.” 

It is frequently said in letters by postmasters who avow themselves 
to be Democrats that no political influence was used to secure their 
a intments and that though they were Democrats their political 

jatlon was not known or inquired into. One Democrat says: 

“In connection with the inclosure I might say that I filed my appli- 
cation for the local post office, passed the examination, and was ap- 
pointed and confirmed without at any time writing or asking anyone 
elther In public or private life for any assistance. My politics could 
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nyone handling the matter unless such per- 
— aa nis own ‘initiative “discovered what, oe. politics were aoa it 
One. Hepublican e e donee his communication with this 
suggestion: 

2 to copy the Democratic Party in 
the 8 5 „ 2 Bot of my friends thought 
there would be no use for me to take the examination for postmaster 
ón account of being a Republican, but politics did not enter Into the 
g en peer cad Pury” wil aks e it the 
old aden polls 55 employed in making post-office appoint- 
ments." 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ten- 
nessee yield to me? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. Has the Senator from Tennessee separate 
figures as to first, second, and third class post offices as distin- 
guished from fourth-class post offices? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not examined the statement with 
care, but I think so, However, I call the attention of the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin to the statement which will be found 
printed in the Recorp in the morning. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not intend to detain the 
Senate now by going into the civil-service question, which the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. WII Ias!] and the Senator from Tennessee 
IMr. McKeriar] have incidentally brought up, but the Senator 
from Tennessee referred to a statement made by me the other 
day and has offered some document to be printed in the RECORD, 
to which I have no possible objection, I presume in partial 
answer to what I stated. 

Mr. President, I merely wish to say that so long as Senators 
and Representatives defend the party to which they belong in 
the administration of the civil service law and only complain 
when the opposite political party is in power we will never get 
very far in a fair administration of the civil service. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope I did not misquote in any way the 
Senator from Nebraska. I did not intend to do so. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think the Senator did. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to say to the Senator that I think 
he is correct in his statement. I think it is the duty of Sena- 
tors on both sides of the Chamber to see, to the best of their 
ability, that the civil-service rules are carried out, whatever 
may be the administration in power. I merely produced the 
figures embodied in the document presented by me because 
they seemed to give the other side. I have no doubt that under 
the Democratic administration there were violations of the 
civil-service rules when there ought not to have been. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have called attention to 
many such violations from time to time, and I do not intend 
to go over them again now, but I wish to call attention to just 
one instance of the many to which I have heretofore called the 
attention of the Senate. I refer to the Government Printing 
Office. I presented to the Senate or had printed—and I think 
the statement was printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD; it 
ought to have been, if it was not—two columns from the page 
of a newspaper referring entirely to the Government Printing 
Office and showing demotions and promotions, and in every 
case a Republican was demoted and a Democrat promoted. 
That was under a Democratic administration. It has been the 
same way, to a great extent, everywhere; and one reason why is 
because, although we promise the people that we will enforce 
the civil service law fairly, when we get into power we forget 
our promise and do not do it. 

I have, Mr. President, not defended my own party in that 
respect. I said the other day on the floor of the Senate that 
I thought we had done worse than the Democrats, so far as 
post offices were concerned; that it looked that way to me. 
We either ought to make good our promises or stop making 
promises, one or the other, and we ought to be just as ready 
to condemn violations of the civil service law where they are 
perpetrated by members of our party or officers of our party 
as though they were perpetrated by somebody else. But when- 
ever a charge is made against a Democratic administration we 
see Democrats coming to the relief, and whenever a charge is 
made against the administration of a Republican official of the 
civil service we see Republicans coming to the relief. 

I believe in the civil service; I think we must have it in order 
to have an efficient Government, but I have repeatedly stated 
that I have perfect respect for those who do not agree with 
me; they may be right, but I think they are wrong. If, how- 
ever, a majority of Congress thinks they are right, then we 
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ought to wipe off the statute books the civil service law and 
stop pretending something which we do not believe and claim- 
ing a virtue which we do not possess. 


CORWIN’S ARTICLE ON TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, this week’s 
issue of the New Republic contains a very able article on “ Tax- 
exempt securities,” by Edward S. Corwin, professor of juris- 
prudence at Princeton University and the author of several 
books on constitutional law. The article reviews the decisions 
of the Supreme Court on this question. In view of the consti- 
tutional amendment in reference to tax-exempt securities which 
is now pending in Congress, it seems to me that the article is 
a valuable contribution to the discussion of the subject, and I 
ask that it may be printed in the Recorp in 8-point type. 

There being no objection, the article referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Recorp in 8-point type, as follows: 

TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 

That a Constitution framed for an agricultural community 
with a population of 3,000,000 should still, after 135 years, 
furnish the basis of government for a highly industrialized 
Nation of 110,000,000 souls, the majority of whom are city 
dwellers, is a frequent theme for marvel; and the explanation 
usually forthcoming is that the decisions of the Supreme Court 
have kept the Constitution flexible—have, in the words of 
Chief Justice Marshall, “adapted” it “to the various crises 
of human affairs.” The explanation has unquestionably this 
limited truth: The Supreme Court has not always, or even 
generally, followed the narrowest possible reading of the Con- 
stitution. On the other hand, it should be remembered that 
the court is not an originating body, that the utmost it can 
do is to ratify what Congress or the President has initiated, 
and that its distinctive röle is one of control rather than of 
instigation. Furthermore, there are occasions when desirable 
policy encounters constitutional difficulties which are clearly 
not due to the Constitution as it would be construed by an 
intelligent man reading it at first hand, but to a sophisticated 
gloss upon it to be found in the decisions. For instance, con- 
sider the growing embarrassment with which the ever in- 
creasing quantity of governmental bonds exempt from taxation 
confronts both the National and the State Governments to-day. 
I venture to suggest the question whether a constitutional 
amendment is really necessary to meet this situation—whether, 
in other words, the Constitution is not already a good enough 
Constitution so far as this matter is concerned. 

The Constitution is the supreme law of the land; constitu- 
tional law—the decisions of the court—is only derivative law. 
The whole body of doctrine upon which the exemption of gov- 
ernmental securities from taxation rests—so far as such ex- 
emption is not a voluntary donation from a State or the Na- 
tional Government—is simply judge-made law, for which the 
text of the Constitution furnishes not a single peg’; and what 
is more, it is to-day judge-made law which later law from the 
same source goes far to discredit. 

The starting point is furnished by the famous decision in 
McCulloch v. Maryland (4 Wheaton, 316; 1819), in which the 
court, speaking through Marshall, held that Maryland was 
not entitled to tax the business of a branch of the United 
States Bank at Baltimore. In the course of his opinion the 
Chief Justice advances three different reasons for this hold- 
ing: First, he says, it would be wrong for one sovereignty to 
tax the agencies of another; but then ‘‘ waiving this theory,” 
he, in the second place, invokes the supremacy of the Na- 
tional Government within its sphere of action; finally, he 
indicates that Congress impliedly exempted the bank from 
State taxation in the act of establishing it. 

But in the later case of Osborn v. The Bank (9 Wheat. 738, 
1821) he bases the bank’s exemption exclusively upon this last 
ground; and this is obviously the correct ground, invoking as 
it does no extraconstitutional theories but simply the power 
of Congress to pass “all laws necessary and proper” to keep 
the National Government and its agencies functioning efficiently. 
And this, moreover, is the doctrine to-day so far as national 
banks are concerned, their taxation by the States being regu- 
lated in all respects by section 5219 of the Revised Statutes, 
Why, then, should not the same rule apply to national bonds? 
And if it does, why a constitutional amendment for the pur- 
pose of subjecting such bonds to taxation by the States as 
property in the hands of their owners? It may be added that 
even as matters stand they are taxable as part of an inheritance. 

Let us now turn to the other side of the problem—the exemp- 
tion of State and local bonds from national taxation. The 
leading case is Collector v. Day (11 Wall. 113, 1870), in which 
the court held that the salary of a State judge was not subject 
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to a national income tax. The argument of the court owes 
something to the first of the three grounds advanced by Mar- 
shall in the McCulloch case, but flatly contradicts the second 
ground and ignores the third. Far more important, however, 
as a source of this decision was Marshall’s celebrated dictum 
in the earlier case that “ the power to tax involves the power to 
destroy.” This being so, the court argued in effect: If we per- 
mit Congress to tax the salary of a State judge at all, it may 
tax all salaries of all State judges to extinction, and thus 
destroy the State judiciaries. Unfortunately the court over- 
looked the obvious fact that in taxing the salaries of State 
judges to the point of extinction by a general income tax 
Congress would be taxing all other incomes to extinction 
also, and so nobody would have any money left wherewith to 
pay State judges their salaries. The doctrine of the decision 
is in truth the yeriest nonsense and is not supported in the 
remotest way by a single word in the Constitution; on the con- 
trary, as already suggested, it flies in the face of the supremacy 
which is guaranteed by the Constitution to acts of Congress 
made in pursuance of it, anything in the constitution or laws 
of any State to the contrary notwithstanding.” 

The one thing that may be urged in partial extenuation of the 
court’s action in Collector v. Day is a possible fear on its part 
that Congress might some time undertake to tax the salaries 
of State officials as such; but it should have waited for that 
highly improbable situation to arise, when it could have re- 
minded Congress of the guaranty which by Article IV of the 
Constitution the United States extends to every State in this 
Union of a republican form of government. 

But remote as the danger was in 1870, It is still more remote 
to-day on account of the principles which have been since de- 
veloped against all sorts of rankly discriminatory legislation. 
In the light of recent doctrine it may indeed be questioned if 
an act which imposed a special tax upon salaries of State 
officials or upon incomes derived from State and municipal 
bonds could be considered a tax in the constitutional sense, 
such a classification not being a reasonable one for purposes 
of taxation. (See Brushaber v. Union Pacific Co., 240 U. S. 1, 
and the recent Child Labor case.) ‘The doctrine of Collector v. 
Day and of the decisions following in its track is in short out 
of date. Furthermore, the logic of it has been abandoned by 
the court itself. Thus in Flint v. Stone Tracy Co. (220 U. S. 
107, 1910) the Supreme Court sustained the right of Congress 
to tax the privilege of doing business as a corporation. It is 
dificult to see how a general income tax which incidentally 
taxes Incomes from municipal and State bonds is a tax on the 
State’s borrowing power if a special tax on the privilege of 
doing business as a corporation is not a tax on the power of 
the State to charter corporations. As a matter of fact, any 
such view of the effect of a general income tax involves a fine- 
spun theory of the incidence of taxation which may be interest- 
ing for purposes of speculation, but from a practical point of 
view is deserving only of impatient rejection. 

But at this point in my argument I can see the widows and 
orphans—who are invariably the owners of governmental bonds 
when any question of their taxation is to the fore—showing 
signs of acute nervousness, and presently an indignant protest 
is launched against any attempt to discredit a principle on the 
faith of which, first and last, billions of securities have been 
bought and sold. Is the Supreme Court, the question is put, 
which stands by to see that the States pass no laws impairing 
the obligation of contracts, to be asked to do that very thing 
by overturning a decision of half a century standing? The 
question seems a formidable one, but I believe it can be met. 
There is really no need of overturning Collector v. Day and its 
successors to date, thus canceling the immunities they confer 
upon earlier issues of securities, provided only the Supreme 
Court, recognizing the inherent weakness of those decisions, 
repairs with a fresh mind to the interpretation of the six- 
teenth amendment as cases affecting issues of later date come 
before it. 

The sixteenth amendment reads as follows: 

“The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on 
incomes, from whatever source derived, without apportionment 
among the several States, and without regard to any census 
or enumeration.” 

That this language should not be given a retrospective appli- 
cation has just been conceded, but why should it not be held to 
determine the law in all other respects? What could be more 
comprehensive than the words “from whatever source de- 
rived”? Nor is it perceived by what rule of logic or syntax 
the ensuing phrases subtract from the literal force thereof, 

Nevertheless, it is insisted that it was not the intention of 
these who framed the amendment to enlarge Congress’s power 
in the way of taxing incomes, but only to relieve it of a certain 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATH. 


ya 


JANUARY 26, 


mode of procedure; that the immediate occasion of the ERE: 
ment was the decision in Pollock v. The Farmers Loan & 
Trust Co. (157 U. S. 429; 158 U. S. 601; 1895) that taxes 
on incomes derived from property were direct,” and so re- 
quired apportionment; that the objection was raised against; 
the amendment while it was pending that it would enable 
the National Government to tax incomes from State and mu- 

nicipal bonds, and was refuted by supporters of the amend. 
ment. However, the answer is clear. It was in this very 
Pollock case that the doctrine was first explicitly announced— 
on the basis of Collector v. Day, to be sure—that incomes from 
State and municipal bonds were exempt from taxation by 
the National Government; and if it was the intention of the 
framers of the amendment to overcome that decision in part, 
why not in whole? Why should they have wished to make two 
bites of the cherry? Again, the objection mentioned was 
raised by quite as good authority as that by which it was 
answered—perhaps better, since Mr. Hughes has subsequently 
sat on the Supreme Court, an honor which has never befallen 
Mr. Root. But finally, in view of the explicit language of 
the amendment, the intentions of its framers are a matter 
of absolutely no importance. For the court to abandon the 
solid footing of the words of the amendment in order to em- 
bark on a voyage of discovery for the intentions of the Con- 
gress which proposed it and the 40 or so legislatures which 
ratified it would be an outright repudiation of the rules of 
constitutional construction (see e. g. Addystone Pipe & Steel 
Co., 175 U. S. 211). Í 

But it is urged further that the Supreme Court itself has 
adopted the view that the sixteenth amendment was not in- 
tended to enlarge Congress's power of taxing incomes. What 
is meant is that certain justices have expressed this view 
obiter, for the point has not been directly involved in any case 
to date. The most debatable case is that of Evans v. Gore 
(253 U. S. 245; 1919), in which the court held that to assess 
an income tax against a salary of a judge of the United 
States who was in office when the tax was enacted would 
amount to a dimunition of salary contrary to article 3, section 
1, of the Constitution. In other words, the general terms of 
the sixteenth amendment leave this more specific provision 
still operative. But that is far from saying that the amend- 
ment leaves standing a mere doctrine which can claim no such 
support from the language of the instrument, albeit this doc- 
trine was brought sharply to the attention of the framers 
of the amendment, so that they might easily have chosen terms 
to saféguard it. 

Approached without preconceptions, the sixteenth amendment 
clearly gives the power to tax incomes from municipal and 
State bonds, as well as the salaries of State officials, by a 
general income tax. The perplexity of otherwise intelligent 
citizens when they are told, on the authority of Collector v. 
Day. and the Pollock case, that the contrary is the fact is ample 
proof of this assertion. Nor, indeed, is there any good reason 
why the owners of such securities or the recipients of such 
salaries should not be called upon to discharge to the full the 
normal duties of national good citizenship. As was remarked 
above, any attempt by Congress to discriminate unfavorably in 
such cases would raise radically different questions, but, con- 
trariwise, there is no constitutional reason why it should dis- 
criminate favorably. 

To sum up: The question of tax-exempt securities presents 
four aspects: (1) The exemption of national securities from 
national taxation is obviously a matter which rests with Con- 
gress alone, consequently no constitutional amendment is neces- 
sary to cure this phase of the mischief. (2) The exemption 
of State and municipal securities from local taxation is like- 
wise a matter which rests with the State; so again no constitu- 
tional amendment is demanded. (3) The exemption of national 
securities from State taxation is, it seems clear, a matter to 
be determined by Congress within the broad limits set by the 
“necessary and proper” clause; consequently no constitutional 
amendment is required to abate this phase of the evil. (4) Fi- 
nally, the exemption of incomes derived from State and munici- 
pal bonds, from national income taxation, which never rested 
on any better foundation than a highly vulnerable precedent of 
constitutional law, has been done away with by the simple, 
literal reading of the sixteenth amendment. By this amend- 
ment Congress may tax incomes “from whatever source de- 
rived.” Words could not be clearer unless, perhaps, to adapt 


a saying of the late Judge Gaynor, Congress had chosen to add, 
“these words mean what they say.” 

In short, no constitutional amendment dealing with this sub- 
ject is necessary, and none should be proposed by Congress 
which might in any way prejudice the speedy determination of 
the question on the basis of the existing Constitution, the way 
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for which should be facilitated by the necessary changes in the 
present income tax law. If in reaching a proper result the 
court should find it desirable to overrule Evans v. Gore, that, 


too, would be all to the good. ? 
EDWARD S. CORWIN, 


MUSTAPHA KEMAL— CONDITIONS IN NEAR EAST. 


Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I call the attention of the 
Senate to a remarkable address to the American people by 
Mustapha Kemal, leader of Turkey. I do not wish to take 
up any time of the Senate to read it, but it is something 
which every Senator and Member should see, for here is a 
man who speaks the American language, though he be a 
Turk; a man who is highly educated; one who is informed 
with regard to the history of the nations of the world; a 
man who declares with authority the purpose of the national- 
ists of Turkey, what they are trying to accomplish. He is 
entitled to a hearing. What he declares, in substance, is 
that they are striving to get rid of outside domination so that 
the Turks may develop their own life in their own way, just 
as our forefathers established this Republic. I believe that 
the American people are in favor of having Turkey enjoy 
territorial integrity and political independence; and that the 
American people do not wish to see the Allies or any nation 
in the world invade Turkey and deprive the Turks of their 
political independence in any way whatever. I ask, without 
reading, to have printed in the Recorp this address, together 
with the interview of Mustapha Kemal, with regard to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. : 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

KEMAL DEMANDS ABSOLUTE INDEPENDENCE FOR TURKEY—IS READY 
TO RESUME WAR—TURKISH NATIONALIST LEADER, WHO SELECTS 
GEORGE WASHINGTON AS His MODEL, URGES AMERICANS TO UNDER- 
STAND TURKS’ INTENSÐ DESIRE FOR LIBERTY—SAYS FOREIGN PROPA- 
GANDA BLINDS Eyes Here—Freepom FOR ALL, BUT NO SPECIAL 
PRIVILEGES, ESPECIALLY FOR CHRISTIANS—ASKS JUSTICE, BUT RE- 
LIES ON ARMY—PLANS FOR NATIONAL REJUVENATION, 

TEXT OF MUSTAPHA KEMAL’S ADDRESS TO AMERICAN PEOPLE. 
(By Mustapha Kemal.) 

To the great American Nation: 7 
You have expelled tyranny and sang aha from your country. You 

have obtained and established your freedom and independence after 

a long and sanguinary struggle, and you have built mie a civilized, 

strong, democratic State ba upon the sovereignty of the people. 

On the opposite side of the earth there is to-day another nation that 
is struggling and shedding blood for the same aims of freedom, in- 
dependence, and democracy. They seek to blind your eyes to the 
purity and elevation of those aims. The authors of this propaganda 
are either ignorant fanatics or the agents of those who are openly 
or secretly hting against us to frustrate and destroy our newly 
won liberty. o not believe calumniators. 

Keep your hearts open to the Turkish people, who are fighting for 
freedom and independence, and sincerely striving to become an element 
of progress and justice in the world, like yourselves. 

(Copyright, 1923, by the New York Herald.) 

{Special cable dispatch.] 


ANGORA, January 24.—To be registered in history as the George 
Washington of his country is the characteristic ambition best picturing 
the personality of Mustapha Kemal Pasha, the national hero of Turkey 
resuscitated. 

“The great George Washington, foremost modern pioneer of liberty, 
who won 5 for his country by driving out the foreign 
despots 2 ng it, is the man whose example inspires and influences 
me most deeply,“ was Kemal's spontaneous reply to the question which 
great character in history he chiefly admired. 

Those words are a revelation of Kemal's past achievements as well as 
future hopes. Like that great American whom he passionately desires 
to emulate, he has vanquished the foe in the field and is ready to 
devote his genius to peaceful organization of the nation he has liber- 
ated, but nothing except complete and absolute independence of his 
country will satisfy him, and if the great European powers can not yet 
bring themselves to recognize it he is prepared to resume and carry 
on the struggle until force of arms imposes it upon their compre- 

ension, 
FROM OBSCURITY TO MASTERSHIP. 

This man who has led the Turkish people to final victory after 10 
years of misfortunes and defeats is not quite 43 years old. Three 
years ago, although his brilliant defense of the Dardanelles during the 
Great War had attracted the attention of military ee e his name 
was practically unknown to the world. Disgra by Enver Pasha 
who sensed a dangerous rival, he lived apparently an idle life o 
pleasure in Constantinople during the early days of the allied occu- 
pation while secretly Karmini a nucleus of devoted 8 with whose 
aid he suddenly launched that desperate coup in Anatolia which was 
eventually to make him master of the situation in the Near East. 

No visitor upon whom Kemal fixes the strange, concentric gaze of 
stecl blue eyes, rendered uncannily intuitive and inscrutable by the 
slightest possible squint, can doubt for an instant he is in the 1 igo ee 
of a born leader of men, There is no escaping that enveloping om- 
niscient squint, which seems to have the power to read all hidden 
thoughts and penetrate all the secrets and motives of men, and it must 
be an 9 experience indeed to come before him with a bad con- 
science or an insincere heart. 

Is “GUEST ” OF HIS ARMY. 


Kemal's house In Angora is called Echolng Rock,“ because of the 
isolated stony eminence opon which it stands, dominating the 8 
town on the flat Ee t was presented to him by the grand assem- 
bly, but he immedlately transferred the gift to the army, so he resides 
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there as the guest of his soldiers. The approach is guarded by vol 
teers, wild but faithful fellows from Treb 9 
black nationalist Sean be ebizond, clad in the sinister 

ngora is no means a “forbidden city.” Kemal mixes f 
among its inhabitants, taking any seat happening to be vacant 1 2 
crowded little hall of the National Assembly, like an ordinary deputy, 
but foreigners are stringently and efficiently probed before they are 
a bie the 1 il 3 Kemal’s presence. 

really great men, Kemal is no extremist. There is no m 
affinity between him and the Russian Bolshevist leaders. His po 
are moderate, and he expresses them with moderation, 80 when he 
says a thing can be done, Pele feel it is capable of realization, not a 
fanatical dream, Even in denouncing what he believes to be injustice 
he strives to avoid injustice himself. While formulating his appeal to 
the American ple he criticized America's attitude toward the Near 
8 am eee Lae 8338 3 the bellef that it 
merica's fa an at it occasioned 

than anger among his fellow citizens. se gi gh bs 


FIGHTING FOR THEIR FREEDOM. 


“Americans,” he declared, “seem not to realize the sacrifi 
Turkish people have made, the trials through which they have pe sued 
in order to reconquer their long-lost liberty. Otherwise the nited 
States Government and the ao surely had shown greater fairness in 
judging events in the Near t. The Turkish people are fighting for 
freedom from forelgn domination and exploitation just as the Ameri- 
cans fought 150 years ago, for Turkey has been reduced during the 
Jaan century to e conditions of a colony of the great European 

“ But the American people have not been allowed to discern the simi- 
larity between the struggle of the Turks to-day and the w 
8 of the ee 8 É tele z . 

“Foreign propaganda, ignorant fanaticism, and prejudice have 
blinded the eyes of America to the truth. If she shout open them 
without heeding insidious falsehood propagated by foreign agents, she 
would see valiant people risking its all against a world of enemies for 
the conquest of the same rights that found immortal expression in the 
American Declaration of Independence.” 

A NEW ORIENTAL TYPE. 


Kemal appears to be the ideal representative of an entirely n t 
of oriental, whose existence the west is only dimly beginning to 
realize, but which it will be forced to take into account very Seriously 
3 8 
now the western mind has been accustomed to regard the orienta 
| peed whether Turk, Arab, Egyptian, or Hindoo, as a 1 
reamer prone to sudden wild outbursts of enthusiasm and energy, but 
incapable of sustained effort, not amenable to disciplined organ zation, 
and easily corruptible by European gold. The type stil! exists—there 
are idle boasters and traitors even in Angora, but it is rapidly becom- 
ing extinct and its place is being taken by men like Kemal and his 
associates, calm, efficient, incorruptible hard workers. 


DISPLAY TRUE BFFICIENCY, 


The most convincing evidence that a new era has dawned for the 
Bast over the barren table-land of Anatolia is the efficiency and strict 
attention to business dis 70 ba by everyone in Angora, army officers of 
all ranks, deputies, and high and low governmental officials, Here, as 
in Asia Minor, removed from corrupting influences which for 50 years 
have come to the oriental in the guise of western civilization, a new 
race of men has developed, amid the sacrifices and hardships of an 
originally almost suicida ANa e whose bravery, honesty, and abne- 

on of self justify belief that the renaissance of the Hast is no 
onger an ar dream. 

It is needful to comprehend this fundamental change which the 
oriental mentality is un ergolng in order to realize that Kemal’s plan 
for instituting in Turkey the most democratic régime in the world is 
practical to-day. Before the nationalist movement in Anatolia it 
would have been madness. 

„Turkey's future form of government,“ Kemal explained, will be 
democratic in the fullest sense of the term. The right of sovereignty 
will be invested in the people and exercised by the national assembly, 
composed of members elected v the people. The national nn 
will in turn exercise its authority through the council of commissars 
whom it chooses among its members,” 

WILL HAVE NO PRESIDENT. 


The system differs from both the American and Swiss forms of 
republican 1 for there is no President. Kemal himself, 
though president of the national assembly, has no special authority 
beyond that inherent in his dominant personality. 

“For more than a cen +” he continued, “the Turkish people 
have desperately striven to establish their own Government upon a 
democratic basis like this; they tried to assimilate the scientific and 
political progress achieved by western countries during the nineteenth 
century. Turk intellectuals attempted to introduce reforms by bring- 
ing specialists from Europe. Not a few of Turkish enlightened sons 
sacrificed their lives for this end. 

“But European diplomacy placed innumerable obstacles in the 
Turkish people's path to progress ; did everything in its power to 
retard and prevent Turkey's wing sirens. and prosperous, fearing 
she might cast off the yoke of Europe's exploitation and domination. 
However, this selfish hostility of Europe toward 8 spelling 
reform and revival in Turkey overshot its mark, for it inflamed the 
Turkish people with a passionate desire for freedom, which has found 
its final expression in Angora. 

“To-day victorious Turkey takes herself, without asking permis- 
sion, political and economic liberties enjoyed by all civilized nations.” 


TURKEY’S CULTURED FUTURE, 


The correspondent was curious to know Kemal’s opinion on a ques- 
tion that is ö on hy the patriots in Angora and all 
oriental nationalists, as to whether the Turks or other eastern ples 
should seek salvation in the assimilation of western civilization or 
hold themselves aloof and rather try to recreate a civilization of their 
own based upon their ancient culture. As always, his reply was 
characteristic of the moderation of his well-balanced intellect. 

N My earnest desire,” said Kemal, is that Turkey will profit by the 
scientific and commercial progress of the west and by western ctyill- 
zation generally in so far as is compatible with her own national 
culture. The ancient civilization of Turkey was halted in its develop- 
ment by the continual clash of political ambitions in Europe, which 
forced the Turks in the time of their greatness to devote all their 
energies to war, and later by the intrigues of European statesmen who 
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But now these obstacles are being 


wish to keep Turkey in subjection. aiaee are ient 


removed, one by one, and rkey will be free to 
culture while adopting all that is most valuable the modern ci 
t f the west.” 
7a Asked whether there was any prospect of Americans being called 
upon to assist in the modern reconstruction of Turkey, Kemal age 
“ We shall gladly welcome the help of the American specialis! tk 
rticularly hope the Turks may learn American business me 55 
ugh the establishment of close trade relations between om 0 
countries, American commerce may always be assured of full 
ane wooly aware that the chief obstacle to American ap recia- 
tion of the effort the Turkish 9 2 7 Kn 5 
etd is the situation of Christ eat Aa 8 


essed the most solemn assurance 
3 sug Turkey will enjoy the same protection and rights as 
Moslems, provided they obey the laws of their country and refrain 


tionary activities. 
NO PRIVILEGES FOR CHRISTIANS. 
“ AH Christians in soi bday OF was his declaration, “will enjoy equal 


from revo 


‘bristian minority will ever a 
wa . — rights of the Moslem majority. The greatest 
blunder the Turks ever made was when, centuries ago, th . 
vileges and favors which no other nation ever dreamed of giving 


ers upon Christians who entered the Turkish dominions. 


“a ere 
for the anes of others, which are great virtues from 


Turkey is determined to grant 


reigners within her borders, save 
Fights in the tataro To. o cay all other civilized countries. 


inclu 
hy of Turkey 
“i and 


inspection. 
On the wall of Kemal’s library hangs a great 8 saber pre- 


the Sen 
of the present 2 It 
in the eyes of millio 


Ango is 
ghan, Arabian, Egyptian, and Indian missions are pele oe tes i 


es 
rage diplomatic reply from Kemal: 
e pupa le of 
e peoples become free and independent.“ was his 
cryptic statement. 
tions, he would say was, 
between 


urin campai that ended with the capture of Smyrna— 
Saye o 1 we he does not a 1 17 3 a arpan —— 
with fine curious o 
and well-bound books are scattered 


CONVERTED TO PROHIBITION. 


Pasha’s despotic and corrupt 
ink, yellow, and green liquors 
but to-day he is an earnest 


rica’s experien 
Liking people, wherefore the enforcement of prohibition in 


western world in its 

“Disarmament an 
when rticularly the statesmen of the gr 
recognize the equal rigħts of all nations, great and 
and independence—and not before.” 


DARKNESS SHROUDS ITS FUTURE, 


The future of Turkey is still shrouded in the darkness that is omi- 
nously spreading over the whole Eastern Hemisphere, and it remains 
to be seen whether Kemal's great projects for the renaissance of the 
Turkish ple will be realized or will once a be retarded and 
frustrated by war. War would delay and cast into jeopardy all the 

eat plans for the reconstruction of his country which are dear to 

is heart, But it is 8 certain he is determined to take the 
field again if he fails to obt such ce terms for his country as he 
considers necessary in order to effect this reconstruction succe: X 

Ending the interview, this victorious general, who is most often seen 
in civilian clothes, declared: 

“The happiest moment of my Hfe was when I smashed the Greek 
Armies in te pitched battles of Aflum Karahissar and Dumlu Pinar 


and I knew my country was saved. Our army is even stronger tome 
than then, and is ready to do duty again if needful. The Turkish e 
is so passionately attached to its liberty that it is prepared to mas 
every sacrifice in order to safeguard it. The best qualities of the 
Turks are fidelity to their promises, faithfulness to their friends, and 
unfaltering devotion to the independence of their country.” 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
OweEN] has offered for the Recorp what he denominates a re- 
markable address issued by Mustapha Kemal to the American 
people. The Senator refers to this revolutionary Turkish leader 
as a man of education and one who is advised concerning the 
“history of nations,” 

And, with a fine sense of justice, the able Senator declares 
that the Ottoman Turks are entitled to a hearing before the bar 
of public opinion and are also entitled to liberty and to the 
enjoyment of political rights. I will not disagree with the 
disti d Senator in these views, but in determining what 
attitude should be taken toward the Turks and what restric 
tions, if any, should be imposed upon them by the allied and 
associated powers, many facts and circumstances must be taken 
into consideration. Of course, speaking academically, the Otto- 
man Turks have the right to freedom and independence and to 
establish a form of government which to them seems best, but 
that is not the paramount question at issue now between the 
Turks and the allied nations and the United States. 

The appeal by Kemal Pasha, to which the Senator refers, is 
a most adroit and intriguing document. One would suppose 
that it emanated from a man who had been schooled in democ- 
racy and who was guided by the spirit of a Hampden or a Chat- 
ham or a Patrick Henry and was seeking to extend the prin- 
ciples of ltberty throughout the world. It is a subtle appeal, 
which undoubtedly, it is hoped, will temper the sharp edge of 
world-wide criticism because of the barbarities perpetrated 
by the Kemalists and the Turks upon Christian minorities 
within what have been and doubtless will be the boundaries 
of the Turkish Empire. It is likewise an appeal to justify the 
refusal of the Turks to abide by the treaty of Sevres or to 
enter into a fair and just treaty with the allied representatives 
during the protracted negotiations at Lausanne. 

Mr. President, the publicity given to this statement by Mus- 
tapha Kemal calls for some reply and justifies a discussion, 
within proper limits, of what is known as the Turkish ques- 
tion,“ which comprises the issues presented in the Near East. 
I read in this morning’s paper the statement the Senator from 
Oklahoma has just placed before us and am somewhat surprised 
that it so soon finds its way into the Recorp. In order that we 
may have a better understanding of the situation and be better 
prepared to determine just what the rights of the Ottoman 
Turks are it is proper that a hasty though obviously an imper- 
fect review of certain historical facts should be made, and in 
so doing I want to present the cause of the Armenians and show 
what they have suffered at the hands of the Turks, including 


this same Mustapha Kemal. 


Kemal Pasha assumes that the Turks rightfully occupy the 
territory which constituted the kingdom of Armenia and all 
of Asia Minor and are entitled to the possession and control 
of Thrace and perhaps other territory in Europe; and he as- 
sumes the competency of the Turks to govern and to extend 
freedom and justice to all races and creeds within the bounda- 
ries of Turkish authority. Perhaps title to land, if not to peo- 
ples, may be acquired by prescription initiated by force and 
violence and maintained by cruelty and bloodshed. But one 
can be forgiven for questioning the validity of such title and 
requiring that other muniments of title be submitted in the 
court of public opinion and before the bar of international 
justice. A discussion of the Turkish question compels an 
examination of conditions in western Asia and in what we 
call the Balkan territory, anterior to the appearance of the 
oriental hordes which swept down from central Asia in more 
recent times. 

We have heard much of the Armenians and have for many 
years protested against the cruel policies executed by the 
Turks, which had for their object the extermination of this 
splendid race. But there are many who do not know the 
history of this brave people, and there are some who are 
inclined to think that they have sought to intrude themselves 
into Turkish territory and usurp the authority exercised by 
the Turkish Government. The fact is that the Armenians 
migrated to Asia Minor from southeastern Europe more than 
2,500 years ago. They belong to the Aryan race and find their 
roots in the same soil from which sprang European peoples. 
Philologists declare their language to be Indo-European and 
their literature gives pers to that view. 

The historian Strabo dec that they migrated from Thes- 


saly and established themselves in the country which for cen- 
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turies has been called Armenia. Professor Ripley, in his valu- 
able work The Races of Europe, states that: 

s borderland (Armenia) between Eu- 
— 3 5 anes Chantre 15 n be- 
cause the Armenians most clearly represent it hare E, „„The 
similarity of this to our Alpine races of western zopa has been 
especially emphasized by the most competent authority, Von Luschan. 
* + * Were it not for the potent selective influence of religion 
(Christianity and Mohammedanism) complete rupture by the invad- 
ing Tartar-Turks might conceivably have taken place. As it the 
continuity of the Alpine races across Asia Minor can not be do ted. 

I mentioned the historian Strabo. He refers to the origin of 
the Armenian people and speaks of Jason and his expedition 
into Armenia, and states that from “Armeus the country had 
its name.” 

Some historians of note claim that the progenitors of the 
Armenians migrated from Thrace about 1,400 years B. C., 
and after crossing into Asia they passed through Bythnia and 
entered Cappadocia and Cilicia, from which countries, some 
time in the seventh or eighth century, B. C., they reached 
the broad plateau upon which is Mount Ararat. In this region 
they remained and extended their occupation until they brought 
within their authority that vast region which was known as 
the kingdom of Armenia, and with the boundaries of which, 
generally speaking, we are familiar. 

I think it is now aceepted by historians and philologists that 
the Illyrians, whom we now know as the Albanians, the 
Phrygians, the Greeks, and the Armenians all belong to the 
same branch of the Aryan family. At one time it was be- 
lieved by some writers that the Armenian language was a 
branch of the Persian, but that view is discredited and is 
no longer accepted by authorities who have written upon 
the origin of races and the development of languages. The 
earlier boundaries of Armenia may not perhaps be definitely 
determined, but it is generally agreed by historians that Ar- 
menia at one time embraced that. vast domain extending from 
the Black and Caspian Seas southwesterly to the Mediter- 
ranean Sea, comprising an area of approximately 150,000 
square miles. Cilicia, or, as it Is sometimes called, Lesser 
Armenia, which borders upon the extreme northeastern shore 
of the Mediterranean Sea, constituted its southwesterly ex- 
tremity. 

To ome west of Armenia is Anatolia, which we commonly call 
Asia Minor. The greater part of Armenia is a vast plateau 
from which rise mountains and within which are found valleys 
and deserts. It possesses varied resources and contains exten- 
sive and valuable agricultural lands and rich mineral deposits. 
The Armenians were in contact with the Potian Greeks, who oc- 
cupied a portion of Asia Minor to the west of Armenia and 
along the southern littoral of the Black Sea, as well as with the 
Hellenic peoples of the Mediterranean and Aegean Seas. To 
the south and east were the Assyrians, Babylonians, Medes, 
and Persians, and the various races and peoples who inhabited 
the successive kingdoms that rose and fell in Persia and Meso- 
potamia. 

The Armenians were known to be a strong, vigorous, intel- 
lectual, and progressive people. Long prior to the days of 
Cæsar and the dawn of the Christian era their fame had 
spread throughout the civilized world. During the ministry of 
St. Paul they were visited by the Apostles Thaddeus and Bar- 
tholomew, who introduced Christianity among them. The new 
faith spread throughout the land, and about the year 300 A. D. 
it was accepted by the King of Armenia, who established it as 
the State religion. From that time until the present, the Ar- 
menian race have persevered in their adherence to the Chris- 
tian faith. 

Some historians state that the inhabitants of what is called 
‘Armenia are first mentioned in the annals of the Assyrians 
many hundred years before Christ. The Assyrian armies made 
war upon them, but in the ninth century before Christ the Ar- 
menians united and formed what was called the Kingdom of 
Urartu. These same historians contend that the powerful King- 
dom of the Medes made war upon the Kingdom of Urartu and 
brought its inhabitants under rule of that powerful nation. 
It is further shown by these historians that later King Darius 
of Persia asserted dominion over the great plateau north of 
Mesopotamia and south of the Caucasus Mountains, and which 
was inhabited by the Armenian race, 

During the period of Persian domination Armenia was divided 
into two satrapies for administrative purposes. But these po- 
litical subdivisions were practically independent, the people 
paying but a small tribute to the Persian Government. In the sec- 
ond century before Christ the Armenians revolted from the au- 
thority of the Seleucid King of western Asia. A few centuries 
later Tigranes the Great became King over Armenia. He pos- 
sessed great executive and administrative ability and brought 


honor and fame to his country. He was related to Mithradites, 
the famous Pontie King, who sought to build an empire uniting 
the Hellenic and Iranian peoples. The Roman power, however, 
shattered his dream and also constituted an impediment to the 
growth and development of the Armenian Kingdom, which now 
became a buffer State between Rome on the west and the 
Parthian rulers of Iran. 

Tigranes developed the spirit of Armenian nationality and 
linked the Armenian people to the West, removing from them 
any veneer of Persian Zoroasterianism. 

For several centuries Armenia was in the eddy of the great 
contending forces of the East and the West. It was besieged 
and assailed by the Parthian armies, and upon the death of 
King Tiridates, who had accepted Christianity and established 
it as the State religion, his kingdom fell, a portion of the people 
coming under Persian rule and the residue acknowledging 
Roman authority. 

But the Armenians remained devoted to the new faith which 
they had espoused, and no persecution was sufficient to alienate, 
them from that faith. For several centuries the conflicting 
tides of the East and the West rolled over them, but they clung 
to their national church and to their political ideals, whether 
their rulers were Persians or Romans. 

In the seyenth century the control of western Asia passed to 
the Arabs, and in the eighth or ninth century the power of the 
caliphate declined and the Armenians established a Christian 
principality which survived for several centuries. In the elev- 
enth and twelfth centuries nomadic Turkish tribes marched from 
Asia and fell upon Persia and Armenia and countries which 
had been controlled for several centuries by the Arabs. The 
Armenian rulers sought protection from the Roman Empire of 
the East, but its lethargy and inherent weakness afforded but 
slight protection against the savage assaults of the barbarous 
Asiatic Turks in their western movements. 

Near the end of the thirteenth century the Karluchs and 
other wild Asiatic hordes invaded western Asia and the bar- 
barous Mongols, who destroyed civilization wherever they found 
it, swept through Persia and over the Armenian plateau during 
the same century. For several centuries anarchy and chaos 
reigned in western Asia. Then came the Osmanli to power. 
This was a Turkish clan which attempted to bring under its 
authority western Asia and eastern Europe. It expanded 
across the Dardanelles and extended its authority as far as 
the gates of Vienna. Armenia was completely overrun as early 
as 1514, and in the sixteenth century the eastern world from 
Vienna to Persia was linked under one control. From that time 
until the present, broadly speaking, Armenia, except the 
Province of Erivan, which was conquered by the Persians in 
the seventeenth century and held until 1834, when it was ceded 
to Russia, and the Province of Kars, which was acquired by 
Russia in 1878, has been under Turkish rule. 

It will thus be perceived that the Armenians for centuries 
constituted the outer bulwark of western civilization, against 
which the invasions of Mongols and Turks and Tartars and 
Saracens and barbaric hordes were directed. They occupied 
the great highways leading from southeastern Europe to Asia, 
and along these highways wild Asiatic hordes traveled like suc- 
cessive billows of the sea seeking the conquest of superior 
races and the acquisition of the lands which were the homes 
and countries of other races. 

The pages of history do not record a more courageous and 
valorous people than the Armenians. None have exhibited 
greater fidelity to their religious convictions and to their ideals. 
Besieged upon every hand, robbed and plundered and butchered 
by successive invading hordes, they survived; however, millions 
were killed, and the tragedies and sorrows with which they 
were visited only strengthened the faith of survivors, increased 
their tenacity, and nerved them for still greater sorrows and 
heavier persecutions, The Ottoman Turks, when they inun- 
dated their territory, destroyed hundreds of their towns and 
cities, and slaughtered hundreds of thousands of their people. 
They conquered Mesopotamia, Armenia, Syria, Palestine, the 
country we call Asia Minor, and pushed on into western Europe. 
It was the Armenian people who held back for many years the 
Tartars and the Turks, and thus enabled the peoples of Burope 
to prepare themselves for the final contest before the gates of 
Vienna in 1683. The victorious march of these barbarous hordes 
was stayed and they were thrown back into the Balkan Penin- 
sula. Greece, Constantinople, Thrace, and the territory which 
we now know as Bulgaria, Rumania, Serbia, all passed under 
the crescent of the Turk. The heavy hand of Turkey was laid 
upon the Armenian people. Wild bands of Kurds and Turks 
and Tartars settled in their midst, robbed them of their lands, 
plundered them of their property, and inflicted upon them cruel 
persecutions. The Turkish Government, controlled often by 
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fiends and monsters, imposed upon them oppressive burdens and 
enforced cruel and merciless edicts. 

Under the rule of their own kings and rulers the Armenians 
enjoyed a large degree of freedom and reached a high place 
in the civilization of nations. Their frugality and industry, 
their love of home and country, their earnest application to 
the development of their fields, and their industrial life gave 
them a preeminence among the nations and peoples surround- 
ing them which was not denied by their contemporaries and 
which historians have affirmed. They built cities and towns, 
established industries, and developed a large domestic and 
foreign trade and commerce which added to their wealth and in- 
finence. Upon the shores of three seas they built ships and 
constructed ports from which rich argosies came and went, 
adding to their wealth and national prosperity. They developed 
remarkable ability in business pursuits and enterprises and 
pioneered the way into other countries for the sale of their 
products. They brought remote peoples together and nations 
into contact, through trade and by means of commercial trans- 
actions. While possessing a strong nationalistic spirit and a 
pride in their own land, they were catholic in their views and 
sought to break down narrow and provincial prejudices and 
those extreme racial antipathies which have been provocative 
of so much controversy and, indeed, bloodshed in the past. As 
1 have indicated, for centuries prior to the conquest of their 
country by the Turks they had been assailed by the wild, bar- 
barous tribes and the nomadic forces from western and central 
Asia and had sustained losses and been the victims of cruel 
and rapacious raids and destructive ravages. 

The topography of their country, with its lofty mountains 
and mighty valleys and plains, influenced the character of the 
people. The historian Buckle, in his monumental work, at- 
tempts to establish the thesis that physical surroundings and 
climatic conditions not only influence but perhaps determine the 
thoughts, characters, and lives of the people. He attributes 
the characteristics of the Scotch, as exemplified in such men 
as John Knox and the Covenanters, to the bleak highlands and 
the rugged conditions of Scotland. Nature was harsh and stern 
and relentless as he perceived her manifestations in the cliffs 
and rocks and sterile lands of Scotland. He found in this re- 
markable race a reproduction of nature's inflexible form and 
frowning face. 

Be that as it may, the Armenians in many ways reflected 
their physical surroundings. The noble mountains, reaching 
into the skies, and the far-reaching plains and the deserts 
fading into the horizon were ever before them as objects, or 
subjects, rather, which influenced their lives. They saw in 
these great works of nature the creative power of an Omnipo- 
tent One. 

After Christianity had been accepted by them and had be- 
come a State religion, they were imbued with the thought that 
they were the guardians of immortal truth and were to be am- 
bassadors of the risen Lord for the salvation of man. Their 
literature and art reveal how strongly their lives were in- 
fluenced by Christianity. Historians refer to the wonderful 
developments of music and art among the Armenians following 
the acceptance of the teachings of the Apostles. Mr. Henry 
F. B. Lynch, in his work upon Armenia, refers to the archi- 
tectural development among the Armenians and ascribes to 
them the origin of the gothic style. They erected thousands of 
churches which exhibited the most beautiful forms of archi- 
tectural design and testified to the religious devotion and 
spiritual aspirations of the people. 

The Armenians gave attention to education, established 
schools and seminaries of learning, and applied in their com- 
munity life those policies and virtues and charities which 
have demonstrated a high degree of culture among Christian 
nations. They possessed a respect for the law and established 
courts which administered justice among the people. Many 
of the young men of Armenia attended the great centers of 
learning in Athens, Rome, and Alexandria, and thousands of 
thém found positions of trust and responsibility in the business 
activities of other nations as well as in the governments to 
which they went. They became financiers, generals, states- 
men; and teachers in other countries than their own. Some 
of the greatest military leaders of Russia and other near-by 
nations were Armenians. In the days of the Byzantine Em- 
pire many of its emperors and empresses were Armenians, 
among them being Maurice, Philip, Leo, Basyl, Alexander, and 
Constantine. The Armenians have furnished prime ministers 
for Persia, Egypt, and Hungary, and they have also filled 
high administrative positions, even under the Turkish Govern- 
ment. Armenia has furnished the world with brilliant poets 
and musicians and painters, and has taken high rank in all 
intellectual fields, 


When we recall the vicissitudes through which this noble 
race has passed and the persecutions and woes which have 
pursued it for centuries, we can only express wonder at the 
mighty record of achievement and the imperishable legacy 
which it has left for the enrichment of the world. Our ad- 
miration for the Armenians is increased when we remember 
the awful conditions which have surrounded them, particularly 
under Turkish rule. 

It is not too much to say that if Armenia had not been in- 
vaded and the Armenian race had been permitted to pursue 
its destiny unmolested by the Tartars and Kurds and Turks, 
and the Asiatic tribes that were ever at their door, they would 
have developed into a mighty nation with millions of inhab- 
itants who would have challenged the admiration of the world 
and been a beacon light to the peoples of the Near East 
and, indeed, to eastern Europe and western Asia. 

If the Christian nations of Europe had given help to Ar- 
menia in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, there would 
have been.no Turkish question. The Pan-Turanian movement 
would have been halted at the eastern borders of Armenia. 
Greece would have become a mighty nation, and history 
would not have recorded the centuries of bloodshed and oppres- 
sion to which the Christian peoples of Greece and the Balkan 
States have been subjected. 

As I have indicated earlier in my remarks, there has not been 
an understanding by Americans or Europeans of the great con- 
tributions made by Armenia to the cause of Christian civiliza- 
tion and to the progress and enlightenment of the world. 
Many have forgotten, if they ever knew, that Armenia was a 
well-organized nation administering justice and developing a 
fine culture at least 1,000 years before any other nation in 
Europe except Greece and Rome, and that her origin dates back 
to an earlier period than that of the Roman Empire. 

Under the inspiration of the Christian religion the progress of 
Armenia was phenomenal, During the first two centuries of 
the Christian era an Armenian alphabet was developed, the 
Bible was translated into the vernacular of the people, the 
foreign trade and commerce of the country was increased, and 
great progress was made in education and culture. 

Armenia has given more martyrs to the world in proportion 
to population than any other land. For centuries her valleys 
and plains have been incarnadined with the blood of her mar- 
tyrs. 

Under Turkish rule their property has been confiscated, their 
cities and towns have been burned, hundreds of thousands of 
men, women, and children haye been deported to die of starva- 
tion in the mountain fastnesses and in the deserts or to be 
murdered by the wild and savage bands of Kurds that sur- 
rounded them. Their children have been butchered, their 
daughters and wives have been seized and taken to Turkish 
harems, and constant efforts have been made to bring about 
the complete extermination of the race. 

Mr. President, at this point, without reading, I desire to 
place in the Recorp a few statements made by distinguished 
writers and statesmen who testify to the fine character and 
noble qualities of the Armenian people. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
quest will be granted. 

Mr. KING. Dr. Cyrus Hamlin states that— 

The Armenians are a noble race. 

Prof. Karl Roth declares that— 


The importance of the Armenian people is often ignored. The 
Armenians have played in antiquity, and more especially in the Mid- 
dle Ages, an important role. As a factor of civilization in the 
Orient the Armenian is more important than is generally realized. 
The Armenians are without doubt intellectually the most awake 
among all the peoples that inhabit the Ottoman Empire. They are 
superior to Turks and Kurds. 


Dr. E. J. Dillon makes the statement that 


The Armenians constitute the sole civilizing, the sole humanizing 
element in Anatolia; peaceful to the degree of self-sacrifice, law- 
abiding to their own undoing, and industrious and hopeful under con- 
ditions which would sppalt the majority of mankind. At their best 
they are the stuff of which heroes and martyrs are molded. 


The late Andrew D. White, former United States ambassador 
to Germany, in his autobiography states that— 


The Armenians are a good people, of large and noble capacities, For 
ages they have maintained their civilization under oppression that 
would have crushed almost any other people. The Armenian is one of 
the finest races in the world. If I were asked to name the most desir- 


the re- 


able races to be added by immigration to the American population I 
would name among the very first the Armenian. 

Lord Bryce, ex-ambassador of Great Britain to the United 
States, in speaking of the Armenians, declares: 

Among all those who dwell in western Asia they stand first, with a 


capacity for intellectual and moral Li 
tenacity of will and purpose beyond t 


ss, as well as with a natural 
at of all their neighbors—not 
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merely of ‘Turks, Tartars, Kurds, and Persians, but also of Russians. 
They are a strong race, not only with vigorous nerves and sinews, 
physically active and energetic, but also of conspicuous brain power. 

Henry Morgenthau, ex-United States ambassador to Turkey, 
in his “Ambassador Morgenthau’s Story,” pages 287 to 289, 
states: 

The Armenians of the present day are the direct descendants of the 
people who inhabited the country 3,000 years ago. Their origin is sọ 
ancient that it is lost in fable and mystery. There are still unde- 
ciphered cuneiform inscriptions on the rocky hills of Van, the largest 
Armenian city, that have led certain scholars—though not many, I 
must admit—to identify the Armenian race with the Hittites of the 
Bible. What is definitely known about the Armenians, however, is that 
for a they have constituted the most civilized and most industrious 
race in the eastern section of the Ottoman Empire. From their moun- 
tains they have spread over the Sultan’s dominions, and form a con- 
siderable element in the population of all the large cities. Everywhere 
they are known for their industry, their intelligence, and their decent 
and orderly lives. They are so superior to Turks intellectually 
and morally that much of the business and indus has passed into 
their hands, With the Greeks the Armenians constitute the economic 
strength of the empire. These people became Christians in the fourth 
century, and established the Armenian Church as their State religion. 
This is said to be the oldest Christian church in existence, 

In face of persecutions which have bad no parallel elsewhere these 

ple have clung to their early Christian faith with the utmost 
enacity, For fifteen hundred years they have lived there in Armenia, 
a little island of Christians surrounded by backward peoples of hostile 
religion and hostile race. Their long existence has been one unending 
martyrdom, The territo which they inhabit forms the connecting 
link e Europe and Asia, and all the Asiatic invasions—Saracens, 
Tartars, Mongols, Kurds, and Turks—have passed over their peaceful 
country. For centuries they have thus been the Belgium of the east. 
Through all this period the Armenians haye regarded themselves not 
as Asiatic but as peans, They speak an Indo-European language, 
their racial origin is believed by scholars to be an, and the fact 
that their religion is the religion of Burope has always made them 
turn their eyes westward. And out of that western country, they have 
always hoped, would some day come the deliverance that would rescue 
them from their murderous masters. 

Mr. KING. Permit me to direct attention to a later period 
in the history of Turkey and the Christians within her borders. 
Russia declared her intention of becoming the protector of the 
Christian races in the Near East. The European nations were 
beginning to learn of the martyrdom of the Christian peoples 
who lived under Turkish rule. They learned of the barbarous 
treatment accorded the Armenians, the Greeks, the Bulgarians, 
the Rumanians, and the Serbians, but were unwilling to pro- 
tect them if in so doing it required war upon Turkey. Russia’s 
professed desire to mitigate the horrors of Turkish misrule 
brought but slight alleviation to the suffering Christians. In 
1821 Greece revolted and won her Independence. Later Serbia 
and Rumania achieved their independence, and finally Bulgaria 
threw off the Turkish yoke. Senators will remember that the 
Russo-Turkish War ended in 1877 and was followed by the 
treaty of San Stefano, under the terms of which Russia was to 
occupy a considerable portion of the Turkish territory until 
massacres and rapine ceased and governmental reforms were 
put into operation. 

Unfortunately Great Britain, fearing the dominance of Rus- 
sia in the Near East and the possible effect of such preeminence 
upon her Indian possessions, interfered, and the treaty of Berlin 
superseded the treaty of San Stefano. The Berlin treaty prom- 
ised Turkish protection to the Armenians, and Great Britain 
agreed to help the Turkish Empire in the event of a controversy 
with Russia. But Turkey, in violation of her solemn pledges, 
continued her persecution of the Armenian people and of the 
Christian minorities within her domain. In 1880 the powers 
joined in a note to Turkey, demanding observance of her prom- 
ises and an immediate cessation of Armenian and Christian 
persecution. This demand was wholly ignored by Turkey, and 
the massacres continued periodically and the promised reforms 
were denied to the non-Moslem populations of Turkey. In 
1894-95 the Sultan, Abdul-Hamid, caused to be murdered more 
than 100,000 Armenians. In 1908, 700,000 Armenians were de- 
stroyed. The awful carnage was continuing when the Christian 
nations of the world, horrified by wholesale massacres, pro- 
tested, and secured promises of reform. The young Turks ob- 
tained control of the Government, and European nations, as 
well as the United States, hoped that the promises of a liberal 
government would be realized. The new régime solemnly 
agreed that there would be no further enslavement of the 
Armenians, no further confiscation of property, and a just sys- 
tem of taxation, the rights of the Armenians to be regarded as 
citizens and to bear arms and to have places in the army anda 
voice in the administrative affairs of the Empire. But none of 
these promises were fulfilled. 

In 1914 the great World War began. It is difficult to ascer- 
tain the number of Armenians then living in Asiatic Turkey. 
It is estimated by some that there were 2,000,000. Other 
writers place the number at 2,500,000. Senators will recall that 
a portion of what had formerly been Armenia had been annexed 
by Russia and Persia had extended her dominion over still 


another portion. What is now known as Azerbaijan, which is 
under Soviet Russia’s control, was at one time a part of the 
Kingdom of Armenia, 

When the war broke out there were residing in what is known 
as Russian Armenia perhaps 2,000,000 Armenians. There were 
several hundred thousand scattered throughout Asia Minor, and 
approximately 150,000 resided in Constantinople. Cilicia, which 
borders the Mediterranean Sea and at one time was a part of the 
Kingdom of Armenia, and is still known as Lesser Armenia, 
contained many thousand Armenians, and tens of thousands 
resided in the Provinces of Broussa and Adin, which includes 
the Smyrna district. As I have heretofore stated, the portion 
of what was formerly the Armenian: Kingdom constitutes a part 
of Russia. 

At the outbreak of the World War the Armenian people were 
placed in a most unfortunate and, indeed, dangerous position. 
Turkey was under the influence of the Kaiser and the military 
elements surrounding him. After intriguing for some time Tur- 
key joined the Central Empires, German diplomats were in 
Turkey directing her political movements and German officers 
were in her armies training and preparing them to support the 
Central Empires. When Russia mobilized her armies to repel 
the German and Austrian invasion of her territory the Arme- 
nians within Russia entered the Russian armies and rendered 
heroic service, 

The sympathies of the Armenians, both in Turkey and in Rus- 
sia, were with the Allies. They believed the contest was between 
democracy and liberty upon one hand and militarism and autoc- 
racy upon the other hand. They had struggled for centuries for 
liberty and realized that so long as the Turkish power existed 
they would be under the heel of the cruel Turks. However, 
when Turkey entered the war the Armenians residing within 
Turkish Armenia endeavored to discharge their obligations to 
their Government. Thousands of them were drafted into the 
army for menial service, and many were employed in the con- 
struction of roads and bridges and in transporting Turkish 
munitions and military supplies. : 

It is difficult to understand just what motives inspired the 
Turkish rulers to execute the cowardly and cruel purpose which 
soon became manifest. Authentic reports indicate that German 
military leaders who were in Turkey, if they did not direct, at 
least approved the plan for the wholesale extermination of the 
Armenian race within Turkish territory, or at least within 
Turkish Armenia. 

At the time Turkey entered the war there were perhaps, as I 
have stated, more than 2,000,000 of Armenians under the Turk- 


ish flag. The greater part of them were in the seven Armenian. 


vilyats or provinces, viz, Erzerum, Van, Bitlis, Trebizond, Man- 
vouret-ul-Aziz, Diarbekr, and Sivas. 

The census prepared by the Armenian patriarchate in 1912 
shows the Armenians within the provinces just named to have 
been considerably more than 1,100,000. In addition, there were 
Nestorians, Greeks, and other Christians, numbering more than 
200,000. The number of Armenians in Russian Armenia at that 
time approximated 2,000,000. 

I should have stated that when the young Turks obtained 
control of the Turkish Government and promised reforms and 
a mitigation of the persecutions and political and economic dis- 
criminations to which the Armenian people had been subjected, 
the Armenians welcomed these promises and entered whole- 
heartedly into the plan for administrative reforms and for the 
execution of policies which would strengthen Turkey, increase 
her prestige, and augment her prosperity. ‘They showed a 
loyaity to the Government that was most extraordinary, in 
view of the centuries of wrongs which had been burned into 
their very souls. But the new régime soon became more re- 
actionary than Abdul-Hamid and inaugurated a systematic 
scheme for the Ottomanization of Turkey, which meant the 
extermination of the Armenian population. 

As illustrative of the purpose of the Armenians to aid Tur- 
key in becoming a better and a greater nation, I call attention 
to the fact that in the Balkan wars the Armenians fought side 
by side with the Turks against the Bulgarians and other Balkan 
States. While they regretted war with Christian nations, they 
observed their obligations to the Turkish Government and 
fought for its protection. Their bravery and heroism challenged 
the admiration of their Turkish military leaders. 

With the entrance of Turkey into the World War the Young 
Turk régime, which controlled, conceived the plan of extermi- 
nating the Armenians, They had abandoned all pretense of 
reform and had committed themselves to the policy of Prus- 
sianizing Turkey and inaugurating a Pan-Turanian movement, 
They dreamed of a great Turkish and Moslem Empire control- 
ling the east, allied to a military power—Germany—which 
would control the west. They planned to conquer Egypt and 
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Persia, and to bring under the political power of the Sultan at 
Constantinople the Mohammedan forces of the world. 

The Armenians were Christians, and they clung tenaciously 
to the lands of their fathers and to the spiritual and moral 
inheritance which had come down to them from the past. They 
had resisted all efforts to bring them under the influence of the 
Moslem faith. Murder and rapine and persecution had not 
sufficed to extinguish their faith. Thousands of their children 
had been seized by the Turks and brought up in Turkish house- 
holds. The tongues of fathers and mothers had been cut off by 
the Turks, so that they might not teach their children the 
Christian faith. Many of their churches had been burned and 
thousands had been forced to worship secretly in forests and in 
mountain fastnesses and underground caves. Their cruel mas- 
ters had subjected them to the most inhuman and fiendish 
tortures and persecutions, and still the race survived and 
within the hearts of the people burned that living and inspiring 
faith that raises humanity to glorious heights. 

As I have stated, the Armenians who were subjects of Turkey 
when the latter joined the Central Empires in 1914 gave no 
cause for complaint of disloyalty. Many were drafted into the 
army, and thousands, as I have stated, were employed in the 
construction of roads and in various activities connected with 
military operations. No authenticated charge has ever been 
made of treason by the Armenians to Turkish authority during 
the war. Various excuses have been offered for the diabolical 
plan which was devised by the Turkish authorities, and sys- 
tematically executed, for the extermination of the Armenian 
race, These pretexts have been carefully examined by Viscount 
Bryce in his painstaking and carefully prepared volume of 
nearly 700 pages, which was printed in 1916 under the title 
“The ‘Treatment of Armenians in the Ottoman Empire, 
1915-16.” 

Let me add at this point that this monumental work demon- 
strates beyond the possibility of a doubt that the Turkish Gov- 
ernment deliberately. planned the destruction of all Armenians 
within the boundaries of the Turkish Empire. The accounts 
of the frightful atrocities perpetrated by the Turks in the ex- 
ecution of this plan caused a feeling of horror throughout the 
world. Many in the United States and in Europe could not 
credit the apparently authentic accounts of the butcheries and 
premeditated deportations which were being carried out under 
direction of the Turkish Government. Viscount Bryce under- 
took to sift the evidence and to assemble documents and facts 
bearing upon this horrible crime committed by the Turkish 
Government. He gathered more than i40 documents, and a 
vast amount of indisputable evidence, which he presented to 
Lord Grey, then Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs in Great 
Britain. Lord Grey, in thanking Viscount Bryce for the docu- 
ments “on the Armenian massacres,” described them as “a 
terrible mass of evidence.” 

In the preface to this exhaustive volume, Viscount Bryce 
states that— 

The record of the rulers of Turkey for the last two or three centuries 
from the Sultan on his throne down to the district mutessarif, is, taken 
as a whole, an almost unbroken record of corruption, of injustice, of 
an oppression which often rises into hideous cruelty. “ * Can 
anyone still continue to aope that the evils of such a Government are 
curable? Or does the evidence contained in this volume furnish the 
most terrible and contaci proof tbat it can no longer be permitted 
to rule over subjects of a different faith? 5 

Mr. H. A. L. Fisher, who subsequently was a member of the 
British cabinet, as I recall, of Lloyd-George, in reviewing the 
volume states that— ; 
the evidence here collected with respect to the sufferings of the Ar- 
menian subjects of the Ottoman Empire during the present war will 
carry conviction wherever and whenever it is studied by honest in- 
quirers. * “ It is clear that a catastrophe, conceived upon a scale 
quite unparalleled in modern history, has n contrived for the Ar- 
menian inhabitants of the Ottoman Empire. It is found that the 
original responsibility rests with the Ottoman Government at Constan- 
tinople, whose policy was actively seconded by the members of the 
committee of union and progress in the Provinces. And in view of 
the fact that the representations of the Austrian ambassador with the 
Porte were effectual in procuring a partial measure of exemption for 
the Armenian Catholics, we are led to surmise that the unspeakable 
horrors which this volume records might have been mitigated if not 
wholly checked had active and energetic remonstrances been from the 
first moment addressed to the Ottoman Government by the two powers 
who had acquired a predominant influence in Constantinople. The evi- 
dence, on the contrary, tends to suggest that these two powers were in a 
general way favorable to the policy of deportation of the Armenians, 

Permit me to add, Mr. President, that since the war further 
facts have come to light which prove that German diplomatic 
representatives and German military leaders who were with the 
Turkish armies not only connivyed at these massacres and de- 
portations but encouraged them. 

Hon. Moorfield Sterey, in a letter to Lord Bryce, after re- 
viewing the records submitted, declares that they establish— 


beyond any reasonable doubt the deliberate purpose of the Turkish 
authorities practically to exterminate the Armenians, and their re- 
sponsibility for the hideous atrocities which have been perpetrated 
upon that unhappy people. 


If time permitted, I should like to read from this volume ac- 
counts of the deliberate and merciless manner in which the 
Turkish Government proceeded in the execution of its wicked 
design. I shall only present one paragraph, from page 627: 


There is no dispute as to what happened in 1915. The Armenian in- 
habitants of the Ottoman Empire were everywhere uprooted from their 
homes and deported to the most remote and unbealthy districts that 
the Government could select for them. Some were murdered at the 
outset, some perished on their way, and some died after reaching their 
destination. The death roll amounts to upward of 600,000; perhaps 
600,000 more are still alive In their place of exile; and the remaining 
600,000 or so have either been converted forcibly to Islam, gone into 
hiding in the mountains, or escaped beyond the Ottoman frontier. The 
Ottoman Government can not deny these facts, and they ‘can not 
justify them. No precaution or misdemeanor on the part of individual 
Armenians could justify such a crime against the whole race. 


The cumulative evidence shows that early in 1915 a decree 


‘was issued that all Armenians should be disarmed. Those who 


were fighting in the army were withdrawn and compelled to 
engage in road building, constructing fortifications, and in 
other work nonmilitary in character. Soon afterwards orders 
were issued and executed with methodical precision for the 
deportation of the male Armenians. No warning was given. 
They were immediately roped together or driven in groups from 
their homes in the cities and towns in which they lived into 
the deserts and mountains, where most of them were butchered. 
This fiendish plan was carried out in all of the vilayets to 
which I have referred, as well as in various parts of Anatolia. 
Some of the Armenians who belonged to the Catholic Church 
were exempted from the order, but in the main substantially 
all male inhabitants were deported. and most of them murdered 
by the gendarmerie or by fanatical Moslems or by the wild and 
irregular bands of Kurds who infested the mountains and 
plains. 

Later the women were ordered deported. Some, under proni- 
ise of a renunciation of their faith, were permitted to remain. 
This meant that they were forced into harems or into marriage 
with some brutal Tartar. Many women and girls were ray- 
ished and butchered, and the long lines of deportees driven by 
cruel gendarmes and Turkish soldiers fell by the wayside and 
perished in the mountain fastnesses and deserts. 

Thousand died of hunger, thirst, and exhaustion. Brigands 
and outlaws assailed them, murdering some, carrying others 
into captivity. This horrible picture can not be properly de- 
lineated. No language can overdraw it, no words can ex- 
aggerate its hideous outlines, 

Maj. Gen, James G. Harbord, of the United States Army, 
in 1919 visited many of the scenes of these massacres. He 
visited Cilicia and from there proceeded to various Provinces 
of Armenia, among them Sivas, Kars, Erzerum, Erivan, and 
Tiflis. Members of the mission visited other parts of Asia 
Minor and obtained evidence as to conditions there prevailing 
and bearing upon the massacres and atrocities of the Turks. 

Under date of October 16, 1919, General Harbord submitted 
his report to the Secretary of State. It is a strong indictment 
of Turkish misrule, and corroborates the statements of Lord 
Bryce and the reports which have come to the United States 
of the eruelties to which Armenians have been subjected. In 
his report General Harbord, speaking of the policy of extermi- 
nation in 1915, refers to it as the “last and greatest of these 
tragedies.” He states that 


nized in the spring of 1915 
rom town to town. Tus official 


old men, and children were, after a few days, deported to what 
Talaat Pasha called “agricultural colonies,” from the high, cool, 
breeze-swept plateau of Armenia to the malarial flats of the Euphrates 


He further states that the Armenians were— 


Driven on foot under a fierce summer sun, robbed of their clothing 
and such petty articles as they carried, prodded by bayonet If they 
lagged; starvation, typhus, and dysentery left thousands dead by the 
trail side. The ration was a pound of bread every alternate day, which 
many did not receive, and later a small daily sprinkling of meal on 
the palm of the outstretched hand was the only food, any perished 
from thirst or were killed as they attempted to slake thirst at the 
crossing of running streams. Numbers were murdered by savage 
Kurds, against whom the Turkish soldiery afforded no protection. 
Little girls of 9 or 10 were sold to Kurdish brigands for a few 
piasters, and women were promiscuously violated. At Sivas an in- 
stance was related of a teacher in the Sivas Teachers’ College, a gentle, 
refined Armenian girl, speaking English, knowing music, attractive by 
the standards of any land, who was given in enforced marriage to 
the beg of a neighboring Kurdish village, a filthy, ragged ruffian, three 
times her age, with whom she still has to live and by whom she has 
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borne a child. In the 8 there maintained under American 


relief auspices there were * brides,” being gus many of them of 
tender age, who had been living as wives in Moslem homes and had 
been rescued. Of the female refugees among some 75,000 repatriated 
from Syria and Mesopotamia, we were informed at Aleppo that 40 
pa cent are infected with yenereal disease from the lives to which 
hey have been forced. The women of this race were free from such 
diseases before the deportation. Mutilation, violation, torture, and 
death have left their haunting memories in a hundred beautiful Ar- 
menian valleys, and the traveler in that region is seldom free from 
the evidence of this most colossal crime of all the ages. Yet immunity 
from it all might have been purchased for any Armenian girl or comel 

woman by abjuring her religion and turning Moslem. Surely no fait! 

has ever been put to harder test or has been cherished at greater cost. 

Further on in his report General Harbord refers to the 
thousands of orphans who were receiving American aid. He 
states that at the time of his visit 20,000 were being cared for 
at the expense of various relief agencies in the Transcaucasus, 
and that 50,000 were receiving Government or organized care 
along the route traveled by the mission accompanying him. He 
described the condition of the refugees who had survived and 
who were found in Transcaucasus as “pitiable in the last de- 
gree. They were in rags and 80 per cent suffering from malaria 
and other diseases.” He refers to the statement made by Damad 
Ferid Pasha, who represented the Turkish Government at the 
peace conference in Paris in June, 1919, in which he admitted 
for the Turkish Goverriment the commission of— 
misdeeds which are such as to make the conscience of mankind shudder 
with horror foreyer— 
and that— 

Asia Minor is to-day nothing but a vast heap of ruins. 

He mentions the plea that the Grand Vizier made in behalf 
of the Turkish Empire and his promise of reforms in the gov- 
ernment of Turkey and for amends for the crimes committed. 
A few sentences of the reply of the council to this plea are as 
follows: 

Yet in all these changes there has been no case found either in 

Europe or in Asia or in Africa in which the establishment of Turkish 
rule In any country has not been followed by a diminution of pros- 
perity in that country. Neither is there any case to be found in which 
the withdrawal of Turkish rule has not been followed by material 
rosperity and a rise in culture. Neyer among the Christians in 
zurope nor among the Moslems in Syria, Arabia, or Africa has the 
Turk done other than destroy wherever he has conquered. Never has 
he shown that he is able to develop in peace what he has gained in 
war. Not in this direction do his talents lie. 

I have referred to the Russian Armenians. Perhaps I omitted 
to state that Russian Armenia contains approximately 27,000 
square miles within which in 1914 there were nearly one and 
one-half million Armenians. There were also several hundred 
thousand in what is known as southern Caucasus, so that in 
Russia there were approximately 2,000,000 Armenians at the 
beginning of the war in 1914. Perhaps one-tenth of the entire 
population was in the Russian Army fighting for the same cause 
and the same principles as the United States contended for 
when it entered, the contest. : 

The testimony is uniform as to the bravery of the Russian- 
Armenian soldiers. Kerensky, speaking of their services, stated 
that soon after the Turks entered the war their military forces 
were marching victoriously toward Russian territory, and that 
while the Russians were preparing for flight the— 

Armenians alone stuck to their posts, organized volunteer forces, and 
by the side of their Russian comrades faced the formidable assaults 
of the enemy and turned his victorious march into a disastrous rout. 

After the collapse of the Russian army, following the over- 
throw of Kerensky, it was the Armenian soldiers who hero- 
ically met the enemy upon the Caucasian front. For six months 
they held back the Turkish armies and thus materially aided 
the British forces in Mesopotamia. They also captured Baku 
and finally joined the British forces at that point in July, 
1918. General Ludendorf in his work declares that— 


the principal factor that forced the breakdown of the German army 
in the west was due to the lack of fuel supply, because the Turks 
did not get to Baku in time. 


It will be recalled that the military leaders of the Turkish 
forces withdrew thousands of them from the Palestine front 
and sent them to the Caucasus to join the Tartars in their 
military operations against the Russian Armenians. 

After the Turkish order for the extermination of the Arme- 
nians had been executed, many who escaped joined the Eng- 
lish and French military forces in Palestine and Syria and 
contributed materially to the victory which was won by Gen- 
eral Allenby. Thousands of American Armenians, and Arme- 
nians who were not naturalized but who were living in 
America, volunteered prior to and after the United States en- 
tered the war, and fought with the American and French and 
British forces on many battle fields of Europe. 

In 1916 M. Briand, who was president of the Council of Min- 
isters in France, proposed to organize a legion, to be known as 
the Legion of the Orient. Syrians and Armenians in large 


numbers became members of this military organization; and it 
was declared that one of the principal objects of the organi- 
zation was that its members might aid the allied cause and 
free Cilicia and Syria from Turkish control. Military leaders 
and statesmen of the allied nations all testify to the valorous 
conduct of the Armenian and Syrian soldiers and to their ma- 
terial contributions to the allied victory. à 

For centuries the appeals of the Christian minorities within 
the Turkish Empire for succor and support have occasionally 
aroused the civilized world, and, as I have indicated, upon a 
number of occasions demands were made of the Turkish Gov- 
ernment that its massacres and persecutions of the non-Moslem 
populations should cease. During the war, and particularly 
after it became known that Turkey had deported and murdered 
more than a million Armenians, the allied and associated na- 
tions, including the United States, demanded that when the war 
was over the remnants of the Armenian race should be freed 
from the tyranny of Turkey and that there should be assigned 
to them a portion of their former kingdom, within which they 
might establish a government of their own choice. 

Lloyd-George stated in the House of Commons that 
recognition of the separate claims of Armenia shall constitute one of 
the aims of Great Britain— 

And in July, 1918, Mr. Balfour stated that the British Gov- 
ernment was following with— 

Supay and admiration the gallant resistance of the Armenians in 
the Caucasus in defense of their liberties and honor. 

He declared, in substance, that the leading statesmen among 
the allied powers were in favor of a settlement of the Armentan 
case upon the principle of self-determination. 

Clemenceau in July, 1918, said that one of the peace terms 
must be the— 
liberation of oppressed nations. 

He referred to the— 
spat of self-abnegation of the Armenians, their loyalty to the Allies, 


eir contributions to the Foreign Legion, to the Caucasian front, and to 
the Oriental Legion, called later the Armenian Legion— 


And stated that— 
eB eth S have strengthened the ties that connect them with 
e. s 
He further declared that— 


it was the purpose of his government, as well as that of Great Britain, 
to settle the fate of the Armenian nation according to the supreme 
laws of humanity and justice. 

In the same year the Italian Chamber of Deputies, by a prac- 
tically unanimous vote, resolved in favor of the independence 
of Armenia. When M. Poincare was President of France he 
addressed a letter in February, 1919, to the Armenian arch- 
1828 of Cilicia and declared, in substance, that by reason 
0 e— 


joint sufferings and tribulations of France and Armenia the two coun- 
sies — now commune with each other with common joy and com- 


He further stated that 

an nde 
N 5 S Aa Armenia was to enjoy the benefits of security, 

Premier Briand in the Chamber of Deputies in 1921 declared 
that France would fulfill her international duties, not only to 
satisfy her allies but also her associates, the United States. 
He was referring to Armenia and the independence which had 
been promised to the Armenian race. : 

Mr. Asquith, when prime minister, in a speech on November 
9, 1916, speaking of the Armenians, promised— 

An era of liberation and redemption for that ancient people. 


Lloyd George, in addressing the Trades Union Congress 

January 5, 1918, declared that— 

* e * especially Armenia, Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palesti 

in our 3 e e a recognition of their separate anttonat 
con ons. wou mpossible to resto their f = 
eignty the territories to which I have already “referred. sprae a 

Mr. Lloyd George, in the House of Commons on the 29th of 
April, 1920, referred to the Christian minorities in Cilicia and 
stated that the French were to exercise “guardianship over 
them.” He referred to the struggle which was going on and 
expressed the hope that the Armenians would secure sufficient 
protection. Continuing, he said: 

We can not disassociate ourselyes from the responsibility that is 
cast upon us by our peoga in respect to the Armenians. If the 
United States of America feel that be can not take direct responsi- 
ae 2 snan iays 1 75 27 mis s ne 3 poa will undoubt- 

e our share e 
to equip themselves for their very dificult task, a perilous taske 7 

I could refer Senators to numerous other statements made by 
representatives of the allied and associated nations with ref- 
erence to the guaranties and promises made in behalf of the 
Armenians, but time forbids. 
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Permit me to call attention to the statement of President 
Wilson, appearing in his 14 points: 

While the Turkish portions of the Ottoman Empire should be assured 
a secure sovereignty, the other nationalities which are now under 
Turkish rule should be assured an undoubted security of life and abso- 
lutely unmolested opportunity for autonomous development. 

During the war and following the armistice Senators, both 
Republicans and Democrats, declared in favor of a free and 
independent Armenian State, and announced that one of the 
objects of the war was to redeem the Armenians from the 
tyranny of the Turkish Empire. A great American, Theodore 
Roosevelt, in an address delivered by him at the Lafayette Day 
exercises in New York City, September 6, 1918, said: 


Germany has been able to wage this fight for world domination be- 
cause abe has subdued to her purpose her vassal allles— Austria, Tur- 
via, Serbia — s Rumania must have restored to them 

them. ‘The Austrian and Turkish Em- 


He referred to Czechoslovakia and Poland and the Baltic 
Provinces, and declared that their rights must be considered. 
Speaking of the Baltic Provinces, he said: 

They must be granted their freedom and independence. 

Again, in this remarkable address, he said that— 

Armenia must be free, Palestine made a Jewish State, and the Syrian 
Christians liberated. 

Colonel Roosevelt correctly interpreted the spirit of the Amer- 
ican people with respect to the objects of the war and the peace 
terms which should be written following the triumph of the 
allied cause. 

I distinctly remember that the leader of the Republicans in 
the Senate [Mr. Loner] stated in substance that the Armenians 
must be freed from Turkish rule. 

The present Secretary of State, in a speech delivered Febru- 
ary 8, 1919, referred to the friendship which the Americans had 
always entertained for the Armenians and the admiration 
which they felt for the intellectual alertness and sobriety of the 
Armenians. He further stated that: 

We have revolted at the thought of such a people being under the 
yoke of the Turk. Now we rejoice that the hour of liberation has 
come. The vain ambition of brute force has overreached itself and has 
resulted in the emancipation of the downtrodden and oppressed of 
centuries. There is to a settlement of this long account, and the 
credit balance is to be found in the opportunity for a free and inde- 
pendent life. 

The Secretary then referred to the capacity of Armenians for 
freedom and self-government, and declared that: 

We propose toniga te throw such influence as we have into the 
scale for Armenian lependence, 

After the withdrawal of Russia from the war the Armenian 
military units which had opposed the Turkish forces continued 
the contest until the armistice. In May, 1918, the Armenians 
residing within what is known as Russian Armenia declared 
their independence and set up a Republic with its capital at 
Erivan. Recognition was accorded the new Government by the 
allied nations as well as by the United States. However, 
neither the allied nations nor the United States gave material 
aid or proper moral support to the Armenians in the perilous 
task before them. The Bolshevik leaders at Moscow sent emis- 
saries to the new Republic to sow the seeds of dissension and 
followed them with military forces. The Turkish authorities 
at Angora sent Turkish troops to make war upon the Republic. 
These forces, cooperating with Bolshevists and Tartars and 
Soviet soldiers from’ Ajerbaijan, made war upon the Armenian 
Republic. Left without support by the allied nations and 
after valiantly struggling for many weeks, their resistance was 
finally broken down and the brutal and motley forces of the 
Bolsheviks, Kurds, Turks, and Tartars overran the territory 
of the Armenian Republic. 

Thousands of men, women, and children were butchered; 
hundreds of villages laid waste, and all the horrors, except on 
a smaller scale, which had been witnessed in 1915 under the 
exterminating policy of the Turkish Government, were again 
reproduced. 

Perhaps I should add that after the destruction of the Rus- 
sian-Armenian Republic the Communist authorities of Moscow 
permitted the establishment of a Soviet government in Russian 
Armenia; but it was a mere creature of the Bolshevik leaders 
and in no sense represents the aspirations and ideals of the 
Armenians. I record, however, the fact that after it began 
to function there was less persecution of the Armenians who 
were within its borders than they would have been subjected to 
under Turkish rule. 

In August, 1920, the treaty of Sevres was signed. While 
it recognized the independence of the Russian-Armenian Re- 
public, it also provided that a portion of the Provinces of 
Erzerum, Van, Bitlis; and Trebizond, which were within the 


limits of the Turkish Empire, should be awarded to the 
Armenians in order that they might establish a govern- 


ment of their own. It was understood that Russian Armenia 
in time would be united with the portion of Turkish Armenia 
over which Turkish authority was extinguished, and that thus 
a strong Armenian Republic might be established. It was 
further provided that the President of the United States should 
delimit the southwestern boundary of the new republic, which 
he did in November, 1920, and under his decision approximately 
42,000 square miles of the four Provinces before mentioned 
were awarded to the Armenians to constitute a part of their 
new State. 

But even the treaty of Sevres failed to do justice to the 
Armenians. An important part of Turkish Armenia, to which 
they were entitled, and all of Cilicia, which is one of the 
8 Provinces within the Turkish Empire, were awarded to 

ey. 

It is important to know that Turkey by the treaty of Sevres rec- 
ognized Armenia as a free and independent State and agreed to 
accept the arbitration of the President of the United States upon 
the question of the boundary between Turkey and Armenia in 
the villayets of Erzerum, Trebizond, Van, and Bitlis and upon 
Armenia’s rights to access to the sea. At the time of the sign- 
ing of the Sevres treaty Great Britain, France, and Italy en- 
tered into an agreement for the protection of the Armenians and 
other Christians in Cilicia, which was placed within the French 
zone. The Armenians had insisted that Cilicia should consti- 
tute a part of their Republic, but this claim was denied. How- 
ever, it was understood that Cilicia would have an autonomous 
government under the protection of France. There had gath- 
ered into Cilicia many thousands of Armenians, Greeks, and 
other Christians, and they looked forward with faith and hope 
to the building up of a progressive and enlightened State in 
which liberty might be enjoyed. A 

Soon after the execution of the treaty of Sevres jealousſes en- 
tered into the councils of the allied nations in respect to the Near 
East. France and Italy were not in accord as to their respec- 
tive spheres of influence in the Near East, nor were they satis- 
fied with the attitude assumed by Great Britain toward the 
treaty of Sevres and the obligations of the signatories there- 
under. I shall not attempt an analysis of the causes leading to 
these jealousies and controversies, Perhaps they were inevita- 
ble, although I have felt that selfishness and greed influenced 
the conduct of each nation. However, I do feel free to say that 
Great Britain more earnestly sought to protect the Christian 
minorities in the Near East and to preserve the Armenian 
Republic. She has been criticized because of her desire to 
restore to Greece territory which formerly constituted a part 
of Greece and within whose boundaries the Hellenſe peoples 
were predominant. Undoubtedly Great Britain was desirous of 
building up a strong Hellenic State, and she was likewise com- 
mitted to the policy of establishing a strong and vigorous Arme- 
nian nation. Undoubtedly both Italy and France did not feel 
that this program was to their advantage in the Near Hast. 

The Armenians had cooperated with France in driving back 
the Turkish armies and in conquering Cilicia. She had ac- 
cepted by the treaty of Sevres a solemn obligation to protect 
the Christian minorities within Cilicia. But after she had 
signed the treaty she gave notice of her purpose to withdraw 
all military forces. Terror seized the Armenians and Greeks 
and the Christian minorities within Cilicia, because they knew 
that the gathering Turkish forces under Kemal Pasha would 
subject them to the same fate which had overtaken so many 
hundreds of thousands of their race. 

When the Turks perceived the disunion and jealousies among 
the allied nations they became truculent and avowed their 
purpose to ignore the treaty of Sevres, and, if necessary, engage 
in further military operations. They established a revolu- 
tionary government at Angora and began the mobilization of 
the defeated Turkish armies. 

I have referred to their invasion of the territory of the 
Armenian Republic, in cooperation with the Bolshevists, the 
Tartars, and the Kurds, and the slaughter and the indescrib- 
able butcheries which followed their military successes, They 
now directed their attention against the Greeks who inhabited 
that part of Anatolia bordering upon the Black Sea and which 
was known anciently as Pontus. y 

Senators are familiar with the fact that hundreds of years 
before the Christian era a branch of the Hellenic race had 
settled along the southern littoral of the Black Sea. They 
organized a great and powerful State which represented Hellenic 
thought and Hellenic culture. The Greeks in these remote 
ages carried their laws and culture and civilization beyond the 
Greek States and free cities in what is known as Greece proper. 
Thrace, including Constantinople, was Greek; northern and 
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western Anatolia was Hellenic; the islands of the Aegean Sea 
were peopled by the Hellenic race, and to the east on the main- 
land Greek cities and colonies were founded. There Homer was 
born, and many of the greatest philosophers and statesmen and 
leaders of the Helienic race were cradled on the western shores 
of Asia Minor, in what are now known as the Provinces of Adin 
and Broussa and the district of Smyrna. 

In 1920 there were about 1,500,000 Greeks in Asia Minor and 
nearly 800,000 in Thrace and the region of Constantinople. 
There were approximately 1,000,000 Greeks in the vilayets of 
Adin and Broussa (including Smyrna), the number exceeding 
the Turkish population within the same territory. In 1914 
there were nearly three-quarters of a million Greeks in Pontus 
and in other portions, not heretofore referred to, of Asia Minor. 
In 1919, in the vilayet of Constantinople, which comprises Stam- 
boul, Pira, and Scutari, and the suburbs as far as Chatalja, 
there was a total population of 1,174,000. Of this number only 
449,000 were Turks. 

In the city of Constantinople there were at that time fewer 
Turks than there were Christians. In Constantinople proper 
there were approximately 308,000 Turks and 250,000 Greeks, 
140,000 Armenians, 38,000 Jews, and in the neighborhood of 
135,00 belonging to other nationalities. There were fewer Turks 
in western Thrace than there were Greeks and Bulgarians. 

I mention these facts for the purpose of calling attention to 
the justice of the treaty of Sevres, which awarded western 
Thrace to Greece, and reserved that part of eastern Thrace 
consisting of Constantinople and a few square miles east of the 
Chattaqua line for further action by the allied and associated 
powers. 

The government of Constantinople and environs was placed 
temporarily in the hands of a commission, but it was hoped that 
this district would be internationalized or placed in the hands 
of commissioners to be named by the League of Nations or by 
the allied and associated powers. At any rate, none of the vic- 
torious nations or their people conceived it possible that Con- 
stantinople would be returned to Turkey or that the Turkish 
Government would ever be permitted to exercise political au- 
thority in Europe. Gladstone had declared in his day that the 
Turks must be driven from Europe “bag and baggage.” I 
repeat that when the treaty of Sevres was written it was felt 
throughout the Christian world that the Turk would no longer 
be permitted to rule in Europe. He had been a cruel, incompe- 
tent master. He had failed to do justice to his own race and 
had been cowardly and cruel in his treatment of other races 
under his flag. y 

Former President Taft expressed the views of the civilized 
world concerning the Turks when he said: 

Breaking of the Ottoman Government, it is a lawless form of 
medieval autocracy, imposed on subject races by pressure from with- 
out; sustained by fraud and force; knowing no law; despising justice; 
alien to every instinct of humanity; deaf to sympathy; and glorying 
in the shame of the power to injure and destroy. 

The Turks, realizing that they were in the minority in 
Thrace and in Constantinople, accepted the treaty of Sevres, 
and many of their leaders looked to the establishment of a 
Turkish capital at Angora or some appropriate place in Ana- 
tolia. 

The allied nations were entirely willing that the Turk should 
have a home and a country. They were willing, notwithstand- 
ing the fact that there were hundreds of thousands of Chris- 
tians within the boundaries of Anatolia, to incorporate them 
within the boundaries of the Turkish Empire and subject them 
to the rule of the Turkish people. They insisted, however, upon 
guaranties and reserved to themselves certain authority which 
would enable them to protect the Christian minorities from op- 
pression at the hands of the Turks. 

As I was preceeding to state, when it became manifest that 
the allied nations were drifting apart and that jealousies were 
separating them in the administration of Near East affairs, 
Kemal Pasha and other ambitious Turks began plotting and 
intriguing to destroy the treaty of Sevres, to further divide 
the allied nations, and to pluck victory from an admitted in- 
glorious defeat. A rapprochement was made with the Bol- 
sheviks, and material aid was given and promised by the Mos- 
cow government in the program which the Kemalist govern- 
ment was preparing to execute. May I add that the territory 
awarded to Turkey under the treaty of Sevres was rich and 
possessed many advantages as well as almost limitless re- 
sources. It was bounded upon the north by the Black Sea; 
upon the west were the Sea of Marmora and the Straits lead- 
ing from the Aegean and Mediterranean Seas to the Black Sea. 
Its area was large—indeed so great as to afford for centuries 
to come homes for an expanding and growing population. But 
the defeated Turks planned for an ultimate victory, and re- 


sponding to the sinister intrigues of the Bolsheviks soon de- 
veloped grandiose schemes, and sought to embroil the Near East 
and Egypt and all Mohammedan lands in bitter and relentless 
war. . 

Their emissaries, joined by the secret agents of the Soviet 
Government, penetrated the new Arabian State and Egypt, 
Afghanistan, and far-off India, seeking to raise the standard 
of revolt and to precipitate a deadly religious war, France 
and Italy pursued a course that encouraged the military move- 
ments of the Turks. They sold them enormous quantities of 
military supplies, withdrew their armed forces from territory 
which they should have protected, and signified a willingness 
for the Angora government, under Kemal Pasha, to repudiate 


-the Sevres treaty and to light again the fires of war. 


In this situation the Turks continued their persecution of 
the Greeks and Armenians and other Christians who were 
within Anatolia. Hundreds of thousands of Greeks were de- 
ported and thousands of them butchered and subjected to pri- 
vations and hardships which resulted in death. The history 
of the treatment of the Potian Greeks is as tragic as many 
of the pages which record the cruelties and persecutions in- 
flicted upon the Armenians. Tens of thousands of them were 
driven to Russia, and large numbers, after their homes were 
pillaged and towns destroyed, succeeded in escaping from their 
cruel persecutors and finally found their way into Greece or 
Constantinople or other cities and sections where there was 
temporary relief at least from the vengeful hand of the pur- 
suing Turk. Thousands of Greeks and Armenians were mur- 
dered in Cilicia and in districts to the north and west, and 
most of the remainder were driven from Turkish soil. 

The victory of the allied nations over the Central Empires 
and Turkey did not change the mentality of the Turks. They 
remained, and still remain, the same cruel tyrants, the same 
fanatical persecuting fiends that they have been in the past. 
There can be no protection for Christians under Turkish rule. 
So successful were the Kemalists in their schemes that the 
Greek military forces were driven from Asia Minor. 

A great portion of Smyrna was burned, hundreds of thou- 
sands of Armenians and Greeks were driven from western Asia 
Minor, from the Provinces of Broussa and Adin, and were 
forced to take refuge upon the islands of the Aegean Sea or in 
Greece, where they are destitute and suffering incredible hard- 
ships. Inflamed by these successes, the Kemalists forced the 
abdication of the Sultan and marched their victorious armies 
to the very gates of Constantinople. Great Britain sought in 
an honorable way to unite the Allies in some policy that would 
bring peace to the Near Bast and save the Allies from a humili- 
ating and ignoble compact with the Turkish leaders. France, 
unfortunately, had entered into a separate treaty with the 
Kemalists shortly after the treaty of Sevres and Italy had 
signified negatively if not affirmatively her willingness for the 
Kemalist government to engage in military operations, destroy 
the Greek armies, and reconquer Constantinople. It is manifest 
that both France and Italy were jealous of Great Britain and 
were unwilling to see her dominant in the Near East or the 
controlling power in Constantinople and in the straits. The 
course of France and Italy, in my opinion, is regrettable, and 
has brought about the unfortunate conditions to which I have 
referred. 

A united front upon the part of the Allies would have avoided 
all of these serious consequences, Great Britain indicated a 
willingness to defend important terms of the treaty of Sevres 
and to prevent the return of the unspeakable Turk to authority 
and control in Europe. France and Italy refused their support 
in the execution of this policy. As a result the Turk, arrogant 
and insolent, is again in Europe. The Turkish armies have 
marched through the streets of Constantinople and driven tens 
of thousands of Greeks from their homes in Thrace. These 
suffering people have been compelled to abandon their homes 
and their property and to seek an asylum in the congested lands, 
overpopulated and impoverished as the result of war and fam- 
ine, to the south of them. The sufferings of these poor wan- 
derers as they fled before their cruel dispossessors can not be 
described. Fleeing through the mountains, thousands of them 
perished and thousands who succeeded in reaching Greece found 
poverty and hunger and starvation awaiting them. 

The allied nations have capitulated to the demands of the 
Turks. These demands prove that Turkey has won the war. 
The great western nations, whose representatives met the 
cunning Turk at the peace table at Lausanne, discovered that 
no matter what might be said of Germany or Austria or Bul- 
garia, it was apparent that Turkey was emerging from the 
World War as a victorious nation. Her representatives at Lau- 
sanne were truculent and were supported by Tchitcherin and 
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the Bolshevists of Moscow. They demanded terms which, in 
my opinion, self-respecting nations would not assent to. 

The destruction of the Armenian Republic is confirmed and 
the remnants of the Armenians who were found in Asiatie 
Turkey are to be expelled. It is true there are but few remain- 
ing. The bones of hundreds of thousands of these martyrs lie 
bleaching upon the plains and in the mountain fastnesses of 
what was once the Armenian kingdom. The cruel Turk has at 
last triumphed. It has taken hundreds of years to accomplish 
his end, but now, with the connivance of Christian nations, he 
succeeds in driving from the land in which Armenians have 
lived for more than 2,500 years the few survivors there found, 
In the centuries: since these Asiatic barbarians invaded the 
homeland of the Armenians millions have been butchered and 
wrongs and eruelties perpetrated which 10,000 historians can 
not record. Is it possible that wrong is to triumph and justice 
to be denied? I am reminded of the biting words of Wilde: 

Christ, dost Thou live, indeed, or are Thy bones 
Still . in their rock-hewn sepulcher? 
And was Thx risin ony dreamed by her, 

Whose love of Thee for her sin atones? 

For here the air is horrid with men’s groans. 

The priests who call m Thy name are slain; 


Dost Thou not hear the bitter wail of pain 
From those whose children lie upon the stones? 


€ome down, O Son of God! incestuous B cons 
Curtains the land, and through the less night 
Over Thy cross the crescent moon I see! 
If Thou in very truth didst burst the tomb, 
Come down, O Son of Man and show Thy might, 
Lest Mahomet be crowned instead of Thee! 

Mr. President, one will be justified in condemning those na- 
tions which have permitted Turkey to write victory above her 
banners. For weeks their representatives, led by Lord Curzon, 
have been pleading and fencing to secure a treaty from a 
nation that has practiced the murder of helpless people and 
. waged a war of extermination against Christian races. Lloyd- 
George, speaking of them and their statements, said: 

I remember representatives of Turkey admitting that millions of 
Armenian Christians have been slaughtered, ravaged, ow ed, and 
tortured. Yet I know of governments that have not hesitated to 
make agreements with the people who take a leading part in the direc- 
tion of those outrages and murders, 

Mr. President, France and Italy should cower under these 
stinging words. They cut like a lash. They reveal the selfish, 
if not imperialistic, policies that have guided some of the allied 
nations following the treaty of Sevres in their dealings with the 
Near Bast and the stricken, sorrowing non-Moslem peoples. 

Mr. President, I believe that the majority of the American 
people felt, even though the Versailles treaty was rejected and 
we did not enter the League of Nations, that there was an obli- 
gation resting upon the United States to aid the Armenians in 
obtaining their freedom and establishing an independent gov- 
ernment, It is true our Government did not declare war upon 
Turkey and Bulgaria. In my opinion that was a mistake, 
They were our enemies as much as was Austria, and our mili- 
tary forces were operating against them as they were contend- 
ing against the forces of Germany and Austria, though, per- 
haps, there were no points of actual contact. In 1917 I insisted 
that our Government recognize a state of war as existing be- 
tween it and Bulgaria and Turkey, and offered a resolution 
which was a declaration of war against these nations. I con- 
tended that if we failed to declare war and no declaration of 
war came from them, when hostilities ceased we would be 
denied the opportunity of participating in the peace conference 
and have no voice in dictating peace terms. 

However, as I have shown, the American people recognized, 
and our Government recognized, that one of the objects of the 
war was the defeat of Turkey and the establishment of an 
Armenian Government. The duty rested upon the allied and 
associated powers to protect Armenia as it protected Belgium 
and Poland and Czechoslovakia. America failed, in my opinion, 
to do her duty toward the Armenians. We saw her abandoned 
by the allied nations and made no protest. Congress was 
apathetic and heard with apparent unconcern the piteous ap- 
peals from the Armenians for the redemption of the promises 
made by the victorious nations. 

The American Committee for the Independence of Armenia, 
of which the Hon. James W. Gerard is and for several years 
past has been chairman and Hon. Henry W. Jessup bas been 
secretary, and which has an executive committee composed of 
some of the most eminent statesmen of our country, including 
Secretary Hughes, Judge Parker, Elihu Root, Charles W. Eliot, 
Senators Lovee and Writrtams, Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler, 
and Hon. Edward P. Wheeler, has rendered invaluable and con- 
spicuous service in behalf of the Armenians. This committee 
for several years has earnestly and faithfully labored to pre- 
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sent the cause of Armenia and to compel. our Government and 
the American people to discharge the obligations whieh they 
ee pce undertaken for the protection of the Armenian 
people, 

No praise is too great for the unselfish and noble work per- 
formed, particularly by former Ambassador Gerard and Mr. 
Jessup. No stronger papers have been presented in behalf of 
a worthy cause than those submitted by these men to the 
Chief Executive of the United States, the State Department, 
and to Congress and the American people. I wish time per- 
mitted the presentation to the Senate of some of the reports, 
addresses, and papers prepared by these two distinguished men. 
However, I shall ask permission to place in the Recorp without 
reading a statement found in one of the pamphlets submitted 
by Mr, Gerard under date of April 14, 1922, in which reference 
is made to America's responsibility in Armenia’s tragedy. 
While I do not agree with all that is said, I recognize the 
splendid and logical presentation and gladly offer it for con- 
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, it will be 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


AMERICA’S RESPONSIBILITY IN ARMENIA’S TRAGEDY. 


Armenia joined the Allies in the war three years before we did and 
lost D actual fighting over 100,000 lives, Through the President of 
the United States we proclaimed to the world that the liberation of 
Armenia was one of the war aims of America, and later we reaffirmed 
the President's pledge by a congressional resolution. But we quit the 
war before we made any practi sture to bring about the recognition 
of the rights of a little nation, which had fought on our side and which 
was no longer able to help itself. We did not forget, however, that the 
28 5 2 „to which we — Rep rayne i 011 pan given us 
e rig as we now officially do, certain economic advanta 
in Turkey. But this is not all. = 
When the peace conference was 


sitting the Armenians, relying upon 
the repeated and specific pledges of the allied powers that the creation 
of an Armenian State would be one of the fruits of victory, had no 
thought of turning to the United States for aid. Ther expected that the 
European powers would carry out both the letter and the spirit of their 


promises. 

Indeed, during the winter of 1918-19 official spokesmen of France 
made deliberate and persistent Intimations to the Armenians that they 
ask France to take a mandate for Armenia, of which nearly one-half 
per had already been allotted to France by the secret Sazanoff-Paleo- 
ogue convention of 1915 and the Sykes-Picot compact of 1916. But 
our delegation to the peace conference 8 to the Armenians the 
clear hag, shay that America was favorably disposed to the assumption 
of that task. Manifestly it was not for the Armenians to question the 
constitutional authority of an official body, headed by the President of 
the United States, ostensibly representing America. That such an im- 
pression, sar gy: Shag a pioua was given the Armenians was subse- 

8 proved b e fact that the President asked the Senate on May 
4. 1920, for authority to accept a mandate for Armenian. 

While we rejected the proffered mandate by numerous subsequent 
utterances, some of them made by our highest officials and others em- 
bodied in our national para platforms, we continued to hold out to 
them the hope that we would help them to become a nation. 

When the Armenians turned their faces to us and we, without regard 
to party, officially and unoffi held out to them the hope that we 
would help them we actually induced them to relieve the powers from 
their own responsibility to help them and thereby assumed a fixed 
ma binding moral and legal responsibility to help them to become a 
nation, 

I shall herein below set forth a set of facts which constitute, in m 
opinion, the bases of our responsibility toward Armenia, a responsl- 
bility which we can not shirk without stultifying ourselves, They show 
that for a continuous period of over three years we have held out to 
the Armenians the hope that we would help them—we have made 
solemn promises to help them—and thereby deprived them of the 
oe of looking elsewhere for help. 

. In December, 1918, Senator Lopes offered a resolution in the 
Senate in favor of the independence of Armenia, and further ex- 
pressing the hope that “the peace conference—of which America was 
a member—will make e ee for helping Armenia to establish an 
independent Republic.” (The peace conference did make the hoped-for 
7 12 8. 1919 ba h 

2. On February 8, 1919, at a banquet held in New York, a 
sentative American audience, after haying heard Mr. Justice Hushee 
and Mr. Bryan, adopted Senator Loban's resolution and cabled it to 
a 3 who replied that “it struck a responsive chord in my 

eart.” 

8. On March 3, 1919, 20,000 ministers and priests, a cardinal, 85 
bishops, 40 governors, and 250 college and university presidents sub- 
seribed to two petitions, addressed to the President, embodying Senator 
Lopas’s resolution. 

4. On March 17, 1919, Mr. Byran cabled the President in favor of 
the inclusion of Cuicia in Armenia, and the President made a sym- 

athetic ng (Mr. Bryan suggested that we should keep the Presi- 
dent's reply or future use and reference.) 

5. the winter of 1918-19, the American delegation to the 
peace conference conyeyed to the Armenians the impression that 
America would accept a mandate for Armenia, relying u which the 
Armenians refrain from responding to intimations made to them by 
France that 3 ask France to accept a mandate for Armenia. 

6. On April 22, 1919, 75 bishops, by cablegram, expressed to the 

President the hope that America may accept a mandate for Armenia, 
to which the President replied that Lou may be sure I share the deep 
interest in the fate of Armenia.” 
7. On ak 25, 1919, 15 representative Americans, by cablegram, 
edged to the President their sympathetic support in e mutter of 
America’s accepting a mandate for Armenia, in reply to which the 
President exp “our deep appreciation of the trust reposed in 
us in a matter in which our hearts are very much enjoined.” 
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8. On May 18, 1919, Colonel House assured us that the American 
delegation was giving necessary attention to the Armenian case and 
that it was in a satisfactory condition. 

9. On May 21, 1919, the United States sent a warning to Turkey 
against her treatment of the ans, 

10. On June 22, 1919, eight Americans, including Hughes, Root, Lopez, 
Eliot, Senator WiLtiaMs, and others, by cablegram, urged the Presi- 
dent that “either the Allies or America, or both, should at once send 
to Caucasus Armenia requisite food, munitions, and supplies for 50,000 
men and such other help as they may require, to enable the ns 
to occupy the nonoccupied forts of Armenia, within the boundaries 
defined in the memorandum of the delegation of integral Armenia”; 
yey to which message the President sent the H rd mission to 


enia, 

11. On September 8, 1919, Senator WILLIAMS offered a resolution in 
the Senate 1 the E re of the Lodge resolution and, fur- 
ther, advocatin e tch of troops to Armenia, etc. A subcommittee 

t the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, headed by Senator Harding, 

eld hearings in September and October, examined numerous witnesses, 
some of whom had come from Armenia to appear before that 1 
eat ~ mee ae its report to the Foreign Relations Committee un 

ay 14, g 

12. In the fall of 1919 the Department of State intimated that the 

dent was favorable to manng remedial recommendations to Con- 
gress for Armenia, if he could feel that the Republican leaders would 
support him; whereupon, on December 18, 1919, 10 Americans, includin 
Hughes, Parker, Root, Butler, Hibben, and others, with the full approva 
of an, asked the President to abandon the proposition of America’s 
accepting a mandate for Armenia—since we were not a member of the 
league—and urged him that “the administration declare itself in favor 
of America’s extending direct aid to Armenia, and to that end formulate 
a definite, continuin Hey.“ 

13. On Apel 28, 1920, we recognized the independence of Armenia, 

14. On May 21, 1920, the President accepted the invitation extended 
to him by the allied supreme council to define the southwestern bounda- 
ries of Armenia, which he did on November 22, 1920. 

15. On May 24, 1920, the President asked Con for authority to 
accept a mandate for Armenia. Before the President had sent in his 


3 rejected, and that its rejection would, in effect, constitute 
an invita 


no wise responsible, 
resulted disastrously for Armenia. 

16. In June, 1920, the Republican Party inserted a plank in its 
national platform which declared that “we leeply sympathize with the 
people of Armenia and stand ready to help them in all proper ways”; 

the Democratic Party inserted a plank Mm its national platform 
which declared that “we express our deep and earnest sympathy for 
the unfortunate 1 of Armenia, and we believe that our Govern- 
ment, consistent wi its Constitution and pr ag getters render 
every possible and pro: aid to them in their efforts establish and 
maintain a government of their own.” 

17. When Armenia was invaded by the Turks in the fall of 1920 the 
administration, in neply to our urging that it warn the Turks and the 
Allies, intimated that it was reluctant to do anything that might em- 
barrass its successor. Whereupon on December 17, 19 5 the American 


copy thereof to be transmitted to the Turks, calling upon them to 
— A and respect the Armenian provisions of the Dorrea ae i Bil 
the new Republic, when put in possession of its rightful territory, as 
in due time its proper development.” 
In May, 1921, the President expressed himself in favor of the 

independence of Armenia and of the American people and Government 
doing their share in the upbuilding of Armenia. 

19. In May, 1921, Senator Kix offered a resolution in the Senate in 
favor of the enforcement of the Armenian part of the es treaty. 

20. We have in our ion numerous letters written by the high- 
est officials of the Government during 1919, 1920, 1921, and 1922, all 
of which, ine wes exception, favor America’s helping Armenia by this 
or that me j 

The major conclusions to be drawn from the foregoing facts are that— 

(a) The American people, speaking through their leaders and chosen 
representatives, made specific and solemn promises to the Armenians, 
during a continuous period of over three years, that America would 
hel rmenia to become a nation; 

) Armenia, relying upon the promises thus made by America, re- 
frained from asking the powers to fulfill the pledges which they had 
made to her, and one instance turned down a specific offer of hel 
made to her by one of the great powers, and, by so doing, an 


her; 

e) The United States Government waited for a year and a half to 
22 gre FR rg Gg E 
accepting a man or Arme an out to 
Ves World 8 that it would take a hand in the setting up of an 

menian ate. 

d) The United States Government, after having waited for a year 
and a half to determine its course on the mandate proposition, in dis- 
regard of the warnings which have been given to it t a rejection of 
the proffered mandate without a substitute project to help Armenia 
would throw her upon the mercy of her enemies and of those whom 
she had 9 by ignoring their offer of help, induced by our 

romises, made of the Armenia case a football of American party poli- 

es, with disastrous consequences to Armenia. ` 

(e) In September—October, 1919, a subcommittee of the Senate For- 
eign Relations Committee held hearings in connection with a resolu- 
tion favoring measure of direct aid to Arm thus holding out to 
the Armenians the — of help, and thereby depriving them of the 
opportunity of seeking help from the powers—a rg Orig ch would have 
constitu a gross act of disrespect to the Senate had they taken it— 
and without eny good reason, and notwithstanding the obvious and 
admitted necessity for meee decision by the subcommittee, affirma- 
tive or negative, waited for ht long months to make its report. 

(f) The United States Government, by its failure to inform the 


wers within a reasonable time that it would not accept the Armenian 
Fiandate and by its failure to act within a reasonable time on a reso- 


lution—Senator WiIIIIAAus's resolution, referred to in paragraph (e)— 

yed the settlement of the Armenian problem for a year and a half; 
and the President, who had accepted the invitation of the allied 
supreme council to define the southwestern boundaries of Armenia on 
May 21, 1920, by not rendering his decision until November 22, 1920, 
delayed the enforcement of the Armenian part of the Sevres treaty, 
which was concluded on August 10, 1920. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, it is well understood that Presi- 
dent Wilson deeply sympathized witli the aspirations of the 
Armenians. He was willing that the United States accept a 
mandate over Armenia. Let me emphasize a fact or two men- 
tioned in the statement just placed in the Recorp. Our dis- 
tinguished colleague, Senator WILLIAMS, offered a resolution 
early in 1920, which was referred to a subcommittee composed 
of President Harding, who was then Senator, and Senators 
WILLIAMs and New, extending congratulations to Armenia upon 
her independence and “ recommending the dispatch of a battle- 
ship to the eastern waters and the landing of marines to aid 
in holding the Batum-Irlyan line.” A report was submitted, 
prepared, as I understand, by Senator Harding, which was 
ratified by the Senate, and it comprehended in its recommenda- 
tion all that had been declared in the resolution. On the 24th 
of May, 1920, President Wilson, in a message to Congress, 
referred to Senator Harding’s report and declares that it 
“embodies his own convictions and feelings with regard to 
Armenia and its people.” He further stated that it was to the 
American people and their Government that the struggling 
people of Armenia turned— 
as they emerged from a period of indescribable suffering and peril 
and I hope that the Congress will think it wise to meet hope an 
expectation with the utmost liberality. 

The President asked for authority to accept a mandate for 
Armenia, but the Senate Foreign Relations Committee denied 
his request, and the Senate adopted a resolution refusing the 
Executive the power to accept a mandate as requested. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, in view of the statement 
as to what has happened to Armenia since the war closed, I 
suppose the Senator and I ought to feel that we did the right 
thing when we voted in favor of a United States mandate over 
Armenia as I remember the Senator and I did vote. 

Mr. KING. The Senator is correct as to our attitude upon 
that matter, and I do not regret that I was one of the 12 
Senators who voted to authorize the President to accept a man- 
date for Armenia. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Nor shall I ever regret my vote. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, after the allied nations refused 
to enforce the treaty of Sevres and the Kemalist forces were 
encouraged, as I have shown, to engage in further military 
operations, it became apparent to the allied nations that a 
state of war still existed between them and Turkey, and that 
some form of treaty must be agreed upon and formally ratified. 
In the spring of 1921 Lloyd-George, speaking for the allied 
premiers, submitted proposals as a basis for a revision of the 
Sevres treaty. One of the proposals called for recognition by 
Turkey of the rights— 
of the Turkish Armenians to a national home on the eastern frontiers 
of Turkey in Asia, delimitation of the frontiers to be decided by a mis- 
sion appointed by the council of the League of Nations. 

This declaration Was followed by a memorandum later issued 
by the foreign ministers of the allied powers which confirmed 
the proposal for such a national home. This proposition proved 
attractive to some who were sincere friends of Armenia, but it 
was evident that the plan was not feasible, and that it would 
not cure the long-standing evil nor bring relief to the Armenian 
people. It implied a division of Armenia between Turkey and 
Russia and the separation of the Armenian people. It recog- 
nized as a fait accompli the rightful and permanent assertion 
of authority by Russia over the Armenian Provinces now con- 
trolled by the Soviet Government. It likewise recognized the 


sovereignty of Turkey over the so-called Turkish-Armenlan 


“home” within which it was proposed that the Armenians scat- 
tered in Asiatic Turkey and in Europe would gather. It was 
a denial of independence to the Armenians and the consignment 
to the grave of their centuries of hopes and aspirations for 
freedom and independence. 

And, in the meantime, the insolent Turk has continued his 
plan to destroy the Armenians. He has realized the weakness 
and impotency of the allied nations to afford them protection 
or to impose upon Turkey terms of peace which justice and 
righteousness demand. 

And the present administration, regarding the rejection of 
the Versailles treaty as a mandate to do nothing for Europe or 
for the Armenians or to discharge those obligations which 
our association with the allied nations imposed, looks coldly 
upon all propositions to aid the Armenians in obtaining their 
liberty and in setting up an independent government. It has 
refused to even express to the allied nations the deep interest 
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of the American people in the fate of the Armenian race. It 
has refused to indicate to the signatories of the treaty of 
Sevres that in so far as that treaty protects the Armenians this 
great Republic, which has always championed the cause of the 
oppressed, is profoundly interested in its provisions, and views 
with deep concern any proposition looking to the modification 
of such terms and to the denial of freedom and liberty to the 
Armenian race, whose interests, it was understood, were in- 
volved in the World War. 

Indeed, Mr. President, our Government apparently looks with 
unconcern upon the tragic conditions in the Near East. No 
voice of protest is raised against the deportation of Greeks 
from Thrace, the burning of Smyrna, the deportation of tens 
of thousands of Christians from the Smyrna district, and the 
deliberate execution of the cruel plan to accomplish the exter- 
mination of all non-Moslems now within Asiatic Turkey. It is 
quite likely, in view of this apathetic and calloused spirit, that 
we will soon be called upon to welcome the Turk into the 
family of nations, to resume intimate and most cordial diplo- 
matic relations with him, and to accord to him the honors of 
a triumphant and victorious power. It seems as though but 
little is needed to complete the humiliation of the allied and 
associated powers. 

Mr. President, the chapter will soon close. It will record 
the betrayal of a brave and heroic people, the denial of their 
aspirations, the crucifixion of their ideals, and it will show 
how great and mighty Christian nations, quarreling over the 
spoils of war and territorial concessions and spheres of in- 
fluence, were willing to sacritice a brave people who had fought 
with them for world liberty and the cause of civilization. It 
will likewise portray this Nation, the most powerful in the 
world—a nation which should exercise the authority of a moral 
and spiritual leader in the world—as having abdicated its high 
privilege and taken refuge behind the ramparts of materialism 
and alleged self-interest, 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, much that has been said by 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Krxe] is quite apropos of a bill 
now on the calendar, the bill S. 4092, providing for the admis- 
sion into the United States of certain refugees from near east- 
ern countries. If it were not so late in the day, and if there 
was a somewhat larger attendance of the Senate, I would be 
tempted to ask unanimous consent for the present consideration 
of the bill. But because of those conditions I shall not ask it. 
I hope Senators will give their attention to the bill, with the 
view on my part of moving its consideration at the earliest 
practicable time. 

I wish to say with reference to the bill as it is now before the 
Senate, that it is for the relief of Armenian refugees to this 
country. The original bill introduced by the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. Keyes] provided for the relief of all refugees 
of whatsoever nationality or racial group that might come from 
Turkish territory or territory occupied by Turkish troops or 
Turkish civilian population, and who had been compelled to flee 
from their homes on account of Turkish outrages. But the 
Committee on Immigration modified the bill so as to make it 
apply to Armenians alone. In their inquiry into the subject 
they found that the Armenians as a race were of that high char- 
acter so well described by the Senator from Utah. Indeed, 
Madison Grant, in his book entitled “ The Passing of a Great 
Race,” pauses to pay a high tribute to the Armenian people and 
to their excellent qualities. 

In addition to what the Commissioner General of Immigration 
estimates might be between 5,000 and 6,000 refugees, the bill 
provides for the admission of 25,000 homeless or orphan 
Armenian children, in both instances this country to be safe- 
guarded against any adults or children becoming charges. It 
seems to me that the United States has at least the responsi- 
bility of doing that much for the relief of those people. 


SPEECH OF EX-GOVERNOR JAMES M. COX, 


Mr. KING. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in the 
Recorp in 8-point type a speech of former Governor Cox of 
Ohio, on the occasion of the Jackson Day dinner in Lancaster, 
Ohio. 

There being no objection, the speech was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, in 8-point type, as follows: 

SPEECH BY Ex-Governor JAMES M. Cox at LANCASTER, OHIO, ON THE 
OCCASION OF A JACKSONIAN OBSERVANCE, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 17. 
The principles of our Democracy were written by the same 

hand that put into form the Declaration of Independence. The 

great Democrat who conceived them as essential to the per- 
petuity of free institutions translated theory into demonstra- 
tion and turned preachment into performance. Under his benefi- 
cent rule the borders of our domain stretched to the western 
ocean, universal happiness grew from the consciousness and 
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advantage of equal rights, and our country made an amazing 
growth in internal resource and international prestige. When 
the romance of what was then the western forests felt the touch 
of the pioneers of our modern civilization and the development 
of a great empire offered fruitful reward to individual en- 
deavor, human greed asserted itself in the form of enterprises 
created to feed on governmental preference. But out of the 
wilderness came another great Democrat, who believed the first 
duty of government to be the maintenance of the sacred pledge 
of justice upon which it was founded. What Jefferson con- 
ceived Jackson preserved, and under the superb leadership of 
his honesty and his courage our organization took on a strength 
that has sustained the faith through the stornis of years. Other 
political parties have come and gone, mere wreckage on the 
barren wastes of time. The historian writes of their failures 
oer than of their achievement, They were false to immortal 
truths, 

We profane the underlying sentiment of this solemn occasion 
unless we pledge our efforts to make the Democratic Party an 
instrumentality of useful service. In reflecting upon our duty 
and our opportunity let us see what the present situation is. 
In the last presidential contest we lost the election, but his- 
tory will certainly say of that campaign that the circum- 
stances of our defeat were more creditable than the circum- 
stances of the victory registered by the Republican Party. We 
are proud of the cause we espoused, while the opposition party 
is seeking to make a closed book of its sloganized misrepre- 
sentations, The campaign of 1920 created a very interesting 
historic analogy. The Whigs came into power as the result 
of the election in 1840. The contest was a veritable hysteria 
of hate. Heterogeneous groups had but one thing in com- 
mon—an implacable dislike for Jackson. The Whig convention 
presented no platform of principles, for the very controlling 
reason that the malcontents gathered together could not agree 
upon a program of legislative or administrative action. They 
all hated Andrew Jackson, blamed him for the reaction that 
came from an unprecedented prosperity, and, as the records 
show, their orators urged “a change.” The Whig victory was 
overwhelming—Jackson’s State of Tennessee and Van Buren's 
State of New York were caught up in the political tidal wave. 
Confusion in governmental affairs came with the first days of 
the new administration. Cohesive thought or action was im- 
possible. There could be agreement on no vital question. In 
1844 the Whigs were defeated, and the party in a few years 
ceased to exist. A standard authority says of the movement: 

“Tt was a heterogeneous party composed of diverse and con- 
flicting elements. Its only bond of union was a common desire 
to gain political power. Had the party been one of fixed 
political principles it might have made a glorious record. But 
it was lacking in principles. It was faithful to no program. 
As a result it accomplished but little.” 

History repeated itself in 1920, but there was a difference in 
one detail. A platform in this instance was written, but it 
was with deliberate care made so ambiguous as to be innocuous, 
hence it offended none of the groups that followed the Re- 
publican standard, and sang together the hymn of hate. They 
were in agreement in their fancied grievances, and nothing 
else mattered. Again a plurality quite beyond precedent was 
recorded against the party in power. No sooner was the 
change in government made than the country began reaping, 
for the second time in history, the harvest of impulsive anger. 
Gestures were made now and then to one element or another, 
but protest from other quarters soon calmed the waters to a 
state of perfect tranquillity. There was no agreement at the 
outset on principles. Except for the element of hatred there 
was accord in nothing, and quite naturally nothing to speak of 
has been done. The currents of public opinion are running now 
against the Republican leaders as they did against the Whigs. 
There is open revolt in the ranks. Unless present portents are 
misleading the fate that befell the Whig Party may overtake its 
successor, 

The present public indictment is that general incompetence is 
enthroned at Washington. We have the President's own official 
statement that the Congress has passed two measures that 
would have bankrupted the Treasury except for his own inter- 
vention. The executive and legislative departments are equally 
responsible for a tariff law that is condemned in every com- 
munity, as a menace to our markets, a subsidy to campaign con- 
tributors, and the certain forerunner of industrial troubles. 
More lamentable is the failure in international affairs. Never 
since the dawn of civilization have the sons of man been so 
plagued with conditions that bring disaster to individuals and 
uncertainty as to the very existence of nations, We have in- 
deed had a World War and the whole world suffers from it! 
Its awful reactions have spared no nation. The disaster is so 
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widespread that any attempt at piece-meal repair is but a pa- 
thetic evidence of national or racial endeavor. 

The concerted labors of peoples: everywhere are essential, 
and this is praetieable only through governments. What frag- 
mentary fortunes of war there are seem to be with us. We 
have a commanding gold supply and our agencies of produc- 
tivity are unimpaired. However, we can not trade with our 
gold except across the seas, and there can be no trade with pros- 
trate nations: Our fields: and factories can produce, but normal 
production is useless unless we can find a market in which to 
sell, Our aims in the war were admittedly unselfish. We are 
not engulfed im the bitterness that has impaired reason else- 
where. Every element is present for a helpful leadership, 
spiritual and practical. The teachings of every religion tell 
what any nation so circumstanced ought to do. Every human 
conscience free from the poison of partisanship is moved by a 
common prompting, and yet in the sea of international respon- 
sibility we drift as aimlessly as a floating derelict. For two 
years the administration, Micawberlike, has seemingly lived in 
the hope that something would turn up. Doubtless its philoso- 
phy has been that matters. could not get much worse and any 
development might improve the situation. 

In the past few months the effort has chiefly been to sustain 
theory of justification, and the propaganda reaching to com- 
munities: has carried the expression often heard from partisans 
that “after all are we not fortunate to be out of the European 
mess?” Yor the time this may carry the intended appeal, but 
the facts underlying the Turkish imbroglio will in brief season 
be known. It may surprise some to discover that one of the 
trails of responsibility leads directly to: our State Department 
in Washington. If we had not abandoned a responsibility as- 


sumed during the war the situation in the Near Hast would | 


not now be so serious: Mr. Hughes’s contention that we were 
not at war with Turkey is an evasion. We were in fact but 
not in law at war with Turkey. We were an ally of the nations 
fighting Turkey. We turned munitions over to our allies without 
question as to where they were to be used. When soldiers 
from our allied armies went to the scenes of Turkish hostilities 
our own soldiers took the places they gave up on the western 
front. Furthermore, one of President Wilson’s 14 points ex- 
pressly dealt with Turkey. 

When we abandoned our allles in the forms and tasks of 
peace the Turk profited by this break in what had been a strong 
and effective association. But there came a later development, 
out of which grew a military offensive. Let us see whether 
anyone in truth can deny our share in the blame. Many years: 
ago civilized powers sought to prevent the shipment of arms and 
munitions to so-called backward peoples, notably certain tribes: 
in Africa. As a part of the movement we became a party to 
the Brussels act of 1890, which dealt specifically with this prob- 
lem. In 1919 it became apparent that the Brussels act was in- 
adequate and out of date; so the peace conference at Versailles 
drew up the new convention of St. Germain. An able American, 
Mr. Louis Beer, now deceased, became our representative on 
the commission. The convention continued a prohibition on 
arms and munitions shipments to certain African areas and 
enlarged the scope of the provision so as to take in specified 
regions surrounding Persia and the Red Sea. It went further 
and required that all shipments of arms should be given license: 
by the national authority in any country in which these sup- 
plies originated. As an added precaution information bearing 
upon the traffle was to be promptly filed with the League of 
Nations. Mr. Wilson was unable to submit this convention to 
the Senate, and not until August, 1922, did our Government 
officially report its intention not to ratify the treaty. The 
assembly of the league adopted a resolution expressing the de- 
sirability of having the United States submit its objections to 
the treaty in order that an effort might be made to procure 
another treaty, one in fact that would meet the American view. 
So far as known Mr. Hughes has never responded to this sug- 
gestion. It will be seen that during this period of uncertainty 
and confusion there was no interference with shipments of war 
materials, and the Kemalists equipped themselves for the offen- 
sive movement which has resulted not only in an insolent attt- 
tude to the world generally but in the slaughter of thousands of 
men, women, and children as well. Not all of the war neces- 
sities were imported by the Kemalists, but most of them were. 
If this is not another tragedy to be charged against the policy 
of Indifference and aloofness, then. I mistake the plain signifi- 
eance of events. It Is not unfair to assume that our failure to 
help create safeguards: against an international crisis was di- 
rectly in consequence of the fanatical policy of having nothing 
to do with any movement attached in any way to the league, 
even though the question of our membership was im no way in- 
volved. 
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There is another phase of the Near East situation which 
will doubtless enter into the public’s final analysis. It presents 
the question of whether the administration's attitude of silence 
when women were: outraged and thousands: of adults and chil- 
dren killed squares with the time-honored American policy of 
protecting religious minorities. Secretary of State John Hay 
expressed it in a vigorous way when Jews were persecuted in 
Rumania in 1902. Other preeedents are numerous in support 
of the American theory, which the administration ignores. 
Such distinguished premiers as Cass, Evarts, Blaine, and Fish 
felt no restraint in maintaining the Nation’s self-respect through 
plain words to offending foreign authorities. When the slaugh- 
ter of Christians was at its height, a committee of church 
ministers called on the President of the United’ States and 
urged some official expression of our people’s outraged feelings: 
The Exeeutive is quoted as saying that he did not favor any 
protest unless we were in a position to back it up. Within a 
fortnight our Government filed a protest but not im behalf of 
human life. Instead it was entered to protect oil interests in 
a part of contested territory. 

It is now quite two years since the present national régime 
was installed. Certainly any publie insistence upon a definite 
international policy can not properly be charged to impatience. 
| The party in control gave three definite pledges. 

The senatorial “round robin,” formed in opposition to the 
covenant of the treaty of Versailles, professed a “sincere de- 
sire that the nations of the world should unite to promote 
| peace.” 

The present Executive in his formal speech of acceptance 
e candidate of his party declared for an “ association of 
nations.” 

The committee of 31 leading Republicans, headed by Messrs. 
| Hughes, Root, Hoover, Lowell, and Taft (Henry), in its appeal 
‘favored bringing America into an effective league to preserve 
|peace * * + by frankly calling upon the other nations to 
agree to changes in the proposed agreement which will obviate 
the objections now the subject of dispute.” 

To use a popular yet a comprehensive phrase, Is it not time 
for a show-down? Does the senatorial group believe that a 
Promise to America on a most solemn matter is to be regarded’ 
as having no binding responsibility? Is the President not 
|ready to report on the structural plans for an association of 
nations and at the same time advise his countrymen what 
steps have been taken to assure cooperation from abroad? 
The committee of 81 certainly did not assume to speak with- 
out the knowledge and consent of the candidate who, if elected, 
would possess in his official status the constitutional riglit 
to “call upon the other nations to agree to changes in the 
| agreement.” Has the committee of 31 performed 
its part of the trust? It may be that the signers of the 
round robin, the members of the group of 31, and the Presi- 
dent himself—all may have departed from their announced 
positions. If so, then im frankness: their revised plans, if they 
| have any, should be given to the public. If, on the other hand, 
they are without program or suggestion, a candid admission 
wl reflect credit upon them. No one need fear either an 
‘accusing conscience nor the disrespect of his fellows by ex- 
pressing an honest conviction, 
| Mr. Hughes very recently said that the question should be 
taken out of politics. No one questions the wisdom of this 
course, nor is any useful purpose served by any elaborate 
‘reminder to Mr. Hughes that the Republican senatorial con- 
spiracy put it into politics at a time when the Nation’s en- 
deavors were purely nonpolitieal. These are stressful times, 
and public officials in their arduous: responsibilities deserve 
| public cooperation: so long as good faith is shown. The admin- 
istration has: forfeited the people's confidence because it has 
stubbornly held to views that common sense defied. Our people 
are tired of following a leadership that neither leads nor gets 
anywhere. The betrayal of the civilized powers in the St.“ 
Germain affair is followed now by the obstinate refusal to 
cooperate with the Reparation Commission. When the French- 
German crisis approached the administration met widespread 
eriticism: with the observation that we were not properly rep- 
resented on the Reparation Commission. The Robinson reso- 
‘lution, providing the very thing Mr. Hughes said we lacked, 
was at once presented in the Senate, only to be met with Mr. 
Hughes’s objection that its adoption now would be untimely. 
When positive action is proposed for remedial purposes there 
invariably comes a hint from the administration that some- 
thing else is under way, but it never materializes. Can, there 
be any more effective device to wear out the patience of a for- 
| bearing, public? 
| Mr. Hughes will render a eonspicuous service if the pressing 
problem of our international relationship is removed from poli- 
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tics; but if his labors are to be fruitful, he must bestir himself. 
Within another year we will be ou the very threshold of another 
presidential contest. I most earnestly hope that solution will be 
so far under way that this subject matter of such widespread 
concern can not be thrown into a political campaign. I feel 
assured that the American people will not be hairsplitting in 
their consideration of details. They realize now from the bitter 
lesson of experience that we are a part of an economic unit that 
involves the markets, the human activities, and the well-being 
of our civilized world. We can not cut ourselves from it and 
thrive, Profound statesmanship is not so much the element 
necessary to a proper adjustment of our international affairs as 
are common sense and a disposition to forget fetish and any 
false pride in sponsorship of things behind us. 
will forget his politics, strip himself of all thought of the alli- 
ances made in 1920 to win a partisan victory, and take a position 
determined by the single thought of serving humanity, he will 
suve the world. We should be reminded that Sir Robert Peel 
and Lord John Russell in England made their places in history 
by forsaking the corn laws which they had espoused. Changed 
conditions justified their course. They may have been moved by 
the thought of Emerson that— 

A foolish consistency is the hobgoblin of little minds, adored by little 
statesmen and philosophers and divines. 

Mr. Hughes should sanction without delay the congressional 
proposal to vitalize our participation in the affairs of the Repa- 
ration Commission. America should then, through her repre- 
sentative, bring about an economic survey of Germany. ‘The sug- 
gestion of turning the problem over to a committee of bankers 
is putting the cart before the horse. Obviously, economic ex- 
perts, including bankers, would serve in the survey, but as sub- 
ordinates to the Reparation Commission their report would not 
only be presented to the public opinion of the world but it would 
be a base for action by a legally created body that has powers. 
Let us illustrate the point in this way: If a group of interna- 
tional bankers conducted an analysis, its conclusions would 
become merely a public document. It would be a process much 
like the gathering of evidence in a court trial without submit- 
ting it to either judge or jury. It would be but another develop- 
ment lacking the virtue of positive action. 

The time is here for action. The fate of the world is im- 
periled and time is of the essence. If the Reparation Commis- 
sion, on the other hand, makes its inquiry, and it can, as 
efficiently as the suggested international bankers possibly 
could, then the detail of procuring the facts will have been 
completed and the facts can go to the Reparation Commis- 
sion—a body with power to act. The world wants the truth 
and action based upon the justice which truth would render 
clear would sweep away the rubbish of petty controversy. 
In these circumstances, if Germany refused to accept the award 
of the Reparation Commission, she would deserve no sympathy 
and get none. If all parties in interest except France were 
to accept it, then she would be an outlaw nation, because she 
would be regarded as haying rejected the decree of a tribunal 
she had helped to create—a tribunal whose decisions she had 
pledged herself to respect. She is no way committed to any 
finding that might otherwise be made on reparations. 

But if Mr. Hughes continues trying to strait-jacket the 
soul of America and if the administration goes on drifting, 
then what? In that contingency, this great question unavoid- 
3 becomes more of a political issue than it has ever been 

fore. 

When this comes, if it does, what will be the duty of the 
Democratic Party? Let us address ourselves seriously to this 
thought. We hear it said that the question was settled in 
1920, and that a mandate was spoken against our entering the 
league. Let us see whether the facts justify that contention. 
Three distinct groups voted against our ticket because of 
purely racial grievances, untold thousands voted against us 
because of heavy taxes, others were controlled by a discontent 
growing out of internal war measures. Republicans in every 
community accepted in good faith the assurance of the com- 
mittee of 81 that the surest way to get into the league was 
through the suggested compromise plan of the Republicans 
rather than by adhering to what was designated as the un- 
yielding Democratie position. These votes more than made 
up the Republican plurality, and yet they were not directed 
against our membership in the League of Nations, The claim 
obviously falls before the facts. 

Now, for the sake of argument, let us assume that a plain 
mandate was given. If so, was the mandate for the association 
of nations that the Republican candidate promised to create, or 
the League of Nations amended as Messrs, Hughes, Root, 
Hoover, Lowell, Taft, and others proposed? Since we have pro- 
* cured neither the amended covenant of the league nor the asgo- 
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ciation, is it safe to assume that the people will just let the 
matter drop? If there was a mandate against the Democratic 
plan, then certainly the suggested Republican alternative was 
sanctioned. There is no escape from this conclusion. At all 
events, the matter stands just as it was two years ago. If any 
Democrat believes a yerdict was registered against the league 
and that it should be accepted as conclusive, what about the 
tariff? We have been defeated in the past on that issue,-but 
did the Democracy give up the faith? On the contrary, we 
continued to reaffirm it, and did so in 1920, while the Repub- 
licans stood for a protective tariff. Are we to accept the present 
tariff monstrosity as the expressed preference of the people, or 
will we renew the fight in 1924? 

The condition of things in the world clearly makes an issue, 
and under our system of government if the contingency de- 
scribed arises this issue will be discussed in the same manner 
that vital questions always have been in this country. Cer- 
tainly the points at issue are being clearly drawn. The world 
is slowly but surely drifting to a state of horror. When the 
war closed a going concern, the League of Nations, was formed 
to substitute reason for force. Nations bound themselves to- 
gether in agreement to go to conference rather than war, and to 
put an end to the system of secret treaties that had plagued 
civilization. It is the only organized movement for this specific 
purpose. Men criticize it, but they have no substitute, either in 
created or creative form. The proposed Republican alternatives 
presented in the campaign of 1920 have come to maught. We 
must enter into some international arrangement or remain in 
isolation. There is no middle ground. Since those who sug- 
gested other plans have abandoned them, common sense opens 
the only avenue of service—service not only for Europe but 
ourselyes as well. 

You hear at times the partisan observation that the treaty 
of Versailles is responsible for the present confusion, Most 
treaties following severe wars have taken on some of the 
spirit of bitterness, They are concluded before the cooling-oft 
process takes place. We need not go outside our own history 
to find where the element of hate brought on the awful days 
of reconstruction in the Southern States—an enforced cruelty 
that no one now even attempts to justify. If Lincoln had lived, 
it would not have occurred. Each day, because time heals 
wounds and softens asperities, would have helped to make his 
creed of “ malice toward none and charity for all” an accom- 
plished fact. 

When the treaty of Versailles was concluded, even as strong 
an advocate as General Smuts, the eminent South African 
statesman, said that there were terms in it that ought not and 
could not be enforeed. The time had come, however, bringing 
with it the dangers of starvation and disorder, when a start 
had to be made in organizing and administering the new order. 
We must not lose sight of the important fact that the treaty 
was assigned to the League of Nations, a body having elastic 
powers, rather than to an international court. The court would 
have accepted it as a decree to enforce. The league, on the 
other hand, possessed the discretionary right to act as develop- 
ments suggested, Is it not true that chartered constitutions, 
laws, and regulations are refined in part by the sensible manner 
of their enforcement? Even courts in their liberal view of publie 
policy have not interfered. Men of the type of Wilson, Smuts, 
Gray, Cecil, and others doubtless looked to the machinery of 
the League of Nations to work out the solution of problems as 
they arose, having in mind that accruing time would make the 
task easier, What Lincoln would have meant to the recon- 
struction of the American Union the League of Nations, in its 
administration of the treaty of Versailles, would have been to 
the reconstruction of the world. 

The Reparation Commission, for instance, was clothed with 
broad powers. An outstanding virtue to the plan was the provi- 
sion for American membership in the league. We were not in- 
fected with the bitterness that possessed Europe. We were 
asking for neither territory nor indemnity. Our good faith was 
recognized even by the vanquished nations. Our judicial atti- 
tude would at once have established our moral and constructive 
leadership. But America did not go into the league. At the 
very beginning of things we were separated from the whole 
enterprise. European nations were soon at each other’s throats, 
and the golden opportunity for a service that would have had 
no historical precedent was lost. We are not in the Interna- 
tional Court of Justice, nor have we any useful relation to any- 
thing that is going on in Europe, It is true that we have 
observers, engaged in the Job of snooping around and making 
themselves and our Nation ridiculous in the view of the world. 
The reparations tangle could have been adjusted, but by America 
and America only. Last summer every national interest in 
Europe desired our offices of mediation, A peculiar psychology 
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made it possible for our Government to successfully intervene. 
At that time an economic survey of Germany's condition would 
have been welcomed by the powers in interest. Obviously then, 
as now, it was not a question of what Germany ought to be 
made to pay but how much she could pay and live. Chancellor 
Wirth in Berlin said that Germany would gladly subject herself 
to a careful economic examination, provided it was made under 
the impartial auspices of American leadership. He went so far 
as to say that Germany desired to enter the League of Nations 
when America did, but not before, for the reason, as he ad- 
vanced, that under other conditions German membership would 
only mean her subjection to what was characterized by him as 
“the ruling intolerant bitterness of Europe.” 

The right to remain an active member of the Reparation 
Commission was never impaired, but the administration at 
Washington has not availed itself of it. Mr. Hughes, instead, 
had another plan—again it was to be something different. It 
failed in the “borning” and now the march of French troops 
is on German soil. Credits are affected. 
will fall another chill. Our farmers, now borrowing millions 
of dollars to meet losses already sustained, will face another 
unprofitabe season, and every home, in city and country, will 
have a quickened appreciation that a divine agency made us 
a part of the world and no human device can change the order 
of things. 

Now, assuming that the administration will not settle this 

question—then what will we as Democrats do? What would 
Andrew Jackson have done in like circumstances? What did 
Jackson do when France violated her treaty with us, and even 
Clay, Webster, and Calhoun denied him congressional appro- 
priations for the adequate maintenance of our self-respect? 
The timid said he should delay matters. He went forward and 
France settled. What did Jackson do when the franchise for 
the Federal bank was to be renewed or rejected? The timid, 
even in his cabinet, said he should go slow, but he went forward 
and crushed the monster menace. What did Jackson do when 
the Government funds were to be taken from the Federal bank? 
The timid again, even in his cabinet, urged postponement in 
order to avoid a panic. He went forward. The bank was closed, 
and when the Whigs later tried to resurrect it, John Tyler, the 
Whig President, recognized that Jackson was right, and twice 
vetoed the bill. 
What would Andrew Jackson do now? He would follow the 
path which his clear vision always blazed for him, the path of 
duty. He would establish relationships with the nations of 
the world in order to save humanity. Recognizing the futility 
of waiting longer for alternatives he would ask America to 
join the only operating concern created for this critical need— 
the League of Nations. He would impose such conditions as 
would befit the dignity of our country and harmonize with the 
composite public opinion of our people. Andrew Jackson never 
retreated when duty faced him. He was unschooled in the art 
of retreat. A solemn duty confronts the Democracy now and 
we must not retreat. 


INDIANS OF THE MESCALERO RESERVATION, 


Mr. CURTIS obtained the floor. 

Mr. BURSUM. Mr. President 

Mr. CURTIS. I will yield to the Senator if the bill he de- 
sires to call up will involve no debate, 

Mr. BURSUM. If it does I shall not press its considera- 
tion. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate consideration 
of the bill (H. R. 6294) promoting civilization and self-support 
among the Indians of the Mescalero Reservation, in New 
Mexico. 

A bill similar in substance passed the Senate last September, 
appropriating $250,000 to be advanced to the Mescalero Indians 
and to be repaid out of the sale of timber. The House passed a 
different bill, on the same line and for the same purpose, but 
did not pass the Senate bill. The House bill is different in that 
it simply authorizes the appropriation. I ask for the immediate 
consideration of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That there is hereby authorized to be appropri- 
ated, out of any funds in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the 
sum of $250,000 for the purpose of promoting civilization and self- 
support among the Indians of the Mescalero Reservation, in New Mex- 
ico, to be expended or distributed in the discretion of the Secretary of 
the Interior, under such regulations as he may prescribe; to remain 
available for a period of five years from the date of the enactment of 
this act, and to be reimbursed to the United States from the sale of 
timber on said reservation. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


LXIV——159 


made, 


Upon our markets 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business, 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After seven minutes spent 
in executive session, the doors were reopened ; and (at 5 o'clock 
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously 
took a recess until to-morrow, Saturday, January 27, 
1923, at 11 o'clock a. m. 


EXTRADITION TREATY WITH COSTA RICA. 


In executive session this day the following treaty was rati- 
fied, and, on motion of Mr. Longe, the injunction of secrecy was 
removed therefrom: 


To the Senate: 


With a view to receiving the advice and consent of the Senate 
to ratification, I transmit an extradition treaty between the 
United States and Costa Rica, signed at San Jose on November 
10, 1922, and, for confirmation by the Senate, copies of notes 
exchanged between the American minister at San Jose and the 
Costa Rican Minister for Foreign Affairs, by which assurance is 
given on the part of the United States that the death penalty 
will not be enforced against criminals delivered by Costa Rica 
to the United States for any of the crimes enumerated in the 
treaty, and that such assurance is, in effect, to form part of the 
treaty and will be so mentioned in the ratifications of the treaty. 

The attention of the Senate is invited to the accompanying 
report of the Secretary of State, in which it is explained that a 
precedent for this course is found in the case of the extradition 
treaty between the United States and Portugal in 1908, where 
like notes were exchanged and were: confirmed by the Senate. 

WARREN G. HARDING. 

THE Warre House, December 20, 1922. 


The PRESIDENT: 


By its resolution of February 22, 1922, the Senate advised 
and consented to the ratification of the treaty of extradition 
signed between the United States and Costa Rica at San Jose 
on January 21, 1922. The treaty was amended by the Costa 
Rican Congress by the insertion of a supplementary article pro- 
viding as follows: 

“The delivery of a person by the Republic of Costa Rica in 
virtue of this treaty will be made under the condition that 
capital punishment shall not be applied to the criminal.” 

This Government was unable to agree to this modification, but 
the American minister at San Jose was instructed to indicate 
this Government’s willingness to effect an exchange of notes 
similar to that which followed the signing of the treaty of ex- 
tradition between the United States and Portugal in 1908, as 
set forth on pages 1475 and 1476 of the compilation entitled 
“ Treaties, Conventions, International Acts, Protocols, and 
Agreements Between the United States and Other Powers.” 

This course being agreeable to the Government of Costa 
Rica, a new treaty, in substitution of the treaty of January 21, 
1922, was signed at San Jose, and the exchange of notes men- 
tioned made on November 10, 1922. This treaty of November 
10, 1922, being word for word the same as the substituted 
treaty of January 21, 1922, the undersigned, the Secretary of 
State, has the honor to lay before the President, with a view to 
its transmission to the Senate to receive the advice and consent 
of that body to its ratification, together, for the Senate’s con- 
firmation, with copies of the notes exchanged at the time of its 
signature between the American minister at San Jose and the 
Costa Rican Minister for Foreign Affairs, by which the under- 
standing is stated on the part of Costa Rica, and the assurance 
is given on the part of the United States that the death penalty 
will not-be enforced against criminals delivered by Costa Rica 
to the United States for any of the crimes enumerated in the 
treaty, and that such assurance is, in effect, to form part of the 
treaty and will be so mentioned in the ratifications of the 
treaty. 

In its resolution of May 22, 1908, giving its advice and con- 
sent to the ratification of the extradition treaty between the 
United States and Portugal of May 7, 1908, above mentioned, 
the Senate stated its understanding “that it is agreed by the 
United States that no person charged with crime shall be ex- 
tradited from Portugal upon whom the death penalty can be 
inflicted for the offense charged by the laws of the jurisdiction 
in which the charge is pending, and that this agreement on the 
part of the United States will be mentioned in the ratifications 
of the treaty and will, in effect, form part of the treaty.” 
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A similar confirmation by the Senate of the notes exchanged 
at the time of the signature of the Costa Rican treaty is neces- 
sary. 

Itespectfully submitted. 

CHARLES E. HUGHES. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 

Washington, December 19, 1922. 


The Republics of the United States of America and of Costa 
Rica, desiring to assure the prompt and efficient action of jus- 
tice in punishing delinquents who attempt to escape the penalty 
prescribed by the laws of one country by taking refuge in the 
other, have resolved to conclude a treaty of extradition. For 
that purpose they have named as their respective plenipoten- 
tiaries: 

The President of the United States of America, Mr. Roy 
Tasco Davis, envoy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America in Costa Rica; and 

The President of the Republic of Costa Rica, the Secretary of 
State in the Office of Foreign Relations, Sefior José Andrés 
Coronado Alvarado; 

Who, after having mutually communicated their full powers, 
and they being found in good and due form, have stipulated as 
follows: 

7 ARTICLE I. 

It is agreed that the Government of the United States of 
America and the Government of Costa Rica shall, upon mutual 
requisition duly made as herein provided, deliver up to justice 
any person who may be charged with, or may have been con- 
victed of, any of the crimes specified in Article II of this con- 
vention committed within the jurisdiction of one of the con- 
tracting parties while said person was actually within such 
jurisdiction when the crime was committed, and who shall 
seek an asylum or shall be found within the territories of the 
other, provided that such surrender shall take place only upon 
such evidence of criminality, as according to the laws of the 
place where the fugitive or person so charged shall be found, 
would justify his apprehension and commitment for trial if 
the crime or offense had been there committed. 

ARTICLE II. 


Persons shall be delivered up according to the provisions of 
this conyention who shall have been charged with or convicted 
of any of the following crimes: 

1. Murder, comprehending the crimes designated by the terms 
of parricide, assassination, manslaughter, when voluntary, 
poisoning or infanticide, as well as the attempt to commit 
these crimes. 

2. Rape, abortion, carnal knowledge of children under the 
age of 12 ye 

3. Bigamy. 

4. Arson, 

5. Willful and unlawful destruction or obstruction of rail- 
roads, which endangers human life. 

6. Crimes committed at sea: 

(a) Piracy, as commonly known and defined by the laws of 
nations or by statute; 

(b) Wrongfully sinking or destroying a vessel at sea or at- 
tempting to do so; 

(e) Mutiny or conspiracy by two or more members of the 
crew or other persons on board of a vessel on the high seas 
for the purpose of rebelling against the authority of the cap- 
tain or commander of such vessel or by fraud or violence 
taking possession of such vessel; and 

(d) Assault on board ships upon the high seas with intent to 
do bodily harm, 

7. Burglary, defined to be the act of breaking into and enter- 
ing the house of another in the nighttime with intent to com- 
mit a felony therein. 

8. The act of breaking into and entering into the offices of 
the Government and public authorities, or the offices of banks, 
banking houses, saving banks, trust companies, insurance com- 
panies, or other buildings not dwellings with the intent to com- 
mit a felony therein. 

9. Robbery, defined to be the act of feloniously and forcibly 
taking from the person of another goods or money by violence 
or by putting him in fear. 

10. Forgery or the utterance of forged papers. 

11. The forgery or falsification of the official acts of the Gov- 
ernment or public authority, including courts of justice, or the 
uttering or fraudulent use of any of the same. 

12. The fabrication of counterfeit money, whether coin or 
paper, counterfeit titles or coupons of public debt, created by 
National, State, provincial, territorial, local, or municipal 
governments, bank notes, or other instruments of public credit, 
counterfeit seals, stamps, dies, and marks of State or public 


administrations, and the utterance, circulation, or fraudulent 
use of the above-mentioned objects. 

13. Embezzlement or criminal malversation committed within 
the jurisdiction of one or the other party by public officers or 
depositaries, where the amount embezzled exceeds $200 (or 
Costa Rican equivalent). 

14. Embezzlement by any person or persons hired, salaried, 
or employed, to the detriment of their employers or principals, 
when the crime or offense is punishable by imprisonment or 
other corporal punishment by the laws of both countries, and 
where the amount embezzled exceeds $200 (or Costa Rican 
equivalent). 

15. Kidnaping of minors or adults, defined to be the abduc- 
tion or detention of a person or persons, in order to exact 
ee from them or their families, or for any other unlawful 
end. 

16. Larceny, defined to be the theft of effects, personal prop- 
erty, or money, of the value of $25 or more (or Costa Rican 
equivalent). 

17. Obtaining money, valuable securities, or other property 
by false pretenses, or receiving any money, valuable securities, 
or other property knowing the same to have been uniawfully 
obtained, where the amount of money or the value of the prop- 
erty so obtained or received exceeds $200 (or Costa Rican 
equivalent). 

18. Perjury or subornation of perjury. 

19. Fraud or breach of trust by a bailee, banker, agent, factor, 
trustee, executor, administrator, guardian, director, or officer 
of any company or corporation, or by anyone in any fiduciary 
position, where the amount of money or the value of the prop- 
erty misappropriated exceeds $200 (or Costa Rican equivalent). 

20. Crimes and offenses against the laws of both countries for 
the suppression of slavery and slave trading. 

21. The extradition is also to take place for participation in 
any of the aforesaid crimes as an accessory before or after the 
fact, provided such participation be punishable by imprisonment 
by the laws of both contracting parties. 

ARTICLE III, 

The provisions of this convention shall not import claim of 
extradition for any crime or offense of a political character, nor 
for acts connected with such crimes or offenses; and no person 
surrendered by or to either of the contracting parties in virtue 
of this convention shall be tried or punished for a political crime 
or offense. When the offense charged comprises the act either 
of murder or assassination or of poisoning, either consummated 
or attempted, the fact that the offense was committed or at- 
tempted against the life of the sovereign or head of a foreign 
State, or against the President of either of the signatory Re- 
publics, shall not be deemed sufficient to sustain that such a 
crime or offense was of a political character, or was an act con- 
nected with crimes or offenses of a political character. 

ARTICLE Iv. 

No person shall be tried for any crime or offense other than 

that for which he was surrendered. 
ARTICLE v. 

A fugitive criminal shall not be surrendered under the provi- 
sions hereof, when, from lapse of time or other lawful cause, 
according to the laws of the place within the Jurisdiction of 
which the crime was committed, the criminal is exempt from 
prosecution or punishment for the offense for which the sur- 
render is asked. 

ARTICLE VI. 

If a fugitive criminal whose surrender may be claimed pur- 
suant to the stipulations hereof, be actually under prosecution 
out on bail or in custody, for a crime or offense committed in the 
country where he has sought asylum, or shall have been con- 
victed thereof, his extradition may be deferred until such pro- 
ceedings be determined, and, until he shall have been set at 
liberty in due course of law. 

ARTICLE VII, 

If a fugitive criminal claimed by one of the parties hereto 
shall be also claimed by one or more powers pursuant to treaty 
provisions, on account of crimes committed within their juris- 
diction, such criminal shall be delivered to that State whose 
demand is first received. 

ARTICLE VIII, 

Under the stipulations of this convention neither of the con- 
tracting parties shall be bound to deliver up its own citizens 
or subjects. In each’ Republic, according to their respective 
laws, shall the citizenship of the delinquent be determined. 

ARTICLE IX. 

The expense of the arrest, detention, examination, and trans- 
portation of the accused shall be paid by the Government which 
was preferred the demand for extradition. 
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f ARTICLE x. 

Everything found in the possession of the fugitive criminal 
at the time of his arrest, whether being the proceeds of the 
crime or offense or which may be material as evidence in 
making proof of the crime, shall, so far <s practicable, accord- 
ing to the laws of either of the contracting parties, be delivered 
up with his person at the time of the surrender. Nevertheless, 
the rights of a third party with regard to the articles afore- 
said shall be duly respected. 

ARTICLE XI. 

The stipulations of this convention shall be applicable to all 
territory, whatever may be its situation, belonging to one or the 
other of the contracting parties or which may be occupied and 
under the jurisdiction of the same. 

Requisitions for the surrender of fugitives from justice shall 
be made by the respective diplomatic agencies of the contract- 
ing parties. In the event of the absence of such agents from 
the country or its seat of government, requisition may be made 
by superior consular officers. 

It shall be competent for such diplomatic or superior con- 
sular officers to ask and obtain a mandate or preliminary war- 
rant of arrest for the person whose surrender is sought, where- 
upon the judges and magistrates of the two Governments shall 
respectively have power and authority, upon complaint made 
under oath, to issue a warrant for the apprehension of the 
person charged, in order that he or she may be brought before 
such judge or magistrate, that the evidence of criminality 
may be heard and considered; and if, on such hearing, the 
evidence be deemed sufficient to sustain the charge, it shall be 
the duty of the examining judge or magistrate to certify the 
same to the proper executive authority, that a warrant may 
issue for the surrender of the fugitive. 

If the fugitive criminal shall have been convicted of the 
erime for which his surrender is asked, a copy of the sentence 
of the court before which such conviction took place, duly 

authenticated, shall be produced, If, however, the fugitive is 
merely charged with crime, a duly authenticated copy of the 
warrant of arrest in the country where the crime was com- 
mitted, and of the depositions upon which such warrant may 
have been issued, shall be produced, with such other evidence 
or proof as may be deemed competent in the case. 
ARTICLE XII. 


If when a person accused shall have been arrested in virtue 
of the mandate or preliminary warrant of arrest issued by the 
competent authority as provided in Article XI hereof, and been 
brought before a judge or a magistrate to the end that the 
evidence of his or her guilt may be heard and examined as 
hereinbefore provided, it shall appear that the mandate or pre- 
liminary warrant of arrest has been issued in pursuance of 
a request or declaration received by telegraph from the Gov- 
ernment asking for the extradition, it shall be competent for 
the judge or magistrate at his discretion to hold the accused 
for a period not exceeding two months, so that the demand- 
ing Government may have opportunity to lay before such judge 
or magistrate legal evidence of the guilt of the accused, and 
if at the expiration of said period of two months such legal 
evidence shall not have been produced before such judge or 
magistrate the person arrested shall be released, provided that 
the examination of the charges preferred against such accused 
person shall not be actually going on. 

ARTICLE XIII. 

In every case of a request made by either of the two con- 
tracting parties for the arrest, detention, or extradition of 
fugitive criminals, the legal officers or fiscal ministry of the 
country where the proceedings of extradition are had shall as- 
sist the officers of the Government demanding the extradition 
before the respective judges and magistrates by every legal 
means within their or its power; and no claim whatever for 
compensation for any of the services so rendered shall be made 
against the Government demanding the extradition: Provided, 
however, That any officer or officers of the surrendering Goy- 
ernment so giving assistance who shall, in the usual course of 
his or their duty, receives no salary or compensation other than 
specific fees for services performed, shall be entitled to receive 
from the Government demanding the extradition the customary 
fees for the acts or services performed by them, in the same 
manner and to the same amount as though such acts or services 
had been performed in ordinary criminal proceedings under the 
laws of the country of which they are officers. 

ARTICLE XIV. 

This treaty must be submitted for approval in the form pre- 
scribed by the laws of the two countries, and shall take effect 
from the day of the exchange of the ratifications thereof; but 
either contracting party may at any time terminate it on giv- 
ing to the other six months notice of its intention to do so. 


The ratifications shall be exchanged in San Jose of Costa 
Rica or in Washington as soon as possible. 
In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have 
signed the above articles and have hereunto affixed their seals. 
Done in duplicate at the city of San Jose de Costa Rica this 
10th day of November, 1922. 
Roy Tasco Davis, 
J. A. CORONADO. 


EXCHANGE or NOTES. 
[Secretaría de Relaciones Exteriores, No. 333, B.] 


REPUBLICA DE Costa RICA, 
San José, 10 de noviembre de 1922. 
Excmo. Señor Roy T. Davis, 
Enviado Extraordinario / Ministro Plenipotenciario de 
los Estados Unidos de América, San Jose. 


SeNor Ministro: Tengo la honra de informar a Vuestra Ex- 
celencia que he recibido instrucciones del sefior Presidente de 
la Repüblica para hacer la manifestación, de parte del Gobierno 
de Costa Rica, con referencia al Tratado de Extradición que 
Vuestra Excelencia y el suscrito acaban de firmar, de que es 
entendido que el Gobierno de los Estados Unidos de América 
asegura que la pena capital no se aplicará a los criminales en- 
tregados por Costa Rica a los Estados Unidos de América, por 
cualquiera de los crimenes enumerados an dicho Tratado, y que 
esa seguridad formará efectivamente parte del Tratado y así 
se mencionaraé en su ratificación. 

Aprovecho esta oportunidad para reiterar a Vuestra Excelen- 
cia el testimonio de mi mas distinguida consideración, 

J. A. CORONADO. 


[Ministry of Foreign Relations. No. 333-B. Translation.] 
REPURLIC or Costa Rica, 
San Jose, November 10, 1922. 
Most Excellent Mr. Roy T. Davis, 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 
of the United States of America, San Jose. 
Mr. Minister: I have the honor to inform your excellency 
that I have received instructions from the President of the 
Republic to make the statement on behalf of the Government of 
Costa Rica with reference to the treaty of extradition which 
your excellency and the undersigned have just signed, that it is 
understood that the Government of the United States of 
America assures that the death penalty will not be applied to 
criminals delivered by Costa Rica to the United States for 
any of the crimes enumerated in the said treaty, and that such 
assurance will form in effect part of the treaty and will be so 
mentioned in the ratifications. 
I avail myself of this occasion to reiterate to your ex- 
celleney the assurance of my most distinguished consideration. 


J. A. CORONADO. 


ENo. 63.] 
LEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
San Jose, Costa Rica, November 10, 1922. 


His Excellency Señor don Jos ANDRÉS CORONADO, 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, San Jose. 


Excettency: In signing to-day with the Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Costa Rica the extradi- 
tion treaty which was negotiated between the Government of 
the United States and that of Costa Rica, the undersigned en- 
voy extraordinary and minister plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America has the honor to acknowledge and to take 
cognizance of the note of the Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs of this day’s date, stating that he desires to place on 
record, on behalf of the Costa Rican Government, its under- 
standing that the Government of the United States assures that 
the death penalty will not be enforced against criminals de- 
livered by Costa Rica to the United States for any of the crimes 
enumerated in the said treaty, and that such assurance is, in 
effect, to form part of the treaty and will be so mentioned in 
the ratifications of the treaty. 

In order to make this assurance in the most effective man- 
ner possible, it is agreed by the United States that no person 
charged with crime shall be extraditable from Costa Rica upon 
whom the death penalty can be inflicted for the offense charged 
by the laws of the jurisdiction in which the charge is pending, 

This agreement on the part of the United States will be 
mentioned in the ratifications of the treaty and will in effect 
form part of the treaty. 

I avail myself of this occasion to renew to your excellency 
the assurance of my highest and most distinguished considera- 
ion. 4 
| t 


Rox T. Davis. 
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NOMINATION. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Executive nomination received by the Senate January 26 (legis- „ jae Sth nent section 5219 of the Revised Statutes 


lative day of January 23), 1923. 
POSTMASTER. 
MASSACHUSETTS. 


William K. Kaynor to be postmaster at Springfield, Mass., in 
place of T. J. Costello. Commission expired October 1, 1922. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Erecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 26 
(legislative day of January 23), 1923. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 

Herbert Warren Hardman to be captain, Quartermaster 
Corps. i 

Martin Douglas Mims to be first lieutenant, Medical Adminis- 
trative Corps. 

John Thomas Axton to be chief of chaplains, with rank of 
colonel. 

PosTMASTERS. 


ARIZONA. 
Allie A. Dickerman, Tucson. 
COLORADO, 
Dixon D. Pennington, Victor. 
FLOBIDA. 
Herschel C. Anderson, Hastings. 
Elizabeth D. Barnard, Tampa. 
Benjamin F. Hargis, Umatilla. 
MARYLAND. 
William L. Whittington, Crisfield. 
PENNSYLVANIA, 
William P. Parker, Kittanning. 
; VIRGINIA. 
John R. Yates, Brookneal. 


WITHDRAWAL, 
Executive nomination withdrawn from the Senate January 26 
(legistative day of January 23), 1923. 
POSTMASTER. ° 


Christopher G. Simpson to be postmaster at Springfield, in 
the State of Massachusetts. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Fray, January 26, 1923, 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Bishop William F. McDowell offered the following prayer: 


Almighty God, wilt Thou draw near to us and bless us as 
we undertake to-day’s work in the name of the great worker 
for good in all the world. Grant to guide us in the way of 
truth and of righteousness and of human sympathy, and help 
us to do those things that will be good for the world. May 
we always remember our place as the servant of mankind, 
and may the Nation, whose we are and whom we serve, render 
its large service to the world to-day. Let Thy special tender- 
ness and kindness abide with the Chaplain of this House as 
he sits in grief and loneliness. Pour back into his own heart 
something of the kindness and sympathy that he always poured 
out of his heart. And with him and with all Members of this 
body who carry great sorrows of any sort wilt Thou con- 
stantly abide. Hear us in our morning prayer, be with us 
in our work, and guide us always. For Thy name’s sake. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

VALIDATING BANK TAXES. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask to take from the 
Speaker’s table the papers in reference to the bill H. R. 
11989, disagree to the Senate amendment, and ask for a 
conference, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks to 
take from the Speaker’s table, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ment, and ask for a conference on the bill which the Clerk 
will report by title. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SNELL, Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I did 
not get the whole statement as to the amendments. I understand 
this is a bill validating national bank back taxes. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I will say to the gentleman I realize how 
important this is to the gentleman’s State and the State of 
Massachusetts and several other States, with a view of har- 
monizing and getting a correction of the law, and realizing that 
his State and some of the other States are particularly inter- 
ested in our permitting validation, I can assure him and the 
other Members of the House that the conferees will give the 
eee an opportunity to vote on the validating clause in this 

Mr. SNELL. That will be very satisfactory so far as our 
State is concerned. à 

Mr. MacGREGOR. Reserving the right to object, as I under- 
stand the gentleman there will be no attempt, or will the House 
conferees be in accord with the Senate conferees as to the main 
part of the bill? 

Mr. MCFADDEN. Of course, I can not bind the conferees, but 
I believe I can say to the gentleman that we will be in accord. 
We have had, I can say, an informal discussion of this matter, 
and I can not see any disagreements concerning the bill. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I will. f 

Mr. WINGO. If the gentleman will permit, I do not want a 
misunderstanding of the gentleman's statement to be in the 
mind of the gentleman from New York. Of course, I have no 
quarrel with my friend from Pennsylvania, but I, as one of the 
conferees, do not want the impression to be left that the House 
conferees are going to violate the judgment of the House by 
agreeing to any part of the Senate amendment. We are going 
into a full, free conference, subject to the agreement I under- - 
stand the gentleman has made, that before final settlement of 
the so-called validation amendment the House will be given an 
opportunity to express itself upon that. i 

Mr. ANDERSON. With that statement I think I shall have 
to object to the conference at this time. 

Mr. WINGO. If the gentleman does not want any legislation, 
the responsibility is on him. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I think this matter can be ad- 
justed. I do not think there is any real disagreement. What 
is insisted upon is that before the conferees have finally agreed 
upon the bill as a whole the conferees will return to the House 
and give the House an opportunity to pass upon the question of 
validation. 

Mr. WINGO. I do not object to that. But I do not want 
anybody to think that I, as a conferee, am bound to agree to any 
part of the Kellogg amendment. 

Mr. McFADDEN,. ‘I agree with what the gentleman from 
Wyoming has just said; that is exactly the position. I do not 
want to give the impression to the House, however, that I am 
in favor or that members of the conference committee are in 
favor of the validating clause. 

Mr. MONDELL. I do not think that it is necessary for any 
one to express any opinion on the matter one way or the other. 
All the House desires is that before the conferees reach an 
agreement the House shall have opportunity to pass on the ques- 
tion of validation. I think we all understand that, and it 
ought to be stated. 

Mr. ANDERSON. This proposition is not quite on all fours 
with some matters that come up before the House on the basis 
of the consideration of Senate amendments. This bill is on 
the House Calendar; it can be called from the Speaker's table, 
and the House can proceed to consider the Senate amendments 
without sending the bill to conference, so that the matter does 
not stand on the same basis, for example, as an appropriation 
bil. There are some of us who are interested in the Senate 
amendment as proposed. I hesitate somewhat to surrender the 
right which I think we have to call for a vote on the Senate 
amendment in order to send this bill to conference if it is 
understood that the House conferees are going to adhere to the 
position which the House took originally on this subject. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. As I understand, what the gentleman is think- 
ing about is the dispute over the terms or the language of the 
validation provision. Is that what the gentleman has in mind? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Primarily. 

Mr. WINGO. Now the difference between the two is simply 
whether or not we shall accept one of the Senate provisions 
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on validation, which would authorize the legislative veto of 
a judicial decision. I will say frankly to the gentleman that 
if the House wants to vote on that I shall have no objection, 
but I will neyer agree to such a provision permitting a legisla- 
tive veto on a judicial decision. I will not agree to that. 
think the better course would be to pursue the course sug- 
gested by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MCFADDEN] 
and the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL] ; let it go 
to conference. The gentleman has assured you that you will 
have a vote on that proposition, If that is what you want, all 
right. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, what is the regular 
order? 

The SPEAKER. This is the regular order. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I can not understand what is 
going on, and I ask for the regular order. 

The SPEAKER. The regular order is the consideration of 
the conference report. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the conference report, to the request that it be 
taken from the Speaker’s table and sent to conference? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I understand the other provisions of the 
bill are acceptable to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection; and the Speaker announced as the 
conferees on the part of the House Mr. MeFabpzx, Mr. DALE, 
and Mr. WINdo. 


AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATION BILL-—CONFERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up the conference re- 
55 on the bill H. R. 13481, making appropriations for the 

partment of Agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota calls up 
the conference report on the bill H. R. 18481, which the Clerk 
will report. 

The conference report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
13481) making appropriations for the Department of Agricul- 
ture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have agreed 
8 and do recommend to their respective Houses as 

ollows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 3, 4, 
16, 17, 22, and 28. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 5, 6, 8, 12, 18, 14, 15, 20, 
23, 24, 27, 29, 30, and 32, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 7, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the following: 
For the investigation and improvement of cereals, including 
corn, and methods of eereal production, and for the study and 
control of cereal diseases, including barberry eradication, and 
for the investigation of the cultivation and breeding of flax 
for seed purposes, including a study of flax diseases, and for 
the investigation and Improvement of broom corn and methods 
of broom-corn production, $697,505: Provided, That $425,000 
shall be set aside for the location and destruction of the bar- 
berry bushes and other vegetation from which rust spores 
originate: Provided further, That $125,000 of this amount shall 
be available for expenditure only when an equal amount shall 
have been appropriated, subscribed, or contributed by States, 
counties, or local authorities, or by individuals or organizations, 
for the accomplishment of such purposes”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. k 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 9, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed, insert “ $2,891,450"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 10, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the sum proposed, insert “$3,376,470”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House recede from its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 18, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In Heu of 
the sum proposed, insert “ $225,000”; and the Senate agree to 
the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 19, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In leu 


of the sum proposed, insert $100,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 21, 


I] and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 


of the sum proposed, insert “$1,797,880”; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 25: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 25, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the sum proposed, insert $541,223"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 26: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 26, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the sum proposed, insert $4,005,853 ”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon amend- 
ments numbered 11, 31, 33, 34, and 35. 


SYDNEY ANDERSON, 
WALTER W. MAGEE, 
Epwarp H. WASON, 
J. P. BUCHANAN, 
Gorpon LEE, 

Managers on the part of the House. 


Caas. L. McNary, 


Wum. J. 8. 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT. 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 18481) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1924, and for other purposes, submit the following state- 
ment explaining the effect of the action agreed on by the 
conference committee and submitted in the accompanying con- 
ference report: 

On No. 1: Provides, as proposed by the Senate, that the appro- 
priation for printing and binding shall not include work done 
at the field printing plants of the Weather Bureau and the 
Forest Service authorized by the Joint Committee on Printing, 
in accordance with the act approved March 1, 1919, or emer- 
gency field printing and binding authorized by said joint com- 
mittee. 

On No. 2: Makes the appropriation of $30,000 for the inter- 
pretation, translation, and transcription of discussions and the 
printing, binding, and distribution of the proceedings of the 
World’s Dairy Congress immediately available, as proposed by 
the Senate. 

On Nos. 8 and 4: Strikes out the language, proposed by the 
Senate, extending the activities of the Weather Bureau under 
the appropriation for frost-warning service. 

On No. 5: Appropriates $250,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for the eradication and control of the white-pine blister rust 
instead of $200,000, as proposed by the House. 

On No. 6: Strikes out a comma in the paragraph appro- 
priating for soil-fertility investigations, as proposed by the 
Senate. 

On No. 7: Appropriates $697,505 for the investigation and 
improvement of cereals, instead of $772,505, as proposed by the 
Senate, and $622,505, as proposed by the House, and sets aside 
$425,000 for the location and destruction of barberry bushes, 
instead of $500,000, as proposed by the Senate, and $350,000, as 
proposed by the House; and further provides that $125,000 of 
the amount thus set aside shall be expended only when an 
equal amount shall have been appropriated, subscribed, or 
contributed by States, counties, or local authorities for the ac- 
complishment of such purposes, instead of $150,000, as proposed 
by the Senate. Eliminates the provision proposed by the Sen- 
ate that $10,000 might be expended for investigations concern- 
ing rust-resistant wheat. ; 

On No. 8: Appropriates $104,115, as proposed by the Senate, 
for sugar-plant investigations, instead of $94,115, as proposed 
by the House. 

On Nos. 9 and 10: Correct totals in the bill. 

On No. 12: Inserts the State of Pennsylvania in national for- 
est district 7, as proposed by the Senate. 

On No. 18: Appropriates $135,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for silvicultural experiments and demonstrations, instead of 
$110,000, as proposed by the House. 
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On Nos, 14 and 15: Correct totals in the bill. 

On No. 16: Appropriates $123,000, as proposed by the House, 
for investigations of insects affecting truck crops, instead of 
$173,000, as proposed by the Senate. 

On No. 17: Corrects a total in the bill. 

On Nos. 18 and 19: Appropriates $225,000 for the prevention 
of the European corn borer, Instead of $250,000 as proposed by 
the Senate and $200,000 as proposed by the House, and pro- 
vides that $100,000 of this amount shall be available for ex- 
penditure only when an equal amount shall have been appro- 
priated by States, counties, etc., for the accomplishment of this 
purpose, instead of $125,000 as proposed by the Senate and 
$75,000 as proposed by the House. 

On No. 20: Appropriates $30,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for the control and prevention of the spread of the Mexican 
bean beetle, instead of $25,000 as proposed by the House. 

On No, 21: Corrects a total in the bill. 

On No. 22: Strikes out the provision, inserted by the Senate, 
that $150,000 of the appropriation for predatory animal work 
may be expended in the State of California. 

On No. 23: Appropriates $700,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
for the market-news service, instead of $426,400, as proposed by 
the House. 

On No, 24: Corrects a total in the bill. 

On No. 25: Appropriates $541,223 for the enforcement of the 
United States grain standards act, instead of $546,223 as pro- 
posed by the Senate and $536,228 as proposed by the House. 

On No. 26: Corrects a total in the bill, 

On No, 27: Provides, as proposed by the Senate, that the 
publications entitled “ Diseases of the Horse” and “ Diseases 
of Cattle” shall be deposited one-third in the folding room of 
the Senate and two-thirds in the folding room of the House of 
Representatives, and said documents shall be distributed by 
Members of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

On No. 28: Strike out the word “ blackleg,” proposed by the 
Senate, in the appropriation for eradication of foot-and-mouth 
and other contagious diseases of animals. 

On No. 29: Provides, as proposed by the Senate, that mileage 
rates for motor vehicles shall include travel at official stations. 

On No, 80: Inserts the language proposed by the Senate fur- 
ther limiting the payment of claims for damage to goods while 
in storage in Center Market that have accrued or may accrue 
at any time during the operation thereof by the Secretary of 
Agriculture in accordance with such regulations as he may pre- 
scribe. 

On No. 82: Inserts the title proposed by the Senate for the 
authority extended to the President in inviting other nations 
to appoint delegates to the International Farm Congress. 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon the fol- 
lowing amendments of the Senate: 

On No. 11: Permitting the exportation of timber and other 
forest products from the State or Territory in which said for- 
ests are respectively situated. 

On No. 31: Relating to the maximum salaries of scientific 
investigators and employees engaged in scientific work in the 
Department of Agriculture during the fiscal year 1924, 

tp No. 33: Relating to the appropriation for forest roads and 
trails, 

On No. 84: Relating to the purchase of seeds 
stricken areas. 

On No. 35: The total of the bill. 


for drought- 


SYDNEY ANDERSON, 
WALTER W. MAGEE, 
Epwanrp H. Wason, 
J. P. BUCHANAN, 
GORDON LEE, 

Managers on the part of the House, 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the Agricultural appropria- 
tion bill as it passed the House carried a total of $69,068,053. 
As it passed the Senate it carried a total of $73,741,653, an 
increase of $4,673,600. If the House accepts the recommenda- 
tions of the managers on the part of the House, the bill for 
1924 will carry $69,536,653, an increase over the amount recom- 
mended by the House of $468,600 and an elimination of amend- 
ments in the Senate carrying $4,205,000. 

I shall take up in detail only three or four amendments which 
the conferees considered and on which they have come to an 
agreement. The first of these items is Senate amendment No. 
7, relating to the eradication of the barberry, on which the 
Senate increased the amount of $350,000, carried by the House 
bill, to $500,000. The conferees have agreed upon a total 
amount of $425,000; $125,000 of this sum contingent upon con- 
tributions by States, counties, municipalities, and other organi- 
zations of an equal amount, 


On the European corn borer the Senate increased the amount 
of $200,000, carried in the House bill, to $250,000, and the con- 
ferees have agreed upon $225,000. 

On the item for the control of the white-pine blister rust 
the Senate increased the amount carried by the House from 
$200,000 to $250,000, and the House recedes from its disagree- 
ment to that amendment. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON, Yes. 

Mr. ABERNETHY, I see on page 4, under Senate amend- 
ment No. 23, the House conferees agree upon $700,000 for the 
market news service, instead of $426,400, as proposed by the 
House. Do I understand this will take care of the news 
Service in the country? 

Mr. ANDERSON, I do not know that I understand exactly 
what the gentleman means by that, but what it is contemplated 
that the amendment will do is to extend the existing service 
to portions of the country not now covered. It does not in- 
pute any service which is not now undertaken under this 
tem. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. The reason why I asked the question is 
that the Southeastern States at the present time have not the 
service that the other sections of the country have, This will 
extend the service to the entire country? 

Mr. ANDERSON, This will extend the service to the entire 
country, including the Southeastern States. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. No agreement has been reached on the 
maximum salaries? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No agreement has been reached on that. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Has the gentleman in mind the idea of dis- 
cussing that after he gets through the report? 

Mr. ANDERSON, Yes. We will take up the amendments 
seriatim. 

Mr. HAUGEN. You have no objection to indicating the posi- 
tion of the conferees? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I expect to move to concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

Mr. HAUGEN. That will increase the salaries of these 3,750 
scientists about $7,500,000? 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; I will explain that in a moment. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr, Speaker, I have to-day introduced a 
House concurrent resolution requesting the President of the 
United States to call a joint peace conference, I ask permis- 
sion to extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Speaker, I want to raise my voice 
for peace. I am to-day introducing a resolution proyiding for 
the appointment of a congressional committee to call upon the 
President, requesting him to call a world peace conference. 

While I think there is no doubt about the sentiment in this 
country, that it is overwhelmingly opposed to the United States 
ever again entering European entanglements, in my judgment 
there is no power on earth that could keep the United States 
out of war if another world war is allowed to come. 

Civilization is approaching danger. A fight is brewing on the 
international world campus. The United States is opposed to 
that fight. If it is to be stopped, it must be now. We must 
not sit supinely by and allow civilization to go on the rocks. 
The lives of your boy and my boy are at stake. Let us act 
vigorously and act now. 

The following is a copy of the peace resolution: 


In THe Housp OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
January 26, 1923. 

Mr. CHALMERS introduced the following concurrent resolution; which 

hr eee to the Committee on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 

printed; 

House concurrent resolution providing for the appointment of a congres- 
sional committee to call 22 the President of the United States to 
request him to call a world peace conference, 


Whereas European nations seem to be rapidly drifting toward war, 
and although the sentiment of -this country is overwhelmingly opposed 
to our entering another world war, nevertheless, if war comes, probably 
no power on earth can keep this country out; and 

hereas the European nations are too close 2 at the gro r perspec- 
tive and the danger seems too real to them individually to view the 
situation reasonably; and 

Whereas the United States is far removed and is universally held as 
the unselfish, impartial, and unprejudiced friend of all peoples working 
to stabilize civilization : 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That a congressional committee of 10, 5 from the House of Representa- 
tives, apposed by the Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
5 from the Senate, appointed by the President of the Senate, call upon 


the President of the United States to request him to call a conference of 
leading world powers to consider and work out a specific plan for world 
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stabilization, and that the President of the United. States formulate the 
agenda for said conference and issue the call in the name of the people 
of the United States of America. 


I also want to call your attention to the following resolution 
adopted by the council of the city of Toledo: . 


Whereas international relations in Europe at present are such that a 
renewal of the World War appears imminent; an . 

Whereas it appears that the United States is in a position to, and 
should. assume the leadership im making plans to place the world on a 
basis of political, finan and economic sanity: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That it ts the sense of the council of the city of Toledo 
State of Ohio, that President Harding should call a conference of 
leading world powers for the purpose taking up economic blems,, 
reparations, debts, limitations of land and sea armaments, working 
out a specific plan for world habilitation, all compatible with Cag 
aproam ents between the United States and other countries; and be f 


er 
Resolved, That the clerk of council be, and he is. hereby, directed to 
FEN y copy of this resolution to tħe President of tħe United States, of 
erica, 


I quote editorials from one of my home papers, the Toledo 
News-Bee: ¢ 
DO YOU WANT TO KEEP THE UNITED STATES OUT OF WAR? 


bape? 3 day Sepp ir ps . Saag 
ations great and small are ering, una ay expenses. 
* —— 3 Timina threatens here 


ng: 
and there. bre ge acer growing, A sort of suicidal d ration—. 
a don’t-care-what-happens mood-——has settled down over half the world. 

Say “Boo!” and a new world war will start which by comp: 
will bleach the red horror of the last one. 

And if such a blaze is. started, it will sweep everxthing before it— 
us along with the rest. Some of us honestly think we could “ keep 
out.“ Impossible! 

Yet we stand around and do nothing to step it. 

* . * * . * * 

They say the time to convert a hardened sinner is right after he 
mr the corner of a dangerous illness, but while he is si in fear of 
& relapse. 5 

One of these days; if we are lucky, the present crisis in Europe may 
ease off a bit. Sobered over its narrow escape, the world may then 
be in the moment’s mood for salvation. 

Then will be the time for the United States to be ready with a mo 
to offer as a basis of world 1 financial, economie. If it 
is. not ready with such a plan then, it should forever after hold its 


ut of anything con- 
structive, never a. word. 

So one is offered by this. 33 It is not pretended to be per- 
fect. But it does contain the nucleus of an idea, perhaps a basis to 
work from. It is at least something, instead of nothing. 

_ * ee * * . „ s 

THE PLAN, 


1. The United States must assume the leadership. 

2. At the first sible opening, President Harding should call a 
conference of the leading World War powers. 

The program at this conference should be in two sections: 

I. Economic problems, reparations, war debts, 

II, Limitation of armament—on land, on sea. 

4. Instantly the conference is called to order, America’s spokesman 
should iey before the assembly some. specifie plan of world rehabilita- 
tion. This might follow somewhat these lines.: 


SECTION I. 


A. A general moratorium on reparations. and war debts, so that no 
payments of principal or interest need be paid for from three to five 


years. 
B. Full American participation in a reparations: commission, which 
freed of politicians and sol and guided by economic experts, should 
fix the amount Germany can pay, not what she ought. to pay. 

. Germany should ow that until this amount is paid m full 
i under allied supervision, will remain on the left bank of the 

2. 

D. An international loan to Germany; to go to France to help 
tide her over the next few years, the b ce to be used to stabilize 
as i 1. default the part of G to be sanc 

5 efa on p 0 ermany met b s 
as aes for under the treaty of Versailles. y fion 

The United States and Great Britain to agree to aſd France in 
the event Germany attacked her without prevocation. (Absolutely 
safe, since Germany would never attack France without provocation as 
Jong as such an agreement stood. 

. Allied debts to the United States to be got into understandable 
form pending the general moratorium, and then refunded or revised or 
adjusted satisfactorily as between the nations concerned. 


SECTION II. 


A. The 1 of armaments re av now be tackled. Europe could, 
should, and must demobilize most of her troops, and Italy and France 
must conform to the terms of the Washington naval agreements, 

B. The great powers to agree on narrow limits for the number, ton- 
nage, and armament of submarines and other naval auxiliaries and 
tackle other problems not settled at the Washington conference, 


* * * > * 
Then Hg 2 8 * tools in hand. instead. of weap- 
ons, could set about ea g read in sweat of its brow an 
raise crops instead of hell. : 
. * = . * * * 
KEEP OUR SONS OUT OF WAR. 

We are unalterably opposed to American young men being sent across 
the seas again to fight in another foreign war. s 

We. believe there not a 3 in the United States, rich or poor, 
which does not whole-heartedly share this sentiment. 

The duty of the Government at Washington, then, is clear. It is up 
to the officials to take the steps necessary to keep us out of such a war. 


How can this he done? enting such a war—certainly not b 
contin the wiy of “ teolation™™ We tried that from 1914 to 1917. 
We tia ae And we failed. 
See war is brewing in Europe, If it comes, we will be dragged! 
ericans are not servile cowards, and there is a int beyond 
which we will bebe cease to turn the other cheek, 12 j 
Washington officials must choose betweem two courses, One, the 
easiest way, is to do nothing—let. the war drift upon us; then 
ba keep ont with every chance against our being able to do so. 
e other, the harder wae the way which requires statesmanship, is 
to avert war, not wait until it comes. 
N a the News- Bee offered a plan to prevent another World 
We 2 that President Harding call a conference of the chief 
World pew: and lay before them a definite, check-your-gun-at- 


The plan involyes no “ ae, in Buropean Rees it suggests 
8 to “ entangle ” us; there is nothing about it any more eal 
than President Harding has already undertaken in the four-power pact 
to keep the peace of the Pacific. 

It merely means the United States, the 2 power on earth, and 
the one great disinterested wer, would throw every ounce of its 
stupendous weight into the ance for peace and against war. 

e American Government is in a position to lay before the world 
a peace program which no European cabineteers or politicians would 
dare refuse to — The peace-hn peoples; over there would 
chuck them out on their heads if they di 

World peace means work instead of war. It means life instead of 
death; food instead of hunger; it means markets for the American. 
farmer's surplus. crops: and American manufacturer's surplus prod» 
ucts. It means less unemployment; more money; better times. 

It means keeping our boys at home. 

. * * 5 . . * 
PEACH on wan — Tun STAKE IS YOUR BOY'S LIFE. 

Now and then somebody rises to say international conferences don't 
get. us anywhere, 

Simon-pure mossbacks! With a simple “‘pooh-pooh”™ they wave 
aside the efforts of several previous administrations, both Republican 
and Democratic, to have world powers agree to arbitration rather than 
go to war over thelr disputes, 

The “pooh-poohers” point to the conferences of Europe, an endless 
series of which having accomplished little. 

. * > * 6 


eyes them all with distrust. as is awaiting the day when she 


Not one nation of Europe tr 
with reason. 

n the other hand, these nations are asking the United States to 
help. They know they cam trust this country. We have nothing to 
= but world peace, and they know it. So our word means something, 

at is why a conference with the United States taking a leading part 


But ae ee didn't. t singi t 
suppo e not a le agreement were 
reached by the great powers attending the conference. What would 
be —.— result? 


1. The world must at least credit the United States: with having 
done everything it could to put civilization back on its feet. (Just now 
the world hates us because people are saying we can help them and 


won't.) 
2. The world would know just which nation or group of nations is 


blocking peace, and why. 

8. World opinion thus brought to bear on such a nation or group of 
nations would ultimately bring it to its: senses. 

In short, a conference would clarify the international atmosphere. 
Uncertainty, the greatest foe known either to business. or to peace, 
would be swept away, whatever happened. 

We would know where we are headed and eould act accordingly. 

There’s everything to gain and nothing to lose by trying to avert: 
the war now being coo up in Europe. 

* ` kd * * * . 

If war comes, no power on earth can keep this country out, Make 
no mistake about that. The 25 to keep out of the next war is to 
prevent such a war. That is a job that Uncle Sam can do and that 
nobody. else can, 

. * * * * . * 
“TY am only stating quite frankly my view that unless America takes 
a hand * * a real settlement will be postponed until the hour 
2 ines misehief strikes.” (David Lloyd-George, former Premier 
ritain, 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LITTLE]. 

The SPHAKER. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized 
for 15. minutes. 

CODE OF LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, after 20 months of great pa- 
tience in delay the House Committee on Revision of the Laws, 
which on May 16, 1921, passed through this House by unani- 
mous vote House bill 12, a bill te establish a Code of the Laws 
of the United States, has for the first and only. time received 
a suggestion of a mistake from the committee to which that 
bill was assigned some 20 months ago at the other end of the 
Capitol. That after the strongest pressure we could only se- 
cure a suggestion of one mistake is, of course, in effect a very 
great. compliment to the bill, and as that is the only one 
specified, let: us hope that the bill will be passed without fur- 
ther delay. 

ONLY 1 SECTION OF 10,000) ALLEGED) WRONG, 

The claim is that the law with regard to foreign ministers: 
and ambassadors: in sections: 3221 and 3214 is wrong: Section 
8221 says that there shall be one minister resident accredited 
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to Guatemala, Costa Rica, Honduras, Salvador, and Nicara- 
gua. We are told that there are now five and that our sec- 
tion is wrong. The Thirty-fifth Statutes at Large, page 672, 
found in our section 3214, says that— 

Hereafter no new ambassadorship shall be created unless the same 
shall be provided for by act of Congress. 

It is claimed that that is not the law. As this is the only 
suggestion of error, we will take it right up. I urged upon 
the gentleman that if he would name 10 mistakes we would 
soon dispose of that number and it would be a better evidence 
of his good faith. My colleague, Mr. Lonaworru, of Ohio, who 
was with me, will verify the fact that he only claimed to point 
out one mistake, to put his finger on one statement of the 
law that was wrong. 

By the way, my colleague suggested that probably the com- 
mittee was right, and the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Rocers], an eminent member of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs, said to me this morning that our committee did the 
only thing it could do, putting it in. 

As you know, the purpose of House bill 12 is to present the 
law as made by Congress, unless it has been repealed or decided 
to be unconstitutional by the Supreme Court, The committee has 
no earthly excuse for just quietly omitting some law, and we 
have had some considerable opposition because we declined 
to allow interested people to induce us to omit the law. 

The situation is this: The Thirty-fifth Statutes at Large, 
page 672, says: 

Ilereafter no new ambassadorship shall be created unless the same 
shall be provided for by act of Congress. 

This is the law of the United States as made by Congress, 
No court, so far as I can learn, has ever held that it is uncon- 
stitutional. Therefore, in the judgment of the Committee on 
Revision of the Laws, it is still in force and effect and it is 
inseried as section 3214 of House bill 12. 

While the other people have not directed our attention to 
the Constitution of the United States and probably had not 
thought of it in this connection, the basis of their suggestion, 
which they evidently got from somebody else, is Article II, sec- 
tion 2, of the Constitution of the United States, which provides 
that the President shall appoint ambassadors and consuls, with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, but the Congress may by 
law vest the appointment of such inferior officers as they think 
proper in the President alone, in the courts of law, or in the 
heads of departments. 

In the case of United States v. Eaton (109 U. S. 331-352) 
it was held that Congress may vest the appointment of a vice 
consul in the President if it wants to. 

The act of March 1, 1893 (27 S. 497), authorizes the Presi- 
dent to direct that the representatives of the United States to 
other governments shall have the same title that is given by 
the other governments to their diplomatic representatives to 
the United States, and this law was in force until March 2, 
1909, when it was repealed by the specific statement of repeal 
in 85 S. 672, and Congress said what is embodied in section 
8214 of House bill 12, 

Nevertheless, the department and the President have acted 
on the theory evidently that it is unconstitutional, as many good 
lawyers have, and it is quite probable that the courts would 
so hold, but the Committee on Revision of the Laws does not 
feel that it is authorized to suggest to Congress that it repeal 
the law or hold it unconstitutional. We do not attempt to 
govern or even suggest the position that the President and 
the Secretary of State should take in enforcing the law or in 
not enforcing it, but we feel that it is our duty under our 
pledge to the House to repeat the law as Congress wrote it 
and make the same mistakes that Congress made, if any. 
Applause. 

The President has appointed quite a number of ambassadors 
and ministers plenipotentiary to yarlous countries, which ap- 
pointments are not authorized by any law except by Article 
II of the Constitution, if it governs. That article can be found 
by all comers in the Constitution of the United States, but 
it is not found anywhere in any laws enacted by Congress, 
and that is all the committee has reported. 

There is in section 8221 of the proposed code a law pro- 
viding that only one minister shall be sent to the five Central 
American Republics. The President has since provided a 
minister for each of them and Congress has made appropria- 
tions to pay them, but Congress has never amended the law 
embodied in section 3221 and in section 3222. This Committee 
on Revision is the servant of the House and therefore of the 
Congress, and until we are directed by Congress that there is 
an amendment of the law embodied in sections 8221 and 3222, 
it would seem to me that it is absolutely imperative that these 


laws shall be presented in any code that may be proffered in 
the House or in Congress. 

The laws of the United States, as found in the Revised 
Statutes, 1682; 18 S. 484, and 40 S. 1326, embodied in section 
8221 of House bill 12, state that— 


There shall be but one minister resident accredited to Guatemala, 
Costa Rica, Honduras, Salvador, and Nicaragua, 


THE SECTION IS AS MADE BY CONGRESS EXACTLY. 

There has been no repeal of this by Congress; there has 
been no declaration that it is unconstitutional by any court. 
However, the President has appointed five ministers to those 
five States, and Congress has appropriated for them. As this 
law has never been repealed and never declared unconstitu- 
tional, it is, of course, still in effect, but the appropriations by 
Congress are paying the five gentlemen who go to Central 
America. 

Having found no repeal and having learned of no decision 
declaring it unconstitutional, the committee had no option but 
to place it here in H. R. 12. It will not be any more in effect 
if the bill becomes a law than it is right now, and the situa- 
tion will continue just as it is with five ministers being paid 
down there. That is a difficulty in the law for which the com- 
mittee is in no way responsible. The Congress should keep the 
laws in better shape and more understandable. 

We undertake to repeat what you have done, not to correct 
it. If there is a flaw in it, it is yours, not ours. [Applause.] 

As to the ambassadorships, Thirty-fifth Statutes, page 672, 
which Is presented in section 3214, specifically provides that 
hereafter there shall be no more ambassadorships after that 
date except by authority of Congress. There is not any other 
law on the subject except what is in the Constitution, which is 
quite accessible, and which will not be interfered with by any- 
thing Congress does any time. As the law in the Thirty-fifth 
Statutes, page 672, has never been repealed and has never been 
declared unconstitutional, as far as I can learn it is still the 
law and should be right where it is in this proposed legislation. 

On November 22, 1922, the chairman of the Revision of Laws 
Committee wrote the solicitor of the State Department that 
whenever this H. R. 12 may become a law, having thus assem- 
bled all the statutory enactments on the subject, an amend- 
ment to the present laws should be arranged for by the State 
Department which would bring the ambassadorial appoint- 
ments down to date and embody them in a statute. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman from Kansas is making a 
very important statement and we should all be able to hear it. 
This legislation is of great importance. 

The SPEAKER. The House will be in order. 

Mr. LITTLE. All it is is all of the laws of the United 
States. That is all. 

THEY CAN AMEND IN FIVE MINUTES, IF AN ERROR IS LOCATED. 

If they wish to make an amendment, it can be done in five 
minutes, Let them bring it back here then, and we will see 
what we will decide about it. We will have no trouble in act- 
ing promptly on it. 

It is the judgment of the committee and of every lawyer in 
the House with whom I have consulted that the law as pre- 
sented in House bill 12 with regard to the ambassadors and min- 
isters is the law just as it was made and just as it stands, If 
the other committee has any arguments to produce, they will, of 
course, produce them, because we will take it for granted that 
their chairman is acting in good faith and should be prepared 
to justify his position. No lawyer would ever announce that a 
statute was unconstitutional and expect us to believe him with- 
out argument, and of course no gentleman would endeavor to 
toss all this work by the House and its committee and its 
double vote of confidence in the bill into a wastebasket under 
some unsupported criticism of his, and we shall expect to hear 
the reasons why he thinks sections 3214 and 3221 should be 
eliminated or his frank confession that we are right, 

WHY DELAY 20 MONTHS? 

Furthermore, we must frankly say that nobody that has any 
respect for himself will stand on one objection like that if he 
really proposes to veto a bill of this extent and labor. We shall 
expect soon another statement of what specific section is wrong 
in this bill, and if we do not get it that will be equivalent to a 
confession that no other alleged mistakes have been found in 
any other sections. 

Mr, GARNER. Does the gentleman believe that is the real 
reason why this bill has not been reported and passed by the 
Senate? 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman excuse me from answering 
that at present? 

Mr. GARNER. Certainly, I will; but I thought the gentle- 
man ought to take the House into his confidence. 
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Mr. LITTLE. I will presently, if it is necessary. 

Mr. GARNER. The matter has been threshed out pro and 
con, criticisms have been made, inferences have been drawn, 
but there has nothing been said about any book concern holding 
up this bill. I want the gentleman to tell the truth about it as 
far as he knows it. 

Mr. LITTLE. They have presented just one objection, and I 
have disposed of it here to-day. I now await their next one. 
If they have but one, I will ask them to approve or give their 
reasons. As to any other objections, if they state them, I will 
take them up as soon as they are pointed out. 

Mr, ROGERS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LITTLE. I yield to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. ROGERS. Anyone who asks the gentleman's committee 
to eliminate this controverted section is really asking the 
gentleman’s committee to take the place of the Supreme Court 
of the United States, is he not? 

Mr. LITTLE. Yes; and asking us to violate our oaths. 
. [Applause.] 

Mr. FISH, I should like to emphasize what the gentleman 
said in this debate. The other day the Committee on Appro- 
priations had put in a provision creating an ambassador. At 
that time the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore] called at- 
tention to the statute which said that the President was pro- 
hibited by Congress from creating an ambassador by the act of 
1909, The gentleman from Indiana said that that had been 
declared unconstitutional. Now, the fact is brought out here 
that it has not been declared unconstitutional. 

Mr. LITTLE. It never was. 

Mr. FISH. That is the great objection to that kind of legis- 
lation. It is not referred to the proper committee, and it is 
pussed hastily through the House without the careful considera- 
tion which this codification has received. i 

Mr. LITTLE. They decline to give consideration to a bill 
which has the unanimous indorsement of the House, 150 Mem- 
bers of which inspected the work with care when it was being 
done in the committee rooms and were its enthusiastic sup- 
porters. Is that chairman so much greater lawyer than the 
committee, the revisers, and the House? 

This House has twice unanimously indorsed this bill and 
approved it. There have been two years of delay before 
we got a eommittee meeting at the other end of the Capitol, 
but practically no investigation, and only one mistake 
pointed out. To be honest about it, it has never had two hours’ 
real consideration there, but he waves his hands and says, “ Off 
with its head! So much for Buckingham!“ [Applause and 


laughter. ] 
Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. LITTLE. IL yield to the gentleman from Texas. 


Mr. HARDY of Texas. If the gentleman will permit me this 
bill is one of the great cohstructive measures this Congress has 
had a chance to pass. The House committee has done its 
full duty in presenting this bill after exhaustive research and 
labor. The House has done its full duty in passing the bill more 
than 20 months ago. The Senate committee has utterly failed 
to act or to do anything. There is no justification or excuse for 
their nonaction and every court in the land is anxious for such 
legislation. But the public does not and can not know of its 
importance, and so it sleeps. As to sections 3214 and 3221 it is 
obvious that they are existing law and the gentleman from 
Kansas rightly left them in this bill. 

Mr. LITTLE. They met a few days ago for the first time 
in 20 months, The chairman said he did not like the bill, and 
he thought just as much of the bill as I did of his judgment. 
[Applause. ] 

Herewith I add the letter from Secretary Hughes as ex- 
tension: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, January , 1923 
My Drar Mu. LITTLE? 

I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your letter of Janu- 
ary 23, 1923, in which you state that in a communication dated No- 
vember 22, 1922, to which no written reply has been received, you 
advised the department of the attitude of the House Committee on 
Revision of the Laws regarding certain aeons which the depart- 
ment had made concerning sections 3214, 8221, and 3222 of bill H R. 
12, and that you understood that the de artment concurred in the 
view of the committce. You add that Senator Ernst, chairman of the 
Senate Committee on Revision of the Laws, has informed you of the 
receipt from the department of a communication criticizing sections 
3221 and 3222 of the bill, and inclose a statement of the law as under- 
stood by Rees committee, concerning which you desire the department's 
comments, 

I beg to inform you that in response to a communication dated No- 
vember 10, 1922, from Senator Ernst, requesting that the department 
give to the Senate Committee on Revision of the Laws the benefit of 
any suggestions it might desire to make concerni II. R. 12, the 
department on December 7, 1922, stated that at the time bill Fi. R. 

9 was recelving the consideration of the House committee a memo- 
rundum had been 5 In response to a request from you contain- 
ing brief comments on certain sections of the bill, A copy of the 


memorandum was transmitted to Senator Euxsr for the information of 
the Senate committee and he was advised that the department at that 
time had no additional suggestions to offer concerning the sections 
covered by that memorandum. 

It is observed that the title of H. R. 12 is “A bill to consolidate, 
codify, revise, and reenact the general and permanent laws of the 
United States in force March 4, 1919.“ At the time the department’s 
memorandum was prepared it was assumed that it was within the scope 
of the work of your committee in revising the laws of the United States 
to make all the changes suggested in the memorandum. In any event 
it was thought desirable to give your committee the benefit of such 
suggestions as occurred to the department with respect to the sections 
covered by the memorandum, he question, however, whether the 
scope of the work of the committee in revising the laws of the United 
States would permit the adoption of the 3 which the depart- 
ment made concerning sections 8221 and 3222 of the bill (none was 
made respecting section 3214) is obviously a matter for determination 
pups committee, concerning which I would not feel free to express an 
opinion. 

I have noted your statement that after the bill becomes a law you 
intend to suggest to the department that an amendment be prepared 
for the purpose of correcting such inaccuracies as May appear. 

I am, my dear Mr. LITTLE, 

Very sincerely yours, 
CHARLES E. HUGHES. 


And I present the answer to the Secretary's letter from the 


chairman: 
JANUARY 28, 1923. 
Hon, CHARLES E. HUGHES, 
Secretary of State, Washington, D. 0O. 

My Dran MR. Secrerary: Replying to your favor of the 27th answer- 
ing my letter of the 23d, I note that on December 7, 1922, the depart- 
ment in response to a communication from Senator Exnst dated No- 
vember 10, 1922, sent him “a copy of a memorandum ” and stated that 
“at the time H. R. 9389 was receiving consideration in the House, a 
memorandum had been prepared in response to a request from the 
chairman of the House Committee on Revision, containing brief com- 
ments on certain sections of that bill” and “ that the department had 
no additional suggestions to offer concerning the sections covered by 
that memorandum.” 

I write to inquire whether you will kindly send me a copy of the 
memorandum that you forwarded him December 7, with the date 
thereof. II. R. 9389 passed the House December 20, 1920, and the 
memoranda with regard to that were long since utilized. 

I note your remark that you say, I have noted your statement that 
after the bill becomes a law you intend to suggest to the department 
that an amendment be prepared for the purpose of correcting such in- 
accuracies as may appear.“ I presume you refer to my letter of April 
11. 1922, in which I said, Our plan is simply to prepare a bill that 
contains the present law without any change whatever. This bill is 
now the law, and if it passes the Senate it becomes a law, and we will 
then have something to begin with, doing away with the st con- 
fusion, Our committee will then bring in a bill suggesting some 
changes correcting what appear to be errors in the present law." I 
was not referring to inaccuracies in our bill, but the errors in the 
present law, such, perhaps, as may exist with regard to these ministers 
and ambassadors, but which are errors by Congress—not in this bill. 

Before the old Revised Statutes were fully printed a bill was passed 
correcting 34 mistakes in it, and two years later a bill was enacted 
which corrected 242 imperfections in the old Revised Statutes. In my 
bill to establish a code I have supplied 60 omissions in the Revised 
Statutes which still remain. If we adhere to the precedent set by the 
Revised Statutes people we will, as you suggest, introduce a bill to 
correct our mistakes, if any there be. I suppose we ought to adhere to 
that ponosni should we not? Our book three times as large as 
was theirs, and if we adhered to their percentage of mistakes we would 
have over a thousand to correct, and with all the nervous assistance of 
young gentlemen admitted to the bar here and there, and people who 
want us to omit the law to make easy their social duties, we have been 
only able to locate 66 instead of over a thousand. I am glad you feel 
that what the committee did was just what it should have done. 

Very sincerely yours, 


Mr. ANDERSON, I yield to the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. May I ask unanimous consent for 
two minutes to make some observations on the same subject? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I have yielded to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Rogers], 


COAL SHORTAGE. 


Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, on January 11 I called to the 
attention of the House the fact that in spite of the extreme short- 
age of coal, and especially of anthracite, in the United States 
this winter we had been shipping to Canada largely increased 
quantities both of anthracite and bituminous coal. I pointed out 
that October, 1922, exports to Canada showed a 33 per cent 
increase over the exports of October, 1921, and that November, 
1922, showed a similar increase. I also gave official figures to 
prove that total exports to Canada of bituminous coal had re- 
cently been greatly larger than in 1921, although the latter year 
was the largest coal-export year in the history of the United 
States. 

I had hoped—and, frankly, I had believed—that the December 
figures, when announced by the Department of Commerce, would 
tell a yery different story. The extremity of our consumers, the 
fact that we are now in midwinter, and the notorious extortion 
which is being practiced upon purchasers all over the country— 
all these things seemed to me to combine in an insistent demand 
that the sending out of anthracite coal to Canada should be 
greatly curtailed, if not completely stopped. 
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In this connection I noted the statement of our Fuel Distribu- 
tor, Mr. Spens, just before he left office, in which he said, refer- 
ring to the necessity of using substitutes for anthracite in this 
country, “We have no information that similar drastic steps 

have been adopted in Canada.” 

I had in mind the statement reported in press dispatches from 
Ottawa that Dr. Charles Camsell, Deputy Minister of Mines and 
member of the Federal Fuel Board of Canada, recently stated 
that in the course of a visit which he had made to Washington 
“he had been assured that Canada would be treated as though 
it were a State of the Union in the matter of fuel supplies.“ In 
a time of our own extreme stress I ask, parenthetically, Should 
Canada be treated like a forty-ninth State? 

I had in mind that in certain portions of Canada at least it 18 
authoritatively stated that there is more American anthracite in 
proportion than there is in almost any section of the United 
States, and that advertising has been utilized as a medium of 
effecting sales, and I had in mind the fact that all the evidence 
seems to point to a sale price of American coal in Canada very 
much less—from $2 to $7 a ton less—than at most points in the 
United States. 

I had in mind a telegram which I have just received from my 
own city that Lowell “ is destitute of hard coal.” I had in mind 
the statement made by the president of the Lynn Chamber of 
Commerce—although Lynn is a city on tidewater—to the follow- 
ing effect: 

In the small amount of anthracite coal that comes into Lynn onl: 
about 65 per cent of it is combustible fuel. The poor and humbler citi- 


f 1 h tro 18 to 822 a ton for 
coat that in bo, Mise ia quality: that i should nr have’ been 
shipped from the mines in any event. 

I had in mind a recent letter from Detroit, typical of many, 
which contains the following sentences: 


I have personally visited many families of the tenement districts of 
Detroit and the condition le appallin I met a Say consis of 
bi wood and obtain: 


8 confined sh TE Door anat 
shor * 0 
the children is sick in bed. 

As I recalled these things they seemed to me to present a case 
for drastic and instant action. I could not believe that our 
coal-regulating authorities would have allowed the conditions of 
October and November to persist through December. 

But the official figures just released by the Department of 
Commerce tell their own story. For December, 1921, we ex- 
ported to Canada 800,000 tons of anthracite coal; 1921, as I 
have said, was the greatest coal export year in our history. 
Yet in December, 1922, we exported 375,000 tons, an increase of 
about 25 per cent. Did we skimp Canada on bituminous? In 
December, 1921, we exported 621,000 tons of bituminous to 
Canada. Last month we exported 1,376,000 tons, very much 
more than twice as much as a year ago. Evidently all this talk 
of a coal shortage in the United States is, in the minds of some 
of our officials, a figment of the imagination, Is there, after 
all, plenty of coal in the United States, if we can so largely in- 
erease our exports in midwinter? 

Take the combined figures for the three months, October, No- 
vember, December, 1921 and 1922. For the three months a year 
ago the anthracite export figure was 923,000 tons: For the three 
months just ended it was 1,209,000 tons, 30 per cent more than 
a year ago. 

The bituminous figures are, respectively, 2,637,000 for 1921 
and 4,586,000 for 1922, an inerease of about 75 per cent. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I will. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Will the gentleman tell us 
whether those who may have official responsibility in this busi- 
ness give any satisfactory reason for the diversion of the coal 
to Canada? 

Mr. ROGERS. I will refer the gentleman to the speech which 
I made in the House on January 11, in which I went into that 
question with a good deal of particularity. The only reason I 
have heard advanced by any responsible person, and I have 
talked with a good many, was that we must be neighborly. 
When Canada can purchase freely American anthracite for 
$2 to $7 a ton less than we must pay in America when we can 
get it at any price, I think neighborliness may be said to be 
carried to an extreme. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. In view of the revelations I did 
not know but that they might have changed the form of their 
answers. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thought that December would certainly 
show a change in the figures as well as in the answers. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman. yield? 

Mr. ROGERS.. I will. 


Mr. SNELL. I have just received a communication from 


St. Lawrence County, in my State, inclosing a clipping from 


the largest daily in Montreal, in which it says that they could 
furnish all the coal that was wanted if the people would pay 
the price, and he wanted to know why if the people of Montreal 
could get it the people in St. Lawrence County could not get 
it. Can the gentleman give us any information? 

Mr. ROGERS. I have a telegram from my own city, Lowell, 
which says that it is destitute of hard coal. I have a state- 
ment from the Chamber of Commerce of Lynn, Mass., a city 
on tidewater, which says that when they can get coal at all 
they have to pay from $18 to $22 a ton for it. These are 
typical of conditions everywhere in the United States, Yet 
the control price of American anthracite in Canada is $15.50 
to $16:50 per ton. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I will. 

Mr. GARNER. Do I understand the gentleman to say that 
the American coal miner is willing to sell his coal at a less 
price to people in Canada than he does in the United States? 

Mr. ROGERS. I did not say that. I will say what is the 
fact, that the Canadian consumers of American anthracite pay 
less than the average consumer in the United States. 

Mr. GARNER. That would indicate that the miners are 
2 it over there for a less price than they are selling it 

ere. 

Mr. ROGERS. I think in a large measure the spread is due 
to the imperfect control of profiteering here. I have in my 
files an explicit statement from the Federal fuel administrator 
that profiteering is going on in the coal industry. After all 
this is simply a statement of what we all know to be the fact. 

To me the situation is so incredible and so preposterous that I 
scarcely know how to make comment upon it. The American 
people—I say to the House again what I said two weeks ago 
will not be indefinitely patient as they see themselves denuded 
of the coal which is essential to their comfort and prosperity— 
even to their very lives. : 

Pick up almost at random any newspaper in the northern 
and eastern sections of the United States and yon will find that 
this subject is what I hope I shall be pardoned for calling a 
burning issue. The Boston Post of Wednesday, for example, 
has two articles upon coal. One is in the form of a dispatch 
from Augusta, Me., which states that Andrew P. Lane, State 
fuel director for Maine, declared to the legislative committee 
that coal dealers in Portland were exacting as high as $30 
a ton for coal. Since last Thursday, Mr. Lane said, he had 
visited 285 families in the city of Portland who had been unable 
to secure coal. The same issue of the Boston Post reports that 
less coal cåme into Boston last week than in any week in over 
a month. Yesterday's Boston Herald has the following dis- 
patch from the statehouse: 


At the close of its first public mening, yenterday the house rules 
committee voted to admit an order filed Representative James J. 


Mellon, of Charlestown, which would put the house on record in 
favor of the bill of Congressman JOHN A005 Rogers for the embargo 
on exportation of anthracite, 

I again assure Members of the House that the people of the 
country are more concerned with this question than with any 
other domestic matter. The Congress of the United States 
will be held to a strict accounting. We go out of existence 
March 4 and in ordinary course the new Congress will not 
convene until December. We must deal with this coal matter 
now or it will be too latè. I believe that the American people 
demand action and, what is more to the point, that they have 
an absolute right and duty to summon us to action. 

Mr. YOUNG. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Has the gentleman the figures for 1921 when 
it is said that more coal was sent to Canada than in any other 
year? Why does not the gentleman give the figures for the 
whole year? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Massachu- 
setts has expired. 

[Mr. Rocers had leave to extend his remarks in the Recoxp.] 

Mr. ROGERS. As illustrative of the extremities to which 
our people are now being reduced, I desire to quote a brief 
article which was published in the Lowell Courier-Citizen day 
before yesterday: 

A doctors prescription calling for coal was made out several days 

by a local doctor, and through the efforts of Charles F. Richardson, 
of the Humane Society, the sick person to whom the prescription was 
made out is now more comfortable, although the supply of coal that. 
was received was not alarmingly large. 

This prescription: is the first that has come into the hands of the 
Lowell Humane Society, but throughout the winter Mr. Richardson has 
had many pathetic pleas from almost destitute people who have been 
without fuel of any sort for a days. In some cases the stories. of 
suffering have been almost unbelievable, and in each ease the society 
has done its best to relfeve the suffering. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas IMr. BLANTON]. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, a Representative in this House 
should be closer to the people than a representative at the 
other end of the Capitol. We have to go back to the people 
every two years to be passed upon and get a new commission 
in order to come back. Our distinguished brethren in the 
other end of the Capitol only have to go back for approval 
every six years. For that reason we are held responsible to 
the people and by the people more than are our brethren at the 
other end of the Capitol. It should make us a little more care- 
ful than they on expenditures of the public funds. 

When this bill first came before the House for consideration 
and passage the Bureau of the Budget had estimated for this 
department a maximum of $69,031,613. But the committee, 
presided over by our distinguished friend from Minnesota (Mr, 
ANDERSON], had pared down the estimates, had pared down the 
proposed expenditures, and brought the bill in below the esti- 
mate by exercise of proper economies. But the House in pass- 
ing the bill inserted numerous amendments, so that when it left 
this body the House by amendment had increased the Budget 
estimate by $36,440. 

Now what happened in the Senate? They have passed it 
with additional increases of $4,673,600. That is the way the 
bill comes back to us. What are some of these increases? Let 
me call attention to amendment No. 31 passed by the Senate. 
Under the present law of this land the scientific employees in 
the Agriculture Department have a basic salary fixed by law 
at $4,500. But the Senate is not content with providing an 
increase in this appropriation of $2,000 each for 15 employees 
for this year, but they make a permanent law by amendment 
No. 31, authorizing an increase of as much as $2,000 each there- 
after to at least as many as 2,500 and possibly to as many as 
8,700 scientific employees. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In one minute. They say: 

Hereafter the maximum salary of any scientific investigator, or other 
employee engaged in scientific work and paid from the general appro- 
priation of the Department of lenlture, shall not exceed at the rate 
of $6,500 r annum: Provided, That for the fiscal year 1924 no 
salary shall be paid under this paragraph at a rate per annum in 
excess of $5,000 except the following: Not more than 12 in excess of 
$5,000 but not in excess of $5,500 each, and not more than 5 in excess 
of $5,500 each. . 

Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In one minute. The “hereafter” they put 
in this amendment makes it permanent law, and after 1924 the 
$2,000 raise may be given to at least 2,500 employees. My 
colleague knows that that makes it permanent law for all time 
until Congress shall change it. It may be that some of them 
ought to have their salary raised, but it should be by a proper 
legislative committee of the House, which should pass upon it 
and determine it. 

Let me show you how some of these scientific experts earn 
their salaries. I am informed by reliable pecan experts in 
Texas that the State of Texas now produces about 90 per cent 
of all of the commercial pecans raised in the whole United 
States. There had been established four years ago in the 
State of Texas what was known as a pecan laboratory. 
Through the work and influence of that laboratory thousands 
of good citizens were induced to plant trees, to bud and graft 
the native pecan trees along the many streams of Texas. They 
have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars. Then one of 
the experts in charge of that laboratory, who happens to be 
a native of Georgia, with his interests mostly in Georgia, with- 
out any hearing at all issued an order to box up that pecan 
laboratory and move it to Georgia, move it from a State that 
now produces the great bulk of the commercial pecans of this 
country. He had the pecan laboratory boxed up and at the 
railroad depot and ready to go into the cars when the people 
found out about it and raised a protest. 

That expert caused the pecan raisers of my State to go to 
the expense of sending their representatives across the State 
to attend hearings in respect to the matter, and they did so 
before they could induce the expert to keep the laboratory 
there. After the hearing he kept it there, and now we have 
raised his salary $2,000. Georgia is raising some very fine 
pecans, and if it needs a laboratory, Congress will give it 
one, but the one in Texas should not have been disturbed. I 
um not against a proper raise of salaries, where they may be 
passed upon properly, but a legislative committee ought to do 
that. ; 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. I have only 10 minutes 
and I think the gentleman is going to get 15 minutes directly. 
I am with him on his proposition. I want to show you how 
easy it is to put things in appropriation bills. The Senate, 
for the schools of Washington, added an increase of over 
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$1,000,000 above the House estimates. No legislative commit- 
tee, nor any subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee, 
considered that, but it was put on there on the recommendation 
of Superintendent Ballou. Let me show you another recom- 
mendation of Superintendent Ballou. Recently he issued an 
order that no teacher of the 2,500 in Washington shall teach 
more than five hours a day, four days in the week. . He is 
establishing a 20-hour teaching week for the teachers, which 
will require one-fifth more teachers in the District of Columbia 
to be paid for by the taxpayers of the District of Columbia, 
60 per cent, and by the general taxpayers of the United States, 
40 per cent. Why should a teacher teach only five hours a 
day for only four days a week? Why should not a teacher 
teach five days a week? Why should a teacher teach only 
20 hours a week? I am one of those who believe that every 
man, Congressman and everyone else, should give a good day's 
work and a good week’s work. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I want first to yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky. Then I will gladly yield to the gentleman 
from New York, 

Mr, KINCHELOE. The gentleman said that a proper legis- 
lative committee ought to regulate these salaries, Last year 
the Committee on Agriculture spent days in hearings on this 
matter and reported a bill which has been on the calendar 
for a year. Yet there has been no request from the Agricul- 
tural Department for consideration of that bill, but they come 
in here now and endeavor to make this permanent law. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is exactly what I have been trying 
to emphasize in my argument, that it is the duty of our 
legislative committees to make these substantial changes in 
our laws that are almost impossible to change thereafter in 
the annual supply bills. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I do not think such 
speeches as these ought to be made to empty benches, I make 
the point of order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Will the gentleman withhold that for a 
moment until I move the previous question on the conference 
report? 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Yes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the con- 
ference report. : 

The conference report was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 11: Page 36, after the word “ forests,” in line 17. 
insert “and the Secretary of Agriculture may hereafter, in his dis- 
cretion, permit timber and other forest products cut or removed from 
the national forests to be exported from the State or Territory in 
which said forests are respectively situated.“ 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
with an amendment, which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: “and the Secretary of Agriculture may, in his discretion, per- 
mit timber and other forest products cut or removed from the national 
forests to be exported from the State or Territory in which said for- 
ests are respectively situated.” 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, this amendment simply re- 
stores the language which has been carried in the House 
for many years with respect to this item and strikes out of the 
Senate amendment the word “hereafter,” so that it becomes 
an annual instead of a permanent law. 

Mr. DOWELL. What is meant by the word “ exported”? 

Mr. ANDERSON, That refers to exportation out of the 
State and also exportation out of the United States, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the gentleman from Minnesota to recede and concur, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield me two minutes in which to make a brief statement? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I shall be glad to upon the next item. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 31, page 81, after line 17, insert: 

“ MAXIMUM SALARIES, 


“ Hereafter the maximum salary" of any scientific investigator, or 
other employee engaged in scientific work and paid from the general 
aporopriation of the Department of Agriculture, shall not exceed at 
the rate of $6,500 per annum; Provided, That for the fiscal year 1924 
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shall be paid under this paragraph at a rate annum in 


excess of $5,000 except the following: Not more than 12 in excess of 
85,000 at not in — — of $5,500 each, and not more than 8 in 
excess of $5,500 each.” 


Mr. PARKS of Arkansas, Mr. Speaker, I think this matter 
is important enough to be considered by more people than are 
here now, and I make the point of order that there is no quorum 


present, 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman from Arkansas makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. Bvidently 
there is not. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The ‘Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to thelr names: 


no omary 


Ackerman Eliott London Schall 
Anso: Free Lo Scott, 
Atkeson Funk Luhring Shelton 
prc? 4 r 2 
rkle van 
r ET ae 
Ind. oon 

Boles” boy i McLaughlin, Pa. Smith, Mich. 
Bond graben. Pa. ee rou) 
Bowers n 
Brand Henry Merritt Stiness 
Brennan Hickey Michaelson Stoll 
Burke Himes Mills Strong, Pa. 
Bur Huck Moore, Va. Sullivan 
Cant Husted Mo Tague 
Carew Ireland Mo: Taylor, Ark. 
Certet u. z. e Madd e 
Chandler, . 
Chandler, Johnson, S. Dak. Newton, Minn. Thom 
Clark, Fla. Jones, Pa. O'Brien Thorpe 
Classon Kahn opp Underhill 
Codd Keller e Vv 
Collings Kelley, Mich. Overstreet Vo 
Colton B Eae, ERREGE — — A 

olly, Pa. ess er alte 
pate j Petersen Ward, N. C. 
Crago Kin Porter Webster 
Cul Kitchin Rainey, Ala, 8 
Darrow Kleczka ey, III. White, Me. 
Davis Minn. Kline, N. T. der Williams, 
Dempsey ht W. Va. * 
Denison Kreider Riddick Wood, Ind. 
Drane Kunz Robsion Woods, Va. 
Dre Langley en 
Dunbar Layton Rossdale Wurzbach 
Dyer Lee, N. T. yan Ziblman 
Echols Lehlbach Sanders, N. Y. 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and eighty-one Members have 
answered to their names; a quorum ts present. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. 

COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, if I can have the attention of 
the House, probably I can hold it for a minute anyway; but I 
want to make a suggestion, if I may, to the Committee on Ap- 
propriations, to the House of Representatives, and the sub- 
committee acting for the Committee on Appropriations. I be- 
lieve I stated once before, or a number of times, I was one of 
those who believed in creating a large committee and voted for 
the rule creating ft, and I believed it would be beneficial to the 
country by reducing the appropriation from $100,000,000 to 
$3,000,000. I have not changed my views entirely about that 
yet. At the time this committee was created, as I understand 
it, it was with the distinct understanding that it would not 
report any legislation upon an appropriation bill. Now, if it 
was not the understanding, I want some gentleman to rise in 
his place and correct me. The history of the Committee on 
Appropriations does not bear out that assumption. Now we 
hear the Committee on Appropriations, through its chairman, 
Mr. Mappen, and through the ranking Member on the Demo- 
cratic side, Mr. Byens of Tennessee, say to the House of Rep- 
resentatlves, We will not report any legislation.” But, if I 
understand It, in the Army bill, while the subcommittee recom- 
mended 15 amendments which carried legislation, the entire 
committee struck them all out; and I commend the entire com- 
mittee for its wisdom. But here is what happened, and what 
happened in this instance. You go over to the Senate, and they 
put on some amendments. You meet in conference, and the 
conferees disagree to those amendments; and the subcommittee 
comes back to the House of Representatives and moves to concur 
in those amendments. So the result is that what you have 
refused in the House is accomplished through the Senate. 

I want now to say to the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
Anverson], the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrrns], and 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen], that if you mean 


what you say, if you do not intend to infringe upon the other 
committees by reporting legislation, when you go back to the 
Senate and get around the conference table, the first thing 
I would say to the Senators would be that “not one line of 
legislation would go in this bill with our permission. Whenever 
you get ready to recede from your legislation we are ready to 
go into conference and consider the other items, but as long 
as you insist upon your legislation we are going back to the 
House of Representatives and ask them to confirm us in our 
stand against the legislation.” And I venture the suggestion 
that if you will do that the House of Representatives will back 
Jou up and the Senate will take off this legislation. [Applause.] 
But you have got to have a little courage yourself. I will tell 
you the reason they do not do it, and I am not impugning the 
motives of any man, but some of the conferees want some 
legislation themselves, and they are willing to agree to it, and 
the result is they do not want to change this policy. I say 
they are making a mistake. They are going to come back to 
the proposition of mine appropriating committees and have 
nobody to blame for it but themselves, because you are not 
carrying out the spirit of this House when it was enacted into 
a large committee. You have the power to do it, and I ven- 
ture the assertion that this House would rise by 90 per cent 
and declare that to be the policy, that if you will not agree 
to any legislation on an ‘appropriation bill put on by the Sen- 
ate, we will back you up. But if you come back and under- 
take to discriminate yourself then we propose to discriminate 
ourselves. We have the right as well as you and—— 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I will 

Mr. TILSON. I agree with the position of the gentleman, 
but is the gentleman sure that the House would do what he 
says with such unanimity as he predicts? Is it not a fact in 
the case of the Army bill that the subcommittee kept the 
legislation off of the bill, but we ourselves put on a con- 
siderable number of amendments carrying legislation? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; but if the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations and the chairmen of the subcommittees will 
get up on the floor of the House and say, “Gentleman, it is the 
policy of your committee; are you willing to stand back of it?” 
do not you believe they will do it? * 

Mr. TILSON. We did not do it in the case referred to. 

Mr. GARNER. I will ask the gentleman, as a general policy 
would not he do it? 

Mr. TILSON. We ought to do it. 

Mr. GARNER. ‘Then I presume that the gentleman ‘will do 
what he ought to do in supporting the policy of the committee. 

Mr. TILSON. I have supported the position of the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GARNER. But the trouble about it is this 

The SPEAKER. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

SEVERAL MEMBERS. Take some more time. 

Mr. GARNER. I do not care for more time. I merely de- 
sired to call attention to this. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL]. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I agree in the main with the 
views expressed by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. 
I think we should live up to the letter and the spirit of the 
policy we announced in creating a siffgle appropriating com- 
mittee. I think the committee should avoid, so far as it is 
humanly possible, reporting legislative provisions. I think the 
Senate should refrain, so far as it is possible under existing 
conditions, from attempting to place legislative items on an 
appropriation bill; but we can scarcely expect that the new 
order shall work perfectly immediately, or so soon after its 
adoption. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONDELL. In just a moment; let me make my state 
ment and then I will yield. I think that the legislative com- 
mittees are themselves just a little to blame for the situation 
in which we find ourselves. 

The Committee on Appropriations should not attempt to 
legislate or report legislation, but the legislative committees 
should legislate and should report legislation; and they should 
insist upon the consideration of their important legislation. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for just 
one question at that point? 

Mr. MONDELL. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. The gentleman reralls, does he not, that upon 
this particular matter of a reclassification of salaries the Com- 
mittee on Reform in the Civil Service did report a reclassifica- 
tion bill, and the House passed it, covering not only all the 
positions in this branch of the service but all the positions in 
all the other branches of the service? 
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Mr. MONDELL. Yes. More than that, my understanding 
is—and the chairman of the subcommittee will correct me if I 
am not correct in my statement, if I may have the attention 
of the chairman of the subcommittee [Mr. ANDERSON]—my 
recollection is that a bill was reported some time ago carrying 
practically the provisions that are contained in this item. 

Mr. ANDERSON. A bill on the subject was reported which 
is similar to the provision carried in this bill. 

Mr. MONDELL. And it was reported something over a year 


ago? 
Mr. ANDERSON. It was reported, I think, about March 12, 
1922. 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I do not think that statement 
should go into the Recorp without explanation. 

Mr. MONDELL. There was a bill reported on this subject. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I understood the gentleman to state that the 
legislative committee was to blame. 

Mr. MONDELL. Oh, no; the gentleman has not said that the 
legislative committees were to blame. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I- prefer to have the matter cleared up now. 

Mr. MONDELL. It is a fact, is it not, that the Committee on 
Agriculture did report a bill on this subject more than a year 
ago? 

Ar. HAUGEN. It is altogether a different bill. 

Mr. MONDELL. It is a bill embracing the same subject, and 
it is a bill that would have enabled the House, if considered, 
to pass upon the matter just as we are now proposing to pass 
upon it. - r 

Pow I have not said and I shall not say that the Committee 
on Agriculture has been derelict in its duty in not calling that 
bill up. We have been crowded for time, and while the com- 
mittee has occupied the time of the House on various occasions 
since that bill was reported, it has had other important legisla- 
tion which has been considered. I am not complaining of the 
Committee on Agriculture, and yet I think it is true that if 
the committee had considered that measure of primary impor- 
tance we could have arranged for its consideration. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield 
just for information? 

Mr. MONDELL. In a moment. But the matter not having 
been considered, a condition has arisen in the Department of 
Agriculture under which the Secretary of that department 
says it is absolutely essential that he shall have some relief. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I just want to ask a question for in- 

formation. Could not this trouble have been cured by making 
legislation on an appropriation bill subject to a point of order 
at any time, just as an appropriation on a legislative bill is 
subject to a point of order at any time? 

Mr. MONDELL A lot of things could be done in the way 
of a modification of the rules. I think the rules are all right 
as they are touching these matters. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. At the present time if an appropria- 
tion item is put on a legislative bill a point of order can be 
made at any time. Consequently, since the establishment of 
this rule there has never been an appropriation placed on a 
legislative bill. Now, if you would turn around and say that no 
legislation shall be carried on an appropriation bill, that would 
remedy the situation. 

Mr. MONDELL. We have exactly that rule now. Legisla- 
tion can not be placed on an appropriation bill unless it comes 
under the Holman rule without being subject to a point of order. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. But we require that a point of order 
must be made before the legislation is passed in the House, at 
the time it comes up In the House; and if the Senate puts on a 
legislative provision you can not knock it out; whereas you can 
knock out an appropriation on a legislative bill. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 
question there? 

Mr. MONDELL. For a brief question. 

Mr. GARNER. If a matter is of sufficient importance or 
emergency that legislation ought to go on an appropriation 
bill, do not you think that the rules of the committee ought to 
provide for that legislation und give the House a chance to con- 
sider it, rather than have the Committee on Appropriations 
take the responsibility? 

Mr. MONDELL. It is not so easy a matter. In the first 
place, there is the question as to what constitutes legislation. 
A committee can not know in advance what the ruling will be 
under certain circumstances. There is no question about an 
appropriation. An appropriation is an appropriation, and there 
is no question of ruling in regard to it. We simply say that 
an appropriation shall not be made by a legislative committee. 
That is a comparatively simple matter. 


But just one word more; it is a matter I have had in mind 
for some time. I do think that all the legislative committees— 
and I say. this without intent to criticize—should very care- 
fully consider their responsibilities under the changed condi- 
tions under which they do their work and have been doing 
their work since we have consolidated appropriations. 

I think there has been rather too much of a disposition to 
take the position that, having lost the right to appropriate, 
there is nothing worth while left for the legislative committees 
to do. I think there is a wide and fruitful and useful field 
of work and effort for those committees. I think there are two 
things they should do. First, those committees that have not 
taken that action should report the legislation necessary to 
make in order those items that are the ordinary and necessary 
items on an appropriation bill. One of our difficulties Hes in 
the fact that, as to some of the departments, we can not carry 
on an appropriation bill some of the essential items necessary 
to the carrying on of the regular work of the department be- 
cause the legislative committees have failed to make those 
items in order. Without criticizing other committees, may I 
refer to the action taken by the Committee on Indian Affairs? 
That committee brought in a bill carefully prepared, which was 
carefully considered by the House, that clearly defined the 
authority of the Appropriations Committee, and in so doing 
clearly defined the authority of that committee in legislation. 
Following that this committee each session has taken up for 
consideration the legislation presented to it, the legislation 
suggested during the examinations before the Committee on 
Appropriations, and reports out an omnibus bill. In due time 
that bill is considered. I commend that practice to all of the 
legislative committees. 

I think it would be very well, indeed, if following the con- 
sideration of the appropriation bills by the Committee on Ap- 
propriations the legislative committees would take up for con- 
sideration the legislative matters that have been presented to 
the Appropriations Committee and which that committee prop- 
erly declined to consider. There were, as I understand it, 16 
items 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. I ask unanimous consent that the gen- 
tleman have five minutes more. I wish to ask him a question. 

Mr, ANDERSON, I yield to the gentleman from Wyoming 
two minutes more, and will yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Byxns], and after that I shall yield only 
to gentlemen who want to talk about this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the extension of five 
minutes? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I have been very much 
interested in this matter. I have been for the new rule, but 
I can see the harmful influence on the committees that have 
been deprived of much of their power. I wish to ask the floor 
leader if he has noticed any distinct result so far as this re- 
form is concerned. 

Mr. MONDELL. Of course, I have not time in five minutes 
to discuss this matter in detail. I hope a little later to go 
into the question of the effect of the new method of appro- 
priating. I have scarcely the time to answer that question in 
detail now. May I follow the line of my suggestion? There 
are several of the legislative committees that may very prop- 
erly take up for consideration the propositions of legislation 
that have been presented to the Committee on Appropriations 
during its consideration of appropriation bills, Those legisla- 
tive committees might well go further. They might very prop- 
erly at some proper time enter upon the work which at one 
time it was contemplated the expenditures committees would 
perform, that of examining the expenditures of the depart- 
ments. 

During each examination there would come from the depart- 
ments, and otherwise, suggestions and requests for legislation, 
and out of the suggestions that came from the hearings before 
the Committee on Appropriations, out of the proposals presented 
during examinations and from time to time by members of the 
committee, there could very properly be made up an omnibus 
legislative bill covering the activities of government over which 
each committee has jurisdiction. I think it would be quite 
proper to amend the rules so as to make in order the considera- 
tion by the House of at least one such piece of legislation from 
each of the legislative committees during a session of Congress. 
I think that in order to balance the matter of privilege and leave 
the legislative committees in as favorable a situation as they 
were before they were deprived of authority to appropriate, they 
should under the rules have the right to bring in at the proper 
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time at least one omnibus legislative bill each session and have 
it privileged. 

Mr. DOWELL. May I suggest to the gentleman that if he 
desires to stop legislation on appropriation bills, if he will 
amend the rules so as to prevent any legislation on appropria- 
tion bills it will force the legislative committees to act promptly. 

Mr. MONDELL. We discussed that some time ago. The rules 
now proh‘bit legislation on our appropriation bill; but this is 
the thought I desire to emphasize, that the legislative com- 
mittees of the House should, in good faith and with earnestness, 
apply themselves to their duties and responsibilities under the 
new conditions, and should present to the House at the proper 
time carefully considered legislative propositions, preferably in 
a single bill rather than divided up into numerous popgun meas- 
ures, only one or two of which may, perhaps, be considered. 
And let me say again, I think it would be well to give such 
omnibus measures a privileged status in the House. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Is it not a fact that neatly all the 
legislative committees of the House do report out legislation 
and have legislation on the calendar, but that they can not get 
it up because Calendar Wednesday is usually dispensed with? 

Mr. MONDELL. Well, we have dispensed with Calendar 
Wednesday in order to get rid of the appropriations program, 
practically by unanimous consent. We have now taken up 
Calendar Wednesday again. We will also have special rules. 
We will consider during this session much legislation coming 
from the legislative committees ; but the legislation coming from 
those committees is divided into a multitude of small measures. 
If they could to a considerable extent be put together in one 
general legislative bill and given a privileged status, this whole 
matter of legislative authority being outrun by the needs of the 
public business would be largely cured, in my opinion. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns]. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I want to talk for a 
moment on the rule and also on the amendment. I am in en- 
tire accord with what the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
has said concerning the impropriety of carrying legislation upon 
appropriation bills. It is true, as I remember it, that when the 
present rule was adopted, there were statements made and 
assurances given that thereafter there would not be legislation 
upon appropriation bills unless it was authorized under the 
rules of the House, and that the legislative committees would 
report such legislation as should be adopted. I feel satisfied 
that all the members of the Appropriations Committee realize 
the force of that pledge or promise, whatever yon care to call it, 
and that they seek to keep legislation out of appropriation bills. 
As a matter of fact, the chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN], when it 
develops, as it develops frequently in the consideration of these 
appropriation bills, that certain legislation is important and 
would be very helpful economically and otherwise, has, without 
incorporating those provisions in the appropriation bills, re- 
ported them to the chairman of the proper legislative committee, 
with the suggestion that he take them up with his committee 
and that his committee take such action as it deems wise. 

But the trouble, gentlemen, is that the rules of the House 
and the rules of the Senate differ. My own idea is that it 
would be entirely proper and very helpful if the concurrence 
of the Senate could be obtained for a joint committee to be 
appointed to take up the question of the rules governing the 
making of appropriations, so as to have some uniformity be- 
tween the two Houses. The Senate acts under different rules, 
and the result is that when the House conferees go to the 
Senate and are confronted with matters of legislation upon 
an appropriation bill and call the attention to the Senate 
conferees to the rule of the House which prohibits the legis- 
lation, we are confronted with the fact that under the rules 
of the Senate it is entirely in order, but the Senators insist 
upon their amendment. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
GARNER] has said that there is a great deal of legislation upon 
appropriation bills. I lay down this proposition, that if you 
will investigate the record of appropriation bills since this new 
rule went into effect you will find far less legislation carried 
upon those appropriation bills than was enacted prior to the 
adoption of that rule. There can not be any question about 
that, and any gentleman who will take the time to investigate 
the appropriation bills passed prior to the adoption of that 
rule will find that that is a fact. I think that something ought 
to be done so as to bring about uniformity between the rules 
of the House and the rules of the Senate, because as long as 
nonuniformity exists we are going to be confronted by these 
propositions. It should be said that under the new rule 
adopted that the House now has full opportunity to pass 
upon the legislation, whereas under the old rule the House 
never had an opportunity to pass on the legislation carried in 


an appropriation bill, because the conferees would meet and 
agree on the legislation, report it back in the body of the 
report, and no Member had an opportunity to attack that 
piece of legislation, because in order to defeat it the House 
must vote down the whole report. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. In just a moment. I do not 
know whether all these salaries are justified or not. They 
appear to me to be very large. I want to see the experts paid 
a reasonable salary, so that we can have the best experts 
obtainable. 

I do not know whether all the salaries should be paid. They 
are much larger than they are in some other departments. When 
the amendment was put on the last appropriation bill it went 
on for that year alone, but now we are confronted with the fact 
that we are asked to vote for an amendment which makes it 
permanent law. I think the House should vote down the motion 
to concur in the amendment of the Senate and concur-in the 
amendment with an amendment to apply to this fiscal year 
alone, and meanwhile let the Agricultural Committee report a 
bill and let the House take action upon that. 

I agree with the gentleman from Wyoming that the trouble is 
that many of the legislative committees do not always consider 
legislation which should be reported and enacted, and in saying 
this I am offering no criticism, but calling attention to what we 
all know to be a fact. 

The trouble is that many matters are called to, the attention 
of the committees which are not taken up on the floor of the 
House. The Appropriations Committee is confronted with them; 
we are confronted with the absence of legislation for things 
necessary and imperative, and yet when we put them on appro- 
priation bills we are met with criticism on the floor of the House 
that we are not following the rules of the House. I hope the 
legislative committees will take these matters up and report 
some of this legislation so that the House can pass upon it. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE]. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I want to address my remarks to members of legislative com- 
mittees. I want to say to you that the principle involved in 
Senate amendment No. 31 vitally affects every legislative com- 
mittee in this House. Now, the gentleman from Wyoming seems 
to leave the impression by inuendo, if not directly, that the 
Agricultural Committee has not done its duty. Under the sys- 
tem of this Republican House pertaining to legislative com- 
mittees, before any of them can get consideration of any of the 
bills the chairman has to go, figuratively speaking, on his hands 
and knees to the Republican steering committee of the House, 
of which the gentleman from Wyoming is a prominent member, 
and get their consent before it can be considered. 

Now, what is Senate amendment No. 31 that is proposed 
here? It proposes to make permanent law giving the Secretary 
of Agriculture the absolute power in his discretion to increase 
the salaries of every scientific employee in the Agricultural 
Department to $6,500 a year if he wants to, with the exception 
of the year 1924. How many employees are there doing scien- 
tific work in the Department of Agriculture? Let me show 
you what the hearings say. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
BUCHANAN] says: 

Can you give a general idea about how many scientific men you have 
at the 8 of Agriculture? 

Mr. Ball, of the Agriculture Department, says approximately 2,500 
technical scientists; about 3,700 scientific men. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the latter include the first group? 

Doctor BALL. Yes. But when you get down to men that are doing 
technical research work, there are about 2,500. That is more than 
there are in all the other Government bureaus put together. 

Therefore if this amendment is adopted as it is written, 
which will make it permanent law, you put into the hands of 
the Secretary of Agriculture the power to increase the pay, if 
he wants to, to $6,500 of 2,500 men after the year 1924. 

They talk about the diligence of the Agricultural Committee. 
Why, we conducted days’ hearings last year on this matter, 
with the Secretary of Agriculture before us and all of his ex- 
perts, and we carefully considered and reported the bill H. R. 
10819 on the 9th day of March, 1922, to fix salaries of scien- 
tific men in this department. When the item came up in the 
Agricultural appropriation bill last year it went out on a point 
of order in the House. Then it was Inserted in the Senate, and 
the members of the subcommittee of agriculture of the House 
said it ought to stay in the bill because the Committee on Agri- 
culture had recently reported the bill but had not had time 
to consider it. This bill, H. R. 10819, has been on the calendar 
since March, 1922, and there has never been one request to the 
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture from the Secretary 
of Agriculture to consider this legislation. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Will the gentleman yield? Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOR. Yes. Mr. BUTLER. What increase over the amount reported 

Mr. ANDERSON. Does the gentleman think that if the Com- | from the Committee on Agriculture is there; how many officers? 
mittee on Agriculture reported the bill the Secretary of Agri- Mr. BLANTON. Over $4,000,000 increase in this bill over 
culture should stand behind it with what the House passed. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. No; but I am opposed to the Secretary Mr. BUTLER. And we have to consider that all in an hour? 
of Agriculture running to the Senate and asking for these Mr. KINCHELOR. I will answer the gentleman. Under 
increases, the same as last year, and the Senate giving him a | Senate amendment No. 31 we give to the Secretary of Agricul- 
bigger sum than he asks for, as I will show in a minute. ture carte blanche authority, if he wants to exercise it, to in- 

The only time the great steering committee gave the Com- | crease the compensation of every employee in the scientific work 
mittee on Agriculture any days for legislation was inspired | in the Department of Agriculture to the amount of $6,500 after 
by reason of the request for a rule, not for the consideration | 1924. 
of public business like this, but for the consideration of private Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Does the gentleman know 
bills, sugar claims, to mulct the Government out of $4,000,000. | how many scientific employees there are? 

[Applause.] If it had not been for that we never would have Mr. KINCHELOE. I just read that a short time ago. 
gotten a rule even to consume those two days. That is the Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I think the gentleman is in 
diligence of the Committee on Agriculture, and that is the pro- | error. The report from the Department of Agriculture states 
cedure of your steering committee, and the procedure of your | that a year ago—December, 1921—there were 3,778. 

majority members of the Committee on Rules. To take care Mr. KINCHELOE. This says that there are 2,500 technical 
of some fellows who have private bills, who gambled in sugar scientists, and so: forth. ; 

and lost $4,000,000, we got two days in which to consider im- Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. And this would permit an 
portant bills. ‘ increase of $2,000 for every one of them, or a total increase of 

I say that in this amendment we are giving the Secretary of | $7,500,000. 

Agriculture more than the Secretary of Agriculture asked when Mr. KINCHELOE. As I say, that gives him the power to do 
he went to the Senate. In the hearings Senator Jones of | that, but our bill limits it to 15; and, as I say, I have high re- 
Washington asked the question: gard for the Secretary of Agriculture. However, I serve notice 

I understand, Mr. Secretary, that the provision which the House | upon him, and upon the Department of Agriculture, that so far 

. 3 which went out on a point of order is what | as I am concerned individually, as a member of the Agricultural 
j Committee, if they want cooperation they must come to the 
The Secretary said it was. Then the question was asked: committee that is empowered to act for them. 


You would like to have that renewed- d Mr. ANDERSON. Speak 

That referred to the provisions of the last bill, and the | gentleman ei Soot ces 8 F 
Secretary said he would, Very much, indeed. Mr. HAUGEN. Mr, Speaker,-I have no quarrel with the 

What was the provision of the last bill? It provided for a | Committee on Appropriations, nor have I any suggestions to 
maximum salary of $6,500 in scientific work, in the discretion | make as to the present system. The only suggestion I have to 
of the Secretary of Agriculture, but for the fiscal year 1923 offer is that the committee should observe the law and live up 


8 men should receive a salary in excess of $5,000 but not in | to the spirit of the law and the rule. The committees on legis- 
excess of $5,500, and 3 men in excess of $5,500. That is what | tation have been criticized for not reporting legislation. e 
the Secretary asked for the other day before the Senate eom- | has been suggested that the Committee on Agriculture reported 
mittee. Instead of having 8 men in excess: of $5,000, they put | a bill similar to the one that is under consideration. The com- 
in 12, and instead of 3 men in excess of $5,500 you have put | mittee did; it carried an inerease of salary for nine people 
in five. You have given the Secretary of Agriculture more than | in the department, all that was asked for by the department. 


he asked for. After conference with Doctor Ball we wrote into the bill ex- 

me rept ct ee Sennen will the gentleman yield? | actly what was suggested and added one, Doctor Ball, to the list, 
X : ving everything that was uested. We expect 

Mr. ANDERSON. The gentleman knows that the number is 8 of the Piast her would ac 8 aa faith, ant 

exactly in accordance with the recommendations which the] make their contract good with the committee. Instead of 

Secretary of Agriculture made te the Budget and the Budget | that evidently the agreement made was overlooked, and for 


made to the Congress. some reason or other the numbers were increased. If all had 
Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not know anything about the Bud- | acted in aecordance with agreement made with the com- 
get, but you gave him more than he asked for. mittee, there would have been no controversy about this matter. 
Mr. ANDERSON. We have not given anything yet. Section 1 of the bill reported by the committee gave the 


Mr. KINCHELOB. No; but you are making an assault with | Secretary authority to increase the salaries of 15 scientific, 
attempts to, and I hope that you will fail, [Applause.] What | investigators. whose salaries are at present limited to $4,500, 
does the bill which the Committee on Agriculture reported | as follows: Not more than 7 in excess of $4,500, but not in 
after days of hearings, with the approval of the Secretary of | excess of $5,000 each. 

Agriculture and with the approval of all who appeared be- Not more than five in excess of $5,000, but not in excess of 
fore that committee, provide for? We did not give carte $5,500 each. 

blane to the Secretary to increase to the amount of $6,500, Not more than three in excess of $5,500, but not in excess of 
2,500 men engaged in scientific work in the Department of Agri- | $6,000 each. 

culture. Here is what we gave: Not more than seven in excess The increases in salaries authorized for the current year 
of $4,500 and not to exceed $5,000; not more than five in ex- were 8 in excess of $5,000, but not in excess of $5,500, or an 
cess of $5,000 and not in excess of $5,500; not more than three | increase of 3 over the number agreed upon, and the number 
in excess of $5,500 but not in excess of $6,000; and in no case of increases suggested in the Senate amendments are 12, or T 
was the salary to exceed $6,000. We gave him the right to] more than the number agreed upon. The number of increases 
increase the salaries set out there of 15 men only that are ranging from $5,500 to $6,000 were inereased to 5 for the 
engaged in scientific work. I have nothing against the Secre- | current year, at a salary from $5,500 to $6,500, and the same 
tary of Agriculture. I have a high regard for him. I have} number are provided for in the proposed Senate amendments. 
said privately, and I say it now, I think he is the best man Section 2 of the bill reported authorizes the increase of 
in the Cabinet, but I am against the idea of the legislative | salary of nine officers of the Department of Agriculture who 
committees of this House losing their funetions every day. I | were on the statutory roll of the department, were seven chiefs 
owe just as much responsibility to the people I represent as and the librarian and, as before stated, Doctor Ball, director 
any member of the Committee on Appropriations does, and so of scientifie work, was added to the list submitted. Salaries 
does every other man in this House. [Applause.] Are we were fixed as suggested and as follows: 

going to sit supinely and let these departments, whichever one 
it may be, ignore the committee appointed for the consideration 
ef business applying to the particular department and run over 
to the other body, just because it is in order to get an amend- 
ment tacked on, where we can not make a point of order under 


Director of Scientific Work.. 
our rules, because it is not against the Senate rules, and ignore |; Chief of the Bureau of Animal TIndust 7 2835 
the proper legislative committees of the House? Then, to add ee S earen ar EA ss Industry one 
tmsult to injury, are we to sit supinely, as the chairman of the Chief of the Bureau of Chosaistcy. 8038 
subcommittee pee asked you Fe do to-day, and increase the | Rel of the Bureau of Markets. —— babe ae 5.00 
appropriation, and not only that, but to make it permanent | Chief uresu of Biological dur reg . .. .. 
forever and a day after the year 19247 tbe aes eat a oe reat excuses MEN 785 


Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
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What is the suggestion at this time? The representative of 
the department asked for increases, and indicated, as has been 
stated, the proposed amendment would make it possible to in- 
crease the salary of 3,778 employees of the department $2,000 
each, or more than $7,500,000. We have heard a good deal about 
economy. I believe some of you probably discussed it in the 
last campaign. I doubt, my friends, you can satisfy your con- 
stitutents by decreasing the appropriation for the control and 
eradication of hog cholera more than $100,000; no increase in 
appropriation for the control and eradication for tuberculin test- 
ing of animals, or for the payment of indemnities; and only 
$25,000 increase to exterminate the corn borer, thus giving the 
corn borer, now invading the Corn Belt, the right of way; and, 
on the other hand, authorizing the increase of salary of 3,778 
employees, or $7,500,000 increase in salary. I believe that is 
all I care to say. I yield back the remainder of my time. 
(Applause. ] 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. ASWELL]. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I 
regret to find myself in an emphatic disagreement with the 
chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and my Democratic 
colleagues who have spoken. If there ever was a time when 
agriculture should not be handled lightly, it is now. Every- 
body is talking about helping the farmer, and I doubt exceed- 
ingly the wisdom of doing this injustice to the Department of 
Agriculture because we are not pleased with the proceedings 
of the Senate and the House. There has been a great deal said 
here in criticism of the Secretary of Agriculture for going to 
the Senate. But, gentlemen, the Secretary of Agriculture came 
to the Committee on Agriculture and that committee had ex- 
haustive hearings and reported a bill, unanimously favorable, 
covering the general purpose of this amendment under consid- 
eration. The facts are, and I am not criticizing anybody, but 
the facts are the bill has been on the Calendar of the House 
nearly a year, and the chairman of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture has not gotten it up for the consideration of the House. 

And I am not here to criticize the chairman or the Secretary 
of Agriculture. But after the Secretary had waited nearly a 
year and gotten no action in the House, then why should he 
not go to the Senate and try to get some recognition? 

Mr. HAUGEN. The gentleman knows the chairman is not at 
liberty to call up a bill. The chairman has acted on orders 
made by the committee to call up bills as directed by that com- 
mittee, 

Mr. ASWELL. The committee reported the bill favorably 
and it has been on the calendar nearly a year. I thought that 
action was an order. . 

Mr. HAUGEN. The committee reported about 20 other bills 
which have not been considered on calls of committees. 

Mr. ASWELL. I merely state the facts, that this bill has 
not received consideration by the House. The gentleman from 
Jowa has not gotten it up. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. ASWELL. In just a moment. There has been criticism 
for putting legislation upon an appropriation bill. My own 
opinion, my own judgment, is clear; the way out of this 
dilemma, the way out of all this mass of confusion, is to abolish 
the Committee on Appropriations of 35 and put the authority 
back to the nine committees, where it belongs. [Applause.] 
And I for one in the new Congress will do my part to brin 
that to pass. Now, gentlemen, I want to call attention to thi 
fact: The Secretary of Agriculture asks for some additional 
salaries at $6,500 a year. This very Congress has authorized 
salaries in one of the departments of this Government of $25,000 
a year, and others at $20,000 in that department, and here, 
because the Secretary of Agriculture appeals to the Congress 
for a salary of $6,500 a year, you criticize the Secretary and 
make it appear he has committed some crime. I for one, under 
the conditions of agriculture in this country to-day, would be 
willing to yote for the Secretary of Agriculture to get 10, 12, 
or 20 people at $6,500 a year in order that he may transact the 
business and help agriculture in this country. [Applause.] 
Again, you will observe that there is no provision in this 
amendment that authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to in- 
crease a number of people to $3,500, as some have stated, be- 
cause he can not increase any salary until he comes back to 
Congress and gets authority. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman now yield? 

Mr. ASWELL. I will. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Does the gentleman contend that the 
first part of this amendment did not give him the right in his 
discretion to increase every scientific employee he wants to 
up to $6,500? 
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Mr. ASWELL. Provided he can get the money from Congress, 


Mr, KINCHELOE. Does the gentleman say he is in favor 
of this increase? Does the gentleman undertake to say to the 
House he is in favor of making this permanent without giving 
any hearings at all? 

Mr. ASWELL. I made no such statement, and intimated no 
such thing. I said the word “hereafter” should be stricken 
from this amendment, and I said that if the Secretary of Agri- 
culture believes he can bring some additional body of men into 
the department at this great crisis in agriculture to assist in 
promoting the agricultural welfare of this country, I am willing 
to give him a chance to do it. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield for another 
question? 

Mr. ASWELL. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I will say to the gentleman that the par- 
liamentary situation developed so that I wanted to give the 
gentleman an opportunity to vote what he is advocating. 

Mr. ASWELL, I will vote to cut out the word “ hereafter” 
and as far as criticizing the Secretary in regard to the number 
of five men for $6,500 each, I am for it, and if the Secretary 
wants 10 he may have them, and if the Secretary of Agriculture 
comes to Congress and says he wants 20 1 will be for that. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I think that we will agree that if you strike 
out the word “ hereafter” making it permanent law, I am in 
favor of giving the Secretary all the assistance he thinks is 
necessary. But the gentleman is aware of the fact that the 
Congress in making up the appropriations has adopted a sug- 
gestion that makes it possible for the Secretary to increase every 
one of them up to $6,500 if the appropriations are made. 

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman would not make that state- 
ment seriously if he understood the amendment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman yields back the 
remainder of his time. 8 . 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 

gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michigan 
is recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I am heartily 
in favor of the amendment to provide higher salaries for sci- 
entific men. It is now at $4,500, altogether too low. That sit- 
It has been impossible 
under it for the department to engage, or to keep very long, 
competent men. The Secretary is constantly embarrassed by 
not being able to pay salaries high enough. 

With that in mind, the officials of the department asked the 
Committee on Agriculture to prepare a bill. The committee 
did prepare a bill, and, as has been stated on the floor, that 
bill has been on the calendar for 9 or 10 months, but no 
action has been taken on it. As prepared by the committee it 
was satisfactory to the department, as I remember their testi- 
mony, although by it the limit would be raised to only $5,500, 
an increase of only $1,000, whereas my amendment would raise 
it to $6,500. The department was also satisfied with the fur- 
ther limitation which the bill carries—that is, only so many at 
the $5,500 rate, and only so many at $5,000; the remainder, I 
presume, to stay at $4,500, or less. 

Now the Senate amendment provides a limit of $6,500, $1,000 
more than the department itself wished, as I remember it, 
a year ago. But I approve the Senate amendment. Six thou- 
sand five hundred dollars is not too large. I approve of the use 
of the word “ hereafter,” to make the law permanent. But my 
opinion is that some limitation ought to be placed upon it, so 
that the condition that the chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture [Mr. Haveren] says may arise can not be permitted, 
by opening the door wide, allowing the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture the discretion of placing a very large number of men on 
the roll at the limit of $6,500, 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I can not; there are certain 
things I wish to say, and my time is limited. 

Now, as to the limit of $6,500, I would amend the Senate 
amendment. If one has the bill before him, he can see what I 
wish. If he has the Senate amendment before him in print, 
he can see what I mean. I will-state it differently. In the bill 
I would strike out the words “ for the fiscal year 1924,” and, on 
the next page, I would strike out “ $5,500,” so that if the Senate 
amendment is adopted, amended as I suggest, it would read: 

That the limit shall be $6,500: Provided, That no salary shall be 
paid under this paragraph at a rate per annum in excess of $5,000 


except the following: Not more than 12 in excess of $5,000 but not 
in excess of $6,500 each, and not more than 5 in excess of $5,500 each. 


It would make the limit of $6,500 permanent, but I would 
make $6,500 available for the next fiscal year, whereas the 
Senate amendment, favored by the gentleman from Minnesota 


1923. 
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IMr. ANpDERSON] will not make it available until 1925. It 
would make the qualification as to the number permanent and 
permit the paying of salaries of 12 up to $6,500 and the salaries 
of 5 at $5,500. Those 12 and 5 are 17, which is 6 more than 
the Secretary of Agriculture himself asked for only a short 
time ago; several more—I do not have in mind the exact num- 
ber—than the Secretary of Agriculture approved at the time 
the bill was under consideration by the Committee on Agri- 
culture. At the proper time I shall offer that amendment and 
ask its adoption. If adopted it will provide the higher salaries 
to more men than does any other proposal now before the 
House, and these higher salaries may be paid one year earlier 
than is possible under any other proposal. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK]. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is 
recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. BLACK, Mr. Speaker, the only opposition I have to this 
Senate amendment No. 31 is to the language that makes it 
permanent law, and I understand that the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] is going to ask for a division of the 
question, and if the House yotes to recede, then he will move 
to recede and concur with an amendment making these salary 
changes apply only to the fiscal year 1924. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK. In a moment I will be glad to yield to the 

gentleman. 

"Now, the reason why this amendment should be adopted as 
permanent law is the fact that it gives the Secretary of Agri- 
culture the broad and inclusive power to classify all scientific 
employees in any classification that he sees fit, provided that 
the salaries are under $6,500. 

The House has already passed the bill known as the Lehlbach 
reclassification bill, which provides the machinery for reclassi- 
fying all of the Government employees, and one of the classifi- 
cations is the scientific class. Now, some Members—a good 
many Members—yoted against that bill because they thought 
the salaries provided were too high. And yet if the House 
passes this pending amendment you are giving the Secretary 
of Agriculture much broader authority than was given to any 
head of a department in the reclassification bill. I have the 
reclassification bill here as it passed the House, and it provides 
for six different grades of professional men, and there is but 
one grade that would draw up to $6,500, and that grade is grade 
6, which would include a very limited number of employees. 
Let me read it to you. The only class that would draw that 
amount is grade 6, in the professional class, which may be 
referred to as the chief professional grade. I read: 

It shall include all classes of positions in this service the duties of 
which are to act as the scientific and administrative head of a major 
professional or scientific bureau. 1 

There are but few employees in the Government service that 
could go as high as $6,600, and those would be such as the 
Chief of the Bureau of Standards and, perhaps, the Chief of 
the Bureau of Animal Industry and the Chief of the Bureau 
of Chemistry, in the Department of Agriculture, and adminis- 
trative positions of that kind. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I will say to the gentleman that if this 
bill reported by the Committee on Agriculture’ shall become a 
law everyone in excess of $6,000 comes within the purview 
of that. 

Mr. BLACK. Yes; and if my friend from Kentucky will 
permit, the pending amendment would give to the Secretary 
of Agriculture complete authority to make a reclassification 
of all the scientific employees in his department. I am not 
saying the Secretary of Agriculture would abuse the authority. 
What I say is that it is not the policy of Congress to grant 
such powers. What Congress needs to do is to enact the 
reclassification bill which the House has already passed and 
then have a thorough, comprehensive reclassification of all 
Government employees. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes. 

Mr. ASWELL. This amendment is for one year only. Does 
the gentleman fear there would be any difficulty in adding to 
the number, inasmuch as it ended this'year? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes; but after one fiscal year—— 

Mr. ASWELL, You would not favor cutting out the word 
“ hereafter ”? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes; I so stated. . 

Mr. ASWELL. Then you are in favor of one year only? 

Mr. BLACK. Yes; I explained that. 


_LXIV——160_ 


Mr. ASWELL. Does the gentleman believe that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture could find a scientist of any value unless 
he gave him some permanent position? Does the gentleman 
think he could get a scientist to go there who would amount 
to anything? 

Mr. BLACK. The point I am making is not against the 
particular salary schedule provided for the one fiscal year 
of 1924, but the bill goes further and provides for the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture to make a permanent classification limited 
only by a maximum of $6,500 salary. If Congress is going to 
provide a system of classification, -it should be done in accord- 
ance with some such bill as the Committee on Agriculture 
brought before the House, or it should be done by such a bill 
as the Lehlbach reclassification bill. I am sure there are some 
very high class scientific men in the Department of Agricul- 
ture, but there are others equally as worthy in other depart- 
ments and it does not seem to me the proper thing to merely 
favor one department. It is just that kind of piecemeal legis- 
lation which has occasioned so much complaint. I therefore 
hope that Senate amendment No. 31 to this bill, making per- 
manent law, will not be agreed to. . 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ASWELL. One more question. 

Mr. BLACK. My time has expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. TINCHER]. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Speaker, as I understand, this appro- 
priation bill carries the appropriations to care for 15 scientists 
at above the $4,500. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. For the year 1924. 

Mr. TINCHER. For the year 1924. Now, there is some 
objection to the language authorizing the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to pay out that appropriation. There can be no question 
but that the Congress should legislate upon these salaries, 
The Committee on Agriculture reported out a bill which at 
any rate can not be said to be out of accord with what the 
appropriating committee has done this year, but the House 
has not passed that bill. The Committee on Agriculture, as I 
recall, was unanimous in reporting that bill, so no one is 
trampling on our toes. We have announced for the policy of 
paying these men. There may be something in the language 
of the appropriation bill calculated to make it permanent law; 
but the Agricultural Committee will still function, and if there 
is something wrong with that we will pass a law to cover it. 
We will not lose our jurisdiction. It will not be permanent 
unless the Committee on Agriculture is abolished. 

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion? 

Mr. TINCHER. In just a moment. What I do not under- 
stand is why every time when we try to appropriate a few 
thousand dollars here for a department in which everyone con- 
cedes there is efficiency, for a department at the head of which 
there is a man of whom even our friends on that side boast, 
we spend more time on it and there is more quibbling about it 
than there is over the expending of hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars in some other department. 

I believe it would be all right to give the present head of the 
Agricultural Department $50,000,000 to use in the interests of 
agriculture. I believe we would be perfectly safe in making 
that appropriation. Finally, I do not want to go on record or 
be classified as one who is always finding some little work that 
is wrong and spending so much time in appropriating a little 
money for the Department of Agriculture. This bill does not 
carry an appropriation for 3,700 scientists at above $4,500. It 
only carries an appropriation for 15. The Committee on Agri- 
culture has declared in favor of that. We did not give them all 
that they asked for when we reported out that bill, but we did 
report it out unanimously. What is the difference if we do for- 
get that we had a bill? We appropriated for these men last 
year. The bill stays here on the calendar. This Congress has 
been busy. The Committee on Agriculture has had a great 
deal to do. Of course it did not call up this bill because there 
were others pressing. The committee has declared for this 
principle. What does the country care about which committee 
reported it out here? The committee has not been ignored. 
There is too much talk about this every time. And why is it 
that we always jump on poor old agriculture when we want to 
economize a little? [Applause.] 

Mr. BLACK. I just want to suggest on the question of the 
diligence of the Committee on Agriculture that the chairman of 
the committee tried to get this bill up on unanimous-consent 


day. 

Mr. TINCHER. Probably some town boy objected to it, and 
the same fellow who. objected will probably come in here to-day 
in holy horror and vote against appropriating this money for 


these men, while for some river and harbor project or some 
other expenditure he will vote $100,000,000 and never bat an 
eye. [Applause.] 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER, I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman states that the Committee 
on Agriculture reported a bill declaring for this very propo- 
sition. 3 

Mr. TINCHER. Declaring for the principle of it, when we 
reported ouť the same 15. This appropriation carries only 15. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. The gentleman states further that it was 
the unanimous action of the committee. 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes; I so understand it. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I take it there were Democrats there? 

Mr. TINCHER. Tes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. They were for the bill? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. I am not accusing the Democrats of 
making this fight. This is not a party fight. There is always 
a fight when this bill comes up to give something to agriculture, 
and it does not come from any particular party. My friend 
from Texas knows it comes from all parties. The gentleman 
from Texas is with us in this matter. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. And I will be with you In the future, too. 

Mr. KINCHELOBR. I know the gentleman does not mean to 
leave the impression that he did leave. The Agricultural Com- 
mittee followed the principle in the proviso of the amendment, 
but this proviso applies only to 1924, and after that it is per- 
manent law. 

Mr. TINCHER, It ought to be until we act on it. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. ANDERSON, I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Towner]. 

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
let us see how far we are in agreement. There has been 
no dissenting voice on the proposition that there should 
be power given to the Secretary of Agriculture to increase, as 
this amendment does increase, to $6,500 the amount of salaries 
to a certain number of men who are occupying scientific posi- 
tions in the Department of Agriculture. What is the fear 
expressed in giving that authority to the Secretary? In the 
first place, objection is made because the provision makes it 
permanent law. It does make it permanent law, unless in any 
year the House of Representatives concludes that it would be 
unwise to continue it. At any time this can be changed by any- 
one who offers sn amendment to reduce the amount of the 
appropriation if the House agrees to the amendment. It is 
within our power to change it if we see fit, or if it is shown 
at any time that an unnecessary number at the maximum rate 
are appointed, 

Now, gentlemen, let us be sensible about this proposition. 
We ought to recognize this fact: The Department of Agricul- 
ture has been losing every year some of its most valuable men 
because of insufficient salary. It can not go to the scientific 
schools and ask them to send their best men here, because those 
men, on an average, get more than $6,000 a year. 

They can not secure the men that they want and ought to 
have in the matter of scientific attainments because of the fact 
of insufficient salary. For that reason the Department of Agri- 
culture is handicapped in the very place where it needs men 
of this character most and the country needs men of this char- 
acter most. These men can not come or will not come at the 
present salaries unless you make this permanent legislation, 
because of the fact that they say, “It is true you will give me 
$6,500 next year, but [ am sure of an increase and a permanent 
place at a larger salary where I am.” 

Now, gentlemen, can you trust the Secretary of Agriculture? 
That is the proposition. Let us see whether we can or not. 
During the last seven or eight years Secretaries of Agriculture 
have had the power to raise salaries to $4,500. Have they 
done that in many cases? There was a far greater temptation 
to do that than there would be to raise to $6,500, and a far 
greater necessity. And what is the fact? No man can say 
that during the seven or eight years, under different adminis- 
trations, under three or four Secretaries of Agriculture, there 
has been a single man advaneed even to that salary who was 
not entitled to it and approved; and the total number, I under- 
stand, is very small indeed. 

So why do we hesitate? Why do you want to handicap the 
Secretary of Agriculture? You all say that you can trust him, 
and in your next breath you say you will not trust him. The 
great interests of this country demand that this department, 
which creafes more wealth and which looks after the health of 
the people more carefully than all the other departments of the 
Government combined, shall have the benefit of this amend- 
ment, and yet you say to them, with the record of the Secre- 
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taries of the department during past years, you will not trust 
them. If at any time you think it is unnecessary or excessive 
or that wrong appointments have been made in the exercise of 
this power you can cut it off. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TOWNER. - Yes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Does not the gentleman think that Congress 
should retain the power and not transfer it to the Secretary of 
Agriculture? As the gentleman knows, in transferring it to 
the Secretary of Agriculture you put it out of the hands of 
Congress, and the gentleman knows that it is not the Secretary 
of Agriculture that we are transferring it to but some one in 
the department. Is it not safe to leave it in the hands of 
Congress? 

Mr. TOWNER, I can not agree with my colleague in that 
regard. I think the Secretary’s judgment in that regard far 
more valuable than that of Congressmen. It is absolutely im- 
portant and necessary that this Congress should not handicap 
the Secretary in regard to this matter, because Congress has 
the right at any time, if he does the wrong thing or pursues a 
wrong policy, to stop it, and you can not tell what the circum- 
stances may be as they arise. 

F The time of the gentleman from Iowa has 
expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I think the issue on this 
amendment is pretty clearly defined. I should like to make a 
few observations in reference to the amendment, The Agricul- 
tural Department, in the employment of its scientific force, 
comes in competition with all of the State universities and 
agricultural colleges throughout the United States. The gen- 
eral scale of salaries in universities for scientific men and in 
agricultural colleges is not only far above the $4,500 Limitation, 
but far in excess of the $6,500 limitation proposed in this 
amendment. In addition, the Department of Agriculture, in get- 
ting scientific men, comes into competition with the great com- 
mercial institutions of the country. I am not contending that 
the department should pay salaries equal to commercial sal- 
aries, but I do think it should be put in a position to compete 
with the universities and the agricultural colleges in obtaining 
scientific men. 

For example, the University of- Pennsylvania pays a maxi- 
mum salary of $7,000 or $8,000 for professors, The University 
of Wisconsin pays $7,500; Michigan, $7,500; Illinois, $7,000; 
California, $6,000; Ohio, $7,500; Cornell, $6,250. The Ohio 
State University pays $15,000 for its dean. 

Now, let us get down to brass tacks on this proposition. 
Under existing law the salary of scientific men in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture is limited to $4,500. That limitation was 
imposed in 1915, and it has been in effect about seven years. 
Has the department abused that limitation? Has it advanced 
a large portion of its scientific force to 84.500? As a matter of 
fact, in the seven years that provision has been applicable to 
the Department of Agriculture only 74 men, approximately 2 
per cent of the total scientific force of the Department of Agri- 
culture, have been advanced to a salary of $4,500. Now, this 
provision of $6,500 has been in effect for two years. Up to 
this time no one—not one man—in the Department of Agri- 
culture has been appointed at a salary of $6,500. Under the 
limitation 20 men have been appointed at salaries of $5,000 
and 6 of $5,500. In two years 35 men out of a total force of 
about 3,800, less than 1 per cent, have been advanced in salary, 
and none have been advanced to the maximum. The provision 
will cost the Government just $20,000. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Miehigan. I agree with my colleague 
heartily that the salaries ought fo be increased, but—— 

Mr. ANDERSON. The gentleman wants to limit the salaries 
so that it would absolutely tie up the Department of Agricul- 
ture to a fixed and limited schedule of salaries for all time. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. My amendment would put 
more men on a higher salary than the Secretary of Agriculture 
ever asked for and more than does the gentleman’s bill. I will 
say this 

Mr. ANDERSON. I decline to yield further. I have only 10 
minutes and I want to use them. Why do gentlemen want to 
impose a limit on the Department of Agriculture which they 
do not impose on any other department? There are 7,700 men 
in other departments who are getting more than $5,000. Yet 
the Committee on Agriculture, which is supposed to have the 
interests of the agriculture of this country at heart, proposes to 
limit salaries in the Department of Agriculture above $5,000 
to 15 for all time. It is so absurd that I am surprised that 


anybody should suggest It. 

Mr. McoLAUGHLIN of Michigan. The Secretary of Agricul- 
ture’s suggestion to our committee would not give as much 
liberality as my amendment would give it. 


1923. 


Mr. ANDERSON. 


I do not know what the Secretary of Agri- 
culture proposed to the gentleman’s committee. I do not think 


that he ever proposed to hamstring the department. I have no 
criticism of the Committee on Agriculture; it is charged with 
legislation in the interest of agriculture and it ought to have 
the substantial interests of agriculture at heart. I want it to 
have a chance to give some new consideration to this question. 
I would like to see if the Committee on Agriculture really 
wants to deal fairly with the matter. I would like to find out 
whether it is willing to give the Department of Agriculture 
the same opportunity, the same power, with respect to salaries 
as is given to other heads of departments. 

Mr. Speaker, because I want to give them that opportunity, 
because I would really like to see them demonstrate whether they 
are in favor of a policy of reasonable liberality with respect 
to salaries of scientific men in the Department of Agriculture, I 
am going to move to concur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment which will limit the . of these salaries to 
one year, and I hope the Agricultural Committee will get to- 
gether and consider this question from a reasonable point of view 
and bring out a pigce of legislation here that will adequately 
deal with the situation. 

Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur in the Senate amend- 
ment with an amendment, which I send to the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In lien of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the following: 

"H MAXIMUM SALARIES. 

„During the fiscal year 1024 the maximum salary of any scientific 
investigator or other employee engaged in scientific work and paid from 
the general appropriations of the Department of Agriculture shall not 
exceed at the rate of $6,500 per annum: Provided, That for the fiscal 
year 1924 no salary shall be paid under this paragraph at a rate per 
annum in excess of $5,000, except the following: Not more than 12 in 
excess of $5,000 but n tin excess of $5,500 each, and not more than 5 in 
excess of $5,500 each.“ 

Mr, ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the motion to recede and concur with an amendment. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Would it be in order at this time to con- 
gratulate the gentleman upon offering this amendment now? 

The SPEAKER. It would not. The question is on ordering 
the previous question. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division of the 
motion of the gentleman from Minnesota, 

The SPEAKER. The question is now on ordering the pre- 
vious question. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to ask for a division of the main 
question when it is put. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota moves to 
recede and concur in the Senate amendment with an amend- 
ment, and the gentleman from Texas demands a division. The 
first question is on the motion to recede. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Branton) there were—ayes 128, noes 1. 

So the motion to recede was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on concurring in the 
Senate amendment with an amendment. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, can we have the amendment 
again reported? 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment. 

There was no objection, and the Clerk again reported the 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question now is on the motion to con- 
cur in the Senate amendment with the amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment No. 33: Page 83, beginning with line 11, strike out 
the remainder of the page and lines 1, 2, 3, and 4 on page 83 and 
insert: Forest roads and trails: For carrying out the provisions 
of section 23 of the Federal highway act, approved November 9, 1921, 
and as authorized by paragraph 2 of section 4 of the act making 
appropriations for the Post Office Department for the fiscal year 
1093 Approves June 19, 1922, to be available until expended, 
$6,500,000.” 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment with an amendment which I send to 
the Clerk’s desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

FOREST ROADS AND TRAILS. 


For carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal highwa 
act, 3 November 9, 1921, $3,000,000, to be available un 
expen , being part of the sum of $6,500,000 authorized to be appro- 
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priated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, by paragraph 2 of 
section 4 of the act making appropriations for the Post Office Depart- 
ment for the fiscal year 1923 Approved June 19, 1922: Provided, t 
the 8 of gr a is hereby authorized, immediately upon 
the approval of this act, also to apportion and prorate among the 
several States, Alaska, and Porto Rico, as provided in section 23 of 
said Federal highway act, the sum of $3,500,000, constituting the 
remainder of the said authorization of $6,500,000: Provided further, 
That the Secretary of Agriculture may incur obligations, approve proj- 
ects, or enter into contracts under his apportionment ‘and: rorating 
of this authorization, and his action in so doing shall be Seamed a 
contractual obligation of the Federal Government for the payment 
of the cost thereof: Provided further, That the appropriations here- 
tofore, herein, and hereafter made for the purpose of carrying out the 
EN of section 8 of the act of July 11, 1916, and of section 

of the Federal highway act of November 9, i921, and acts amenda- 
tory thereof and supplemental thereto, shall be considered available 
for the purpose of e the obligations created hereunder in any 
State or Territory: Provi further, That the total expenditures on 
account of any State or Territory shall at no time exceed its authorized 
apportionmen 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the House carried a provi- 
sion for forest roads, which made an appropriation of $3,000,000, 
on account of the authorization of $6,500,000 for the next fiscal 
year. It carried with that provision a proviso which au- 
thorized the Secretary of Agriculture to apportion and prorate 
among the States the balance of the authorization, amounting 
to $3,500,000, The Senate made a straight appropriation of 
$6,500,000 on the item. When we came to examine the proposi- 
tion we found that the language which the House carries was 
not sufficient to accomplish the purpose we had in mind. Under 
existing law the appropriations are apportioned and prorated 
to the States, on the basis specified in the law, for the construc- 
tion of highways which complete the State highway system and 
for forest roads and trails for purposes of fire protection. The 
consequence of this situation was that we had tied up in the 
proposition a considerable amount of money which was not 
needed for payment upon contracts which were coming due 
within the fiscal year. The object of this amendment is to make 
the total sums already appropriated available interchangeably 
in any State or upon any contract. The program is now going 
forward at the rate of $10,000,000 a year. This will give the 
department something over $11,000,000 to apply on those con- 
tracts during the next fiscal year. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. ? 

Mr. DOWELL. In what respect does this amendment change 
the bill from the way it passed the House? 

Mr. ANDERSON. It does not change it at all. It simply 
conforms to some suggestions made by the Forest Service, in 
order to comply with the methods they are operating under 
down there. 

Mr. DOWELL. The substance of this amendment is the 
same as was contained in the original bill? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. And this will not deprive 
the fund in any way of the full amount of authorization of 
last June? ` 

Mr. ANDERSON. No; it will not. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. CRISP]. 

Mr. CRISP. Mr. Speaker, I was not present when the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Texas, Mr. BLANTON, was submitting 
some observations early in the day on the provision in this 
bill relative to the pecan industry of the United States. I am 
advised, however, that he stated that Texas produced 90 per 
cent of the pecans produced in the United States. 

Mr. BLANTON. Commercial pecans. 

Mr. CRISP. There is no way of differentiating between the 
commercial and the other pecans, so far as statistics are con- 
cerned, Texas is a great State and I rejoice in any good that 
befalls it. Of course, I think Georgia is a greater State. I 
have just phoned to the Census Office and to the Agricultural 
Department to get the statistics as to the production of pecans, 
simply for the purpose of keeping the record straight. The 
last available statistics were for the year 1919. Both the 
Census Office and the Agricultural Department advise me that 
in 1919 there were produced in the United States 31,808,508 
pounds of pecans; that the great State of Texas produced 
16,757,421 pounds, which is a fraction over 50 per cent. Of the 
rest, Georgia produced 2.544.377 pounds; Oklahoma, 4,296,647 
pounds; Louisiana, 2,242,859 pounds; Florida, 1,025,673 pounds; 
and Mississippi, 155,245 pounds. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRISP. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will get the hearings that 
were passed at the meeting called by Doctor Quintance, who 
is at the head of this department, with reference to the removal 
of the pecan laboratory from Texas, he will see that the evi- 
dence there, just a month ago, was that Texas produces about 
90 per cent of the commercial pecans of the United States. 
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Mr. CRISP. Well, I appeared before the Committee on Appro- 


priations and urged this appropriation. I did not read or know 
of any such evidence, but I know that the statistician of the 


Department of Agriculture has just advised me as to these fig- | 


ures, and told me he had no later figures. Now, I wanted, for the 
purpose of keeping the record straight, to put these figures in. 
The pecan industry in my State is a new one, comparatively 
new, and only for the last four or five years has it been 
enlarging. It is now growing very rapidly. I have no doubt 
Georgia raised twice as many pecans last year as she did in 
1919. In my section there are a number of pecan orchards 
containing 2.000 acres. One of them is partially owned by one 
of our colleagues in this House [Mr. MeFabpzx, of Pennsyl- 


nia], and no State and no country is producing larger, finer, } 


or more delicious pecans than the State of Georgia. 
plause.] 

Mr. LOWREY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRISP. I wilt. 

Mr. LOWREY. Will not the gentleman at least agree that 
his colleague, the gentleman from Texas, comes from the nut- 
tiest State in the Union? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Except Mississippi. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman from Minnesota per- 
mit me to ask him a question? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I wil. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. It may have been asked this morning, an 
therefore $ 

Mr. ANDERSON. I never object to answering questions 
twice if I can answer them the same way each time. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I wish to know if the appropriation of 
$700,000 as proposed by the Senate for market news service is 
sufficient to extend the service into my State and in some of the 
Southeastern States? : 

Mr. ANDERSON. The amount appropriated is sufficient to 
extend to all parts of the United States the existing telegraphic 
service on fruits, vegetables, and live stock. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. So I am Justified in the conclusion that 
the purpose of the legislation at least is to give this extension 
in the service? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes; but the gentleman must realize that 
it only extends the existing service and does not involve any 
new service. 

Mr. MONTAGUD. Perhaps it would not apply to Virginia 
and some of these other points. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It would depend somewhat upon the char- 
acter of the production. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield for a ques- 
tion? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I will. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I think that service is provided for in 
these various State colleges. Is that right? 

Mr. ANDERSON. All I can say about it is that the purpose 
of the Senate amendment was to extend the existing service to 
the sections of the country which do not now have it, which in- 
cludes the southeastern, the intermountain section, the west 
coast, and the southwest. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I desire unanimous con- 
sent to insert in the Recorp a letter from my State college 
about this matter we are talking abont. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from North Carolina asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the manner in- 
dicated. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

STATE COOPERATION IN MARKETING WORK IN NORTH CAROLINA, 
DIVISION OF MARKETS AND RUMAL ORGANIZATION, 
Raleigh, V. O., January 22, 1923. 
[North Carolina State College of Agriculture and Engineering and 
bureau of markets and State department of agriculture coopera’ 1 


Hon. C. L. ABERNETHY, 
Washington, D. C. 

Duan Str: For several aon we have been attempting to supply the 
povus of this State with market information on a few of the lead- 
ng crops during the shipping season. use of the very great ex- 
pense of the ordinary telegraph service we have had to limit this 
work to strawberries, white potatoes, and peaches, giving about a 
three weeks’ service on each. Our growers have constantly clamored 
for a more continued service and have asked us to include dail 
market information on all the farm crops, but this will be impracti- 
cable without we are able to secure an extension of the Federal leased- 
wire service into this State. 

For some time the leased-wire service of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture has been available to the New pagana, North At- 
lantle, East North Central. and West North Cen States. Then 
during the war it was extended to the Pacific coast and recently a 


[Ap- 


2 Dee has been made to take it into the State of Texas, 
r. J. H. Meek, of the Virginia Division of Markets, states that for 
this service the Federal Government has expended as follows: 
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It is antic? 
in 2 per estimates 


ted that $405,000 piss $20,000 for the extension of the 
e State of Texas will be expended in 1923, and $401,400 
laced before Congress. 


ted at least $150, 
Do you not feel that the truck growers of the southeastern section 
are being discriminated against somewhat by not having this service? 
At the present time we are very well equip) for broadcasting radio 
news inasmuch as the State college station here is one of the est in 
America, We are unable to use it, however, except very slightly, 


because of the enormous cost of collecting market information, 


State of North Carolina might be financially able to pay for an ex- 
tension of the leased wire into Raleigh, but we feel that all of the 
States in this section need the same service and that it will be much 
cheaper to provide for all at the same time. 

We trust that you will see fit to pases into this matter and assure 
you that if this service can be extended into Raleigh, the division of 
markets will abundantly care for the dissemination of market prices to 
the growers throughout the State. 

Very truly yours, 


Mr. ANDERSON. 
on my motion. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recede 
and concur with an amendment. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment 34; On page 84 of the bill after line 10 insert: 
“Purchase of seeds for drought-stricken areas: That the Secre- 
of Agriculture is hereby authorized, for the crop of 1923, to 
advances or loans to farmers in the drought-s en areas of 
the State of Washin; and of the State of New Mexico, where he 
shall find that s need for such assistance exists, for the purchase 
of wheat for seed e in the State of Washington and the 
purchase of pinto beans for seed purposes in the State of New Mexico, 
and, when necessary, to procure such seed and sell same to such 
farmers. Such advances, loans, or agree shall be made upon such 
terms and conditions and subject to such regulations as the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture shall prescribe, including an agreement by each 
farmer to use the thus obtained by him for the production of 
A first Men on the crop to be produced from seed obtained 
h a loan, advance, or sale made under this section shall, in 
the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture, be deemed sufficient 
security therefor. All such advances or loans shall be made 
such agencies as the 5 of Agriculture shall designate, r 
carrying out the purposes of this 8 be immediately avail- 
able (not more than e of which s be available to procure 
pinto bean seeds), $550,000. 
“That any persons who shall knowingly make any false representa- 
tion for the purpose of obtaining an advance, loan, or sale under the 
receding paragraph shall, upon conviction thereof’ be punished by a 
ing $1,000, or by imprisonment not exceeding six 
months or both.” 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
further insist on its disagreement to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
preferential motion, to recede and concur, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota moves fur- 
ther to insist on its disagreement, and the gentleman from 
Washington makes a preferential motion to recede and concur 
in the Senate amendment, 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. SUMMERS]. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, 
as to whether this policy of Federal aid to drought- stricken 
farmers is a sound policy or not I need not now discuss, because 
we have already established that policy during the two pre- 
ceding years. This Congress in 1921 appropriated for the 
drought-stricken wheat farmers of Montana and the Dakotas 
and Idaho $2,000,000. In 1922 we appropriated for the same 
purpose $1,500,000. During 1922 there were loans to 6,554 farm- 
ers in the State of Montana, $756,000. In South Dakota to 
4,977 wheat farmers, $661,000, and North Dakota to 431 farm- 
ers, $37,600. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield for a short 
question? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I will 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Are drought conditions in the State of 
Washington as severe as in the State of New Mexico? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I am not familiar with con- 
ditions in New Mexico. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. There was 1 inch of rain in that State 
in the last 15 months, and I will state to my friend that if the 
conditions are as bad in his State as in the State of New 
Mexico, the people need this help and I am for it. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I thank the gentleman. I 
want to state the conditions a little further. The loans which 
were made to drought-stricken farmers in the States just re- 
ferred to have been productive of splendid results. I drove 
through all of those States last summer. I found a good wheat 


GoRRELL SHUMAKER, 
Acting Chief, Division of Markets. 


Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 


ne of not exe 


crop growing, which later matured, and they harvested millions 
of bushels of wheat, the best crop they have had in many years. 


1923. 
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And I learned further—in fact, I was told by a Member of this 
House only two days ago—that hundreds and hundreds of those 
having to go into bankruptcy, lose their stock, lose their ma- 
chinery, lose their farms, and the farms have not remained idle. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. If the gentleman will per- 
mit, I would like to go a little further first. 
the wheat-growing portions of the State of Washington we have 
the very best and most productive wheat lands to be found 
statement. But there is an area including some five or six 
counties. which has been suffering for the past six years. For 
1922 the rainfall was so limited that they had almost a com- 
plete failure and produced only from 1 to 4 bushels per acre 

The banks took care of those farmers during all of these 
years. 

But they have all gone down together. Now, if that condition 
were going to continue, certainly the Federal Government would 
them to seed a crop at this time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman from 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. 
to have five minutes more. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
five minutes more, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman is recognized 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The situation at this time 
is this: After putting forth every effort to purchase seed wheat, 
It has cost them to plow, harrow, cultivate that land and pre- 
pare it for seeding, according to the farming methods out 
not be able to seed this spring unless they secure outside help. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

I asked for and have received numerous affidavits from wheat 
growers of many years’ standing in that section of the State, 
the information before the committee. The Secretary of Agri- 
culture has asked for this relief, and the Senate has written 

The weather conditions are the all-important matter there. 
The soil is all right. After these six years the drought is now 
they had a very heavy snowfall at a time when the ground 
was not frozen, so- that when the snow melted the moisture 
crop. this summer, if we are willing to do for these farmers 
exactly what we have done for their neighbors across the State 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes, 
these loans, made to these farmers in other States, are being 
paid back? 
paid back at the rate of many thousands of dollars every day. 

I provided in the bill which I introduced that the loans 
November 1. This amendment, which was inserted in the bill 
by the Senate, provides, of course, for a first mortgage on the 
that he thinks is necessary to secure the Government. 

Now, gentlemen, this is the situation: These farmers are in 
By our action the farmers in the ether States were able to 
grow a good crop and are reestablished in their farming opera- 
lutely down and out unless they can get a little outside aid. 
Their condition is not a eonsequence of any fault of theirs, 
effort possible, and the community has done the best it could 
for them. But they have come to the point where they are not 
they can seed these 400,000 acres and grow a crop this year. 

Mr. LOWREY. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 


farmers have been enabled to remain on their farms instead of 

Mr. HICKS. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

The situation in the State of Washington is this: In most of 
anywhere in the United States. Statistics bear me out in this 
five years in succession they had a shortage of moisture. In 
over a part of this area. 

The merchants carried them. The millers carried them. 
not be justified, nor would anyone else be justified, in helping 
Washington has expired. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like 

Mr. ANDERSON. 
for five minutes more, 
they succeeded in seeding last fall all but about 400,000 acres. 
there, not less than $1,500,000. But I am informed they will 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. A little later, if you please. 
and I appeared before the Committee on Agriculture and laid 
this amendment into this appropriation bill. 
broken. They have already been having unusual rains, and 
went into the ground, and there is every prospect of a good 
line during the past two years. 

Mr. HICKS. The question I wanted to ask was whether 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I understand they are being 
should bear 5 per cent interest and should be repayable by 
growing crop, or the Secretary may require any other security 
exactly the same condition as were the farmers across the line. 
tions. These men—hundreds and hundreds of them—are abso- 
They have done the best they could. They have made every 
able to go out and purchase the necessary seed wheat so that 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes, 


Mr. LOWREY. Have these lands produced good erops be- 
fore this period of drought? Have they been proven to be 
good wheat lands? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The figures submitted show 
crops of 15 to 20 bushels per acre and as high as 35 or 40 
bushels an acre previous to this drought. It is not that these 
lands are unproductive—they are productive—but there has. 
been a shortage of moisture during these years. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. WATSON. This amendment may not be looked upon as 
a privileged one to the farmers alone; but is it not for the 
benefit of the American people? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes; it is for the benefit of 
the American people. I trust my motion will be sustained. 
[Applause.] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time of the gentleman 
from Washington has again expired. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I sympathize with the posi- 
tion in which my friend from Washington [Mr. Summers] finds 
himself. But this is not a Federal proposition, and it is not 
one that justifies a Federal appropriation. There are four 
or five counties in the State of Washington where, as I under- 
stand it, they have not had a crop for five years, where the 
banks had made loans, and the situation is rather badly tied 
up. But, if we make these loans, we would do substantially 
as we did before and help the banks rather than the farmers, 
for, after all, these loans will mean that the banker has better 
security, and in some cases the farmer will pay his note at 
the bank and borrow money for seed from. the Government. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 
igen ANDERSON. I yield to the gentleman from Wash- 

on. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Does not the gentleman. 
think that if we enable the farmer who has been putting forth 
his best efforts to put in a crop and to remain on his farm 
rather than to lose everything, when there is every prospect 
that this can be repaid, and will be repaid this fall, we shall 
do about the right thing? It seems to me the fact. that it is 
a smaller area should not militate against the passage of this. 
Two years ago we appropriated $2,000,000 and last year we 
appropriated $1,500,000, and now we are asking for $450,000 
for that same class of farmers. 

Mr. ANDERSON, Mr. Speaker, when we made the prior 
appropriation for seed loans the proposition was one covering. 
hundreds of thousands of acres, in which several States were 
interested, and some of those States practically admitted their 
bankruptcy and inability fo deal with the situation. Now, I 
do not suppose that the State of Washington, with its legisla- 
ture in session, is admitting its inability to deal with these 
5 in four or five counties in the eastern part of the 

ate. 

l of Washington. Will the gentleman yield 
to me 

Mr. ANDERSON. Certainly. 

Mr. JOHNSON ef Washington. I think, on the contrary, 
that the State legislature in the State of Washington is at 
this time endeavoring to memorialize Congress in reference 
to this situation. 

Mr. MADDEN. Why do they not memorialize the State? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Washington. They have, If the gentle- 
man will give me one minute, I will say that the drought- 
stricken counties in the State of Washington are, perhaps, 200 
miles from where I live. When I got home to the State of 
Washington last fall, after being here and away from it for 
two years, I was very much surprised to find the extent of 
the drought and distress in eastern Washington. I found 
that five or six counties had gone to the mat in the effort to 
carry themselves through those bad years. I found only four 
bank failures. There had been the most tremendous financial 
effort to hold up those counties, Of course, the other banks 
helped. and to the limit in the effort to enable them to hold 
their own and not make necessary an appeal to the Nation. 
Now we come with a modest request, which has been agreed to 
in the Senate, and we come with an almost certain pledge 
agreeing to pay interest—that this money can be returned this 
winter. We base this appeal on the precedent of the help 
for other States. We make it because we know that this. 
Congress has been desirous of helping the farmers. We ean 
not do any more than present the merits of the case. We 
make the appeal to the membership to recede and concur in 
the Senate amendment, remembering that at the same time 
there is an item here on behalf of New Mexico, whose Repre- 
sentative in Congress died only a few days ago and can not 
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speak for himself. I hope the amendment of the gentleman 
from Washington [Mr. SumMMers] will prevail. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, of course everyone in this 
House sympathizes with the situation, but there must be an 
end somewhere to the Federal Government being the Santa 
Claus of everybody who happens to be in distress. There are 
people in distress in my district. There are people in distress 
in every district in the United States. Why pick out four 
counties in Washington and a little piece of New Mexico and 
deal with them? If we are going to loan to people who are 
in distress, why not pass legislation which will deal with all 
the States and all of the people who are in distress and who 
need loans? 

And let me just say to my good friends on the Committee on 
Agriculture that here is a place where they can very properly 
assert their jurisdiction. If the salary item was legislation, 
this is more legislation. This is a matter which ought to re- 
ceive the consideration of the Committee on Agriculture if 
it ought to receive the consideration of any committee. 

Mr. KINCHELORB. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. It has been before the Committee on 
Agriculture, but it has never got out of that committee. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think that answers the question. There 
is nothing more to be said about it. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. The answer is in exactly 
the same way that the preceding question was answered. The 
committee failed to take action. I was assured that there 
would have been a favorable report at the time this was pre- 
sented to the committee, but there was no quorum present. 

Mr. MADDEN. My understanding is that there was a dis- 
tinct understanding when the last loan was made that no other 
applications would come to the House, and there ought not to 
be any consideration of this one now. 

Mr. SNELL. What proportion of the previous loans have 
been paid? 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. That is what I want to know, 


too. 

Mr. ANDERSON. In November, 1922, 42 per cent of the 1921 

loan had been paid and 80 per cent of the 1922 loan had been 
aid. 

z Mr. SNYDER. What was the term of the loan when it was 

made? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think it went to the crop year, approxi- 
mately six months. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. In 1921 their drought con- 
tinued. In 1922 they made a crop, and before their marketing 
time had half passed they had repaid almost half of the loans 
for the two years. In November the wheat is not all marketed 
by any manner of means, not half of it marketed, and every- 
body knows who is familiar with conditions that they did not 
make a crop in 1921 and could not pay, but in 1922 they did. 

Mr. SNYDER. If that is so, there was no idea of paying the 
loan when it was supposed to come due. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. When they made a crop 
they paid the loan. Surely no bad faith can be charged 
against them for not paying in 1921 when they had nothing 
with which to pay. 

Mr. CRAMTON. If the gentlemen will yield, I want to sug- 
gest that under the previous appropriations made, chiefly in 
Montana, when it came to repaying the loan the Government 
was obliged to spend considerable money to make collections, 
and in many cases encountered obstacles put in its way by 
the banks who were so largely the beneficiaries of this kind 
of legislation. Instead of coming to the aid of the Federal 
Government and cooperating in getting the money repaid they 
were far from cooperating, as the hearings held before the 
Committee on Appropriations will demonstrate, 

Mr. ANDERSON. That is unquestionably true, Mr. Speaker. 
This is clearly not a Federal proposition. 

I move the previous question. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota moves the 
previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. A preferential motion was made by the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. Summers] on which the vote 
will come first, that the House recede and concur in the Senate 
amendment. 

The question being taken, the motion was rejected. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSON] that the House further 
insist on its disagreement to the Senate amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
P: 85, line 13, i — * 
2 a e 3, strike out the figures “ $69,068,053" and insert 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and con- 
cur with the following amendment: 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. ANDERSON moves to recede and concur with the following 
amendment: In lieu of the sum proposed in said amendment insert 


$69,536,653. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its secre- 
taries, announced that the Senate had insisted upon its amend- 
ment to the bill (H. R. 11939) to amend section 5219 of the 
Revised Statutes of the United States, disagreed to by the 
House of Representatives, had agreed to the conference asked 
by the House on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. McLean, Mr. PEPPER, and Mr. 
FLETCHER as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 18660) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such Dis- 
trict for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1924, and for other pur- 
poses, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with 
amendments the bill (H. R. 18926) making appropriations for 
the legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, in which the concur- 
rence of the House of Representatives was requested. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
bill (S. 4114) for the relief of Bertha N. Rich, in which the con- 
currence of the House of Representatives was requested. 

LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 13926, the legisla- 
tive appropriation bill, disagree to all the Senate amendments, 
and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker’s table, disagree to all 
the Senate amendments, and ask for a conference, a bill of 
which the Clerk will read the title. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 

H. R. 18926, making appropriations for the legislative branch of the 
Serene for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur- 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, I want to ask 
the gentleman a question. The Senate has placed numerous, 
not a few, but numerous, legislative items on this bill, going up 
to an enormous sum of money. 

Mr. MADDEN. The amount put on by the Senate is about 
$100,000. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, more than that. 

Mr, ANDERSON. No; it is a relatively small amount, about 
$100,000. 

Mr. BLANTON, Then I have been misinformed. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Chair appointed as conferees on the part of the House 
Mr. CANNON, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. JoHNsoN of Kentucky. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXV, Senate bill of the following title 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims: 

S. 4114. An act for the relief of Bertha N. Rich. 


PRIVATE PENSION BILLS. 


Mr, FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
private pension bills in order to-day may be considered in the 
House as in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that private pension bills in order to-day may be 
considered in the House as in the Committee of the Whole. Is 
there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That request applies to H. R. 


12887? 
Mr. FULLER. Yes; this is a private pension bill to correct 
a mistake made in a former bill, 
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And it does not apply to a 
legislative bill? 

Mr. FULLER. It applies to this bill and an omnibus bill. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I have no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


JACOB F. ROSENBERGER. 


Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 12887, 
granting a pension to Jacob F. Rosenberger. 
The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Jacob 
berger, 
Penns 
of $2 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, the reason for this bill is 
that there was a clerical mistake in the same case which 
was included in an omnibus bill passed in the second session 
of the Congress and which became a law on the 18th day of 
September last. In that bill the name was given as Joseph 
F. Rosenberger when it should have been Jacob. The bill is 
to correct that mistake, and I offer an amendment at the end 
of the section striking out the period, inserting a comma, and 
adding “from the 18th of September, 1922.” i 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

P: 1, line 10, after the word “month” strike out the period, 
1 comma, and add the words “from the 18th day of September, 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. f 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. FULLER, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS. 


Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from North Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the RECORD. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. > 

The extension of remarks referred to is here printed in full 
as follows: 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Speaker, Mr. H. N. Owen, editor of Farm, 
Stock and Home, Minneapolis, delivered a very thoughtful and 
convincing address in favor of a controlled production at the 
Tri-State Grain Growers’ Convention, held this month at Fargo, 
N. Dak.: 


ADDRESS DELIVERED AT THE TRISTATA GRAIN GROWERS’ 
FARGO, N. DAK., THURSDAY, JANUARY 18, 1923. 


In a short story by Ambrose Bierce he develops a situation in which 


CONVENTION, 


the lea: character battles with an unseen enemy. He is constan 
aware of its presence; it thwarts all his efforts to shake it loose, 
all of the plans that he tries out to kill and eliminate this 


enemy are futile, 
Now, it seems to me that agriculture is in a good deal the same 
situation as the man in this story. It is battling an unseen enemy. 


aay other line of productive enterprise. 
get throu 


that now apparently has such a ho 
in plain io T it go further than merely showing it to 

n suggest a means of ng an 
awa h this enemy. 


rst, however, I want to pay some attention to the various remedies 
roposed to help out farmers at this time. Let us examine, first of all, 
‘or a few minutes, the credit situation. Congress is busy working on 
eredit legislation, oping Rae by giving farmers access to more money 
at lower interest rates, y can tide themselves over the present crisis. 
Now, I believe nearly everyone in this room know niy sentiments on 
credit and the necessity of cheap money for farmers, but unless there 
is a chance of making money on borrowed money, ability to borrow is 
not going to solve the problem. Borrowing money tọ lose 8 pro- 
longs the struggles of the borrower, and he keeps working and hoping 
that in some mysterious way the tide will turn and enable him to pay 
his debts. When the deflation started in the fall of 1920, I fully be- 
lieved that greater credit facilities to enable farmers to tide over the 
deflation period was necessary and desirable. I believed at that time 
that agriculture was beling deflated first and that all other lines of in- 
dustry would follow in due course. Unfortunately, however, that has 
not been the case. In manufacturing there was some decline in prices 
of manufactured goods, but for the last six months there is every 
indication that manufacturing has stood all the deflation that we can 
expect to see. Prices of many articles have started up. here has 
been in some lines a slight revival of business in the last quarter of 
1922, and this revival may extend into the first half of the present 
year, but agriculture has not as yet shown a proportional rise from its 


‘ou. I 
doing 


pa 
legislative action, it 3 for that man to get money at 6 
cent. He saves then $150 a year. Of x EE 
after all, how much it really help him if his farming 
still showing a loss? Every $150 that can be saved on the outa. of 
soma lightens the burden just that much, but if money is still being 
lost, the eventual finish will be the same whether the man is pay- 
ing 9 per cent or 6 per cent. It will take a little lon te go broke, 
People can not borrow themselves into prosperity. We haye got to 
look further for our remedy than more credit. 

I refer here to the chart of the increase in mo 
not going to use these figures, as you probably think 
am not going to use them, as they are so frequen used by sensa- 
ti to indicate the downhill course of agriculture, A 
— ‘ sr ah a mean that PAI po entered into be- 

use of moi gages may use r raising mon 
to make it — A to make more money; so, for the sake of — — 
I am going to assume that this increase in 6 does 
ai necessarily mean, taken by itself, that agricul is going down- 


But putting the best meaning possible on it, what conclusion do 
we reach? Let us take Minnesota, for instance, with its increase of 
10 per cent in the number of farms mortgaged between 1910 and 1920. 
Now, this decade includes the period of the war and only includes a 
few months of the deflation period. It includes the od when it is 
popularly supposed agriculture reached its greatest height of prosperity: 
We find in the same decade North Dakota increased the number of 
mortgaged farms 25 cent, with South Dakota making practically 
the same increase. hese three States we might classify roughly as 

States. In the older States of Iowa, Illinois, and Wisconsin we 
o not find as great an increase in mortgages, but there was a much 
larger percentage mortgaged in 1890 in Iowa than in Minnesota, and 
even in 1920 we find that Iowa had a larger percentage of mortgaged 
farms than Minnesota. Illinois makes the best showing of the six 
States under consideration. Wisconsin shows a . percentage of 
increase in the prosperous decade of 1910-1920. ow, it does not 
make any difference whether these mortgages were made to raise 
money to losses or to build better bujidings, till, buy more stock, 
or what not. The indebtedness is there just the same. It was created 
on a high-price level and must be paid on a lower-price level. If 
that price level say r cent below the level that the debt 
was contracted on, it means t for every dollar borrowed, $1.25 
will have to be paid back, this entirely aside from interest, so that, 
looking at the matter this standpoint, credit, instead of helping, 
has been a detriment. 

Let us turn for a moment to the matter of cooperative marketing. 
Just now cooperative ce pote Hor being hailed as the great cure all for 
all our agricultural troubles; if we can only all the farmers in the 
country o to market all their oducts cooperatively, there 
would no longer be an ——— problem. Now, What I am going 
to say may be construed by some of my friends as going back on some 
of my previous ideas—that I have always been a 3 that I 
have always been strong for cooperation. Well, now, I want to say 
that I am just as strong for cooperative marketing t as I ever 
was, but I do not believe that coo tive marketing t y is going 
to solve the matter of greater profits on the farm. Cooperative mar- 
keting developed to its fullest extent may eut out some of the spread 
between what the ultimate consumer pays and the farmer receives for 
his product; it may raise the price of what the farmer gets, at the 
same time lowering to a certain extent the price the consumer pays, 
That, at all events, is the ideal that the true cooperator has in mind, 
But cooperative marketing can not of itself be much of a price maker 
unless it can reach a point where the flow from the farm to the 
market can be regulated to meet demand. In that way something can 
be done in raising the price; but even that has its tations. The 
citrus-fruit growers of California have gr ron the most successful 
cooperative enterprise we have in the United States, and have actually 
inereased the price the growers receive through their methods of mar- 
keting, but in doing so they have opened the great danger that threatens 
cooperative marketing. 

. by the citrus people themselves that the better 
p 


they have 

of the 55 area in California, which will 
into bearing in about five years. Now then, what is going to happen 
when this new acreage comes into bearing and when the additional 
acreage that will be put into trees during the next five years begins to 
come into bearing? Can the Citrus Fruit Growers’ on ex- 
pand their market as rapidly as they expand their product? Another 
5 is what has happened as a result of cooperative potato 
marketing: 

The seven northern States, Michigan, Wisconsin, Minnesota, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, Montana, and Nebraska, produce 62 per cent 
of the potato crop grown in the United States. 2 

In the last three or four years a number of these States have 
organized more or less efficient cooperative ting association 
Michigan being a particular example of efficiency, and yet, in the las 
three years 1 in these seven States has increased 33 per cent 
and while there still are factors in the marketing end that can be 
improved all the States that the crop produced is larger than 


farms. I am 
am going to. I 


agree t 
can be marketed profitably. Here are the figures: 
ACREAGE— YEARS. 
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YIELDS—3 YEARS, 


111, 000, 000 


To just the extent that cooperative marketing increases the profit 
to the producer it will lead the producer to greater production, and in 
time to overproduction. Then, what can cooperative marketing do, 
if it has more to handle than there is demand for? ‘Therefore, I do 
not think that cooperative marketing of itself can save the situation. 

Then we are tol i certain people that all that alls farming is 
railroad rates, that the railroad rates were reduced there would 
no further difficulty. Well, I will admit that high railroad rates are 
a great . to farmers. They catch him coming and going. 
He has to pay the freight on what he sells, and he also has to 
the freight on what he buys. In a way, high freight rates are restrict- 
ing and localizing his markets. Under the present freight rate struc- 
ture the farmers in the Eastern States are enjoying the . pros- 
perity they have had for a great many years, because they can com- 
pete for the markets in the large cities on the eastern coast. Not- 
withstanding the higher cost of production of farm products in the 
Fast, the freight rate structure acts DSS much as a tarif wall. 
But suppose we got our freight rates down to where they were prior 
to the war. What would it amount to to the individual farmer? I 
do not believe it would amount to $200 a year on the average. Now. 
are you so nearly prosperous that a $150-a-year saving on a $5,000 
indebtedness and a $200-a-year saving on fre 1 85 rates will make you 

rosperous? I do not think so. I do not believe that the line is as 

ne as that, or can be Closed as easily. 

Then there was the matter of tariff. It has been felt that if we 
had an adequate tariff on farm products it would go a long ways 
toward Lge bree 3 our problems. Well, we have a high tariff on farm 
products, the highest tariff on farm products we have ever had in this 
country. Unfortunately, we also have the highest tariff on everything 
the farmer must buy that we have ever had in this country, so I am 
rather inclined to think that, as the tariff situation stands, the farmer 
really is not very much better off than he was before, except possibly 
as to wheat. I know it is argued that there is no protection to the 
American farmer as long as the United States and Canada are both 
exporters. As an economic proposition that is probably correct, that 
inasmuch as both the United States and Canada must compete in the 
world’s market, the fact that Canadian wheat and flour can not come 
into this country does not make any particular difference. Now, I said 
as an “economic proposition,“ which I mean to qualify by saying that 
in this sense I use economic and theoretical in about the same way. 
There are a rent many economic propositions that can be demon- 
strated theoretically to be correct, but in actual practice do not work 
out that way. I do not believe the competition of Canadian wheat can 
by any possibility be as great to the North Dakota farmer in Liverpool 
as it would be on the sample tables of the Minneapolis Chamber of 
Commerce; therefore I believe a tariff on wheat is necessary, and as I 
develop my theme I think I will convince you that a tariff on agricul- 
tural products is necessary to carrying out and applying the remedy 
for our situation that I have in mind. 

For the last two years we have been told that the trouble with our 
farmers is due to the fact that our exports of foodstuffs have been too 
light, on account of the inability of Europe to buy. This has been 
repeated on platforms, in the daily press, and in the trade press until 
it has become ingrained in the thinking of the people. It is accepted 
as readily as the statement that two and two make four. As far as I 
know, outside of myself there has been no effort made whatever to put 
the facts before the pope of the United States. There seems to be a 

ropaganda at work that sees fit to ignore the facts, that sees fit to re- 

use to refer to them. I am not Fong to take time here and now to im- 
ute motives to the spreaders of this propaganda. It isn't as though 
he facts were inaccessible ; it Isn't as though they were mysteries; they 
have all been published; they have been collated by the artment of 
Commerce and the Department of Agriculture, and yet no reference is 
made to exact figures. The statement is simply made that farmers are 
going broke because Europe can not buy our food. 

Now, let us have these figures sink in a little bit, because, In view of 
fhe way they have been persistently suppressed, they are of the utmost 
mportance : 


Exports to Europe. 
WHEAT—INCLUDING FLOUR, 


Bushels. 
5 years, 1909—191—-44cc4„44ͤ4„„ẽ 503, 575, 000 
5 years, 1914—1918——— --- 1. 090, 712, 930 
4 years, 1919-1922—44„4n/“: i ŘŘ 1, 134, 288, 284 
5 years, 1909-1913__ 216, 739, 000 
5 years, 1914-1918_ 200, 509, 
4 years, 1919-1922_ 319, 032, 468 
5 Fears, 1909-1913.._...-----.--~------~----------. 40, 978, 000 
5 years, 1914-1918__ — 5T, 207, 805 
d years; iind i eae 158, 504, 377 

TOTALS OF WHEAT, CORN, AND RYE. 

5 years, 1909—1913—— 771, 292, 000 
5 years, 1914-1918__ 1, 348, 429, 735 
ern midi ¼0T———[— U 1, 611, 825, 129 


This refusal to recognize facts is one of the finest examples of 
controlled news I ever saw. Somebody has passed the word 
thut people must be told that Europe is not buying our food- 
stuffs, and the well-trained chorus sings the song. 


I have taken the five-year period prior to the war, the five years 
covered by the war, and the four-year riod since the 2 ow, 
these exports are by calendar years. T 1922 exports all cases 


. 


contain estimates for the December exports; but, even so, the figures 
va 1 ee far enough out of the way to have any bearing on the 
nt. 

ow, what do we find? We find that in the five pre-war years 
we exported in round numbers 603,000,000 bushels of wheat, 216,- 
000,000 bushels of corn, and 40,000,000 bushels of rye. During the 
war, when it was not a question of price, when it was entirely a 
question oE geting DN our wheat exports aggregated for these fiye 


ears a e over a billion bushels. Our corn exports were about 
00,000,000 bushels, and our rye exports were about 57,000,000 
bushels. The great increase in wheat was due, of course, to the 


fact that the war was on, that Russia was out of the wheat-exporting 
business, and the people of Europe required food, and food was 
raised and sent them. Then we come to the four years since the 
war, and what do we find? mpy that in these four years, when 
Europe has been bankrupt, when Europe has been “unable to buy 
food,” we have shipped them 1,134,288,284 bushels of wheat, 319,- 
032,468 bushels of corn, and 158,504,377 bushels of rye. 

Let us put it another way, In five years previous to the war the 
total exports of the three food grains—wheat; corn, and rye—amounted 
in round numbers to 771,000,000 bushels. During the war, when 
food was the paramount issue, when food bad to be got at any 
cost, the United States’ exports of these three grains was 1,348,- 
000,000 bushels. Then we come to the four years that have followed 
the war—four years of a bankrupt, starving Europe, a Continent that 
can not buy food, a Continent that must be helped to buy food—and 
what do we find 3 that in these four years we bave shipped 
1,611,000,000 bushels of these food grains, more than double in four 
years what we 1 in the five years prior to the war, and 
almost 800,000,000 bushels more in four years than we shipped in 
the five years of the war, when every muscle was being strained to 
produce food. 

Now, in the light of these figures, do you blame me for saying that 
there is some ulterior motive back of this propaganda that American 
agriculture is depressed because Europe is not buying food? 

Senator Norris has a bill now pending to form a corporation to 
finance the exporting of food to Europe. ha ve no criticism to make 
of Senator Norris. I believe be is one of the most valuable men that 
agriculture has in Seg Spc to-day, but I believe that the Senator has 
been misled by taking the word of the propagandists as to our exports 
of food to Europe. I bave no quarrel with Senator Norris's propo: 
sition if it will enable our farmers to ship more to Europe, but in the 
— 555 of the figures I do not believe it will. Food is something that 
will be bought by the people of Europe irrespective of their financial 
condition, and doubt very much whether financing exports will 
enable the individuals in Europe to buy any more than they require 
to sustain life; or, even if it would enable them to do so, I question 
very much whether they would do so under present conditions, 

Now I have given you my reasons for thinking that all of the pro- 
posed recommendations will fall short of accomplishing their purpose, 
and that while they are all good and all necessary, no one of them will 
do the work, nor will all of them do the work unless this unseen 
thing in agriculture is brought into view and grappled with. Just 
what is this unseen thing I have been talking about and referring to? 
Well, in brief, it is this: About five meeta ago I began to compare the 
returns of agriculture as a whole with other lines of rt ah effort, 
and 1 found that agriculture lagged far behind manufacturing; there- 
fore it seemed logical to suppose that there must be some law that 
manufacturers were observing that ers were not. Arguing from 
that basis, I began to compare the methods of production of manu- 
facturers and farmers. I found that a manufacturer is very careful 
to gauge his probable sales before contracting for his raw materials. 
The manufacturer—it doesn't make any difference what line it may 
be—sends out his traveling men to take orders for delivery from six 
months to one year in advance, and he bases his purchases of raw 
materials and the amount of goods that he expects to produce by the 
amount of sales booked by his traveling men. 

The jobber who buys from the manufacturer sends his traveling men 
out to the retailers, and so does not place his orders with the manu- 
facturer until he has a pretty good line on how much he is going to 
be able to sell the retailers. n the other hand, the retailer gauges 
his purchases from the jobber by the crop outlook and the population 
of his trading area. If he is in a manufacturing district, he takes into 
consideration the probability of continuous employment or the proba- 
bility of strikes. e agbo carefully the question of whether labor is 
satisfied or not.. If he is in a farming community, be keeps pretty 
close tab on crop conditions, sọ he places his orders . 

Well, now, what does the farmer do? He puts in every acre that he 
can put in with himself and boys and as many hired men as he can 
get hold of, and he does it without any idea of how much is being pro- 

uced in the world or what the demand for his products is bg | to 
be when he gets them ready for market. He simply hopes that they 
will be taken at a satisfactory price when he gets ready to sell them. 
We have a fundamental difference in procedure here, and we also have 
a fundamental difference in returns received, as this. chart shows. 
Now, then, what is the answer? It is simply this: The manufacturer, 
the jobber, and the retailer have been conducting their business along 
sound economic principles, while farmers have not been doing so. The 
farmer has always felt that the size of the crop determined his pros- 
perity. It is only within a few years that they haye begun to realize 
that something besides size of crops determines their well-being. The 
farmers have not been alone in this. Nearly everyone has felt that 
whenever we had a big crop, irrespective of price, the country was all 
right; but 1922, with its good crop, has not brought the business re- 
vival that everyone expected would come, so it is beginni to dawn 
on business and financial interests that something besides the number 
ot ani determines the general condition of business in the United 

tates. 

This is the unseen thing that bas been throttling agriculture, this 
working in defiance of sound economic law, Of course, the first 
thing that will come to the minds of a great many in this audience fs 
that I am wrong when I talk about there being an overproduction of 
food, and will my that there can not be any overproduction of food 
as long as there is anybody starving in the world. Well, that is one 
of those statements that are true but while being true have very little 
weight in the question that we are now discussing. And yet there is a 

at deal of confusion in the minds of almost everybody on this sub- 
ect. I want to see if I can get this distinction clear. If I can, it is 
going to be precy easy to get what I want to say across. If I can't, 

am not RO ng to get anywhere at all. The question of there — 755 
people in the world who haven't enough to eat, who haven't sufficien 
clothing, or who hayen’t decent places in which to live is entirely dis- 
tinct from the pe a of controlling agricultural production so as to 
make a profit for the farmer. The question of the distribution of 
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so that the physical well-be' 
100 per cent, is something tha 
must be worked out and will be worked out as the years go by. But 


opportunity, the distribution of work 
of every person in the world can be 


it can not be worked out by farmers and manufacturers producing 
oods that can not be purchased at a profit to them. We have two 
emands recognized by economists. One is known as the potential de- 
mand; that is, the demand that would exist if everybody could have 
all of every sort of 8 that they wanted. hen there is the 
effective demand, which means the demand that will take and pay a 
rofitable price for the products. ‘The effective demand is the only 
emand that the manufacturer considers; it is the only demand he can 
afford to consider, no matter how much he might desire to take into 
account the potential demand and attempt to fill it. Let me illus- 
trate this point a little further. 1 think as a general 8 it is 
true that nearly every owner of a Ford, a Rover, & Chevrolet, or any of 
the lower priced automobiles way down deep their hearts have a 
desire for a Packard, a Pierce-Arrow, or even & Rolls-Royce. In other 
words, there is a potential demand in this country for these high-priced 
cars, just about equal to the number of the cheap cars now owned. 
But do you see the Rolls-Royce, the Packard, or Pierce-Arrow manufac- 
turers bending their energies and adding to their plants for the pur- 
pese of making Liga enough to supply N 38 
e wasting any tears because severa n n 
are driving 17 65 who would like to have Packards? Not so anybody 
could notice it. 


Every clothing manufacturer might produce clothing so that every 
man, woman, and child in the world could have two suits of clothes 
at a time; yet if there was no means of getting these clothes to these 
people he would simply have piled up a useless bend tne and would 
go broke. The same thing applies exactly to the uction of food, 
with a fundamental difference. There is a natural limitation to the 
consumption of food that does not apply to the consumption of goods, 
The consumption of goods is governed by the financial ability of the 
individual to purchase. It seems to be a law of human nature that as 
one's financial condition improves he buys more things; but it doesn’t 
make any particular difference how rich a man may be he will only 
eat just about so much. He will eat what satisfies him, so the limit 
of food production is naturally reached some time before the limit of 
the production of 8. 

Now, the farmers of the United States could undoubtedly produce 
double the amount of wheat and rye and corn that they are now pro- 
ducing. They could feed everyone who is now hungry; but if there 
was no means of getting that food to these ple who are hungry, 
the farmers would in exactly the same position as the manufacturer 
who ran his gas | te take care of the tential rather than the 
effective demand. his may seem like a cold-blooded way of looking 
at this problem, but, in point of fact, it is not. If it were possible to 
feed these hungry people by producing irrespective of profit, then 
there ds 25 be some justification in asking farmers to make the sacri- 
fice. But overproduction beyond the effective demand for farm prod- 
ucts would simply break the farmers and not do the starving ple 
of the world any good. There is a great deal of misunderstanding, I 
find, when I begin to talk this controlled-production idea. A great 
many farmers say, “ Well, what good will higher prices do us when 
we have not anything to sell?" Controlled production simply means 
having something to sell at a profit. I have a letter on my desk 
from a farmer who says, “I am heayily in debt, The only chance I 
will ever have to pay my debts is to produce to the limit.” Well, I 
might use this illustration: Suppose a shoe manufacturer was heavily 
in debt, and he was make shoes that cost him $2 a pai» to make, but 
he could only sell those shoes for $1.50 a pair, and he would say to 
himself, “ Now, here I am in the hole, and the only way I have of get- 
ting out of the hole is to produce all the shoes I can by working my 
factory 24 hours a day.” I leave it to anybody here how far he 
would get in getting out of debt. How far is the farmer going to go 
toward getting out of debt if he produces 1,000 bushels of wheat that 
cost him $1.25 to ape ie Fe and he only gets $1.10 a bushel for it? Is 
he going get out of debt? Maybe he is, but I doubt it. 

ow, I want to refer to the chart showing the curve of acreage 
and price of wheat from 1912 to 1922, inclusive. I want you to notice 
that price does now control production, but as the thing stands now, 
the farmer is getting the short end of it. He is about a season too 
late. Of cou in a way these are abnormal years. In 1914 the 
breaking out of the war caused a jump in price which induced a e 
acreage for the 1914-15 crop. In the fall of 1915, about the time the 
winter wheat people were putting in their 1916 acreage, there was a 
drop in the price of wheat and you will see a corresponding drop. in 
the acreage for 1916. In the fall of 1916 there was a fairly good 
bulge in wheat, which was reflected to some extent in the increased 
acreage, and would 8 have been inereased more had not the 
season of 1917 in e spring-wheat district been rather backward. 
Then, of course, under the war stimulus, we shot our acreage up in 
1919 to its highest point, because the armistice was not signed until 
after the winter-wheat seeding. t dip in price in the 
fall of 1919, and this dip the war being over, 
caused a sharp break in the acreage for the 1920 crop, which, in view 
of developments in the fall of 1920, was exceedingly fortunate. The 
acreage of 1921 held about even with 1920, but the acreage for the 
crop year 1922 showed a considerable decrease, owing to the falling 
price during the year 1921. 

Now, this shows that production is controlled by the rise and fall of 

rices. This chart shows substantially the same curves on many of 

e grain crops, therefore a great many economists say that the present 
situation, if let alone, will eventually adjust itself, that at uction 
will naturally continue to decline until there will be a scarcity, which 
will cause prices to go up again, and they will continue to go up until 
production increases to a point that begins to build up a surplus. Of 
course this is true, but it is a hard road to travel. t is a road that 
is. strewn with the wrecks of farm homes, of blasted hopes, suicide, 
and premature old age. But this natural control of production gives 
us the cue that, if we will but follow it, will lead to the control of 
production intentionally, which will hold prices at a more stable level, 
preventing these great swings from year to year, with their conse- 
quent losses and profits to the farmer. 

There is a bill before Congress, known as the Christopherson bill, 
for the stabilization of 5 farm-products prices, the idea 
being to have the Government agree at the beginning of a crop year to 

urchase any surplus at a guaranteed price and sell this surplus on 
he world’s market for what they will bring. The prices for the fol- 
lowing year are to be determined by the amount of surplus that had 
to be sed of the previous year, so if a surplus was produced one 
year the guaranteed price would be made so low as to make it un- 
attractive for the growers to put in that particular crop the following 


There was a sli 
consideration o 


farm products, so that if farmers expect Soy. help from the Government 


pran; to agriculture, and incidentally to the entire United States, lies 
n producing just as closely as poe enough for our home consump- 

a e, Australia, India, and Russia, with 
their cheap lands, feed I believe that it is about time for 
the American farmer to realize that he has gode broke trying to feed 
the world. We must remember that, while it may take several year: 
eventually Russia is going to come back as an exporting country of 
foodstuffs. We must not overlook Canada, One of the recent ministers 
of agriculture of Canada made the statement that Canada has 252,- 

„ acres of potential wheat land. Personally I think this minister 
was a little bit overoptimistic. When you consider that 252,000,000 
acres of wheat land is 5 the entire wheat acreage of the world 
at this time, it is hardly probable that Canada will ever have as much 
land as that under wheat, for the simple reason that if they ever did 
it would be so cheap they would all go broke. 

But to get down to the realm of reasonable probability, I belleve 
the time is comparatively near—by compara treb I mean within, say, 
a quarter of a century—that Canada will be producing as much wheat 
as the United States. That will mean that they will be just that 
much stronger competitors of ours in the markets of the world. Of 
course, if that time ever comes, the United States will be forced out 
of the wheat-producing game for export. Now, would it not be one 
deal better to get out of the exporting business and make a profit on 
every crop of wheat for the next 25 years than it would be to buck 
the growing Canadian surpluses and lose money on every crop of 
wheat? It seems to me that here is a plain business proposition. 

Referring again to the figures I gave in the matter of exports, I 
would like to ask what do you think is going to happen to the Ameri- 
can farmers when the time comes, as it will, when our exports of the 
three leading food grains drop to the basis of 1909-1913? We surely 
will eventually get back to that basis of exports. Russia is not going 
to be out of agricultural production forever, although I am willing to 
grant it will probably be from 5 to 10 years before Russia can become 
much of a factor in the world’s export of foodstuffs, but without 
Russia there is no question but what Canada is — 5 to progressively 
increase her output. There is little doubt but what we see an 
increase from Argentina and probably from Australia. There is no 
way possible to prevent the time coming when our aggregate exports 
of the three acne food grains will be back to a Seis of around 
700,000,000 bushels for a five-year period. We certainly are not 8 7 
to continue to produce on the basis of an export of 1,611,000,0 
bushels for four years. If, as the propagandists I referred to claim, 
the trouble with American agriculture is that we are not sending 
food to Europe, in the light of our exports in the last four Jone 
what is 088.06 to hepper to us when we really drop to a 700,000,000 
or 800, ,000 bushels aggregate for five years? Following out the 
natural economic Jaw, as our exports decline, if we continue to pro- 
duce on the same basis we are now 8 prices will also decline, 
and the decline in these prices will cause an eventual falling off in 
production to meet the demand. 

I want to emphasize sgain that production does adapt itself to 
demand, so in advocating intentional adaptation of production to de- 
mand, I am simply advocating a course that is absolutely in accord- 
ance with economic law, with this difference—controlled or adapted 
production means this: It means more intensive farming of fewer 
acres, which will cut down the overhead cost and naturally the cost of 
3 There is a vast difference between a short crop caused 
y climatic conditions when the yield of wheat, for instance, may not 
average more than 9 bushels to the acre, and the production of an 
equal amount of this short crop with an acre yield of 14 bushels to 
the acre. Farmers have often said when I have been talking to them 
on the controlled production idea: “ Well, what good would it do us 
when we have a higher price if we haven't anything to sell?“ Of 
course, if a man can't see the difference between controlled production 
and having nothing to sell, that chap is about hopeless and there 
isn't very much use trying to waste any more time or words on him. 
A surprisingly large number of farmers seem to think that what is 
meant by controlled or adapted production is no production at all. I 
don’t know where they get that idea, except that they choose to believe 
the opponents of the idea rather than the statements of the advocates 
of the idea. It certainly shouldn't take very much eloquence to prove 
to a man that he would be better off with, say 750 bushels of $150 
wheat raised on 60 acres than he would be with 1,200 bushels of 
75-cent wheat raised on 120 acres, particularly aa the 750 bushels 
would have cost him less money to produce than the 1,200 bushels. 

I also think that farmers have been paying too much attention to 
commercial 8 and not enough attention to production for 
living. By t I mean that there is too much of foodstuffs bought 
from the grocery store that ret just as well be produced on the 
farm in a great many cases. I leve a farm family would be much 
better off if instead of wing 100 per cent of their stuff for sale 
they grew, let us say, 90 per cent for sale and 10 per cent for their 
own use. Farmers would then be doing two things. By this method 
of procedure they would be cutting down the amount available to sell 
and. they would also be cutting down the outgo for the fany food. 
Of course, it might be argued in this that by proceeding along this line 
they would be cutting down the market for the producers of the food 
rae were raising themselves. 

hile this might be true to a certain extent, it would probably bring 
up the amount of food produced for market by causing the people who 
were producing what the farm was now buying to go into other lines, 
so that the actual decrease of production of products for sale would 
not amount to the whole 10 per cent. But even so, it would improve 
the economic condition of the farmer. 

Now, I am coming to a very important consideration; in fact, I am 
coming to the biggest rock, the biggest obstacle, that we will have to 
remove if it is ever possible to put the idea of controlled or adapted 
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to con on, then I sny that farmers t as well it 
runni to legislatures and to Congress 
as quit asking their farm papers to help them. It comes down 


to a question of whether or together 
d help themselves put over the only thing that will —— agricul- 
face the same standing and the 

tting pretty cl 
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shelter, 
kee} roposition, where it will be practically the same level as 
— Macaca Eo UL WAE MI BEODE will cadet inl arene 
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for many years to come. Are we to have business men or peasants on 
American farms? 

The decision rests entirely with the farmers. They have got to 
work out their own salvation on this to a great exten In order to 


7 


For good or Ill. we will not discuss which, organized labor bas 
come a great power in this country, and it became a t power 


hew it was going to be done. 
of Sat farmers to work together, but I 
on tha 


piastera nt hat not. In t St. Pani 
erers, carpenters, masons, or w 7 a a i 
st December, Mr. Babson ‘is tage and said there were 
25 per cent too many Now that is simply tting in another 
way the statement that we are producing more a; t produ 
than can be handled profitably, and 25 per cent of our farmers should 
off the farm in some other bu ey would be 
consumers. Babson su they ought to bi layers, 
pouou, plasterers, and so forth. Tha very fine, if it were possible 
o make a bricklayer, carpenter, or plumber of a farmer ov t 
if ali he had to do was to too But unfortunately a farmer 


is a fact, and I do not dispute the general conclusion, that 
present methods of hit-and-miss, haphazard production 
we have 25 per cent too many farmers, it means that eventually 1 
farmer out of every 4 has got to quit. But, when he pa ie 
he won't be a bricklayer, carpenter, plumber, or any kind of a N 
Jaberer, because the fourth that quit will, in the amt te out of 
the inexorable economic law, be the least efficient and the onl 
g that he can put his hand to will be unskilled labor, the low 
paid labor we have. He a become a competitor in the labor 


market. He would reduce wages, the reduction of wages 
would natu be reflected in lower prices for farm products, and 
lower ces for farm products would be reflected in a lessenin 
demand for we have a vicious circle established here 


— idea of controlling production, 
rices. I am willing to admit it 
tention, but I believe that the lesson of 
been aw well learned. I believe the 1 
never before that cheap food is not to his int 
rings ck to the proposition of the consum — 
ebe 


all get the farmers of the coun such shape that a large t 
of this potential demand now — —— on the farms must be — an 
effective demand for manufacture s . 


y more £ N spr between the potential de- 
mand for food and effective demand for food will be narrowed through 
the full employment and higher wages of the in the cities, 
Then production can be tncreased just to the extent that the effective 
demand increases. Everyone admits that the prosperity of the farmers 
is the groundwork of the prosperity for eee else, so I feel that 
a plan of adapted or controlled production, worked out scientifically, 
wiht go further in b about that ideal that we want for our 
country—when there n no poverty, no one short of food, no 
one short of clothes—than aed other plan that has ever been 9 
Pip pot we still come back to the old question: How are we going 
to do 

Congressman Youna of North Dakota has this suggestion: He says 
let the Government sponsor an organization of farmers who will come 
into this organization under an agreement to obey orders as to the 
amount of acreage they will put in of any given crop. Then let the 
Government agree to Day the crop at a certain specified price that will 
jeld a profit to the producers. he people who do not see fit te come 
Tato this organization, who want to go their own way, let them go 


their own way, but the Government will be under no obligation what- 
ever and will not buy anything that the nonmembers of that organiza- 
tion have for sale. ongressman YOUNG will do two things with this 
plan, two ver essential 2 He will fix a price that will be protit- 
able and at the same time will prevent the production of an unwieldly 
surplus. Of course, this idea isn't worked out in full detail, It can 
be until some ideas can be had of how the farmers will regard it; 
whether or not they will be willing to take it up. In view of the fact 
that our winter-wheat acreage just put In is the third largest on ees 
a great many people are say that farmers are being mi resent 
‘by those who are t to he * 

must have been sa 
would not have put in 
Now, this is a hard 


that all the figures and 
farm prices are less than cost of 


ing 
am going to have a to stand on when 
ang be perfectiy * with prices as — 5 are, 
was presenting the idea of controlled production through an 
tion of t rt before the House Agr Commi 


but if you do 1 


What I want to know is 
going 5 — it or not. I want to knew whether you 


don’t want you to 
is a good — 
whether you are 


are merely to sit around and say: “ Yes, that is a thin, 
and should de Long or whether you am going to do it, want te 
know whether you are for or against su an organization as your 


duction, because they will all save money; but I want to tell you 
now „ your farming on a profitable basis a to bor- 
row money and interest rates won’t be much of a factor. You will 
have people egy around try to loan you money at practically 
our own rates. f you are g money, the freight rates won't 
80 8 the taxes won't be so oppressive, but the cornerstone 
of the whole structure has got to be protas and that cornerstone has 
got to be high, broad, and firmly laid or else the whole structure of 
erlean agriculture fall. The very cornerstone of profit- 
able agricul roduction ; and if this generation doesn’t 
see it, if we go on to a poin mhete we get a peasantry on. the land, 
we can't have that American standard of that we hear so much 
about in the cities. A 


ntry on the land will mean a condition and 
a plane of 3 country just about equivalent to that in the 
pre-war days in ‘ope. Better farming te the end that we get more 
to the acre, fewer acres under cultivation, to prevent getting a bur- 
densome surplus, is the way out of our whole difficulty. 

Now, I may have been ta to no here. I may not have 
convinced you; but, whether I have or not, I feel that sometimes the 
lo; of events will convince you that I am ht. Sometime you 
h have to come to what I am now advocating, but I want to see it 

one now. 


Following my remarks in the House and before the House 
Committee on Agriculture in fayor of a controlled production, 
editorials appeared in a number of newspapers. Here are two 
from Farm, Stock, and Home: 


STABILIZATION AND PRODUCTION. 


At the recent hearings on price stabilization, before the Senate and 
House Agricultural Committees, the writer took the position that any 
governmental price-fixing, or price stabilization of farm products policy, 
unless joined with a pi to keep down production the limit of 
demand, would result fallure, because the inevitable Increase in 
production that guaranteeing a high price would bring about. Rich 
as the United States is, it could not a Bre its promises, because 
of the protests of taxpayers. There would the same economic waste 
in overproduction, even thou the producer fot a higher price, that 
there is with an overprod on and low ces, the only difference 
being the loss would not fall so directly on the producer in the former 
case as it does in the latter. 

Congressman YOUNG, of North Dakota, has ae a plan to control 
1 He hasn't it worked out in detail, so its final form may 

very ferent from the first draft. In brief, he proposes to have 
the Government say to the farmers that if they come into an 
organization to be formed and supervised by the Government, and agree 
to reduce thelr acreage on the various grain crops whatever per cent 
ordered, the Government will buy at a guaranteed price the crops cf 
those who join the organization and live up to its terms. Those who 
preferred to keep out and go their way, pog in as much of the 
various grains as they pleased, could not sell their crops to the Govern- 
ment, but would have to take their chances on the world market just as 
the Government would have to do on whatever surplus grains there 


might be. 

This is. simply avplyien the tarif principle to agriculture. It is 
considered perfectly legitimate for American manufacturers to get 
as they can for all they sell at home and dispose of their 
surplus to fo buyers for what they can get. We think Con- 
gressman YounG has supplied the missing link in the Johnson-Peek: 
plan, which is the same as outlined in the foregoing, lacking the vital 
matter of controlled production. It is also an improvement on the 
Lyon plan, which contemplates the purchase of the surplus at a 
price set before seeding, An adjustment the following year is to be 
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made in the price to discourage the production of the crop having 
the burdensome surplus. 

This is the groundwork of the Christopherson bill. In actual prac- 
tice, we believe the first year under this plan would produce so much 
of everything that next year’s prices would have to be far too low, 
and the loss sustained by the Government would be very high on the 
first crop. With Congressman Youne’s plan, the reduction of the 
surplus would start at seeding time of the first harvest to be handled 
9 a price-fixing plan, so that the surplus, if any, would be small, 
and the loss to the Government would not great. 

Take the United States out of the exporting column and the world 
price for wheat would rise to oat A nearly the price the Government 
might guarantee. If Canada cou be induced to adopt a similar 
system, the world price would go to the guaranteed price In. the 

nited States and Canada, for there is no question that North 
America holds the key to the wheat price if her peoples will but 
realize it. we WA) iscuss other phases of Congressman Touxd's 

in future issues. 

p may be. as suggested by a member of the House Agricultural 
Committee, that farmers would not take kindly to the plan because 
of its hampering the exercise of their own judgment as to how much 
of a certain crop they will grow. Our answer was that we had 
enough confidence in the ability of the majority of American farmers 
to realize the possibility of F profits to bring them into such a 
ee agreement. e will hold to that view until farmers them- 
selves prove they prefer to continue in the old rut of hard labor and 
scant return. 


[From Farm, Stock, and Home, Minneapolis, Minn., January 15.] 
WILL YOU HELP YOURSELVES? 


It is now generally admitted that proving more than can be sold at 
a profitable price is the fundamental cause of agricultural depression, 
Nevertheless we hear farmers say, What good will high prices do us 
if we haven't anything to sell?” Do you know, folks, when that is 
sprung on us by presumably intelligent men we feel like throwing up 
our hands and saying it's no use. 

Controlled production does not mean growing nothing at all; ret an 
appalling large number of people seem to have that idea. Controlled 
production does not mean deliberately bringing about famine, as Presi- 
dent Harding and others seem to think. It piopi means trying to 
match supply to demand by having every farmer reduce his acreage of 
crops a certain per cent. 

he big question is how to do it. As stated in last issue, we believe 
Congressman YOUNG has the idea. Let the Government sponsor an 
organization of farmers who will pledge themselves to obey orders and 
lee their acreage as requested. Then let the Government agree to 
pay a fixed minimum price for the crops, this price to be high enough 
o insure a fair profit. 

Now, the question is, Will the farmers come into such a scheme if 
organized? e do not know, but we are going to test the matter out 
right now as far as this part of the country is concerned by making it 
easy for every reader of Farm, Stock, and Home to a whether or not 
they would R into such a deal with Uncle Sam, ll out coupon in 
signboard. If you will, say so; if you won't, say so The point is we 
want a showdown in this, and want it quickly. 


The Courier-News, Fargo, said: 
GOVERNMENT CONTROL. 


The railroads of the country are under Government control. Their 
rates are fixed by the Government and the amount of profit they may 
make is supposed to be regulated, although this feature is not 8 
perfected. e railroads accept this as the lesser of two evils. e 
other evil, which they fear more than control, is Government ownership. 

Yet the evil came upon them through their own sinning. The day 
of rebates, of making the public pay “ all the traffic would bear,” and 
of outrageous wrong and discrimination, brought upon the railroads the 
natural fruits, and rigid control by the Government was that fruit. 
Bitter as it is, the railroads, while they make wry faces over it, ac- 
cept it rather than the final result which impends—Government owner- 


ship. 

Bat railroads are not alone in Government control. Our street-car 
lines, our public-service companies, supplying gas, light, and heat, our 
Public warehouses, all are under the hand of some government tate, 
county, or city—that their rapacity and natural greed may be curbed 
and the public protected, 

If Government control is necessary in these instances, and there are 
few who will deny it, why should not Government contro] be extended 
to cover the farmer and agriculture? 

That seems to be the gist of the 8 asked by Congressman 
Grorce M. Young, who surprises the Courier-News with the advanced 
poston he takes and the lengths to which he is willing to go to redeem 
agriculture, 

You will read Mr. Youne's statement elsewhere in this issue. It 
was prepared for publication in a farm weekly, but as it talks mighty 
Plain doctrine to the farmer, it has its place in our columns. 

hat, in brief, Congressman Torro proposes is that the Govern- 
ment take over the marketing of farm products. He wants to see a 
corporation which be would call a Federal Marketing Corporation, 
which will have for its duties the handling of the matter of farm 
3 much as the manufacturer now handles and controls his 
product! 

In other words, the Government would control farming as it does 
the railroads. It would not own the farm lands or the machinery 
of production, any more than it owns the rails or coaches or engines 
of the railroads, But it would put a period to overproduction and 
would set the rate at which the various farm products might be sold, 
It would serve as a governing body, eliminating waste and over- 
production and assuring the man who went into farming a just re- 
turn for his labor and on his investment. 

We can hear some people remark: “That’s socialism, thinly dis- 
gulsed.“ and expect the consequent denunciation. Others will smile 
and say: That is nonpartisan doctrine, lacking only the label.“ 

To both the answer of Congressman Young is commended. It is 
either that, or “we shall have, as they have in Europe, classes of 
society well defined, say, the peasant class, the middie class, the upper 
class. What an end for America!” 


It is well worth while to consider what George N. Peek, a 
hard-headed business man says upon the subject of a controlled 
production. Mr. Peek is president of the Moline Plow Co. In 
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n 8 before the Ohio Implement Dealers’ Association, he 
said: 


The implement industry is at its lowest ebb. Why? 

First. The buying power of its customer, the farmer, is paralyzed. 

Second. It was organized to give American farms their origi equip- 
ment during our development period. That day is done. e shall now 
have a replacement business only, We have an excess of manufacturin; 
and sales amay: The fittest will survive. This elimination cont 
is here, intensified many times by the desperate condition of agriculture. 

What must you and L do to survive and flourish? Know the situa- 
tion and chart our course by knowledge. 

Let us look to our customer. The weighted net average of wholesale 
prices is called the general price index. The net average of terminal 
is for farm products is called the farm price index. The former 

a measure of the price the farmer pays for what he buys; the latter, 
of what he gets for what he sells. mparison of the two shows the 
exchange value of his product. That comparison is shocking. It shows 
exchange value about 65 per cent of pre-war. But even this is above 
the mark, because: 

(a) Retail prices have gone up more than wholesale, and the farmer 
545) e peles.. 

e farmer does not get terminal prices. He pays an enormous! 
increased freight both wae x wed $ 

(c) The figures do not adequately reflect increases in rent, interest, 
and taxes since the war. 

Considerin these other elements it is probably safe to say that the 
farmer's buying power has been cut squarely in two. 

This is a desperate situation. There are two ways to cure it— 

G) Raise the price of what the farmer sells. 


2) Lower the price of what he buys. 

zan we raise the price of what he sells? 

Never forget this. American price of every crop we export is not 
fixed here by American conditions. It is fixed by world conditions. 
Why? We must sell our surplus abroad in world com tition, at a 
price fixed by world supply and demand and re ted by world con- 
ditions. Since it is economic law that the price of the surplus is 
the price of the crop, world price fixes domestic price. A tariff of 
$10 per bushel on wheat would not make one cent’s difference. Chicago 
paee ‘nd how, and always has been, Liverpool price less cost of trans- 

on. 

The farmer buys in a taritf- protected market regulated by American 
conditions; he sells in a free-trade market regulated by world condi- 
tions. For this reason you can raise the price of what he sells in 
only two ways: 

1. Fix world conditions. 

2. Find a way to let the farmer's home price be regulated as are 
8 domestic prices—by American conditions in a protected 
market. 

I am not here to talk of fixing the world. Let Lloyd-George do it. 
But I know we must fix the American farmer. All we could do to 
lower the price of what he buys would not restore his buying Taror: 
His buying power is, say, 40 per cent of total buyin. power. inety- 
two per cent of our commerce is domestic. When he is 50 per cent 
out of the market nearly one-fifth of our domestic commerce is gone. 
This is enough to destroy our economic structure. Therefore you, I, 
everybody in America haye one prime job, and that is to give the 
farmer an American price for his product. It is not an insurmountable 
problem. Industry solyed it long ago. How? 

Industry regulates 1 and supply to demand. If it produces 
a surplus that would depress price ow cost, it either holds and 
checks production or dumps it abroad at less than the American price. 
and by 3 supply with demand at home maintains price at cost 

lus a profit. It can nap abroad because the tariff protects it, and 
use it is organized and financed to do so, but above all, because 
it controls its own marketing mechanism. 

If agriculture suggests regulating production a hypocritical howl 
goes up from every blind deader of the blind in America. If the man- 
ager of a great industry did not regulate production he would be sent 
to an insane asylum, 

The steps necessary to restore agriculture to an American price are: 

(1) Organize and finance it to a point where unified sales policy is 
Possible, where it can hold or sell surplus abroad at world price, regu- 
lating supply to demand at cost plus profit on the domestic market, 

2) Protect it by tariff. 

8) Give it control of its own marketing mechanism. 

Exactly this has been done with 1 Therefore it can be done 
for agriculture. Until it is done, and as long as we have a depressed 
world fixing farm price and a high tariff and highly organized industry 
fixing all others (which may be forever), there will be a spread so 
wide between the price the farmer pays and the price he gets that 
farm buying wer will be dead and domestic commerce disarranged 
and paralyzed. For industry and commerce to permit this would be 
slow suicide for them and for the Nation, politically as well as eco- 
nomically; therefore, they will not permit it when they understand. 
The only question is one of the time and effort 8 to impregnate 
the opinion of 110,000,000 people with an economic truth. 

Such is the outlook on restoring the farmer’s dollar by raising the 
rice he gets. Before considering the other method—lowering price 
e pays—let me warn you that while you can help in the latter way 
ou can not cure. You can only cure by permitting him to sell, not 

a free-trade market regulat by world conditions but, like every 
oine „ citizen, in an American market regulated by American 
conditions. 


NESTOR MONTOYA, JR.—FRANCES MONTOYA. 


Mr. A. P. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Com- 
mittee on Accounts, I call up House Resolution 494. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 494. 

Resolved, That the Clerk of the House of Representatives be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of the contingent 
fund of the House, to Nestor Montoya, jr., the sum of $186.66 and 
to Frances Montoya $120, g the amount received 12 them per 
month as clerks to the late Hon. Nestor Montoya at the time of 
his death, January 13, 1923. 


Mr, A. P. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, this is the usual and cus- 
tomary resolution following the decease of a Member. I do not 
think that I ought to take up the time of the House to say 
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anything more than that it has had the consideration of the 
Committee on Accounts and was unanimously recommended for 
adoption. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

On motion of Mr. A. P. Netson, a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the resolution was agreed to was laid on the 
table. ee 

SUBSTITUTE TELEPHONE OPERATOR. 

Mr. A. P. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, I present the following 
resolution, which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 493. 

C 

m S 
Aima ati oner $2.60 per diem, from February 1 to March 8, 
1923, inclusive. 

Mr. A. P. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, this resolution is necessary 
to provide for a telephone substitute operator to take care of 
the business, and comes recommended by the Clerk of the 
House, Mr. Page. It will involve an expenditure of only 
$77.50. Mr. Page wrote to the chairman of the Committee on 
Accounts as follows in respect to this matter: 

January 19, 1923. 


Hon. CLIFFORD IRELAND, 
Chairman Committee on Accounts, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Drar Mr. Inxtaxp: Inclosed is a draft of a resolution for the 
employment of a substitute telephone operator from February 1 to 
March 8, 1923, inclusive. 

This will involve an expenditure of $77.50, made necessary by reason 
of the exhaustion of the appropriation for a substitute telephone oper- 


ator for the current fiscal year through sickness and the continuous 
operat of our exchange. 
e 


r the same purpose from March 3 until 
end of the 5 yara shall submit a deficiency estimate to the 
Commivery tale your Ws. Trier Paos. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. A. P. NELSON. Tes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What is the necessity for a substitute tele- 
phone operator during the month of February to March 4? 

Mr. A. P. NELSON. As the gentleman knows, there has been 
considerable sickness, The regular operators have been unable 
to perform their duties. We have had to have substitute tele- 
phone operators in order to take care of the business. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, it is to provide a substitute for some 
one who is sick? 

Mr. A. P. NELSON. Yes. 

The SPEAKER, The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion, 

The resolution was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. : 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I rise, if I may 
be permitted to do so, to inquire about the plan for business to- 
morrow. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that to-morrow the 
program is to consider elaims unobjected to on the Private Cal- 
endar. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. And if any of the pension bills, 
which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Futter] desires to call 
up to-day, are not concluded to-day, will they also be continued 
to-morrow? In other words, will to-morrow be a Private Cal- 
endar day? 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Chair so understands. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Then I understand it is the 
purpose of the gentleman from Wyoming to ask that the business 
in order to-day shall be in order to-morrow? 

Mr. MONDELL. Yes. And I make that request now, and ask 
that at the conclusion of business before the House we may 
take up the consideration of bills on the Private Calendar, un- 
objected to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- 
mous consent that at the conclusion of the pension bills, bills on 
the Private Calendar unobjected to may be taken up to-day and 
to-morrow. Is there objection? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. So that there will be no mis- 
understanding about it, I understand the gentleman from Mli- 
nois [Mr. FULLER] has but one bill, and that the gentleman from 
Minnesota has another bill? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I have two omnibus bills. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Then I understand that the 
request is that at the conclusion of the pension bills we take up 
private bills unobjected to, and that the business in order to-day 
be in order to-morrow? 

Mr. MONDELL. That is it. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, would it not be well to state 
in the request that the Private Calendar would not be taken 
up until to-morrow because there are a number of gentlemen 
who are interested in that Calendar who would probably have 
to remain all the afternoon here waiting the conclusion of the 
pension bills? n 

Mr. MONDELL. Oh, gentlemen surely can remain here for 
an hour; it will not take longer than that. 

Mr. BLANTON. I shall not object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause]. The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


AMPLIFIERS IN THE HOUSE CHAMBER. 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. CAMPBELL] has a resolution which he desires to call up 
that I did not have in mind at the time I made the request a 
moment ago. I ask unanimous consent to modify the order 
just made so that this resolution from the Committee on Rules 
may be presented, following the consideration of the pension 

8. 

Mr. GARNER. 
know what it is. 

Mr CAMPBELL of Kansas, It is a resolution introduced by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GREENE], providing for 
final disposition of the amplifiers here in the House, as to 
whether they shall be retained, or what disposition shall be 
made of them. The resolution provides that the Committee on 
Rules shall make an investigation of the matter and report 
their conclusions to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to modifying the order 
Just made, so that the resolution referred to may be considered 
at the conclusion of the pension bills? [After a pause]. The 
Chair hears none. 


BUSINESS IN ORDER ON MONDAY NEXT. 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, Monday next is a maverick 
Monday. I ask unanimous consent that District of Columbia 
business shall be in order on Monday next, January 29, 1928. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unan- 
imous consent that business of the District of Columbia be in 
order on Monday next? Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. That will not interfere with the regular 
District day that follows? 

Mr. MONDELL. No; that will be an additional day. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause]. 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


PENSIONS. 


Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 13980, an 
omnibus pension bill, and I ask unanimous consent that the bill 
may be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ilinois calls up an 
omnibus pension bill and asks unanimous consent that it may 
be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SP The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 13980) L senting 8 and increase of pensions 
to certain soldiers and ors o e Civil War and certain widows 
and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of said war. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roli, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws— 

The name of Nancy J. Crum, widow of Peter Crum, late of Com- 

ny H, Thirty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 

er a-pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Kate M. King, widow of Mordecai S. H. King, late 
ot Company F, One hundred and twenty-sixth ment Ohio Seen 
teer Infantry, and Company I, Twenty-first ment Veteran Re- 
serve Corps, and pay her a sion at the rate of $40 per month in 


lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Eliza Burns, widow of William H. Burns, late of Com- 
any A. Third Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and Company 
8. Regiment United States Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Cynthia Luttrell, widow of Newell Burr, late of Com- 
H, Eighty-eighth 258 Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 

ompany F, ‘st Regiment United States Veteran Volunteer Engineers, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of 580 per month. 

The name of Ella Brodrick, helpless and dependent daughter of 
William P. Brodrick, late of Company F, Eighteenth Regiment Iowa 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 r 
manta lieu of that she now receiving, through duly appointed 

a n. 

The name of Marion D. Sweet, late of 8 D, Thirteenth Reg- 
iment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month. 

The name of William H. Linnabarry, ape and à 
Andrew Linnabarry, late of Company F, Thirty-eighth 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month, 

The name of Rosamond C. Dailey, widow of Orrin V. Dailey, late of 
Company E, First Regiment Nebraska Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 


Let us have the resolution reported; let us 


The 


ndent son of 
Regiment Ohio 


1923. 
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Waiker; late of 
egiment New RL mend Volunteer Cavalry, ‘and pay 
per mon 


The name of Jane N. Ash widow or Edward M. Ashley, late 5 
Company B, Ninth: Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
pension at ine rate of per month. 


The 2 of: 
Company L, Righth 
her a pension at the rate of 


e Walker, widow of George 


name of Mary ett, widow of Morris Barnett, late of Com- 
pany, F, One hundred and sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 


of that she is 778 receiving. 
Fuller, widow of David Fuller, late of Com- 


The 4 82 of Amanda 
pea: One hundred and sixty-first Regiment New York Volunteer 


and pep aes her $ als yay at the rate of $30 Spar month. 

The name of le Luce; widow of James M. Luce, late of Com- 
H, Thirtx-third est pool Sees Infantry, and pay her 
e rate of $30 per mo 

Martin L. Stokesberry; sng puos and dependent son of 
Richard R. Stokesberry, late of 8 One hundred and twenty- 
third Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Tennie Hon widow of Felix.G. Garner, alias William 
Helm, late of Company G. Twelft Regiment eee Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a Pension att at — rate ot 830 

The ae 0 . —. dow of Moses Waere late of Com- 
pany Second nt pe hp Volunteer Infantry, pay her 
a at the an e of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 


The name of Mary 88 widow: of William M. Reeves, 


late of Tounaa pa and 6 r Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay ber a . of $30 per month. 
The name Robert ier. r and ndent son of William 


rdian, 

VV 
pes ne hun ment New Yo olunteer In- 

12 5 and pay her a 1 at the rate of $30 — month. 
The ae ks of Kate L. gel widow of Lewis D. 3 — — of 

pay. Seventeen Kentucky Volunteer 
er a pension at the —.— 11 r mon 

Dane name of Christop ra helpless. and dependent son of 
„ Fourteenth Regiment West Virginia 
ay Hm a a pension at the rate of $20 per month 


name of Jeannette el widow of Alexander Goslin, late of 
Company C, One hundred and sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Infantry, and y her a 1 at the ER of $30 per month, 
fone ‘Alwiida Williamson, w of John Willlamson, late 
tes B and H, One hundred and sixth Regiment Pennsyl- 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 


The name of Emma Stites, widow of Geo W. Stites, late of Com- 

ny F, Eighty-eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

Faser, widow of Ziba M. Faser, late of Com- 

Pennsylvania Volunteer Militia Infantry, and 

. Forty-first Regiment Pennsylvania — Ted Volunteer 

Walks Faker, and pay her a pension at the rate ef $30 per month in 


lieu of that she is noe ving. 

The 1 of —.— . Felton, 3 s 8 8 7 — of 1 — 
pany I “seve: o Volunteer In y, and pay her 
a pension at the — of $40 per per month in lien of that she is now re- 


The name of Samuel C. Shattler, helpless and dependent son of 
Frederick Shattler, late of Seventeenth Obio 3 Battery 
. and A i him a pension at the rate of $20 A month. 

name Roland, widow of Samuel R d. late of Com- 

a H. One hundred — 325 forty-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 
pay, Infantry; and pay her a pension at the rate of r month, 

The name of Mathew Hi “Udell, allas William H. lark, Jate of Com- 
anties K and D, First Regiment Michigan Volunteer gineers and 

echanics, and pay bim a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Josefa Martinez, a and dependent daughter of 
Narciso Martinez, late of Company B, First Regiment New Mexico v. 


through fs a 
ue p 


The Paaa of Lucy 8. 
pay I, rd Regiment 


ol- 
unteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month 


through duly appointed 

The name of Orilla S. Spicer, former widow of Porter B. Earl, late 
of Company H, Forty-fourth Regiment, Ilinois Volunteer Infan ntry, 
Company L, Eleventh Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and Com- 
pay G, One hundred and fourteenth Regiment United States Colored 

olunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per 
mont 

to 2 of Anna E. Hughes; widow of John Hughes, late of Com- 
pany H. Ninety-fifth Regiment Ilinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 

er a pension at the bet of $30 per month, 

The name of Catharine Strauser, widow of Daniel Strauser, late of 
Company H, Seventeenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay ber a pension at A cee 50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving: Provided, 

Strauser, helpless and 8 insha of said Catharine and Daniel 
Strauser, the Beg ot von 8 herein granted shall cease and deter- 
mine: Provid hat in the event of the death of Catharine 
Strauser, the pA Aa er bald Lillian Strauser shall be Jaca on the pen- 
sion roll, rage spe to the provisions and limitations of the sion laws, 
at the rate o $20 per month from and after the date of death of said 
Catharine Strauser, paid through dul a ap ae guardian, 

The. name of Elizabeth House, ow of John House, late of Com- 

aua Second Regiment Wisconsin’ Volunteer Infantry; and Company 
pei irst Regiment. Minnesota Volunteer Cavairy, and pay her w pension 


at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Nellie A. Ho widow of Michael B. Hope, late quar- 
termaster Fourth Regiment entucky Volunteer Infantry, aid-de-camp 
to Brigadier General 1 5 and 8 B, Fourth Regiment Kentucky 
8 Infantry, pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per 
mon 


Com Çi Thirt -second Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
PaT Sin ae the ate ot $B bar bans 


a pension at the rate of month. 
The name of Susan A. neg; ‘former widow of William H. Gesford. 


late of Company B, Seventh A Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry; Cap- 


event of the death of Lilian: 


taim Breditt's com Black Hawk iry; 
— — wk Cavalry; and Company C, Black 


and her 
. valry, pay a pension at the rate of 830 


The name of Merico B. Fox, widow of Daniel S. Fox, late of Com- 
y: B. First Rigiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 


pan 
pension at —.— ra te ected 830 per month. 


name of Rosalia M. Burroughs, widow of Augustus C. Burrou 
1545 5 Company B, First Battalion New York Volunteer l 
eae Light A lery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 


The name of sae Staley, late unassigned, Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and r sion at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name Annie: pe widow. of Thomas wer, late of Com- 
pany E, Fourth Regiment Kentucky: Volunteer Mounted Infantry, and 
pay’ her x sion at the rate of $50 per month in liew of that she is 
now rece g. A 

The nane 8 Amelia Mathena, widow of John M, Mathena, late of 


Company One bundred and forty-second Regiment Smo Volunteer 
Infantry, Ea 72 oes a sion at the rate of $30 per mo 
The Seat o y, widow of Charles MeCrosky, late — 
Company H, Fifty- Arat Regiment et Volunteer Infantry, 
her a pension at the rate of $30 
The name of ane Lewis; Lar haem of John M. Lewis, late of Com- 
her B. Twent, egret N Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
er a pension at the rate Ki; S er mon 
he name of Gregor 


alias: William Galer, pont of . toed 
Thie — New es a —.— Light Artillery, and es 
pack Ope pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per eN — 
e — of Theresa A. Hunter, widow of William M. Hunter, late of 
Fifteenth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
hera- pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of- — Bowerin 9 and dependent ph Bg dam of 
Leander Edwards, late 1 Fourteen nasyl- 
Ieee 5 Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 2 zate of $20 per 
month, 

The name of Clara A. MeCarty, widow of Thomas G. MeCarty, late of 
ae C, Third Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 

at the rate of $30 per month. 

Pe The name of Annie Ackerman, widow of Harlow P. Ackerman, late of 
Company B, Second t Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
p omat the rate of $30 5 — 

The name of Elizabeth 
late of Company L, Fourteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her æ pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receivin: 


The name ae Jane Dyer, widow of Gideon A. 
taira yong Battery New York Volunteer 
pay ber a H, Eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy renee y, and 
er a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of t that she is now 


89 7 — — of Syntha Black, widow of Samuel Black, late of Company 
B, Forty-ninth Banaat Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of ee 8 month in lien of that she is now receivin 

The name of Ma widow of Israel Lake, late of Company 
Ninety-seventh Re oe — — Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of ee per month, 

The name of Bridget Stapleton, widow of Michael Stapleton, alias 
Michael Mahar, late ot Company E, Fifth Regiment Connecticut: Volun- 
teer Infantry, and C C, One hundred and thirteenth and One 
hundred and twentieth ay Regiaionte IIlinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension en —.— * of iTe per month. . 

The name ag holz, widow of Henry C. Scholz, e ordinary 
seaman, U. S. S Hureferd, United States Navy, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Robert M. Mann, late of Company D, Fifty-seventh Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and Company Ë, Second Regimen 
$50" ä Heavy Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate 

per mon 

27 B name of Anna M. Billet, widow of George Billet, late of Com- 
pany One hundred and forty-eighth Regiment P. Ivanla Volun- 

eer e Ragas and pay her a n at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the 
death of Oele E. Billet, 8 “and dependent daughter of said coer 

M. and George Billet, the additiona “hat in. herein granted shall cea 
ae determine: Provided further, T in the event of the death. of 
Ocie E. Billet shall be 


former widow of Wilburn Sizemore, 


D. late tare Twenty- 
Light Ar lery, — 


illet. 
—.— name of Polly Nes, helpiess and 7 ee of 2 
olunteer In 


of Company 3 g I, One hundred abe thirty-sixth geet New York Volun- 
teer In 


Kilgore. widow of John Kilgore, late of 
-third Reg t Ohio Volunteer- Infantry, and pay 
her a 83 ane t 95 of $30 per month. 

The name of oodward, widow of Wells R. Woodward, late 
of United States . and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 


month, 

The name of Margaret A. Addington, former widow of William J. 
Addington, late of Company B, Seventy-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and Gath a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

—— a 0 tharine Hand, widow of Daniel Hand, late of Com- 
a eh Westone Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 

a 


pension — the rate of $30 ard ey hg month. 
The name of William H. Il, late of United States Navy, and 
per month. 


pay him a o 
Tue name of Amelia M. 1 widow of Joseph S. Hethering- 
ton, late of Company G, Fifty-first Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, 7, ane bes a a pension at the rate of bey per month: 
Tae M. Pool, widow of Hiram R. Pool, late of Com- 
case Second Re; n New Tork Veteran Volunteer Cavalry. and 
Par her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 


Compan. 
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The name of Mary Holmes, widow of Marion Holmes, late of Com- 
pany H, Bleventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 


$30 Ber month. 
Imira Pariseaux, former widow of Frederick Minnie, 
late of Company C, Twenty-second Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Company A, Sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Cavairy, and pay her a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Frances Conner, widow of James Conner, late of 
Company F. Thirteenth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

e name of Narsisus Butler, widow of John T. Butler, late of Com- 
pany I, Seventh Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 5 and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Margaret Kirkpatrick, widow of Anibel D. Kirkpatrick, 
late of Company C, Twenty-fourth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah Anderson, widow of Solomon Anderson, late of 
Company E, Thirty-first N and Company E. Thirty-second 
Regiment, Maine Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Harriet Boyer, former widow of Robert Forrester, late 
of Company A, Thirtieth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
First Regiment Mississi pi Marine Brigade of Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $80 per month. 

The name of Jennie A. Robinson, widow of Albert B. Robinson, late 
of Company C, First Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Heavy Artil- 
apa and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 en month. 

he name of Martha R. Potts, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Israel B. Potts, late of Company A, Forty-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania 
3 Infantry, and pay e rate of $20 per 
month. 

The name of Susan A. Sims, widow of John Sims, late of Company 
C, Nineteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and Company 
B, Seventh Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of s50. per month. 

The name of Mary E. Griffith, widow of William E. Griffith, late of 
Company D, Twelfth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 month. 

The name of Olive A. Bosworth, widow of Benjamin I. Bosworth 
late of Company D, Sixth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and 
Company H, First Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Sophia Wilsen, widow of John H. Wilson, late of Com- 
pany G, Megs Bey Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Laura orris, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Samuel Morris, late of Company K, Ninety-third Regiment Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay, her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Harriet E. Waterman, widow of Lucius A. Waterman, 
late of United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now peceti k 

The name of Mary E. Davis, widow of ndall M. Davis, late of 
Companies A and I, First Regiment Maine Volunteer 5 Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving : Provided, That in the event of the death of James 
S. Davis, helpless and dependent son of said Randall M. Davis, the 
additional pension herein granted shall cease and determine: Provided 
further, That in the event of the death of Mary E. Davis, the name of 
said James S. Davis shall be placed on the pension roll, subject to the 
provisions and limitations of the pension laws, at the rate of $20 per 
month from and after the date of death of said Mary E. Davis. 

The name of Elizabeth Sterling, widow of Wilbur E. Sterling, late 
of Company A, Twentieth Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay, her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Laura C. Wible, widow of Francis M. Wible, late of 
company. D, Thirty-eighth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Chlora 
‘Wible, helpless and dependent daughter of said Laura C. and Francis 
M. Wible, the additional pension herein granted shall cease and de- 
termine: Provided further, That in the event of the death of Laura C. 
Wible, the name of said Chlora Wible shall be placed on the pension 
roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, 
at the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death of said 
Laura C. Wible, paid through duly appointed guardian. 

The name of Ezra Pokett, late of ia em F, Fifth Regiment Mis- 
souri Volunteer State Militia Cavalry, and Fourth Battery Iowa Volun- 
teer 5 Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month. 

The name of Reese Tunks, late of company F, Eighteenth Regiment 
Missouri Volunteers, 1 B, Fourt egiment Provisional En- 
rolled Missouri State Militia, and Company H, Fifteenth Regiment 
Kansas 5 Cavalry, and pay bim a pension at the rate of $50 

r month. 

Pene name of Emma C. Weinhold, widow of William 8. Weinhold, 
late of Company G, Ninetieth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Company E, Fourteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her . at the rate of 850 per month in lieu 
of that she is now recei ng, 

The name of Emma W. Mitchell, widow of George J. Mitchell, late 


er a pension at 


of Company C, Thirty-second Regiment Pennsylvania Enrolled Militia, 
and Unit States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 


The name of Mary E. O'Reilly, widow of Thomas O'Reilly, late of 
Company C, Sixty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Josephine Campbell, widow of John Campbell, late of 
Company C, First Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Artillery, and Bat- 
tery E, First Regiment Missouri Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her 
a pennon at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Margaret F. Roach, helpless and dependant daughter 
of Edward Roach, late of United States Navy, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $20 per month through duly appointe: ardian. 

The name of Mary A. Mallory, widow of Daniel H. Mallory, late of 


Company B, Forty-sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at 


he rate of $30 per month, 


The name of Maria C, Faloon, widow of Joseph Faloon, late of Com- 
pany H, Twelfth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Reserve Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah A. Gill, former widow of John A. Klein, late of 
Company C, IRURE Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a — at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 

The name of Alice A. Mangum, widow of Andrew J. Mangum, late 
of Company D, Thirty-first Regiment, Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu of that she is 
now recelving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Catherine 
E. Mangum, helpless and dependent daughter of said Alice A. and 
Andrew J. Mangum, the additional nsion berein granted shall cease 
and determine: Provided further, at in the event of the death of 
Alice A. Mangum, the name of said Catherine E. Mangum shall be 
placed on the nsion roll, subject to the provisions and limitations 


of the pension laws, at the rate of $20 per month from and after the 
Sake TH death of said Alice A, Mangum through duly appointed 
uardian, 


The name of Luraney R. Standley, widow of James C. Standley, late 
of Company A, National Guards, Kast Tennessee, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Jennie J. Dickey, widow of William N. Dickey, late 
scout, 3 States Army, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 

The name of Richard M. Jobnson, late of Company B, One hundred 
and ninety-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Ella Day, former widow of Alpheus B. Day, late of 
8 K, Fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and Company I, 
Thirtieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 


the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Josephine C. Long, widow of Levi R. Long, late of 
Company I, Seventeenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. > 

The name of George W. Morgan, late of Company G, Seyenty-eighth 
Regiment, and Company C, Twenty-fifth Regiment, Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Annie H. Sines, widow of Charles D. Sines, late of 
the United States Marine Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$30 per month. 

The name of Elizabeth Sutton, widow of Henry H. Sutton, late of 
Company H, Thirty-fourth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a 8 at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Stepson 
Sutton, helpless. and dependent son of said Elizabeth and Henry H. 
Sutton, the additional pension herein granted sball cease and deter- 
mine: Provided further, That in the event of the death of Elizabeth 
Sutton the name of said Stepson Sutton shall be pace? on the pen- 
sion roll, Gece 1g to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, 
at the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death of said 
Elizabeth Sutton. 

The name of Parthine Curtis, widow of Felix Curtis, late of Company 
B, Third Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Heayy Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Elmira Bauer, widow of Abraham Bauer, late of Com- 
py L, Seventh Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Annie Rheb, helpless and dependent daughter of Louis 
Rheb, late of Company D, One hundred and sixty-fifth Regiment Penn- 
. Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month. 

The name of Angie Scanks, widow of Jacob Scanks, late of Company 
H, and Company B, Seventeenth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer 
Infantry, an 5957 her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary E. McGill, widow of William H. MeGill, late 
of Company B, Forty-fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay, her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Susan S. Boyd, widow of James P. Boyd, late lieu - 
tenant colonel One hundred and sixteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receivin 


The name of Elizabeth Fenner, widow of James W. Fenner, late of 


Company B, one hundred and sixty-eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
ib icin Mb ey Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 


The name of Annie E. Thompson, widow of Samuel S. 8 tore 
late of Company G, Fifth Regiment United States Volunteer Artil- 
lery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien of 
that she is now 5 

The name of David Housel, late of Company E, Fifty-first Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, Company G, Eighth Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, and Company A. Eighth Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $50 per month. 

he name of Henry C. Williams, late of Company G, Ninety-third 
Re; ent, and 8 B. Fifty-fourth Regiment, Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay him a ponaos at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Sylvester Haus, late of Company E, One hundred and 
fifty-fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer National Guard Infantry, and 
pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month, 

he name of Henry C. Bagley, late of Company K, Seventh Regi- 
ment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$50 per month. 

The name of Frances Laport, widow of William Laport, late of 
Company B, Ninety-sixth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Margaret A. Bes widow of Walter B. Bryant, late of 
Company E, Thirty-seventh Regiment, and Company C, Twentieth 
Regiment, Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry. and pay ber a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of M. Lovina Porter, widow of John W. Porter, late of 
Company D, Thirtieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

ne name of Azubath Srofe, widow of John V. Srofe, late of Com- 
pany E, Seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
N at the rate of 850 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Nancy Veatch, widow of James D. Veatch, late of Com- 
pany A, One hundred and thirty-seyenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
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ingantry ang pay her * at the rate of $50 per month in Heu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah B. Jewett, widow of Orin Jewett, late of Com- 
pany G, Third ment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
| sion at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Eliza J. Creighton, widow of Frederick Creighton, alias 
| Gillenk, late of United States Navy, and pay her a 2 at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiv g. 


e name of Sarah J. Warren, widow of James Warren, late of Com- 
pany H egi- 


, Sixteenth Regiment, and Company B, Thirty-seventh R 
ment, Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
| of $30 per month. 


he name of Sarah J. Hellman, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Elias Heilman, late of Compan 6, One hundred and — + 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Mary Ð, Hart, widow of Robert D. Hart, late of Com- 

ny G, Third Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Heavy Artil- 
law and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Alice Hadsell, widow of Homer Hadsell, late of Com- 
pany E, Sixth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of 880 per month. 

The name of Francis M. Meadows, late of D yp K, Sixty-eighth 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay h & pension at the 
rate of per month, 

The name of Clara 8. Shuler, widow of John B. Shuler, late of 
Company B, Forty-seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

ö The name of Ann Starkey, widow of Almon J. Starkey, late of Com- 

ny D, First Regiment New York Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay 

R e at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Anna M. Miller, widow of Joseph Miller, late of Com- 

ny E, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 
— Infantry, and pay her u pension at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sallie Laswell, helpless and dependent daughter of 
John D. Laswell, late of Company H, Twenty-third Regiment Indiana 
hye aa Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month, : 

The name of Louis Van ke Rousseau, late of United States Navy, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $35 per month. 

The name of neg E. Adams, widow of Thomas Adams, late of 
Company K, epiment Minnesota Volunteer Infantry, abd pay 
her a pension at the rate of $80 per month. 

The name of Lucretia Coffman, widow of Charles Coffman, late of 
Company G, Two hundred and ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a sion at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now recef = — 

The name of Mary P. vis, widow of 3 E. Davis, late of 

Company A, First Battalion Delaware Volunteer valry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 
e name of Margaret Davis, widow of Thomas L. Davis, late of 
Company G, One hundred and forty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and yg We ons a pension at the rate of 530 per month. 

The name o lia Loveless, widow of Silas eless, late of Com- 
pany D, Eleventh Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

he name of John Usner, helpless and d dent son of Adam 
Usner, late of S Two hundred and fifth Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a ees at the rate of $20 
per ee in lieu of that he is now rece g, through duly appointed 
ardian. 
une name of Anna R. Jackson, widow of Henry F. Jackson, late 
130 per 5 Ma a States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
per month. 

The name of Elizabeth Sowers, widow of Erastus Sowe: late of 
Company I, Fifty-second Regiment Pennsylvania’ Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her N ny at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name Eliza C. Maher, widow of George W. Maher, late of 
Company I, First Regiment Ohio Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Huldah E. Hall, widow of Benjamin F. Hall, late first- 
class pilot, U. S. S. Victory, United States Navy, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Permelia McDonald, widow of David McDonald, late of 
Company C, Seventy-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pene at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Amanda W. Jordan, widow of Thomas T. Jordan, late 
of Company K, One hundred and fifty-first Regiment Ilinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and Py, her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Alice Loree, widow of Charles M. Loree, late of Com- 
pany L, Third Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $0 at month, 

The name of Mary E. Sutton, widow of Azariah K. Sutton, late of 
B wef G, Bighty-seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 

er & pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. : 

The name of Frances Jackson, widow of Philip Jackson, late of Com- 
pany K, Thirtieth Regiment Ohio Volanteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of ye per month. 

The name of Eliza J. Hall, widow of Alfred L. Hall, late of Com- 

ny I, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer 

fantry, dnd pay her a o rc at the rate of $50 per month im lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Eugene Kee, helpless and dependent son of John R. 
Kee, late of Com y H, Forty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month, 

The name gi George W. Brigas, late of Company B, First Battalfon 
Maine Volunteer Infantry, pay him a pension at the rate of $50 


month. 
bene name ef Mary L. Cornell, widow of Albert H. Cornell, late of 
Company F, Eighth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 
he name of Robert K ite of Company H, Third Regiment Ten- 
niéssee Volunteer Mounted Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 


r month. 

22 ĩͤ v 
ompa ; olunteer Infan 

het a pe on at the rate of per monet in feu of that the ta: bow 
ving. 


recei 


The name of Catharine M. Painter, widow of George W. Painter, late 
of Company A, Fifteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she 
0 Pag =p Annie M. F d t 

name of Annie M. France, helpless and 4 ent daughter o 
William France, late of Company F, e Been and fourteenth $ 
ment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 
rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Dolly P. Beckner, widow of David R Beckner, late of 
Company B, Twenty-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Barbarn E. Rhea, widow of Patterson Rhea, late of 
Company 1, Third Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 


ving. 

The name of Mary J. Lawson, widow of Willlam H. Lawson, late of 
Companies K and E, Fourteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, 
and Co ny F, Veteran Battalion, Fourteenth and Fifteenth Regi- 
ments Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now — — 

e name of Mary J. Martin, widow of Robert B. Martin, late of 
Company D, Fifty-seventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay er = e at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 

receiving. 

The name of Nancy F. Ralston, widow of Andrew D. Ralston, late of 
Company K, Eighty-second ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 

msion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
hat in the event of the death of aang y 


Ralston e additional pension herein granted shall cease and deter- 
mine: Provided further, "That in the even h ti 


rough duly sprona an. 
ent daughter of Michael 
pay her a pension at the 
duly e eee guardian, 
ch, low 15 John W. Leach, late of 
— 8 Volunteer Infantry. 
and Company G, First Regiment West Virginia Veteran Volunteer In- 
y her a pension at the rate of 850 per month in lieu 


receiving. 

The name of Susan R. Vititoe, widow of William Vititoe, late of 
Company K. Third Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, end pay 
et a at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 

The name of Hannah E. Cahey, widow of Bernard Cahey, late of 
United States Navy, And pay her a pension at the rate ot $30 per 


month. 

The name of Tabitha E. Isbell, widow of Thomas R. Isbell, late of 
Company B, Seventh Regiment Provisional Enrolled Missouri Militia, 
and pay her a ston at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Catherine Crow, widow of George W. Crow, late of 
Company I, Fifty-first Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Alice L. Byers, widow of Seth W. Byers, late of Com- 
pene. G, One hundred and tenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 

nfantry, and Py her a pension at the rate of $30 r month. 

The name o rah Harris, widow of John M. 8, late of Com- 
pany C, First Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 month. 


The name of Ella H. Candy, widow of Charles Candy, late colonel 
Sixty-sixth ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month. 5 


The name of Laura M. A. Jones, widow of les H. Jones, alias 
Charles H. Clark, late of mpany H Thirteenth Regiment New_York 
Volunteer Cavalry, and Company F, Third Regiment New York Provi- 
sional 8 Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
per month. 
The name of Caroline W. Kinsloe, widow of Albert S. Kinsloe, late 
of Company D, Fifty-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
y her a poese at tbe rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
The name of Kylveater Coden, int t G H, Elghty-urtn 
e name o er ndon, late o ompan $ 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him H . . rate 


of $50 per month. 
n, late of Company B, Twenty-sixth 


The name of J h D. Thom 
Regiment IIlinpis Volunteer Infantry, and Company F, Second Regi- 
ment eers, and pay him a pension at 


United States Veteran Volu 
the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of cy A. Parker, Pn and d dent daughter of 
Abram Parker, late of GIORNI eventh Regiment, and Company 
A, Eighth Regiment, Michigan Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $20 a month. 

The name of Sarah J. Pettit, widow of Stephen M. Pettit, late of 
Company A, One hundredth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Nellie 
Pettit, helpless a dependent daughter of said Sarah J. and Stephen 
M. Pettit, the additional pension herein granted shall cease and deter. 
mine: And provided further, That in the event of the death of Sarah J. 
Pettit the name of said Nellie Pettit shall be placed on the pension 
roll, subject to the provisions and limitations the pension laws, at 
the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death of said 
Sarah J. Pettit. 

The name of Hannah Seward, widow of William F. Seward, allas 
William Ward, late of Company K, First Regiment jowa Volunteer 
Cavalry, and poy perg a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Elizabeth Jones, widow of Alonzo G. Jones, late of Com- 
pany H, Sixty-third Regiment rolled Missouri Volunteer Militia In- 
Pantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Celesta Lamme, widow of Ferdinand Lamme, late of 
eam ving B. Twenty-sixth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Mary L.. Dill. widow of Ira W. Dill, late of Company B. 
Thirty-fourth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

e name of Penina A. Wright. widow of George H. Wright, late of 
Company B, Seventy-fifth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a on at the rate of $50 per month In lieu of that she is 
now receiv . 
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The name of Willlam B. McEthaney, alias Mehlharney, late of Com- 
pany D, Third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

he name of Orilla J. Hainline, widow of Andrew J. Hainline, late of 
Company D, One hundred and twenty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of James N. Parker, alias Charles Thompson, late of Com- 
any E, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer 
Porai, and pay him a 8 at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Mary E. Todd, widow of Grandison Todd, late of Com- 

ny B, Second Regiment, and Company. D, First Regiment, North 
Parolina Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiying: Provided, That in the 
event of the death of Charlie Todd, helpless and dependent son of said 
Mary E. and Grandison Todd, the additional pension herein granted 
shall cease and determine: Provided further, That in the event of the 
death of Mary E. Todd the name of said Charlie Todd shall be placed 
on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the 

8 he de ag Bee of $20 per month from and after the date of 

eath of said r Todd. $ 

The name of Mary A. Powell, widow of Amasa C. Powell, late of Com- 
pany II, First Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Margaret Newell, widow of Henry W. 1 late 
of Company E. an Beant New 1425 . Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at e rate o r mo 5 

The Tana of Mary C. McCabe, widow olr Felix McCabe, late of 
Company B, Eleventh Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Caroline Candus Criswell, helpless and dependent 
daughter of William Criswell, late of Company A, One hundred and 
thirty-first Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
DEDNO n at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 
ceiving, through duly appointed guardian. 

The name of Emma A. Carl, widow of Ira Carl, late of Company 
M, Sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and 

her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

Phe name of Frances S. Gooding, widow of James W. Gooding, late 
of John Berins's company, Arkansas Rangers, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of 25 per month. 

The name of Martha Kailey, widow of George W. Kailey, late of 
Company E. One hundred and forty-sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, . ae her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name 9 Miele V, inhart, widow of Ferdinand Reinhart, late 
of Company K, One hundred and twenty-eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Adelaide Thacker, widow of Martin Thacker, late of 
Company D, Fifty-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of S. Harriet Morris, widow of Caleb M. Morris, late 
of Company C, One hundred and ninety-third Regiment Ohio Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 880 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Malvina Cost, former widow of Asher T. Coleman, late 
of Company F. Eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artil- 
lery, and pay her a pennin at the rate of N kes month. 

The name of Lavinia A. Griswold, widow of Adrian M. Griswold, 
late of Company F, Seventy-sixth Regiment, and Company F, Ninety- 

giment, New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Rosamond Barker, widow of Edward Barker, late of 
Company B, Ninety-fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Julia I. Stuart, former widow of Isaac L. Foster, late of 
Company H, Twenty-second Regiment Wisconsin Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Ardella M. Farnsworth, widow of Horace Farnsworth, 
late of Company A, First Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Cavalry 
cones Rangers), and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Mary A. S. Campbell, widow of John H. Campbell, late 
of Companies B and G, Fourth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving: 

The name of Elizabeth Stinson, widow of James Stinson, late of 
Company G, Seventh Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her 8 panan at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Margaret D. Wise, widow of Jacob Wise, late of Com- 
pany I, Fifty-first Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pensan at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Melissa D. Ellis, widow of Thomas Ellis, late of Com- 
pany K, Twenty-seventh Regiment Ilinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
3 pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Sarah A. Radell, widow of Bernard Radell, late of Com- 
pany C, First Battalion Missouri State Militia Cavalry, and pay her a 
reo at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Alexander Surrell, alias Syrrell, late of Company C, 
One hundred and sixty-fourth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay him od i eee at the rate of $50 per month, 

The name of Mary E. Logan, widow of Francis M. Logan, late of 
Company F, Fifty-fourth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 9 and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Letha J. Logan, 
helpless and dependent daughter of said Mary E. and Francis M. Logan, 
the additional pension herein granted shall cease and determine: Pro- 
vided further, That in the event of the death of Mary E. Logan the 
name of said Letha J. Logan shall be placed on the pension roll, sub- 

ect to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, at the rate of 

20 per month from and after the date of death of said Mary E. Logan. 

The name of Elizabeth J. Thorn, widow of Levi Thorn, alias John 
Sumney, late of Company M, Fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Cayalry, and Company F, Fourteenth Regiment Veteran Reserve Corps, 


and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Abigail J. Gardner, widow of Samuel Gardner, late of 
Company C, Ninety-third Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, X 


The name of Mary Jewett, widow of Henry Jewett, late of' Company 
B, Forty-seventh Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Susan L. Shew, widow of Lewis S. Shew, late of Com- 
pany K, One hundred and ninety-ninth Regiment Pennsylvania Volun- 

eer Infantry, and pay her a 3 at the rate of $50 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the 
death of John M. Shew, helpless and dependent son of said Susan L. 
and Lewis 8. Shew, the n herein granted shall cease 
and determine; Provided further, That in the event of the death of 
Susan L. Shew the name of said John M. Shew shall be placed on the 
ension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension 
aws, at the rate of $20 per month from and after the date of death 


of said Susan L. Shew. 

The name of Casper Runz, late of Eighth Battalion, District of 
Columbia Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$50 per month. 

The name of TRE J. Thompson, widow of Jonathan Thompson, 
late of Company G, Second Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Alice J. Stoddard, widow of Nelson Stoddard, late of 
Company H, Twenty-fourth Regiment New Jersey Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Carrie M. Flandreau, widow of Daniel A. Flaudreau, 
late of Company A, 8 Regiment New York Volunteer In- 
fantry, and Company G, Seventh Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now 3 

The name of Maria A. King, widow of James R. King, late of Com- 
pany I, Ninety-third Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay 

er a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Augusta Seubert, widow of John Seubert, late of Com- 
pany K, Ninth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and y her a 
pees at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she now re- 
ceiving, 

The name of Mary J. Marshall, former widow of Andrew J. Marshall, 
late of Company H, Eleventh Regiment Kansas Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay. her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Nancy J. Lance, widow of Charles H. Lance, late of 
Company H, Fourteenth hires and Company M, Eighth Regiment, 
Missouri Volunteer State Militia Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Pricy Eveline Cook, widow of Timothy Cook, late of 
— C, Seventh Regiment West Virginia Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 


| now receiving. 


The name of Martha A. Shirley, widow of John T. Shirley, late of 
Company H, Seventy-eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of 
that she is now Eocene 

The name of Mary A. Shoemaker, widow of Adam S. Shoemaker, late 
of Company G, Bighty-eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her n pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary E. Veith, widow of Frank Veith, late of Com- 
pany E, Second Regiment New York Veteran Volunteer Cavalry, synony- 
mous with Empire Light Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Catharine McQuade, widow of James McQuade, late of 
Unit States Marine Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
so per month in lieu of that she is now receiving: Provided, That in 
he event of the death of Fannie M. McQuade, helpless and dependent 
daughter of said Catharine and James McQuade, the additional po 
sion herein granted shall cease and determine: And provided further, 
That in the event of the death of Catharine McQuade the name of 
said Fannie M. McQuade shall be pared on the pension roll, subject 
to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, at the rate of 
13 per month from and after the date of death of said Catharine 
uade. 

The name of Ella 8. Robison, widow of 1 Robison, late of 
Company K. Sixty-first Regiment, and Company I, Bighty-second Regi- 
ment, Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her à pension at the rate of 
$30 per month, 

The name of Frances A, Harris, widow of John P. 
First Independent Battery, Kansas Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Emeline Rader, widow of John Rader, late of Com- 
pany D, Sixth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pentia at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Candace A. Kain, widow of Silas D. Kain, late of 
Company K, Sixteenth Regiment, and Company F, Sixty-second Regi- 
190 5 Ohio 1 Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 

r month, 

The name of Mary R. Pinkley, widow of John Pinkley, late of Com- 
pany H, Sixty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
3 at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now recely- 


he name of Charles F. Ogden, helpless and dependent son of Levi 
H. Ogden, late of Company E, One hundred and forty-ninth Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 
per month through duly a Saha ardian. 

The name of Geneva Beha, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Gerhard Beha, late of Companies A and H, Fifth Regiment Missouri 
State Militia Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. i 

The name of Mahala E. Broadbent, widow of Samuel S. Broadbent, 
late of Company A, Third Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer mena 
First Battalion Massachusetts Veteran Volunteer Cavalry, Company E, 
Fifty-eighth Regiment MassachusetfS Volunteer Infantry, and Company 
C, Twenty-second Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Mary Mason, widow of Judson A. Mason, late of Com- 
any G, Ninety-sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Harriet A. Bishop, widow of Harvey W. N late ot 
Company D, Thirteenth Regiment New Hampshire Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Addie J. Green, widow of Samuel H. Green, late of 
Company E, Second Regiment United States Volunteer Sharpshooters, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Rebecca J. Dunn, widow of Harvey T. Dunn, late of 
Company B, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment, and Company F, 


Harris, late of 
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Sixty-first Regiment, Tilinocis Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 


at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Angie O. Allen, widow of George H. Allen, late of Com- 
any B, Fourth Regiment, and Company B, venth Regiment, Rhode 
Telina Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 8 at the rate of $40 
per month in lieu of that she is now recei a 

The name of Minerya J. Gardner, widow of Robert Gardner, late of 
Company C, One hundred and thirty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Adsline Walker, widow of Henry Walker, late of Com- 
pany B, Eighth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
er $ pension at the rate of $50 per month in lleu of that she is now 
receiving. > 

The name of Fannie F. Kennedy, widow of Daniel E. Kennedy, alias 
Samuel Cooper, late of Company D. Seventy-seventh Regiment Ilinois 
Volunteer aTa and Company K, Ninth Regiment Iowa Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary Powell, widow of John H. Powell, late of Com- 
panies I and G, Thirteenth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she 
Is now receiving. 

The name of Cora Campbell, widow of Edward Campbell, late of 
Company F, One hundred and eighty-ninth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry, and pe her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Rachel M. Baxter, widow of John W. Baxter, late of 
Company B, One hundred and twenty-third Regiment Pennsylvania 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month 
in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah Ervin, widow of John F. Ervin, late of Com- 
pany C, Fiftieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mary I. Hidy, widow of William Hidy, late of Com- 
pany C, Ninetieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Lizzie B. Shriner, widow of George W. Shriner, late of 
Company F, Fifteenth Regiment ‘Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and 
Company C, Fourth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Melvina Glidden, widow of Sylvester S. Glidden, late 
of Company C, Sixth Regiment Minnesota Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her A pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Sarah E. Young, widow gt John H. Young, late of 
Company G, One hundred and twentieth Regiment Indiana oante 
Infantry, and pay, her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Cynthia Earnest, widow of Joseph Earnest, late of 
Company I, Eleventh Regiment Michigan Volunteer Cayalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Hannah M. Earhart, widow of Joseph D. Earhart, 
late of Company C, Thirty-third Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 5 A 15 

The name of Louisa Logan, widow of John n, late of Compan 
G, Fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $30 por month, 

The name of Edward Barr, helpless and big ct son of Edward 
Barr, late of Company B, Sixteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Cavalry, and Company F, Second Regiment United States Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month, through 
duly appointed guardian, 

The name of Etta Vanzant, widow of George W. Vanzant, late of 
Company G, First Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Amanda Baird, widow of Wiliam K, Baird, late 
of Company A, Thirty-fifth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 

bow rece Yi R ERR 2 

The name of Unity P. encer, widow of Moses C. Spen 
of Company E, Thirteenth 7 Veteran Reserve Corba ana 1765 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Sarah J. White, widow of Willlam W. White, late of 
Company K, Fourteenth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pennon at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
s now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death of Minnie 
E. White, helpless and eee daughter of said Sarah J. and 
William W. White, the additional pension herein granted shall cease 
and determine: Provided further, That in the event of the death 
of Sarah J. White the name of Minnie E. White shall be placed on 
the pension roll, subject. to the provisions and limitations of the 
pension laws, at the rate of $20 per month from and after the date 
of death of said Sarah J. White. 

The name of Mary B. 5 widow of Joseph C. Ciittora, late 

pa er a pensi 
at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving : 
e event of the death of Alfred Clifford, helpless 
C. Clifford, the 


pe „ at th 
$20 per month from and after the date of death of said Mary E 


The name of Dora Coffman, helpless and dependent daughter of 
William Coffman, late of Company One hundred and twenty-ninth 
Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month 

The name of John Wait, late of Company A, Third Regiment, and 
Company A, Elevegth Regiment, Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay, him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

he name of Mary M. Kelly, widow of Henry A. Kelly, late first 
lieutenant and quartermaster 7 8 Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Mina Riley, widow of George W. Riley, late of Company 
. Tenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
ion at the rate of $80 per month. 

The name of Florence C. Clark, widow of Frank Clark, late of Com- 
pany I, Seventh Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of 830 per month 


The name of Libbie M. Ryan, widow of James W. Ryan, alias James 


Conklin, late of Company D, Thirty-fourth Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
LXIV- 161 


Infantry, and Company K, Sixty-elghth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infan- 
try, pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Emma Taylor, former widow of John Lewis Scholl, late 
of Company I, Third Regiment Maryland Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Lucinda M. ller, widow of Henry A. Fuller, late of 
near M, First 5 New Hampshire Volunteer Cavalry, and 
pay her a passion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Ada G. Sherwood, former widow of Thomas W. S. Hale, 
late of Company F, Twenty-fourth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Julia Adams, widow of James A. Adams, late of Com- 
pany I, Highth Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 en month. 

The name of Eliza Hill, widow of Alexander Hill, alias Alexander 
Chandler, late of Company B, Fifth Regiment United States Volunteer 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, through 
aur appointe: ardian. £ 

he name of Margaret A. Mediey, widow of James H. Medley, late of 
Company L, Seventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer Militia Cavalry, and 
Company H, Thirteenth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
as pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Julia B. Cole, widow of George H. Cole, late of Company 
B, One hundred and forty-fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infan- 
try, and Bighty-ninth Company, Second Battalion Veteran Volunteer 
Reserve Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Huldah A. E. Dutton, widow of John M. Dutton, late of 
Company M, Second Reg ment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate o $30 per month, 

he name of Mary B. Elliott, widow of Oliver Elliott, late of Com- 
pany E, Fortieth Regiment, and Company D, Bighty-elghth Regiment, 
eee Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Mary A. Morris, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Aaron Morris, late of Company K, One hundred and fortieth Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month through duly appointed guardian. 

The name of Sarah F. Champlin, widow of Orrison Champlin, late of 
Company B, Ninetieth N Re Ohfo Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

e name of Lucy M. Raymond, helpless: and dependent daughter of 
Leonard Raymond, late of Company C, Eighteenth Regiment New York 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month, 
through duly appointed guardian. 

The name of Elizabeth J. Wright, widow of Ethan B. Wright, late of 
Company E, Second Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her 
a ts at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Clarice Fly, widow of Joseph Fly, late of Company G, 
Fifty-sixth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
8 at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recelving. 

The name of Francis 8. Haynes, alias Francia S. Reedy, late of Com- 
pany H, Second Regiment Missouri Volunteer Cavalry, and Companies 
I and F, Forty-third Regiment IIIInois Volunteer Infantry, and Nime- 
teenth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Mary Underwood, widow of William O. Underwood, late 
of Company C, Seventy-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay. her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Nancy E, Alward, widow of Smith M. Alward, late of 
Company C, Twentieth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her panes at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recelying. 

The name of Emily French, widow of William French, late of Com- 
any F, Twenty-first Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
er 3 at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 

receiving. 

The dene of Mary A. Ramsey, widow of Samuel Ramsey, late of Com- 
pany D, One hundred and sixtieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now recelving: Provided, That In the event of the death of Samuel 
Ramsey, helpless and dependent son of said Mary A. and Samuel Ram- 
sey, the additional pension herein granted shall cease and determine: 
Provided further, at in the event of the death of Mary A. Ramsey, 
the name of said Samuel Ramsey shall be placed on the sion roll, 
subject to the provisions and limitations of the nsion laws, at the 
uate oe $20 per month from and after the date of death of said Mary 

rs msey. 

The name of Emma V. Wilkerson, widow of Se anes F, Wilkerson, 
late of Company C, Fifteenth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Sarah A. Blevins, widow of Reuben Blevins, late of 
Company E, Thirteenth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 
her fot ergs at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The ania of Margaret H. Myers, widow of William B. Myers, late of 
Company D, One hundred and forty-fourth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Mary Reilley, widow of John A. Rellley, late of Com- 

any B, First Battalion Fremont Rangers, Missouri Volunteer Home 

Boards, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah E. Leavitt, widow of Seth E. A. Leavitt, late of 
Company G, Twelfth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a ponon at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recelying. 

The name of Mary E. Higley, widow of Lyman A. Higley, late of 
Company D, One hundred and fifth Regiment Pennsylyan olunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lien 
of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Sarah A. Atherton, widow of Edwin R. Atherton, alias 
Edwin R. Gross, late of Company D, First Regiment Maine Volunteer 
Cavalry, and unassigned Fourteenth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infan- 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. - 

he name of Anna 
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The name of Eliza A. Salomon, widow of Jacob Salomon, late of 
Company F, Eighth Regiment United States Infantry, and Company 
M, inth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $30 per month, 

Por name of ae — 5 3 J. Harcourt, late 
of Compan enty-first ent In 
and Company H, Eighty-ninth Regiment United States Colored Yol- 


unteer Infant 
The name o: 
Com 


ew 
try, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of that she is now np oc ` 

The name of Alice Darr, widow of William N. Darr, late of Com- 
pany F, Fourteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 

er a oer at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Sophronia O. Hubble, widow of Levi J. Hubble, Jate of 
Company H, One hundred and twenty-ninth Regiment Illinois Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Catherine Foster, helpless and dependent daughter of 
William Foster, late of Fourth Battery New Jersey Volunteer Light 
Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month, through 
ka appointed guardian. 

he name of Kate E. Clear, widow of Samuel K, Clear, late of 
Company K, One hundred and sixteenth Regiment Pennsylvania 
Tolone Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Lavenia A. Collett, widow of Henry Collett, late of 
Company I, Fortieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
@ pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Arminda Russell, widow of Carlos M. Russell, late 
of Conpany H, Thirty-eighth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Georgia A. Scarbrough, widow of Gilbert 5 
— of e Eighth 1 habe? 8 ee sad u- 
antry, and pa a pension a e rate o per month, 

The name of Hester E. Aldrich, widow of bt Aldrich, late of 
Company F, One hundred and forty-first Regiment New York Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of iorence S. Bradbury, former widow of Rufus D. 
Bradbury, late of Company Sixteenth Regiment IIlinois Volunteer 
Cavalry, and Company H, Eighteenth R nt Illinois Volunteer In- 
fantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Charity I. Haskell, widow of Andrew J. Has late 
of Company F, Tenth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Jennie E. Nelson, widow of Edward Nelson, late of 

Rew York Vi 


per month 

elson, 

The name of Sarah Dobner, widow of Isadore Dobner, late of Com- 

ny I, Two hundred and fifteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 

‘antry, and pay her a Die ye at the rate or pa month. 

The name of Clara E. Brass, widow of Alber Brass, late of 
Company C, Forty-sixth . nena Massachusetts Volunteer Militia 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

he name of John Keller, helpless and dependent son of Jacob 
Keller, late of Company K, Fifty -Afth ment Ohio Volunteer In- 
fantry, ana pay —— A pension at the rate of $20 per month, through 
duly a ted gua t 

The Name of ‘Susan Clark, widow of Alfred E. Clark, late of Com- 
pany B, Sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a sion at the rate of $30 per month, 

e name of L. Ethel Boiton, ney and 8 daughter of 
Charles W. Bolton, late of Company I, Ninety-fi Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Helen Calvert, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Washington Calvert, late of Company F, Sixty-third Regiment Ohio 
eee 5 pay Lee 1 pence: at the rate of $20 per month 

lieu o at she is now receiving. 

n e name of Mark Gilliam, late unassigned, One hundred and ninety- 
eighth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Caroline Hazen, widow of Horace D. Hazen, late of 
Company D, Fifth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, and 
pax fe a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Mary J. Belt, widow of John C. Belt, late of Com- 
pany I, Twelfth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of §50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 

ving. 
ee tn a of Amanda L. Hill, widow of James M. Hill, late of Com- 

y K, One hundred and fifteenth Regiment New York Volunteer 
fantry, and pay her a ob mia at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Esther A. Deyo, former widow of Charles G. Deyo, 
late of Company G, Ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, ber a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Jentie Parsons, widow of David Parsons, late of Four- 
teenth Battery Ohio Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $80 per month. 1 

The name of Emma A. Kline, widow of Martin Kline, late of Com- 
pany C, Fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Theodore S, Steffy, late of Company B, Permanent 
Party, Tod Barracks, Ohio, and unassigned, Thirty-second Regiment, 


epi gk Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 
The name of Elizabeth Tice, widow of Myron C. Tice, late of Com- 
pany M, First Regiment Michigan Volanteer Cavalry, — pay her a 
pension at the rate of 0 per month, 
The name of Addie Peck, widow of John H. Peck, Jate of Compan 
ment, and Company H, Ninety-fou 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at 


h F. M. 


a piii 7 that a 12 now 3 g. 0 

name o. a S. Omans, widow of George Oma late unas- 
signed recruit, United States Army, and Companies B and Eleventh 
Eaa New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the 


rate of $30 per month. 
The name of Isabella L. Williamson, widow of Joseph Williamson, 
Regim Tennessee Volunteer Light Artil- 


5 Wilson, late a 
egimen 
33 and pay her a pension at the rate of 


he name of Josinah Brinson, widow of Anthony Brinson, late of 

Captain Bassett's independent company, and 3 Thirteenth 

Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 

8 W . en sy Hage oe th is now recefvin X 9 
o: ea 

dependent son of said t Pitic 


at in the event of the death of Josinah Brinson the name of sai 
John F. Brinson sh be placed on the pension subject: to the 


provisions and limitations of the sion la’ t t 
per month from and after the date of. death pet said A n r 


Volunteer 
* widow of Charles 8. 

5, former o arles Harri 
Iate of Company E, Fourteenth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her = pano at the rate of $80 per month, 

The name of Rachel B Kerby, widow of Samuel D. Kerby, late of 
Company D, Seventeenth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her vee at the rate $40 per month In lieu of that she is now 


The name of Charles M. Cornelius, help! d 
George W. Cornelius, late of Compaiy ses 3 ena —.—— 


sixth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 


the rate of $20 try, and pay him a pension at 


r month, through duly appointed gnardia 


in lleu of tha now 

rh ann 
e name of Harriett L. Sheets, widow of Benjamin F. Sh lat 
eee K, First Regiment Northeast tee Missouri ome 


pay her a pension at the rate of $30 month. 

name of Belle Torrence, widow of Finton č Torrence, late of 
Ree art A, First Regiment Iowa Volunteer Cavalry, and ay her a 
3 the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that une is now 


The name of Louisa Fields, widow of H 
D, Nineteenth h enry Fields, late of Company 
Volunteer Infantry, 


pc in Heu of that she is, now re 5 
e name o enor widow of Joseph A. Valen, late of 
Company D, hundred and eighteenth Regiment Ilinois Volunteer 


antry, and pay her rE waini at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 

of —.— she is now rat ing. he ox 
e name of Rosy J. Barnes, helpless an mdent daughter of 
Calvin Barnes, late of Compe I, One hundred ana forty-fourth Regi- 
ment Indiana Volunteer In antry, and pey her a pension at the rate of 
ear! . . ia j 
e name o rah A. Brown, widow of. Peter Brown, late of Com- 
ny K, One hundred and forty-third Regiment Indiana Volunteer 

„and pay her a pension at the rate of a per month. 

The name of Senea Beamon, widow of Anstin Beamon, late of Com- 
pany D, Fifty-first Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
3) iy fate af- F00 per month Mm Men of that she ts now re- 

The name of Sarah C. Canan, widow of William H. Canan, Ia 
Company G, Forty-third R t Indiana Volunteer Infantry, lee . 
her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 


receiving. 
The name of Virginia V. Deyo, widow of Nelson J. De 
por e One hundred and ninth Regiment Pennsylvania 
ntry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 
The name of Mattie A. Tansil, widow of Zebeland G. Tansil, late of 
Company K, Second ent Tennessee Volunteer Mounted Infantry, 


and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 


is now rec g. 

The name of maer J. Steele, widow of John H. Steele, late of Com- 
pany G, Fifty-fifth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of 2323 month. 

The name of Mary S. Bisco, widow ef Hiram R. Bisco, late of Com- 
pany F, Sixtieth Regiment Massachusetts Volunteer Militia Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Sarah F. Murdock, widow of William H. Murdock, late of 
Twelfth Independent Battery, Massachusetts Volunteer Light Artillery, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in Lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Mary E. Buckley, widow of William W. Buckley, late of 
Company D, First Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Light Artillery, 
and pay her a pensfon at the rate of $50 per month in lien of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of Ida M. Pierson, widow of Frank W. Pierson, late of 

any D, Twentieth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her SP apa at the rate $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Edith Bonter, nopee and dependent daughter of Cor- 
nelius Bonter, late of Company B. First Regiment Michigan Volunteer 
Light Artillery, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month, 


late of Com- 
olunteer In- 
r mon 


1923. 
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The name of Louis Weiss, late of Company G, Twenty-fourth Regt 


ment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$50 per month, through duly appoint ardian. 
The name of Ella Clark Shoecraft, widow of Ross P. Shoecraft, late 
of Company A, Thirteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Sarah Lighthart, widow of Lewis Lighthart, late of 
Fourth Battery, Wisconsin Volunteer Light Artillery; and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she now re- 
ceiving. 

The name of Mary Garno, widow of George Garno, late of Company 
D, Second Battalion, Sixteenth (subsequently Twenty-fifth) Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

he name of Martha Flener, helpless and dependent daughter of 
aie see oe Flener, late of Company C, Eleventh Regiment Kentucky 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Ava Pinkerton, widow of Nicholas J, Pinkerton, late of 
Company I, Fifth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer Mounted Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Hannah M. Atha, widow of Willlam P. Atha, late of 
Independent Battery, Ohio Volunteer Light Artillery, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Esther E. Green, widow of Oliver H. Green, late of Com- 
pany D, Twenty-first Regiment New York Volunteer Cavalry, and pay 

er A — at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiv 

The name of Mary Koch, helpless and 1 daughter of Henry 
Koch, late of Company A Third Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, 
and Company E, Seventeenth Regiment Veteran Volunteer Reserve 
Corps, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 


e name of Carrie S. Pierce, widow of Henry H. Pierce, late of 
Company H, Eighth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 


he name of Mary J. Robbins, widow of Alexander Robbins, late of 
Company B, Sixteenth Regiment Michigan Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Martha A. Worden, widow of Arnold J. Worden, late 
of Company F, Sixteenth Regiment New York Volunteer Heavy Artillery, 
and pay her a pean at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of James W. Beckwith, late of Company I, Seventy-ninth 
Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $30 pr mon 

The name of rie Wolbert, widow of William R. Wolbert, late of 
First Battery, Minnesota Volunteer Light Artillery, and her a 
prenion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she Is now re- 
ceiving. ; 

The name of Annie M. Hartzell, widow of Jonas M. Hartzell, late 
of Company I, One hundred and ninety-third Regiment, and Company D, 
Sixty-third Regiment, Pennsylvania Volunteer Infantry, and Company E, 
Wighth Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Rachel Hagan, widow of Lawrence Hagan, late of Com- 
pany G, Twentieth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and Company 

x ixth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension 
50 per month in lien of that she is now receivin, 


at the rate of 
Ada L. Kinsey, widow of William B. Seng 3 
0 


The name o Tate leu- 
tenant colonel One hundred and sixty-first Regiment New rk Volun- 
teer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Jennie G. Bourne, helpless and dependent daughter of 
Benjamin Tolman, late of Twentieth mpany, unattached, Massachu- 
n Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month. 

The name of Eliza J. Terry, widow of Oliver C. Terry, late of Company 
H, First Regiment Indiana Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth T. Cousens, widow of William G. Cousens, late 
of Company F, Twenty-seventh Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Isabel Sandlin, widow of Huriah Sandlin, late of Com- 

any I, Fourth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Mounted Infantry, and 

Bonpany I, Eighth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $40 per month in leu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Elenore C. Akers, former widow of Wilbur F. Goheen, late 

f Company C, One hundred and seventeenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
nfantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of 
that she is now ree 

The name of Mary J. Brown, widow of William Brown, late of Com- 
pany M, Second Regiment Illinois Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $40 month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Della E. Hudson, widow of Richard W. Hudson, la 
of Company K, Third Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Provisional 
Cavalry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $42 per month: Pro- 
vided, upon the attainment of the age of 16 years by, or in the 
event of the death prior to the attainment of the age of 15 ears of, 
Roy G. Hudson, or child of the said Della E. and Richard W. 
Hudson, $12 per month of the panon herein 
determine: Provided further, That in the event of the death of Della 
E. Hudson, before the attainment of the age of 16 years by Roy G. 
Hudson, the name of said Roy G. Hudson shall be placed on the pen- 
sion roll at the rate of $12 per month from and after the date of 
death of said Della E. Hudson until he attains the age of 16 years. 
And to drop from the pension roll, from the date of the signature of 
this act by the President, the name of Roy G. Hudson, now pensioned 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Mabel Ortz, helpless and dependent daughter of David 
Ortz, late of Company E, Fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer 
Heavy 8 an pay her a pension at the rate of $20 p month. 

The name of Emily Stewart, former widow of William Stewart, late 


granted shall cease and 
0 


of Company I, Thirty-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her ;2 pene on at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiy 


The name of Adelia Chill 
F, Tenth Regiment Kansas Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Virginia J. Sawrey, widow of John E. Sawrey, late of 
Company D, One hundred and fifty-fourth Regiment Ilinois Wohin tact 
Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu 
of that she is now receiving, 


widow of Zebulon Chill, late of Company 


The name of Anna C. Walquist, helpless and dependent daughter of 
John S., alias Jonas, Walquist, late of Company R. Ninety-third Regi- 
ment Iifinois Volunteer In 3 and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Julia Metzger, widow of William D. Metzger, late of 
Company E, Seventy-fourth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay. er a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

he name of Rachel E. Diehl, widow of Milton Diehl, late of Com- 
pany G, Twenty-fifth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and Com- 
pany H, . R ent, and Company H, Twenty-first Regi- 
ment, United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the 


rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Rachel Slaten, widow of Henry L. Slaten, late of Com- 
pany C, Sixty-first Regiment Tilinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Angeline cey, widow of Thomas J. Lacey, late of 
Company F, Nineteenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her i. esos at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Eliza F. Andrews, widow of William O. Andrews, late 
first-class boy, United States ship, Stars and Stripes, United States 
Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. 

The name of Elizabeth Starr, widow of William Starr, late of Com- 
pany F, Seventh Regiment lowa Volunteer Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Nancy A. King, widow of William King, late of Com- 
pany D, Thirtieth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now re- 

vin 


g. 

The name of Angie H, Skinner, widow of Andrew A. Skinner, late 
unassigned, Twenty-elghth Regiment Maine Volunteer Infantry, and 
pax her a pension at the rate of Le per month. $ ` 

e name of Sarah J. Hiatt, widow of Jesse M. Hiatt, late of Com- 
pany D, One hundred and forty-seventh iment Indiana Volunteer 
nfantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in Heu of 
that she is now n 

The name of Priscilla Metcalf, widow of William M. Metcalf, late of 
Company H, Twenty-fifth Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
her A penmon at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Anna C, White, widow of Thornton F. White, late act- 
ing assistant surgeon, United States Army, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she is now . 

The name of Gertrude A. Robinson, former widow of Carl Rantzau, 
known as Charles H. Grantson, late of Companies E and B, Thirty- 
ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, and pay. her a pension 
at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Maria L. Westgate, widow of William Westgate, late of 
Company F, Eleventh Regiment Rhode Island Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Abram Jones, late of Companies A and C, Sixth Regi- 
8805 5 Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 

per month. 

The name of William Karch, late of Company D, Fifty-seventh Regi- 
ment, and Company K, Tenth ent, Indiana Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Jesse Wilcox, helpless and dependent son of Josiah 
Wilcox, late of Comapny K, Forty-e hth Regiment Indiana Volunteer 
Infantry, and pax him a pension at th» rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Freeman A. Burris, helpless and dependent son of 
Rufus Burris, late of Company F, Seventy-first Regiment Ohio Volunteer 
Infantry. and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lien 
of that he is now 8 

The name of Elizabeth w, widow of William Shaw, late of Com- 
pany B, Eleventh Regiment Missouri Volunteer State Militia Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiyin, 

The name of Ruben Riley 2 and dependent son of Smith 
Riley, late of Company E, One hundred and 5 Regiment 
Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pas at the rate of $20 
per Poni in lieu of that he is now receiving, through duly appointed 

ardian, 

The name of Margaret J. Essex, widow of Martin Essex, late of 
Company K, Seventy-seventh Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay, er a pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

be name of Lizzie C. Masters, he 2 and dependent daughter of 
Isaac W. Masters, late of Company K, Sixty-first Regiment Pennsyl- 
vania Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month, through dul apron guardian. 

The name of Hul . Gilmore, widow of Charles W. Gilmore, late of 
Company D, Ninth Regiment United States Colored Volunteer Heavy 
Artillery, and Company F, One hundredth 5 United States 
Colored Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $50 
per EN in lieu of that she is now receiving, through duly appointed 
guardian. 

The name of e R. Hess, widow of John C. Hess, late of Com- 
pan D, One hundred and thirty-ninth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
an and pay her a sion at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving: Provided, That in the event of the death 
of Agnes Hess, helpless and dependent daughter of sald Cynthia R. and 
John C. Hess, the additional nsion herein granted shall cease and 
determine: Provided further, That in the event of the death of Cynthia 
R. Hess the name of said Agnes Hess shall be pace on the pension 
roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws, a 

= 9 — = 20 per month from and after the date of death of sai 

'ynthia R. Hess. 

The name of Charlottie E. Rockhold, widow of Edward G. Rockhold, 
late of Company E, One hundred and thirty-second Regiment Illinois 
oe Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per 
month, 

The name of Ann K. Kindred, widow of Thomas J, Kindred, late of 
Company K, Ninety-third Regiment Illinois Volunteer Infantry, and 
pa er a pension at the rate of $30 per month. : 

e name of Cora E. LaPage, widow of Joseph LaPage, late of Com- 
pany H, Ninth Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $30 per month, 

The name of Sophia Hubbard, widow of William McK. Hubbard, 
late of Company C, Sixteenth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Cav- 
alry, and pay her a 5 at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of 
that she is now receiving. J 
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The name of Ella E. Johnson, widow of Matthew Johnson, late 

of Company G, Sixtieth Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, try, and | K 

pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in Meu of that she 
now rece 


The receiving, Mary E. Grayson, helpless and dependent daughter 
of Thomas M. i uaa A late of Company E, 1 Regiment Tennessee 
Volunteer eee and mr apd a at the rate of 520 per 


month, throu. 
t William T. F. — wll late of Com- 
The Hr ee Si Belle ir, widow € o volun 


hundred and t 
asion at the nate of $00 per month in Hou 


nfantry, on pay ‘her a 
of that she is now ren as 
of Sarah Smith, widow of William D. Smith, late of 

Company I, One reer and seventeenth Regiment Illinois Volunteer 
Infantry, and pay her a sion at the rate of $50 per month in Heu 
of that she is now recet ng 

Then name of Rachel M. Goin, former widow of William B. McDaniel, 
late of Battery C, First Battalion Tennessee Volunteer Light Artillery 
ane ey her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that 

e is now 

‘The name of vit Bie Powell, 8 and 9 gy area? of 
William Powell, late of Compa: A, pm hundred and forty-fifth 
Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the 


rate of $20 per zon 
The name of Howe, late of Company D, One hundred 
and fifty-fifth t ee ‘Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a 


pension at the rate of 250 


The name of Nettie M. Howe. a, orion of Charles ee Howe, late bd 
Company C, Tenth Regiment New Yerk Volunteer eons 
and pay her Bb me at the rate of $50 per month in lieu ef that 
she is now ‘That the event death of 
Alice owe: helpless and dependent daughter of said Nettie M. and 
Charles M. Howe, the additional pension shall cease 
and det : Provid ‘urther, 


on the 
nsion 


3 roll. subject to the provisions and limitations of the 


at the rate of 820 n from and after the date o 
said Nettie M. Howe, through du 
The . of Laura I. Brown, widow 
5 7 „One hundred and eighty-ninth Regiment New York Volunteer 
nfantry, and * 1 her a 1 —— on at the rate of $30 per month. 
The name of Emila 4 2 and dependent daughter of 


Charles G. Reni late of mpany h Regiment United States 
Reserve uri he ens nor epee and pay —— a pension at 
the rate of $2) per month, thro ugh duty appo 

The name of Zippora B. Sowards. dow of Archibald 33 late 
of Company I, Second Regiment Un United States Volunteer Infantry, and 


pay ae ension at the rate of $50 per month im eu of that she is 
now re 
The name of Lottie Frailey, widow of William Frafley, late of Com- 


Regiment, and Company E, Twenty-sixth Regi- 


pany 
ment, Ne e Tanni and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving: Provided, That 
in event of the death of John W. Frailey, helpless and depend 
son of said Lottie and William Frailey, the Traditional pension herein 
granted shall cease and determine : Provided further, That in the event 
ef the death of Lottie Frafley the name of ssid John W. Frailey shall be 
pacan on the pension roll, subject to the provisions and limitations of 
= laws, a 7 rate of $20 per month from and after the date 


pensi 
of death of said Fratley. 

Sarah Palmer, widow of Erastus Palmer late of Com- 
pany L, Sixteenth Regiment New r Volunteer Infantry, and pay her 
m at the rate of $30 

e name of Laura Birkh — Pee and de Pie gear daughter of 

. 1 late of Company Regiment Spire’ 
ve at Chasen: and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 
mon 


vania Volun 
The name of Maude Monrean, 0 and 5 daughter of 


Michael Monrean, late of Company B, th Regiment 
Volunteer ne of dai and 3 her a ries pat the ra e 5 


ae ä in the 
less and depen 
Wagner, the 3 
mine: Provided f: 


. 


guardian. 
Huffman, widow of Tyler Huffman, late of 


name 
Company C, Pome fifth rg OE Towa Volunteer Infant: nd 
her a eter at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is rand 


The name o k, widow of John Zeek, late of 5 
E, Fift th Re; nt Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
pension at the rate of $30 month. 

The name of Am e, widow of William Kline, late oe Com 


ny A, mighty eighth Regiment Pennsylvania Volunteer Infan 
pay her a 2 at the rate of 850 per month in Lieu of f nat — 
now recely 


The name af Catherine Hogan, widow of Patrick Hogan, late of 

compan a i peg” -fifth Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and 

es L First Regiment Missouri Volunteer Infantry, and 

pay her a er a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is 
now 


The name . Thomas Casey, alias Thomas Clancy, or of Comp 
C. Second Regiment Vermont Volunteer Infantry, and Company G, 
First Regiment Vermant Volunteer Cavalry, and pay him a pension at 


the rate of $50 per month. 

The name of Malissa A. Bostwick, widow of Joseph L. 8 
late of Compi y L, Ninth Regiment New York Volunteer Light Ar 
lery, and mpany M, Second Regiment New York Volunteer fight 
Artillery, and pay her a epaia at the rate of $40 per month in lieu 
of that she is now recei 

The name of Jessie en helpless = dependent son of Albert 
J. Johnson, late of Company I, Fourth ent, and Company B, 
Sixth Regiment, Iowa Volunteer 8 — pay him a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month, 


at in the event of the death of | 
shall be placed 


in i 
. dow of Ed 9 late of Com- 


ent 


. at ‘the rate of 


K. Fortieth Regiment ae "Volunteer Infantry, a 
on at the rate of $30 per mo 

M. Johnsen, Eyjar and dependent 3 of 
ehnson, late of Company E, First Regiment Vermont Volun- 
teer Heavy Artillery Tian and 1 20 her * pension at the rate of $20 per 


month in lieu of tha ving. 

The name of Aay ow of Cornelius E. Manning, 
late quartermaster, inip Acacia, United States Navy, 
Peete net per month in lieu of that she 


ae or ney Marley, 1 and e da 
Regiment 


hter of John 
nate of Company D, E it 


vania Volun- 


Marie 
F 


eaan er Edith M Bal i d depen 
name © > rag ess an dent daughter of 
Charles E. Ball, late of of Company G, Ninety-fourth Regiment York 
Volunteer Infantry, and ay a on at the rate of $20 per 
month, through duly ‘Phe Reape gua 
The name eee e e 3; Pa, late of Com 
E, One hundred and si a New York Volu r infantry, 


pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that whe is 

now recetving. 

The name of Catharine Hayden, widow of James B. Hayden, late of 
-sixth Regiment Indiana 


Company I, Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay a pens at the rate of $50 per month in tieu of that she is 
now 8 Provided, t in the event of the death of Ho: 
Hayden, help 


and dependent daughter of 
Joshua Divine, late ‘of Company C, Sixty-fifth Regiment Indiana Vol- 
unteer Infantry, and pay her a Y pension at the rate of $20 per month, 
through duly sopa ——— 
‘The name of ernard, widow of Lemuel Bernard, late third 
assistant engineer, United Btates Navy, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month. 


ll rae of Herman E. F. Schroer, helpless and de 2 Ge 5 son of 


atias Henry, roer, late of Company One hundred 
ae pre Fiten Regiment Ohio Vohmteer infantry, ap and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Julia E. Hammond, helpless and ndent daughter of 
israel B. Hammond, fete of Company 1, Twenty-eig Re Michi- 
gan Volunteer Infantry, 3 her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month, through duly appointed guardian. 

The nawe of Elizabeth Palmer, helpless and dependent danghter of 

John Palmer, late of Company D, Seventeenth Regiment, and Company 


H, One hundred and fifty-first Regiment, Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month, through duly appointed 


guardian. 

The name of Arthur R. Blakeslee, pig nink and dependent son of 
Henry M. Blakeslee, late of Company I, 8 egiment Connecticut 
per 


h R 
Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a BI gy at the rate of $20 
former widow of William Stevens, 


month, 
The name of Lucy Stevens 
late of Company M, Fourteenth Regiment Kentucky Volunteer Cavalry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 ner month. 
The name o eee Beaver, widow of John Beaver, late of Com- 
eis | pany E, ‘hth R t Wi 9 Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
er a pension at the rate of 230 month 
The name of Mary Burdick, widow of Lewis B. Burdick, late of Com- 
5 K, One hundredth Regiment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay 
er a pension at on ne ef 830 per month. 
name of Nancy J. O'Conner, e st of John O'Connor, late of 
Contane B, Twenty-third Regiment vois Volunteer Infantry, and 


F, Twenty-seventh Regimen Michigan Volunteer Infantry, 


xth Regiment Tennessee Volunteer 
LART es time a pension be the rate of $20 per month, through 
ardadian. 
fity Hudson, helpless and dependent daughter of John 
Hudson, late of 3 One hundred and ninety-fourth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Volun fantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month, throngh duly appointed guardian. 
aa name Luther L. Sloan, helpless a and dependent son of William 
Sloan, late of Company E, Thirty-eighth Regiment Indiana Volun- 
a Infantry, and pay bim a ‘pension at the rate of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now receiving. 
The name of Mary A. Shock, widow of Lytle J. Shook, late of Com- 
y C, One bundred and fifty-sixth Regiment Indiana Volunteer In- 
anity, ‘and pa y her a pension at the rate of oe per month. 

The name of Margarett E. Dotson, widow of William Dotson, late of 
Companies B and K, First Regiment Missouri Volunteer Engineers, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

name ef Salina A. Julius, widow o 87 8 late of Com- 

any D, One hundred and fitty-sixth Regiment INinois bogs nie Infan- 
ry, and pay her a mn at the rate of $30 5 r month. 

The name of Nellie L. Atkins, helpless and dependent string SS of 

John A. Atkins, late of Company I, One hundred a fifty-third Regi- 

ment Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay ber a pension at the rate 


of $20 per month. 

The name of Anna D. Arrowsmith, widow ef Albert Arrowsmith 
late of Company II, LHighty-eighth Regiment Illinois Volunteer infans 
rate of $30 per month. 


try. and pay ber z e att 
The name of Nellie A. Farley, helpless and dependent daughter of 
One hundred and forty-eighbth 


John Fa late of Co y G, 
Regiment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate 


of $20 per month, 
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The name of Elisabeth. Fry, helpi 

è ' ess and 
a ma of Company © One hundred on 7 ix ger te of John | H. R. 10855. Genoa H. Schol 

z pay “ R. R. usan 
Metin eee eee JJ... 

e name of Thomas F . et. R. s . label” 
ment Maine Volunteer io ig late of Company F', Eleventh Regi- E = sanaa, Polly Nelson. f. K. 11842. 8 
of $50 per month, y, and pay him a pension at the rate | H. R. 0920. Minnie Hosier. H. K. 11828. Aline E. Bye 

The name of Adaline Donalds , H. R. 10935. Emma J. Phithower. H. E. 11882. Becca fi 
oe company i First Regiment Palawan time BAER 8 late H. R. 10983. Parri i B Kigo H: K. 11891. Elia H. Candy 
eer Cavalry, and pay her a pensi rigade Maryland Vol | H. R. gages re. I. R. 11892, Laura! : 
The name of Dayl pension at the rate of $30 per 77 Mary C. Woodw: i » Laura M. A. Jones, 
late of SR aR ey mg eee 1150 Sylvester Condon. 
s 0 E. 4 on. 
on pay See 3 at the rate of 520 per n H. R. 11096, Catharine Hand. H. 2 a 3 D. Thompson. 
he name of William B. Williams, h FE H. 11914. Sarah J. Pettit 
ciho name of Wiliam B. Wiliams, helpless and dependent son of K. 11157. Amelia M. Huntington. H. R. 11916. H J. Pettit. 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry oompany D, Seventy-fifth Regiment H. R. 11261. Elsie M. Pool H. R. 11917. annah Seward, 
5 CVVT H. R: 11918. Celesta Lamme. 

e name of Bli 2 . ra L. Bo +R. i j 
Hiram A. Cusick, — 9; bromine at and dependent da ter of H. R. 11293. Elmira oe f. K. 11988 pai iy = 
gan Volunteer Infantry, and sr ' enty-second Regiment Michi- H. R. 11816. Frances Conner. H. R. 11937. Willian A, Wright. 
per month in lieu of that she pay . at the rate of 820 H. R. 11318. Narsisus Butler. pa 3 G. MeElha- 

ihe ne ot e ug. H. R. 11325. Margaret Kirkpatrick. H. R. 11945 orig J H 
— Pigeons wig G, Fourteenth Regiment Kentucky Volu 1 Pad e late E — 5 ee. H. R. 11948. Tames N ag 
ra on at the rate of $30 unteer Infantry. . . oyer. R. 11949. Mary E. f 
The name of Kate bas $ r mon + | H. R. 11383. Jennie A aa o A TMAS E so 
pany B, Seventh Ae paaa aiT of William A. Bantz, late of Com- H. R. 11386. Martha R. os H. K. 11300. Mary rE ian 
a pension at the rate of $30 ae spirans Infantry, and pay her H. R. 11425. Susan A. Sims. H. R. 11961. 8 Newell. 
he name of Margaret Devia widow of E OS a manos H. K. 11978 Caroli e Gandus Cris- 
pany. D; Ninety frst Regiment TTC DVV Bu n 
T „ . phia Wilson. H. R. 11974. Em Carl 
Nee per month, H. R. 11457. Laura Morri H. K. 11977. e 
Robert Ferguson, late of Spar 1 ae Bee Illinois Pente H. K. 14483. Mary E E Waterman. H- IE HOTS Martha Kailey j 
„ tt the rate of $20 per month Ir Hew of H. R. 11484. deb berlin H. K. 11882. Adelaid Reinhart, 
V H. R. 11495. Laura C. Wide. . R. 11982. 6 
eee eee Eme s, helpless and dependent son of Reason | H. R. 11496. Ezra Poke H. R. 11994. Kn _ 
Illinois Volunteer Infan ne hundred and twenty-ninth Regim H. R. 11501. Reese Tunks, H. R. Dia Le Grisw 
per month. det ORF hundred and, twenty-ninth, Regiment | H: R 11502. Emma C. Weinnota, H- R: 14997. Rosamond Barker. 
The name of Laura A. Hurd, widow. of H. R. 11925. Emma W. Mitchel H- R- 11998. F 
B, Second Regiment Towa Volunteer of Elias mon Ane Company | H: R- 11585. Mary B. O Reilly I. R. 11999. Ardens es 
per month in lieu ef tha a pension + Be osep! W 
The name of Lewvina Ho t she is now 55 H. R. 11542. Ma H ag 
C0 e 
rate o ; = pay k C. 1 fi . R. 12004. Margaret 
The name of A permana H. R. 11 . “aia Dae 
W...! EE fa, Mea EEE 12010: arai hada, 
that she e Me TAIR AEH Ber mouth in Tina of | IÈ E 11878. Jennie J. Dickey H. K. 12027 5 * 

e name of Sarah Ada: H. R. 11882. Richard } 5 
Cah mame od Sirsi Adama, wigow of Bawi H. Adame, alias Francis | IE R: Heat. Bia Bay. o opg H: 12038. Abigail J. Gardner: 
Navy, and pay ħer a pension at th p Minnesota, United States H. R. 11587. 4 H. R. 1 ial J 85 
that she is now receiving. e rate of $50 per month in lieu of ff. R. 11594. George ne G Long. H.R. 12049 5 

The name ah M. K. 11597. b RB. 
Com iny M, Eleventh FC J Hopkins Inte of H. R. 11601. Elizabeth Sutton. H R: 12057 Emly TTA mpson, 
pay her a pension at the rate of $50 per month in e e sed EE R LISTE: MEATA BOUNS H- R. 12058. Alles J. Btoddard. 
The name of Augusta Lambert, helpless and H. R. 11614. Annie Bhebs H. K. ere Mari A king n 
Andrew Lambert, late of Company A, Fir ag dependent daughter of | H. R. 11682. Angle Scank FFC A. King. 
Heavy Artillery, and pay her a a, First Regiment, Ohio Volunteer H. R. 11641. Mary H. McG EES eae 
in lien of that she 1 5 at the rate of $20 per month | H. R. 11642. Susan 8 wore H. R. 12080. j s om 
name of Sarah Tren 3 R. y h . R. s x 8 
aip oe omna as Pei eimen tags, Solate latent, öV,, Marth SHIR 
pension at tħe rate of $30 Infantry, | H. R. 11662. David H „HI. R. 12095. M ; x 
Tha b or Em month. ousel. 098. ary A. Shoemaker. 
of Battery A, .. Sal ngs Sa et Gammings, late H. K. 11884. Sylvester Hause H. R. 12102, Catharine McQuade. 
bere Dear ar tne ate of 490 pee month Cavaliy, and pay | H. R 11670. Pentz C Bagley. H E 12109. Frances A. Harris. 

e name of Alice F. 6 H. R. Margaret 5 ; Rad 
Company F, Thirteenth 8 88 ae ee 11878. K ne Poe H. E. 1214. Candace A Kain. 
8 t peny on the rate of 840 per month in lieuw of that s 3 — H. 1. 11983. —— Bron; H K. 1 

The name of Lydia Bedortha, widow of Burrett S f. R. 11689, Sarak R. Jews T 
Company E, First Regiment Ohio Voluntes . Bedortha, Inte of H. R. 11690. Eli Jewett. H. E. 12118. Mahala E. Br 
her a pension at the rate of $30 per mon r Light Artillery, and pay | H. R. 11700. Sarat J. Crichton. H. R. 12128. . 
CC 5741 H. K. 11788. — J. Warren. H. R aes Mary Mason. 
pany C, One hundred and iiion of Uzal E. Cory, Jate of Com- fl TVT rere eens 
ntry, and pay her a pension at the rate grr ty Ohio’ Volunteer In- H. R. 11713. Al ry E. Hart. H. R. 1 . die J. Green. 
that she is now receiving. of $50 per month in lieu of H. R. 11714. . Hadsell. H. R. 12135 Rebecca J. Dunn. 
n A Bell, widow of Mordecat Bell, late of O BRS DZENIE M> Meadows: H. I 12186. Minerva J. Gar 
-8 ompany, Second Battali , ne | H. R. 11719. Ann 8 $ H. R. 12139. Ad 7 
Corps, and Com ion Veteran Rese: nn Stark „ Adaline Walker. 
CCC H: R 12130: Mary ‘Powell 
This bill is a substitute for the following House bills H. R. 11726. Louis VanDyke Rous- H. R. 12168. Rachel M. Bax 
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions: referred | 1. K. 11797. Nancy E H. R. 12178. Sarah Ervine o 
H. A y . Nancy E. A * . rvin. 
H = aoe ener J: 8 H. R. 9151. Mattew H. Udell, alias E K. 11732. ar tia Coffman. E K. 12130. Ties 1 8 1115 
. R. 3354. Eli t 7 am H. Cla 95 . Davis. i . - er. 
e e e ee . 
R. 4124. Ella Brodrick. H. R. 9178. . Spicer. H. R. 11743 s H. R. 12185. Cynthia 
H. R. 5454. Marion D. Sweet fre ace Goce heen H. AOR ae: H. R. 12194 Hannah M- Wark 
Heo DATA MATOR De RESET rry Bk R. 9225. Catherine Strauser 5 R. 11745, Anna R. Jackson. II. R. 12298. annah M. 
H: R. 5011. William H. c. Dai f f 5 fate; House. | H: R 11749. Elizabeth Sowers. f f. 12201: Edward Barr. 
H. R. 5861. Josephine Walker. H. R. 9484. Nellie A. Hope. EE A em tek H. R. 12208. Etta Vanzant 
r FE Opoe sane B A. bee H. K. 11784. Per melia MeDot H. K. 12264. Amanda Baied 
E . 55280. Mary Se R. 9564. Anna R. N te R. 11754. Permelia McDonald. 5 Amanda Baird. 
H. R. 6096. Amanda Fuller H. R. 9917. Susan A. Wilsey H. R. 11755. Amanda W. Jordan, ff. R. 12217. Sarak J. Whites” 
H. R. 6187. D . H. R. 9926. Merico E. F H. R. 11757. Alice Loree, . 
111! ˙ Ä H. R. 9948, Rosalia M. Burroughs. F Zutton. H. E. 12248. Berz Gone 
CCC HM 11710, Brancos Jacksons H: R 12261. John Walts 
. Rosie Lambert H. R. . Annie Brewer. H. R. 11784. Ke H. R. 12256. Mary M. K 
H. R. 7291. Mary C. Reeve R. 10128. Amelia Mathena pm PIAT EURA ee H. R. 12258. Ming Riley. o 
H R. T291. Mary C, Reeves. H. R. 10191. Anna P. McCrosky. HE R. 11786. George W. Briggs, H. R. 12260. Florence Gs 
H: R. 7821. Robert Wiley.. H. K. 10191. Anna P- MeCrosky. | H. R: 11796. Mary L Gornik” f. R. 12202. Libble M. Ryan. 
H. R. 7980. Anna B. Hur H. E. 10317. Gregory Bird. H. R. 11805. Robert King. H. H. 1227 bbie M. Ryan. 
3 Littlepage. i. R. 10362. Theresa A. Hunter: H. E. 11848. Robaei A Bondal. f. R. 12280.. Lucinda M. Fi 
H Ro SADE Sarr nee Se EEE E AOI Gime Edwards. H. K. 11819. Catharina N. Painter, H. K. 1228. Ada G. Sherwood. 
H. R. 8686. Alwilda E. Willi H. R. 10510. Clara A. McCarty. H f. 11820; Annie M. France.” ff. f. 12988" Jutta Adams. l 
FC Anson . K 10680, Tun Ackerman. H. R. 11821. Dolly P. Beckner. H. R. 12288. Piza fun.,“ 
. K 5288. Lace 8. e H. R. 10686. Elizabeth Sizemore. H. R. 11837. Mary J. Lawson. II. R. 12286. Eliza Hill. 
H. R. 8800. Lacy 8. Faser. H. E. 10709. Jane Dyer H. R. 11888. Barbara H. Rhea. H. R. 12286. Margaret A. Medley. 
H. R. 9040, Samuel C. Shatti H. R. 10793. Syntha Black. H. R. 11841. Mary J. Martin. 8 T.: ole By Cola: 
f. f. 9040, Samuel G. Sattler. f. R. 10810. Mary J. Lake, H. K. 11828. Busan Kiley o H. R. 12290. Mary Be Blilott . 
. Bridget Stapleton, E. K. 11881. Marcha E. Leach, H. H. 12290. Barni P — 
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12297. Lucy M. Raymond. R. 12771. Rachel E. Diehl. 
12298. Elizabeth J. Wright. R. 12772. Rachel Slaten. 
12299, Clarence Pr R. 12773. Angeline Lacey. 
12300. Francis S. Haynes. R. 12775. Eliza F. Andrews, 
12301, Mary Underwood. 784, Elizabeth Starr. 


. Nancy E. Alward. 
Emily French. 

. Mary A. Ramsey. 

. Emma V. Wilkerson. 
. Sarah A. Blevins. 


RRPRRPR f f D RPE 


12813. Anna C. White. 


12308. Margaret E. Myers. 2833. Gertrude A. Robinson. 
12309. Mary Reilley. 2838. Maria L. Westgate. 
12310. Sarah E. Leavitt. 2843. Abram Jones. 

12312. Mary E. Higley. 2845. William Karch. 
12314. Sarah A. Atherton. 2852. Jesse Wilcox. 

12322. Anna R. McAdams, 12855. Freeman A. Burris. 
12326. Eliza A. Salomon. 2867. Elizabeth Shaw 
12827. Lina J. Harcourt. 2871. Ruben Riley. 


-1 
ok 
1 
1 
1 
4 
3 
. 12812. Priscilla Metcalf. 
1 
.1 
1 
1 
-1 
1 
1 
1 


ee ee 


28. Cynthia M. Bowles. 
. Lonisa Gilmore, now 
Louisa Smith. 


Db eb te ttn tt 


2880. Margaret J. Essex. 
12888. Lizzie C. Masters. 
. 12901. Hulda J. Gilmore, 


TES SERS 
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8 A R. 12902. Cynthia R. Hess. 
1 2330. Alles see jogs . 12908. Charlottie E. Rockhold. 
12338. Sophronia O. Hubble. 2909. Ann K. Kindred. 
12339. Catherine Foster. 12914. Cora E. LaPage. 
12342. Kate E. Clear. H. 2940. Sophie Hubbard. 
12347. Lavenia A. Collett. II. Janaa Ella E. Johnson. 


53. Arminda Russell. . Mary E. Grayson. 


H R 

H. R. 1 

H. R. 

H. R. 1 

it i 

H. R. 12358. Georgia A. ScarbroughH. R. 12989. Belle Blair. 

H. R. 12859, Hester E. Aldrich, H. R. 12993. Sarah A. Smith. 

II. R. 12361. Florence S. Bradbury. H. R 12995. Rachel M. Goin. 

II. R. 12364, Charity I. Haskell. H. R. 13008. Allie Powell. 

II. R. 12366. Jennie E. Nelson. H. R. 13018. George M. Howe. 

II. R. 12373. Sarah Dobner. H. R. 13027. Nettie M. Howe. 

H. R. 12375. Clara E. Brass. H. R. 13035. Laura I. Brown. 

II. R. 12380. John Keller. H. R. 13036, Emila Rueppel. 

II. R. 12388. Susan Clark. I. R. 13037, Zippora B. Sowards, 

H. R. 12294. Helen Calvert. II. R. 13042, Lottie Frailey. 

II. R. 12400. Mark Gilliam. II. R. 13050. Sarah Palmer. 

H. R. 12404. Caroline Hazen, H. R. 13057. Laura Birkhimer. 

II. R. 12405. Mary J. Belt. H. R. 13062. Maude Monrean. 

II. R. 12419. Amanda L. Hill. H. R. 13082. Jane I. Wagner. 

II. R. 12423. Esther A. Deyo. II. R. 13083. Mary A. Huffman, 

II. R. 12428. Jessie Parsons. H. R. 13086. Mary A. Sims. 

H. R. 12429. Emma A. Kline. H. R. 13088. Margaret E. Zeek. 

II. R. 12430. Theodore S. Steffy. H. R. 13090. Amanda Kline. 

II. R. 12433. Elizabeth Tice. II. R. 13098. Catherine Hogan. 

II. k 1 Addie Peck. = H. R. 13101 9 grt alias 

H. R. 12488. Georgianna M. r- omas ney. 
5 ¥ H. R. 13106. Malissa A. Bostick. 

H. R. 12439. Melissa S. Omans. K. . Jessie Johnson. 

II. R. 12442. Isabella L. Williamson, H. R. 13117. James McCullough, 

II. R. 12450. Emma Wilson. allas James Smith. 

H. R. 12462. Josinah Brinson. H. R. 13168. Lottie Kyle. 

II. R. 12463. Asa Daniel. H. R. 13172. Margaret Corr, 

H. R. 12476. Martha L. Harris. H.-R. 13206. Sarah Burch. 

H. I. 12483. Rachel E. Kerby. II. R. 18210. Edna M. Johnson. 

H. R. 12484. Charles M. Cornelius, H. R. 18212. Hannah W. Manning. 

II. R. 12499. Lindia Bentley. H. R. 13248. Mary Marley. 

H. R. 12500. Harriett I. Sheets, II. R. 13254. Edith M. Ball. 

H. R. 12501. Belle-Torrence. H. R. 13260. Emma Page. 

II. R. 12503. Louisa Fields. H. R. 13267, Catharine Hayden. 

II. R. 12507. Elenor J. Valen. II. R. 13273. Etta E. Divine. 

II. R. 12518. Rosy J. Barnes. II. R. 13277. Lucretia Bernard. 

II. R. 12519. Sarah A. Brown. II. R. 13278. Herman E. F. Schroer. 

II. R. 12520. Senea Beamon II. R. 18281. Julia E. Hammond. 

II. R. 12521. Sarah C. Canan. H. R. 13282. Elizabeth Palmer, 

II. R. 12522. Virginia V. Deyo. II. R 13290. Arthur R. Blakeslee. 

H. R. 12530, Mattie A. Tansil, H. R. 13333. Lucy Stevens Wilson. 

II. R. 12535. Mary J. Steele. II. R. 13354. Barbara Beaver. 

H. R. 12541. Mary S. Bisco. H. R. 13359. Mary Burdick. 

H. R. 12546. Sarah F. Murdock. II. R. 13364. Nancy J. O Connor. 

H. R. 12547. Mary E. Buckley II. R. 18369. James H. Arnold. 

H. R. 12551. Ida M. Pierson H. R. 13389. L. Ethel Bolton. 

H. R. 12552. Edith Bonter. H. R. 13393. Lilly Hudson. 

H. R. 12554. Louis Weiss. H. R. 13422. Luther L. Sloan. 

H.R. 12565. Ella Clark Shoecraft. H. R. 13435. Mary A. Shook. 

H. R. 12571. Sarah Lightheart. H. R. 13437. Margarett E. Dotson, 

II. R. 12573. Mary Garno. II. R. 13439. Salina A. Julius. 

H. R. 12575. Martha Flener. H. R. 13443. Nellie L. Atkins. 

II. R. 12583. Ava Pinkerton. II. R. 13445. Anna D. Arrowsmith. 

II. R. 12585. Hannah M. Altha. II. R. 13470. Nellie A. Farley. 

H. R. 12619. Esther E. Green. H. R. 13472. Elizabeth Fry. 

II. R. 12630. Mary Koch. II. R. 13485. Thomas C. Jones, 

H. R. 12633. Carrie S. Pierce. H. R. 13507. Adaline Donaldson. 

H. R. 12634. Mary J. Robbins. H. R. 13533. David Graff. 

H. R. 12635. Ma A. Worden. II. R. 13564. William B. Williams. 

II. R. 12687. James W. Beckwith. II. R. 13582. Elida G. Cusick. 

H. R. 12642. Carrie Wolbert. H. R. 13584. Margaret Wellman, 

II. R. 12645. Annie M. Hartzell. H. R. 13587. Kate Bantz. 

H. R. 12653. Rachel Hagan. H. R. 13602. Margaret Devlin. 

II. R. 12654. Ada L. Kinsey. II. R. 13667. Leona M. Ferguson. 

H. R. 12655. Jennie 6. Bourne. H. R. 13669. Francis M. Lucas. 

H. R. 12664. Eliza J. Terry. H. R. 13687. Laura A. Hurd. 

H. R. 12665. Elizabeth T. Cousens. II. R. 13701. Lewvina Hoffer. 

II. R. 12673. Isabel Sandlin. H. R. 13717. Augusta A. Fiske, 

H. R. 12678. Elenore C. Akers. II. R. 13725. Sarah Adams. 

II. R. 12679. Mary J. Brown. H. R. 13729. Sarah M. Hopkins. 

H. R. 12687. Della E. Hudson. H. R. 13732. Augusta Lambert. 

II. R. 12698. Mabel Ortz. H. R. 13734. Sarah Irene Brown. 

H. R. 12709. Emily Stewart. H. R. 13765. Alice F. Parrigin. 

II. R. 12710. Adelia Chill. II. R. 13783. Emma Tomlinson. 

II. R. 12714. Virginia J. Sawrey. II. R. 13846. Lydia Bedortha. 

H. R. 12722. Anna C. Walquist. II. R. 13885. 1) 15 L. Eo: 

H. R. 12724. Julia Metzger. H. R. 13902. Matilda D. Bell. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. FULLER, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I call up for consideration 
the bill H. R. 12019, and ask unanimous consent that the 


bill may be considered in the House as in Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota calls up a 
bill and asks unanimous consent that it be considered in the 
House as in Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 12019) granting pensions and increases of nsions 
to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy, 
and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the Civil War, 
and to widows of such soldiers and sailors. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub- 
ject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws— 

The name of Isabel Bertrand, widow of Joseph Bertrand, alias 
Abraham Magnus, late of Company C, Tenth Regiment United States 
Infantry, war with Mexico, and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 
per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Clark Brown, late of Company I, Third Regiment 
Georgia 2 War with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $18 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 
he name of Benjamin Ratliff, late of Company F, Twenty-fifth Regi- 
12 United 3 Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 

per month. 

The name of Irene Sullivan Kehrmeyer, widow of Leonard P. Kehr- 
meyer, late of the United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month, with $2 r month additional for each of the 
sailor’s three minor children until the age of 16 years is attained. 

The name of Anne Claude Howard, widow of Thomas Benton Howard, 
late rear admiral, United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $50 per month, 

The name of Isaac Townsend, late of the Fourteenth Company United 
Sraten Coast Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 

nth, 

The name of Emily F. Hill, former widow of Gabriel Smoot, late of 
Captains Bryan's and Peden’s company, North Carolina Volunteers, 
Indian war, soo | her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of William H. Mercer, as dependent father of Grover C. 
Mercer, late of the United States shi abash, United States Navy, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that he 
is now receiving. 


pension at the rate o 
The name of Daniel 


late of Company I, First Regiment 
United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $17 per 
month in lieu of that he is now 3 


g. 

The name of Ida S. Guthrie, dependent mother of Charles E. Guthrie, 
late of the One hundred and forty-ninth Company United States Coas 
Artillery Corps, war with Spain, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month in lieu of that she is now Shes 

The name of Charles A. Halbert, late of the United States Marine 
Corps, and pay him a pension at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of 
that he is now ——— 

The name of Edmond L. Smith, late of Troops C and M, Fourth 
Regiment United States Cavalry, Indian wars, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Rebecca T. Alexander, dependent mother of Roy Alex- 
ander, late of Company D, First Regiment West MEET pee Infantry, war 
with, Spain, and p her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Robert P. Cato, late of Company L, First Regiment 
Florida Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $12 per month. 

The name of Julia Cannon, mother of Martin Cannon, late of Troop 
F, Fourth Regiment United States Cavalry, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month in Heu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Georgianna Cawthorne, dependent mother of Arthur 
Cawthorne, late of Company B, One hundred, and sixty-first Regiment 
Indiana Volunteer Infantry, and pay her a pension at the rate of 
$12 per month. 

The name of William Lanier, late of Company F, Sixteenth Regiment, 
and Company D, Second Re iment, United States Infantry, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $ia per month. 

The name of William J. Phillips, late of Troop H, Third Regiment 
United States Cavalry, and Troop H, Seventh Regiment United States 
Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of William Price, late of Company F, United States 
Mounted Rifles, Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$20 per month. 

The name of Helena Bunt, mother of Joseph W. Bunt, late of Troop 
B, Thirteenth Regiment United States Cavalry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of John M. Jeans, late of Captain J. W. Robertson’s Com- 
pany B, Second Regiment Oregon Mounted Volunteers, Indian wars, 
and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lleu of that 
he is now receiving. 

The name of Margaret L. Ferriter, widow of John Ferriter, late of 
Battery H, Second Regiment United States Artillery, Regular Estab- 
lishment, and Pay her ; pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Columbia A. Seaman, late of Troop H, Nineteenth Regi- 
ment Kansas Cavalry, Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lleu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of William J. Bandhauer, late of Company B. Tenth 
Regiment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $24 per month. 

The name of Homer E. Harlow, late of Company L, Second Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now . 

The name of Lester W. Stoddart, late of Hospital Corps, United 
States Army, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$15 per month, 
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„ widow of William Madison Grady. 
ent Ohio Volunteer Infantry, an 
msion at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she is 


g. 
The name of William C. Wooton, late of Co: H, Seventh Regi- 
n, mpany 


The name of Elizabeth C. G 
late of Company C, Second Re; 
pay her a 
now receivin 


The name of George L. er, late captain and assistant eon, 
nd Regiment Tennessee Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a 
ane et at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he now re- 
ceiving. 
The wane of Charles L. Nix, late of Company M, Second ment 
North Carolina Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a on at 


the rate of $12 month. 

The name of 190 Mesner, late of Company C, Seventh Regiment 
United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $24 per month in Hien of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Oh Wan, alias Katok, late of Company B, First Bat- 
talion Arizona Infantry, Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Mo Ush Ak, alias Ush Mo, now known as Mosak, late 
of Company B, Battalion First Regiment Arizona Infantry, Indian 
wars, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Cochino Achuk, alias Coche Aar, late of Company B, 
Battalion First Regiment Arizona Infantry, Indian wars, and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $20 month. 

he name of Wanatt Shoma, alias Shoma Wanatt, now known as 
Ramon White, late of Company B, Battalion First Regiment Arizona 
* Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month, 

The name of Machie Gulack, alias Gulack Machie, now known as 
Pantaloon, late of Company B, Battalion First Regiment Arizona 
[tatanta Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month. 

The name of Choor Aquisse, alias Cheroquis, late of Company B, 
Battalion First Regiment Arizona Infantry, Indian wars, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 


The name of Margaret Kuhn, mother of John BE. Kuhn, late of 
Company H. Forty-third R nt United States Volunteer Infantry, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that 


she is now receiving. 

The name of Margaret Hunter, mother of Charles O. Hunter, jr., 
late of Hospital Corps, United States Army, war with Spain, and pay 
her e penaoa at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Walter Hughes, late of Company I, Fifth Regiment 
United States Infantry, and Troop B, Second Regiment United States 
Ceva; Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 


Lee T. Philpot, late of Company L, First 9 
United States Volunteer Cavalry, war with Spain, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of §18 per month. 

The name of Ru Dewalt, late of Company A, Tenth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Mary Jane Lamb, widow of Evan M. Lamb, late of 
Captain Wilson's company, Georgia Volunteers, Indian wars, and pay 
‘her Nc at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 
rece x 

The — of Emma E. Howe, widow of Alfred Howe, late of Troop 
M, Second Regiment United States Cavalry, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of James H. Laflin, late of Company B, Tenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 


month. . 
Perhe name of Edward J. Bundschu, late of the United States Marine 
Corps, and pay a ion at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of John W. Harris, late of Captain Nat Benton's com- 
pany, Texas Volunteer Infantry, Indian wars, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Benjamin F. Johnson, late of Company G, Signal Corps, 
United States Army, and pay him s pondon at the rate of $17 per 
month in lieu of that be is now recei ng. 

The name of Isaac C. Livingston, late of Com A, General Service 
United States Army, and Company B, First ment United States 
Infantry, and PR him a pension at the rate of $17 per month, 

The name o iliam D. Scott, late of Company G, Forty-ninth Iowa 
5 Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month, 

The name of John W. Smith, late of the Ordnance Department, 
United States Army, and pay him a m at the rate of 5 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Henry M. Conlin, late of Toca, 
United States Cavalry, war with Spain, and pay 
rate of $24 per month. 

The name of Elizabeth Jane Fee, widow of John Fee, late of Com- 
. H, Nineteenth R: ént Kansas Cavalry, Indian wars, and pay 

er a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 


Regiment 
n at the 


First Regiment 
a pension at the 


The name of James F. Lyons, late of Company K, Twenty-nin 
A, gerep United States Infantry, and pay him 8 at the sate — 
$17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Lucian D. Cop! late of Battery F, Third Regiment 
— — States Artillery, and pay a pension at the rate of 817 per 


month. 
The name of Charles L. Dewey, late of Company F, Fourth Regime 
Illinois Infantry, war with § and pay Hima pension at the mts 
of $17 per month in lieu of t he is now receiving. 
e name of Mary E. Trask, widow of Samuel A. Trask, late of 


Troop Ð, Fifth mt United States Cav: India b 

— Pi sion at the rate of $20 per month in Wen Of that dba is now 
The name of Frederick W. Duden, late of Troop D, Third ment 

United States Ca d him 

. pay — the rate of $26 ger 


e is now receiving. 
The name of John H. Hoover, late of General Mounted Recruits, sub- 
sequently Troop I, Third Regiment United States Cavalry, and pay him 


a —.— at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now 

The name of Charles E. Keck, late of Hospital Corps, United States 
Army, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate of $50 per 
month in lieu of t he is now ng. 

The name of Fred A. Martin, late of One hundred and eleventh 
Company, United States Coast Artillery, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $ month, 

The name of Evan D. Lewis, late of Battery E. First Seger United 
States Artillery, and pay him a pension at the rate of $30 per month 
in lieu of that he is now recelving. 

The name of N Hermann, alias Hermann King, late of Com- 
pany I, Fifth Unit States Infantry, Indian wars, and pay him a 
penoa at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now re- 

ving. 

The name of William Casteel, dependent father of William S. Casteel 
late of Troop G, Thirteenth Regiment United States Cavalry, an 
unassigned Sixth Regiment United States Cavalry, Regular Estab- 
lishment, and pay him a msion at the rate of $20 per month in 
lieu of that he is now ving. 

The name of Samuel F, Shannon, late of Company L, First Regi- 
ment Nebraska Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a -pension at 
the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now recel 12 

The name of Marlon Lawson, late of Company F, Seven Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$30 1 payments to be made to duly appointed committee or 
guar X 

The name of Robert L. McFarland, late of Company M, Seventh 
Regiment United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now ving. 

he name of Wilbur C. Gahret, late of Company L, Second Regi- 
ment Ohio Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Rosa Reaves, widow of Transum Reaves, late of 
Troop A, Ninth Regiment United States Cavalry, and pay her a pen- 
sion at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Jane Ann Robinson, mother of John E. oe: late 
of Company F, Eighth Regiment Ohio Infantry, war with Spain, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

he name of Marie Thorson, mother of Arthur P. Thorson, late 
of Company C, Third Regiment Wisconsin Infantry, National Guard, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Marcus C. Luttrell, late of Company 
United States Volunteer 3 and pay him 
rate of $40 per month in lieu of that 

The name of Charles A. Waters, late of Company A, 


and pay him proim at the rate of $17 per month in 
now receiving. 

The name of William J. Chester, late of Company D, First Regi- 
ment South Carolina Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of James A. Childers, late of Company I, Eighteenth Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Harriet M. Miller, widow of Charles D. Miller, late of 
Company Ð, Powell's Battalion, Missouri Mounted Volunteer Infan A 
and pay pi a pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that she 
now receiving. 

The name of Jane Tilly, widow of John W. Tilly, late of Company D, 
Santa Fe Battalion Missouri Mounted Volunteers, Mexican War, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Joseph McG. Lunsford, late of Company H, Eleventh 
Regiment United States Infantry, Indian 8 pay him a pension 
at the rate of $30 =. month in lieu of that be is now receiving. 

The name of John F. Scott, late of Company I, Sixth Regiment Mis- 
souri Infantry, war with 8 
per month in lien of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Charles F. „ late of Company I, Fifth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month in Heu of that he is now receiving, 

The name of Tamar Ervin, mother of Grover Cleveland Ervin, late 
seaman U. S. S. Nina, United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Ma A. Harris, mother of the late Hardy A. Harris, 
late of the United States Marine Corps, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 8 

The name of Warren Algie Ritter, late of Company M, Forty-fourth 
Regiment United States Volunteer Infantry, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $22 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Richard Howe, late of Company G, Thirtieth Regiment 
United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $24 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Eliza J. Tyler, mother of Charles A. Tyler, late of Company 
K, Twentieth Regiment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay 
her a 8 at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The name of Shiloh Sally, late of Company C, Twenty-third Regiment 
United States Infantry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Edward P. Wolfe, alias Thomas B. Hixson, late of Com- 
pany B, Third Regiment United States Infantry, Indian wars, and pay 

me pension at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The name of Charles S. Kinman, late of Company C, Seventh Regl- 
ment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Harry E. Snyder, late of Company H, Eighth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of 830 per month in lieu of that he is now recei $ 

The name of Alice Kingery, mother of William H. ngery, late of 
Company L, Seventeenth R ent United States Infantry, and pay 
her e at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 
recei iy x 

The name of Elizabeth F. Hampton, mother of Otto L. Hampton, late 
of Fourth Company United States Coast Artillery, and pay her a DOF 
sion at the rate of $20 month In lieu of that she is now receiving, 

The name of Henry Rubendall, late of Company D, Tenth Reg: 
— be States Infautry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $17 


ain, and pay him a pension at the rate of $40 
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The name of Annie McNamara, widow of Robert C NAAR os 
of the Fifth Regiment Pennsylvania Infantry, war w , 
her a pension = the rate of $35 per month in lieu of that she is now 
receiving. 

The mine of Fred Rife, late of Company A, Fifth ment United 
States Infantry, and pay bim a pension at the rate of $17 per month, 

The name of Anne Brooks, mother of Walter J. Brooks, late of the 
United States Navy, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that she is now recei S 

The name of Lambert Weiss, late of Company M, Thirteenth Regi- 
ment Minnesota Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $18 per month in lieu of t he is now 

he name of Martha A. Brigance, widow of Phagan Bri 
Captain Gillespie's company, Texas Mounted Volunteers, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

The name of Elize Hilpisch, mother of Carl Hilpisch, who served in 
the United States Marine Corps under the name of Charles Altan, and 
pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is 
now receiving. 

The name of Catherine ide ‘ort widow of Eli Swigart, late of Troop 
M. Seventh Regiment United States Cavalry, Indian wars, and pay her 
a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 


This bill is a substitute for the following House bills referred 
to the Committee on Pensions: 


H. R. 511. Isabel Bertrand. 
2858. 


g. 
nee, late of 
exican War, 


= 


. R. 9898. James H. Lafin. 
R. 10049. Be 


H.R Clark Brown. II. njamin F. Johnson. 
H. R. 3814. Benjamin Ratliff. H. R. 9911. Edward J. Bundschu. 
H. R. 5880. Irene Sullivan Kehr- H. R. 10036. John W. Harris. 
meyer. H. R. 10082. Isaac C. Livingston. 
H. R. 5908. Anne Claude Howard. II. R. 10103. William D. Scott. 
H. R. 7475. Isaac Townsend. H. R. 10131. John W. Smith. 
H. R. 7578. Emily F. Hill H. R. 10202. Henry M. Conlin. 
II. 8093. Winnſam H. Mercer. II. R. 10205. Elizabeth Jane Fee. 
H. R. 8240. Frances A. Brown. H. R. 10232. Krank G. Himes. 
II. R. 8292. Daniel W. Higgin- H. R. 10285. Edward Chaney. 
botham. H. R. 10307. James F. Lyons. 
H. R. 8328. Robert L. Abston. H. R. 10339. Lucian D. pin. 
H. R. 8452. Francis M. Coats. H. R. 10354. Charles L. Dewey. 
II. R. 8512. Ida S. Guthrie. H. R. 10389. Mary E. Trask. 
8548. Charles A. Halbert. H. R. 10396. Frederick W. Duden. 
8580. Edmond L. Smith. II. R. 10436. John H. Hoover. 
8618. Rebecca T. Alexander. I. R. 19475. Charles E. Keck. 
8751. Robert P. Cato. H. R. 10534. Fred A. Martin. 
8833. Julia Cannon. H. R. 10545. Evan D. Lewis. 
8861. Georgianna Cawthorne, H. R. 10558. Joseph Hermann, alias 
8915. William Lanier, Hermann King. 
. William J. Phillips H. R. 10601. William Casteel. 
9001. William Price. II. R. 10679. Samuel F. Shannon. 
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H. R. 9025. Helena Bunt, H. R. 10684. Marion Lawson. 

H. R. 9118. John M. Jeans. H. R. 10685. Robert L. McFarland, 

H. R. 9174. Margaret L. Ferriter. H. R. 10691. Wilbur C. Gahret. 

H. R. 9355. Columbia A. Seaman, H. R. 10699. Rosa Reaves. 

H. R. 9375. William J. Bandhauer. H. R. 10719. Jane Anne Robinson. 

H. R. 9419. Homer E. Harlow. H. R. 10722. Marie Thorson. 

H. R. 9423. Lester W. Stoddart. H. R. 10788. Marcus C. Luttrell. 

H. R. 9438. Elizabeth C. Grady. H. R. 10881. Charles A. Waters. 

H. R. 9478. Wiliam C. Wooton. H. R. 10889. William J. Chester. 

H. R. 9488. George L. Porter. H. R. 10916. James A. Childers. 

H. R. 9523. Charles L. Nix. H. R. 10962. Harriet M. Miller, 

H. R. 9533. John Mesner. H. R. 10983. Jane * 

H. R. 9556. Oh Wan, alias Katok. H. R. 11053. Joseph McG. Lunsforé 

H. R. 9557. Moh Ush Ak, alias Ush H. R. 11087. John F. Scott. 
Mo, now known as II. R. 11142. Charles F. King. 
Mosak. H. R. 11160. Tamar Ervin. 

H. R. 9558. Cochino Achuk, alias H. R. 11202. Margaret A. Harris. 
Coche Aar. H. R. 11208. Warren Algie Ritter. 

R. 9559. Wanatt Shoma, alias H. R. 11267. Richard Howe. 

Shoma Wanatt, now H. R. 11311. Eliza J. ler. 
known as Raymond II. R. 11314. Shiloh Sally. 
White. H. R. 11867. Edward P. Wolfe. 

H. R. 9560. Machie Gulack, alias H. R. 11370. Charles S. Kinman, 
Gulack Machie, now H.R. 11375. Harry E. Snyder. 
known as Pantaloon. IH. R. 11420. Alice Kingery. 

H. R. 9561. Choor Aquisse, alias H. R. 11462. Elizabeth F. ony a 
Cheroquis, H: R. 11468. Harry E. Rubendall, 

H. R. 9660. Margaret Kuhn. H. R. 11486. Annie McNamara. 

H. R. 9682, Margaret Hunter. I. R. 11505. Fred Rife. 

II. R. 9698. Walter Hughes. H. R. 11538. Anne Brooks. 

H. R. 9704. Lee T. Philpot. H. R. 11539. Lambert Weiss. 

H. R. 9819. Russell Dewalt. H. R. 11540. Martha A. Brigance. 

H. R. 9864. Mary Jane Lamb. H. R. 11747. Elize Hilpisch. 

H. R. 9890. Emma E. Howe. H. R. 11759. Catherine Swigart. 


During the reading the following occurred: 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer the following 
amendment, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

rash wean: by Mr. Knutson; On page 9, strike out lines 7, 8, 9, 
n a 


Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I will say to the House that 
John W. Harris has died since this item was allowed. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Later, 

Mr. ‘STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I would like to inquire of 
the committee what policy has been followed by the committee 
in the award of these various pensions to these different indi- 
viduals. What are the ranges of rate that the committee de- 
cided upon for various disabilities? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I will say to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
that the policy of the committee, so far as it can possibly fol- 
low, is to allow applications for pensions that have been re- 
jected by the Pension Bureau on some technicality. We waive 
technicalities. These two small omnibus bills represent a 
ponyet of bills which have been allowed since last May, I 


Mr. STAFFORD. Then the gentleman does nót exceed in any 
instance the rate for pay under the general law? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Well, yes; where it is proved that the ap- 
plicant is bedridden and in bad circumstances physically. I 
have in mind a case where the applicant was receiving $30 
per month at the Pension Bureau and he was absolutely help- 
less, and I think we allowed him $72. The injuries were the 
result of his service, but there are few instances, and they are 
very exceptional, where a greater amount is allowed than under 
the general law. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will these two omnibus bills complete the 
work, so far as omnibus bills are concerned, of this session? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No; I think we will probably have 40 or 
50 bills reported out some time next month, 

Mr, STAFFORD. The gentleman means there are 40 or 
more claims that will have to be considered in an omnibus 

ill? 


Mr. KNUTSON. Yes; and that will clean up the work of 
the committee. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I will 

Mr. McKENZIE. It is fair to state in connection with what 
was stated by the gentleman in reply to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin, that where you granted $72 to this Spanish war 
veteran you did not exceed the general law now in force for 
soldiers of the Civil War who are suffering total disabilities, 

Mr. KNUTSON. No; we try to put all on the same basis and 
do exact justice to all. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I withdraw the pro forma amendment. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Knutson, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up the bill 
H. R. 13540, and ask that this bill be considered in the House 
as in Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause,] The 
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 13540) granting pensions and increase of pensions to 
certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy, and 
certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the Civil War, and 
to widows of such soldiers and sailors. 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to place on the pension roll, sub- 
ject to the provisions and limitations of the pension laws 

The name of Marianne H. D'Arcy, former widow of Abraham Ed- 
munds, late of Company E, Third Regiment Ohio Infantry, Mexican 
War, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of Benjamin Dockery, late of the Thirty-first Company, 
United States Coast Artillery Corps, Regular Establishment, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Carl Olson, late of the United States Navy, Regular 
Establishment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Marguerite B. Fitzgerald, widow of John Fitzgerald 
late of Signal Corps, United States Army, Regular Establishment, an 
pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Mary A. Blair, widow of Jesse Blair, late of Lieutenant 
Robert M. White’s company, Texas Mounted Rangers, Indian wars 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that 
she is now receiving. 

The name of Raymond A. Zehnder, late of Company A, Eighteenth 
Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $30 per month. 

he name of Angus J. MacDonald, late of Company M, Ninth Regi- 
ment Massachusetts Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now recei ae 

The name of Robert H. Claggett, late of Company E, Third Regi- 
ment Kentucky Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $12 e month. 

The name of Wiliam B. Yeater, late of Company C, First Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of John D. Gardenhire, late of Company A, Eighth Regi- 
ment California Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of William T. Marshall, late of Troop F, Fifth Regiment 
United States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now a ge 3 

The name of Mary T. Schmidt, widow of John F. Schmidt, late of 
Company B, Twenty-first Regiment United States Infantry, Regular 
Establishment, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month, and 

2 per month additional on account each of the minor children of said 
ke F. Schmidt until they reach the age of 16 years. 

The name of David McMillan, late of the United States Navy, Regu- 
lar Establishment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 5 month. 

The name of Martha E. McDonald, widow of William B. McDonald, 
late of Captain Caldwell's company, First Regiment Georgia Mounted 
Volunteers, Indian wars, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in „lieu, of 1 she is now receiving, payment to be made to 
duly a n ardian. 

The name of Claude Wallace, late of Company F, Twenty-fourth 
Regiment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Lewis H. Tubbs, jr., late of Company F, First Regiment 
Texas Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$12 per month. 
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The name of Mary E. Brubaker, dependent mother of Charles E. 
Brubaker, late of Company F, Sixth Regiment Ohio Infantry, war with 
Spain, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Green W. Pramas dependent father of John W. Blakely, 
late of Highty-first Company, United States Coast Artillery, Regular 
Establishment, and pay him a Pension at the rate of $12 er month. 

The name of Walter L. Hartman, late of Company D, elfth Regi- 
ment Pennsylvania Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $18 per month. 

The name of Green A. Settle. late of Troop D, Seventh Regiment 
United States Cavairy, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving 

The name of Albert B. Campbell, late of Battery M, Second Regiment 
United States Artillery, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $17 per month. 

The name of Daniel J. Graves, late of Company M, Eleventh Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Charles N. Cannon, late of Company E, Third ment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of ward Shaw, late of Quartermaster Corps, United 
States Army, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $17 per month. 

The name of James Wise, late of Company M, Fifth Regiment Penn- 
sylvania Volunteer Infantry, Spanish-American War, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of John Shannon, late of Troop B, Pighth Regiment United 
States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay a pension at the 
rate of $17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Lee Byrd, dependent father of Clarence Byrd, late of 
Troop B, Ninth Regiment United States Cavalry, Regular Establish- 
ment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of William Anderson, late of Troop F, Eleventh Regiment 
United States FAVORI; war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of John E. Williams, late of Company G, Twenty-eighth 
Regiment United States Infantry, omens. Establishment, and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

he name of Alice C. whey, widow of James C. Downey, late of 
Company K, Third Regiment Tennessee Volunteers, war with Mexico, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that she 
is now receiving. 

The name of John Long, late of Company C, Eighteenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Charles R. Taylor, late of Troop H, Eighth Regiment 
— 585 States Cavalry, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month. 

The name of Harry L. Hoff, late of Company C, Thirteenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of 824 1 77 month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Lillie E. Trego, widow of Jacob A. Trego, late of Com- 
pany L, Third Regiment United States Artillery, Regular Establish- 
ment, and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of John W. Thompson, late of Troop L, Third Regiment 
United States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of David Miller, late of Company D, Second Regiment In- 
fantry, West Virginia National Guard, border defense, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $30 pa month, 

The name of Charles E. Kidder, late of Company H, First Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $12 per month, 

The name of Chester A. Herd, late of Company B, Third Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Floyd A. McPherren, late of Company F, Third Regi- 
ment Iowa Infantry, border defense, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Robert J. Jones, late n recruit for foot service, 
white, United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $15 per month. 

The name of William W. Kinne, late of Company D, Fourteenth Regi- 
ment Minnesota Infantry, war with Spey and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Mary R. Philbrick, dependent mother of John Phil- 
brick, late of le ed C, Twenty-sixth Regiment United States Volun- 
teer Infantry, Philippine insurrection, and pay her a pension at the 
rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Frank McCoy, late of United States Marine Corps, 
— 3 555 Establishment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month, 

The name of Kate Garrity. epencent mother of Joseph P. Garrity, 
late of Company A, Fiftieth Regiment Iowa Infantry, war with Spain, 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Dennis F. Higgins, late of Company I, Sixty-ninth Regi- 
ment New York Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Silas G. Burkett, late of Company A, Twenty-second 
Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him 
a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

he name of Edward Jackson, late of Company C, Fourth Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving, 

The name of Mike Grubb, late of re a od Company, United 
States Coast Artillery Corps, Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of William H. Stanbery, late of. Company D. Eighth Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month, 

The name of Clifford Baldwin, late of Eich? Sree and Sixth Com- 

anies, United States Coast Artillery, Regular Establishment, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Thomas Devine, late of Company F, Mighth Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $24 per month, 

The name of Dudiey J. Howell, late of Company C, Hospital Corps, 
United States Army, Regular Establishment, and pay him a nsion 
at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Luy C. Range, widow of Weldon E. Range, late of 
Company M, Seventh Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Es- 
tablishment, and pay her a nsion at the rate of $12 per month, 
and $2 per month additional for each of the soldier’s two minor 
thildren until they shall attain the age of 16 years. 


The name of Joseph Houser, late of Company K, Nineteenth Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him 
a sion at mas 705 of $12 per uann: i 

e name of John S. Com late of Troop I, Third Regiment 
United States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Clyde Wardlow, late of the Ninth Com any, United 
States Coast Artillery Corps, Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $14 month, 

The name of Margarett Davy, dependent mother of Harry N. Davy, 
late of the United States Navy, Regular Establishment, and pay her 
a pamon at the rate of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now 

The name of Annie E. B. Davidson, former widow of Albert Bur- 
ford, late of Troop F, Sixth Regiment United States Cavalry, and pay 
her a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

United States Infantry, Regular be and PA his Fee 
ates Infantry, ablishment, an a pension 
at the rate of $12 per Hive: “ai SP * 

The name of Reuben R. Romey, late of United States Marine Corps, 
F and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 

nth. : 

The name of Sarah A. Byam, widow of William C. Byam, late of 
the United States Navy, war with Spain, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Grant Brown, late of Company G, Sixth Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and ay him a 
penson at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

„The name of Charles Wilson, late of Troop G, Tenth Regiment 
United States r Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the rate 
of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of James R. Daniel, late of Company G, Fifteenth Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month, 

The name of John A. C. Hazel, late of Company E, Second Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $1 r month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Bradford R. Sarton, late of Company A, Fourteent 
Regiment United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $40 per month in lieu of that he is now receiv ng. 

The name of James F. Davis, late of United States Navy, Regular 
Establishment, and pay him a 2 48. at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Frank E. Jacobs, late of United States Marine Corps, 
SERI Establishment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per 
month, 

The name of Alfred J. Yarber, former member of Company M, 
Twentieth Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, 
and pay him a reece at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that 
he is now receiv pe 

The name of Elijah Forman, late of Company F, Nineteenth Regi- 
ment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Louis Toupin, alias Louis Beaudette, late of Battery 
F, Third Regiment United States Artillery, and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Orville H. Mills, late of Company B, Thirty-third Regi- 
ment United States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him 
a penson at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

Thé name of Henry Langley, late of Troop C, Seventh Regiment 
United States Cavalry, Indian wars, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Catherine Yelle, widow of Charles Yelle, alias Charles 
Telli, late of Company H, Nineteenth Regiment United States Infantry, 
Regular Establishment, and pay her a poon at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Henry E. Kiste, late of Company A, Eleventh Regiment 
United States Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the 
rate of $14 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Michael V. Murray, late of Company H, Twelfth Regi- 
ment United States 1 Regular Establishment, and pay him 
a eee at the rate of $ 7 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The name of David Turner, late of Company D. Twenty-third 
Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Gillis W. Webb, late of Company A, Tenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate $12 per month. 

The name of Philip L. Schwager, late of United States . 
ee ee and pay him a pension at the rate of $ 3 

er month. 
S The name of Edith Hampel, former widow of Edward J. Hampel, 

late of United States Navy, Regular Establishment, and pay her a 
pension at the rate of $12 pa month. 

The name of Flora B. arren, widow of Louis W. Warren, late 
of Company H, Twenty-third Regiment United States Infantry, Reg- 
ular Establishment, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that she is now receiving and the continuance of 
the additional $2, per month for each of the soldier's minor children 
until they reach the age of 16 years. 

The name of Clara J. Gillespie, dependent mother of Edward D. 
Gillespie, late of Battery D, Fifth Regiment United States Field 
Artillery, Regular Establishnfent, and pay her a pension at the rate 
of $20 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. Š 

The name of Michael Halloran, late of Troop K, Seventh Regi- 
ment United States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Robert S. Kelley, late of Company I, Third Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a 
pension at the rate of $15 per month. 

The name of Cornelia de C. Williams, widow of Constant Williams, 
late brigadier neral, United States Army, and pay her a pension 
at the rate of $50 per month in lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of James Mullen, late of Company F, Sixth Regiment 
Pennsylvania Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $35 per month in lieu of that he is now 5 

e name of Freeman H. Johnson, late of United States a 

Regular 3 and pay him a pension at the rate of $ 

r month. 7 
Derne name of Christopher S. Alvord, late of Company D, Fourth 
Regiment United States 3 Regular Establishment, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $ 7 per month in lieu of that he is 
now receiving. 
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-sixth R. 
. 
e is now 


The name of Orville Harvey, late of Company K, Twen 
ment United States ary TA Regular Establishment, an 
pension at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that 
receiving. 

The name of Walter S. Swanger, late of Company I, Thirty-fourth 
8 9 Infant 
ab ihe . Duile H. Wright, late of C C, na ARENS 

e name 9 3 „ late o * — 5 
— 2 and pay him a 


of Company M, Third Regiment 
m a pension at the 

is now receiving. 

Fifth Regiment Illinois 

pension at the rate of $40 


Th f David Akri late of Company A, Twenty-eighth Regl- 
e name of Da dge, late ompany 8 


Kentuck, 
rate of 


8 7 
Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $ 4 


Ulam H. Cross, late of 

(Greely Arctic Expedition), and 

pay her a per month in Heu of that she is 
ving. 


The name of William G. Jones, late of the Eighteenth Company, 
United States Coast APRAN; Regular Establishment, and pay him a 
prosas at the rate of $14 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The — . of Grant Combs, late of Company E, Bighteenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, R Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of 830 per month. 

The name of Anna O'Neil, widow of James O'Neil, late of company 
A, Eleventh Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establishmen 
and pay her a pension at the rate of $12 month. 

The name of Nancy D. Nixon, dependent mother of Marion Nixon, 
alias Mace Nixon, late of United States ship Newport, United States 
Navy, Regular Establishment, and pax her a pension at the rate of $20 
per month in Heu of that she is now receiving, 

‘The name of George W. Powell, late adjutant One hundred and fifty- 
eighth Regiment In Volunteer Infantry, war with opasa and pay 
. pension at the rate of 840 per month in lieu of t he is now 
receiving. 

The — of Edmond L. Klamroth, late of band, Fourth Regiment 
United States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 


rd, United States 


The name of Prancis M. Collins, late of prison 
lar Estab a pension at the 


lishment, and pay h 


Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establi: 
a pension at the rate of $20 per 
receiving. 

The name of Antoinette pens, widow of George Eppens, late of 
5 A, Bighteenth ent United States Infantry, R ar 
Esta lishment, and pay her a — at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Ha W. Feldman, late of the United States Navy, 
Regular Detablishment and pay him a pension at the rate of $20 per 
month in lieu of that he is now ing. 

The name of Grover Colter, late of Company G, Fourteenth Regiment 
United States Infantry, Ìar Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $17 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of William G. Gl W, late of OF tong A Second Regi- 
ment Nebraska Infantry, war with rg and pay him a pension at 
the rate of $40 Pia month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Thomas Hall, late of 3 9 Regiment 
United States Volunteer Infantry, war with pain, and pay him a pen- 
sion at the rate of $24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving, 

The name of Mary A. Hird, widow of Charles R. Hird, late of the 
United States Navy, Regular Establishment, and pay her a pension at 
the rate of $20 per month. 

The name of William Smallwood, late of United cute Navy, R r 
Establishment, and pay him a pension at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Patrick A. Galvin, late of Company C, First Regiment 
Maine Infantry, war with Spain, and pay him a pension at the rate of 
$24 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of David C. McDonald, late of Company F, Twentieth Regl- 
ment United States er ei Regular Establishment, and y him a 
er. at the rate of $12 per month in lieu of that Re is now 
receiving. 

The name of Jobn T. Brannon, late of Company E, Twenty-second 
Regiment United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay 
him a pension at the rate of $17 per month. 

. The name of Watt F. Fultz, late of Company C, Forty-seventh Regi- 
ment United States Volunteer Infantry, war with Spain, and pay h 

a posen at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now 
receiving. 

The name of John R. Ligon, late of Company G, First Infantry, 
North Carolina National Guard, border defense, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 

The name of Clarissa Nehiser, widow of William Nehiser, late of 
Company: I, Eighteenth Regiment United States Infantry, lar 
Establishment, and pay her a pension at the rate of $20 per month in 
lieu of that she is now receiving. 

The name of Charles C. Chadick, late of ee A, First Regiment 
United States Cavalry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $30 per month in lieu of that he is now receiving. 

The name of Xaver Becherer, late of Company I, Fifteenth Kegiment 
United States Infantry, Regular Establishment, and pay him a pension 
at the rate of $12 per month. 


This bill is a substitute for the following House bills referred 
to the Committee on Pensions: 


H. R. 507. Marianne II. D'Arcy. 
. R. 658. Benjamin Dockery. 


II. R. 1957, Marguerite B. Fitzgerald 
H H. K. 4 ace 
H. R. 1755. Carl Olson. 


R. 4299. Mary A. Blair. 
H. R. 4563, Raymond A, 


H. R. 6003. An J. MacDonald. 
H. R. 7809. Robert I Claggett. H, R. 12024. James F. Darie ton. 
„R. 8011. William B. Yeater. H. R. 12040. Frank E. Jacobs. 
H. R. 8610. John D. Gardenh H. R 
H. R. 8010. W. R. 12054. Alfred J. Yarber. 
> . William T. Marsh H. R. 12087. Elijah Forman. 
H. R. 8653. Hay T. Schmidt. H. R. 12100. Louis Toupin, alias 
H. T OE David McMillan. Louis Beandette. 
. a E. d. H. R. 12103. Orville H. Mills. 
H. R. 9982. Claude Wallace. H. R. 12137. Henry Langley. 
H. R. 9208. H. Tubbs, Jr. H. R. 12205. Catherine Yelle. 
H. K. 8884 E. Brubaker, H. R. 12225. Henry E. Kiste. 
Fc 
z R. er. 
H. K. 9989. Albert D. ‘Campbell F 
FEC!!! BUN Hempel 
Fe wen new. H. R. 12318. Clara J. Gillespie. 
5 James H. R. 12316, Michael Halloran. 
H. R. 10416. John Shannon. 
on HE . 12285 Robert. Kelley. 
H. R. 10488. William And . vas x x vali » 
H. R. 10467. John B. Williams, gre 
H. R. 10511. Alice C. Downey. H. R. 12367. James Mullen. 
H. R. 10539. John Long. H. R. 12385. Freeman H. Johnson. 
H. R. 10552. Charles R. Taylor. II. R. 12427. Christopher S. Alvord. 
H. R. 10573. Harry L. Hoff H. R. 12443. Orville Harvey. 
, ee 
„R. . John W. Thompson. 8 A. 
H. R. 10693. David Miller. o H. R. 12505. Dennis B. Conley, 
H. R. 10746. Charles E, Kidder, H. B. 12525, David Vasen. 
H. R. 10762. Chester A. Herd. H. R. 12540. David Akridge. 
H. R. 10764, Floyd A, McPherren. H. R. 12582. Clare D. Fielding. 
H. R. 10789. bert J. Jones. I. R. 12587, Mary Ann Cross. 
BB 10006: willan eee «Cm 12016) Grant Comte n 
R. a 8 KR. . Grant Combs. 
pei paneer RE MR gee oi 
KR. ate Ga k +R. Nan . Nixon. 
H. R. 11045. Dennis F. Higgins. H. R. 12657. — 4 W. Powell 
H. R. 11063. Silas G. Burkett. II. R. 12674, Edmond L. Klamroth. 
H. R. 11124. Edward Jackson. H. R. 12696, Oscar Sheffield. 
H. R. 11341. Mike Grubb. H. R. 12697. Joseph A, Lilliard, 
II. R. 11342. William H. Stanbery. H. R. 12712. Francis M. Collins, 
H. R. 11612. Clifford Baldwin. H. R. 12725. Martin V. Stanton. 
H. R. 11615. Thomas Devine. H. R. 12808. Antoinette E pon 
H. R. 11618, Dudley J. Howell. H. R. 12847. Harry W. Fel man. 
ea — 1851. 1 — is nee E = sh —.— Colter. 5 
R. . Jo ouser. R. x 5 4 
H. R. 11702. 70 8. Combs. H. R. 12925. Thomas + ad 
H. R. 11748. Clyde Wardlow. H. R. 12939. Mary A. Hird. 
FC 
R. Annie E. B. * s . Pa A. in, 
H. R. 11817. Jasper O. Craig. H. R. 13048, David C. McDonald. 
H. R. 11840. Reuben R. Romey. H. R. 13044. John T. Brannon. 
H. R. 11864, Sarah A. Byam, H. R. 13148. Watt F. Fultz. 
H. R. 11890. Charles Wils Hi R. 13242. Clarissa Nebine 
i i arles son, N arissa Nehiser. 
II. R. 11920, James R. Daniel. H. R. 13266. Charles C. Chadick. 
II. R. 11944. John A. C. Hazel. H, R. 13386. Xaver erer. 


During the reading of the bill. 
Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer the following 
amendment. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
8 oe page 9, strike out all of lines 24 and 25; and on page 10, lines 
an . 


Mr. KNUTSON. I ask the adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. RANKIN. Well—— 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Reserving the right to object—— 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Wardlow has died since the bill was re- 
ported. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Knutson, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

CARL OLSEN, 


Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up the bill 
H. R. 13397, and ask unanimous consent that it be considered in 
the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Minnesota asks unani- 
mous consent to call up the bill H. R. 18397, and asks that it 
be considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 13397) repealing. so much of an act approved September 
22, 1922, granting pension to certain soldiers and sailors and their 
widows, as grants a pension of $24 per month to Carl Olsen, late 
of the United States Navy. 

Be it enacted, ete., That so much of the act entitled “An act granting 
pensions and increase of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the 

— anng and Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars otber 


than 


War, and widows of such soldiers and sailors,” approved 
tember 22, 1923, ag Se 


authorized and directed the Secretary of the 
Interior to lace on the pension roll the name of Carl Olsen, late of 
the United States Navy, Regular Establishment, and pay him a n- 
sion at the rate of $24 per month, this being in addition to the Navy 


pension he is now receiving under section 4756, Revised Statutes, 
and the same is hereby, repealed, ae; 
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Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I will say for the information 
of the House that through an error on the part of the Pension 
Bureau in sending the wrong papers to the committee, this man, 
Carl Olsen, was placed on the pension rolls where it should 
have been Carl “Olson.” They are two, different individuals, 
and the committee intended to place Carl “ Olson” on the pen- 
sion roll. This is to correct that mistake. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What provision was made to provide for 
the Swede Olson“ rather than the Norwegian “ Olsen ”? 

Mr. KNUTSON. That will have to be taken up later, I will 
say to the gentleman. There is no provision made. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am surprised that the gentleman would 
display so much ignorance. The one is a Swede and the other 
is a Norwegian. 

Mr. KNUTSON. It may be Danish. [Laughter.] 

Mr. STAFFORD. I accept the word of the gentleman, who 
is an authority on Scandinavian matters. [{Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Knutson, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


VOICE-AMPLIFYING SYSTEM. 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I rise to present 
a privileged resolution. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Is the gentleman going to offer 
that now? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I will do it now if it is thought 
best. I call up House Resolution 470, which I send to the 
Clerk's desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas calls up House 
Resolution 470, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 470. 

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules is Beeg authorized and 
directed to make full inquiry into the matter of the permanens in- 
stallation in the House wing of the Capitol Building and in the Hall of 
the House of Representatives of the apparatus or device, now experi- 
mentally in operation therein, designated as a“ Public address or voice 
amplityia system.” The committee may sit during the sessions of the 
House fees | shall report to the House at the earliest a gen date its 
recommendations as to the desirability and advisability of such system 
for use in the House of Representatives, together with detailed informa- 
tion covering the cost of installation, operation, and maintenance. The 
Architect of the Capitol Building and the Clerk of the House of Repre- 
sentatives shall assist said committee in the discharge of its duties 
hereunder. 

With the following committee amendment: 

On line 1, after the word “Rules,” insert “or a subcommittee 

f. n 


thereof. 
On line 7, after the word “ committee,” strike out the words “ may 


the sessions of the House.’ 

eae 12, after the word “ maintenance,” strike out “ The Architect 
of the Capitol Building and the Clerk of the House of Representatives 
shall assist said committee in the discharge of its duties hereunder,” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

PRIVATE CALENDAR. 


Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I believe the next thing in 
order is to take up unobjected bills on the Private Calendar. I 
ask unanimous consent that they be considered in the House as 
in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylyania asks 
unanimous consent that the bills be considered in the House 
as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first bill. 

0. H. TTTT MANN. 


The first business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 6245) for the relief of Dr. O. H. Tittmann, former 
Superintendent of the United States Coast and Geodetic 
Survey. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD, I object. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr, Speaker, will the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin withhold his objection for a moment? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I was hoping that 
no gentleman would object to the consideration of this bill. 


The bill is for the relief of a man who has given probably 
the longest continuous and at all times distinguished service 
to the United States of almost any man who has served in 
that position. He never had anything but a very meager com- 
pensation for his services. The nature of his work kept him 
from engaging in any kind of business that would enable him 
to accumulate any of this world’s goods. He is now a very 
old man, practically an invalid, and at longest has but a few 
months or years to live; and this bill is for the purpose of 
enabling him to finish up his days with just some of the com- 
forts and the necessities of life. 

We have passed a large number of pension bills here this 
afternoon that in principle are cn all fours with what is being 
sought to be done for this man. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Yes. 

Mr. ROGERS. Is there any difference in principle between 
this sort of legislation and such legislation as we have enacted 
for the benefit of retired Army officers and naval officers, and 
Mr. Justice Moody, and Mr. Justice Pitney, and the civil-service 
employees of the Government generally? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. It is in principle exactly the 
same. 

Mr. ROGERS. Of course it may be said that the remunera- 
tion contemplated here, which I think is $150 a month, is very 
much less than prevailed in most lines of endeavor at all com- 
eee with the service that Doctor Tittmann rendered to his 
country. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. That is true. Doctor Tittmann 
has been a specialist in his line of work. I have not the report, 
and I will be glad if the gentleman from Massachusetts would 
go in some detail into the facts, or if the gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. Hawes] will give in more detail the service that 
Doctor Tittmann has rendered. 

Mr. HAWES. Mr. Speaker, I have been requested by the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce to report this 
bill. They gave it very careful consideration. Their report 
is unanimous. We discovered that this bill had passed the 
Senate; that it was favorably reported upon by Mr. Alexander, 
of the former administration, and by Mr. Hoover, of this ad- 
ministration. It refers to a man of great age who possibly 
can not survive another year. For 48 years he was a faithful 
servant of the Government. He was at one time head of the 
Coast and Geodetic Survey, and acted as commissioner in the 
boundary dispute between the United States and Canada, for 
which he received no compensation. He is a man whose advice 
has been sought by scientific men watching the development of 
this country for years. We found no objection to this claim 
from any source. All of Doctor Tittmann’s contemporaries are 
either dead or drawing pensions. This is a simple act of 
justice to a faithful servant of the American people who repre- 
sented them for nearly half a century, 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Will the gentleman permit me to ask 
him a question? 

Mr. HAWES. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Is it not a fact that in addition to his 
extreme age this gentleman is now afflicted with some physical 
infirmity? 

Mr. HAWES. He is bedridden at the present time. 

Mr. MONTAGUE, And utterly unable to do anything to 
make a living? 

Mr. HAWES. Yes. 

Mr. RANKIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWES. I yield to the gentleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN, If this man had retained his health and had 
continued in the service, how long would it have been under 
the present law until he would have gone on the pension roll? 

Mr. HAWES. Approximately four years only. 

Mr. RANKIN. What would that pension have amounted to, 
or how would it have compared with the amount provided in 
this bill? 

Mr. HAWES. I am advised that it would have been a con- 
siderably larger amount than is provided by this bill. 

Mr. RANKIN. And weuld have lasted for the remainder 
of his life, would it? 

Mr. HAWES. It would. ? 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I feel that this case is a very 
meritorious one. This man gave practically half a century 
of his time to the great work of the Government. To-day he 
is without funds, ill, decrepit, and yet, proud of the fact 
that he is an American citizen, he will not accept charity. 
In view of the service that he has rendered, attested to by 
everyone who has come in contact with him and who knows 
the facts, I feel that he is worthy of the consideration of this 
House, and I sincerely hope our friend from Wisconsin [Mr. 
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Srarronb] will not press his objection to such an extremely 
worthy measure as this which we are now considering. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Speaker, under reservation of objec- 
tion, this is not the first time that Doctor Tittmann has been 
calling upon Congress for some special extraordinary relief. 

Mr. EDMONDS. And it will not be the last time, either. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The chairman of the committee, Mr. En- 
MONDS, says, “ nor will it be the last time.” I hope it will not 
be. I wish that all these faithful civilian servants of the 
Government who have retired on account of age may live long, 
but we have never established the precedent of pensioning a 
civil employee of the Government other than in the instances 
cited by the gentleman from Massachusetts, the case of Justice 
Moody, and the recent case of Justice Pitney. When that of 
Justice Moody was brought before Congress for consideration, 
there was considerable opposition to its award for fear it would 
establish a precedent. We all knew then that he was afflicted 
with a disease that rendered him unfit for further service on 
the Supreme Court, and it was an emergent case, in order to 
provide a vacancy so that the work of the court could be per- 
formed, and for that reason Congress made an exception. The 
eases of retired Army officers are not akin at all to this case. 
If we should allow this pension or gratuity of $150 a month in 


gentleman from Wisconsin objects. 
Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri, Does the gentleman know that 
the former head of the Lighthouse Service was taken care of 


just in this way? 
Does the gentleman refer to Doctor Kim- 


Mr, STAFFORD. 
ball? 

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. I am not sure about his name, 
but he was the former chairman of the Lighthouse Board, and 
they tell me at the department that that is true. 

Mr. STAFFORD. There may have been exceptions. I recall 
the ease of Doctor Kimball. It may have been necessary to 
create a vacancy in order to provide a younger man to fill that 
position rather than @ person who had grown old in the service. 
It may have crept through on a general bill, but not in a pri- 
vate bill like this. 

Mr. NEWTON of Missouri. In the case of Arthur Rump, of 
St. Louis, who had been but 15 years in the service, Congress 
passed a specific bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Tes; I think that bill passed by unani- 
mous consent, not by reason of submission of the question to 
the decision of the House. He had suffered tremendous in- 
juries in the service of the Government. The case appealed to 
me. There are other cases of that kind where persons have 
been injured in the service of the Government. He had re- 
ceived injuries while in the performance of service for the 
Government. Doctor Tittmann suffered no injuries by reason of 
his service. There are many superannuated employees of the 
Government who have retired who would be entitled to the 
Same consideration on the part of Congress if we should award 
this man an honorarium of $1,800 a year. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


FAMILY OF TATSUJI SAITO. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 1078) to authorize the payment of $2,000 to the 
Government of Japan for the benefit of the family of Tatsuji 
Saito, a Japanese subject, killed at Camp Geronimo, Mexico, 
May 25, 1916. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin objects, 
The Clerk will report the next bill. 


LIEUT. COL. HENRY C. DAVIS. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
5210) for the relief of Lieut. Col. Henry C. Davis, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The Clerk will report 
the next bill. 

ANNA M. TOBIN. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
2823) for the relief of Anna M. Tobin. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 


Mr, STAFFORD, I object, 


Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman reserve his objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will reserve my objection. I did not 
know this was the bill in which the gentleman was interested. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, may I suggest to my friend 
that if objection is to be made it seems to me we do not gain 
anything by discussing the bill, and we do prevent the consid- 
eration of bills that might not be objected to. My hope is that 
after we dispose of the bills that are not objected to we may 
come back and take up the calendar and thrash out these mat- 
ters that are objected to. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. My hope is that I may convince the 
gentleman from Wisconsin so that he will withdraw his ob- 
jection. Mr. Speaker, I want to state that this is a bill for 
the relief of a lady, Mrs. Tobin, of El Paso. The bill passed 
the House about two years ago, but for lack of time failed to 
pass the Senate. It passed the Senate over a year ago, but 
it failed to pass the House. 

The history of this case is that Mrs. Tobin owns some prop- 
erty at a town called Tobin, about 8 miles from the city of 
HI Paso, and close to Fort Bliss, a military post. The soldiers 
of the Pennsylvania National Guard that were camped there 
destroyed the property in the town. She asked General 
Clements to place a guard around the property and he refused 
to do it. At the time she made the request they had destroyed 
about $30 worth. He wanted to arrest them and put them 
in prison, but she said: No; all I ask you to do is to place 
a guard around the property so that they will do no further 
damage.” General Clements made an investigation and found 
that he was responsible for damages to the property. They 
had destroyed the house, taken doors off the hinges, taken 
bricks from the house, and all this was ascertained by General 
Clements, who found them doing it. The private guard that 
she placed around the building found them doing it. 

Now, upon investigation by General Clements and Major 
Taggart they ascertained that the damage was $1,000, and 
they recommended that $1,000 be paid to this widow lady. 
There is an itemized statement, sworn to, and everything is 
set forth, and all the damages she sustained. Not only is 
this recommended by Major Taggart, but here is a letter from 
the Secretary of War. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I wish to inform the gentleman that I 
was not advised that any information in reference to this 
case had been inserted in the Rxconb, and so I have not had 
the benefit of it. I wish to call attention to the difficulty I 
have had in allowing this bill to become a law. General 
Clements, who was the commanding officer, states that if his 
position had been carried out and not objected to by this woman 
further damage would not have been done. Permit me to 
read from page 2 of the report: 

At the time of the original damage and complaint General Clements 
did. offer to have the parties found upon the p make restora- 
tion, but in the presence of the offenders the esentation was made 
on behalt of Mrs. Tobin that she did not care that the boys should do 
this, but was anxious that a should be established about the 
pams for tħe protection f from further in; General 

lements is of the opinion that had he been permitted to handle this 
matter as he thought best, all future trouble would have been avoided 
and Mrs. Tobin saved the damage to her property and the expense of 
maintaining a civilian guard. 

Here we have the owner of the property dissenting from the 
will of the commanding officer as to what is necessary for 
the control of the troops and who is of the opinion that if his 
will had been carried out there would have been no further 
transgression or depredation. She is now asking for relief 
from the very act which can be charged up to the generosity 
of her heart perhaps in not wanting to have the boys punished. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. At this time there had only been about 
$38 damage. General Clements wanted to imprison these 
splendid young men, and this widow said “No; I do not want 
them in prison, for they have not done much damage; all I 
ask is that you place a guard around the property so that 
they will not commit any further damage.” 

Mr. STAFFORD. General Clements was in charge of the 
men who did the damage and had the right to say how the 
men should comport themselves and what should be the dis- 
cipline, but his rule was interfered with and he yielded to the 
importunings of the owner of the property. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Let me read a part of General Clements's 
report, He says: 

report the exact d done, but I do not believe 
cunt e estimate of $1,000 ta exscastve = 

Now, that occurred after the lady had requested that a private 
guard be put around the property so that no further damage 
could take place. 


Mr. STAFFORD. I am not attacking the bill on the quan- 
tum of the damages but on the ground that the owner of the 
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property dissented from the rule of the commanding officer, 
which he wanted to enforce. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. She did not want the boys imprisoned 
for doing this small amount of damage, which amounted to 
$38. All she asked then was that a guard be placed there. 
She placed a private guard there and he caught them taking 
away bricks and pump engine and doors from the building, and 
so forth. 

Mr. RANKIN. If the gentleman will yield, I wish to say that 
the wishes of this woman did not have a thing to do with the 
officer's carrying out his military instructions or his military 
duties. Now, for him to come up and say that he permitted 
the depredations later because she did not want the men im- 
prisoned is what is known in Army circles as “ passing the 
buck.” It is no answer to the charge that he permitted the 
destruction. 

Mr. STAFFORD, Of course, he could have exercised his full 
authority and punished the boys for the original depredation, 
but on an appeal to him by the owner of the property, who did 
not want to have it done, the commanding officer desisted. 
He offered to pay for the damage, but she declined to re- 
ceive it. 

Mr. RANKIN. All she asked then was that no further damage 
be done and that guards be placed around the property and the 
men restrained from committing further damages. 

Mr, STAFFORD. I object. 


WILLIAM HOWARD MAY ET AL. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill S. 
2746, an act for the relief of William Howard May, ex-marshal 
of the Canal Zone; William K. Jackson, ex-district attorney of 
the Canal Zone; and John H. McLean, ex-paymaster of the 
Panama Canal, now deceased. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

ELIZABETH MARSH WATKINS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill S. 
841, an act for the rellef of Elizabeth Marsh Watkins, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman reserve 
his objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, Mr. Speaker, I think this is a case 
that particularly ought to appeal to the Congress. Elizabeth 
Marsh Watkins was a pupil in the Indian school at Flandreau, 
S. Dak., and while engaged in laundering at the request of the 
superintendent in charge was injured by the mangle that she 
was using. The palm of her hand was largely torn off, and 
the skin from the wrist was rolled down over her palm and 
fingers so that her hand has become seriously and permanently 
crippled. This bill passed the Senate in the Sixty-fourth Con- 
gress and I think in every Congress since that time, and has been 
favorably acted upon by the Committee on Claims of the 
House on at least two different occasions. I feel that in this 
case the objection ought to be withdrawn. 

Mr. BURTON. How much does the bill provide? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. ‘Twenty-five hundred dollars. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
in this case, as I remember it, the report shows that she is not 
permanently incapacitated from performing work. Her left 
hand has been disfigured, and she is able to do manual labor 
as before. Twenty-five hundred dollars is a pretty large sum 
to pay merely for disfigurement of the hand by doing work 
which she was not directed to do by the Government authori- 
ties. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I notice that Dr. W. O. Wetmore, of 
Washington, D. C., examined this girl at the time she was in 
Washington. He states in his report that the fingers of the 
left hand are atrophied and useless, and that contractures have 
occurred in the palmmar fascia; also that as a result of the 
injury her nervous system in general fails to respond to normal 
stimuli and insomnia is present. That conforms with her own 
affidavit, which also appears in the record. She is in a condi- 
tion to-day where she is able to do very little, if any, work. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Where is the testimony that she is to-day 
incapacitated from performing work? If that is the fact I do 
not wish to interpose any objection. 

Mr. SNELL. Was that brought out at the hearings before 
the committee, that she was incapacitated? That is the im- 
portant part of it. p 


.Mr. WILLIAMSON. That certainly was brought out before 
the committee, 

Mr. STAFFORD. There is nothing in the report that 
shows it. 

Mr. EDMONDS. The report shows that she has very little 
use, if any, of this hand, if one could call that permanent in- 
capacity. Here is the picture of the hand which was injured. 
She can not use the hand. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under the statement of the chairman of 
the committee, amplifying the report, which does not show that 
she Is incapacitated, and the statement of the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. Wirttasson], I withdraw the objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none, and 
the Olerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etoc., That the Secretary of the Treasu and he ig 
hereby, authorized and to pay, out of any pron pe the United 
riated, the sum of 2,500, to com- 


States Treasury not otherwise appro 
Elizabeth Marsh Watkins, of 9 S. Dak., for permanent 
iy injuries sustained by her on the 9th day of November, 1908, at 
the Government Indian school at Flandreau, S. Dak. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of. the 
Senate bill. 
The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 
On motion of Mr. Epmonps, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
J. W. HARRELD. 


Mr. EDMONDS, Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the next bill on the calendar, H. R. 8025, for the relief of J. W. 
Harreld, be withdrawn from the calendar. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman mean to lay the bill 
on the table? 

The SPEAKER. Taking it from the calendar would lay it on 
the table. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

MES. M. P. RODGERS. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill H. R. 
4314, for the relief of Mrs. M. P. rs. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I object, and I ask that the 
bill be laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

RICHARD ‘MURPHY. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill H. R. 
9916, to provide for the issuing of a patent to Richard Murphy 
for a certain tract of land in what is known as the Big Pasture 
of Oklahoma, and upon which he has made full payment of pur- 
chase price. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: ; 

Be it enacted, etc., That by reason of the fact that on April 22 
1907, under the act of June 6, 1906, Richard Murphy made homestead 
entry 06742 upon the southwest quarter of section 13, in township 3 
south of range 15 west, Indian meridian, in Oklahoma, and in Jun 
1916, made his full and final pamet of all installments and interes 
thereon as required by said act and extension of payment acts and his 
bidding a: ment therefor upon said tract, the d Richard Murphy 
has earned a valid title to said tract, and it is now provided that the 
ores . shall issue a patent for said land to the said Richard 

urphy. 

With the following committee amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to issue to Richard Murphy patent to the southwest 
quarter of section 13, in township 3 south of range 15 west, Indian 
meridian, in Oklahoma, being homestead entry, Guthrie 06742. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment.was agreed to. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time and passed, 

The title was amended to read as follows: 

A bill authorizing issuance of patent to Richard Murphy, 

MEDICAL SOCIETY, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill H. R. 
10973, to amend an act entitled An act to revive, with amend- 
ments, an act to incorporate the Medical Society of the District 
of Columbia,” approved June 7, 1838, as amended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? í 


Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 
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IRON GATES ON WEST EXECUTIVE AVENUE, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the Senate 
bill 3046, an act to donate the gates at the head of West Ex- 
ecutive Avenue, in the city of Washington, D. C., to the Hayes 
Memorial Museum, Fremont, Ohio. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. MOORES of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

DONATING CERTAIN INDIAN LANDS, STATE OF WASHINGTON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
H. R. 10841, authorizing the transfer of 500 feet of Indian 
land, in the State of Washington, for a public school to which 
Indian children shall be admitted without payment of tuition. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. BLANTON: Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
is this to carry with it the construction of a new school build- 
ing, which is not provided for in the Indian bill? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Some gentleman from the Indian Commit- 
tee will have to answer that. 

Mr. STAFFORD. This is to provide additional land for the 
use of a public school. 

Mr. BLANTON. Already in existence? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON, It is not going to require the building of 
a new one out there not authorized by the present bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Not that I know of. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman on the Indian Committee? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am not on all the committees of the 
House; the Appropriations Committee is sufficient to keep me 
occupied. 

Mr. BLANTON. That is the reason I made the inquiry; I 
did not think the gentleman could speak for the Indian Com- 
mittee, 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am speaking on this bill, so far as the 
bill itself shows, and the report; it is for the transfer of 
Government lands for public-school purposes to which Indian 
children shall be admitted without payment of tuition. It safe- 

ards the interests of the Government in every way, donating 
and owned by the Government for public-school purposes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Iam going to take half a minute. The point 
I am making is this, that, unless it is a school already built 
-that is provided for in the Indian bill, if we pass this measure 
it will make in order an appropriation that is to come after- 
wards to build public schools that has not had legislative con- 
sideration. 5 

Mr. STAFFORD. The facts are these. The Government 
owned some lands 

Mr. BLANTON. Is there a school building already estab- 
lished? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Just to have the facts correct, the Gov- 
ernment owns some land adjoining a public-school building. 
This publie school is attended 60 per cent by Indian pupils. By 
reason of their accepting the Indian children, it is proposed to 
give them additional land without expense—a very commend- 
able course. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby 
authorized to transfer and convey to school district No. 80, in 
Ferry County, State of Washi on, being the Meteor-Inchelium school 
district, the north 500 feet of lot 5 in section 5, township 32 north, 
range 87 east, Willamette meridian, for public-school use, upon condi- 
tion that Indian children shall be 
district without discrimination, and that any Indian children who are 
not Federal wards shall be admitted without payment of tuition. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. EpMonps, a motion to reconsider the vote by 


which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
HORACE G. KNOWLES. 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (H. R. 8656) for the relief of Horace G. Knowles. 
The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 
Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 
SOUTHERN TRANSPORTATION CO. 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (H. R. 7010) for the relief of the Southern Transporta- 
tion Co, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill. [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the claim of Southern Transportation 
Co., a corporation organized under the laws of the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, and doing business in the State of Virginia, owners of the barge 
Moccasin, against the United States for damages alleged to have been 
caused by collision between the said Mocoasin and the United 
States Navy lighter No 467, in tow of Navy tug Kewaydin in Hampton 
Roads, Va., on the Sth day of October, 1920, may be sued for by the 
said Southern Transportation Co. in the District Court of the United 
States for the Eastern District of Virginia, sitting as a court of ag. 
miralty and acting under the rules governing such court, and said 
court shall have jurisdiction to hear and determine such suit and enter 
a judgment or decree for the amount of such damages and costs, if any, 
as shall be found to be due against the United States In favor of the 
said Southern Transportation Co. or against the said Southern Trans- 
portation Co. in favor of the United States upon the same principles 
and measures of liability as in like cases in admiralty between private 
parties and with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That such notice 
of the suit shall be given to She Attorney General of the United States 
order of the said court and it shall be the 
duty of the Attorney General to cause the United States attorney in 
such district to appease and defend for the United States: Provided fur- 
ther, That suit shall be brought and commenced within four months 
from the date of the passage of this act, 

The committee amendment was read, as follows: 

Page 1, line 9, strike out the figures 457“ and insert in lieu 
thereof the figures 462.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to offer another 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

In line 4 page 1, strike out the word“ Pennsylvania " and insert in 
lieu thereof New Jersey.” 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I would ask the chairman 
whether the damage had arisen from the barge or from the 
merchandise on the barge? 

Mr. EDMONDS. No; they were incurred in regard to a col- 
Iision. 

Mr. WATSON. Did they arise out of damages sustained by 
the barge or the merchandise also? 

Mr. EDMONDS. No; I believe not. 

Mr. WATSON. Is the gentleman sure? Because it would 
make a great difference whether it was damages to the barge 
or merchandise in the barge. It does not say in the report, 

Mr. EDMONDS. No; it does not say in the report, but it 
does say in the bill for damages alleged to have been caused 
by collision between the barge and a United States Navy 
lighter. 

Mr. WATSON. Arising out of damages sustained by the 
barge. Now, whether it includes merchandise in the barge 
makes some difference, whether it was insured or not, and 
whether the Government was responsible. 

Mr. EDMONDS. If the Government is responsible, why 
would that make any difference? 

Mr. WATSON. We ought to know the facts. 

Mr. EDMONDS. My understanding is that it was a collision 
between the barge and a lighter. I never heard any report 
made of its being in regard to merchandise on the barge. 

Mr. WATSON. It ought to be clearly set forth. There 
might be half a dozen people hurt and damages brought, 

Mr. EDMONDS. No; there is nothing of that kind; and all 
of our cases have been about the same in regard to admiralty 
cases. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Epsronps, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

GULF, FLORIDA & ALABAMA RAILWAY co. 

The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (S. 2599) for the relief of the receiver of the Gulf, Florida & 
Alabama Railway Co. è 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

NAVAJO TIMBER CO. OF DELAWARE, 

The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (S. 1945) to reimburse the Navajo Timber Co. of Delaware 
for a deposit made to cover the purchase of timber. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD, Reserving the right to object, I rise to 
obtain information from the committee as to whether the $5,000 
forfeit money that was deposited by the Navajo Lumber & Tim- 


as may be provid br 
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ber Co., which the late Secretary Lane reported against, has 
ever been returned to the company. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Not that I know of. 

Mr: BURTON. _ This is not a bill of mine, but it is one in 
which my colleague [Mr. KNrehr] is interested. He is absent 
to-day. They have abandoned, as I understand, the other 
claim; at least there is no bill pending. 

Mr. STAFFORD. That is what I wanted to ascertain, The 
Secretary of the Interior in 1915 offered no objection to the 
reimbursement and return of this $5,000, but he strenuously 
objected to the return of a like sum by another company com- 
posed of the same persons as this company. 

Mr. BURTON. Practically the same perso: 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 3 the objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., e Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
authorized and to to the Nay: Co., of 


Fort Apa to the hen 


ie aS NR aS 
o accom a or 

Apache and n National Forests, Ariz., and on the Fort Apache 
Indian Reservation, 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 


bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr: STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is ne quorum: present. 

Mr: EDMONDS. Mr: Speaker; L move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The SPEAKER, Will the. gentleman withhold’ that motion 
for a moment? 

Mr. EDMONDS. I do. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


Mr. Firzcrratp, by unanimous consent, was granted leave of 
absence for five days, on account of public business in his 
district. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 

Mr. RICKETTS; from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that January 25 they had presented to the President of 
the United States for his approval the following bills: 

H. R. 11626. An act to extend the time for constructing x 
bridge aeross the Mississippi River at or near the city of Baton 
Rouge, La.; and 

H. J. Res. 261. Joint resolution for the appointment of three 
members of the Board of Managers of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Epmonps] moves that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 55 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, 
January 27, 1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


922. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury, transmitting a report showing the num- 
ber of documents received and distributed by the Treasury De- 
partment during the calendar year ended December 31, 1922, 
together with the number remaining on hand January 1, 1923, 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Printing. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. GRAHAM of Tilinois: Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. H. R. 13807. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the Delaware State highway department to con- 
struct a bridge across the Nanticoke River; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1456). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois: Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. H. R. 18410. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the city of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal 
corporation, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across 
the Fox River; with amendments (Rept. No. 1457). Referred 


to the House Calendar. 
Committee on the Judiciary. 


Mr, CHRISTOPHERSON: 
H. Res. 393. A resolution directing the Attorney General to 
make. an immediate investigation of the school fund of the 
Oharobee Nation of Oklahoma; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1458). Referred to the House Calendar. 


Mr. TILLMAN: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 13571. 
A bill to amend. section 71 of the Judicial Code as amended; 
without amendment: (Rept. No. 1459). Referred to the House: 
Calendar. 

Mr. SWING: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 2390. An act 
to redistribute the number of officers in the several grades of 
the Supply Corps of the Navy; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1461).. Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on tlie 
state of the Union. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska: Committee on Election of 
President, Vice President, and Representatives in Congress. 
S. J. Res. 248. A joint resolution to provide for the payment of 
salaries: of Senators appointed to fill vacancies, and for other 
purposes; with am amendment: (Rept. No. 1464). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATH BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 9809. A bill 
for the relief of the Neah Bay Dock Co., a corporation; without 
amendment (Rept: No. 1460). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 
8733, A bill for the relief of Harold L. McKinley; without 
amendment (Rept: No. 1465). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on War Claims: H. R. 
5369. A bill to compensate the owners of the steamship 
Brynhild for damages and expenses in repairing the said steam- 
ship, and to make an appropriation therefor; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1466). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. REED of New Tork: Committee on War Claims. H. R. 
8051. A bill for the rellef of the Commonwealth & Dominion 
Line (Ltd.), owner of the British steamship Port Phillip; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1467). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House. 

Mr. REED of New York: Committee on War Claims. S. 
3118. An act for the relief of Herbert E. Meilstrup; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1468). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS: 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 14083) in 
recognition of the valor of the officers and men of the Seventy- 
ninth Division who were killed in action or died of wounds re- 
ceived in action; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 14084) to amend the 
war risk insurance act and the vocational rehabilitation act 
with amendments prior to the passage of this act, and to extend 
all of the provisions of ‘said act to all disabled veterans of all 
wars of the United States, and to their dependents; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. TINCHER: A bill (H. R. 14085) to amend the copy- 
right law in order to permit the United States to enter the 


International Copyright Union; to the Committee on Patents. 


By Mr. HAYDEN (by request): A bill (H. R. 14036) for 
the relief of water users under United States reclamation 
projects; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. McSWAIN;: A bill (H. R. 14087) to punish official 
misconduct of any officer of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary, 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 14038) to amend the 
laws relating to the postal-savings system, authorizing rural 
routes.from 36 to 75 miles in length, to encourage commercial 
aviation, extending the insurance and collect-on-delivery privi- 
lege to third-class matter, and prescribing the computation of 
overtime to employees in post offices; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. RUCKER: A bill (H. R. 14039) authorizing the ac- 
quisition of a site and the erection of a public building at 
Keytesville, Mo.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 14040) to extend pay- 
ments on reclamation projects; to the Committee on Irrigation 
of Arid Lands. 

By Mr. STRONG of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 14041) to amend 
sections 3. 4, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, and 25 of the act of Congress 
approved July 17, 1916, known as the Federal farm loan act; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. KISSEL: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 427) author- 
izing the President of the United States, under the provisions 
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of the first sentence of section 202 of the transportation act, 
1920, to pay just and meritorious claims for loss of and/or dam- 
age to freight in transportation arising out of or incident to Fed- 
eral control, and declaring the intent of section 206 (a) of said 
act in relation to the provision authorizing actions at law 
against an agent appointed by the President; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CHALMERS: A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
80) providing for the appointment of a congressional committee 
to call upon the President of the United States to request him 
to call a world peace conference; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. SINCLAIR: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of North Dakota urging that immediate action be taken toward 
the passage of such law as will make possible the early com- 
pletion of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterways project; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WILLIAMSON: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of South Dakota urging Congress to give immediate and 
careful consideration to Senate bill 4130; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South Da- 
kota requesting and demanding modification and reduction of 
the present freight rates for grain and live stock; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South Da- 
kota requesting and demanding modification and revision of the 
present Federal standards for grading grain; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of South Da- 
kota requesting Congress to amend section 2 of House Resolu- 
tion 8744, approved December 21, 1921, and enact in lieu thereof 
an act to require the completion of a steel bridge at Chamber- 
lain, S. Dak., as required by act of Congress approved April 28, 
1916, said bridge to be completed during the year 1923; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 14042) granting a pension to 
Clara A. Bicknell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. DARROW: A bill (H. R. 14043) granting an increase 
of pension to Ella M. Morrow; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. DOWELL: A bill (H. R. 14044) granting a pension 
to Hannah K. Hallowell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 14045) granting a 
pension to James T. Cowan; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HUTCHINSON: A bill (H. R. 14046) for the relief 
of Frederick MacMonnies; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. REED of New York: A bill (H. R. 14047) granting 
an increase of pension to Daisy W. Lyman; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 14048) granting 
a pension to William M. Keen; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 14049) granting 
an increase of pension to Elizabeth A. Morrow; to the Commit- 
tee on Invalid Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7050. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of Board of 
Aldermen of the city of Chelsea, Mass., opposing any organi- 
zations which can not give a complete support to the United 
States Government and fealty to our flag; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

7051. Also, petition of Richard W. Mulcahy Post, No. 47, 
of the American Legion, Portage, Wis., urging the United States 
Government to enact a soldiers and sailors’ adjusted compen- 
sation bill containing a provision requiring the raising of the 
necessary revenues by means of the sales tax; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

7052. Also, petition of the Private Soldiers and Sailors’ Le- 
gion, protesting against the enactment of Senate bill 1565; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

7053, By Mr, CULLEN: Petition of the City Parliament of 
the Community Councils of the City of New York, urging the 
President to recommend to Congress the passage of such legis- 
lation as will either regulate the proper mining of coal and 
its distribution or that the Government of the United States 


take over such mines and operate the same for the public 
welfare; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce, i 

7054. Also, petition of Civil Employees’ Association of World 
War Veterans, New York City, N. X., urging the House Military 
Affairs Committee to report the Bursum bill (S. 1565) ; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. : 

7055. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of sundry citizens of San 
Francisco, Calif., urging that aid be extended to the people of 
the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

7056. Also, petition of 2,486 citizens, favoring the modification 
of the Volstead law on prohibition so as to allow the manufac- 
ture and sale of light wines and beer; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

7057. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of 42 citizens of Galien, 
Mich., protesting against discriminatory tax on small-arms 
2 and firearms; to the Committee on Ways and 

eans, 

7058. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Walter W. Law, jr., presi- 
dent Tax Commission of the State of New York, favoring 
passage of a Senate bill regarding taxation of national banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7059. Also, petition of Hon. Alfred E. Smith, Governor of the 
State of New York, approving a Senate bill amending the na- 
tional banking act and permitting States to validate prior taxes 
on national-bank shares; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

7060, Also, petition of George P. Nicholson, corporation coun- 
sel of the city of New York, requesting the passage of legisla- 
tion providing for the taxing of national-bank shares; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7061. By Mr. LEA of California: Petition of 42 residents of 
Santa Rosa, Calif., to abolish the discriminatory tax on small 
arms, ammunition, and firearms; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

7062. By Mr. J. M. NELSON: Petition of 562 citizens of 
Wisconsin, favoring immediate aid being extended to the people 
of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs, 5 

7063. By Mr. SINCLAIR : Petition of Hanks National Farm 
Loan Association, Hanks, N. Dak., objecting to the Strong 
bill, H. R. 13125; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7064. Also, petition of Henry Stute and 61 others, of Mercer, 
N. Dak., praying that aid be given the suffering peoples of the 
German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7065. Also, petition of Carl A. Vogle and 61 others, of Lefor, 
N. Dak., urging the passage of a resolution providing for the 
extension of aid to the famine-stricken peoples of Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7066. Also, petition of Wildrose National Farm Loan Asso- 
ciation, Wildrose, N. Dak., protesting against the Strong bill 
or any similar legislation intended to change the Federal farm 
loan act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. : 

7067. Also, petition of Y. M. C. A. of Fargo, N. Dak., su 
porting the Sheppard and Sterling bills, to strengthen the pro- 
hibition law; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7068: By Mr. SNYDER: Petition of Rev. C. Springer and 
others, of Rome, N. Y., favoring the enactment of House Joint 
Resolution 412, for the relief of the people of Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE, 


SATURDAY, January 27, 1923. 
¶ Legislative day of Tuesday, January 23, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 
DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Acting Secretary of Labor, in response to Senate 
Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, reporting relative to 
automobiles and garages owned and controlled by the Depart- 
ment of Labor in Washington, D. C., which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the 
commissioner (American section), International Boundary 
Commission, United States and Mexico, in response to Senate 
Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, relative to the use 
and upkeep of automobiles by the commission, which was or- 
dered to lie on the table. 
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CALL OF THE ROLL. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Borah Frelinghuysen Keyes Oddie 
Brookhart George Lenroot Pepper 
Bursum Gerry Lodge Pomerene 
Calder Glass McCormick Reed, Pa, 
Cameron Hale MeCumber Sheppard 
Capper Harreld McKellar Smit 
Caraway Harris McLean Smoot 

Colt Harrison McNary Spencer 
Couzens Heflin Moses Sterling 
Culberson Hitchcock Nelson Trammell 
Curtis Johnson New Underwood 
Dial Jones, Wash, Nicholson Wadsworth 
Ernst Kellogg Norbeck Walsh, Mont. 
Fletcher Kendrick Norris Warren 


Mr. MCNARY. I wish to announce the absence of the senior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Fotterre] on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-six Senators Lave answered 
to their names, There is a quorum present. 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


The VICH PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
adopted by the Washington (D. C.) Central Labor Union, pray- 
ing for the passage of legislation suspending immigration for 
a period of five years, etc., which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Immigration. 

He also laid before the Senate resolutions unanimously 
adopted by the District of Columbia Chapter, Military Order 
of the World War, protesting against depriving General Har- 
bord and other officers who rendered distinguished service 
during the World War of retired pay while engaged in civil 
employment, which were referred to the Committee on Appro- 
priations. 

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution of the Central Labor 
Union of Rock Springs, Wyo., favoring the passage of legisla- 
tion suspending immigration for a period of five years, etc. 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. LADD presented petitions signed by 68 citizens of Lefor, 
N. Dak., praying for the passage of legislation extending im- 
mediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the German and 
Austrian Republics, which were referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution of the Hanks (N. Dak.) 
National Farm Loan Association, protesting against the pas- 
sage of the so-called Strong bill, amending certain sections 
of the Federal farm loan act, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. CALDER presented resolutions adopted at the ninety- 
first annual meeting of the New York State Agricultural So- 
ciety, indorsing the work carried on by the Port of New York 
Authority and its predecessors in the creation of a compact 
insuring cooperation between New York and New Jersey, and 
in the adoption of a plan by both States and by the Federal 
Government, which were referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

He also presented resolutions of the Wildcat Division Club, 
of New York, being veterans of the Eighty- first Division, Ameri- 
can Expeditionary Forces, favoring the making of appropria- 
tions for the maintenance of the Regular Army, the Organized 
Reserves, the Reserve Officers’ Corps, and the citizens’ military 
training camps at adequate strength, so as to carry out the 
intent and purpose of the national defense act, which were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Appropriations. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, , 


Mr. CALDER, from the Committee on Finance, to which was 
referred the bill (S. 4245) to provide the necessary organiza- 
tion of the Customs Service for an adequate administration and 
enforcement of the tariff act of 1922, and all other customs 
revenue laws, reported it with amendments and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1065) thereon. 

Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 3805) to confer jurisdiction upon the Court 
of Claims to ascertain the cost to the Southern Pacific Co., a 
corporation, and the amounts expended by it from December J 
1906, to November 30, 1907, in closing and controlling the break 
in the Colorado River, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1066) thereon. 

Mr. McCUMBER, from the Committee on Finance, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 10003) to further amend and 
modify the war risk insurance act, reported it with an amend- 
ment and submitted a report (No. 1067) thereon. 


LXIV. 162 


REPORT OF THE AMERICAN ACADEMY OF ARTS AND LETTERS, 


On motion of Mr. Moses, and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Printing was discharged from the further con- 
sideration of the report of the American Academy of Arts and 
Letters, and the report was referred to the Committee on the 
Library, 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. MOSES: 

A bill (S. 4426) granting a pension to Jason Holt (with ac- 
companying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McCORMICK: 

A bill (S. 4428) for the improvement of commerce and navi- 
gation, and for other purposes; to the Select Committee on 
Nine-foot Channel from the Great Lakes to the Gulf. 

By Mr. MOSES: 

A bill (S. 4429) granting an increase of pension to Rosa A. 
Newhall (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CALDER: 

A bill (S. 4430) for the relief of the owner of the scow 
W. T. C. No. 35; and 

A bill (S. 4431) for the relief of the Union Ferry Co. of New 
York and Brooklyn, owners of the ferryboat Montauk; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 274) to provide for the participa- 
tion of the United States in the observance of the one hundredth 
anniversary of the enunciation of the Monroe doctrine and of 
the ninety-second anniversary of the death of James Monroe; 
to the Committee on the Library. 


SALE OF SHIPS BY SHIPPING BOARD. 


Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I send to the Secretary's 
desk a resolution and ask that it may be read. , 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Tue Secretary will read the resolu- 
tion for the information of the Senate, 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 421), as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the United States Shipping Board be, and it is here- 
by, directed and instructed to furnish to the United States Senate the 


following detailed information: 
First. State number oe ships sold by the United States Shipping 


Board since March 4, 192 

Second. Give the names of the perrons, partnerships, or corporattons 
to whom said sales have been made. 

Third. Give the terms of the sale, whether for cash or on deferred 
payusna, and the amount of each with dates of maturity of deferred 
payments. 

ourth, Give in detail what settlements, if any, have been made for 
each of said ships so sold with sald persons, partnerships, or corpora- 


tions. 

Fifth. If there has been any difference in the said terms of settle- 
ment, give the reasons therefor. 

Sixth. If settlements have not been made in accordance with terms 
of sale by any of said persons, partnerships, or corporations, give the 
reasons therefor. 

Mr. POMERENE. I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the resolution. s 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the resolution lead to 
any debate? 

Mr. POMERENE. I think not. It merely asks for informa- 


tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the resolution? 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent, and 
agreed to. 

NIAGARA RIVER BRIDGE. 

M” CALDER. I ask unanimous consent to report from the 
Committee on Commerce two bridge bills, which are in the 
usual form. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the reports will be received. 

Mr. CALDER. From the Committee on Commerce I report fa- 
yorably, with an amendment, the bill (S. 4358) to authorize the 
American Niagara Railroad Corporation to build a bridge 
across the Niagara River between the State of New York and 
the Dominion of Canada, and I submit a report (No. 1063) 
thereon. I ask unanimous consent for the immediate considera- 
tion of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as fol- 
lows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the American Niagara Rallroad Corporation, 
a corporation organized under the laws of the State of New York, 
its successors and assigns, be, and it hereby is, authorized to construct, 


maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto for general rail- 
way purposes and with a way for the passage of pedestrians and of 


* 
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orse-drawn vehicles, across the Nlagara River, at 
a point suitable to the interests of navigation, near the city of Tona- 
wanda, N. Y., and across Grand Island, accordance with the provi- 
sions of the act entitled An act to regulate the construction of 
bridges over navigable. waters,” approved March 28, 1 


906. 
Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 


expressly reserved. 

The amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, on page 
2, line 3, after the numerals “1906” and before the period, to 
insert the following proviso: 

Provided, That before the construction of the said bri 
begun all proper and ulsite authority therefor shall be ob 
the Government of the minion of Canada, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 


TUGALOO RIVEE BRIDGE, 


Mr. CALDER. From the Committee on Commerce I report 
favorably, with an amendment, the bill (S. 4387) to authorize 
the building of a bridge across the Tugaloo River, between 
South Carolina and Georgia, and I submit a report (No. 1064) 
thereon. I ask unanimous censent for the. present consideration 
of the bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The amendment of the Committee on Commerce was, in sec- 
tion 1, on page 1, line 9, after the word “ River,” to insert “at a 
point suitable to the interests of navigation and,” so as to 
make the section read: 

That the State Highway Department of South Carolina and the State 
os irs Department of Georgia, in cooperation with the properly con- 
stituted authorities of Oconee County, 8. C., and Stephens County, Ga., 
be, and they are hereby, authorized to construct, e and maintain 
a highway bridge and . rt thereto across the Tugaloo River, at 
a polnt suitable to the interests of navigation and at or near a point 
known as the Old Southern Railroad b between the counties of 
Oconee, S. C., and Stephens, Ga., in accor ce. with the provisions. of 
the act entitled “An act to te the construction of bridges over 
navigable waters,” approved March 23, 1906, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed. 
BURAL CREDIT FACILITIES, 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal 
reserve act, and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will proceed with 
the reading of the bill. 

2 Secretary read the bill to the end of line 7, 
Page 2. 


motor-driven and h 


shall be 
ed from 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE. ACT, 


Mr. HARRISON obtained the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missis- 
sippi allow me to introduce a bill? 

Mr. HARRISON, I yield. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I introduce a bill proposing to amend the 
Federal reserve act, which I ask may be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the bill will 
be received and so referred. 

Mr. MCLEAN. I ask that the bill may be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. 

The bill (S. 4427) repealing the act approved April 13, 1920, 
entitled “An act to amend the act approved December 23, 1918, 
known as the Federal reserve act,” was read the first time by 
its title and the second time at length, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the act approved April 13, 1920, being 
Public, No. 170, Sixty-sixth C entitled “An act amend 
act 1 December 23, 1913 Geen as the Federal reserve act,” be, 
and the same is hereby, repealed. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask the Senator, will he explain briefly 
the proposed amendment to the law? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the proposed amendment to the 
Federal reserve act repeals the amendment to that act under 
which a progressive interest rate was charged to a bank in my 
State of 8T} per cent. While we have forced a reduction of the 
rediscount rate by the fight which I and others have made 
here, the power under which the Interest rate to which I have 
referred was charged is still retained in the act. I want to 
repeal that portion of that act. That is my purpose in offering 
the proposed amendment to the Federal reserve act. 


Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, the Committee on Banking 
and Currency have no desire to assume any responsibility that 
the Senate does not wish to impose upon it, but, If the practice 
is to become chronic of referring bills: te committees with an 
eye single to the friendliness of the committee, I think we may | 
all feel that it will demoralize our whole legislative procedure, 
I think the Senate ought to express its opinion with regard to 
the reference asked for by the Senator from Alabama. I ob- 
ject to the bill being referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I merely wish to say that the 
progressive interest rate was applied nowhere in the country 
except in the agricultural sections of the South and West. It 
was not applied in New England, from which section my friend 
the Senator from Connecticut comes; it was not applied in the 
East; indeed, it was applied nowhere except in the cotton- 
growing States of the South and in the grain-growing and 
cattle-raising States in the western section of the country. I 
want a committee to consider the bill that represents the agri- 
cultural interests of the country, a committee that is acquainted 
with the distress and suffering endured by these people under 
the murderous—for that is what it was—progressive interest 
rate imposed by the Federal Reserve Board. No man in the 
Senate or out of it can defend a progressive interest rate that 
imposed upon a little bank in south Alabama 873 per cent. 
The fact that such an interest rate was charged is not disputed 
and can not be disputed. The Federal Reserve Board has ad- 
mitted that such a rate was charged. The governor of the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta has admitted that the rate 
was charged. 

Mr, President, the provision of the law which I seek to 
repeal has worked a great hardship upon the people of my 
State, upon the people of the South generally, and upon the 
people of the West. It ought not to remain in the law. I do 
not believe that some of the Members of the Senate and House 
of Representatives who voted for it knew what they were 
voting for when they incorporated it in the law. I have stated 
on this floor a number of times that Governor Harding told 
the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surg] that the board 
did not intend to apply the provisions of that sectiom of the 
law in the agricultural section; that they intended to protect 
the agricultural sections by it, but did intend to apply it in 
New York and seme other large cities that were obtaining more 
money than they were entitled to obtain. When, however, the 
board were granted this authority they did not apply it to New 
York at all, or to any other large city in the Hast or North; 
they applied it nowhere except in those sections where they 
promised not to apply it. The whole thing is stamped all 
over with fraud and deception. It ought not to have been in 
the law at all; but it was placed in the law by a Republican 
Congress and is in the law now. 

I have waited about introducing my amendment because I 
saw a statement some time ago from the Comptroller of the 
Currency, Mr. Crissinger, who is a good man, that he favored 
reducing the rediscount rate. That position was in line with 
the resolution which I had already introduced in the Senate. 
He said that the rediscount rate ought to be reduced, Pressure 
has been brought to bear and the rediscount rate has been re- 
duced. While it was being reduced there was being accom- 
plished exactly what I was trying to accomplish. The time has 
now come before this Congress adjourns to pluck that awful 
provision out of the law, root and branch, and destroy it. 

I would not, Mr. President, if I could help it, permit that 
provision to remain in the law under any Federal Reserve 
Board, I do not care what its political complexion might be. 
I saw the power wielded; I saw how it was applied when the 
South was in the throes of financial distress. When the 
Federal Reserve Board should have gone to our people’s rescue, 
I saw the provision of the law which I seek to have repealed 
used as a club to strike the South and West to their knees, 
and literally strip those sections of the accumulations of a 
lifetime. I saw it impose upon my section debts under which 
my people will labor for 5 or 10 years, to come before they get 
rid of them. I saw swept away from farmers under this 
provision of the law homes and farms that they will never 
recover. It ought not to be permitted to remain the law. 

I object to referring the bill to a committee a majority ef 
whose members defended the Federal Reserve Board’s defla- 
tion policy. I do not want the bill to go into the hands of a 
committee that is hostile to it. We might just as well talk 
plainly. If the Senator from Connecticut wants to make the 
issue, Tet us see who is on the side of the distressed farmers 
of the United States. I want action on the bill; I want it 
reported back. I think, to be frank, that the Agricultural 
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Committee will report it back promptly and favorably. If I 
had not thought so, I would not have asked that the bill be 
referred to that committee. 

Mr. President, why should the bill go to the Banking and 
Currency Committee? The Agricultural Committee is sup- 
posed to look out for the agricultural interests. The agricul- 
tural interests have been imposed upon by the provision of the 
law which I seek to repeal. Now, to which committee can we 
look for quick and favorable action? To the Agricultural 
Committee, which knows the condition of and sympathizes with 
the farmers, or a committee some members of which defended 
the Federal Reserve Board all during the grinding process of 
deflation which destroyed billions of dollars’ worth of property 
in the United States? 

Mr. President, I do not care to discuss this proposition at 
length. I have stated the situation. This provision ought to 
be taken out of the law. Bills have been referred to committees 
without objection, and I hope the Senator from Connecticut 
will not object to the Agricultural Committee having considera- 
tion of this matter, because the millions of people in the agri- 
cultural sections are the people injuriously affected by the 
operation of this provision. They are the only people affected 
by it, and the Agricultural Committee is supposed to repre- 
sent their interests. Why should not this bill be referred to 
that committee? I simply want to do what is right and just 
in this matter. I think it ought to be referred to that com- 
mittee, because it is a serlous matter to the farmers of the 
country. I ama member of that committee. 

While we are here trying to legislate or pretending to legis- 
late for the benefit of the armer, why not do something of 
real value for him? There will be genuine rejoicing all over 
the agricultural sections when this octopus is plucked out of 
this measure—the progressive interest rate—sneaked in, coy- 
ered all over with false pretenses and fraud, while they were 
telling out in the open that they never intended to apply it to 
the agricultural sections, and I know that in the outset they 
never intended to apply it anywhere else. Deception was em- 
ployed as the vehicle on which to carry this provision into the 
law, and after they got it they struck down the people of the 
whole South and the West and now we are seeking to get out 
from under it; and the Senator from Connecticut, who is posing 
now as the friend of the farmer, would have us believe that 
he would really enact some legislation for the relief of the 
farmer. It is really touching to me, Mr. President, when I 
behold that situation. When I see the Senator from Connecti- 
cut, the arch champion of deflation, coming bearing gifts to 
the farmer, it touches me deeply. If it were not for taking 
up the time of the Senate, I would shed tears [laughter]; but, 
Mr. President, whenever you touch on a vital proposition to 
certain big interests, see how quickly the Senator from Con- 
necticut springs to his feet. I put my finger on the sore spot 
in this whole business when I undertake to uproot this pro- 
gressive interest-rate provision. Yes, the Senator from Con- 
necticut springs to his feet. He knows that the forces are 
gathering now to do something of value in this matter. He 
objects to having the bill sent to the Agricultural Committee. 
Why? Why? Why does the Senator object? He is the chair- 
man of the Banking and Currency Committee, and he is pro- 
testing against the reference of this bill to any other com- 
mittee but his own committee. 

Mr. President, a lot of strange things happen in this Cham- 
ber; but as these matters unfold and these developments come 
we do get enough into the Recorp for the people who read it 
to know where their friends are and who their friends are. 

I think the bill that I have introduced ought to be referred 
to the Agricultural Committee, I have stated before that the 
agricultural interests were the interests that were preyed upon 
by the provision that I want to strike out and that the Agri- 
cultural Committee is supposed to represent those interests, 
and I asked that my bill be referred to that committee. The 
Vice President referred it to the committee, but the Senator 
from Connecticut objected, and I now ask that it be referred 
to the Agricultural Committee. ; 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On the request of the Senator 
from Alabama, the Chair stated that without objection the bill 
would be received and so referred. Is there objection? 

Mr. McLEAN. I object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator cbject to the 
introduction of the bill or to the reference? 

Mr. McLEAN. I have no objection to its going to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency or to the Committee on 
Finance, either one of them. Manifestly, it should go to one 
or the other of these committees. 

The Senator says that this frequently has been done. That 
is just the trouble. The bill should go to the Committee on 
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Banking and Currency, but that committee has no desire to 
resume responsibility that the Senate does not wish to impose 
upon the committee. As the Senator says, it has been done 
frequently. Bills are being sent to the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry that should go to the Committee on 
Finance or the Committee on Banking and Currency. They 
are reported out the next day. There is just as much justi- 
fication for referring a tariff bill to the Agricultural Commit- 
tee, or a Post Office bill to the Agricultural Committee, or any 
other bill and all the bills to the Agricultural Committee, as 
there is for referring this particular bill to it. If the Sena- 
tor is right in his position, the only thing for us to do is to 
abolish all the standing committees and appoint each Member 
of this body a committee to report out his own bill. That is 
what it will lead to if the habit becomes confirmed; and I 
shall insist upon the Senate expressing its opinion with re- 
gard to this matter before the bill is referred. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut 
make any motion? ; 

Mr. McLEAN. If I made a motion, it would be to refer 
the bill to the Committee on Banking and Currency. I have 
no objection to its lying on the table. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I move to amend the motion 
by requiring the committee to report it back to the Senate 
within five days. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I call for the regular order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator from Wisconsin thinks he can 
dispose of this matter in that way, let him take the responsi- 
bility. He will find that the regular order will result in a 
two-hour speech from me. 


ADDRESS BY SENATOR BROOKHART, 


Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Alabama 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator from Alabama will yield, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed in the Recorp, in 
8-point type, the speech of the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOK- 
HART] before the Foreign Relations Council of New York, 
delivered last night. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

SPEECH OF SENATOR SMITH W. BROOKHART, OF IOWA, DELIVERED TO THE 
COUNCIL OF FOREIGN RELATIONS OF NEW YORK CITY ON THE EVENING 
OF JANUARY 26, 1923. 

Gentlemen of the Council of Foreign Relations: You have 
invited me to speak to you of the sentiment and the attitude of 
the farmers, the laborers, and the soldiers toward our foreign 
affairs. Your invitation seemed to imply the existence of a 
sectional or mid-western sentiment, and ask for its special 
interpretation. This is error. While there is a distinct farmer 
thought and sentiment, a distinct labor thought and sentiment, 
and likewise a distinct soldier thought and sentiment, still all 
are national and not sectional. .They are also quite well or- 
ganized and reasonably consistent, and they are also very 
largely harmonious one with another, At this time there is no 
substantial difference in the national economic thought of the 
fruit grower of the Pacific coast, the cattle raiser of the moun- 
tain ranges, the cotton grower of the South, the grain grower 
of the West, and the dairyman of the East. I have been in the 
conventions of all of them and their thought runs the same 
upon the great questions of production, processing, credit, 
transportation, and marketing. Their differences are almost 
entirely of knowledge and information and not of intention or 
purpose, and they are being rapidly eliminated. Among labor 
the machinists of Boston, San Antonio, and of Seattle are the 
same, and they are also one with the locomotive engineer, the 
telegrapher, the plumber, the plasterer, and even common and 
unorganized labor. The most recent development is harmony 
of thought between the farmer and labor as to both economic 
questions and political action. While the soldiers have a 
distinct economic question of their own, still the vast majority 
of them are farmers and laborers, and they join in the same 
general conclusion of thought. It is my intention to give 
you a plain and truthful account of this great national move- 
ment as it relates to foreign affairs, and I shall do my best to 
give it to you without restraint or coloring and exactly as I 
see it. 

This new thought is still more domestic than foreign, but it is 
resolving every question upon the same principles. It can 
neither be understood nor appreciated without a knowledge of 
the basic facts that have brought the farmer and the laborer 
together to fight for their economic and political rights, and 
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also a knowledge of the cooperative remedies they have decided 
to use, I will therefore preface this discussion with a brief 
picture of this situation, the mental picture of the farmer and 
the laborer themselves. 

Perhaps not exceeding 40 per cent of our people can be rated 
as farmers. They have a capital investment of about $80,000,- 
000,000, which is perhaps less than one-third of the national 
wealth, and therefore less than a per capita proportion without 
regard to indebtedness. Farming is also a business and a work- 
shop. The farmer is a laborer and he ought to be a business 
man. Economic conditions have intensified his labor and 
largely destroyed his functions as a business man. He has no 
voice in the price he will receive for his products. He has no 
voice in the price he will pay for his equipment. He has no 
power to add in his cost of production, he can charge no profit, 
and he toils without the assurance of any wage. In the past he 
has solved these conditions by moving to new fields, but those 
days are now over. Necessity has forced him to survey the 
whole situation and look for a new way out. He finds about 
85 per cent of our people are laborers with far less proportion 
of capital than himself, and about 15 per cent of brain workers 
also with a less proportion, The other 10 per cent, or there- 
abouts, he rates as middlemen, capitalists, and profiteers. He 
finds this small class in possession of more than half of the 
national wealth. He finds it in control of most of the machin- 
ery of production, of processing, of credit, of transportation, 
and of marketing. He finds its influence powerful in every de- 
partment of our Government and its rewards vastly more than 
a majority of our net national income. He wonders, he figures, 
he thinks, he decides, he acts. Of all these I speak to you to- 
night, and since I am facing an assemblage of the most distin- 
guished representatives of capital in America it would be worse 
than futile if I did not bring the real voice of the American 
farmer and the American laborer. 

The farmer is a producer, but he is also the greatest of the 
consumers of the products of labor. Labor is a producer, but 
it is also the greatest consumer of the products of the farm. 
Out of the dolar which the laboring man pays for the products 
of the farm the farmer gets 87 cents. ‘That is the first half of 
the story. When reversed the laboring man claims that out of 
the dollar which the farmer pays for the products of labor the 
laboring man gets less than 35 cents. The cost of processing 
and distribution is 63 per cent one way and 65 per cent the 
other. This is not a new condition developed by the war; it 
existed prior thereto. In 1912 the farmers got $6,000,000,000 
for their crops which they sold, but the consumers paid $13,000,- 
000,000 for them. Is this a just charge for the service between 
the producer and the consumer? Both the farmer and the 
laboring man have reached the definite conclusion that it is 
excessive. Labor therefore refuses to fight the farmer all fore- 
noon in an effort to further reduce the little 37 per cent the 
farmer is now getting, and the farmer refuses to fight labor in 
the afternoon to reduce the 35 per cent which labor is getting. 

Both have designated the middleman as their common eco- 
nomic enemy, and this includes the agencies of processing, of 
credit, of transportation, and of marketing. They point to the 
unconscionable profits of oil, steel, and coal, and to their stu- 
pendous stock dividends. They check their income taxes and 
find all added in and paid by the consumer. They view a valua- 
tion of $19,000,000,000 for the railroads and then observe that 
all the stocks and all the bonds representing all the value are 
selling on the market for $12,000,000,000, according to their own 
admission. They see a credit system, built largely upon their 
own deposits, mobilizing these deposits for every other industry 
and inflating and deflating without their knowledge or con- 
sent. They see their market made by margins on the board 
of trade or the cotton exchange, and they call it the system of 
the gambler. The farmer ships his grain or live stock and 
after paying his freight does not have enough left to pay his 
taxes. The wages of labor are gone long before its families 
are properly fed, clothed, housed, and educated. They have 
lost faith in the financial leaders, They denounce the whole 
scheme of princely salaries and profits taken by economic 
power as taxation without representation. They look for a 
remedy; yes, and they have found it. 

This remedy was invented by labor. It was 28 poor flannel 
weavers in 1843 who saved their pennies for a year and a half, 
until, with a pound each, or $140, they started the little co- 
operative store at Rochdale, England. No enterprise ever had 
a smaller beginning. None ever had such large promises for 
the economic welfare of humanity. These simple-minded toilers 
laid down the biggest, soundest, broadest, most enterprising, 
and most successful business principles that have ever been 
promulgated in this world, They have survived in spite of 


competition, of persecution, and of war. The essential parts in 
these principles are: 

1. In the cooperative enterprise each member has one yote. 
All producers and consumers are entitled to be members, and 
capital does not vote. 

2. The wages or earnings of capital are fixed like the wages 
of men, and they shall not exceed the usual legal interest rate. 

8. One-fourth of the net profits are held in the business and 
the other three-fourths are distributed to the members in pro- 
portion to their volume of trade with the enterprise. 

The minor rules of operation are: 

1. Goods shall be sold at the prevalent current market prices. 

2. All transactions shall be for cash. 

8. Societies federate with the neighboring societies or be 
established as branches. 

4. Every society shall teach cooperation. 

Upon this vision and this method this little society has grown 
into a membership of over 4,000,000 families, which means 
over one-third of the total population of Great Britain. 

Now what do we find? The cooperative societies of Great 
Britain distribute over a billion dollars’ worth of commodities 
to their members annually. The “ profit,” or, more properly 
speaking, the “saving,” to their members amounts to $100,- 
000,000 a year. Of this amount $65,000,000 annually are re- 
turned in cash to the members in the form of “ dividends,” or 
savings returns, The British Wholesale Society supplies 1,500 
societies. It owns its own steamships. It has 13 great ware- 
houses, It is the largest purchaser of Canadian wheat. Steam 
trawlers owned by the cooperatives catch tons and tons of fish, 
which are dried at fishing stations in the north of England. Its 
11 flour mills are the largest in Great Britain. These mills 
turn out 85 tons of flour every hour for the people who own the 
mills, 

One of the largest bakeries in the world is owned by the 
cooperators of Glasgow. The British Cooperative Wholesale 
has 68 factories, which turn out products for their societies’ use 
valued at £30,000,000 annually. Their soap works make 500 
tons of soap a week. They produce 4,000,000 pairs of boots 
annually in the largest shoe factories of England. They con- 
duct three great printing plants, They even operate autome- 
bile factories making motors for their own service. They own 
their own coal mines, (These are figures for two years ago. 
There are now 108 factories, an increase of 40.) 

They bring their own currants from Greece to be made into 
plum puddings in their own great factories. Besides foodstuffs, 
the British cooperators produce almost every other commodity— 
watches, furniture, tinware, machinery, clothing, tobacco, chemi- 
cals, leather goods, and brushes. Their total products are five 
times greater than those of the private manufacturers’ associa- 
tion. They provide concerts and entertainments. Their social 
work embraces most every branch of human service; it serves 
not cooperators alone but is of wide public benefit. They con- 
duct life-saving stations on the coast and administer large 
funds for the relief of sufferers from famine and unemploy- 
ment. Their banking department, with an annual turnover in 
1919 of £500,000,000, is next to the Bank of England in impor- 
tance. Its growth is steady. In the first half of 1920 its turn- 
over increased 20 per cent. One-half of the industrial life and 
accident insurance in Great Britain is written by the coopera- 
tive society. Their life insurance business is carried on at a 
cost of one-fourth of that which the profit-making companies 
pay. 

The outstanding feature, however, about this voluntary 
association of consumers in the British cooperative movement 
is its great and continued success extending over nearly a 
century. This success is alike in retail distribution, in whole- 
saling, and in manufacturing. It remains even in its present 
prosperity, as it began, an enterprise essentially of the wage 
earners. The members themselves, by combining their indi- 
vidual savings, have at all times supplied the capital that their 
enterprises have required, without borrowing from bankers or 
the public. They have proved that the Rochdale method re- 
moves the need of capitalistic credit or philanthropic assist- 
ance; that in the whole range of their great and varied enter- 
prises, they need pay no toll to anyone outside of their asso- 
ciation. a 

It is interesting to note in Great Britain that while co- 
operative labor gets slightly higher wages than are paid in 
the same trade in private business, yet its managers and leaders 
have salaries that would be scorned by captains of industry 
in competitive organizations of similar character. The move- 
ment is training thousands of highly efficient executives. Some 
go into capitalistic employment; most of them remain loyal 
to the movement. One, upon being offered a position with 
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higher pay in private business, sald: “ My fellow cooperators 
pay me sufficient to satisfy my needs. I am happy serving the 
people. I should not be happy serving you at the expense of 
the people.” He is no exception. Among many others such 
as he is William Maxwell, president of the Scottish Wholesale 
Society (now retired, Robert Stewart succeeding), a federation 
of 266 consumers’ societies. At a yearly salary of £350, he 
organized 87 factories in 27 years. In 1919 the Scottish 
Wholesale manufactured over £6,000,000 worth of goods, it 
did a business of over £27,000,000, and carried a reserve 
and insurance fund of £1,200,000. The sales of the first 
half of 1920 showed an increase of 27 per cent. President 
Thorpe of the British Cooperative Wholesale at present receives 
#850 yearly. He has 30,000 workers under his direction, 
in 68 factories, mills, and warehouses. (Now 108.) The di- 
rectors of the wholesale receive a yearly salary of only 
4500. This wholesale society in 1920 did a business of £100,- 
000,000, an increase of 28 per cent over 1919. 

In 1919 the British and Scottish Wholesales together 
did a business of £115,000,000. In Great Britain they are 
steadily acquiring farms, now totaling 34,000 acres (two years 
ago, now 40,000 acres), valued at over £2,000,000, on which 
ure produced quantities of fruits, vegetables, and dairy products. 
They own 10,000 acres of Canadian wheatlands. The British 
and Scottish Wholesales together own 60,000 acres of tea plan- 
tations in Ceylon and southern India. The British Wholesale 
owns vineyards in Spain, and controls vast tracts of land in 
West Africa for the growing of palm trees, from which oil for 
their soap factories is procured. 

Now, I must say to you, those 28 poor weavers had a vision 
as great as Henry Ford, and they haye accomplished as Demo- 
erats what he is doing as an autocrat. It took longer, but they 
have builded better for the future and have now attained a 
higher speed and wider field. 

This is one achievement of labor, and you ask, What proof 
is there that it will sueceed with farmers? Those principles 
were transplanted to Denmark by farmers. They gave them 
Government aid by electing a farmer parliament, and under 
this stimulus their progress has been much more rapid and 
the proportion of success much greater than in Great Britain. 
Practically all of the farmers have joined the associations, 
They have 46 cooperative packing plants which produce the 
best products in the world. They have cooperative creameries 
and cheese factories. They have 521 cooperative banks with a 
cooperative reserve. They have the best Government coopera- 
tive land-credit system in the world and highly efficient Goy- 
ernment transportation. They have cooperative buying of 
most of their needs, and their cooperative marketing is 
complete. 

The result of all this has been to change the ownership of 
land from a few families, until 89.9 per cent of the farmers 
own and operate their own farms. This is the largest per- 
centage in the world. ‘Their cost of distribution has been 
reduced to 25 or 28 per cent, as compared with 63 or 65 per 
cent under our system. In per capita wealth they stood 
twenty-seventh among the nations of the world 40 years ago, 
and to-day they are second. They have established a gov- 
ernment “of the people, by the people, and for the people.” 

I have cited these conspicuous examples, but similar cases 
are found in nearly all countries—over 30 countries, 6 sur- 
passing Great Britain in proportion. The growth of coopera- 
tion in recent years is almost beyond belief and especially in 
the United States. The fruit growers of California do an 
annual business of over $250,000,000. The Farmers’ Union 
of Kansas is doing more than $200,000,000 per year of coopera- 
tive business, and Nebraska is not far behind. The Equity 
Cooperative Exchange, of St. Paul, does an enormous grain 
business. The largest commission houses in Chicago, St. Louis, 
Indianapolis, Buffalo, Omaha, Sioux City, and St. Joseph are 
cooperative. There are over 4,000 cooperative eleyators, over 
8,000 cooperative stores, many thousand cooperative shipping 
associations, and a good start on cooperative banks. The 
Farm Bureau was assisted in its organization by the Board 
of Trade and the Chamber of Commerce to put a stop to this 
cooperative progress, but it has already become a most ardent 
champlon. At this moment practically every farmer is a be- 
liever in economic cooperation of producer and consumer as 
the final and complete solution of our staggering difficulties. 
In this he is joined by practically every laboring man and by 
a vast majority of the soldiers. 

The soldiers have a special demand for adjusted compensa- 
tion upon the war profiteers and the peace profiteers, and in 
this they are joined by all the farmers and by all the laborers. 
This union of thought manifested itself in the last election, 


where these three great blocs turned out many of their enemies 
and filled their places with friends of this great cooperative 
program, 

And now, perhaps, you are wondering how all of this, if true, 
can affect our foreign relations. I do not come before you as 
a technical student of foreign affairs. Neither do the farmers 
nor the laborers nor the soldiers have such detailed and techni- 
cal knowledge. But I can say this to you, that all of them have 
reached one conclusion as to international statesmanship. This 
can be described by one word, and that word is “ failure.” 
They see this statesmanship guided by economie power and 
economic greed. They see it building navies and armies to 
control the land and rule the sea. They see its instruments of 
destruction in the air and under the ocean. They see it in the 
grip of world war organized for the murder of the human race, 
They see its wake of revolution and pestilence and death. They 
ery out with one voice, “ Failure.” 

This whole failure they attribute to economic causes. If a 
cure can be found for economic evils and inefficiency, they be- 
lieve political unrest will cease. They are distrustful of all 
the old remedies, A League of Nations is proposed. They see 
most of its 14 points discarded. They attribute this to finan- 
cial considerations, and they oppose it. It is proposed to can- 
cel the war debt. They see in this a plan of the international 
bankers to make more easy the collection of their private debts, 
and this they also oppose. Then they hark back to first prin- 
ciples for a remedy—to the weavers of Rochdale. They ask, 
why not an international cooperative exchange agency, with co- 
operative associations from all countries doing business with 
us as members. It is just as easy to organize as a corporation. 
It is Just as easy to develop as the great English Cooperative 
Wholesale, which already reaches around the world, It is not 
a dream or theory. It is the oldest, best developed, and most 
successful business system in the world. It is the Sermon on 
the Mount in business. 

But, you say, cooperation is of slow growth, and there would 
be no immediate relief in adopting it as an international sys- 
tem. Well, there is no immediate relief in sight under any sys- 
tem that has been proposed. Besides, cooperation has been 
slow because it always had to fight its way against the organ- 
ized competitive system and even unfavorable government ac- 
tion. In Denmark, as soon as it controlled the Government, its 
growth became much more rapid than any other business. If 
it could have the support instead of the opposition of the lead- 
ers of business in our country, its growth and soundness would 
be immeasurable. 

I want to make to this council a specific proposition. I say 
to you it is within your power to lead this movement to a 
speedy and world-wide success. Under the Constitution Con- 
gress regulates commerce with foreign nations and among the 
States. If this council would ask Congress to require that all 
business in interstate and foreign commerce shall be trans- 
acted under a Federal charter; that the terms of the charter 
shall be the Rochdale cooperative system of producers and 
consumers; that all antitrust laws be repealed as soon as this 
is effected; every farmer, every laboring man, and every sol- 
dier should join in that request. Its enactment into law under 
such leadership and with such support would mean its certain 
success. Such a step would mean more for the welfare of 
the human race, more for the advancement of civilization, than 
any step taken by any generation since the money changers 
were cast out of the temple of Jerusalem. 

However, I am not optimistic enough to expect you to adopt 
this suggestion at once, but I am willing to point out what 
really is to be expected. I am coming back to New York, but 
next time I expect to meet the farmers, the laborers, and the 
soldiers themselves. And finally I expect the farm bloc, the 
labor bloc, the soldier bloc, and the mothers’ bloc to turn more 
Members out of Congress until they have a majority in both 
Houses, and then they will proceed to a settlement of these 
great economic questions, both domestic and foreign, upon the 
simple principles of cooperation. 


CONDITIONS IN EUROPE, 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
to me? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to have read, Mr. President, an 
editorial that appeared in the Dayton Daily News of January 
24. It is an editorial which strikes me as so important and 
interesting that it should be read to the Senate. It is not 
long. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary 
will read the editorial. 
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The reading clerk read as follows: 
[From the Dayton Daily News of Wednesday, January 24, 1923. 
AMERICA GIVES UP THE SHIP! 
(Editorial,) 


The most tragic evidence of governmental infirmity in our time is 
resented in to-day’s news dispatches from Washington. The adminis- 
Tation has giyen out a statement that in its view it is entirely useless 
to attempt any participation by America in the threatening situation 
in Europe. In view of this official pronouncement, it will be interesting 


ing poopie by deceivin 
o foreknowledge of the nature of the occupation! 

Every man, woman, and child who reads the newspapers of this 
country knew not only of the announced intention to invade the Ruhr 
but almost the exact hour when the advance was to be made. The 
administration would lead the public to believe that it knew less as 
to what was going on than the man in the street. And now that the 
thing has actually 3 the Government of the United States can 
not in any “ seemly ” fashion express protest because it might “ stiffen 
German resistance.” 

There is but one conclusion which the present deplorable state of 
things in Washington justifies, and it is that the administration gives 
up the ship. It admits failure, and practically announces that there 
is no use in making any attempt to render the aid which only America 


enn give. 

Su poes that General Pershing had announced when the American 
Joast ys first hit the front line that the Hindenberg intrenchments 
were impregnable and it was useless to try to go forward. The blush 
of shame would have come to the cheek of every real American, and 
the citizen who strips himself of his political prejudices and calmly 
analyzes the meaning of the administration announcement can not but 
feel ashamed now that America has been subjected to this dreadful s 
tacle. Anywhere else on earth where government is both responsible 
and responsive to public opinion there would be a complete change, not 


only in the policy of government but the personnel as well. In England 
there would be an immediate recall, and the same would be true in 
Canada, Very recently a vote of confidence was denied the German 


Government, and Chancellor Wirth promptly tendered his resignation. 
Under our constitutional system we are simply hog tied, unless the 
President brings to the head of the State 8 a man of imagi- 
native and constructive humanitarianism. This is suggested under the 
assumption that the present surrender comes from the State Depart- 
ment. If the President himself is in actual touch with the situation 
and indorses what is going on, then there is no hope for two years, 
unless the potential forces of an aroused public opinion are asserted 
against the present Executive attitude. 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE ACT. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will state that Senate 
bill 4427 was introduced; that there was no objection to its 
being introduced, but that there is objection to its proposed 
reference, not to its lying on the table. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I understood the Senator from Connecticut 
to move to refer it to the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
and I moved to amend his motion so as to require the com- 
mittee to report the bill back in five days. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair did not understand the 
Senator from Connecticut to make that motion. 

Mr. McLEAN,. Mr. President, I said that if I were to make a 
motion I would move the reference of the bill to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, but that I was perfectly willing that 
it should lie on the table. I am rather desirous that the bill 
shall lie on the table, and that it be taken up Monday, and 
that we get a vote on the Senator’s proposition as to where 
it shall be referred. I am perfectly willing to have that 
understanding with the Senator—that it shall lie on the table 
and come up Monday and that we have a vote on it then. 

Mr. HEFLIN. What was the Senator’s last statement? I 
did not hear it. 


Mr. McLEAN. That the bill shall lie on the table until 
Monday, that the Senator shall have the privilege of bringing 
it up on Monday, and that there shall be a vote of the Senate 
at that time as to the committee to which it shall be referred. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am anxious to get action on 
it right away, and get it referred to the Committee on Agri- 
culture. We might be able to get a meeting of that committee 
this afternoon and report it back. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if it could be understood that 
we would have a vote without further debate I would have no 
objection to having a vote now on the motion to refer. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, under the statement of the 
Senator from Connecticut that the bill may lie on the table 
until Monday, and that we may at that time vote as to the 
committee to which it shall be referred, I am willing that that 
course be taken. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would not want my ‘silence 
to be construed as giving consent, but if the vote may be taken 
before 2 o’clock on Monday, if we adjourn to-morrow, that will 
be entirely agreeable to me. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I would like to have the vote taken early 
after we convene on Monday. 

Mr. LENROOT. I said that if we could get a vote before the 
unfinished business is laid before the Senate on Monday it 
would be entirely agreeable to me. 

Mr. HEFLIN. With the understanding that we do get a vote 
on Monday before 2 o’clock, Mr. President, I am willing that it 
go over, and for the present I yield the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection having been made to the 
reference proposed, the bill goes over under the rule. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HEFLIN] has spoken so many, many times in this Chamber 
claiming that there was a bank in his district that was com- 
pelled to pay 874 per cent interest, I think the whole history of 
that matter ought to go into the Recorp, so that if those who 
read the Recorp have taken any notice of the statements made 
they may know the whole history of the case. I shall not take 
the time to go into the details of it at this time—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. I may say to the Senator from Utah that I 
had printed the correspondence between the governor of the 
bank at Atlanta and the governor of the Federal Reserve Board 
and John Skelton Williams, who was then Comptroller of the 
Currency, in which the whole history of it was gone into. That 
was printed in the Recorp in July of last year. 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know what Recorp it was, but I want 
to have the record printed as it really exists. In the report of 
the acting governor of the Federal Reserve Board, made in re- 
sponse to a Senate resolution of December 6, 1922, relative to 
the Federal Reserve Banks of Atlanta, St. Louis, Dallas, and 
Kansas City, he said: 

Even in the much quoted case of the bank of the Atlanta district, 
which paid a maximum rate of oth pes cent on a small portion of its 
excess borrowings during the peri ending September 30, 1920, we 
find that that bank was charged only 13.37 per cent on total borrowings 
during the period from June to November, when it was a ro- 
gressive rates, and only 8.8 per cent of their charges in excess o 12 
per cent were rebated. 

I have a letter from Mr. Platt, the acting governor of the 
Federal Reserve Board, in answer to what appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Record on January 19, on page 2030, which reads 
as follows: 

I noticed in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of January 19, page 2030, 
when you offered for 3 Federal Reserve Board's answer to 
Senate Resolution 335, that ator Hertin said, “I am frank to say 
to the Senator from Utah that I intend to seek to have the money 
ee collected from yarious individuals and banks paid back to 
them.” he next paragraph seems to indicate that he means all inter- 
est above 12 per cent, although the resolution itself might infer that he 
meant all interest above 10 per cent. 

It may be interesting for you to know just how much the amounts 
involved would be if all interest on total borrowings for any period 
above 10 per cent were to be refunded. In the Atlanta district, as we 

re it. the amount to be refunded would be $14.07, which is prob- 
ably high, as we have figured the interest on basic line borrowings at 
6 per cent, though in many cases it was lower than that because of 
borrowings secured by Liberty bonds or Treasury certificates. In the 
St. Louis district it would amount to $5,647.99, but of this amount 
$5,494 was paid by one bank which was criminally mismanaged, some 
of the officers of which were afterwards convicted and sentenced. In 
the Kansas City district it would amount to $139.27, while in the 
Dallas district, as stated in the letter of transmittal, no bank at an 
time paid more than 81 per cent and only one bank paid above 
er cent on total borrowings for any one period. Eliminating the one 
bank in the St. Louls district, which, as I have said, was criminally 
mismanaged, the total refund would be $307.33 for all three districts, 
and this, as I have above indicated, is probably high because we have 
used 6 per cent as applying to all the c borrowings. 

As ese cases are so few in number it would be comparatively a 
simple matter to obtain from the three reserve banks involved the 
exact amounts which might be refunded above 10 per cent. In only 
one case, as we have the figures now, would they amount to more 
than $75 to any one bank. 
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That is signed by the acting governor of the Federal Reserve 
Board. So that the whole story may be read in the Recorp, I 
ask that the letter from the acting governor of the Federal Re- 
serve Board, transmitting the answer to the resolution offered 
by the Senator from Alabama, be printed in the Record in 
order that those who want to see what the truth of this matter 
is can learn it from that. 

Mr. HARRISON. Is it very long? 

Mr. SMOOT. Not nearly as long as the one the Senator had 
printed in the Rercord the other day. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am glad to hear that. Then why not 
have it read? 

Mr. SMOOT. It is too long to read; it contains a lot of 


Mr. HARRISON. The one I presented was not too long to 
read. The Senator from Utah was about the only one who 
did not listen to it. Does the Senator object to having the 
Secretary read this letter which he now proposes to have put 
in the Recorp? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; but I do not think it is necessary to have 
all the figures read. 

Mr. HARRISON. While we are discussing the matter, it is 
a very good time to know what is in the letter. I ask that it 
be read. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I do not think the Senator 
wants all of the figures read page by page. 

Mr. HARRISON. No; just the letter. 

Mr. SMOOT. I would glad to have that read. I have no 
objection to that part of it being read. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before it is read, I want to say 
to the Senator that I dispute the statement, as I understood it, 
of the acting governor that they did charge only 8} per cent. 
I have the figures here out of their own report to prove that 
is not so, and I am going to discuss it for the Recorp before 
the day is over. 

Mr. SMOOT. They do not say 8.8 per cent for the one little 
bank about which the Senator has occupied so much time, trying 
to discredit the Federal Reserve Board, a bank with $25,000 
capital, lending six times the amount of its capital and 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am going to show there were scores of 
them. I have the report here. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator from. Mississippi 
wants this letter read, I would be very glag to have it read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the communica- 
tion will be printed in the Recorp at the request of the Senator 
from Utah. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want the whole report printed in the Recorp, 
so people may know what the true situation is. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HARRISON. I think it ought to be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the letter 
of transmittal. 

The reading clerk read the letter of transmittal, and the 
entire statement was ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as 
follows: 

FËDERAL Reserva BOARD, 
Washington, January 17, 1923. 

Str: On December 7, 1922, the Federal Reserve Board received from 
the Secretary of the Senate a resolution (S. Res. 335) adopted Decem- 
ber 6, 1922, reading as follows: 

“Resolved, That the Federal Reserve Board be requested to obtain 
from the Federal Reserve Banks of Atlanta, St. Louis, Dallas, and 
Kansas City statements showing all cases where interest ranging be- 
tween 10 per cent and 874 per cent per annum, both inelu Was 
exacted from member banks, giving names of the banks, their capital 
and surplus, and location where 1 per cent per annum or more was 
charged on loans and rediscounts, the rate and amount of interest 
charged in each instance as expressed in dollars and cents; also a 
statement showing whether the Federal reserve banks have refunded 
to each member bank from which such exactions were made the amount 
of such interest collected in excess of 10 per cent per annum upon each 
Joan upon which such interest was charged.” 

In view of the fact that er ees rates were assessed against 
Average borrowin in excess of the basic line determined in the 


manner outlined in Appendix Ai attached to this reply, by the Fea- 
eral Reserve Banks of Atlanta, St. Louis, and Dallas, and not against 


lution as applying only fo those banks which were charged interest 
at the rate of 10 per cent or more on total borrowin: 


would it gtve a fair picture of the real effect which the progr ve 
rates had on borrowings of member banks. Aceordingly the resolution 
Was interpreted to call for the additional discount charged member 
banks at brogresstve rates in each instance where the maximum point 
to which the rate progressed was 10 per cent or over. The report 


therefore covers 44 banks in the Atlanta district, 49 in the St. Louis 
8 114 in the City district, and 20 in the Dallas 


It should be understood, however, that the range of rates char 
is merely a record of the ‘mathematical steps in the calculation 
of the amotnt of discount char, le under the progresstve-rate plan. 
It was somewhat similar to an interest table in that tables could have 
been used showing the average rate to be charged under each ran 
of progressive rates. As stated a gene A to this letter, graduat 
rates were progressed at the rate of one-half of 1 per cent for each 
25 per cent by which the amount of borrowings exceeded the basie 
line. In the calculation of the amount of discount chargeable, there- 
fore, it was necessary to diyide the excess borrowings into portions 
equivalent to 25 per cent of the basic discount line of the member 
bank and then to assess the superrates by successive steps, beginning 
with one-half of 1 per cent. 

For example, if a certain member bank had a basic discount li 
of once and its total borrowings during a given month averag 
$400,000, of which $100,000 was secured by Government obligations 
and exempt from the application of progressive rates, its excess bor- 


rowings subject to progressive rates would amount to 200,000, as 
indicated below: x $ 
To „ average during the month —— $400, 000 
uct : 
Basic discount line — — odabinb 00, 000 


81 
Paper secured by Government obligations and 
exempt from the application of progressive 


— aL TY ewe — — . 100,000 
200, 000 
Excess borrowings subject to progressive rates 200, 000 


Progressive rates yt 3 at the rate of one-half of 1 per cent 
for each $25,000—25 per cent of basic line—by which the borrowings 
subject to progressive rates exceeded the basic line would have been 
assessed against the $200,000 as follows: 


25,000 for one month at one-half $10. 42 
25,000 for one month at 1 per cen 20. 83 
25,000 for one month at 18 per cent 31. 25 
25,000 for one — 4455 at 2 per cent 41. 67 
25,000 for one month at 23 per cent 52. 08 
25,000 for one month at 3 per cent. 62. 50 
25,000 for one month at 31 per cent. 72. 92 
25,000 for one month at 4 per cen 83. 
Total ($200,000) 875. 00 


In this particular case the member bank would have been char 
$375 on its excess borrowings of $200,000 for one month—in addition 
to, the discount charged at the basic rate—and this would represent 
an interest charge of 2% per cent on the excess borrowings of $200,000 
or of 11 per cent on total borrewings. As explained below, this would 
have represented an interest charge on total borrowings of 63 per 


cent. 

It will readily be seen from the above example that the rate which 
is most significant, Inasmuch as it measures the extent of the penalty 
imposed on the member bank under the progressive-rate plan, is the 
one which, when applied to the total amount of excess borrowings, 
yields the amount of interest charged to the member bank. In t 
case just deseribed this rate is 21 per cent and not 4 per cent. The 
total rate chargeable on excess borrowin in the above example 
would be 8 per cent, or the basie rate, which may be assumed to be 
57 per cent, plus e average superrate of 21 per cent on excess 
botrowings. his calculation should be carried one st further in 
order to determine the average rate such a bank would ying on 
its total borrowings at the reserve bank, which we find to ps 51 vor 
cent plus 18 r cent, or 64 per cent, at a time when the bank was 
* altogether an amount equal to four times its basic 


e 

It may bë well at this point to call attention to the fact that while 
there has been considerable criticism of the progressive rates ag 
applied by the four Federal reserve banks, most of the criticism has 
come from sources other than the banks which paid these progressivs 
rates. In fact, as shown on pages 47-48 of part 22 of hearings before 
the Joint Commission of icultural Inguiry, the Kansas City Federal 
Reserve Bank received resolutions from banks in a number cities in 
its district requesting that the progressive rates be continued. 

A careful examination of the statements inclosed herewith will show 
that very few of the banks paid an iru 2: rate—normal rate plus 
superrate—on total borrowing as high as 10 per cent in any period 
during which progressive rates were assessed, even before rebates were 
made of interest char: in excess of 12 per cent py the Atlanta and 
Kansas City Federal Reserve Banks. In the case of the Dallas rv 
Bank the maximum average rate char on total borrowings did not 
reach 8 per cent except in the of one bank, and in that instance 
it only reached 81 per cent. en it is taken into consideration that 
the average rate charged Sf member banks to customers in this dis- 
trict, especially in the smaller towns, was from 8 to 10 per cent, it 
will be readily seen that the adoption of the pro: ive rates, though 
it may have reduced materially the profits o e borrowing member 
banks, did ra A soe es them in the sense of making them pay more 
for accommodation at the Federal reserve bank than they were charg- 
ing their customers, Even in the much-quoted case of the bank in the 
Atlante district which paid a maximum rate of 87) per cent on a 
small portion of its excess borrowings during the two-week riod 
ending September 30, 1920, we find that that bank was . only 
13.37 r cent on total borrowings during the period from June to 
November when it was assessed progressive rates and only 8.8 per 
cent after charges in excess of 12 per cent were rebated. 

One reason for the high 1 rates in the Kansas City district 
was that as they were app to current borrowings at the time pa 
was offered for discount, and the rate of progression began at a point 
determined by the amount of the bank's borrowings in excess of the 
basic line, including the current offerings, the minimum rate applicable 
was frequently. materially above the basic rate. These rates were 
charged. however, with the distinct understanding that the excess in 
the amount of interest charged over what would have been charged 
had progressive rates been applied to daily excess borrowings instead 
of to current offerings would be subsequently rebated. 

The resolution requests the Federal Reserve Board to give the Senate 
the name, capital and surplus, and location of each bank which paid 
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interest at progressive rates ranging from 10 to 874 per cent per an- 
num, together with the rates paid and amount of interest charged In 
each case. While the board desires to comply with the resolution in 
its entirety, it does not feel at liberty to divu the names of member 
banks which were charged interest at progressive rates, Many of the 
member banks in these four districts, which were eee excessive 
amounts from the Federal reserve banks and consequently paying 
progressive rates, were in a very overextended condition, and if the 
name of any particular bank were made public in this connection it 
might create doubt in the minds of some of the bank’s customers as to 
its soundness and as to the judgment and ability of those responsible 
for its management. Some of the bank’s depositors might withdraw 
their accounts in the belief that it is not safe to leave their funds on 
deposit with an institution which had been permitted to get into an 
extremely overextended and perhaps unsafe condition. In the state- 
ments submitted herewith the names and locations of individual mem- 
ber banks have, therefore, been omitted. 


In adopting the policy of charging progressive rates, the Federal 
reserve Lanke, were guided by the ndamental principle that each 
member bank is entitled to accommodation in proportion to its contri- 
bution to the lending power of the Federal reserve banks, consisting 
of its lawful reserve on deposit with the Federal reserve bank and its 
uota of the paid-in capital stock. It was this contribution to the 
ederal reserve bank's lending power which was used in determining 
the normal or basic discount line, except in the case of the Federal 
Reserve Bank of Dallas, where the capital and surplus of the borrow- 
ing member banks was used as the basic line. This was done for the 
reason that the directors of the Dallas bank, after careful analysis, 
felt that this method of determining the basic line was more satisfac- 
tory, especially in the case of the smaller banks. The principle of the 
basic line is recognized in section 4 of the Federal reserve act, which 
provides that the board of directors of each Federal reserve bank 
shall, “subject to the provisions of law and the orders of the Federal 
Reserve Board, extend to each member bank such discounts, advance- 
ments, and accommodations as may be safely and reasonably made 
with due regard for the claims and demands of other member banks.” 
The S AEO a for charging progressive rates is contained in section 14 
of the act, which provides that discount rates, “subject to the ap- 
royal, review, and détermination of the Federal Reserve Board, may 
be graduated or progressed on the basis of the amount of the advances 
and discount accommodations extended by the Federal reserve bank to 
the borrowing bank.“ The method of arriving at the basic discount 
line in each of the four districts was determined by the boards of 
directors and is fully explained in Appendix A. 

While the details of operation of the progressive rate scheme were 
somewhat different in each of the four Federal reserve districts in 
which it was put into effect, the board has endeavored to present the 
figures for all four districts in as uniform a manner as practicable, in 
order that the data may be as nearly on a comparable basis as the 
different methods of 1 7 will permit. But it has been neces- 
sary to use three slightly different forms of presentation, one for the 
Federal reserve districts of St. Louis and Dallas, another for the 
Kansas City district, and a third for the Atlanta district. In examin- 
ing these statements it should be borne in mind that the object has 
been to show the additional discount charged at rates above normal, 
1. e., the Poong which was assessed against each member bank on 
account of its obtaining accommodation in an amount greatly in ex- 
cess of its equitable proportion of the lending power of the Federal 
reserve bank. 

Amounts shown in the columns “Additional discount charged at 
rail e therefore do not include—and this is explained in the 
note at the bottom of each statement—the discount charged at normal 
or basic rates which the bank would have been required to pay had 
no progressive rates been in effect. Likewise, the rates shown A the 
tables are stated exclusive of the normal discount rate in order to 
enable one to get a clear picture of the penalty rate assessed. If it is 
desired to obtain the average rate applied to borrowings in excess of 
the basie line, or to total borrowings, it will be necessary to add the 
normal rate in effect to the superrates shown. For instance, member 
bank No. 1 in the Kansas City statement was charged in May, 1920, a 
superrate on excess borrowings, before adjustments and rebates, of 
2.46 per cent, and on total borrowings of 1.12 per cent. These rates 
when added to the normal rate of 6 per cent—applicable to all paper 
not secured by United States Government obligations—bring the total 
rates charged up to 8.46 and 7.12 per cent, respectively. The rates 
shown in the column headed “ Range of superrates“ are also the 
penalty rates charged and must therefore be combined with the normal 
rate to get the total rate charged. Therefore, in cases where the 
penalty or superrates ranged from one-half to 4 r cent, the total 
rate charged on borrowings in excess of the basic line ranged from 63 
to 10 per cent. 

The normal rate in the four districts which 
rates was 6 per cent on all paper except that secured by United States 
Government obligations. Such paper was accorded preferential rates, 
with a minimum of 5 per cent, during the period in which pro- 
gressive rates were in effect. In the Atlanta and Dallas Federal 
reserve districts rates on paper secured by Liberty bonds and Victory 
notes remained at 54 per cent during the entire period in which pro- 
gressive rates were in effect. In the St. Louis and Kansas City dis- 
tricts the rates were increased from 51 per cent to 6 per cent on 
May 21, 1921, and September 28, 1920, respectively. When progres- 
sive rates were established, rates on paper secured by Treasury cer- 
tificates of indebtedness were 5 to 5% per cent in each of the districts 
except Kansas City, where a uniform rate of 5 per cent was in force. 
While the minimum rate remained unchanged in the Atlanta and 
Dallas districts, the maximum rate was increased to 6 r cent on 
July 2, 1920, by Atlanta, and on July 13, 1920, by Dallas. The 
discount rate actually chargeable on such paper corresponded with 
the rate borne by the securities pledged as collateral within the mini- 
mum and maximum limits stated above. In the case of the St. Louis 
district on syrah, ow Fl 1921, a flat rate of 6 per cent was substituted, 
The Kansas City Federal Reserve Bank increased its maximum to 6 
per cent on July 3, 1920, and on July 1, 1921, adopted a uniform 6 
per cent rate on all classes of paper. 

In view of these preferential rates on paper secured by Government 
obligations the average normal or basic rate charged in these districts 
was somewhat below the 6 per cent rate on commercial and agricul- 
tural paper in effect and averaged around 5% per cent. 

The Kansas bur é Federal Reserve Bank applied the progressive 
rates to paper at the time it was offered for discount, and in accord- 
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ance with its previously announced policy made current daily adjust - 
ments in the amount of discount charged on excess borrowings as 

per matured and was paid. The borrom ing. member bank knew, 
herefore, that the progressive rates origina da Applied were only 
tentative, and that after adjustments and rebates they would be 
charged pe essive rates only on their actual borrowings in excess 
of their basic line. This plan of operation, however, made it neces- 
sary, in order to present a complete picture, to show in the exhibit for 
the Kansas City bank the amounts charged member banks at super- 
rates, both before and after adjustments and rebates. In both the 
Kansas City and Atlanta district rates of interest charged certain 
member banks progressed to exceptionally high levels, largely be- 
cause of the fact that these member banks allowed their reserve 
balances—which entered Into the determination of the basic line—to 
fall far below legal requirements. In view of the high rates these 
two Federal reserve banks requested and obtained permission from 
the Federal Reserve Board to rebate all discount charged in excess of 
12 per cent. In the case of the Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank the 
amount of discount charged at superrates both before and after these 
rebates is shown, while in the case of the Kansas City bank these 
rebates have been included with the rebates arising from current adjust- 
ments explained above. 

As brought out in Governor Harding's testimony before the Joint 
Commission of Agricultural Inquiry, and in the report of that com- 
mission, the situation in some of the Federal reserve districts early 
in 1920 was such that a relatively small number of banks were bor- 
rowing excessively from the Federal reserve banks, while other member 
banks were borrowing little or nothing. At that time the reserve 
percentage of the Federal reserve banks was approaching the legal 
minimum provided in the Federal reserve act, and it was therefore 
felt that, if member banks which were not borrowing should apply 
for such advancements and accommodations from the Federal reserve 
banks as they were entitled to receive, the Federal reserve banks 
would soon find themselves in a position where the reserve require- 
ments provided in the Federal reserve act would have to be sus- 
pended. The Federal Reserve Board and the Federal reserve banks 
concerned felt that there should be a more even distribution of 
accommodation extended to member banks, and four Federal reserve 
banks—Atlanta, St. Louis, Kansas City, and Dallas—requested and 
obtained approval of the Federal Reserve Board to establish pro- 
gressive rates which would have the effect of restraining borrow 
on the part of banks in an overextended condition. It was thought 
that this would 1 such member banks from making further 
loans and that consequently any demands for additional credit would 
oe largely from banks which were not in 

tion, 

As a matter of fact, this is about what 8 as may be seen 
from the following quotation taken from pages 56-58 of part 2 of the 
Report of the Joint Commission of Agricultural Inquiry, which relates 
to loans in the Kansas City district : 

“In January, 1920, 14 nks in Kansas City had absorbed 34 lar 
cent of the normal lending power of the Federal reserve bank and 9 
Omaha banks had absor 23.5 per cent.» Therefore these two cities 
alone had absorbed 57 per cent of the normal lending power of the 
Kansas City Federal Reserve Bank. There was a slight recession in 
the borrowings of these banks due to temporary seasonal deflation in 
the early part of 1920, but by April, 1920, the 14 Kansas City banks 
were absor mg 50 per cent of the normal lending power of the Kansas 
City Federal Reserve Bank and 9 Omaha banks were absorbing 23 
per cent, representing a total of 73 
ponor of the Kansas City Federal serve Bank, and leaving only 
7 per cent of the normal lending power available for the 1,063 other 
member banks in the Kansas City district. 

“In the period from April 19, 1920, to December 31, 1920, banks 
which had not been prey oy borrowing increased their borrowings 
to 12 per cent of the normal lending power of the Kansas City Fed- 
eral Reserve Bank. punog the same period the number of banks bor- 
rowing in the Kansas Cit ederal reserve district increased from 178, 
or 16. r cent of all the banks, to 416, or 38.3 per cent of all the 
banks. n the same period the amount borrow by all borrowin 
banks increased from $106,851,047 to $117,328,475. While banks no 
borrowing previously to April 19, 1920, when the progressive rate 
became effective, were increasing their borrowings, the borrowings of 
the 14 Kansas City member banks paying the progressive rate de- 
creased to 36 per cent of the normal lending power of the Kansas City 
Federal Reserve Bank, and the borrowings of the 9 Omaha member 
banks paying the progressive rate decreased to 13 per cent of the 
normal lending power of the Kansas City Federal Reserve Bank. 

“One effect of the adoption of the progressive rate in the Kansas 
City Federal reserve district, therefore, apparently was to compel a 
reduction in the 3 of the lending power of the Kansas City 
Federal Reserve Bank, which was being absorbed by the large cit 
banks in Kansas City and Omaha, and to permit the use of that lend- 
ing power in meeting the requirements of banks which were previously 
not borrowing or borrowing only moderately.” 

In examining borrowings of member banks in the larger cities, such 
as New York, Chicago, and Boston, we find that no member bank in 
any one of these cities at any time borrowed from the Federal reserve 
banks an amount in excess of two and one-half times its basic line. 
Consequently, had the progressive rates been in effect in these districts 
without exemption of paper secured by United States Government obli- 
gations, no member bank, with one exception, in any of these cities 
would have at any time paid an average rate on total borrowings as 
high as 7 per cent, and in the case of this one exception the-average 
rate would have been less than 7.05 per cent. In this case, however, 
the bank’s entire borrowings were secured by obligations of the United 
States Government. 

It is clear, therefore, that every member bank in these big cities 
borrowing at the 7 per cent commercial paper rate, whether or not 
borrowing in excess of its basic line, paid a higher rate of discount 
than it would have been required to pay had the Federal reserve 
banks in those cities adopted a 6 per cent rate on commercial loans 
with progressive rates such as were in effect in the Atlanta, Kansas 
City, St. Louis, and Dallas districts. This statement is based upon 
the assumption that no loans to these banks in excess of their basic 
lines would have been excepted from the 8 of progressive 
rates; as a matter of fact, as is shown in pendix A, most of the 
paper secured by obligations of the United States Government was 
exempted from the application of progressive rates in all districts, In 
the case of the Atlanta district, 1 55 drawn for strictly agricultural 
production op to 100 per cent of the bank's capital and surplus was 
also except from the application of progressive rates. 
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From an examination of the statements inclosed herewith it will 
be noted that the average superrate—excess over normal rate—if ap- 
plied to total borrowings, very rarely exceeded a reasonable penalty 
charge, even in the case of those banks which were in a highly over- 
extended condition. In the case of the bank in the Atlanta district 
which was charged superrates reaching in one instance as high as 
813 per cent, it appears that during that particular two-week period 
the average superrate applied to total borrowings was 27.44 per cent 
before the Federal reserve bank rebated all discount charged in excess 
of 12 per cent, and 3.88 per cent after such rebate was made. 

With regard to this bank, the following is quoted from a_letter 
received from the chairman of the board of directors of the Federal 
Reserve Bank of Atlanta, printed on pase 318 of part 13 of the hear- 
ings before the Joint Commission of Agricultural Inquiry: 

“Taking the matter as a whole, however, from the statement sub- 
mitted below, it can be seen that while the progressive rates seem 
exorbitant the average rates paid to us for money borrowed during 
this period, when applied against the average borrowings, will not 
show any hing in comparison to the seemingly high progressive rates 
shown. For instance, the ayerage borrowipgs of the National 
Bank for the period from June 15, 1920, to October 15, 1920, was 
$149,830. The normal discount rate at 6 per cent on this amount 
would be $2,996.60. Add to this amount progressive discount rates 
charged, $3,680.15, and this less progressive discount rates rebated, 
$2,281.56, would leave net amount of interest paid $4,395.19, which 
would result in a rate charged for the average borrowing of 8.80032 per 
cent per annum.” 

At the time the high progressive rate was charged this bank it was 
borrowing from the Federal reserve bank an amount equal to almost 
seven times its own capital stock, and at the same time had allowed 
its reserve balance to fall so much below legal requirements—from 
$9,433 to $86—that its basic discount line, Which is based upon the 
amount of its contribution in the form of capital stock subscription 
and reserve b. ce, was less than one-sixth of what it would have 
been had its reserves been maintained in accordance with the Federal 
reserve act. This failure to maintain reserves as 2 by law 
resulted in the bank's having a very oe basic line and consequently 
the ratio of its borrowings to its basic line rose very rapidly. Had 
the bank maintained the reserve required by law the maximum rate 
charged would have been 17 per cent, and the average rate on total 
borrowings, eyen before rebates were made, would have been 9.19 per 
cent during this semimonthly period. 

At the time the Federal Reserve Board authorized the Federal 
reserve banks to establish progressive rates it was not expected that 
any member bank would permit its lawful reserve balance to decline 
almost to the vanishing point, especially at a time when it was in a 
so badly overextended condition as to necessitate borrowings from the 
Federal reserve bank in an amount equal to several times its own capi- 
tal and surplus. The Federal Reserve Board did not approve of exces- 
sive rates, and as soon as it became apparent that the progressive-rate 

lan in effect was in some instances resulting in unreasonable rates 
mmediate consideration was given, both by the board and the Federal 
reserve bank, to devising some plan paeng such results could be 
obviated. As a matter of fact, the high rate of en per cent was 
charged in the two-week period ending September 30, 1920, and reports 
of these transactions were received by the board some time during 
October, and on November 1 the progressive rates in the Atlanta dis- 
trict were abolished and that bank substituted in lleu thereof a flat 
commercial rate of 7 per cent, which was in effect also at the Federal 
Reserve Banks of Boston, New York, Chicago, and Minneapolis. 

It is a noteworthy fact that the excessively high rates charged in 
the Atlanta and Kansas City districts in certain instances were, as in 
the case discussed above, due primarily to the effect upon the member 
bank's basic discount line of its failure to maintain its legally required 
reserve balances with the Federal reserve bank. In the case of St. 
Louis and Dallas the member bank's basic-discount line, in consequence 
of the method by which it was determined, was in nowise affected 
by failure to maintain its reserves, and accordingly in these two dis- 
tricts the rates charged did not reach excessive levels and no rebates 
were made. as was done in the Atlanta and Kansas City districts, 
where all interest charged in excess of 12 per cent per annum was 
subsequently rebated. These rebates amounted to $9,108.66 in the 
5 75 7557 district and to less than $300 in the Kansas City 

istrict. 

As an illustration of the relationship between discount rates char 
by the four Federal reserve banks which adopted the progressive 
rate plan and the rates charged by the other banks, there are shown 
below the 2 rates—including discount at progressive rates 
charged by each Federal reserve bank during 1920 and 1921: 


Federal reserve bank. 1920 1921 
6.03 5.88 
5.97 6.06 
5.44 5.44 
5.06 5.72 
5. 78 5.91 
5.97 6.05 
6.32 6,29 
5.98 5. 90 
6. 40 6.35 
6.65 6.14 
5. 78 6.01 
5.82 5.79 

6.01 


It will be seen from the above that during 1920 the average rate 
charged by New York was higher than that charged by Dallas, the 
same as that charged by Atlanta, one one-hundredth of 1 per cent 
less than that charged by St. Louis, and sixty-eight one-hundredths 
of 1 per cent lower than that charged by Kansas City. In 1921 the 
average rate charged by New York was higher than that charged in 
Atlanta, St. Louis, and Dallas, and only eight one-hundredths of 1 
per cent lower than that charged by Kansas City. 

Respectfully submitted. 

EDMUND PLATT, Acting Governor. 

The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 


APPENDIX A. 


DESCRIPTION OF PROGRESSIVE RATH PLANS IN EFFECT IN THE L, 
ST, Louis, KANSAS CITY, AND DALLAS FEDERAL RESERVE Keron 


{Copied from pamphlet on Discount Rates of the F 
Banks, 1914-1921. Pipi hon 
ATLANTA, 
ae be rep E May 31, 1920. 4 

e e: -five per cent of reserve balance plu 
scription to iira stock of Federal reserye bank—average or previous 
reserve computation pened, ices for reserve city banks and semi- 
monthly for coun nks—multiplied by two and one-half. 
1 ap yea ormal zate ar Bee of discount. Superrate a: 

end of reserve computation per 

excess of basie line. x A period to average borrowings in 

e of ra : Superrate of one-half of 1 per cent for the first 25 per 
cent or fraction thereof by which borrowings exceed basi: 
a or eoa nd Lon r cent, excess, ete. ue N 

ceptions: Member bank collateral notes secured by Lib 
or Victory notes actually owned by the borrowing beak on Bees 
1920, or by Treasury certificates actually owned were subject only 
to normal discount rates, but were considered a part of the total 
borrowings or “credit structure” in determining the progressive rate 
8 to other eligible paper. 
ebates on paper paid before maturity: At normal rate, 

Modifications: On June 14, 1920, after approval by the Federal 
Reserve Board, paper drawn for strictly a Reultural production up 
to 100 per cent of the member bank’s capital and surplus was ex- 
cepted from 8 ot progressive rates. 

On June 23, 1921, Federal Reserve Board approved recommenda- 
tion that all charges previously made in excess of 12 per cent, in- 
cluding the normal rate, be rebated. 

Date discontinued: November 1. 1920. 

ST. LOUIS. 
pete rae te May ie rh op = tha 
asic line: me as nta, excep t reserve balances required 
during reserve computation periods covered by borrowi 
in determining the basic line. x n 

When applied: Same as Atlanta. 

Scale of rates: Same as Atlanta, 

Exceptions: Member bank collateral notes secured by Liberty bonds 


d-in sub- 


or Victory notes actually owned by the borrowing bank on April 
1920, or y Treasury certificates actually owned Sers not 3 
part of the total borrowings or “credit structure” nor did pro- 


gressive rates apply thereto. 
Rebates on paper pe defore maturity: At normal rate. 
Modifications: On May 21, 1921, progressive rate plan was modified 
to provide a rate of 1 per cent in excess of the normal rate of 6 
per cent on all borrowings in excess of the basic discount line, subject 
to exemption previous! effect. 
Date discontinued: June 23, 1921. 
KANSAS CITY. 
Dan 1 April 2 1920. ~ x 
asic line: Same as anta, except that the reserve bal 
in determining the basic line was the average maintained paring tee 
reserve computation periods ending with the 3 month. 
When applied: At time of discount, subject to adjustments to com- 
poneke reductions in borrowings and increased or decreased basic line 
etermineg from month to month by the formula outlined above. 
Scale of rates: Same as Atlanta. 


structure“ or total borrowings in fixing the rates applicabl 

paper; while all rediscounts secured by Government. 2 e 
as well as member banks’ collateral notes not described above, were 
subject to the application of the superrates as well as being con- 


8 . rates but were no 5 
etermining the progressive rates a cable t b 
ne cedinconite p pp o other eligible paper; 


normal rate, of 12 cent. 
On July 1, 1921, established a maximum 


rate of 8 cent. - 
cluding the normal rate of 6 per cent, and at the same Ame a 


chan 

ps cont for Mar ae 100 per N 
sie line and to r cent on 

further borrowings. 5 1 member bank collateral poten 


0 a Are 2 1921, 8 eres 122 Approval recommenda- 
on a arges previously made excess of 1 r cent, in- 
cluding the normal rate, be rebated. pe 
Date discontinued: August 1, 1921. = 
DALLAS. 
Date effective: May 21, 1920. 
5 Paid-up and unimpaired capital and surplus of borrow- 
rank, 
en applied: At time of discount. 
Seale of rates: Same as Atlanta. 
Exceptions: Same as St. Louis. 
Rebates on paper paid before maturity: At current discount rates. 
Modifications: On gay 7, 1920, discontinued application of pro- 
gressive rates to curren offerings and thereafter based them upon 
average excess borrowings within a reserve computation riod. At 
this time all charges previously made were rebated and in fieu thereof 
new charges were imposed in accordance with the modified scheme. 
Date d ntinued: February 15, 1921. 


(See modifications.) 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banks. 
Atlanta Federal reserve district No. G. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 1. 
[Capital and surplus, $45,000.] 


P. ct. P. ct. P. ct. P. ct. 
5 22 $58.37] $5837] 2.71 1.18 1.15 
657| 184 35 139.61 6.47 3.70 2.07 
419| 304.88 206.88 127 7.95 3.32 
678 146.64] 134.11 437] 231 2.11 
430| 30440] 21268] 6.78 4.07 284 
086 | 233.87 200.35 | 6.90 4.26 2.91 
446 | 1,891.44 | 267.30 | 40.98 27.44 3. 88 
Mie, sis | 7297.73 | 179.32 | 8.25 4.79 2.88 


MEMBER BANK NO. 2. 
Capital and surplus, $125,000.) 


1920. > 
Oct. 18-31 . „ 3 e — — 1 $155,609 | $105,764 | $110.28 | $110.2 | 2.38 Lel an| ze ral Hi 


MEMBER BANK NO. 3. 
[Capital and surplus, $300,000.) 


rs 


MEMBER BANK NO. 4. 
[Capital and surplus, $37,000.] 


1920, 
Oct. 1-18 . 611 ass eee eee e 


2.53 


12 25| LZ 


$13, 04 | $18.04 


MEMBER BANK NO. 5. 
[Capital and surplus, $55,000.} 


MEMBER BANE NO. 6. 
[Capital and surplus, $900,000.] 


[Capital and surplus, $1,125,000 
$559, is s | mgs) 20 1.3 204 1.2 
607,610 249.19 249.19 | 214] 1.32 2.14 1.32 
715,070 | 335.30 | 335.30) 244] 1.80 244] 1.80 
S01, 455 443. 20 443.25 | 288| 200 285| 200 
$13,061 | 433.91 | 43391 | 278| LM | 278 1.91 
840,711 456.36 436.36 3.02 2.09 3.02209 
878, 541. 56 5411.56 4 21 225 221) 225 ; 


MEMBER BANK NO. 8. 
[Capital and surplus, 3,000, 000. 


1920. 


Oct. 2-28 esenee —— —E ars odsnoi —— . — esses $5, 248, 394 | $3, 570, 303 2.39 


$1, 635. 48 ae. 48 


MEMBER BANK NO, 9, 
[Capital and surplus, 361,000. 


1 Does not include discount charged at basic rates. 
Rates shown are in addition to the basic rate, which was 6 per cent, except that paper secured by United States Goverament obligations was accorded preferential 
rates with a minimum of 5 per cent. 


1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 9559 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BANKsS—Continued. 
Atlanta Federal reserve district No. é—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 10. 
[Capital and surplus, $60,000.) 


Average superrates charged 
(excess over normal rate). 


MEMBER BANK NO. ll. 
[Capital and surplus, $90,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 12. 
[Capital and surplus, $275,000.] 


$543,339] $14,933 | $42.96] $36.82) 7.00 0.19 6.00] 0.16 7 6 
517,070 64,313 | 165.60] 158.33| 62| .78| 599] . 7 | 546 
501,450 99,300 365.07} 2483| 8.85 177 6.00 8 -10 6 
527,005 | 153,843 | 313.92| 313.92 4.68| 1.36 468 

608,836 | 274,359 | 396.31 | 38.21 3.43] 1.54] 3.40 

707,842 | 380,980 1. 583.00 998.13 | 9.53 5.13 5.97 13 

763,685 | 341,085 | 2,701.46 | 841.02 | 19.27 | 8.61 | 6.00 6 
763,379 | 440, 463 | 1,628.17 | 1,060.41 | 8.87 | 5-19 | 5.78 1 4-6 
754,164 | 467,487 | 1,446.22 | 1,072.66 | 7.82 4.66] 5.58 115 35-6 
760,898 | 522,829 | 1,916.11 | 1,281.97 | 8:36 | 5.74 | 5.59 = 3-6 


MEMBER BANK NO. 13. 
[Capital and surplus, $55,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 14. 
[Capital and surplus, $480,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 15. 
[Capital and surplus, 270, O00. 


SC ͤ (T TT $140, 183 
an 171, 281 
202,540 


MEMBER BANK NO. 16. 
[Capital and surplus, $255,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 17. 
Capital and surplus, $125,000.} 


MEMBER BANK NO. 18. 
[Capital and surplus, $80,000.) 


2560 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. JANUARY 27, 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Barks—Continued. 
Atlanta Federal reserve district No. G Cant inusd. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 10. 
(Capital. and surplus, $50,000.) 


Additional discount | Average superrates charged | Range of Su- 


ae at super- | (excess over normal rate). perrates. 


Before 


bates After rebates, 


MEMBER BANK NO. 20. 
{Capital and surpius, $140,000.) 


1020. 
Sept. 16-30 ...-- 5 F 5 


3.17 1.93 2 +6 


2.00 0.71 2.00 0.71 3-4 


$151, 033 an 8197. 37 


MEMBER BANK NO. 21. 
{Capital and surplus, $50,000.) 


1920. 
$80,772 


4. ra. $23.62 


MEMBER BANK NO, 22. 
[Capital and surplus, $151,500.) 


1920, 


Oot. 16-0 —hkt gt ——̃̃ —— wee 


MEMBER BANK NO, 23. 
[Capital and surplus, $35,000.) 


1920. 
115. — — — 2 —— 22 — 2 $7: 


Aug 
t. 
Bent. 16-30 


MEMBER BANK NO. 24. 
[Capital and surplus, $35,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 25. 
[Capital and surplus, $87,500.) 


MEMBER BANK NO, 26, 


{Capital and surplus, $39,000, 
$17.91 2.14 0.53 2.14 0.53 
21.43 2.41) „60 241] .66 } 
45.37 4.03 1.33 | 3.82 1.28 
4.71) 4.30 1.40 3.96) 137 1 
46. 50 4.54 1.55 4.07 1.39 
48.95 4. 16 1.57 3.89 1.47 


MEMBER BANK NO. 27. 
(Capital and surplus, $52,000] 


1920. 


/ AAA E T —*««•«.êẽ 2 


1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 2561 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banxs—Continued. 
Atlanta— Federal reserve district No. 6@—Continned. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 28. 
[Capital and surplus, 81,100, 000. 


Average superrates charged 
(excess over normal rate). 


If ap- If ap- Before) After 
para ee re- Te 


MEMBER BANK NO. 29. 
[Capital and surplus, 350, 000. 


„ . , nas 


MEMBER BANK No. 30. 
[Capital and surplus, 8128, 000. 


1920, 


—223õ 32m ire rrr rrr) 


$278,005 | $109,658 
120 


$101. 16 
268, 716 135. 68 


—ͤ— 29«½4ꝛ˖inõ„ũẽẽGꝓd „„ 


MEMBER BANK NO. 31. 
[Capital and surplus, $2,200,000] 


1920, 
PE Rabel lta chee Pe SET $3, 450, 440 | 201 0.44) 201 O44) 9-4 a 


MEMBER BANK NO. 32. 
[Capital and surplus, $1,250,000.] 


Ff ̃²˙· eesRaaaneconnascezasbaaaasstcbwaccasscevaacteussesses 886,230 | $536,100 | $317.95 | $317.95 | 3.09 | 0.42] 3.09 0.42 5-6 
June 4-10..... 3 885.85 831,814] 4277| 41277| 406 6 406 63 

540, 200 1, 72, 85 764.14] 76414] 232 187 232 1.57 

3, 487, 471 2,664, 961 | 1,784.27 | 1,774.50 | 3.40 | 267| 247 | 2.65 

4,014,770 | 3,117,720 | 2,228. 52 | 2168.21 | 3.73 | 289] 3.63] 281 

4,325, 702 3 410, 019 2.500. 90 | 2,471.76 | 3.07 | 3.13 | 292 293 

4,050,559 | 3,137,188 | 2,199.29 2,150. 45 3.65 282| 3.57| 2.76 

8, 579, 987 | 2,688, 494 | 1,684.40 | 1,683.05 42 245} 3.2} 245 

8,135,759 | 2134921 | 878 70 | "978.70 | 239| 1.63 2.39| 1.63 

3,117,645 | 2.088, 807 | 875.15 | 875.15 | 220 1.50| 220 1.50 


MEMBER BANK No. 33. 
[Capital and surplus, $4,500,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 31. 
[Capital and surplus, $615,000.} 


1920. 


Oct. 8-14... —— ‚—[— ñ :[ —— 44. —UVVVV—w— 


$163.29 2.05 1.32 2.05 


MEMBER BANK NO. 38. 
[Capital and surplus, $2,300,000.} 


1920, 
$4,418, 423 | $2,220,009 |$1, 146. 64 81, 140.64 | 2.69 1.85 1.35 14 
418,970 | 2,399,815 | 1,137.65 | 1,137.65 | 2 47 1.42 1.42 1-4 
4,212) 522 | 2,686, 217 | 1,036.26 | 1,086.16 | 2 01 1.28 1.28 4 
4,615,799 | 3,111,809 | 1,387.57 | 1,387.57 | 232 1.57 1.57 
418. 018 3,101,228 | 1,857.03 | 1,857.03 | 3.12 231 2.31 
4, 640, 533 3,172, 580 | 1,471.09 | 1, 471. 0 2.42 1.65 1.65 
4, 828, 187 3, 349, 439 | 1,616.50 | 1,616. 59 2.52 1.75 1.75 
4,825,700 | 3,741, 252 | 2° 667.04 | 2,509.46 | 472 2.88 281 
4,532,202 | 3,585,109 | 1,178.68 | 1,125.83 | 1.71 1.36 1.30 


JANUARY 27, 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


perrates char Range of su- 
. per rates. 


erage 


Av 
0 


= 


Additional discount 
charged at su 
rates. 


Atlanta Federal reserve district No. 6—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO, 36. 
(Capital and surplus, $27,500.) 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BANKsS—Continued. 


Period. 


lied 


lied | pl 


p! 


fa 
to 


If ap- | I 


After | Ifa 


rebates. | rebates. 


ct. | P. et. 
4.00 3.21 


888822 
medol coded ede 


P. 


4.52 3.57 


S8 2255 
else 


BRESERS 


2522285 


B@RRES 


$39. 91 


844. 39 


= La 
8888888 


TEEN] 


$23, 


2888882 
$ 


{Capital and surplus, $400,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 37. 


1920. 


Oct, 16-30 


2233384 


MEMBER BANK No. 38. 


[Capital and surplus, 331,000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 30. 


75 


SsSS82 888288 


S iiei i 


SSS SSSR 
eisige 


2288372823138 


S Adds e i 


ASBSBSRSLAES 
S Seis eise 


8888288822888 
gedssesedsse 


SSS SNS 2 888 
28888888828 


8888288388885 
SSS N 


== — — — — 


888888888888 
28883888285 


(Capital and surplus, 5212, 500. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 40 
[Capital and surplus, 8335, 000. 


Cee a OH Se Ee Sa 


[( ˙ ˙ AAA N 


88888888888 8 


Ce 


SESRARTSRSRASSS 
Ae ded cl nb cde cl clad of ol 


SSS 88888882 
o 


oe „ „„ 


SRSRSRTAASRRESS 
vied obi cd ci ci cd od ck ck cd cd of 


BASLLSRAKSSASSS 
88888888882 8825 


SSS 


SSS SSANG 
S8 SSS SS 8822 


— 2 


ESSEN 8828 


Asa 


88838888888 8888 


MEMBER BANK NO. 41. 


{Capital and surplus, 70,0. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 42. 


{Capital and surplus, $450,000.) 


11 


Hl 


1 


2. 16 1. 41 


| 
ss, ons| $355,704 | $336. 18 ane 2.16 1. 41 


1920. 


r . eee 


1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 2563 


INTEREST CHARGES oF FEDERAL Reserve BANRS—Continued. 
Atlanta Federal reserve district No: 6—Oontinued. 
MEMBER. BANK NO: 43. 
Capital and surplus, $150,000.] 


Average superrates charged 
(excess over normal rate). 


MEMBER BANK NO. 44. 


[Capital and surplus, 3224, 000. 
1920, 
St. Lowis— Federal reserve district No. 8. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 1. 
(Capital and surplus, $250,000.) 
Average Su 
( : ed 
excess over nor- 
Excess Additional] mal rate) if a 
Daily borrowings t minaaa Pe Range of 
Period average subject to charged pape 
borrowings. | progressive | at super- 2 
tates. rates! | Excess | Total 
borrow- | borrow- 
ings. ings. 
Per cent. | Per cent. Per cent. 
$837,680.00 | $195, 590. 00. $192. 33 2.39. 1.38 
846,123.00 | 216,415.00 238, 47 2.68 1.67 
345,787.00 216, 587. 00 238.97 2.68 1.68 
836,200.00 | 206, 022. 00 229. 04 2.53 1.55 
/%//ꝙ E —v.. ̃ ̃ Wen pened . . . 209, 185, 00 221.53 2.57 1. 58 
CCCCCT— —. PHP.... —w w ĩ K ˖ ˖ CO TLIO. 231, 044. 00 208.88 28 1.81 k 
A AAA 360, 981. 00 230, 678. 00 266. 25 2.80 1,79 
898, 679. 00 233, 609. 00 415. 89 3. 40 2.37 
430, 778. 00 805, 678. 00 483. 06 3. 84 272 Th 
443, 929. 00 821, OLL. 00 580, 51 4.12 2.98 N 
478, 666. 00 354, 111. 00 684. 40 4.70 3. 51 
471, 149. 00 349, 947: 00 568. 68 4.56 3.38 
485; 881.00'| 371’ 303. 00 797.97 5.22 3:99 10° 
402, 125. 00 878, 823; 00 900. 13 8. 42 4.17 104 
515, 237. 00 304, 659. 00 835, 40 5.15 3.04 10. 
469, 424.00 | 835, 439. 00 820. 95 3.82 2.73 Th 
472, 685. 00 835, 742, 00 512. 65 3. 71 2.63 2 
448, 974. 00 316, 029. 00 158. 08 3.65 2.57 T 


MEMBER. BANK. NO, 2. 
Capital and surplus, $110,000.} 


85 


HRES 
8 


BB 

FE 
288 838838 
8823 
$58 5888 
S88 888888 
ehe 
err 
SSS 88 


BE 
5 


he 
P 
Bee gbees8 


822 283888 
Seo EJ3g8BS 


888 
prep 


ax 
RSs 


MEMBER BANK NO: 3, 
(Capital and surplus, $100,000; $110,000, Sept. 16, 1920. 


1920. 


e secevecnscccocceseccncces ccccccoucncsccoveuccreccecscccoseces ; 3 
T TEREA EEO 25 


t. 16-80 
= 


t basic rates. 


Does not inelude discount charged a 
* Rates shown are in addition to the basic rate, which wus d per cent, except that paper secured by United States Government obligations was accorded ‘preferential 


rates with a minimum of 6 per cent. 


9564 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. JANUARY 27, 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BanxKs—Continued. 
St. Lowis— Federal reserve district No. 8—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO, 4. 
{Capital and surplus, 3100, 000. 


Average super- 
rates charged 
(excess over nor- 


mal rate) If ap- | Range of 
Period. plied to— super. 
ru 
1921. Per cent. 


Mar. 1-183...TP4-446.e-4—..(k.ẽ UV)MBM— m̃ 2333334 


MEMBER BANK NO. 5. 
{Capital and surplus, 200,000. 


$55, 480, 00 80 2, 21 1.04 
52, 583. 00 18 2,09 +95 
56,709. 00 63 2.30 1.10 
50, 164. 00 03 2, 46 1.21 
55,825. 00 95 2.28 1.08 
56, 221. 00 57 227 1.08 
80, 272. 00 42 2.47 1.23 


MEMBER BANK NO. 6, 
{Capital and surplus, $125,000.] 


$372,311.00 | $150,425.00] $152.77] 23| 0,93 4 
418,465.00 | 198,617.00 | 2935] Z| 1.44 6 
439, 132:00 | 219,285.00| 30.67] &34| 1.67 ô 
464,482.00] 24% 373.21] gaj 1.95 7 
487,065.00) 271,269.00}  476.67| 700 22 8 
541,091.00] 325,295.00 | 684.35] 8.11 8.07 10 
547,800.00] 332,738.00] 721.46] &27| 220 1 
858,408.00 248,027.00 22871 8.79 3.59 11 
580,290.00 | 367, 924. 00 876. 15 6.05 3. 83 12 
598,093.00 | 288,157.00 | 1,012.95] 4.19 412 12 
586,481.00 | 373,720.00 | 1,00 81 610) 3.89 12 
560,485.00 | 348,020.00] . 4 5.74] 3.86 11 
553,620.00 | 340,402.00} 6720 3.5 3.41 11 
509,190.00 | 298,852.00 56459] 4.07 2.69 9 
459,101.00 | 245,733.00 | 43819 £| 217 3 
Ape 435,644.00 | 219,858.00} 220.01 3.51 1.78 7 
ee 387,802.00} 174,096.00] 210.80 2.94 1.32 5 
May 398,513.00 | 179,585.00 208.0 281 1.27 
TCC ey aria Sa ee Se S/S 5 388,688.00 141,969. 00 42.91} 220 80 4 


MEMBER BANK NO. 7. 
[Capital and surplus, $67,000; $70,000, Mar. 1, 1921.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 8, 
{Capital and surplus, $750,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 9. 
[Capital and surplus, $300,000.) . 


= 


S 


888888 
88888 ESE 
rr rr 


BERS 
3883855 BRNA, 


E 
A, 


882 


SS SSS SS SSS 38383288233 
52288 8282 8888888885 
—— 88 —— 5 SSS 8888888 


S8 S888 
EEE 


#3 
2 
> 


— — 
-s 


2565: 
— 


over nor- 


(excess 


8&—Continued. 


10, 


MEMBER BANK NO. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 11. 
{Capital and surplus, $187,500.) 


[Capital and surplus, $175,000.) 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BAnKs—Continued. 
St. Louis— Federal reserve district No. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


. 16-30. 
ay 1-15. 


May 16-20.. 


1923. 
Mat. 10-3 
A 


SSSR 


ee 


ASKELSRELS 
choted ck ed od edel eteſ 


88888388883 
8888872880 


SNS 


Edd 


8888888888 
8828888885 
a8 888227 


1021. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 12 
[Capital and surplus, 360, 000. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 13. 
(Capital and surplus, $38,500; $42,000, May 1 


Nb. 16-4 ccnsccsccenccsncvccneseces asnssnacsoscsesces seswessecnescsstecccasescascotenss 


TTT 1421177771 


SSN S8 NZRSS SS 8888288888 
ele eg eg es es ez ol ez es ed ol 
RESSSSAHRESSRH SBESASALRRS 
Asdededdedcicicicdicdied ainididcidiwidid 
SS 88888 88 STS 8888888853 
S8 88s 888 8882288885 
88888888888383 8883883288 
888288888888 8888888 8 855 
S ee Se ee 
888888888888 8888888888 
888888888888 8888888884 
SAS s ee 


Des. r eee eee 


1921. 


— 4ꝶ4. v õꝛãůg : k h hhhhhõhkhkkk „„ 


Jan. 1-15 


O. 14. 


MEMBER BANK N 
[Capital and surplus, 3900, 000. 


288822888 
22344 


288A 82888 
eleiel oi eletetei 


8888228825 


2832588822 


Di e t pet e t e et 


E OO —— 
888888888 
88883888 


F 


s 


eee 


Aeſeſetĩeſeſeieĩei 


SN SAS SSA 
See es elelelsle ieee 


SS SSA SAS 


188888888288 


888888888888 
SASS 8 888 885 


ere 


EEEE EERE 


8888838888838 


A888 8888888 


a, Cea ee 


858 8 rece 


2 Settee 


* + 


: 
š 


MEMBER BANK NO. 15, 
[Capital and surplus, $360,000.] 


e 7 eng 


* 
eee 
se 


May 26-June 1.. 


June 28. 


LXIV——163 
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Interest CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BankKs—Continued. 
St. Louis Federal reserve district No. 8—Continued. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 16. 
{Capital and surplus, 300,000. 


Average super- 
rates 


OW 27-NeW. 2; ....-nodevoccvasasstanccess —— 44 — * — i , 539, 575. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 17. 
[Capital and surplus, $600,000.] 


$ 1920. 
Oct 6-12. . eee eee ——ꝰmꝛͥ—— õ — Seeber eee * 


MEMBER BANK NO. 18. 
[Capital aud surplus, 8120, 000. 


$274,115.00 | $161,477.00] $179.73 2.53 1.40 
681.00 | 215, 383. 00 297.67 3.36 z2 
628.00 | 220; 973. 00 331. 94 3.42 27 
8 344,241.00 | 233; 428. 00 349. 81 3.64 277 7 
354,308.00 245, 00 394. 90 3.91 271 à 
381, 395, 00 276, 097. 00 518 34 4.56 3.30 
376, 707.00 | 277, 579. 00 558. 73 4.59 3.38 
350,371.00 | 248, 413. 00 387. 00 3.82 2.68 
316, 574. 00 212, 320. 00 289. 33 3.31 222 
286,668.00 | 185, 756.00 229.71 3.01 1.95 
284) 502.00 28, 651. 00 345. 80 3.61 2 78 7 
244, 583. 00 00 200. 96 3.10 2.29 
222, 679.00 00 209. 57 2.94 214 
224, 334, 00 00 204. 42 3.01 221 
205, 701. 00 00 152. 95 2.88 2.08 
203; 719.00 00 179. 91 28¹ 214 
171, 939. 00 0⁰ 107. 45 2.17 1.42 


MEMBER BANK No. 19. 
[Capital and surplus, $350.000.] 


Jan. 1-15.... 
Feb. 2-15... 


MEMBER BANK NO. . 
[Capital and surplus, $62,500; $65,000, May 16, 1921.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 21. 


[Capital and surplus, 85,00. 

$60, 488. 00 344. 90 2.0 0.85 
62, 285. 00 56.15 2.19 71 
69, 718. 00 74. 68 2.44 . 8⁵ 
74, 049.00 80. 30 2. 63 „97 
76, 415, 00 88. 74 2.82 1.07 
85, 695. 00 118.46 3.36 1.87 

„017. 00 30. 60 3.25 LA 


‘ MEMBER BANK NO. 22. 


Capital and surplus, $26,200.) 


67 


Capital and surplus, 362,500. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 2, 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BANKs—Continued. 
St. Louis— Federal reserve district No. 8—Continued. 
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1923. 


ERZ8ESSSRAS 28888437 88888888 


SSSS BESA BSRSTSBRES 
Sridcicsideidcidd 21 424448 


S eleleleieſeſeies es e N e 
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SRABSRESASS RAANRASEA SS SAS 2. 


8888828 888 
eg eg eg eg oi Ag eg ee eteleleteteleteset teleleteietetet 
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88288888 


RSSSERSESZR RSESESSRA 
418388884 


8 SRSASRIZIA asg Sass 
; 2888888888 22888 88882 


aS = 


2888888888 488873882 


2 2 8838888883 8883888838 88888388888 838888338 88888888 
g at Sage e eee 8 RESEESES 
BES RE KSS s SSS KUSEESERKE AS e eee, Zs SSS N 
5 8888838888 8883888888 88883888888 888888888 88888888 
zt 88886888 88882285 38888883888 4838885 
8 Sera sgddsusssa SE egeereces 


| 


MEMBER BANK NO. 
[Capital and surplus, $58,000.] 
2. 


MEMBER BANK NO 
{Capital and surplus, 8140, 000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 2. 


Capital and surplus, $95,000.) 
{Capital and surplus, $62,000; $75,000, January 1, 1921.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 24. 


—]——6 łõ6n¹ ß cceuen swe seccccectescoccesesecsosces 


Jan. 1-15. oie cee cen cnc cenccrncnenccecesasncnacccacesasnccceccecscscnsesssssecsesacssnacsacses 


Feb. 16-28. 
Apr. 1-15. ....... 


Mar, 1-15.. 
Mar. 16-31. 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BAN KS Continued. 
St. Louis Federal reserve district No. 8—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 28. 
[Capital and surplus, $75,000.] 


Average super- 
rates — 


(excess over nor- 
mal rate) if ap- 
plied to— 


MEMBER BANK NO. 29. 
[Capital and surplus, $500,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 30. 
[Capital and surplus, $222,500,} 


TT 2. ð v N E ,370. 00 05 2-5 
July 118. 8 5049.00 65 1 
o 123. 00 154. 57 2 


MEMBER BANK NO. 31. 
{Capital and surplus, $80,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 32. 
[Capital and surplus. 880,000. 


-MEMBER BANK NO. 33, 
[Capital and surplus, 8120, 000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 34. 
(Capital and surplus, $55,000; $55,500, May 1, 1921. 


00 | $4,867.00 $3.71 4.83 0.14 43-5 
00 7,000.00 12.09 4.20 10 4-4} 
00 | 42,945.00 42.03 2.23 87 
0 45,724.00 48 2.20 72 
00 58,931.00 61.06 2.58 94 
0 53,637.00 56.29 2.55 -93 
00 | 84,196.00 58.60 2,63 07 -5 
"00 | 58,253.00 62. 77 2.71 1.02 
00 | 57, 104.00 70.94 2.83 1.08 i 
135,763.00 | 48,932.00 49.81 2.42 0.83 
140,174.00 | 52,872.00 59.78 2.76 1.03 
137,118.00 | 50,346.00 49.33 2.75 1.01 
135,482.00 | 49, 813.00 58.10 270 1.00 
136,254.00 | 51, 111.00 62.94 2.81 1.05 
136,782.00 | 51,414, 00 58.90 2.79 1.04 
138,630.00 | 51, 710. 00% 60.55 2.84 1.07 
138,590.00 33, 707. 00 64.8 2.93 1.13 
141,948.00 | 57, 57. 00 25.32 3.31 1.37 


MEMBER BANK NO. 35. 
[Capital and surplus, $450,000.) 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 36. 


[Capital and surplus, $70,000; $200,000, August 16, 1920; $220,000, May 1, 1921 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 37. 


[Capital and surplus, $65,000; $150,000, Desember 1, 1929.} 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 38. 


[Capital and surplus, $100,000.] 
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$153,163.00 | $73,275. 00 
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[Capital and surplus, $200,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 39. 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 4%. 
$50,000.] 


Capital and surplus, 
MEMBER BANK NO. 41. 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 44. 


[Capital and surplus, $55,000.] 
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St. Louis Federal reserve district No. 8—Continued. 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 47. 
{Capital and surplus, 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 48. 
[Capital and surplus, 
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MEMBER BANK NO. 49. 


{Capital and surplus, $2,300,000.] 
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[INTEREST CHARGES oF FEDERAL Reserve BAN RS Continued. 
Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10 Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 6. 
Capital and surplus, 35, 000,000. 


Average superrates N (excess 


Range of super- 
over normal rate). rates. 5 


After adjustments 


Before adjustments 
and rebates. and rebates. 


It applied If applied 

to excess | to 

borrow- | borrow- 
ings. 


1920. Per cent. Per cent. Per cent. 

8 782.00 | 31, 090, 398. 00 31, 090, 33. 0 | $1,557.23 | $1, 207. 46 4.34 0, 30 3.37 

ay. 230. 00 3, 421, 524. 00 3, 421, 524. 00 9,944. 37 8, 001. 08 3.42 -82 2.75 

N 312. 00 4, 701. 00 4, 200, 449,00 | 11,029. 67 6, 365. 68 3.14 1.00 1. 84 
July. es 814.00 6, 424, 138. 00 5, 631, 895.00 | 16, 462. 80 7, 564.54 8. 02 1.44 1.58 2-4 
August.. 721.00 7,355, 529. 00 5, 650, 026.00 | 18,058. 42 7, 037. 89 2.89 1.60 147 2-4 
Septem 911. 00 8, 443, 906. 00 6, 750, 206.00 | 19, 786. 23 9, 092, 58 2.85 1.67 1.64 2-4 
Octo 702. 00 8, 871, 923. 00 7, 140, 352,00 | 22,322.46 | 11,152.65 2.96 1.85 1.84 2-4 
November 313. 00 9, 121, 871. 00 7.720, 915. 00 24,550.49 | 14,690. 63 3.27 2.19 231 2-5 
730. 00 „638, 212. 00 6,980, 456.00 27, 157. 48 9, 219. 20 3.32 2.19 1.56 2-5 

January 934. 00 9, 223, 327. 00 6,386, 391.00 224, 788. 39 pore 214 1.58 

Feb. 1-Apr. 10. 768. 00 9, 514, 748, 00 3, 789,579.00 | 46, 713. 76 „641. 83 2.27 1. 07 


MEMBER BANK No. 7 
Capital and surplus, $1,500,000; $2,000,000, Oct. 1, 1920. 


nn F 


MEMBER BANK NO. 8. 
[Capital and surplus, $250,000.| 


MEMBER BANK NO. 9. 
[Capital and surplus, $250,000; $400,000, January, 1921.) 


January . . 
bruary, 


S ((( sae E E 


MEMBER BANK NO. 10. 
Capital and surplus, $30,000.) 


1920. 


1921. 
Feb. 1-July 31. . 1 


MEMBER BANK No. 11. 
Capital and surplus, 800,000. 


MEMBER BANK No. 12. 
Capital and surplus, 80,000. 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banks—Continued. 
Kansas City— Federal reserve district Vo. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 13. 
Capital and surplus, $39,000.) 


Average superrates charged (excess 


over normal rate). 


MEMBER BANK No. 14. 
[Capital and surplus, 87, 500. 


MEMBER BANK No. 18. 
{Capital and surplus, 85,000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 18. 
Capital and surplus, 830, 000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 17. 
[Capital and surplus, $35,000.) 


October 5 $49, 266. 00 | $22, 068. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. & 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000.] 


MEMBER BANK No. 20. 
[Capital and surplus, $60,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO, 21. 


1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SEN ATE. 2575 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Rrserve BAN KS Continued. 
Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
| MEMBER BANK No. 22. 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000.] 


Excess borrowings subject to Additional discount Average superrates charged (excess Range of su 
progressive hey charged at superrates. over normal rate). rates. = 


Before adjustments After adjustments 
and rebates. and rebates. 


Daily average 
eS Before adjust- Sne — 88 a — adjust- 
er just- us 
ment. mentand | ment and If spplied\If app totaal 
ee rebates. | to excess 

1920. 
rn uitensccnveqnome $ $17, 584. 00 $5, 123. 00 $15, 334. 00 $2.90 $60. 17 
. A T 6, 925, 00 1, 157. 00 3, 648. 00 63 9. 93 


MEMBER BANK NO. 23. e 
[Capital and surplus, $29,000.) 


MEMBER BANK No. 24. 
[Capital and surplus, 8300. 000. 


Feb. 1 to July 31. 


MEMBER BANK No. 25, 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 28. 
[Capital and surplus, 830,000. 


o R ETTA, j $20, 589.00 


$30. 87 


MEMBER BANK NO. X. 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000,} 


S k $41,318.00 
; 16, 570. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO, 28. 
[Capital and surplus, $60,000J 


December. eee k $63,875.00 | 3116. 60 


2727927292726 „„. 8 63, 162. 00 221.11 220. 04 
na Sa dnwsrccnacesccecens 12. 824. 00 129, 05 


pe 


MEMBER BANK NO. 29. 
[Capital and surplus, $100,000,] 


1920. | 


1 „ $907, 108,00 | $21, on. | $10,513.00) $23.62 par 


MEMBER BANK NO. 30. 
[Capital and surplus, 830,000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 31. 
{Capital and surplus, $30,500.] 


$27, 965. 00 
15, 304. 00 


$53. 37 
290. 65 


$51.17 
123. 83 


Jan 
Feb. a 31.— 


? 


27 


JANUARY 


over normal rate). 


Average superrates charged (excess 


Additional discount 


MEMBER BANK NO. 32. 
surplus, $32,000.) 
charged at superrates. 


Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
[Capital and 


Excess borrowings subject to 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BANKs—Continued. 
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32, 912. 00 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banks—Continued. 


| mene $10, 335, 00 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS—Continued. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 46. 
Capital and surplus, $27,500.) 


Kansas City— Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 


Additional discount 


per- 


rates. 


Range of su 
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(iyrerest :CEARGES or FEDERAL Reserve Banks—Continued. 
Kansas City Federal,reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. . 

[Capital and surplus,'$200,000) 


‘Average superrates charged (excess 
over normal rate). 


1920. 
December „ 


1. 90 


ssess 8 


MEMBER BANK NO. 54, 
Capital and surplus, $31,000.} 


3.0 1. 60 1.67 0. 90 
3.01 1.99 1.02 52 
3.03 2.32 1.69 M7 
3.00 ‘2.73 1.57 ~ 86 * 
3.25 3.25 2.19 1.38 e 
4.02 4.02 2.95 2.15 
2. 97 4.68 4.68 2.53 
2.03 3.81 3.81 75 1 
1.78 1.80 1.89 08 1 
2 1.2 1. 18 «52 


MEMBER BANK NO. 455, 
Capital and surplus, 3120, 000. 


1021. 
Januar asser . 51,541. 00 24,518. 00 
Feb. July at eaten AAA 30, 253. 00 25; 922. 00 


MEMBER ‘BANK NO. 56. 
Capital and surplus, $100,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 57. 


(Capital and surplus, $50,000.) 


$96, 422. 00 $624.00 $604. 00 $1.35 $1.37 5.92 0.04 6.00 0.04 6 6 
588 92.204. 00 13, 689. 00, 13.669.00 78.80 60.66 8.79 3.01 6.00 — 8 6 
June... 85,612. 00 23,172. C0 23, 172. 00 171. 68 114.20 9.01 2.44 6.00 1.62 15 5-6 
July. 87) 043.00 26; 410/00 26, 110: 60 209.83 49. 02 8.40 284 2.21 -68 | 3-15 1 
A 72,390. 00 24, 832, 00 247650, 00 149.80 28. 33 7.11 241 1.35 46 | 14-15 2h 
September 58,046. 00 25, 572. 00 19.323. 00 82. 80 12.92 299 1.32 81 2121 2 
ober 60, 109. 00 35,922, 00 25,419.00 51.35 22.42 1.68 1.01 1.01 a 2 
December 57, 423. 00 35, 161. 00 85, 161. 00 1 132,44 3.96 242 4 * 1-6 
E 54,843. 00 40, 259. 00 27,283. 00 188.80 48.63 4.93 3.62 1. 1-8 i 
o E 60, 768. 00 40,297. 00 25,80 l. 00 558.58 174.51 2.42 1.85 | 8 gi 


MEMBER BANK NO. 58. 
[Capital and surplus, $75,000.) 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BANKS—Continued. 
Kansas City—Federal reserve district No. 19—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 30. 

{Capital and surplus, $30,000.) 


Excess borrowings subject to — pry discount 


Period. 


3 Per cent. Per cent. Per cent. 


932. 00 $72. 28 $75. 59 2.35 3. 64 2.46 

, 730. 00 88.77 75.17 4.23 3.40 4.19 2.88 
18, 708. 00 66. 88 16.00 4.21 3.32 1.71 -79 
12,775. 00 37.09 10. 98 3.53 2.50 1. 76 +76 
12, 390. 00 39. 15 3.70 3.72 2. 69 -93 . 
11, 202. 00 35. 38 10.32 3.84 2.55 1.83 74 
14, 140. 00 41.80 26, 82 3.48 2.53 3.15 1.62 
19,601. 00 62.77 32. 19 3.77 3.36 2.77 
14,374. 00 260. 97 52.92 3.66 3.17 1.78 


MEMBER BANK NO. 60. 
{Capital and surplus, $60,000.) 


$89, 662. 00 o0 $26.96 9.17 1.48 
85, 022. 00 00 41. 54 7.68 2.43 
84, 700. 00 00 59.90 5.74 2.85 
75,168. 00 00 23. 83 5.09 2.52 
72, 640. 00 00 26. 81 8.11 2.88 
60,078.00 00 8. 83 4.82 2.62 
55, 833. 00 00 11.08 2.93 2.02 


MEMBER BANK NO. 61. 


{Capital and surplus, $35,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 62. 
{Capital and surplus, $100,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 63. 
{Capital and surplus, $30,500.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 64. 
{Capital and surplus, $175,000.) 


$16, 125. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 65. 
Capital and surplus, $54,000.) 


$83, 943. 00 $3, 708. 00 $3, 708. 00 $7.92 $2.89 6.50 0.29 2.37 0.10 1-6 
4, 714. 00 10, 368. 00 10, 368, 00 48.70 8. 66 5. 53 -68 -98 12 1- 1 
91, 428. 00 24, 021. 00 21, 962. 00 73.17 27.11 3.71 * 1.50 -36 1- 
776. 00 38, 898. 00 22, 016, 00 100. 05 25.69 3.08 1.27 1.37 -33 1— 
75. T04. 00 44, 116.00 27, 529, 00 109. 02 50. 46 291 1.69 2.16 -78 2-7 
57, 870. 00 57, 870. 00 48, 660. 00 204. 22 177. 52 4.29 4.29 4.44 3.73 i 
52, 571. 00 52, 571. 00 39, 651. 00 275. 02 111.74 6.16 6.16 3.32 2.50 u 
34, 515. 00 34, 515. 00 17, ORS. 00 199. 89 20. 88 6.82 6.82 14 3 -11 
23, 064. 00 23, 064. 00 4,334. 00 150. 30 1,92 &49 & 49 -58 11 1 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BanKs—Continued. 
Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. & 

ò Capital and surplus, 300, 000. 


Before adjustments After adjustments 


and rebates. 


MEMBER BANK NO 67. 
(Capital and surplus, $45,400.) 


MEMBER BANK No. 68. 
[Capital and surplus, $75,000.) 


$88, 873. 00 $47,570. 00 $47, 570.00 $70.80 | 3119.97 1.81 0.97 
86, 821. 00 58, 844. 00 40, 538. 00 128. 50 67.00 2.57 1.74 
74, 166. 00 53,322. 00 30, 998. 00 119. 85 26. 92 2.65 1.90 
53,315. 00 41, 116. 00 7,622.00 72. 02 3.49 2.13 1.64 
50, 800. 00 46, 478. 00 11/930. 00 44.35 6. 28 1.12 1.03 
43, 505. 00 41, 479. 00 2) 667.00 35.69 1.00 1.05 1.00 
38, 154. 00 20, 890. 00 209. 00 12.62 -09 -71 -39 


MEMBER BANK NO. 69. 
[Capital and surplus, $27,500.] 


and rebates. 


Siesta 
8888888 


MEMBER BANK NO. 70. 
Capital and surplus, $34,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 71. 
[Capital and surplus, $125,000.) 


$208, 487. 00 $98, 603. 00 98,603.00] $159.33 | 183.32 1.97 0.95 
228, 112. 00 151, 114. 00 122, 945. 00 328. 86 189.37 2 56 1.70 
220, 887. 00 155, 934. 00 140, 144. 00 374.72 363. 39 2. 83 2.00 
152, 192. 00 107,558. 00 43; 442. 00 282. 66 34.15 3.20 220 
143, 198. 00 106, 578. 00 32, 654.00 210. 11 27.02 232 1.73 
173,959. 00 133, 883. 00 75,939. 00 199. 56 80.31 1.81 1.40 
217, 168. 00 172, 875. 00 123; 110. 00 324. 99 218.77 2.21 1.78 
215, 452. 00 177, 640. 00 135,320. 00 449.90 319, 21 2.98 2.40 
780,655.00 152, 192. 00 95,602.00} 2, 168. OL 45 287 242 


MEMBER BANK No. 72. 
{Capital and surplus, $60,000.) 


. 


. 
BS SSsS 8888 


“pP 


2 


222 
S8 SNES 


. 


Tt 


LXIV——14 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banxs—Continued. 
Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 73. 


" [Capital and surplus, $37,000.) > 


Excess borrowings subject to Additional discount Average superrates charged (excess 
progressive rates. charged at superrates. over normal rate). : 


Before adjustments| After adjustments 
and rebates. 475 


10d Daily average and rebates. 
2 Before adjust- | After adjust- —.— adj 
ust- 
ment. ment. ment and] ment and If appliedſif appliedlft applied |If applied 
rebates. rebates. | to oxcess| to total to excess to total 
borrow- | borrow wW- 
ings. ings. 
1920. Per cent. Per cent. Per cent. | Per cent. 
MOY Nic ͤ ˙—˙ AA $39, 018. 00 $3, 910.00 $3, 910. 00 $34.77 $19. 93 10.47 1. 6.00 0. 00 
June... 32, 433. 00 ©, 173. 00 6, 173. 00 49.02 80.23 9. 66 5.96 1.13 
ul 27,377.00 9, 496, 00 9, 496. 00 72. 65 41. 88 9.01 8. 19 1.80 
22, 814. 00 8, 605. 00 10, 106. 00 65. 65 51.04 8. 98 5.95 2. 63 
16, 668. 00 12, 404. 00 Bae 57.40 1.92 5.63 85 14 
15, 152. 00 15, 152. 00 ', 837.00 47.52 7.48 3. 69 1.20 58 
15, 270. 00 15, 269, 00 12,077. 00 41.91 37.91 3.34 3. 82 3. 02 
13, 804. 00 13, 508. 00 13, 085. 00 36. 53 61.64 3.18 8. 85 5.28 4 
MEMBER BANK No. 74. 
> [Capital and surplus, $48,000.] 
Feb. 26-July 31......... e $18, 987. 00 $15,621.00 $255. 68 | $110. 43 | i wy 


MEMBER BANK NO. 75. 
(Capital and surplus, $38,000.) 


1 
1 · 7. —— 849, 198. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 78. 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000.) 


1921. 
Feb. 26-May 31...... Sees 


MEMBER BANK NO. 77. 
N {Capital and surplus, $50,000.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 78 


{Capital and surplus, $60,000.) 


z 1920. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 79. 
[Capital and surplus, $50,000.) 


00 00 $16, 505. 00 l. 60 $31.60 2.24 0.29 2,24 0.29 
00 00 29, 634. 00 107. 84 107. 84 4.43 1,02 4.43 1.02 
00 00 36, 089. 00 168, 92 108. 92 5.51 2.08 5.51 2.08 
00 00 34, 087. 00 158. 8 158. 83 5.40 1. 84 5. 49 1. 8¹ 
00 0 20, 859. 00 123. 43 123, 43 5.03 1.85 5.03 1.85 
00 00 50, 295. 00 N. 42 87.42 2.05 1.18 2.05 1.18 
00 00 223. 00 72. 53 72. 53 1.35 «83 1.35 8 
00 00 „805. 00 81.91 81. 94 1.42 97 1.42 -97 
00 0⁰ 77, 105. 00 941. 90 941. 90 2. 86 2. 46 2. 88 2. 46 


1 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BAN RS Continued. 
Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 80 
[Capital and surplus, 3100, 000. 


Excess borrowings subject to | Additional discount Average superrates oa ‘excess 
8 charged at superrates. over normal rate). € 


Before eeta After adjustments 
and rebates. and rebates. 


Period. 


Before After 
adjust- adjust- 
ment and | ment and If * — 11 Joe. rea 
rebates. rebates. 


If applied] {f tappad 


borrow- borrow- 
ings. 


$75, 008. 00 $11, 155, 00 $9, 198. 00 $1.90 $1.58 0.08 0. 1 1 
96, 209, 00 48, 313. 00 37, 157. 00 36.73 28. 86 45 35 4 2 
100, 079. 00 69, 370. 00 46, 502. 00 64.51 43, 40 78 8 8 2 
98, 468. 00 77,021. 00 72, 229. 00 97.73 184. 25 117 3.00 2.20 6 6 
88, 752, 00 72, 510. 00 71, 814. 00 18. 81 277. 26 1.58 5.39 4.36 6 10 
62, 582. 00 58, 780. 00 31, 220, 00 95.80 33. 17 1.86 1.29 61 -6 7 
63, 935. 00 62, 564. 00 42, 392. 00 131. 13 80. 04 2.41 2.22 147 6 

71, 981. 00 71, 981. 00 58, 014. 00 307.61 223.02 5.20 4.68 3.77 12 

88, 523. 00 88, 523. 00 €3, 213. 00 517. 40 148 71 6. 88 277 1.98 6 


MEMBER BANK NO. 8L 
Capital and surplus, $65,000, 


MEMBER BANK NO. 82. 
[Capital and surplus, $60,000. 


$39,227.00 | $110.92 16 


"8.35 i ial f3 


MEMBER BANK NO. S. 
[Capital and surplus, $75,000.) 


24, 583. 00 
11, 301. 00 


1921. > Ps 
Feb. 26-July 31 $67, 906. 00 $51, 246.00 | $23, 285. 00 $386. 08 $138.81 1.76 r| +5 


MEMBER BANK NO. 8. 
[Capital and surplus, $70,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 85. 
{Capital and surplus, $120,000.} 


1920. 
e T T $115, 781. 00 $102, 499. 00 $78, 721. 00 $197. 48 $148. 41 2.27 195 2.22 1. 47 4A 1 
1921. € 
Zanuar gg. — * 119, 160. 00 104, 486. 00 75, 937. 00 231. 68 108. 09 2.61 2.29 1.68 1.07 
ed. ee e 119, 737. 00 106, 231. 00 72. 217. 00 208. 85 N. 68 2.87 2,55 1.77 1.07 n EN 


MEMBER BANK NO. 88. = 
[Capital and surplus, $65,000; $69,800 Feb. 1, 1921. 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banxs—Continued. | 


Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 87. 


[Capital and surplus, $200,000.] 


Average superrates charged (excess Range of su 
over normal rate). Pater 15 
n After adjustments 
Period. n and rebates. and rebates. Botore ‘After 
| saan adjust- 
f applied it applied) If applied|{f applled men ments 
rebates. | rebates, to excess to total to excess to total | „ and and 
borrow- | borrow- | borrow- | borrow- | Tebates. | rebates. 
ings. ings. ings. ings. 
1920. Per cent. | Per cent. Per cent. | Per cent. | Per cent. Per cent. 
e asi E S 2.62 0.97 2.19 0.99 
SOR DRE Se oo d 8. 15 1. 47 1. 43 50 t? 


3.02 1.53 -93 2 
2.19 <99 -50 „04 


MEMBER BANK NO. 88. 


{Capital and surplus, 3100, 000. 


$136,313. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 89. 
Capital and surplus ,$175,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 90, 
[Capital and surplus, $26,250.] 


ee eae eas 2.14 1 | 4-23 


MEMBER BANK NO. 91. 
[Capital and surplus, $36,000.) 


1921. 
Feb. 26-June 30. . | $18, 074. 00 


t 
$7,622, 00 | $7,980. 00 $67. 03 | 881.14 2.57 | 1.08 297 


MEMBER BANK NO. 92. 
[Capital and surplus, 880,000. 


$49,575.00 | $138.91 


42, 051. 00 160. 37 
36, 592, 00 124. 80 


MEMBER BANK NO. G8. 
{Capital and surplus, 51, 050, 000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 94. 
Capital and surplus, $350,000.) 
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1923. 


After adjustments 
and rebates. 


over normal rate). 


Average superrates charged (excess 
and rebates. 


Before ad 


MEMBER BANK NO. 95 

[Capital and surplus, $50,000.) 
MEMBER BANK NO. 95, 
[Capital and surplus, $75,000.] 


INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve BanKs—Continued. 
Kansas City— Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 


1921. 


G AL A 
192) 


Period. 
1920. 


PPrererrrrrrrrrrrir rrr) 


DRONE. yesksapwassensuetobses 
4225 


Ted. e dees eee, 


SARA AE E AEE E 
Jan 
Feb. 


98. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 97. 

MEMBER BANK NO. 
[Capital and surplus, $2,000,000. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 99. 

(Capital and surplus, $1,500,000.] 

MEMBER BANK NO. 100. 
{Capital and surplus, $150,000.] 
MEMBER BANK NO. 101. 
[Capital and surplus, 378,000. 


[Capital and surplus, $1,500,000.] 


1920. 


Optober <<. ncccvesccnsevecevese 


1920. 


i 
f 
4 


S2 NREN N28 
o es ed e ei 


e uletetetal 
4 83 


ISSSS NSG 
BSRGABRSS 


S888 938887 88 


888888888 


DoS 


as NN 


888888383 
88882888 


a D n a 


N S S888 


SS 8888 5 


Pan AS 


SEST 


DOSS. eee esse 


1921. 


et 


b. 


Jan 


Fe 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE Banks—Continued. 
Kansas City Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued, 
MEMBER BANK NO. 102. 

{Capital and surplus, 580,000. 


Excess borrowings subject to Additional discount Range of super- 
` progressive rates. rates. 

Before After 

2d. adjust- | adjust- 


ust- adj 
ment and | ment and : If applied 


l 
If applied 
| 

toto dee | sebatas. | robats 


ings. ings. 


$53, 484. 00 35.60 1 
61, 246. 00 98. 63 5 3 2 

60, 318. 00 41.73 3.38 1.12 28 1 2 
68, 397. 00 41.32 2.68 1.22 1 

82, 754. 00 85, 36 2.63 1.90 1 

84, 340. 00 74.74 292 1.78 718 2 

84, 594. 00 89. 05 3.18 1.96 90 2-4 

76, 643. 00 488. 45 3.38 2.17 1.15 +2 +5 


MEMBER BANK NO. 10. 
{Capital and surplus, $60,000.] 


MEMBER BANK No. 104. 
[Capital and surplus, $31,000. 


$38, 711. 00 $38, 698. 00 $24, 714.00 $72. 31 842. 38 2, 20 2.20 2.02 1. 29 
38, 641. 00 38, 641. 00 26, 876. 00 74.47 46.72 2. 81 2.81 2.54 1.77 
34, 156. 00 33, 849. 00 16, 594. 09 384. 24 92. 07 2.60 2.63 1. 30 -63 


MEMBER BANK NO. 105. 
{Capital and surplus, $60,000.] 


$61.78 


$39, 041. 00 
54. 22 


25, 167. 00 


E 
85 
T 
I 


MEMBER BANK NO. 106. 
[Capital and surplus, $80,000.) 


$110, 741. 00 $60, 804. 00 $132.72 $106. 81 


67, 811. 00 2465. 47 221. 59 3.43 


101, 873. 00 2.85 
98, 138. 00 49, 798. 00 248. 21 61.91 LH 3.69 


MEMBER BANK NO. 107. 
{Capital and surplus, $60,000; $125,000, Feb. 26, 1921. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 108. 
Capital and surplus, $121,000.) 


1921. 


January 963. 00 $190, 463. 00 $120, 711. 00 
Feb. 1-25...... 231, 150. 00 188, 649. 00 118, 418. 00 
Feb. 26-July 31 197, 518. 00 187, 572. 00 104, 137. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 109. 
[Capital and surplus, 8100, 000. 


1920. 
November 
December 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banxs—Continued. 
Kansay City— Federal reserve district No. 10—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 110 
Capital and surplus, $65,000. 


subject to 


. Average superrates charged (excess 


over normal rate). 


of super- 
Range of super: 


lied|If applied If a 
to —— to tatal 


1920. 
DOOM So Se ies danstecntusghese 
1921. 


— —ũ— U—ä ͤ 2 —b— — 


Feb. . eee dees cesce.. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 112. 
[Capital and surplus, $70,000.} 


1921. 
Januar.... —— . $58, 651.00 $202. 13 $124. 01 
Feb. 125. 48, 883. 00 185. 93 57.12 


MEMBER BANK NO. 113. 
[Capital and surplus, $40,000.] 


$47,545.00] 8887, 518. 00 $24, 828. 60 2.18 
61,230.00 42, 350. 00 33, 840. 00 3.93 
43, 940. 00 35, 060. 00 29, 435. 00 4.42 1 
39, 551. 00 30, 673. 00 22, 908. 00 3.20 14-13 
84, 520. 00 25, 640. 00 20, 190. 00 3.77 is 
19, 904. 00 4,501.00 2, 825. 00 2.86 


MEMBER BANK NO. 114. 
[Capital and surplus, 3200, 000. 


— 2 ——. $82, 534. 00 $265. 23 


$157. 16 
Feb. 128. 723. 00 81, 983. 00 246. 76 


115.48 


Dallas Federal reserve district No. 11. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 1. 
[Capital and surplus, $200,000.] 


1 Does not include discount a to the basie rats 
F ß ( ]6—üÜ ²˙.!]½ ̃ UU 


with a minimum of 5 per cent. 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BANKs—Continued. 
Dallas— Federal reserve district No. 11—Continued, 
MEMBER BANK NO; 2. 
[Capital and surplus, $100,000.) 5 


3 super- 
tharged 


5 
eee 5 rate) if ap- Range of 
cis anh ere — — 
Per cent. 
2. $170, 332. 00 mae 
279,053.00 | 179, 053. 00 
MEMBER BANK NO. 3. 
[Capital and surplus, $125,000.} 
1920. 
December „„ . Sees eee ele $244, 741. 00 $474. 72 2.28 1.51 45 
1921. 
January bebe . S o „621. 202, 524. 00 324. 01 1,88 1.09 H 
s MEMBER BANK NO. 4. 
[Capital and surplus, $35,000.] 


$69, 919. 00 
75, 643. 00 
62, 825. 00 b 
60, 118. 00 
January ser 125,075.00 | 66,607. 00 
an ö ＋ꝶ62522ũũũ%3? „„ „„ „444% „„ 5 ` 
Feb, E T E aD c e . 130,449.00 | 61, 192. 00 2 


MEMBER BANK NO. 5. 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000.] 


September eee „ „ A A M TA TATT 1.14 Hi 


MEMBER BANK NO. 6. 
[Capital and surplus, $200,000; $165,000, December 1, 1920.] 


MEMBER BANK No. 7 
[Capital and surplus, $36,000.] 


$03,514.00 | $29, 514. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 8. 
[Capital and surplus, 8230, 000. 


anbascecuesncewesabdcoccndsctuscotoccnssnadecesasseccescnaquseusetocensecanssanscasesepess $633,122.00 | $403, 122. 00 


MEMBER BANK NO. 9. 
[Capital and surplus, $31,000.] 


MEMBER BANK NO. 10. 
[Capital and surplus, $225,000} 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL RESERVE BAN KS Continued. 
Dallas— Federal reserve district No. 11—Continued. 
MEMBER BANK No. 1l. 
[Capital and surplus, $50,000. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 12, 
[Capital and surplus, $30,000.} 


1920. 
* 


MEMBER BANK NO. 13. 
(Capital and surplus, $150,000; $100,000, July 1, 1920.) 


MEMBER BANK NO. 14. 


(Capital and surplus, $55,000.) 
318.00 | - $133.50 1.84 0.98 
487.00 243.99 2.46 1.50 
685.00 317.89 2.74 1.75 
January = 208,571.00 | 132, 304. 00 299.33 2.68 1.69 
anuar7/ . ä — 5566046 66 „„ „666 „666666 „„ „ „„ „„. * 7 * m 
i e S ERNA . 213,699.00 | 136, 699 00 142. 75 2.72 1.74 tt 


MEMBER BANK NO. 15. 
[Capital and surplus, $35,000.) 


1920, 
November 6 „ „ l. „eee eee. 


MEMBER BANK NO. 18. 
[Capital and surplus, $65,000.) 


$160,057.00 | $95,057.00 $135.75 | 


MEMBER BANK NO. 17. 
(Capital and surplus, 75,000. 


1920. 
e L A A DE aT EEA AESA e 


MEMBER BANK NO. 18. 
{Capital and surplus, $50,000; $75,000, January 7, 1921.) 


1920. 
November ) ͤ K „F ĩͤðéWWA dae pray $164, 537.00 £ ¥ X 
December AͥᷣBIkĩ9e,0ů0¾03y; M /: 3 «ͤ⁵'' n] 199, 659. 00 . 221. 26 . . B 


MEMBER BANK NO. 19, 
[Capital and surplus, 880,000. 
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INTEREST CHARGES OF FEDERAL Reserve Banks—Continued. 
Daltlas—Federal reserve district No, II —Continued. 
MEMBER BANK NO. 20. 

[Capital and surplus, $26,500; $32,750, November 1, 1929.) 


Average su 
rates hated 


(excess over nor- 
Excess Additional 
Dally discount | pied 0: P 
average subject to ed 
borrowings. | progressive | at super- 
rates. rates. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the remarks J am about to make shall be printed in the Recorp 
immediately following the report of the acting governor of 
the Federal Reserve Board, Mr. Platt, which was read this 
morning to the Senate. I wish my statement, together with 
some figures I am going to submit, to follow in the RECORD 
the matter to which I have referred, and I ask permission that 
that may be done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ranspett in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I gather from the reading 
of the report that the contention is made that the banks which 
were charged high interest rates did not complain. I have 
pointed out here time and time again that those banks were 
intimidated; they were frightened by the Federal Reserve 
Board’s policy; and, of course, they did not complain to the 
Federal Reserve Board. They had their heads in the lion's 
mouth; they wanted to get them out In the easiest way possible. 
I have mentioned the fact a number of times, as have other 
Senators, that bankers have written to me, as they have written 
to other Senators, complaining of the conduct of the Federal 
Reserve Board, but asking us not to use their names. Mr. 
President, it was a coercive, intimidating, tyrannical process that 
was employed against these banks in the agricultural sections, 
That is why they did not protest to the Federal Reserve Board. 
The Federal Reserve Board had the power to destroy their 
business, and they were trying to get along as best they could 
and not incur any more than possible the displeasure of the 
Federal Reserve Board. 

I have not had time to examine the report of the Federal 
Reserve Board sent in response to my resolution which was 
passed by the Senate. I fear that it does not give all the in- 
formation asked for. I notified the acting governor of the 
Federal Reserve Board that I wanted the specific interest rate 
charged in each instance, but it seems that they have gone 
and juggled the figures, and tried to cover up the high interest 
rates by citing the average rate which they charged. I specifi- 
cally pointed out in my letter to the board that that was not 
what I wanted. But, even at that, Mr. President, the report 
discloses the facts along this line to substantiate every charge 
I have made. 

I gather from the report which was read here this morning 
that they did not wish to give the names of the banks which 
they had thus mistreated—they were mistreated, that is the 
literal truth—the board did not want to give the names of the 
banks that they had thus mistreated because it might cause the 
depositors to withdraw their deposits. Mr. President, I submit 
to the Senate and the country that is a confession upon the part 
of the Federal Reserve Board that it so humiliated and oppressed 
these banks, that they reduced them to such a state of weakness 
during this time by high interest rates that it would be a disturb- 
ing element in the community if that fact were disclosed. I 
put against that statement the fact that these banks, every one 
of them, in spite of the high interest rates which were charged, 
survived, and not one of them failed, If that is true, it shows 
that there was no necessity in the outset to apply the high 
interest rates to these struggling little banks. If they could 
survive and come through that terrible time even with the 
heavy burden upon them of a progressive interest rate, reach- 
ing up to 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, and as high as 87} per cent, it 


shows that there is no excuse under heaven for applying any 
such rate. 

A suggestion is made that it was necessary to apply this 
progressive interest rate because of the basic credit line being 
overstepped and the gold reserve being threatened. That is 
not so. John Skelton Williams was Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency at that time, and he stated that, instead of the Federal 
Reserve Board deflating credits and contracting currency, they 
could put into circulation $2,000,000,000 more. Nobody has de- 
nied that; they can not deny it; it is the truth. If it is the truth, 
then through every dollar that they took out of circulation, 
through every Joan they denied, and through every credit which 
was deflated they committed a crime against the legitimate 
business of the people of the United States. 

I desire to call attention to what William P. G. Harding said 
in his report of 1920. He said in substance: 

The Federal reserve system has taken care of the business of 
the United States in the greatest war that ever existed. It has 
not only done that but it has financed the World War, and done it 
without ever having recourse to the gold reserve of the system. 

Now, I want Senators to get this point: 

It is capable of expanding still more without having recourse 
to the gold reserve, and very much more by having recourse to 
the gold reserve. 

Mr. President, if that is true—and it is true; I know that 
it is true; every Senator who has studied the question knows 
that it is true—what excuse was there for deflation? None 
under the sun, What did we create the system for? To pre- 
vent just such a situation as was produced by the maladmin- 
istration of the system. We boasted—I have, amongst others 
that it was panic proof; that we would never see another panic 
under the operation of the Federal reserve banking system; 
that it was so constructed, with 12 regional banks, that they 
could mobilize the credits of the Nation in such a fashion as 
to meet every emergency; that we never would hear of another 
panic. 

In proof of that contention I submit what it did during the 
World War. It provided the funds to conduct the war, the 
greatest war that ever cursed the world, and during that time 
it financed every business in the United States, including agri- 
culture. There was not a ripple or a sign upon the surface of 
a panic anywhere until Wall Street bondholders, speculators, 
and big financiers, with Republican leaders, willed that we have 
a panic; and when they willed it they took charge of this goy- 
ernor of the Federal Reserve Board, a very willing subject, 
and he carried out their policy for them, was in colluston with 
them, and they operated upon the South and upon the West 
and bond values went down and down; fell from $100 on the 
100 to $85, to $82.50, and $80, and these bond sharks of New 
York bought them up by the thousands and hundreds of thou- 
sands, and made $200,000,000 out of the bonds they bought in 
the South alone. 

That is what happened. They did the same thing in the 
West. Agricultural values tumbled down by the billions, and 
agricultural products were sold far below the cost of produc- 
tion. Loans were called, mortgages were foreclosed, and busi- 
ness distress and financial ruin followed in the wake of the de- 
flation policy thus brutally conducted. Now this board, still 
undertaking to defend their gruesome, murderous policy, say 
that they had to, employ the progressive interest rate. I ask, 
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if they had to employ it, why did they not employ it in the 
East? Why did they not employ it in the North? Why employ 
it in the agricultural sections of the South and West? That 
is unfair, manifestly unfair, Any fair-minded man or woman 
in the country will say that it is unfair, but the board under- 
take to defend it. Now they say that the eastern banks, the 
New York banks, never stepped over “the basic line of their 
credit.“ 

Why, Mr. President, they got all the money they wanted. 
They were speculating on the bear side of cotton and grain. 

They were buying bonds as deflation beat down the price. 
They were turning their money over rapidly, New York made 
more money during that period than it has ever made in a simi- 
lar period in its history. Why did they need credits? Why 
should the man worry who went out and bought Liberty bonds 
at $85 on the hundred, making $15 on the hundred, clipping 
the coupons here at the Treasury as the interest came due? 
Why should the man worry who sold cotton on the future 
exchange at 40 cents a pound and saw it go down to 80, making 
$50 on the bale? It was going his way. It made money for 
him while he slept. Then, when it went on down to 20 cents, 
he had made a hundred dollars a bale, and when it went to 10 
cents he had made $150 a bale; and the man who had sold 10,000 
bales on the exchange at 40 cents when it went down to 10 
cents took down more than a million dollars. Why did he need 
any loan? The deflation policy was putting money in his pocket 
every second, every minute, every hour, every day, every night, 
every week, every month during that awful time, until he had 
made $150 a bale. Then, when he got that million dollars, he 
sold some more and bought more bonds, 

Why, New York had a perfect feast during that time; and 
yet the acting governor of the board undertakes to tell the 
Senate and the country that New York “did not overstep her 
basic line of credit.” Certainly not. Governor Harding did 
not apply the progressive interest rate up there, but he applied 
it in the South and the West. When W. P. G. Harding told the 
Senator from South Carolina’ [Mr. SmirH] that he never in- 
tended to apply this progressive interest rate to the agricul- 
tural sections, but that he only wanted it so that he could apply it 
to New York, what did he tell when he told Senator Suit that? 
He never did apply it to New York. That is not the first time 
we have contradicted him and proven him guilty of deception— 
not the first time, by any means. He never did apply it to New 
York. He never applied it to the Hast anywhere. He never 
applied it to the North anywhere. He never applied it to New 
England. It has developed that he is the pet of the big interests 
of New England. 

Observe what happened recently with him, When he was 
driven off the Federal Reserve Board, when it was impossible 
to confirm him in the Senate if his name had been sent here, 
New England took him in her loving arms. The cotton manu- 
facturers of New England had already indorsed his deflation 
policy when the spinners of New England were buying cotton 
at 10 cents a pound that cost the people of Alabama and other 
Southern States 30 cents a pound to produce, They were 
laughing in their sleeves up there, and patting him on the 
back, and saying: “Hurrah for Governor Harding!“ And 
when the final die was cast, and the Rubicon was crossed and 
its crimson waters were rippling sportively behind him, and 
he was absolutely out, they said: Come to us; we will take 
care of you,” and they made him governor of the Federal Re- 
serve Bank of Boston. 

Oh, Mr. President, these things, these big developments along 
the way just simply prove every charge that I have made on 
the floor of the Senate. I said there was a ring of these 
people and a deflation conspiracy at the bottom of it, and 
that they had already agreed to take care of him. I said: 
“When he goes out of the Federal Reserve Board, as he will, 
they will put him in another position and keep him in con- 
nection with the system if they can.” Now they have got 
him at the head of the Boston Federal Reserve Bank, the re- 
gional bank up there, at a salary of $25,000 a year. They 
do not want to lose him. 

He is as cold-blooded as a fish, and as cunning and cruel 
as a fox. He is just the sort of man they want in the service. 

There are men in Wall Street to-day who have made their 
millions and hundreds of millions because of him and his opera- 
tions. They wanted to see him taken care of and kept in the 
system, and now they have got him as governor of one of these 
12 banks—the first man in the history of the Federal reserve 
system who perverted it from the ends of its institution, malad- 
ministered it, caused men to go insane, drove others into their 
graves, having killed themselves by their own hands under his 
administration as governor of the Federal Reserve Board during 
the last two years of his reign. Of course, New York did not 


“overstep her basic line of credit.“ While they were applying 
to my State 10, 15, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, S74 per cent, New 
York was getting money at 5 per cent, and never paid over 6 
per cent. 

As to the evasive report which was sent in by the Federal 
Reserve Board, I wish to say that I sent a copy to John Skelton 
Williams, of Richmond, Va., and requested him to make any 
comment that he felt like making. As has been said of him by 
other Senators on this floor, he was the best Comptroller of the 
Currency that we had had in 40 years—a man of rigid in- 
tegrity, a man of wonderfully brilliant intellect; and as I have 
said before, a man as courageous as Julius Cæsar, and as honest 
as Paul; a man who has the right conception of his duty as a 
public servant; a man who believes that public office is a public 
trust; a man who believes with Jefferson that the whole art of 
government consists in the art of being honest; a man who be- 
lieves in fair play and justice all the time. He was Comptroller 
of the Currency when they applied this progressive interest rate. 
He protested against it. He offered a resolution in the Federal 
Reserve Board to hold them down to 6 per cent, and not exceed- 
ing 10 per cent in any instance. They voted him down, under 
the direction of Governor Harding of the board. Then what 
happened? They got to having secret meetings without notify- 
ing John Skelton Williams, a member of the board, that they 
were going to meet. 4 

That proves that this conspiracy of which I have spoken ex- 
isted. They did not want him present. They did not want him 
to know what was happening; but he got onto it, and after he 
found that they were having these secret meetings and were not 
notifying him, he wrote a letter to the governor of the board 
and got an answer from him, enough to show the bent of Gov- 
ernor Harding's mind and enough for John Skelton Williams 
to lay the foundation and open the way for the fight that has 
been going on here for 18 months and more. The fight that I 
have made on the floor of the Senate has been based to a large 
extent upon the indisputable facts given me from time to time 
by John Skelton Williams, who, because of his position as Comp- 
troller of the Currency and member at that time of the Fed- 
eral Reserve Board, knew the truth and, thank God, he dared 
to tell it. He has been criticized and slandered, just as I 
have. 

I want to call to the attention of the Senate now what he 
says about these rates, Let us see whether they are 8 per cent 
or not. In his letter to me this morning he says: “I call your 
attention to the following: 

“Member bank No. 1 is evidently the little bank at Abbeville, 
a bank in south Alabama. There they admit the following: 
From July 1 to July 15 that little bank was charged 6} to 184 
per cent on $72,657. Between January 16 and 31 it was charged 
64 to 31 per cent on $88,419. Between August 16 and September 
15, 1920, the bank was charged 6} to 19} per cent on over 
$102,000, Between September 16 and 30 they were charged 6} 
to 874 per cent on $112,446; and during the succeeding two 
weeks—October 1 to 15—64 to 21 per cent per annum was ex- 
acted on $87,818.” 

That tears to tatters the report to which attention was called 
this morning by the Senator from Utah. 

“In the Atlanta district, bank No. 10 was charged 63 to 161 
per cent on $67,765 from October 16 to 30, 1920. From bank 
No. 12 in the Atlanta district they confess to exacting, from 
July 1 to 15, interest from 14 to 16 per cent. From August 16 
to 81 interest from 114 to 194 per cent was charged on $380,000.” 

September 1 to 15, interest from 18 per cent to 323 per cent 
on $341,000. The same bank, from September 16 to 30, paid 
from 10 to 18} per cent on $446,000. From October 1 to 15 the 
bank was required to pay from 9} to 174 per cent on $467,000. 
October 16 to 31 it was made to pay from 9 per cent to 19} per 
cent on $522,000, 

Bank No. 15 was made to pay from 6% to 16 per cent from 
September 1 to 15 on $140,000; from October 1 to 15 it was 
made to pay from 64 to 144 per cent on $171,000; from October 
16 to 30 they were made to pay from 6} to 14} per cent on 
$202,000. 

From October 16 to 30 bank No. 16 was required to pay from 
63 to 154 per cent on $222,000. 

Bank No. 19 was required to pay from 63 to 133 per cent 
from October 16 to 30 on $28,000. 

Mr. President, I am calling attention to these figures for the 
purpose of showing that right in the very heart of the crop- 
moving season these farmers were forced to dump their cotton 
upon the market; but if they had obtained the loans they had 
formerly gotten they would have kept it off the market and, 
instead of going down, the price would have remained up, and 
they could have paid their debts and closed their accounts for 
the year, 
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Bank No. 23 was required to pay from 63 to 13 per cent on 
$66,000. From October 16 to 31 it was made to pay on $79,000 
from 63 to 22 per cent. 

What becomes of the 8 per cent and 8} per cent talked about 
by the Senator from Utah this morning? 

Bank No. 25 was forced to pay from 18 to 55 per cent from 
June 16 to 30, 1920, on $162,000, and from July 1 to 15 it was 
made to pay on $142,000 from 74 to 20 per cent. 

Bank No. 26 was made to pay from September 16 to 30, 
Pay the cotton-moving season, from 6} to 15 per cent on 
$27,000, 

Bank No. 28 was required to pay from October 1 to 15, 1920, 
from 63 to 111 per cent on $1,960,000. From October 16 to 30 
the same bank was forced to pay on $2,174,000 interest at the 
rate of 64 to 184 per cent per annum. 

Bank No, 32 needed $536,000 from May 28 to June 3, 1920, 
and the reserve bank forced them to pay for the accommoda- 
tion from 11 to 15 per cent per annum. 

All this time, Mr. President, the speculators of New York, 
the bond sharks of New York, the big financiers of New York, 
were getting all the money they needed at 5 per cent. 

The same bank needed further funds from June 4 to 10, 
and was accommodated at the rate of from 94 to 103 per cent 
on $581,000. 

In other words, when one of these banks in the agricultural 
region, struggling to carry its customers and to tide them over 
the awful time that was upon them, needed a little more money 
the progressive interest rate was applied, and the more money 
they got the higher the rate of interest. Not so in New York. 
The interest rate remained the same whether the amount they 
got was little or large—5 per cent. 

That bank had occasion to borrow again between August 13 
and 19, and they were charged from 63 to 134 per cent for the 
use of money for those six days, and for the suceeding week 
from 62 to 13 per cent per annum was exacted. 

Bank No. 85, also in the Atlanta district, which has a capital 
and surplus of $2,300,000, needed funds for the protection of its 
customers from October 22 to 31, 1920, and the reserve bank 
accommodated them at the rate of from 63 to 14 per cent, the 
amount borrowed being about $3,500,000. 

Bank No. 37, in the St. Louis district, tried to accommo- 
date its customers and prevent failures by borrowing funds 
on good security from its reserve bank in the month of No- 
vember, 1920, and was charged interest at the rate of from 63 
to 22 per cent on over $275,000. For the month of December, 
1920, the same bank was charged from 6} to 20 per cent for 
the use of something over $240,000. In January, 1921, the same 
bank was charged from 61 to 23 per cent for the use of some- 
thing over $278,000. For February of the same year, when 
borrowings were about $290,000, they were charged from 61 to 
234 per cent. For March, 1921, this reserve bank wrung from 
that same bank from 6} to 231 per cent, and from the 16th of 
April, 1921, to the 20th of May, 1921, the same bank was forced 
to pay 64 to 25 per cent for the use of about $316,000. 

Bank No. 41, St. Louis district, was forced to pay, from 
October 16 to 30, 63 to 84 per cent on $148,000. 

Bank No. 38 was made to pay, from October 1 to 15, 63 
to 17 per cent on $23,000. From October 16 to 30, on $38,000 it 
was forced to pay from 64 to 21 per cent. 

Bank No. 89 was made to pay from 6 to 153 per cent on 
$127,000 from July 9 to 15, and from October 15 to 21 was made 
to pay from 63 to 134 per cent on $163,000. 

In the Kansas City district, bank No. 21, with a capital 
and surplus of $27,500, was forced to pay for the month of 
November, 1920, interest at 63 to 223 per cent on $13,880, and 
for the month of December, 1920, was required to pay from 6} 
to 21 per cent on $9,123. à 

Bank No. 24, in the same district, was required to pay fo 
the month of December, 1920, from 61 to 164 per cent on 8342, 
000, and for the month of January it was made to pay from 
63 to 103 per cent om $347,000. For the period from February 
1 to July 1, 1921, for $279,000, it was made to pay from 6} to 
163 per cent per annum. 

Bank No. 33, in the same district, was made to pay for the 
month of September, 1920, from 6} to 16 per cent on $44,000. 
In October, 1920, it was made to pay, on $43,000, 6} to 16 per 
cent. 

Bank No. 52 was forced to pay to its reserve bank for the 
month of June, 1920, for the use of $149,000, from 74 to 233 
per cent, and for the month of July it was required to pay for 
the use of $242,000 from 73 to 231 per eent. 

For the months of August, September, and October the same 
little bank was required to pay for the use of something like 
$277,000 interest at the rate of 7} to 21 per cent. For the month 
of November the same bank was charged interest at the rate 


of from 9 to 21 per cent on $243,000, and for the month of De- 
cember, 1920, on loans of $119,000 the interest extorted ranged 
from 11 to 214 per cent. 

Bank No. 57, for the month of June, 1920, was forced to pay 
from 11} to 21 per cent for the use of $23,000. For July, on 
borrowings of $26,000, it was made to pay from 9 to 21 per 
cent; and for August, for the accommodation of $24,000, it was 
made to pay from 72 to 21 per cent. 

Bank No. 80, with a capital and surplus of $100,000, needed 
additional funds to help its customers in December, 1920, and 
the reserve bank accommodated it at rates ranging from 7} to 
18 per cent. 

Bank No. 100, with a capital and surplus of $150,000, needed 
accommodation in the month of January, 1921, and was loaned 
$180,000 at 6} to 18} per cent. From February 1 to 25, on 
$147,000, it was charged 64 to 18} per cent. 

Bank No. 113, also in the Kansas City district, with $40,000 
capital and surplus, was charged for the use of $20,000 from the 
ist of February to the 25th of February, 1921, interest at from 
11 to 19 per cent. 

In the Dallas district I note that bank No. 4 was accom- 
modated in September, 1920, with $69,000 at from 6% to 11 per 
cent, and from October, 1920, it was charged from 61 to 11 
per cent on $75,000. 

Bank No. 3, Dallas district, was charged on $240,000 in De- 
cember, 1920, 6} to 11 per cent. 

Bank No. 1, in the same district, was charged from 6} to 
103 per cent from November, 1920, on $380,000. For the month 
of January, 1921, the same bank was charged 63 to 103 per 
cent on $400,000, and February 1 to 14, 1921, on $413,000 the 
reserve bank exacted 63 to 104 per cent interest. 

Bank No. 13, in the Dallas district, was accommodated for 
August, 1920, with $278,000 at 6} to 13 per cent, and with 
$305,000 in September at 63 to 13 per cent. 

“These illustrations are sufficient to show yon in a pre- 
liminary way the shameless exactions which have been made by 
reserve banks to member banks who were looking to them for 
protection and aid. 

“I notice that Senator McLean has offered a resolution to 
appoint a committee to find out why more banks are not joining 
the Federal reserve system. No doubt one reason is the 
banks that have not joined have been told of the conscienceless 
rates which have been charged many member banks by their 
friends in the reserve system, and it may be they are not 
inclined to put themselves at the mercy of such friends. 

“The Reserve Board knew well enough about February 2, 
1921, that such wicked rates were being charged to member 
banks, but when I offered a resolution to limit interest rates to 
6 per cent they quickly voted it down, and, as you know, they 
also voted down my subsequent resolution the same day, which 
sought to limit these rates to 10 per cent. 

“Despite the claim so often made by the reserve officials 
that the cases where those excessive rates were charged were 
isolated and few and far between, I find from this list that 
they have sent you 44 of these victimized banks in the At- 
lanta district, 49 in the St. Louis district, 114 in the Kansas 
City district, and 20 in the Dallas district, or, say, 227 banks, 
for interest ranging all the way from 10 to 873 per cent per 
annum.” 

What becomes of the suggestion of the Senator from Utah 
and the juggled figures read about 8 and 8} per cent? 

“T notice that the amount of additional discount and super- 
rates extorted from one bank in Kansas City district—” 

Listen, Senators— 

“Amounted before adjustment and rebate to the respectable 
sum of $117,164, and after adjustment and rebate to the re- 
spectable sum of $50,675.” 

What becomes of the little $14 and some cents suggested 
by the Senator from Utah as being one of the amounts re- 
turned on high interest charged? 

“ Please note also that none of these illicit charges were dis- 
gorged or refunded until after you began to expose the whole 
wretched business and demanded that it be stopped.” 

That is the statement of the former Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, John Skelton Williams. 

Mr. President, I wanted this statement to appear immediately 
following the report which the Senator from Utah had read 
into the Rxconb this morning. I secured permission to have 
it appear following that report. I now ask that the figures and 
excerpts which I have read from the letter of Hon. John Skelton 
Williams may be printed in 8-point type. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McCumser in the chair). 
In the absence of objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, this is the first glance I have 
had through the report. I have not yet had time to go through 
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it carefully. But the first casual investigation of the report 
discloses that all through the Federal reserve districts of the 
South and West, as the banks were hard pressed to take care 
of their customers and to carry them through that awful 
period in 1920, the progressive interest rate was applied like a 
lash more and more as their wants increased. Not only were 
the interest rates applied to them to prevent them from getting 
loans, but the time came when the word went all over the South 
and West*that the Federal Reserve Board did not want any 
more loans made on agricultural products, They tried to deny 
that. Governor Harding asked that somebody produce a written 
order, ‘That is just like the burglar who has gone into some- 
body's house and then asks proof that he had told some one he 
was going into the house for burglarious purposes. 

Of course, Governor Harding did not publish to the world 
those orders. They suggested in one of the Federal reserve 
bulletins that the word could best be suggested to the bankers 
through conversations, but one of the bulletins issued by the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Richmond, which was called to his 
attention during the hearings in the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry in the Senate Office Building in December, 1920, 
said the thing to do was to bring about deflation as rapidly as 
possible. The board permitted that bulletin to be circulated. 

I asked Governor Harding if he did not know that the cotton 
people of my State complained to him in October, 1920, that 
they were not getting loans on cotton, and he excitedly said 
that he remembered that certain bankers of Birmingham wanted 
him to let them hold cotton until it went back to 40 cents, 
“but,” he said, “I would not do it.“ I had charged that he 
had the power to let us have loans to prevent the ruin of our 
business and that he would not do it. 

Why did he not do it? It cost 30 cents a pound to produce 
that cotton crop. The farmer was entitled to 40 cents. He had 
planted his crop on the 40-cent basis. He had bought fertil- 
izer on that basis. He had bought tractor plows and vehicles 
of various kinds on that basis. He had gone into the year’s 
business in every way on that basis, and they should have 
let him go through on that basis and pay out on that basis 
and start anew with the next year free of debt. But they 
did not do it, and Governor Harding refused to let them have 
money for that purpose. 

Governor Harding said. They wanted to hold the cotton 
until it went back to 40 cents and I would not let them do it.” 
Of course, he would not let them do it. He simply admitted 
the charge I have made that he had it in his power to do it 
but would not let them do it, That is the truth of the situa- 
tion, 

The spinners of the country said they were willing to pay 
30 to 85 cents a pound for cotton. Cotton goods were selling 
at a price that would warrant more than 40 cents a pound 
for the raw material. I called attention to the fact that the 
eotton socks made out of 1 bale of cotton at that time would 
bring $500, that cotton handkerchiefs made out of 1 bale 
of cotton at that time would bring $600, and that cotton 
collars made out of 1 bale of cotton at that time would bring 
81.100, and yet Governor Harding was refusing to permit the 
farmer to get $200 a bale for his cotton when the spinners 
were making products out of it which were selling for $500, 
$600, and $1,100. 

The farmer himself was compelled to pay these high prices 
for cotton goods while he was foreed to throw his cotton on 
the market at prices far below the cost of production. I have 
quoted Mr. Lincoln many times, and shall quote him many 
more times, on this subject. He said that any change in the 
circulating medium under which a debt is contracted until the 
debt is paid is a crime. There it is in a nutshell. They held 
off deflation until our people in the South and West had obli- 
gated themselves in many ways at cotton and wheat prices 
then obtaining. Why did not Governor Harding and the 
leaders of the Republican Party and their Wall Street cohorts 
start this thing in January? The reason why was that the 
merchant and farmer would say, “If you are going to deflate, 
that means hard times, a panic, and I am not going to buy any 
fertilizer.” Oh,“ the Fertilizer Trust said, don't start that 
thing yet. Hold it back until I unload my supply of fertilizer 
on the farmer. I will have his paper and I will get my money 
in the next three to five years.” Then implement men said, 
“Don't start that deflation yet. I have millions of dollars’ 
worth of stuff to sell to the farmer, and if you start your de- 
lation he will say, ‘Times are hard; the bottom has fallen 
out of business, and I will not buy.’ You would leave millions 
of dollars’ worth of stuff on my hands. Wait until I unload 
on the merchant and farmer.” The tractor plow man said, 
Don't start yet. Wait until I get unloaded on the merchant 
and farmer and get them to sign up and bind themselves to 


pay my price, based on 40-cent cotton and prosperity condi- 
tions.” 

So Governor Harding and those connected with him waited 
until the merchants in the South and West had bought heavily 
and the farmer was tied up in debt to his teeth, and after they 
got him committed and he had planted his crop and could not 
get out or undo what he had done they started the drive of 
deflation on him in June, when it was teo late for him to take 
eare of himself. They changed the circulating medium and 
committed the diabolical crime to which Lincoln referred, 
getting him in debt under one circulating medium and changing 
it and forcing him to pay out under quite another and harder 
circulating medium, 

I have called attention heretofore, Mr. President, that when 
the farmer went into the year’s business of 1920 cotton was 
bringing 40 cents a pound, or $200 a bale. The farmer with 
10 bales of cotton who owed $2,000 could pay out with his 10 
bales of cotton, but when they reduced the price of it to 10 cents 
a pound or 850 a bale it would take 4 crops or 40 bales to pay 
the debt under which he had incurred it when 10 bales would 
have paid it, That is the crime I am condemning. That is 
the crime I shall continue to condemn. 

Now, I know some people have been greatly surprised about 
this thing. They never thought that anyone in this body or the 
other branch of Congress would yigorously take up the fight 
and dare to fight it to a finish. They had figured on their ability 
to frighten Members and Senators politically. They said, We 
will have so much of the press to hammer on anyone who dares 
to open his mouth. We will have certain big moneyed interests 
that made millions out of bonds, that made millions out of cotton 
by driving it down, that made millions out of grain and cattle. 
We can marshal all these forces and scare any public man into 
silence who presumes to question our conduct.” That is what 
they wanted to happen. That is what they expected would hap- 


pen, 

I have no doubt that back in the secret chambers of Wall 
Street, where the conspiracy was born, they said “ Somebody in 
the Senate or in the House may attack this thing. Somebody 
may start a fight on us all down the line.” Then I imagine they 
said, No; we will quickly respond by saying that it is a natural 
consequence, that the World War produced it, that there was 
bound to be a collapse, and besides the people will know the 
truth. We will keep it from them and they will accept our 
statement. Then we will hammer anyone with that part of 
the press which we control, and fire editorial broadsides at any 
Senator who dares to ask for an investigation. We will hammer 
him into a pulp. Leave it to us. In the meantime Wall Street 
will have accumulated her millions and hundreds of millions. 
Then the South will be prone and in the throes of financial dis- . 
aster and business ruin. i 

The West will be stretched upon the plains, with her cattle 
industry destroyed and ber grain industry destroyed. But what 
do they know about it and who will dare to enlighten them? 
We will tell them that this thing just came, that it had to come, 
that it is natural for panics to come, and so on. They do not 
know. We will marshal our financial experts. We will bring 
our big senatorial guns, that we always have in readiness, to 
fire a rifle that we will furnish, at any private in the ranks 
who dares to assail this monstrosity which we are about to put 
over; that is what we will do. We have certain moneyed in- 
terests, we have a certain portion of the press, we have the 
head of the Federal Reserve Board with the board back of 
him, and some defenders in the Senate on the Banking and 
Currency Committee, and some in the House. In the face of all 
this just let anybody undertake to lift his voice against us and 
see what happens to him. 

From what I have seen since I commenced this fight over 
two years ago I am persuaded to believe that such a conversa- 
tion took place between those who deliberately planned to 
pillage and plunder the country in 1920. 

Mr, President, I hail from Alabama. The former governor 
of the Federal Reserve Board came here from my State, I 
made a very careful examination of his conduct in connection 
with deflation, and I became convinced there was something 
wrong with him. I became convinced that he deliberately car- 
ried out a policy that he knew was robbing our people to en- 
rich certain other people. Having that conviction regarding 
him and those with him in the crime of 1920, I said, “ So help 
me God I will undertake the task of making the truth of this 
whole thing known,” and I did undertake it. What happened? 
Every place where there was a Federal reserve regional bank 
editorial broadsides were fired at me. Suggestions came that I 
ought not to be reelected to the Senate. 

Here, as I stood in my place fighting to deliver my people 
from the curse that was upon them, oppressed with interest 
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rates higher than any Government on the globe ever applied. 
No king in all the annals of the past ever permitted such a 
rate to be charged as was charged to people in Alabama. I 
saw the cotton industry in my State fall down. I saw business 
crucified under that remorseless policy, and I said I will under- 
take to go to the bottom of this thing. 

The more I exposed the conspiracy and the conspirators, the 
more broadsides in the form of bought editorials came, say- 
ing, HeFLIN ought not to be reelected.” I said, “ Why do not 
they answer my facts and arguments?” While I have stood 
here in my place week after week and month after month con- 
victing them not only of being conspirators but of being crimi- 
nals in high places, they were flaunting newspaper attacks in 
my face, and this governor of the board and his friends in crime 
were announcing that they were going to see to it that I had op- 
position. I do not fear—aye, I welcome opposition from them. 
I have had to do with driving Governor Harding off of the 
Federal Reserve Board. I can drive any candidate that he 
selects against me into the thickets of political defeat in a 
senatorial contest in Alabama. Thank God, my State is not 
for sale. In all of the battles that she has fought, in all of 
her glorious past, she has never yet lowered her arm to those 
who would slander and traduce her. f 

Do they think they can control my State? Let the heathen 
rage and imagine a vain thing,” “Alabama, Alabama, I will 
aye be true to thee!” 

They thought with those editorials they could frighten and 
intimidate me. I received anonymous letters from New York 
saying, “ You are a one termer. How did you get into the 
Senate? You will never get back,” and all that, while I was 
standing here making the fight for fair treatment to the people 
that I represent. 

Mr. ASHURST. The writers of those letters did sign their 
names, did they? z 

Mr. HEFLIN. No; of course they did not sign their names. 
They merely wished to make me feel good; to let me know 
that there was something going on up there. But somehow it 
did not frighten me. 

Mr. President, I knew when I took up this fight that it was 
a big fight. I had a number of my friends here in Washing- 
ton tell me, “This is a great job you have undertaken; 
you are going up against tremendous interests, do you know 
that? 

These interests are tremendous, and if they combine against 
you they are powerful.” I said, “Yes; I realize that; but I 
am here in the interest of my people; and, as Esther said to the 
king If I perish, I perish.““ I asked. What of the soldier on 
the firing line? We sent him there to do battle, to fire upon 
the enemy, to be true to the colors, to maintain the best inter- 
ests of his Government, and to live up to the best traditions 
of his country.” He did it, and he did it on the firing line, 
mid shot and shell, where his comrades were dying by his side 
every day. He simply did his duty. If he had not stood, if he 
had gone to the rear and crossed over the line and had rested 
in the hands of Germany, betraying his own country in order 
to protect himself, we would have branded him with the “ sear- 
let letter“ of cowardice and treason to the Stars and Stripes; 
and that is what ought to have been done. 

What of me if I am not faithful to the trust? The people 
of Alabama chose me to be one of their watchmen on the walls; 
they chose me to be one of the soldiers to come here and do 
battle in this forum of the Republic. Suppose I should look 
at a task and say, “It is tremendous; there are great odds 
against me; they will marshal their cohorts against me and 
strive to drive me from the scene and defeat the purposes of 
the fight that I make for honest banking in my country and 
for the relief of my people.” What of me if I shrink from the 
fight? What of me if I say, “I will move along the lines of 
least resistance.“ What of me if I fold my arms and drift and 
antagonize none of the interests that I know are deadly poison 
to the welfare of my Nation? What of me if I fail to measure 
up to the requirements of the hour? What of me if I truckle 
to them? What of me if I prove unfaithful to the trust that 
loving hands in my State have laid upon me in the Common- 
wealth in which I was born and in whose soil my ancestors 
sleep? What of me if I had shrunk from the task? 

Mr. President, I would deserve the condemnation and the 
scorn of every honest man and woman in my State and of every- 
one in the Republic. I have dared to make this fight, and I 
have no apologies for having done so. I am going to keep on 
preaching this doctrine until every man who had to do with 
the conspiracy of murderous deflation is driven from public 
life. 

Those who perpetrated the crime of deflation in 1873 were 
never permitted to forget it; they were punished for it. One 


by one they were held up to public scorn until one by one they 
fell by the way. The crime of 1873, in comparison with the 
deflation crime of 1920, was a May day performance, as com- 
pared to the storm of war on the battle fields in France. It 
was a mild-mannered thing, Mr. President, compared to what 
we witnessed in 1920 here when there was no cause for it, 
when the governor of the Federal Reserve Board said: 

We have expanded and carried on the World War; we have met every 
condition of increased business here at home without recourse to the 
gold reserve; we can expand more without recourse to the gold reserve 
and we can expand very much more by resorting to the gold reserve. 

Why did they not do it? We created the Federal reserve 
system for that purpose. We created the gold reserve for that 
purpose and for no other purpose, What is the use of a reserve 
if it may not be appealed to in the hour of financial peril to 
save the business of the people? For what was the Federal re- 
Serve system created—for the sharks of Wall Street? No; it 
was created for the masses of the people of America; it was 
created to preserve intact the business interests of the people 
of this Republic; it was created for carrying on every legitimate 
business—small, great, medium, whatever the size of the 
business—that system was created to take care of it and to see 
that not even the sign of a panic approached it. That is what 
it was created for. And it performed that function until the 
conspirators came upon the scene. Then what happened? They 
one loose the dogs of deflation and all of this trouble came 
about. N 

I have stated before, Mr. President, that in my section of 
the country I saw people moving through the town in which 
I live. I asked, “Where are you going?” The reply came, 
“Down to Lanett, to Langdale, to River View, to the cotton- 
factory towns.” I inquired, “Why are you leaving your 
farms?” and the reply was, “I have no farm.” What has 
become of your place?” “Gone under a mortgage.” Where 
are your mules and your cattle and your cotton and your 
grain?” “All gone, and I am still in debt,” and a lump came 
in their throats as they talked about it. There were thousands 
and tens of thousands of such cases in the South. 

The same condition prevailed in the West. The other day 
witnesses testified before the Committee on Agriculture about 
how hard pressed they were out there. Deflation had done it. 
The question was asked, “ What is the situation in your 


county?” “Nearly every farm in it is mortgaged.” “ Any- 
thing else?” Tes; all their live stoc: is mortgaged.” “ Any- 
thing else?” “Yes; they had to mortgage the growing crops.” 


That is the situation in the West produced under deflation, and 
that is the situation in my section produced under deflation. 

What other evil effect did it have? we asked them, Senators. 
They said there were in my county in 1920, as I have been in- 
formed, 18 suicides, Sixteen men and 2 women killed them- 
selves, driven to it under deflation. In another county there 
were 17, in another county 15, and so on down in various 
counties adjoining one another. What else happened? People 
were driven into the madhouse; the insane asylums were filled 
up; and others staggered into their graves under the load and 
burden of deflation. 

I ask you, then, are we to permit these criminals to escape? 
It will never be the judgment of my conscience to permit it. I 
intend to punish them, and already have punished some; and I 
am going to continue to hold them up to public scorn and to 
appeal to the powerful thing called public opinion. Thank God, 
that has not yet been debauched by the corrupt money power 
of the United States under the reign of the Republican Party. 
Samehoay has got to cry out against it. Let us continue the 

ght. 

Ah, Mr. President, it ought to be the purpose of every man, 
Democrat and Republican, to do his part 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator knows that the Republican Party 
was not in control in 1920; but the Democrats were in control; 
and, if the Senator will be perfectly fair, he will tell the people 
that deflation began in 1919. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, no; the Senator is entirely mistaken. 
Deflation commenced in the late spring of 1920. 

Mr. CURTIS. In 1919 a delegation of cattlemen came to 
Washington from Kansas to protest against what had been 
done, and, at my request, they were given a hearing. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That may have been so in one case, but in 
1920— 

Mr. CURTIS. The Democrats were in power in 1920. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Democrats were in power in the Execu- 
tive department; but I have frequently shown to the Senate 
and the country, and I am going now to undertake to enlighten 
the Senator from Kansas, that in 1920 President Wilson was 


1923. , 


N 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2595 


stricken down; he was lying on his back, unconscious a part 
of the time. The Republican Party had carried the House and 
Senate in 1918. Newberry was in the seat which he had bought 
in Michigan. 

The Republican Party was in control of Leth bodies. That 
was the situation. And in the spring of 1920 the Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. McLean], a Republican, introduced the 
progressive interest rate amendment into this Republican 
Senate and secured its passage. It was introduced in the 
House of Representatives by a member of the Republican 
Banking and Currency Committee of that body, and there it 
passed. The Federal reserve act, which had been enacted un- 
der the administration of the Democratic Party, was amended 
by a Republican Congress. Governor Harding himself sup- 
ported the Republican ticket in the fall of 1920, and I read 
from the Washington Times here of April 12, 1921, an article 
which stated that that had placated the Republican leaders 
and that he would continue in his job as governor cf the Federal 
Reserve Board. He did continue in his job and served until 
the 9th day of August, 1922. If the Republicans had not 
favored deflation and indorsed deflation, they would have 
put him out as soon as they came into power; but they were 
so well pleased with deflation and with the conduct of W. P. G. 
Harding that they kept him in as long as the law would allow 
him to stay, and then he was not reappointed, we are told, 
because he could not be confirmed in the Senate. 

Not only that, Mr. President, but the Republican national 
convention in Chicago in 1920 pledged itself to deflation and 
the Republican candidate for President in his acceptance speech 
promised deflation. I quoted here once before what my good 
friend from Arizona [Mr. AsHurst] said of a friend of his 
who told him, I am going to convert my stuff into money; I 
am going to make a heap of money this year; the Republicans 
are going to deflate.” 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], himself a mil- 
lionaire, told me that word was sent to him that they were 
going to deflate and to get in out of the weather, and he said, 
I can not get in; I am all tied up; my business is in such 
shape it will cost me thousands of dollars if deflation should 
occur,” and he said it did cost him thousands of dollars. 

I likened that gruesome picture to a situation where people 
were sitting in a theater, and while the indiscriminate mass of 
men, women, and children were looking on the stage, forgetting 
the hard times and enjoying themselves, in slips some stealthy 
fellow down the aisle, whispers in the boxes to the elect and 
wealthy favored few, and says: “Get out of this building! A 
bemb is going to go off under this building in 15 minutes, and 
a lot of people are going to be killed. You get out while the 
getting is good!” You see them gather up their cloaks and hats 
and retire, and the others sit still. Without a moment’s notice 
or warning the bomb goes off, the building collapses, and death 
comes to hundreds and to thousands, and the wails of the dying 
are heard for blocks away. 

That is what happened with deflation. You never gave any 
notice to the poor little merchant of my section. You did not 
give any notice to the farmer in my section. You did not give 
any notice to the country banker. You gave notice to nobody 
but a few financial pets. Those who were in the millionaire 
class you told to get out, that you were going to deflate, and 
you caught the others unaware and murdered their business 
and made millions out of their distress and suffering. That is 
what happened. 

Oh, Mr. President, I know that my Republican friends 
squirm. I have put this responsibility where it belongs, on 
Governor Harding, a Republican. I have long since repudiated 
him as a Democrat. He is no Democrat. He does not know 
any more about the fundamental principles of Democracy than 
a mouse-colored mule knows about operating an airplane. 
[Laughter.] I charge again that he supported the Republican 
ticket in 1920 and, by the grind of deflation just before election, 
cost us the States of Arizona, Oklahoma, New Mexico, and 
Tennessee, driven into the Republican Party under the lash of 
deflation, because the people out there said, “ Wilson is still 
President“; so the Democrats got the responsibility, but it was 
not properly placed. Wilson was out of commission, and the 
ehief that he had put at the head of the Federal Reserve Board 
had not only betrayed his chief, but he had betrayed his party, 
his section, and his country. 

He has been rewarded for it. He drew $12,000 a year as 
governor of the board. They have giyen him as governor of 
the bank in Boston $12,000 more, and another thousand on top 
of that, making $25,000. They gather him and a few of the 
conspirators that were in it and those that defend them, lay 
their hands on their heads, and hug them all up in a bunch, and 
say: “ These are our jewels,” and they are. 


Mr. President, this is not any butterfly parade. This is the 
most gruesome national crime that has ever been committed 
against a free people. It is not a sectional crime. It is a 
national crime. Why? Because they expected to strike down 
the South and the West; but what happened? ‘The South was 
unable to pay for the goods in the East. The West was unable 
to pay for the goods in the East and the North, and then what? 
The purchasing power of the dollar had been destroyed. Our 
people could not buy. The market for these people had been 
destroyed. Then what? The cancellation of orders commenced 
to pour in. Factories in the East and North closed their doors. 
They said, “ We know how to take care of ourselves. We have 
already sold a good deal of our stuff to the merchants and 
farmers. We have their paper for that. We will collect that 
in the next three or four years, but now we are going to quit 
operating“; and the poor fellow who stood at the bench or 
at the forge or worked at the loom was given his orders to 
get out. He gathered up his little belongings and walked out, 
with no place to go and nothing to do; and the panic had not 
only gripped the South and West, but it was feeding upon the 
vitals of the East and the North. Because the industries closed 
orders were canceled, 7,000,000 laboring men were turned into 
the streets, pandemonium reigned in the Republic, Wall Street 
reaped where she had not sown, and the people of the South 
and West paid the penalty in millions wrung from their hands, 
and the distressed wage earners driven out, stripped of their 
employment, going from place to place seeking work, and there 
was nothing to do. These are the fruits of the Republican 
deflation conspiracy, and “by their fruits ye shall know them.” 

Why, Mr. President, it is plain that some of the Republican 
leaders encouraged this deflation to be pressed hard just before 
the election in order to get votes for the Republican Party. 
It bore down more vigorously in October than it had in any 
other month previously October, just before the people went 
to the polls—so that they would be disgusted with the Demo- 
crats. They unloaded it, or tried to, upon us; but truth will 
out, as murder will out, and what happened? 

Why, after Warren G. Harding was nominated for Presi- 
dent W. P. G. Harding, this man hand and glove with the 
Republicans, wired congratulations out to Chicago, eongratulat- 
ing Mr. Harding on his nomination at the hands of the Repub- 
lican convention. Sitting right here in the Treasury Building, 


within a hundred yards of his stricken chief, lying on bis back, 


battling for his life, umconscious half the time, this man that 
he had appointed to office betrayed him, betrayed his party, 
betrayed his country, was wiring congratulations to the Repub- 
lican nominee for President; and later on, when that same 
candidate made his acceptance speech, this same Governor 
Harding wired him congratulations upon his acceptance speech, 
and his acceptance speech was a promise to tear down all that 
had been done by Woodrow Wilson, the very man who had 
appointed W. P. G. Harding! 

Then what? He visited the Republican nominee at Marion, 
Ohio, in the fall. Then what? When the inauguration was 
over, in April, 1921, the Times came out and said that Governor 
Harding would retain his place, because it was known that he 
had supported the Republican ticket, and that had plaeated 
Republican leaders, and he would remain at his post. He did 
remain at his post, and I steod here day after day asking the 
Republicans to join with us to drive him out; and in the face 
of that they held him on and on and on until the 9th day of 
August, until his term expired by law, and then their Secretary 
of the Treasury, Mr. Melion, went to the President and de- 
manded that he be reappointed. 

Talk about the Republicans being free from responsibility! 
The trail of the serpent is over it all. Mellon demanded that 
he be reappointed. A Senator from a Northern State, a Re- 
publican, polled the Republican side to see how many Senators 
would vote for his confirmation. It was whispered here that 
President Harding had said: “If you can get enough votes 
pledged to confirm him, I will reappoint him”; and I know 
that the appeal was being made, because a clever Republican 
came over here and told me, and I looked over and I saw a 
Senator moving around among his brethren, and I was told 
that that was what oceurred; and they told me that one of 
them asked the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Bona] if he would 
not vote to confirm him, and he said, “I have heard too much 
of what Tom HEFLIN has had to say about him.” Mr. Presi- 
dent, the fact that we had so molded opinion in this body that 
nobody but two Democrats would have voted for him, and 
searcely any of the Republicans from the West, kept his name 
from coming up here, we are told. Let us put the responsibility 
where it belongs. 7 i 

What did the Democrats do in convention? They declared 
against deflation. Go and read the platform. We said that by 
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mismanagement and maladministration of this system hard 
times might be produced, and they were produced. We cau- 
tioned the people to be careful about who was put in charge 
of that system, but our warning was not heeded. The Repub- 
licans got back in power. They had the House and the Senate 
and the President then, and they permitted that board to stay 
and everybody who was on it then, except William Poison 
Gas, and he is off, because under the law the term for which 
he was appointed expired on the 9th day of August, 1922, and 
he hung around here, like Grant around Richmond, trying to 
get himself reappointed. 

Why, they sent out their little experts from the reserve sys- 
tem to the State bankers’ conventions and tried to get resolu- 
tions passed, and got some few passed, indorsing him. 

I see a Senator in this Chamber now, a clever western Re- 
publican, who told me of an amusing and ridiculous perform- 
ance in his State. The bankers of his State were in conven- 
tion, and one of these Federal reserve expert friends got up 
in the convention in the closing hours and asked to have a reso- 
lution passed indorsing Governor Harding for reappointment as 
governor of the board, and in a perfunctory way a few of them 
yoted for it, though most of them were against it; and when 
the resolution was passed and the bankers went home, they 
wrote the Senator telling him of what had occurred and stat- 
ing that they did not want him reappointed. Why, there was 
never anything like the intimidation that was practiced. Here 
were bankers sitting in a sovereign State with the agent of this 
man present, calling on them to indorse the very man who had 
smitten them hip and thigh. They were still sore from the 
bruises, and here he was asking them to indorse him. They 
thought, of course, he was probably going to be reappointed, 
or maybe he would be, but when back at home they sat down 
and wrote their Senators to “please fight this man’s appoint- 
ment. We do not want him appointed.” 

That is not all. One of the good old citizens, a banker in 
that State, came down and called on my good friend, this Re- 
publican Senator, and presented his credentials. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, did the Senator say this 
man was from Massachusetts? z 

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, no; he was not from Massachusetts. No, 
sir. If I had heard that that happened in Massachusetts I 
would have fainted myself [laughter], but it did not happen in 
Massachusetts. It happened out in a western State. When 
this old fellow came from that convention out there here to 
Washington, he shook hands with this Senator and said: “I 
want you to go with me up to see the President. I have been 
sent across the country with these resolutions to present to 
the President to get Governor Harding reappointed.” This Re- 
publican Senator said, Why, I am not for him“; and this old 
fellow said, “I am not, either.” [Laughter.] Now, what do 
you think of that? 

The convention out home was not for him; the old fellow who 
brought the resolution to the President was not for him; the 
Senator was not for him; and yet they were going through the 
farcical performance of presenting a resolution asking for his 
appointment, Was there ever anything like it under the sun? 

Why, Mr. President, no wonder these bankers did not com- 
plain to the Federal Reserve Board. They lived in fear and 
dread of it with Governor Harding at its head. Talk about 
their complaining to this board. I had many, many complaints 
from bankers. Other Senators here had complaints. They 
wrote us letters giving us important facts and saying: “ Do not 
use my name; they can punish me in so many ways.” Think of 
that! 

Here is a system that was set up for the purpose of blessing 
and benefiting all business, big and little. Everyone ought to 
have been able to cry out to it in their distress and say: Come 
to my rescue. You were created to prevent business distress 
and panic. Here are my little earnings of a lifetime. Here is 
a home that I have built and paid for, and I own this little 
piece of land. There are my wife and four or five children. 
If I am forced to pay these loans now, and this system will not 
aid me through this time, everything I have made in my life 
will be gone, and I will still be in debt, with nothing on which 
to support my wife and children, and I will have nowhere to 
go. Will you not come to my rescue? They created you for 
that purpose.“ Instead of doing that, the Federal reserve bank 
was forced to say, No; throw your stuff on the market. We 
are going to clean up.” ; 

Then people talk about a fellow like that coming up a second 
time and complaining openly to a concern that struck him over 
the head with a club when he asked for help. He would at 
least like to escape with his life. That is all they left—just his 
life. They took everything he had but his life, and they drove 
many men insane, so that they took their lives. 


Buck Mitchell, in my old district, in my native county, in 
fact, a poor boy, had struggled up the way along from his 
youth time. He accumulated some property, and at the time 
of his death he was worth probably a quarter of a million 
dollars and owed about fifteen or twenty thousand dollars, 
They pressed him to pay. They called the loans. He was a 
merchant and a little banker and a farmer and owned several 
plantations. He was carrying those poor people along. He 
knew what it was to struggle through hard times, and he was 
helping young men who struggled as he had struggled, and in- 
stead of encouraging and helping that noble, big-hearted man 
they pressed him to the wall. They were about to sacrifice all of 
his property, and he said, “It is more than I can stand,” and 
he put a pistol to his temple and blew his brains out. He is 
dead. He sleeps in the soil of old Randolph County to-day, 
and I can see his ghost, with its accusing finger pointing at 
W. P. G, Harding and his conspirators, and saying: “ You sent 
me down to death.” 

Thousands of men killed themselves under that dreadful de- 
flation drive. Then people talk about that thing just being the 
natural consequence of war. It is not so. That it had to come. 
It is not true. That the gold reserve was about to be reached. 
There is not a word of truth in it. They could have put out 
two billions more under the facts as given in their own re- 
ports, which I have had printed in the Recorp time and time 
again, instead of calling in a billion of money and a billion in 
credit, Of course, it was criminal, murderous deflation. 

Mr. President, I wanted to make these remarks to-day follow- 
ing the yery remarkable report which the Senator from Utah 
had read, and I want those who read the Recorp to know that 
that report is challenged and its argument refuted and its fal- 
lacies laid bare. I want the public to know, because they are 
going to keep an eye on this great banking system. This Fed- 
eral reserve system, by the help of those who are still free, shall 
not be run any more in the interest of the money changers of 
Wall Street. Their days are numbered. A new order has come. 
Crissinger will, in my judgment, be fair and honest in his ad- 
ministration of the system. It has been said by certain people 
that he agrees with the policy of Governor Harding. It is not 
so. He challenged his policies, 

Not long after I made a speech in the Senate on my resolu- 
tion to reduce the rediscount rate. Crissinger made a. speech 
in the West and said it ought to be reduced, and he was criti- 
cized in the East for saying that. He never has been in favor 
of the policies of W. P. G. Harding. He has been a very helpful 
influence on the board, and I am glad to see him at the head 
of it. He is an honest man and I think a fair man, and I 
rejoice that we have a new deal. It was a long, hard fight, 
Mr. President. 

I know what my duty is in connection with this matter. I 
helped to create the Federal reserve banking law. I made 
some suggestions about the provisions in it regarding the loans 
on cotton warehouse receipts and helped to get them in the 
law. I want the law so administered that it will be helpful 
to every business interest in the country. I do not care 
whether a man’s business is worth $100 or $100,000 or $100,- 
000,000, I want this system to reach out and answer the busi- 
ness needs of every man and woman beneath the flag. That is 
the purpose of it, and as long as I am a Member of this body 
I shall fight for an honest administration of it; and if I live 
I want to say to the deflationists and their conspiring friends 
who have designs on my seat that I am hoping and expecting 
to stay here some time. I know that that statement will not 
be very pleasing to certain people and certain interests. 

The suggestion of opposition to me does not come from the 
great body of the people in my State. It comes from without 
the State. The activities of certain special interests cause me 
to feel like telling some very near friends that if I get sick 
I want then to see to it that I do not fall into their hands. I 
would dislike for some of them, as trained nurses, to have me 
in charge if I should get sick. I would dislike for one of them 
to have the opportunity of prescribing for me. They seem 
anxious to get rid of me. They want my seat for some one to 
their liking, but they will not get it. 

Mr. President, I was about to remark that as long as I am 
a Senator in this body I shall reserve the right to complain 
if the Federal Reserve Board is charging the people of my 
State and my section a higher discount rate than they charge 
in New York or anywhere else. Is there anything wrong in 
that? 

That statement is made from a fair sense of justice. Why 
should they make it harder for the people in my section en- 
gaged in legitimate business to get money than for the specu- 
lators in Wall Street to get it? Why should they charge the 
people of the South and West a higher rate of interast than 
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they charge the people in the East? I reserve the right to 
criticize them whenever they discriminate against the people 
that I in part represent. 

I have seen the good results which have come from this long 
fight that I and some others here and elsewhere have made. 
We have forced a reduction in the discount rate by it. 

As John Skelton Williams said in this letter, not until I 
and others began this fight did they disgorge a cent of this 
usurious interest. They are not through yet. We used to 
get money at 4 per cent before deflation came. Think of 
raising the discount rate to even 7} on top of what we used 
to pay. That is a heavy burden. I want them to pay back 
that Interest down to 6 per cent, They ought to be made to 
pay back to 6, and if they would these little banks which 
they gouged so hard would get a goodly sum back. They do 
not want to give the names of the banks and do not want to 
pay the money back. Those who got the money do not want 
to disgorge. They know that if we can get the names and 
the specific amounts we will make them disgorge. That is 
the reason they do not want to give them. No matter what 
reason they give, that is the truth. I can take any half dozen 
Senators In this body, who will fight in earnest, as some few have 
fought with me on this question, and if the Federal Reserve 
Board should undertake to do a thing like this again, arraign 
them before this body and before the bar of public opinion 
and make them slow to pull off a deal like that. 

We are the representatives of the people. We ought to stand 
for justice in these matters. Why not use our power? I ought 
not to be criticized for demanding a square deal for all inter- 
ests. I ought to be commended for it. This is our country, this 
is our Senate, and if a Senator from a sovereign State can 
point out that the board is doing wrong the country ought to 
know it, and if they say they are not wrong let them answer 
it on this floor and in the press and tell the truth, not juggle 
figures and evade the Issue; let us all give the whole truth to the 
bankers and the people of the country. 

Mr. President, there is hope of a better day in the banking 
business of the country. The power that we have, if properly 
used, will help to bring such a day, and I pledge my humble 
services to the bringing about of such a blessed day. The hon- 
est, average business man, farmer, and banker would all re- 
joice to see such a day. God speed it, 


MEMORIAL IN FRANCE TO SEVENTY-NINTH DIVISION. 


Mr. OWEN obtained the floor. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr, President, will the Senator 
from Oklahoma yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppe in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania? 

Mr. OWEN. I yield. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I ask unanimous consent, out 
of order, to report a bill from the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, for the consideration of which I desire to ask unanimous 
consent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. From the Committee on Mill- 
tary Affairs I report favorably with amendments the bill (S. 
4398) in recognition of the valor of the officers and men of the 
Seventy-ninth Division who were killed in action or died of 
wounds received in action. I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Pennsylvania has showed 
me the bill which he has just reported. It is a very meritorious 
bill and should have early action. I am willing that it be now 
considered, provided that there shall be no debate upon it. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I do not expect there will be 
any debate on the bill. There are certain amendments to the 
bill which have been recommended by the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The first amendment reported by the Committee on Military 
Affairs was, on page 2, line 23, to strike out the words “ World 
War Memorial Commission ” and to insert the words“ Commis- 
sion of Fine Arts,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That to commemorate the heroic achievement of 
the Seventy-ninth Division in the taking of Montfaucon and to per- 
ober ys the memories of the officers and men of the division who were 

Illed in action or died of wounds received in action, the Seventy-ninth 
Division Association is hereby authorized to cause to be erected in 
France, on the heights of Montfaucon or on such other suitable site as 
may be selected by them, a monument to the battle dead of the Seventy- 
ninth Division, American Expeditionary Forces in the World War, and 
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to place on the monument, as part of the design and memorial thereon 
an enlarged replica of the Distinguished Service Cross of the United 
States with a suitable inscription reciting that the replica of the 
Distinguished Service Cross of the United States has been authortzed 
by this act of Congress in recognition of the valor and heroic achieve- 
ment of the officers and men of the Seventy-ninth Division who were 
killed in action or died of wounds received in action, and such other 
data as the association may deem proper: Provided, That the site 
chosen and the design of the monument shall be approved by the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, will not the Senator from 
Pennsylvania make a brief explanation of the bill? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I shall be glad to do that, 
without taking much time. 

The Seventy-ninth Division, in the attack in the Argonne on 
September 26 and 27, 1918, captured by frontal assault a forti- 
fied German position which was known as Montfaucon, a 
hill which had been fortified throughout four years and which 
had been considered entirely impregnable to assault. In the 
capture of that hill the division lost very severely in both offi- 
cers and men by shell fire and machine-gun fire. 

The Association of the Seventy-ninth Division is about to 
erect a monument on the hill near the site of the place where 
the Crown Prince of Germany had established a great con- 
crete fortress for his own protection in observation of the 
attack on Verdun. It is proposed by this bill to give the au- 
thority of the United States to the division association to place 
on that monument a replica of the Distinguished Service Cross 
in recognition of the valor and heroism of those men who were 
killed in action or who died as the result of wounds received in 
action. The bill does not propose to confer any honor on any 
living man; it authorizes no living person to carry any decora- 
tion. Neither does the bill carry any appropriation on the part 
of the Government, as the whole cost of land and monument 
will be borne by the survivors of the Seventy-ninth Division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I move to amend the bill fur- 
ther, on page 2, line 8, by inserting after the word “ authorized” 
the words “if consent shall be given by the proper authorities 
of the Republie of France.“ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylyania. Mr. President, the committee 
recommends an amendment to the second paragraph of the 
preamble, which I desire may be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the committee to the preamble will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT Secretary. The committee reports an amend- 
ment to the preamble, in the second clause, before the word 
“ fire,” to strike out the word “shell” and to insert the article 
“the,” so as to make the preamble read: 

Whereas in the battle of Argonne in September, 1918, the German 
fortified position of Montfaucon, dominating the plateau west of the 
Meuse River, which had been considered almost impregnable to assault, 
was taken by the venty-ninth Division of the American Expedi- 
Nampa poro oy a frontal attack against the stubborn resistance by 

e enemy; an 

Wheress in that attack the division distinguished itself by extraor- 
dinary heroism and intrepidity under the fire of the enemy; and 

Whereas it is suitable that the valor and achievement of that division 
be suitably recognized by the Congress, and that an appropriate me- 
morial be made to the heroism of the officers and men BE the division 
who were killed or died of wounds received in action. 

The amendment to the preamble was agreed to. 

The preamble as amended was agreed to, 


CALL OF THE ROLL, 


Mr. OWEN obtained the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. i. 

Tue PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll, 

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Curtis Hitchcock McKellar 
Ball Dial Jones, Wash. McKinley 
Brookhart Ernst Kellogg McLean 
Bursum Fletcher Kendrick McNary 
Calder George Keyes oses 
Cameron Gerry King Nelson 
Capper Glass Ladd New 
Caraway Hale Lenroot Nicholson 
Colt Harris Lodge Norbeck 
Couzens Harrison McCormick Norris 
Culberson Heflin McCumber Oddie 
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Owen Sheppard Sutherland Walsh, Mont. 
Pepper mi Trammell Warren 
Phipps Smoot Underwood 
Reed, Pa. Spencer Wadsworth 
Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce that the Senator from 


Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre] Is detained from the Senate on 
official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-eight Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. 


RATES OF DISCOUNT OF FEDERAL RESERVE BANKS. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Oklahoma 
has the floor. 

Mr. SMITH. I hope the Senator will yield to me for a mo- 
ment. 

Mr. OWEN. I yield to the Senator. — 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I have not entered into the dis- 
cussion as to the rates of interest charged under the amendment 
to the Federal reserve act providing for a progressive and grad- 
uated interest rate after a bank had passed a certain basic line 
established by the Federal Reserve Board. I have an official 
communication here which was transmitted to me on January 
18, 1922, and signed T. P. Kane, Deputy Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency, addressed to me, and reading as follows: 


Deak SENATOR: In compliance with your uest of the 17th instant 
there is inclosed a memorandum giving the ormation desired by you 
regarding the minimum and um rate of discount charged by the 
various deral reserve banks under the progressive or duated 
amendment to the Federal reserve act. This Intonation was furnished 


by the Federal Reserve 
Yours truly, T. P. Kana, Deputy Comptroller. 
The followi table shows the maximum rate of discount charged 
ederal reserve banks under the or L 
portion the 


by the various p! 
ated amendment to the Federal reserve act on a 


member bank's borrowings: 


The records of the Federal Reserve Board show that the Federal 
reserve banks of Atlanta and Kansas City rebated all discount 
charged member banks in excess of 12 per cent. 


I thought, as this discussion had assumed an indefinite form, 
this was a very concrete and boiled-down statement, and 
verified the statement that 87} per cent had been charged upon 
a portion, at least, of the borrowings of a member bank, 

When this measure comes up for discussion, I shall have 
something to say about the necessity for retaining any such 
measure on our statute books, 

THE SEIZURE OF THE RUHR VALLEY BY FRANCE. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, the Versailles treaty, part 7, 

annex 11, paragraph 18, contains the following words: 


The measures which the allied and associated powers shall have 
the right to take in case of voluntary default by Germany, and which 
Germany be es not to regard as acts of war, may include economic 
and financial prohibitions and reprisals and in eral such other 
measures as the respective Governments may dete e to be necessary 
in the circumstances, 


It will be remembered that Rumania invaded Hungary to 
collect reparations immediately after the armistice and that 
the Allies, led by France, rebuked Rumania for a violation of 
the treaty of Versailles, and at a time when M. Loucheur, of 
France, was then chairman of the Reparation Commission 
and Mr. Clemenceau was president of the Peace Conference, and 
that Clemenceau signed the note to Rumania on August 23, 
1919, as follows: 6 


The Peace Conference is in receipt of information, the aceuraey of 
which, unfortunately, it seems impossible te question, that Rumanian 
forces in Hungary are continuing the systematic seizure and removal 
of Hungarian property. 

In view of the reeent correspondence between the Peace Conference 
and the Rumanian Government it is difficult for the allied and asso- 
ciated powers to open such action of the Rumanian Government, 
except on the hype esis that the Rumanian Government ignores the 
accepted principles of reparation, 

The Rumanian Government, as a participant in the labors of the 
Peace Conference and as a signatory of the treaty of peace with Ger- 
many, should not, however, be unaware of the care which has been 
exercised Se the 5 associated powers to provide for an orderly 
scheme o ration. 

If indemnification for damage suffered had been left dependent upon 
such factors as erceran tical proximity to enemy assets or upon the 
result of competition between allied States in possessing themselves of 
such assets, it would have been inevitable that flagrant injustices and 
serious discord would result. Accordingly, the treaty with Germany, 
to which Rumania is a porn, eonsecrates eertain fundamental prin- 
ciples of reparation, notably: * > » 


(3) A central Reparation Commission is established as an exclustre 
agency of the allied and associated powers for the collection and dis- 
tribution of enemy assets by way of reparation. * * + 

The acts referred to likewise depart from the serene principle that 
the Reparation Commission should act as the exclusive agency of all 
of the allied and associated powers in the collection of enemy assets 
by way of reparation. 

The further possible consequence of the course of action which 


Rumania appears to have 8 are so serious and fraught with such 
danger to orderly restoration of Europe that the ed and asso- 
ciated would, if necessity arose, feel constrained to adopt a 


most . course of action to avoid these consequences, 


For it is obvious that if the collection of reparation were to be 


allowed to degenerate into Individual and competitive action by the 

oe sty and 2 powers, injustice will be done and cupid- 
aro an 

the enemy will either evade or be incapacitated from making the 


powers can not, however, believe that 
the Government of Rumania would create and force the allied and 
associated powers to deal with such a 

The Peace Conference accordingly awai 
Rumania an immediate and un ocal declaration: 

(1) That the Government of Rumania recognizes the principle 
that the assets of enemy States are a common security for all of 
the allied and associated powers: 

(2) That it recognizes fie Reparation Commission as the exclusive 
agency for the collection of enemy assets by way of reparation. 

Rumania withdrew from Hungary. Therefore the treaty of 
Versailles was interpreted by France itself, through its most 
distinguished representatives, to forbid one of the Allies to 
take the initiative and attempt to collect reparations on its 
own initiative and with its own force. 

The interpretation by France of the treaty of Versailles 
in regard to Rumania was a proper and righteous interpreta- 
tion, buf now the French statesmen are contending that para- 
graph 18, above quoted, of Part VII, of the treaty of Versailles, 
justifies her invasion of Germany and gives France the right to 
independent action, although, I understand, that England's 
chief law officers claim that this is not a righteous interpre- 
tation and does not give France a right to invade Germany 
for the collection of reparations. 

Mr. President, the American papers are full of the seizure 

of the Ruhr Valley, its coal mines, its industries, by France, 
and the leaders of mankind are full of perplexity at the grave 
consequences which may ensue by the military invasion of Ger- 
man territory by France. 
When the German people were being led by the military 
dynasty of the Hohenzollern leadership against France the 
great body of American opinion was keenly sympathetic with 
France. Then France was being invaded without moral right 
by military force and brute power. Then there was a con- 
test between monarchy and democracy, between military au- 
tocracy and representative government. 

Now France is invading Germany with military force, with 
her former Allies standing aghast at the procedure. Now it is 
no longer a contest between German monarchy and French 
democracy. It becomes a contest between French leadership 
and German leadership, severally representing the French and 
German people, who are assumed to have a truly tative 
government, and a question arises as to the legal rights of the 
French leaders to invade Germany and of their moral right 
to do so. It is obvious that the Allies of France and Belgium 
do not approve this step; that the world does not approve it. 
The question of legal right under the treaty of Versailles 
is challenged by men of the highest ability. That may be left 
as a controverted question. I merely wish to make an observa- 
tion on the moral right of France to do this and the political 
wisdom of this procedure. 

The French leaders undoubtedly believe that the German 
leaders are trying to evade the payment of the reparations 
provided by the treaty of Versailles and have determined that 
they will not permit it. It seems highly probable the people of 
Germany, especially those of great wealth, are at heart opposed 
to paying the reparations to the extent fixed by the Versailles 
treaty. The French leaders seem determined to use whatever 
military force is necessary to compel the German people to 
pay the amount fixed by France in the treaty of Versailles, 
The treaty of Versailles was written by the victors and 
was a dictated treaty and was not written in the light of the 
14 points laid down by the President of the United States and 
accepted by the Allies and by the German leaders as a basis 
upon which the German authorities agreed to the armistice in 
behalf of the German people. The 14 points and the speeches 
of President Woodrow Wilson upon which the Germans agreed 
to the armistice required the treaty to be based upon strict 
justice and upon high moral grounds. Therefore, the world 
has a right to inquire into this matter upon that basis. 

The treaty of Versailles is not conclusive under the cir- 
cumstances. The German people who are to pay the penalties 
have a moral right to expect that the reparations honorably 


from the Government of 
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and justly due to France and Belgium should be fixed at a 
figure which would be just and fair, and that these figures 
should be determined by disinterested powers and not dictated 
by the sword. The brutal conduct of Bismarck in dealing with 
the French in 1871 was a bad example and does not constitute 
a moral precedent upon which to determine this matter. 

When we come to consider the matter of reparations, I be- 
lieve all the world will agree that as between the people in- 
volved the actual cost of repairing the devastated region of 
France and Belgium ought to be borne by the German people, 
The actual cost the Germans can assuredly meet, but the actual 
cost should be ascertained in a judicial manner, where so ear- 
nestly controverted, not by a victor’s dictum. 

It is impossible for any reparation to be made for the death 
of the millions of men involved in the struggle. 

When we come to consider this matter from a moral and 
ethical standpoint it may be now seen, after five years from 
the termination of the conflict, that this devastation of life can 
not justly or fairly be visited upon the unhappy peoples who 
were afflicted by it. 

The amount of the physical reparations and the payment of 
these reparations by the German people should be considered in 
the light of the extent to which the German people were them- 
selves the victims of a structure of government which had 
been built up through generations of men. The Hohenzollerns 
‘claimed to rule by Divine right, and they had control of the 
military and naval power; they had control of the legislative 
powers of the people of Germany. It was not a government 
based upon the consent of the people. It was a government 
ruling the people without their consent. It was a government 
controlling the purse of the German people. It was a govern- 
ment controlling the press absolutely, controlling the pulpit, the 
schools, the forum, every avenue of intelligence and communi- 
cation, and, in very large measure, the expression of public 
opinion. 

P When the Kaiser and his military and naval leaders deter- 
mined upon war there was no organized public opinion in Ger- 
many which had the least power to oppose it. No young Ger- 
man summoned to the colors by the order of mobilization had 
any option. Every German youth was absolutely compelled to 
answer the order under penalty of a drumhead court-martial 
and a firing squad consigning him immediately to an ignomini- 
ous grave as a traitor to his country, as a traitor to his brothers 
and kinsmen, as a coward or a rebel, if he failed to come. He 
had only the option of coming, weeping or singing, He came 
singing. 

Public opinion in Germany was completely enslaved by the 
Hohenzollern machine. The people did not know the facts. They 
had presented to them as facts flagrant falsehood. They had 
overwhelming argument submitted by their leaders which they 
had no means of answering. 

Half of the German people were women, who had no voice 
whatever in public affairs, or pretended yoice. A large part of 
the German population were minors, with no voice or pretense 
of voice. Millions of them were in complete infancy, and be- 
fore the reparations shall have been paid a majority of the 
German people who pay the reparations will have been brought 
into being in this world subsequent to and without any responsi- 
bility whatever for the World War and the devastations which 
were inflicted upon the unhappy people of France and Belgium 
and upon their Allies. 

Morally it can not be assumed that the unborn babe is re- 
sponsible for the World War, Y 

Morally it can not be assumed that the women of Germany 
and the minors of Germany were responsible for the World 
War. 

The moral responsibility rested upon William II, now living 
in luxury in Holland, upon Ludendorf, Hindenburg, and the 
military and naval leaders of Germany. 

And the leaders of the world have measurably condoned the 
moral responsibility of this culpable leadership of Germany 
and have imposed no penalties upon them for their crimes in 
leading the German people into this devastating war. Instead 
they have contented themselves with imposing economie penal- 
ties upon the German people, who were already afflicted to 
death by monarchy, and who are being afflicted by the results 
of this war almost as much as the people of the Allies. In 
the great thing, the destruction of life, the maiming of men, 
the German people have suffered just about the same as the 
French and Belgians and English and Italians and Americans. 
The leaders of the Allies have condoned the conduct of the 
leadership of Germany and they are contenting themselves 
with economic reparations imposed on the common people of 
Germany, upon whom always falls most heavily the folly of 
human leadership. 


‘gians? 


Mr. President, the people of America have had a great sym- 


. pathy with France and Belgium in the gigantic wrongs done 


them, but the people of America desire absolute justice from a 
moral and ethical standpoint to be done. They desire the peace 
of the world. They desire that the productive powers of man- 
kind shall be brought to a speedy maximum in order to make 
possible the economic reparation for the damages of war. 

The invasion of Germany by the French military forces will 
not meet the moral approval of America, first, because they see 
in this invasion the sowing of dragons’ teeth, the building up 
of a more intense hatred between the German and French 
people, and the building up of greater hostilities between those 
who will sympathize with Germany on the one hand and the 
French and the Belgians on the other, dividing the world again 
into two vast contending camps, where the ultimate attitude 
may be another appeal to organized military force. 

Second, because the French leadership seems to be indis- 
posed to allow controverted questions as to the amount of the 
reparations and the means of collecting reparations to be set- 
tled by economie methods, They have dictated the amount, the 
terms, and are collecting or trying to collect by military force, 
and they will probably break down the productive power of the 
German people, 

If France and Belgium should show a disposition to permit the 
intermediation of friendly nations on these questions and to 
invite such mediation before it is too late, there would be an 
outburst of approval in America of such an attitude. 

It will be very deplorable if French leadership should per- 
sist in a policy which will alienate the confidence and respect 
of the world. The rattling of sabers does not appeal to Ameri- 
can opinion, and the best friends of the French people in 
America are deploring a policy which they fear will ultimately 
do France irreparable injury. 

I believe we should, before it is too late, join the other great 
nations in some plan for guaranteeing France from invasion, 
under the principles of the League of Nations, but only on the 
condition that France itself does not invade other countries, I 
think the German people should have the same guaranty from 
the world of freedom from invasion and that the world should 
use economic pressure on the German people to enforce repara- 
tions to the extent a world tribunal shall ascertain such repara- 
tions are due and payable. 

Mr, REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, for many days 
in this Chamber we have heard expressions of sympathy with 
one side or the other in the present European crisis. We have 
heard more expressions of sympathy with the Germans than 
with the French. I think these questions ought to be looked at 
from the standpoint of the American; not the pro-French, not 
the pro-German, but the pro-American, and I believe there is a 
distinct pro-American policy which should be followed, not only 
in the debates here, but in the actions of our administration. 

There is a tendency these days, Mr. President, among a 
certain group of people, to take pains to show pity for the 
criminal who has met with justice. We find people in America 
who are inclined to send flowers to murderers, and to forget 
the crimes which brought the murderers to their present pass, 
They complain of the rudeness of the warden to the imprisoned 
convict, and they never think of the victim of that convict’s 
original crime. That is what we are in danger of doing now in 
our discussion of this crisis on the Ruhr. We are forgetting 
what it was that brought Germany to her present difficulties. 
We are forgetting why the French have found it necessary to 
invade that district. We are forgetting what those Germans 
did to bring themselves into the predicament in which they find 
themselves to-day. 

Mr. President, why the sudden outbreak of sympathy for 
one of those two nations? Why was it that in 1914 we did not 
break out with a similar outburst of sympathy with the Bel- 
Heaven knows their country was inyaded with fire 
and with sword, and not merely the threat of it. Their country 
was invaded in direct violation of a treaty to which this country 
was a party. and yet we did not raise our voices in this fashion 
to sympathize with the Belgians who were invaded. 

Northern France was devastated, its churches, its homes, 
its fields, and its orchards laid waste, but somehow our sympa- 
thy did not break into voice the way it has been doing here in 
recent days. 

All the laws of nations were defied when the Germans let 
loose their poison gas at Ypres, and we sat quiet. We did not 
protest then, as we are doing now, at a peaceable occupation 
that is not attended by murder and disregard of international 
law. 

The women and children at Lille were deported by the in- 
vader, and sent off in practical slavery to work in German 
factories; but somehow the Senate of the United States re- 
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membered then that it was American, and it managed then to 
control its expressions of sympathy. 

When, in the spring of 1915, our German friends, with whom 
We were at peace, saw fit to torpedo the Lusitenia, and hun- 
dreds of Americans had their shrieks of agony stifled with the 
gurgle of death as they sank into the Atlantic Ocean, somehow 


we managed to stay neutral. Then why in God's name can we 
not stay neutral to-day, when retribution is coming to those 
murderers of Belgians, and French, and Americans? 

What is it that drags us to the front now to protest because 
Germany has to pay what she has promised to pay? Why 
should we suddenly grow maudlin in sympathy because the mur- 
derer is having to expiate his crime? Why should America 
throw herself into this present controversy in the Ruhr and take 
steps to show her pity for these people who are asked to pay 
only what they have premised to pay, who have been excused 
from the payment of penalties, who have been excused by us 
from the payment of our war costs, who have been excused for 
all the burdens of taxation they have thrown on the civilized 
nations of the world? 

There is talk about the unborn children of Germany having 
to pay these reparations. Mr. President, there is not a man 
or a woman or a child who hears my voice at this minute who 
will not be dead long before the American people have ceased 
to pay excessive taxes as the result of German violation of in- 
ternational law. We will all be dead before American tax- 
payers have ceased to pay tribute to Germany’s desire to con- 
trol the world. Do not we forget that when we begin to wallow 
in sympathy with German taxpayers? 

Mr. President, what Germany is asked to pay now is the mere 
cost of restoration of the damage she did in Belgium and 
France and the mere cost of the police force which has had to 
stand guard along the Rhine, 

I am not speaking alone my own sentiments, my own private 
views. I think I am speaking as the Americans who fought in 
France would speak if they were here in the Chamber; I think I 
am as our men who died in France would speak if they 
could utter their thought to-day. I tell you, Mr. President, we 
are forgetting our own dead when we begin to waste sympathy 
because France has levied execution for this reparations debt. 

Mr. President, there was a default—clearly there was a de- 
fault—in the reparations payable by Germany; clearly there 
is no inclination on the part of the Germans to pay those 
reparations. The bully who swaggered in 1914, 1915, 1916, and 
1917 now whines because he is beaten. Every bully whines 
when he is beaten. Are we going to allow ourselves to be de- 
ceived by that? 

What talk did we hear of unborn generations of French 
when in 1916 and 1917 the Germans thought they were going 
to win, and their experts were busy calculating what was the 
utmost franc they could make France pay, and what was the 
utmost pound that they could make Great Britain pay, and 
what was the last dollar that they could squeeze out of this 
great Nation of ours, which they so mightily envied? Did any 
of the Germans stop to think about the unborn generations of 
American children whom they then proposed to tax? If they 
did their voices did not reach our ears. There was no sym- 
pathy shown then in what they were doing and what they pro- 
posed to do to us. 

Mr. President, of all the lost arts of which we are deprived 
to-day, including the art of tempering copper and the various 
arts of glass working that have disappeared from civilization, 
there is no art that is so much missed as the art of minding 
one’s own business. 

It has fallen into disuse. We have forgotten how to mind 
our own business. But in that, if we can revive that art, lies 
the true American policy. This affair is not our concern. We 
said we did not want reparations; therefore we are not a credi- 
tor. We need not show a pro-French sympathy if for any rea- 
son we prefer not to, but for God's sake, Mr. President, let us 
not sympathize with the murderer, Let us stand off and let 
France collect her debt if she can. 

We are told they are starving Germans in the Ruhr district, 
but by whom are we told it? ByaGermancommunigue. If Ger- 
man official announcements of current events are truthful to- 
day, it is the first time since 1914 that they have been truth- 
ful, and we need not get excited about the French starving the 
Germans until we have some better evidence of it than a state- 
ment from Berlin. Our policy should be—and again I say it— 
our policy should be to mind our own business, particularly 
now, when our ally and our comrade on the battle field is try- 
ing to get no more than has been promised to her. 

Mr. ODDIE. Mr. President, I would like to remind the Sen- 
ate of what took place in San Franciseo after the great fire in 
1906, and to couple with it the fact that the men in Germany 


who directed the great insurance companies which welched in 
paying the just claims they owed to the people of San Fran- 
cisco, when the insurance companies of our country, England, 
and France paid them what they owed, are among the men to- 
day in Germany who are trying to discount the amount of repa- 
rations which are due France. 

Mr. President, how soon we forget! Let us look back to 
those days of 1906 in San Francisce and remember that there 
were thousands of people who suffered because of that German 
repudiation of just debts, and suffered severely to the extent of 
many millions of dollars. One result of the loss of this money 
was much suffering to countless women and children in Cali- 
fornia. That repudiation was an unfriendly and dishonest eco- 
nomic invasion of the United States by Germany which should 
not be forgotten by the people of our country. I feel that to- 
day we should not turn a deaf ear to those who are trying to 
collect their just debts from Germany. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, last evening, in the city of 
New York, a very distinguished citizen of the United States 
made a speech. He was speaking at Sherry’s on the foreign 
situation. He was a very prominent candidate for the Presi- 
dency at the last Republican national convention. He received 
a great number of votes in that convention. He stands high in 
the country. He has recently toured Europe, and his views 
should be read by people generally. I desire to have read at. 
this time, because it is not long, excerpts from the speech that 
was made by Governor Lowden, of Illinois, on last evening: 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McCumner in the chair). 
Without objection, the Secretary will read as requested. 

The Assistant Secretary read as follows: 

[From the New York Times, Saturday, Jan. 27, 1923.] 


Criticism of the foreign policy of the national administration with 
c condemnation of the withdrawal of American troops from the 

hine was La last night by Frank O. Lowden, former Governor 
of Illinois and a leading candidate for the Republican nomination for 
President in 1920, in a speech at the dinner of the Council on For- 
Relations at Sherry's, East Forty-ninth Street and Park Avenue. 
Governor Lowden condemned the icy of isolation, declared the 
United States had not had isolation 


uring the last generation, and 
asserted that fa: s 


the price this country would have to t it back 
Ahe of 30 


to 
would be the sa per cent of its wheat Kelas, per cent 
of its corn fiel 80 per cent of its cotton fields, the clo of part 
of its mines, and a revolution of commerce and ustry. 


He declared he did not see why it should be the American policy to 
hold aloof from European affairs and asserted that the United States 
had not done its full duty since the armistice. 

“The statesmen of e world are pursuing shadows,” he said. 
“Since the armistice was signed they have indulged in all kinds of 
illusions.” 


REPARATIONS TOO MUCH FOR GERMANY. 
been bal- 


more quickly 

said, had implicit confid 
and its peaple and deep 
how long 


nic. 


“The Belgian commissioner a to e said. He said 
that anything might happen if the American t were recalled. 
urged that 1,500 men be left, or, if that were impossible, 50 men— 


enough for a guard for our flag. That flag withdrawn, the Belgian 
commissioner said, the people will believe that America has lost faith. 
in us and given us up.’ 
“NO RIGHT TO HAUL DOWN. PLAG,” 

He added that Berlin was equilly insistent, and said: 

“We didn't have any right to haul down the flag there.” 

Referring to the isolation of America, Governor Lowden sald that 
the word t be sweet to many Americans but the fact was that 
America had not had isolation for a generation. As soon as we 
recognize that fact,” he continued, “ we will effect an effective foreign 


Hey. 

e we are involved in the world's affairs, are we going to do 
somethi to avoid a war, or are we going to wait until we are 
engaged another great war? 

we are willing to pay the price, maybe we can get back our 
isolation. But let me tell you the price. It would be the reversion 
of 80 per cent of our wheat fields and 20 per cent of our corn fields 
back to the native prairie land; 50 per cent of the cotton fields of 
the South would go back to the original forest; we would close up 
a lot of copper mines; and we would have to completely revolutionize 
our industry and commerce if we would regain that isolation which 
we long ago lost. Are we willing to pay the price?” 

Governor Lowden said he -sympathized with France in her attem 
to foree the 8 of the German reparations by the invasion of the 
Ruhr but did not believe it would do any good. He recalled that 
at the Versailles ference France demanded the land to the 
n it depended her safety from future 
“The United States denied 
this and “It 
offered instead the 
said, ‘all right.’ 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SEN ATE. 


; SEES NOTHING FOR FRANCE. 

“While I can understand it, I can not see what France is going 
to get out of the invasion of the Ruhr. I think it is a mistake 
because it isn't ponhe to 5 by military force 80 else’s 
country, It isn’t good business, ou can make more out of voluntary 
than out of enforced labor. The Great War-has proven also that war 
is unprofitable even for the 3 nations.“ 

Governor Lowden said he ught if the statesmen of the world, 
E the American statesmen, had interested themselves more 
n the question of reparations, much difficulty would have been 

He asserted that the United States was interested in the 
question. Weren't we interested in whether the German Republic 
should endure or the military y come back?” he said. 

“T don't think that we really have done quite our full part since 
the armistice was signed to heal up the wounds of the greatest of 


avoided, 


all wars. I don’t know why we should say that it is the American 
policy to hold 3 aloof.” 

He then cited specific instances during the last 20 years where 
the United States d participated in world affairs. e cited the 


4 of the open door in China, the Algeciras conference, where war 
tween Germany and France was averted in great rt throngh the 
{suggestions of an American President, and in which the United States 
‘had representatives. 

“Tf that principle of the open door, equal opportunity to all na- 
tions, eyen those in out-of-the-way and backward places, should be 
adopted, it would do more for peace than almost anything else. The 
ehancellories of the world are more concerned in E ng oil con- 
cessions than in the peace of the world. Some new formula must be 
worked out of the possession of the raw materials of the world.” 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, without taking the time of the 
Senate to read, I will ask to have inserted in the Recorp in 
8-point type articles 232, 233, and 234 of Part VIII of the Ver- 
sailles treaty, which sets forth the plan by which the repara- 
tion was to be made. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Recoxp in 8-point type, as follows: 

ARTICLE 232. 

The allied and associated Governments recognize that the re- 
sources of Germany are not adequate, after taking into account 
permanent diminutions of such resources which will result from 
other provisions of the present treaty, to make complete repa- 
ration for all such loss and damage. 

The allied and associated Governments, however, require, and 
Germany undertakes, that she will make compensation for all 
damage done to the civilian population of the allied and associ- 
ated powers and to their property during the period of the 
belligerency of each as an allied or associated power against 
Germany by such aggression by land, by sea, and from the air, 
and in general all damage as defined in Annex I hereto. 

In accordance with Germany's pledges, already given, as to 
complete restoration for Belgium, Germany undertakes, in addi- 
tion tọ the compensation for damage elsewhere in this part pro- 
vided for, as a consequence of the violation of the treaty of 1839, 
to make reimbursement of all sums which Belgium has borrowed 
from the allied and associated Governments up to November 11, 
1918, together with interest at the rate of 5 per cent per an- 
num on such sums. This amount shall be determined by the 
Reparation Commission, and the German Government under- 
takes thereupon forthwith to make a special issue of bearer 
bonds to an equivalent amount payable in marks gold, on May 
1, 1926, or, at the option of the German Government, on the 
Ist of May in any year up to 1926. Subject to the foregoing, 
the form of such bonds shall be determined by the Reparation 
Commission. Such bonds shall be handed over to the Repara- 
tion Commission, which has authority to take and acknowledge 
receipt thereof on behalf of Belgium. 

ARTICLE 233. 

The amount of the above damage for whieh compensation is 
to be made by Germany shall be determined by. an interallied 
commission, to be called the Reparation Commission, and con- 
stituted in the form and with the powers set forth hereunder 
and in Annexes II to VII, inclusive, hereto. 

This commission shall consider the claims and give to the 
German Government a just opportunity to be heard, 

The findings of the commission as to the amount of damage 
defined as above shall be concluded and notified to the German 
Government on or before May 1, 1921, as representing the extent 
of that Government's obligations. x 

The commission shall concurrently draw up a schedule of 
payments prescribing the time and manner for securing and 
discharging the entire obligation within a period of 30 years 
from May 1, 1921. If, however, within the period mentioned 
Germany fails to discharge her obligations any balance remain- 
ing unpaid may, within the discretion of the commission, be 
postponed for settlement in subsequent years or may be han- 
dled otherwise in such manner as the allied arid associated 
Governments, acting in accordance with the procedure laid down 
in this part of the present treaty, shall determine, 

ARTICLE 234. 

The Reparation Commission shall, after May 1, 1921, from time 
to time consider the resources and capacity of Germany, and 
‘after giving her representatives a just opportunity to be heard 


shall have discretion to extend the date and to modify the 
form of payments, such as are to be provided for in accordance 
with article 233, but not to cancel any part, except with the 
specific authority of the several Governments represented upon 
the commission. J 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, I wish to take only a moment or 
two to reply to the suggestions which have been made by the 


Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rerp]. That Senator em- 
phasizes the criminal conduct of Germany. I differentiate 
between the criminal conduct of the military leaders of the 
Hohenzollern dynasty and the mass of the German people who 
were the subjects and victims of that organized military and 
political power. I made that distinction very clearly in what 
I had to say, but I do not know whether or not the Senator from 
Pennsylvania was then present. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania also emphasizes the great 
importance of minding our own business. We did not think 
when the great World War broke out in 1914 that we were con- 
cerned in the wrongs then done to Belgium. We made a great 
mistake. We ought to have protested, instantly Belgium was 
invaded, the violation of her sovereignty and of her territorial 
integrity. 

When one nation is allowed to be broken down by such 
conduct all the nations in the world are jeopardized and a 
policy is pursued which is destined to break down the peace of 
the world in which we are greatly concerned. It is em- 
phatically “our business.” I do not believe in the doctrine of 
Cain, who, in response to the inquiry, “ Where is thy brother?” 
asked, “Am I my brother’s keeper?” Cain assumed no re- 
sponsibility for his brother Abel's safety. He asserted before 
God it was “none of his business.” I want to tell the Senator 
from Pennsylvania and tell the Senate that it is our business“ 
to speak the voice of morality and of justice among men and 
to say to France in a voice that shall be heard, “ Keep out of 
Germany,” and to say to Germany, “Keep out of France.” 
That is the only way we are going to have peace on earth. 
We can not consent that nations without objection—and with a 
silence “that gives consent” on our part—may invade other 
nations and then expect that it will not react upon us and 
upon ali the world. - 

I do not feel so much concern about the commercial aspect 
to which Governor Lowden referred. If Europe is kept in an 
eternal broil, if the productive powers of Europe are broken 
down, it is true that Europe can not create commodity values, 
send them to our country, and establish the credit with which 
to buy cotton and corn and wheat and copper, and that is an 
important matter. It is a more important matter that there 
should be peace on earth. I am concerned in that; the United 
States is concerned in it; the whole world is concerned in it. 

A plan has been arranged by which 51 nations have already 
pledged themselves to protect France from invasion. It is 
difficult for me to believe that French leadership is afraid of 
the invasion of France by Germany, whose powers to make and 
hold arms have been taken away, when 51 nations stand behind 
France to protect France against invasion, when Great Britain 
was willing to make a special guaranty to France, and when 
our great Nation has, by its declaration of principle, expressed 
its sympathy against the invasion of France, and when Ger- 
many proposes a solemn pledge to the world not to invade 
France. 

The principle of territorial integrity and political independ- 
ence is vital, It must be maintained if world peace is to be 
maintained. The French leaders, having such guaranty against 
invasion, are now breaking down the principle agreed to in the 
League of Nations, Article X, by which French safety from 
future invasion was safeguarded and will justify the world in 
abandoning the guaranty as far as France is concerned. 

We went into the last war not for sordid purposes, but to 
establish liberty throughout the world. That is what our sons 
fought for and that is what they died for—not the liberty of 
France alone but the liberty of mankind. The liberty of the 
French people, yes; but the liberty also of the German people. 
I am just as much in favor of giving liberty to the German 
people as I am to the French people. We can not give liberty 
to one and take it away from another and establish the divine 
doctrine of peace and good will on earth. The thing that men 
are willing to live for and to fight and die for is “liberty.” It 
ought not to be put upon a sordid plane. 

Nothing which I said showed any lack of sympathy for the 
French people. I have the greatest sympathy for the French 
people. I wish I could believe that the French people had a 


greater measure of democratic self-government. In my judg- 


ment they are being largely governed now by an organized 
commercial, military, and political force which is leading them 
and the world into injury and harm, 
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From their recent gestures I can not help thinking that the 
military leadership of France is dictating the economic policy of 
France. However, whether that be true or not, it is my judg- 
ment that it is an injury to the people of the United States 
that this controversy between the French leadership and the 
German leadership should remain unsettled and that war should 
grow out of it. 

It is not a question of sympathizing with the unborn babe 
of France or the unborn babe of Germany or the unborn babe 
of the United States; but it is a question of establishing by 
orderly processes a means by which men shall live at peace, 
and the first fundamental of that principle requires the recog- 
nition of the doctrine of the territorial integrity and political 
independence of each self-governing nation. When we depart 
from that principle we set the world on fire. 

I feel entirely justified in what I said with regard to the 
invasion of the Ruhr. I hope, indeed, that time may prove 
that our grave apprehensions are not well founded, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 13481) making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, 
and for other purposes, had receded from its disagreement to 
the amendments of the Senate numbered 11, 31, 33, and 35 to 
the said bill and concurred therein severally with amendments, 
in which it requested the concurrence of the Senate; and that 
the House insisted upon its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 34. 

The message also announced that the House had disagreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13660) making 
appropriations for the government of the District of Columbia 
and other activities chargeable in whole or in part against the 
revenues of such District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes; requested a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two House thereon, and 
that Mr. Cramron, Mr. Evans, and Mr. Jonnson of Kentucky 
were appointed managers on the part of the House at the con- 
ference. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McCumper in the chair) 
laid before the Senate the action of the House of Representa- 
tives disagreeing to the amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 13660) making appropriations for the government of the 
District of Columbia and other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of such District for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, and requesting a 
conference with the Senate on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses thereon. 

Mr. PHIPPS. I move that the Senate insist on its amend- 
ments, grant the request of the House for a conference, and 
that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Presiding Officer appointed 
Mr. Purs, Mr. Ball., Mr. Jones of Washington, Mr. Grass, 
and Mr. SHEPPARD conferees on the part of the Senate. 


STREET CAR FARES IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I am not going to address 
myself to the pending bill, and if there is any other Senator 
on the floor who would like to speak upon the bill I will yield. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I really wanted to speak 
this afternoon on the pending bill, but on account of the late- 
ness of the hour I prefer not to do so at this time. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I want to call the atten- 
tion of the Senate to an article published in this morning's 
Washington Post, which I will read: 

Woutp WELCOME Court Fare TEST—UTILITIES COMMISSION DE- 
CLARES THAT CHALLENGE OF ITS POWERS WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE. 
CRITICS ILL ADVISED, IT SAYS— KELLER CONTENDS ACT CREATING 
COMMISSION SUPERSEDED OLD CONGRESSIONAL CHARTERS TO COM- 
PANIES. 

Challenge in the courts of the power of the District Public Utilities 
Commission to fix street-car fares at the point which yields a fair 

return on the value of the property, even though such fare is above 

the 5-cent fare specified in the old congressional charters of the street- 
car companies, will be welcomed by the commission, Engineer Commis- 
sioner Keller, chairman of the commission, said yesterday. 

Criticism of the commission for its action in permitting the street- 
car companies to charge the present fare of 8 cents or six tokens for 
40 cents, voiced recently in the Senate by Senator MCKELLAR and 
others, commission officials declare is not based on a full knowledge 
of the facts or a fair estimation of the duties of the commission. 

: KELLER REELECTED CHAIRMAN. 

Commissioner Keller yesterday was reelected chairman of the utili- 
ties commission by. the commissioners at a board meeting. Com- 
missioner Rudolph praised the work of Commissioner Keller as chair- 


man of the commission since his 
sioner of the District. Commissione: dolph took occasion to rebuke 
critics of the commission. Most of the ticism came from lack of 
public information as to the commission’s functions, its limitations, 
and its actions, he said. f 

The utilities commission has been advised by its legal adviser, 
Commissioner Keller said, that the act creating it superseded the old 
congressional charters of local street-car companies and that the 
commission is directed to fix rates to be charged by the utilities 
companies. Present rates are d ned to yield only a fair rate of 
return on the value of the street-car properties, he said. 

NO PROSPECT OF FARE CUT. 


In the face of decreased revenue accruing to the companies because 
of a drop in the number of passengers carried, there is at the present 
time no 1 ose of a decrease in car fares unless there is a material 
decrease in operating expenses, Commissioner Keller said. 

Any action which will result in decreased fares will be welcomed, 
he said, but under existing conditions it would be foolish for the 
commission to fix a rate of fare too low, the result of which would 
be contest in the courts by the com anies, with the preponderance 
of evidence in favor of a decision against the commission. 

Mr. President, during the day I have had occasion to look 
into the facts and circumstances under which the Public Util- 
ities Commission of this District was created in the year 1912. 

I have a copy of the act before me. I want to call atten- 
tion first to the fact that the very power which Commissioner 
Keller said the commission had was offered to be put into the 
original act, but was not put in that act. I read from the 
Recorp of March 8, 1912, from a speech made by former Senator 
Works, of California : 

Section 91, as it appeared in the bill prepared by the corporation 
council, is omitted from the penare bill. That section provided : 

“Sec. 91. That the commission shall have power, when deemed by 
it necessary to prevent injury to the business or interests of the public 
or the business or interests of any public utility of the District of 
Columbia, in case of any emergency, to be judged of by the commission, 
to temporarily alter, amend, or th the consent of the public utility 
concerned, suspend any existing rates, schedules, and order relating to 
or iia any public utility or part of an poue utility within said 
District. uch rates so made by the commission shall apply to one or 
more of the public utilities in said District, or to any portion thereof, 
as may be directed by the commission, and shall take effect at such time 
and remain in force for such length of time as may be prescribed by the 
commission.” 

That was stricken out and is not a part of the law. 

Again, another section that was left out of the measure then 
before the Senate was section 106, which read as follows: 

That it shall be the duty of the commission in Ra and determining 
rates, in directing extensions and improvements, and in general when 
making requirements under the provisions of this act that involye ex- 
penditures by or lessen the receipts of public utilities, and notwith- 
standing any other of the provisions of this act, having in mind the 

ublic interest, to require the utmost of the public utility that will not 
rench upon its constitutional right to earn a fair net return upon the 
fair value of the property used for the convenience of the public. 

That provision was left out of the present law and is not 
there. I have read the act. There is nothing in the act that 
provides for a reasonable or fair return upon the property of 
the company, as stated by the commissioners. It is possible 
that under the construction which has been offered there are 
some paragraphs of the law under which such a strained con- 
struction might be had. But the specific power to fix rates in 
order to bring a fair and reasonable return on the money in- 
vested is nowhere to be found in the act; at all events I have 
not been able to find it. 

Now, why is it not there? It is because when the act was 
passed a very different condition existed. The law was enacted 
in 1912. Prior to that time there had been a great demand 
in the country, in all the cities of the country, for reduced 
street-car fares. It will be remembered it was about that time 
that Tom Johnson had put a 3-cent fare in operation in Cleve- 
land, Ohio. 

I think similar provision had been made in Detroit, Mich. 
In many cities a 3-cent fare had been put in operation. Wash- 
ington wanted a lower fare. At the time there was a 5-cent 
fare under the charter, or six tickets for a quarter. Washing- 
ton was not pleased with that condition. In addition to that 
there was a demand for free transfers. We had two com- 
panies, possibly several at that time which have since been 
consolidated practically into two companies. There was a 
demand for free transfers between the two companies, Citi- 
zens of the District believed that the Public Utilities Com- 
mission would bring about that condition. In looking over the 
arguments which were then presented, I find that it was said 
in behalf of the bill that if it were enacted into law it would 
result in a universal system of free transfers and would result 
in lower or cheaper fares in the end. That was the argument 
made. But det me show why it has not been done under the 


2 men nema as engineer commis- 
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commission. 

I read from page 3028 of the Recorp of March 8, 1912. I 
am still reading from the speech by former Senator Works, 
of California, who offered a substitute for the then pending 
By the way, the measure was introduced and put through 


bill. 
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by former Senator Gallinger of New Hampshire. He was in 
charge of ‘the bill. I now read: 


Mr, Works. The Senator from New Hampshire has ken now a 
number of times about a conference that was held with respect to 
this bill. I would like to ask who was present and took part in that 
conference at the time he says the commissioners consented to these 
changes being made? 

Mr. \GaLitancer. The -commissioners were present, or the engineer 
commissioner, who represented them, was present. 

u Mr. Works. Was anybody present representing the utility corpora- 
ons? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes. 

Mr. Works. What corporations? 

Mr. GALLINGER. Well, 


om California may ho The railroad corporations 
were consulted. Mr. Hamilton, on the part of the Capital Traction 
Oo., was present; Mr. King was present a few moments on 
of the Washington Railway & Electric Co.; and Mr. Goldsbo' 
present on the part of the Washington Gas Light Co. 
invited there by me; they were consulted; and, to their credit be it 
said, Mr. President, they did not object to.a public utilities bill, saying 
that they wanted it to an adequate bill, one that was workable and 
one that would adcomplish the results that they knew the chairman 
of the committee, at least, had in view. They were consulted. The 
Maryland statute as to ascertaining values seemed to the committee 
to be adequate; but, in addition to that, there is a provision in this 
bill that the commission has any ubt as to the elements of 
value they can go to the court and ascertain the opinion of the 
court on that subject. 


It was after that conference between the committee and the 
presidents of the various public-utility corporations that the 
utility companies withdrew their opposition to the Public Utility 
Commission bill and became its advocates, after it had been 
arranged to suit them, and in that way the bill was enacted into 
law. I call attention especially to this language: 

Mr. President, they did not object to a 8 saying 


were 


they wanted it to be an adequate bill, one that was workable. 


Well, they got one that was adequate for them and that was 
workable. There is no doubt in the world about that. The 
gentlemen knew what they were doing. Others thought, I 
think the great body of Congress then thought, judging from 
what I have read of the debates, that they had a law under 
which the Public Utilities Commission would represent the 
people of the District and would reduce fares and bring about 
a system of free transfers. But when those gentlemen exam- 
ined the measure and offered certain amendments which were 

agreed to by the committee, they made a “ workable bill and 
one ‘that brought about adequate results,“ to use the language 
of ‘Senator Gallinger. The adequate result has been that un- 
der the law, which was introduced and enacted with the distinct 
purpose of lowering car-fare rates in the District, that there 
has been a very opposite effect, and under a usurpation of 
authority, as I believe, the Public Utilities Commission have 
raised the fares to the present exorbitant rate on the theory 
that they are instructed somewhere in the law to fix such 
rates as would bring to the companies a reasonable and fair 
return on the money invested. That provision, as I said, was 
left out of the law. It was specifically and intentionally omit- 
ted from the law and nowhere occurs in it. 

Here are some of the provisions of the act to which I wish 
to call attention. Paragraph 2 of the law provides as follows: 

Par, 2. That every public utility doing business within the District 
of Columbia is required to furnish service and facilities reasonably 
safe and adequate and in all respects just and reasonable. The charge 
made by any such pore utility for any facility or services furnished 
or rendered, or to be furnished or rendered, shall be reasonable, just, 
and nondiscriminatory. Every unjust or unreasonable or discrimina- 
tory charge for such facility or service 'is prohibited and is hereby 
declared unlawful. Every public utility is hereby required to obey 
the lawful orders of the commission created by this section. 

I next quote from paragraph 38, as follows: 

Par. 38. That upon its own initiative or upon reasonable complaint 
made against any public utility that any of the rates, tolls, charges, 
or schedules, or services, or time and conditions of payment, or any 
joint rate or rates, schedules, or services, are in any respect unreason- 
able or unjustly discriminatory, or that any time schedule, regulation, 
or act whatsoever affecting or relating to the conduct of any street 
railway or common cnrrier, or the ‘production, transmission delivery, 
or 3 f heat, light, water, or power, or any service in commet- 
tion therewith, or the conveyance of any telegraph or telephone mes- 
sage, or any service in connection therewith, is in any respect un- 
reasonable, insufficient, or unjustly discriminatory, or that any service 
is inadequate or can not be obtained, the commission may, in its 
discretion, women. with or without notice, to make such investigation 
as it may deem necessary or convenient. But no order affecting said 

rates, to ‘charges, schedules, regulations, or act complained of shall 
be entered by the commission without a formal hearing. 


* * * + * . 


n, or that any time 
schedule, a an act, or service complained of is unjust, unreason- 
able, insuffic . or otherwise in violation of any of the 


That does net apply to the power to increase rates, which is 
now assumed, to give the companies a reasonable return on the 
money invested. If there is any such power there, it is purely 
by implication. My judgment is the commission haye gone 
beyond the powers conferred in the act. 

I come now to the next paragraph which touches on the sub- 
ject: s 

Par. 68. That all rates, tolls, charges, time, and condition of pa 
ment thereof, schedules, and joint rates fixed by the commission shall 
be in foree and shall be prima facie reasonable until finally found other- 
wise in an action brought for that purpose. 

And again: a 

Par. 90, That the commission shall inquire into any neglect or vio- 
the District of Columbia by 
doing business therein, or by the officers, agents, or 
the plant of any public 


utility, and shall have the power, and it sh be its Auty, to enforce 
— 5 rovisions of this section as well as all other laws relating to public 
u es. 


There is no question about the law being in existence as be- 
tween the street-car companies and the Government in reference 
to the fare to be charged. It must be remembered that the 
act of Congress gave these companies the right to operate in the 
city of Washington; that it granted easements in real estate 
granted them valuable rights—tights that they would not think 
for a moment of giving up in return for the 6-cent fare or six 
tickets for a quarter. 

Now, I find probably the provision under which the commis- 
sion is acting. It is paragraph 101 ef the act which provides: 

That, except as modified or changed by this section— 


What the word “section” means I do not know. I hardly 
understand to what it applies; it is ambiguous, in the first place. 
If it means this paragraph, then it is meaningless, but it says 
“ section ” while there are no sections in the act. The paragraph 
reads: 

Par. 101. That, except as modified or changed by*this section and 
until modified or changed under its provisions, all charters, statutes, 
laws, ordinances, and regulations now in force remain and con- 
tinne to be in full force and effect until altered, amended, or repealed 
accord to law: Provided, That all charters, statutes, acts, and parts 
of ‘acts, laws, ordinances, and regulations in ent and repugnant 
to the provisions of this section, and only so far as inconsistent and 
repugnant thereto, are hereby repealed. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. Merely for the purpose of ascertaining 
whether or not the Recoxp may be clarified, I desire to say that 
I noticed all the way through the act, before the Senator from 
Tennessee called attention to the fact, that reference is made 
to “this section.” I wish to ask the Senater, Was not the 
entire so-called utilities act passed as an amendment to an ap- 
propriation bill? l 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is the only way it may be explained. 
It is true it was passed as an amendment to an appropriation 
bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. The whole act is a section, and in order to 
prevent conflict and the duplication of sections, the framers of 
the act referred to the different divisions as “paragraphs.” I 
am not sure that that is right, but think it is; and that the 
Senator from Tennessee will find tuat the entire provision is 
one section divided up into separate paragraphs. 

Mr. McKELLAR, I find upon examination that this entire 
bill was added to one of the appropriation bills in 1912. Points 
of order were at first made against it. I suppose some Senator 
did not know of the arrangement which had been made by those 
who were in charge of the bill, and therefore it was objected 
to. I remember the then Senator from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
Oliver, raised a point of order, and the amendment was about 
to go out upon the point of erder, but upon the situation being 
explained to him, he withdrew the point of order and the amend- 
ment was adopted. I have no doubt that the word “section” 
refers possibly to the whole bill. 

Now, having referred to the former Senator from Pennsyl- 
yania, I wish to qnote from him as showing what was the pur- 
pose of the bill. I quote from page 3026 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of March 8, 1912, as follows: 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. „ I should like to take a few minutes of 

e. 


the time of thè Sena 

In addressing my uiry to the Senator from California, I did not 
intend to allude to either his substitute or the bill proposed by the 
committee as drastic in its nature, but I want to elicit some infor- 
mation as to the real necessity in the District of Columbia for legis- 
lation of this sort. I was a member of the subcommittee which passed 
upon the bill, and I am cordially in favor of it, but I am not strongly 
impressed with the absolute necessity for any legislation of this kind. 


In other words, the Senator from Pennsylvania thought that 
a 5-cent fare, with six tickets for 25 cents, was not unreasonable, 
and that it ought not to be reduced. He looked at it from the 
corporation standpoint. He honestly believed that a corpora- 
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tion ought to be treated with liberality; that the fares then in 
existence were not too high; and, therefore, he was not im- 


pressed with the necessity for the legislation. I continue to 
quote from him, as follows: 


It was with a view of ascertaining the necessity for it or the de- 

mand-for it that I interrogated the Senator from California. 

know, Mr. President, that when the universal-transfer bill, which 
we passed here a short time ago dnd which is now pending in the 
House, becomes a law, any man can ride from any one part of the 
District to another for a nickel. I have in my house here in Wash- 
ington a 8 service consisting of a line of four branches, for 
which I pay less than half the amount that I pay in Pittsburgh for 
a line with only three branches in my residence there. I also know 
of another instance. In the little town in which I live in the summer 
in Canada, where I have still smaller service, I pay 50 per cent more 
for it than I pay for the service here in Washington. 

The former Senator from Pennsylvania was arguing the com- 
puny's side of the case; in other words, that the fares ought 
not to be reduced, as it was believed that the Public Utilities 
Commission would reduce them if the bill were passed and, as 
was claimed to be its purpose, to give to the people of Wash- 
ington the same low rates of fare on street cars which other 
cities enjoyed at that time.. I continue the reading, as follows: 


I do not believe that there is any strong, necessitous demand for leg- 
islation of this kind in the District such as there undoubtedly is in the 
different States. The inhabitants of many of our States have for years 
been oppressed by exorbitant railroad rates and by the discrimination 
in rates from one district or one town as against another. The neces- 
sity for such legislation in the States has existed and is being satisfied 
by legislation passed year after year. There is no such strong neces- 
sity for it in the District. but whatever evils may exist I think will be 
cured by the bill as proposed by the committee. If it is found from 
experience that the provisions need to be strengthened they can be 
added to from time to time. 

There has been no addition to it and it was not necessary for 
Congress to make additions, for the Public Utilities Commis- 
sion, acting always, or substantially always, in the interest of 
the utility companies, have constantly boosted the rate at 
every opportupity afforded; and they have usurped power that 
Congress did not intend they should have in order to effectuate 
that purpose. Now they come back and answer the criticism 
directed against them for having continued to raise rates by 
saying Congress permitted it; Congress passed such a law, 
and action was taken accordingly.” 

Mr. President, while I am on that subject I wish to say that 
the original public utilities bill was submitted by the late Sena- 
tor Gallinger to the late Hon. Franklin K. Lane for his sugges- 
tions. Mr. Lane suggested that the very thing that has hap- 

pened would happen. He said that the measure was so long 
and complicated that no one could tell what it meant and that 
that kind of legislation was always dangerous. 

It was also submitted to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cum- 
mins], who, I think, was on the committee, and in criticism of 
it he said, instead of it being a bill in the interest of lower 
rates, it gave such power to the commission that it would de- 
pend entirely upon the commission, and that he was afraid it 
would have exactly the opposite effect from what was intended 
by the Congress. As a matter of fact, Senator CUMMINS was 
entirely right, for it has had exactly the opposite effect from 
that which was intended. I continue to quote: 

But there is danger in passing legislation of this kind of overdoing 
it, of discouraging men from investing their money in these public- 
utilities concerns. I do not believe that we ought rashly to rush into 
legislation which is calculated to retard progress in such affairs or to 
keep men of oP from putting their money and their time into these 
enterprises and prevent giving to them the benefit of their experience. 

Ah, Mr. President, the then Senator from Pennsylvania evi- 
dently did not know that amendments had been offered having 
the approval of the heads of the utility corporations, and that, 
under them, the corporations could be given the right, or that 
the commission would assume power from the act, by which and 

_through which the people of the District of Columbia would be 
exploited in the way they have been exploited in the interest of 
the public-utility corporations; but they have been so exploited. 

So, Mr. President, I submit that the Public Utilities Commis- 
sion have not, as they now claim, specifie authority to raise rates 
in order to produce a fair return on the money invested. Instead 
of being in the bill such a provision was offered as an amend- 
ment, but was rejected. Of course, the intent of the Congress 
was plain that it was never intended to give them that power, 
and yet so long as I have been in the District the principal 
power exercised by the Public Utilities Commission has been 
so to control rates, not only street-car rates, but gas rates, elec- 
tric rates, telephone rates, telegraph rates, and all other public- 
utility rates, as to produce the greatest return to the utilities 
companies. 

I notice that some member of the commission spoke too 
quickly when he offered to resign, for, after saying that if the 
activities of the Public Utilities Commission were not satisfac- 
tory, he would resign, he was reelected as president of the 
Public Utilities Commission, and he, or some other member of 


the commission, immediately gave out a statement not only de- 
fending the commission but defending the street-car companies 
in whose interest they have been legislating all this time. 

I call attention, Mr, President, to the fact that the vote which 
was taken here yesterday in connection with this question was 
a vote of lack of confidence in the Public Utilities Commission, 
for a majority of those who are to serve here after the 4th of 
March voted against the commission. It seems to me that if 
the commission had the self-respect that they ought to have 
they would resign and turn matters over to others. We know 
the history of this commission. All the time it has operated it 
has done so for the benefit of the public-utility companies and 
against the interests of the city. A man who undertakes to 
represent the citizens of Washington, the users of public utili- 
ties, and does it in the manner in which it has been done in this 
instance, calls down upon his head condemnation. 

Mr. President, I wanted to call the attention of the Senate 
at this time to these facts, to the law and to the history of the 
Public Utilities Commission. I hope that the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. BALL], the chairman of the District Committee, 
will have oceasion to offer a measure of some kind in behalf 
of the city of Washington before the 4th of March, and I hope 
he will offer a measure restoring the 5-cent fare and six tickets 
for 25 cents. However, if he will just offer any kind of legis- 
lation and ask that it be passed, I will again propose an amend- 
ment fixing the charter rates; and thereby, if we will but co- 
operate, we can secure for the citizens of Washington this re- 
duced rate of fare to which they are justly entitled. 

In saying what I have said, it can not be said that I wish to 
be harsh in any way to the utility companies, because, accord- 
ing to their own reports, published in our papers, one of them 
is making something like 13 per cent on its capital stock by 
reason of this large increase of fares, and the other is paying 
more than reasonable dividends upon watered stock and making 
more than a reasonable income on the amount actually in- 
vested by it. t 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on January 26, 
1923, the President approved and signed the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 247) authorizing the appropriation of funds for the 
maintenance of public order and the protection of life and 
property during the convention of the Imperial Council of the 
Mystic Shrine in the District of Columbia June 5, 6, and 7, 1923, 
and for other purposes. 


USE OF AUTOMOBILES BY DISTRICT GOVERN MENT. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I desire to call the atten- 
tion of Senators to the first page of the Recorp of to-day. I 
am glad that the chairman of the District Committee, the Sen- 
ator from Delaware [Mr. BALL], is here. I want him to hear 
what I have to say about it, and I hope he will introduce some 
measure that will change the situation. 

I call attention to the large number of policemen who are 
being given automobiles by the city government. I find here 
17 privates of the police department who are each furnished 
$40 a month for the upkeep of an automobile—I suppose their 
own automobile. Some one wanted to know how the police- 
men were going to get around. I will read how they get 
around. Congress in 1916 passed this law for the benefit of the 
police. I quote: 

The several street-railway companies in the District of Columbia are 
authorized and required to transport free of charge all members of 
the Metropolitan police force, crossing police, park police, and fire 
department of the District of Columbia, when in uniform and in the 
performance of their duties. - 

Is not that an answer to the question that was asked me as 
to how they were to get around when I opposed the appro- 
priation for these very policemen and tried to get it stricken 
out of the bill? Is it possible that our private policemen can 
not get around over the city in free street cars furnished by 
law? Why should we furnish them automobiles? 

I stop here long enough to ask the distinguished chairman 
of the committee, whom I see sitting before me, upon what 
theory can it be claimed that we should furnish money to 
operate automobiles for private policemen to get around over 
the city when they have the right under the law to use the 
Street cars without charge? I am waiting. If the Senator will 
give me a reason I shall be glad to hear it, because I really 
think this is a matter of importance. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, I can easily see why they should 
need to go to certain parts of the city in automobiles. I was 
not paying attention to the first part of the Senator’s ques- 
tion, so I can not answer it definitely. I will state that as a 
general principle the committee is opposed to allowing people 
to furnish their own automobiles and allowing them so much 
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per month to take care of them. I do not know whether that 
is the feature the Senator is speaking of or not, but that 
was permitted to go into the bill because we did not feel 
that at this time we could furnish new automobiles to supply 
the number required without a very great addition to the 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I find here that 36 police- 
men in the city of Washington are furnished automobiles by 
the Government. Those are the passenger automobiles that 
are furnished by the city to these officers and clerks and others 
who are connected with the, department. In addition to that, 
here are 17 private policemen, commonly called patrolmen— 
men who walk, men who have free car fares furnished by the 
Congress—who are furnished with $40 a month for the upkeep 
of their automobiles. 

Mr. BALL. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit me—— 

Mr. McCKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. BALL. One statement will answer all of his inquiries. 
A certain number of automobiles and a certain number of 
motor cycles certainly are necessary for the police if they ever 
expect to arrest the breakers of the law. If the policemen 
attempted to follow them through their various courses by 
riding on the trolley cars, they certainly would not accomplish 
the intent of having policemen. 

Mr. McKELLER. Oh! Then, as I understand, these 17 
privates are furnished automobiles so that they can catch 
up with the criminals? Is that the idea? 

Mr. BALL. The intent of the police is to preserve law and 
order, and unless they arrest criminals they certainly are not 
preserving order. : 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true; but I can not understand 
why patroimeg should be furnished with money to run auto- 
mobiles, If all of the machines that are enumerated here are 
used by the police and are used to run down criminals, no 
wonder we have had so many accidents in the city. It seems 
to me that they would add very materially to the accidents. 
I do not see why it is necessary that a patrolman—a man 
who is on a beat—should be furnished with an automobile in 
which to patrol his beat. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. FLETCHER. As I recall, at one time we had what 
were called mounted police. It may be that instead of being 
mounted now they are given automobiles. Perhaps that is the 
explanation. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Perhaps so. If that is the rule, how- 
ever, if that is what we are going to do, if we are going to 
furnish our police force with automobiles, I want to protest 
in behalf of the other patrolmen who do not have automobiles. 
I do not think it is fair to give 17 patrolmen automobiles and 
deprive the rest of them of automobiles. Why should we not 
give them to all of them? What reason is there for denying 
one patrolman an automobile if we give them to 17? Why 
should we not give them all automobiles? Why should we not 
promote the use of automobiles simply by furnishing money 
for their upkeep and maintenance to all the patrolmen? Why 
is there discrimination? 

It seems to me that we ought to be fair to all these police- 
men, and that all those who have not automobiles ought to be 
equipped with automobiles. If it is necessary for each patrol- 
man to have an automobile in which to run down criminals, by 
every rule of fairness we ought to equip them all with auto- 
mobiles. 

It just shows what a ridiculous position we have reached 
when we are furnishing these passenger automobiles to the 
police force and to clerks and other employees in the city of 
Washington. We appropriate $216,000 merely for the upkeep 
for one year of passenger automobiles furnished to the clerks 
and employees of the Washington city government. Why, Mr. 
President, if we were to furnish Senators and Representatives 
automobiles in the same way that we furnish them to the em- 
ployees of the city government of Washington, the people 
would turn three-fourths of us out of office—practically all of 
us who voted for any such proposition; and yet, while we do 
not do it for ourselves because we know that it is improper 
and know that it is not right and know that it is not necessary, 
we let these provisions come in here in the form of lump-sum 
appropriations by which this willful and wasteful extrava- 
gance is carried on here in the city. I again protest against it. 


RURAL CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal 
reserve act, and for other purposes. 


Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, several Senators are of the 
opinion that under the present status it will be necessary to 
offer amendments as we go along with the reading of the bill. 
To remove any misunderstanding, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may be read for amendment, the committee amendment 
to be disposed of first. k 

The VICE. PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? We met this morning at 11 o'clock. We have. been 
meeting quite early and running pretty late. This is Saturday. 
I understand that there is but one committee amendment, 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I think that is all. 

Mr. HARRISON. Does the Senator intend to adjourn after 
we have disposed of that? 

Mr. LENROOT. If we could complete the formal reading of 
the bill and the disposal of that committee amendment, I should 
not ask for anything further to-night. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Of course, it will then be in order to offer 
amendments, after it is disposed of? 

Mr. LENROOT. To any part of the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. The Secretary will read the bill. 

The Assistant Secretary proceeded to read the bill. 

The amendments of the Committee on Banking and Currency 
were, on page 14, after line 22, to strike out: 


Sec. 9. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by striking out the proviso at the end of the 
pocong paragraph of said section and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
owing: 


And to insert: 


Src, 9. That section 18 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, is 
hereby further amended. by striking out the proviso at the end of the 
Borong paragraph of said section and inserting in lieu thereof the fol- 
owing: f 

“Upon the indorsement of any of its member banks, which shall be 
deemed a waiver of demand, notice, and protest by such bank as to its 
own indorsement exclusively, and subject to regulations and limitations 
to be prescribed by the Federal Reserve Board, any Federal reserve 
bank may discount or purchase bills of exchange payable at sight or on 
demand which are drawn to finance the domestic shipment of nonper- 
ishable, readily marketable, staple 1 products, and are se- 
cured by bills of lading or other s. upping documents conveying or 
securing title to such staples: Provided, however, That all such bills 
of exchange shall be forwarded promptly for collection, and demand for 
payment shall be made with reasonable Uhr gt seers after the arrival of 
such staples at their destination: Provided further, That no such bill 
shall in any event be held by or for the account of a Federal reserve 
bank for a period in excess of 90 days. In discounting such bills Fed- 
eral reserve banks may compute the interest to be deducted on the basis 
of the estimated life of each bill and adjust the discount after pay- 
ment of such bills to conform ta the actual life thereof.” 

Sec. 10. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by 9 out the fourth paragraph thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 


And on page 16 to change the number of the section from 
10 to 11, so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That when used in this ‘act the term “ Federal 
farm loan act“ means the Federal farm loan act approved July 17 
1916, as amended, and the Federal reserve, act“ means the Federal, 
reserve act approved December 23, 1913, as amended. 

Sec. 2. That section 1 of the Federal farm loan act is amended 
to read as follows: : po 

“TITLE I. 


. “Secrton 1. That this act may be cited as the Federal farm loan 
act.’ Its administration shall be under the direction and control of the 
Federal Farm Loan Board hereinafter created.” 

Sec. 3. That the Federal farm loan ast is amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new title, to read as follows: 


“TITLE It. 


“Sec, 201. That, in addition to the powers granted by Title I, each 
Federal land bank shall have power— 

“(a) Subject solely to such restrictions, limitations, and conditions 
as ani be apes by the Federal Farm Loan Board not inconsistent 
with the provisions of this act (1) to discount for, or purchase from, 
any national bank, State bank, trust company, rural credit corpora- 
tion, incorporated live-stock loan or farm credit company, savings 
institution, cooperative bank, or cooperative credit or marketing asso- 
ciation of agricultural producers organized under the laws of any 
State, or for any other Federal land bank, with its indorsement, any 
note, draft, bill of exchange, debenture, or other such obligation the 

roceeds of which have been advanced or used in the fi instance 
‘or an agricultural purpose or for the raising, peering: fattening, or 
marketing of live stock; (2) to poy or sell, with or without recourse, 
debentures issued by any other Federal land banks; and (3) to make 
loans or advances direct to any cooperative association organized under 
the laws of any State or the United States and composed of persons 
engaged in producing, or producing and marketing, staple agricultural 
products or live stock, if the notes or other such obligations repre- 
senting such loans are secured by warehouse receipts, and/or shipping 
documents covering such products, and/or Ai mortgages on live stock: 
Provided, That no Federal land bank shall discount paper for any 
national bank, State bank, or trust company which already has bills 
rediscounted equal to or exceeding the amount permitted by such bank 
or trust company under the laws of the jurisdiction creating the same: 
And provided further, That no paper shall be discounted for any agri- 
cultural credit corporation, incorporated live-stock loan company, or 
farm credit company which has rediscounted paper equal to or éxceed- 
ing ten times the paid-up capital stock and surplus of such company: 
And provided further, That if the laws of any jurisdiction under whien 
any bank or trust company receiving demand deposits is created do 
not impose a limit upon the rediscount privilege of such bank or trust 
company, then no paper shall be rediscounted for such bank or trust 
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company which has already rediscounted paper equal to or exceeding 
five times its paid-up capital stock and surplus. Such loans or dis- 
counts must have a maturity at the time 9 are made or discounted 
by the Federal land bank of not less than six months nor more than 

ree years. Anj: Federal land bank may in its discretion sell loans 
or discounts made under this subdivision, with or without its indorse- 
ment. Rates of interest or discount charged by the Federal land banks 
upon such loans and discounts shall be subject to the approval of the 
Federal Farm Board, 

“(b) Subject to the approval of the Federal Farm Loan Board to 

issue and to sell collateral trust debentures or other such obligations 
with a maturity at the time of issue of not more than five years, which 
shail be secured by at least a like face amount of cash or notes or 
other such obli ons discounted or purchased or 5 loans 
made under subdivision (a): Provided, That no Federal land bank 
shall have power to issue or obligate itself for debentures or other 
obligations under the provisions of this section in excess of ten times 
the amount of the paid-up capital and surplus of the farms credits 
department of such bank established under this act. The provisions of 
Title I relating to the preparation and of farm-loan bonds shall, 
so far as applicable, govern the preparation and issue of debentures or 
other such obligations issued under this subdivision; but the Federal 
Farm Loan Board shall preseribe rules and regulations governing the 
receipt, custody, substitution, and release of collateral instruments 
securing such debentures or other obligations, the right of substitution 
being hereby granted. Such collateral shall be held separate and dis- 
tinct from the collateral securing farm-loan bonds and may be classi- 
fied in such manner as the Federal Farm Loan Board shall approve 
and debentures issued upon the basis of such classes of paper. tes 
of interest upon debentures and other such obligations issued under 
this subdivision shall, subject to the approval of the Federal Farm 
Loan Board, be fixed br the Federal land k the issue. 
“Sec. 202. That before making any discounts under the provisions 
of this act, each Federal land bank shall establish and promulgate a 
rate of discount to be approved by the Federal Farm Loan d. 
Any Federal land bank which has made an issue of debentures under 
the provisions of this act may thereafter establish, with the approval 
of the Farm Loan Board, a rate of discount not exceeding by more 
than 1 per cent per annum the rate borne by its last preceding issue 
of debentures. 

“No bank, trust N N com y, or other agencies en- 
titled to the privileges of act shall, without the approval of the 
Federal Farm Loan Board, be allowed to discount any note or other 
obligation upon which the original borrower has been charged a rate 
of interest exceeding by more than 13 Pee cent per annum the dis- 
count rate of the Federal land bank at time such loan was made. 

“A Federal land bank may, subject to the approval of the Federal 
Farm Loan Board, buy in the open market for its own account and 
retire at or before maturity any such debentures or obligations issued 


y it. 
“ Sec, 203. That for the purpose of peers A the powers conferred 
5 this title each Federal land bank shall establish and operate under 
e rs and, after the establishment 


subscribed, held, and A ig by the Government of the United States. It 
shall be the duty of the Secreta 
capital apie on behalf of the 


be sage to meeting obligations or losses, if any, incurred in the 


y 
increased capital stock held by the United States in the farm credits 
department of any Federal land bank may. 
capital is found to be needlessly large, be re 
upon the application for such retirement by the district directors of 
0 3 land bank with the approval of the Federal Farm 

oard, 

“Sec. 204, That the Federal Farm Loan Board shall equitably ap- 
portion the joint expenses incurred by the farm mortgage department 
operating under Title I of this act and the farm credits department 
operating under Title II of this act in each Federal land bank, and 
shall assess against the farm credits department of each Federal land 
bank in proportion to the capital and reserve of such department its 
8 share of the expenses of any additional personnel in the 
‘arm Loan Bureau made necessary in connection with the operation of 
this provision, After all = of the farm credits department have 
been met out of earn! of that department the capital stock held by 
the Government of the United States shall be entitled to a dividend of 
4 per cent per annum, which dividend shall be cumulative. After the 
aforesaid claims have been fully met the remaining earnings shall be 
—— Into a surplus fund until such fund shall equal $2,000,000, and 

ereafter 25 cent of the annual net earnings shall be paid to 


the Government of the United States in retirement of the stock owned 
by it sonene stock of any farm credits department sball be reduced 


Federal land 
r section 201 
upon pre- 


to 81.000.000. 
ie, 205. That the farm-credits department of an 
tions un 


bank 1 or other such obli 
rily liable be liable 


shall be pr therefor, and 


sentation of the coupons for interest payments due upon any such 
debentures or obligations issued by the eee eee ve any 
other Federal land bank and remaining unpaid in consequence of the 
default of the farm-credits department of such other Federal land bank. 
The farm-credits department of-any Federal land bank shall likewise 
be liable for such portion of the pineper of debentures or obligations 
so issued as are not paid after the assets of the farm-credits depart- 
ment of such other Federal land bank have been liquidated and dis- 
tribu losses, if any, either of interest or of principal, shall 
be assessed by the Federal Farm Loan rd against solvent farm- 
credits departments of Federal land banks liable therefor in proportion 
to the amount of debentures or other such obligations which each may 
have outstanding at the time of such assessment. Every Federal la 
bank shall, by appropriate action of its board of directors duly 
in its minutes, obligate its farm-credits tment to become liable on 
debentures and other such obligations as provided in this section. 
“Sec, 206. That in order to enable each Federal land bank to carry 
out the purpose of this act, the Comptroller of the Currency is hereby 
authorized and directed, upon the request of any Federal land bank, 
2 to furnish for the confidential use of such bank such reports, rec- 
s, and other information as he may bave available rela 
financial condition of national banks and rural-credit corporations 
through or for which the Federal land bank has made or contemplates 
making discounts, and (b) to make, through his examiners, for the 
confidential use of the Federal land bank, examinations of State banks, 
trust companies, or savi institutions, rural-ęredit corporations through 
or for which the Federal land bank has made or contemplates making 
discounts or loans: Provided, That no such examination shall be made 
without the consent of such State bank, trust company, savings insti- 
tution, or agricultural-credit corporation except where such examina- 


g to the 


tion is required by law. Land-bank appraisers are authorized, upon the 
request of any Federal land bank and with the AUPEN of the Federal 
investigate and make a written report upon the 


roducts covered y warehouse rps yp shipping do@uments, and the 
ive stock covered mortgages which are security for notes or other 
such obligations representing any loan to any cooperative association, 
Uve-stock loan company, or 3 — company, under subdivision (a) 
of section 201. Land-bank examiners are authorized, upon the request 
of any Federal land bank and with the approval of the Federal Farm 
Loan Board, to examine and make a written report upon the condition 
of any cooperative association, live-stock loan company, or farm-credit 
company to which the Federal land bank contemplates making any 
su oan. 7 

“ Sec. 207. That the Federal Farm Loan Board is authorized to make 
such rules and regulations, not inconsistent with law, as it deems 
necessary for the efficient execution of the provisions of this title. 

“ Sec, 208. The penalties provided for in section 31 of Title I of this 
act shall apply to all false statemen counterfeiting of debentures or 
et e and other fraudulent a and misdemeanors against the 
farm. its department, as well as against the farm-mortgage depart- 
ment of Federal land banks, and the penalty provided for overvaluation 
of land as security shall apply to overvaluntlon of live stock or other 
farm products for the purpose of securing a loan, advance, or discount 
from the farm-credits department of any Federal land bank. 

“Sec. 209. The privileges of tax exemption accorded under Title I, 
section 26, of this act shall appl also to the farm-credits- department 
of each Federal land bank, including its capital, reserve or surplus, and 
the income derived therefrom, and the debentures issued under Title 
II of this act shall enjoy the same tax exemptions as are accorded 
farm-loan bonds in said section.” 

Sec. 4. That the first two lines of section 12 of the Federal farm 
loan act is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 12. That no Federal land bank organized under this act shall 
make loans other than those authorized by Title II, except upon the 
following terms and conditions: ” 

Sec. 5. That section 23 of the Federal farm loan act is amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new pc ie to read as follows: 

“The provisions of this section all not apply to the earnings, 
gurpis, and . e stock of the farm- credits department of any Fed- 
eral lan nk.’ 

Sec. 6, That section 5202 of the Revised Statutes, as amended, ts 
amended by adding at the end thereof a new paragraph to read as 
follows : 2 
“ Bighth. Liabilities incurred under the provisions of subdivision (a 
of section Pte of the Federal farm loan act, approved July 17, 1900 
as amended.” 

Src. 7. That paragraph 1 of section T of the Federal reserve act be 
piesa by. striking out all of said paragraph and substituting the 

owing: 
si “After all necessary expenses of a Federal reserve bank have been 
paid or provided for the stockholders shall be entitled to receive au 
annual dividend of A 77 cent on the paid-in capital stock, which divi- 
dend shall be cumulative and may be paid out of any surplus in excess 
of 100 per cent of subscribed capital- Out of any net earnings remain- 
ing after the aforesaid dividend and surplus claims have been fully met 
there shal] be paid each year to the United States as a franchise tax 
such an amount as will make the aggregate amount so paid for the year 
1922 and subsequent years equal to the agg te amount of the cumu- 
lative dividends paid to the stockholding mem banks for suclf years. 
After the full amount of the franchise tax shall have been paid to the 
United States the balance of the net earnings of any year shall be paid 
into a surplus fund until it shall amount to 100 per cent of subseyibed 
capital, and thereafter when net earnings exceed 12 per cent an extra 
dividend of not te exceed 3 per cent may be distributed to the stock- 
holders, and the remaining net earnings, if any, shall be paid to the 
United States as an additional franchise tax.” 

Sec. 8. That the ninth paragraph of section 9 of the Federal reserve 
act be amended to read as follows: 

“No applying bank shall be admitted to membership in a Federal 
reserve bank unless it possesses paid-up, unimpaired capital sufficient 
to entitle it to become a national banking association in the place 
where ft is situated under the provisions of the national bank act: 
Provided, however, That an applying bank organized in a place the 
population of which does not exceed 6,000 inhabitants may, in the dis- 
cretion of the Federal Reserve Board, be admitted to membership if it 
possesses a paid-up, unimpaired capital of at least $30,000 and if the 
application is accompanied by adequate undertakings of such bank and 
of its 3 stockholders that the capital of such bank will within 
three years increased to $50,000 : And provided further, That an apply- 
ing bank organized in a place the population of which does not exceed 
3, inhabitants may, in the discretion of the Federal Reserve Board, 
be admitted to membership if it possesses eo oe unimpaired capital 
of at least $15,000 and it is accompanied by adequate undertakings 


Farm Loan rd, to 
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of such bank and of its principal stockholders that such capital will 
within three years be increased to $25,000. If any such undertakings 
have not been fulfilled within three years, the Federal Reserve Board 
may forbid such bank to enjoy aor of the privileges of this act, and 
may require it to withdraw forthwith from membership in the Federal 
reserve system.” 5; 

Sec. 9. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by striking out the proviso at the end of the 
second paragraph of said section and inserting in lieu thereof the 
following: 

“Upon the indorsement of any of its member banks, which shall be 
deemed a waiver of demand, notice, and protest by such bank as to 
its own indorsement 3 and subject to regulations and limita- 
tions to be prescribed by the Federal Reserve Board, any Federal re- 
serve bank may discount or purchase bills of exchange payable at sight 
or on demand which are drawn to finance the domestic shipment of non- 
perishable, readily marketable staple agricultural products and are 
secured by bills of lading or other shipping documents cenveying or 
securing title to such staples: Provided, however, That all such bills 
of exchange shall be forwarded promptly for collection, and demand for 
payment shall be made with reasonable promptness after the arrival of 
such staples at their destination: Provided further, That no such Dill 
shall in any event be held by or for the account of a Federal reserve 
bank for a period in excess of 90 days. In discounting such bills Fed- 
eral reserve banks may compute the interest to be deducted on the 
basis of the estimated life of each bill and adjust the discount after 
ag Sg of such bills to conform to the actual life thereof.” 

kc. 10. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, is 
hereby further amended by striking out the fourth paragraph thereof 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following: 

“Any Federal reserve bank may discount acceptances of the kinds 
hereinafter described, which have a maturity at the time of discount 
of not more than 90 days’ sight, exclusive of days of grace, and which 
are indorsed by at least one member bank: Provided, That such accept- 
ances if drawn for an agricultural purpose and secured at the time of 
acceptance by warehouse receipts or other such document conveying or 
securing title covering readily marketable staples get be discounted 
with a maturity at the time of discount of not more than six months 
sight, exclusive of days of grace.” 

Sec. 11. That the Federal reserve act, as amended, be further 
amended by adding at the end of section 13 a new section, to be num- 
bered section 13a, and to read as follows: 

“ Sec. 18a. Upon the indorsement of any of its member banks, which 
shall be deemed a waiver of demand, notice, and protest by such bank 
as to its own indorsement exclusively, any Federal reserve bank may 
discount notes, drafts, and bills of exchange issued or drawn for an 
agricultural purpose, or based upon live stock, and have a maturity, at 
the time of discount, exclusive of days of grace, not exceeding nine 
months: Provided, however, That notes, drafts, and bills of exchan; 
with maturities in excess of six months shall not be eligible as a bas 
for the issuance of Federal reserve notes unless secured by warehouse 
receipts or other such negotiable documents conveying or securing title 
to readily marketable staple agricultural products or by chattel mort- 
gage upon live stock which is being fattened for market. 

“That any Federal reserve bank may rediscount such notes, drafts, 
and bills for any Federal land bank, except that no Federal reserve 
bank shall rediscount for a Federal land bank any such note or obli- 
gation which bears the indorsement of a nonmember State bank or 
trust company which is eligible for membership in the Federal reserve 
system, in accordance with section 9 of the Federal reserve act. 

“ Notes, drafts, or bills of exchange issued or drawn by cooperating 
marketing associations composed of producers of agricultural products 
shall be deemed to have been issued or drawn for an icultural pur- 
Re within the meaning of this section, if the proceeds thereof have 

en or are to be advanced by such association to any members 
thereof for an agricultural purpose, or have been or are to be used 
by such association in making payments to any members thereof on 
account of agricultural products delivered by such members to the 
association, or if such proceeds have been or are to be used by such 
association to meet expenditures incurred or to be incurred by the 
association in connection with the grading, processing, packing, prep- 
aration for market, or marketing of any agricultural product han- 
dled by such association for any of its members: Pri however, 
That the express enumeration in this ragraph of certain classes 
of paper of cooperative marketing associations as eligible for rediscount 
shall not be construed as_ rendering ineligible any other class of 
paper of such associations which is now eligible for rediscount. 

„The Federal Reserve Board may, by regulation, limit to’ a per- 
centage of the assets of a Federal reserve bank the amount of notes, 
drafts, acceptances, or bills having a maturity in excess of three 
months, but not ex ing six months, exclusive of days of grace, 
which may be discounted by such bank, and the amount of notes, 
drafts, bills, or acceptances having a maturity in excess of six 
mone op not exceeding nine months, which may be discounted by 
such bank.” 


The amendments were agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Action on the committee amend- 
ments has been completed. 

Mr. LENROOT. That leaves the bill open for amendment 
at any point. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I offer an amendment which I ask the 
Secretary to read, and then I ask that it may be pending for 
action on Monday. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the 
amendment. 

The ASSISTANT Secretary. On page 18, after line 22, insert 
a new section, as follows: 

Sec. 12. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act as amended 
be further amended by adding, after the words “being eligible for 
discount“ and before the words “but such definition shall not in- 
clude,” the following words: “and the notes, drafts, and bills of 
exchange of factors making advances exclusively to producers of staple 
ascent products in their raw state shall be eligible for such 
discount.” 

Mr. CURTIS. I understand the Senator from Tennessee 
wishes to discuss the amendment. So I move that the Senate 


— 


adjourn, the adjournment being under the agreement until 
to-morrow at 11 o’clock. 

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator withhold that motion for 
a moment? 

Mr. CURTIS. Certainly. 

Mr. HARRISON. Is it the intention that to-morrow we 
shall take an adjournment until 12 o’clock on Monday? 

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] 
agreed the other day that on Sunday an adjournment should 
be taken until Monday, so that we would have a morning hour 
on Monday, and that agreement will be carried out. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
motion of the Senator from Kansas that the Senate adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and the Senate (at 3 o’clock and 
50 minutes p. m.) adjourned, the adjournment being under 
the previous order until to-morrow, Sunday, January 28, 1923, 
at 11 o’clock a. m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


SATURDAY, January 27, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Monsignor Thomas, St. Patrick’s Church, Washington, D. C., 
offered the following prayer: 


Cease not, O Lord, to protect us. Every day brings new 
problems; every day begets new difficulties. Without Thy 
light and strength we are weak and we grope in darkness. 

The results of our deliberations and the enactments we 
frame are laden with intense importance for the people we 
represent. And we beg Thee so earnestly to aid us powerfully 
15 our labors and direct them into ways which are right and 
ust. 

We pray Thee especially for this day’s needs and require- 
ments that all proceed smoothly; that harmony reign and good 
will prevail. 

Grant us counsel, fortitude, perseverance; in the end to re- 
joice in the accomplishment of good, the formulating of just 
measures, and fulfillment of Thy will and attainment of peace, 
progress, uprightness, and honesty of life, for Thy glory and 
the welfare of this Republic. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS. 

Mr. FREAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
ra my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of judicial de- 
cisions. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the sub- 
ject of judicial decisions. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman’s own remarks? 

Mr. FREAR. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair hears no objection. 

The extension of remarks referred to is here printed in full 
as follows: 

Mr. FREAR. r. Speaker, in his extension of remarks of 
December 28 the able Member from Missouri [Mr. Hawes] 
briefly discussed the right to judicial reviews of legislative 
enactments. His suggestion that discussion of the subject is 
helpful reflects a general opinion of any important proposal, 
and the subject of a limitation to “ judge-made laws” has also 
been urged by eminent authority. 

A famous individual termed “ John Doe” once figured con- 
spicuously in legal lore and pleadings. The present case of Doe, 
as I understand it, is a protest against alleged reactionary men, 
parties, and policies and alleged reactionary judges, courts, or 
decisions. Any brief in support of Doe’s contention might prop- 
erly reach into volumes and should cover thoroughly different 
phases of the court’s alleged usurpation and problems involved 
through judge-made laws. I leave that task to others who 
make such allegations and have the time and desire to prepare 
a case of that character. 

The views I desire to express are without suggestion from 
anyone and I do not assume to speak for or represent others. 
Demands in past days for impeachment, or sensational or 
extreme statements are not quoted. The cause relates entirely 
to judicial regulation of the legislative branch of the Govern- 
ment and is impersonal. 7 

In the brief time available I shall offer a few words for 
those who find fault more especially with a court decision that 
by five judges to four first set aside the income tax law passed 
by Cengress. Thereafter when Congress and the country after 
long delay and arduous effort secured the sixteenth amendment 
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wherewith to overrule the court’s previous decision rendered by 
one overbalancing judge, the court again by another five to 
four decision set at naught the constitutional amendment by 
emasculating its purpose, so far as stock dividends were con- 
cerned. To use the language in that case of a dissenting 
opinion by Judge Holmes, one of the ablest judges in the coun- 
try, in which Justice Day concurred: 


The known purpose of this amendment was to get rid of nice ques- 

tone as to 2 75 might — direct oer meget ran aioi 3 saas moa 

e not lawyers would suppose en they v ‘or ey 

put the question like the present at rest. 1 am of the opinion that 
he amendment justifies the tax. 


Again I submit further judicial criticism of this decision 
thus in effect setting aside a constitutional amendment when, 
in the language of Justice Brandeis and Justice Clark, in the 
same case we have their judicial opinions as follows: 


If stock dividends representing profits are held exempt from taxation 
under the sixteenth amendment, the owners of the most successful 
businesses in America will be able to escape taxation on a large part of 
what is actually their income, So far as their profits are represented 
by stock received as dividends they will pay these taxes not upon their 
income but only upon the income of the ncome. That such a result 
was intended by the per le of the United States when adopting the 
sixteenth amendment is inconceivable. Our sole duty is to ascertain 
their intent as therein exp: 


A suggestion of some respect due Congress is voiced when the 
dissenting opinion further says: 

It is but a decent respect due the wisdom, the integrity, and the 
pate: of the legislative body = which any law is passed to presume 
u favor of its validity until the violation of the Constitution is proved 
beyond all reasonable doubt, 

From that dissenting decision of recent date—Eisner v. Ma- 
comber, 252 U. S.—it is proper to infer, based on high judicial 
authority, five members of the court refused to accept the will 
of the people as expressed in the sixteenth amendment and had 
no decent respect for the wisdom, the integrity, nor the patriot- 


ism of the American Congress, These are not my words, but 


four eminent members of the highest court in the land give 
voice to that effect, yet are outvoted by one judge. 
OTHER JUDGES NOW DENY THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE cover. 


Courts and judges at the outset seek for authority, precedents, 
and other data before coming to any important decision. To 
that end I am submitting a few notes bearing on this question 
and on judge-made laws in general. 

A very able and distinguished justice of the Wisconsin 
Supreme Court, Judge Eschweiler, without drawing any con- 
clusions, contributed a thoughtful article in the December, 1922, 
number of the Marquette Law Review on the “ veto power of 
the judiciary.” Because of his eminently high standing and the 
careful analysis made, I quote the United States Supreme 
Court's position a century and a quarter ago when the Con- 
stitution was adopted. He says: : 


John Jay, who rendered distinguished services in securing the adop- 
tion of the Federai Constitution and as a diplomat in the perilous and 
delicate task of negotiating with England the treaty hearin his name, 
refused to acerpt a rene appointment as Chief Justice of the United 
States Supreme Court, because he felt that court could not obtain the 
essential energy, weight, and dignity nor acquire the public confidence 
and respect which it should possess. Alexander Hamilton, the master 
intellect of the formative period of this Government, in speaking of 
the judiciary as one of the branches of governmental power, said that 
it is beyond comparison the weakest of the three departments of 
power; that it can never attack with success either of the other two; 
and that all possible care is requisite to enable it to defend itself 
against their attacks.” Montesquieu, the French publicist, whose then 
recent work had a profound influence upon those who framed our Con- 
stitution, in dwelling on the English constitution of his day and the 
three sorts of power—iegislative, executive, and judiciary—in such a 
democratic form of government, said that of such three the judiciary 
is in some measure next td nothing.” 


How FAST THE SAME COURT HAS GROWN. 


The growth of power of the same court in overturning acts 
of Congress is evidenced from conclusions and comparisons set 
forth by Judge Eschweiler in the same article briefly, as fol- 
lows: 

The (former) puny con onal football (the Supreme Court) now 
says to Congress that she (the court) may lawfully + * set aside 
and hold for naught as unreasonable intrastate railroad rates duly de- 
ela red reasonable by similar administrative bodies in the several States ; 
775 says that the same body, Congress, in an attempted exercise of the 

dentical constitutional provision may not regulate the subject matter 
of child labor by le tion as to the interstate shipments of the 
products of such labor. Apain, it tells Congress that it can not con- 
stitutionally ibe’ penalties for excessive expenditures in primary 
elections for United States Senators, although it had just held that a 
witness before a pesao ury could not question the legality of this 
identical and void Jaw. It speaks, and the statute of r an regulat- 
ing 3 procedure in na denying to its own courts the 
right to issue preliminary injunctions, under certain conditions, in labor 
-disputes aye vag ee secondary- boycott, is wiped off the statute book. 
It says in the State of Ohio, a sovereign in its own sphere and con- 


taining more inhabltants within its boundaries than were within the 
entire United States when the Supreme Court began to function, that 
it may not embody in its own constitution a provision permitting the 
— — by referendum to its own 4 70 for approval or disapproval 
the action of its own legislature in ado; rs pd 


pting the teenth amendment 


to the United States Constitution, but that under the identical Ohio 
constitutional referendum provision the people may vote and reject, 
if they so will, an act of the legislature eee © orgs State for the 
T- of electing Representatives to Congress. he people of the 

tate of Washington are told br. the same court, after the exercise by 
them of the right granted by their own constitution to pass laws by 
the initiative, that their law so passed forbidding employment agencies 
charging workmen for obtainin positions was a violation of the four- 
8 amendment to the United States Constitution and therefore 

The growth of the court's jurisdiction and power, whether 
called usurpation or unexpressed rights under the Oonstitu- 
tion, affords ample grounds for controversy, but my inquiry 
goes rather to present problems that are developing and to 
restrictions, if any, proper for Congress to urge through con- 
stitutional amendment to more clearly indicate limitations of 
the court's jurisdiction as originally intended by the framers 
over a century ago. 


FROM ANOTHER JUDGE OF ANOTHER COURT, 
From an address by Justice John Ford, of the New York 


Supreme Court, on January 18 of this year, I quote on this 
Same point when he said: 


Take the so-called legal-tender cases decided In 1870 and involving 
the constitutionality of the act of Congress making paper currency 


ore tender in payment of debts. First the law was declared uneon- ` 
stitut 


ional by the Supreme Court, five judges so voting against three 
favoring the constitutionality of the legal tender act. That decision 
would have been calamitous to the Nation, then struggling to keep its 
feet under the staggering financial burdens imposed E the Civil War. 
Consciousness of is probably influenced some of the justices, for 
rp be 8 e ee . 3 by a ae 
O Tour. Lega nder . . 2 . 
wald, 8 Wall. 606.) gan e 
Other cases are cited by Judge Ford and Judge Eschweiler 
in their remarkable discussions occurring within the past 60 
days, but these are quoted to indicate the scope of any study or 
decision on the subject of judge-made laws. 
ANOTHER JUDGE ON JUDICIAL INFALLIBILITY. 


Chief Justice Walter Clark, of North Carolina, in “ Infallible 
government by the odd man — American Law Review—is an- 
other high judicial authority that fearlessly discusses the abject 
helplessness of the American Congress when its carefully 
framed legislative act is arbitrarily set aside by one controlling 
justice. He says: 

The power to set aside or nullify an act of Congress or a State 
legislature is a purely political power and is so recognized by the 
constitutions which give the veto to the Executive. It comes under 
no definition or conception of the judicial power which is to judge 
between the parties in controversy. Neither the Government nor the 
State is a party to these proceedings, in which its supremest power— 
that of enacting laws—is nullified. As claimed and exercised by the 
courts it is the absolute autocratic power, because it is irreviewable. 
Those whose interest it is to have such power over the legislature 
and Executive assert it for their own ends. The wonder is that It 
has ever been acquiesced in at all under a free form of government. 


In addition to the estimates of these judges of high courts 
that the existing policy of enunciating judge-made law is 
unwarranted and indefensible under our free form of gov- 
ernment, I offer additional authority and arguments that have 
the merit of high official sanction, whatever their influence on 
the case may be. Other writers and authorities may also be 
referred to by those who desire to study the right of the 
judiciary to set aside legislative enactment and also proposed 
methods of curtailing such power. Among these are Gilbert 
E. Roe, author of a strong and thorough analysis on “Our 
judicial oligarchy,” Jackson H. Ralston in “ Judicial control over 
legislatures as to constitutional questions”; William L. Ran- 
som in “ Majority rule and the judiciary"; J. Allen Smith in 
The Spirit of American Government—page 92; Brooks Adams 
in Theory of social revolutions”; W. F. Dodd in Political 
Science Quarterly, volume 28, No. 1; Dean William Trickett 
in American Law Review, volume 41, page 650, and many 
others, including Judge Wannamaker, of Ohio—Illinois State 
Bar Year Book, 1912—whose crisp statement is quoted without 
comment wherein he says, referring to the court: 

The exercise of this unwarranted and usurped governmental power 

inst the public interest, against the public health, safety, and 
life, has done more any other single thing to arouse the popular 
hostile feeling toward of courts of last resort. 

My purpose is to describe briefly a situation unknown to 
any other government and that, in the words of Jefferson, even- 
tually may threaten the existence of the present coordinate 
branches of our Government. To this end a few familiar argu- 
ments are offered with a tentative judicial limitation proposal 
for your consideration. 

In a work on the Judicial Veto, a writer, after much re- 
search, says that among those who signed or took active part 
in making the Constitution, 16 members were against judicial 
control, while 11 were in favor. 
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With this comparison the same writer in analyzing reasons 
given by Gouverneur Morris, who it is stated wrote the Consti- 
tution at the direction of the makers, coneludes: 

Is it not the legitimate inference that the power of judicial control 


po 
was neither overlooked nor attempted to be slipped in by indirect or 
ambiguous phrases but that it was intentionally omitted 


THE FIRST STEP AND ITS RECEPTION. 


The Constitution drafted September 17, 1787, was not tested 
by the judiciary until Judge Marshall, in Marbury v. Madison, 
in 1803, threw down the gauntlet to President Jefferson by hold- 
ing that the court was authorized under the Constitution to 
determine if a law passed by Congress was in conflict with that 
instrument. 

It is said by some writers that Marshall “got the jump“ on 
Jefferson by that first opinion rendered 16 years after the 
Constitution was signed. However that may be, Jefferson ex- 
pressed his opinion of the court, over a century ago, in these 
unmistakable words: 

The judiciary of the United States is the subtle corps of tg 
and miners „ underground to undermine the founda- 
tion of our confede’ fabric. They are construing our Constitution 
from a coordination of a Kener and os Government to a general 
and pee one alone. ving fou that ment is an im- 

for fife; an op pin Py 1 te up ia ‘conclave, T haps b; as ty 

3 5 as . Ge he silent acquiescence of lazy 
si timid associates, by a achte Waites who sophisticates the 
jaw:to bis Own mind by the turn of bis own yensoning. : 

Again he said of the same court: 


It has long been my opinion, and I have never shrunk from its ex- 
fne judiciary. that t the the Srresponstb of — 8 of our Federal Government is in 


e body 
n ae and gaining a li 


THE WHITE HOUSE THEN; THE JAIL NOW. 


That fearless estimate, written by Jefferson, the lawyer and 
writer of the immortal Declaration of Independence and an 
honored President, would have landed him in jail instead of the 
White House if penned in the year 1923. 

Even John Randolph, one of the ablest of the old Romans, 
drew an amendment to the Constitution in those early days 
which read: 

The judges of the Su 
States shall be remoy 
Houses of Congress. 

Under existing nomenclature, Jefferson would be styled a 
radical and a red, while Randolph would be a type of soviet and 
pedi that needed close watching by the Department of 

ustice. 

Old Hickory Jackson was a soldier President. 

In his message of July 10, 1832, returning to the Senate 
without his approval the act incorporating the Bank of the 
United States, he says: 

The Congress, the Executive, and the court must each for itself be 
guided by its own opinion of the Constitution. Each public 9 
who takes an oath to support the Constitution swears That h 
support it as he understands it, and not as it is understood by 1 e 
It is as much the duty of the House of Representatives, of the Senate, 
and the President to Yaectde upon the constitutionality of any bill or 
resolution which may be ted to them for passage or approval as 


presen 
it is of the supreme judges when it may be brought before them for 
judicial decision. The opinion of the judges has no more authori 
over Congress than the opinion of Congress has over the judges, an 

on that point the President is independent of both. The auth 

the Supreme Court must not, therefore, be permitted to control the 
Congress or the Executive when acting in their 1 maute capacities, 
but to have only such influence as the force of their reasoning may 


deserve. 
WARNING ADVICE FROM HIGH JUDICIAL AUTHORITY. 


Mr. Justice Chase announced the early doctrine of the court 
when he said in Hylton against United States: 

If the court have such power, I am free to declare I will never exer- 
cise it but in a very clear case. 

Mr. Justice Miller, before the “seeming law” estimate was 
announced, said of the court’s duty in One hundredth United 
States Legal Tender cases: 

When this court is called on in the course of the administration of 
the law to consider whether an act of poe, Pho or any other depart- 
ment of the Government is within the constitutional authority of that 
department a due respect for the 3 branch of the Government 
requires that we shall decide it has transcended its powers only when 
it is so plain we can not avoid the duty. 

I have italicized words that indicate when due respect or dis- 
respect may be determined according to opinions found in Su- 
preme Court decisions. 

Justice Waite, afterwards Chief Justice, said in Ninety-ninth 
eee States, page 718: 

very possible presumption is in favor of a statute, and this con- 
tenes 4 until the contrary is shown beyond a rational doubt. One 
branch of the Government can not encroach on the domain of * 


without danger. The safety of our institutions depends in n 
degree on a strict observance of this salutatery rule. 


eme Court and all other courts of the United 
by the President on the joint address of both 


Justiee Harlan, in the New York Bakeries case (198 U. S. 
68), announced a safe doctrine, and said: 

If there be doubt as to the validity of the statute that doubt must 
therefore be resolved in favor of its validity and the courts must keep 
their hands off, leaving the legislature to meet the responsibilities of 
unwise legislation. 

A comparison of two expressions from two Chief Justices a 
century apart will disclose the progress of the court in its 
alleged usurpation of constitutional rights of Congress. 

THE MODERATION OF MARSHALL-—THE THUNDERING TONES OF TAFT. 


We have our conception of Marshall, the militant, defiant so- 
called “ judicial usurper,” shattered by his own voice. Those 
who listen for hurled defiance in response to fierce thrusts of 
Jefferson will find nothing in words or inference to warrant by 
the following from Chief Justice Marshall in Fletcher v. Peck 
(6 Cranch, 87128): 

The question whether a law 4 — void for its repugnan e Con- 
stitution is at all times a grs m of much delicacy, 3 W sel- 

dom if ever to be decided the affirmative in a doubtful case. It is 
Foxy in slight implication and vague 2 that the legislature is 


3 to have transcended its powers and its acts to be con- 
sacred vold 


The 3 words are mine. “Seldom if ever,“ said 
Marshall. 
A century thereafter, in 1922; we find the once all-powerful 


legislative branch of this Government now dwarfed to the posi- 
tion of a suppliant for legislative license constantly waiting, 
hat in hand, in the anteroom of the court for its seal of ap- 
proval. The loss of prestige and power of the American Con- 
gress and growth of imperial authority by the once mild-man- 
nered court is best expressed by a lusty challenge of Justice 
Taft, chief for life. In the late case of Bailey v. Drexel Fur- 
niture Co. (May 15, 1922), he declares: 

It n the o. ita Dar to” and 3 ot this court in cases 


the 
rere the italicized words are dics 
THE COURT “ DECLINES TO RECOGNIZE SEEMING LAWS OF CONGRESS.” 


Chief Justice Taft delivering the above opinion that seeming 
laws of Congress are “not to be recognized“ by the court, in 
the same opinion sought to distinguish the case of Veazie 
Bank v. Fenno (8 Wallace, 533) relating to increased taxation 
of circulatory notes of persons and State banks reaching 900 
per cent increase, affirming the law, in which that court says: 

JJC enn not preseribe to the 
1 departments of the Government limitations han the exer- 

e 8 1 n the 8 
0 „ 
2 the courts but to the people by whom its Members are elected, 

This decision Chief Justice Taft distinguishes because the 
child labor law enacted by Congress taxing the same rate on 
interstate traffic of child-labor goods he says is only a seeming 
law of Congress.” From that decision Justice Clark dissented. 
Without a childabor amendment like the fifteenth amendment, 
which affects the color of skin, or a sixteenth amendment re- 
lating to the income tax, Congress can not pass any legislation 
relating to child labor by taxation or otherwise, because that 
would be “seeming law” which the Supreme Court in the 
words of Judge Taft will “ not recognize.” 

From 1808, when the Marbury case was decided, down to 
1851, or for 48 years, or 64 years after the signing of the 
Constitution, the court did not declare any act of Congress 
unconstitutional, and on that second occasion only to determine 
a matter of jurisdiction of district courts (13 How. 40). 


THE THIRD COURT REVERSAL WAS ITSELF REVERSED BY WAR. 


The third and “ undermining" case occurred in 1857, or 
70 years thereafter, when the court rendered a decision (Dred 
Scott, 19 How. 393) that was reversed by the people of the 
United States through a war lasting three and one-half years 
and the loss of many hundreds of thousands of lives. 

A concise estimate of the Dred Scott decision is found in these 
words: 

The candid citizen must confess that if the poney of ment 
upon vital questions affecting the whole people is to er 8 
fixed by decisions of the Supreme Court, the instant t 
in ordinary litigation between parties in personal 9 aT the people 


will bave ceased to be their own rulers, having to that extent 
Bany resigned their government into the bands of that em — 


3 


e words above quoted are found in the inaugural address 
delivered by President Abraham Lincoln, whose independence 
first placed him in Congress and later in the White House in- 
stead of jail, although he fought the Mexican War openly on 
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this floor and afterwards led the hosts that reversed the Dred 
Scott decision in the field of final decision, 

The modern twentieth century standards of muffled criticism 
in both peace and war had not yet grown popular. Men then 
frankly spoke their minds without thought of the press or 
patronage, grown powerful to-day. 

WHEN THE COURT ASSUMES ABSOLUTISM, WHAT FOLLOWS? 


I call attention to the recent Macomber stock-dividend de- 
cision (252 U. S.) under the income tax constitutional amend- 
ment. The court did not venture again to declare the law un- 
constitutional, but another 5-to-4 decision emasculated the in- 
come tax law by exempting stock dividends, so that, in a 
vigorous dissenting opinion by four justices, Brandeis, Clark, 
Day, and Holmes, the latter said, as heretofore quoted: 

The known purpose of this amendment (income tax) was to get rid 
of nice questions as to what might be direct taxes, and I can not doubt 
that most people not lawyers would suppose when they voted for it 
that they put the question like the present (stock dividend) at rest. 
zen of the opinion that the amendment justifies the (stock dividend) 

The stock dividend emasculating decision furnishes a good 
text for further discussion. 

What a spectacle is presented to the country when the Su- 
preme Court practically twice decided the income tax law by 
Congress unconstitutional, first by a vote of 5 to 4, and when 
after infinite labor the country had reversed the court by the 
income tax amendment, the same Supreme Court, again by a 
vote of 5 to 4, emasculated the law, according to the above 
judicial opinion held by four able members of the court. 


Pursuant to the income tax amendment, the American Con- 


gress had accepted the people’s mandate and passed an income 
tax law fixing the rate of taxes on incomes. Passed by the 
House and Senate and signed by the President, this law was 
fought tenaciously by big business interests and then finally 
emasculated by the Supreme Court, as stated in one of its 
teeter-totter 5-to-4 decisions. 

The decision of less than three years ago was a cause for 
jubilation to owners of great wealth generally, and because of 
that decision upward of $2,000,000,000 in stock dividends, re- 
cently declared, have escaped individual taxation. Under exist- 
ing law on that amount there would have been paid in surtaxes, 
possibly, a half billion dollars into the National Treasury, unless 
the tax was otherwise evaded. How did the Supreme Court 
come to subvert the purpose of a constitutional amendment? 
How could one man, who cast the deciding vote, thus without 
constitutional authority set aside the people's will? 


FAMILIAR CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS WITH A NEW READING, 


The powers of the Supreme Court are defined in three short 
sections of Article III, and I submit in passing that in no 
place in the Constitution is it suggested that any court is 
empowered to set aside any act of Congress. 

Article I of the Constitution contains nine sections describ- 
ing the powers and functions of the House and Senate. The 
legislative branch of Government in 1787 was considered to 
be of primary importance, judging from its first place and 
powers granted by that document. 

Article II, relating to the Executive, consists of four sections 
and precedes the judiciary provision. Nowhere in either Arti- 
eles I, II, or III does it appear that the Supreme Court is em- 
powered, directly or indirectly, to set aside or even interfere 
with the authority conferred in Articles I and II when these 
governmental agencies combine to enact law, nor, in fact, is 
power anywhere given to trespass upon that authority. 

Article VI expressly declares— 

The Constitution and the laws of the United States è shall 
be the supreme law of the land; and the judges in every State shall be 
bound thereby. * * + 

Modern interpretation seeks to read into our Constitution that 
the Supreme Court at Washington is granted jurisdiction wher- 
ever the instrument is silent or fails to anticipate the new 
order. 

Article III, providing for the Supreme Court, does not give 
any license for the appointment of judges, but does provide 
they shall hold office“ during good behavior.” Their nomination 
is conferred on the President under section 2 of Article II, and 
significantly these old forefathers of ours provided further that 
the power to “nominate” such judges could only be exercised 
by and with the “ consent of the Senate.” 

If any restriction is to be found it occurs in Article III, sec- 
tion 2, as follows: 

The Supreme Court shall have appellant jurisdiction both as to law 


and fact with such exceptions and under such regulations as the Con- 
gress shall make. 


Congress was given express power to regulate the court’s 
jurisdiction which the court with fine irony has transposed to 
read: 

88 may make seeming laws under re; tions and limitations 
to be determined by any five members of the Supreme Court. 

A FAMILIAR RULE OF BOTH FACT AND LAW, 

To any questioning of its jurisdiction the court points to a 
familiar rule of law voiced by the culprit improperly lodged in 
jail, “ Well, I'm here, ain't I.” This well-surrounded precedent 
under existing practice is the only jurisdictional plea Congress 
is privileged to make according to such high and exalted 
authority as the court itself. 

The story of claimed usurpation of power, heretofore briefly 
referred to, is familiar, and when we read a pronouncement by 
the Supreme Court setting aside some law passed by Congress 
after months of study and debate by the two Houses or when 
amendments to the Constitution after ratification by three- 
fourths of the States are emasculated we are prone to ask by 
what power is a man taken from the Halls of Congress or from 
private life, given superhuman intelligence or infallible judg- 
ment when placed in the courtroom? Possibly a hundred fairly 
able lawyers in Congress may differ in their judgment, but the 
novitiate justice becomes ipso facto omniscient when he takes 
his seat. Thereafter he assumes to pass upon and hold nuga- 
tory the “seeming laws” enacted by Congress, and the coun- 
try must wait in suspense to learn when a law is not a law, to 
be determined by this novitiate. 

JUDGES ARE CHOSEN, HOW? 


Who now are chosen to be members of the court and how and 
why? The Constitution subordinates such nominations and 
confirmations to action by the Executive and the Senate. At 
what stage of the proceedings thereafter does transformation 
of the individual and his right to unwritten constitutional 
usurpation begin, and in this inquiry I yield to no man in my 
high respect for the court or its judges; 

The Executive nominates a lawyer from the House or Senate, 
for illustration, to sit in the court for his natural life. He may 
be what is popularly known as a State or Federal “ lame duck,” 
repudiated by his constituents, or a live, active duck; but by one 
sweep of the pen the Executive nominates a man for the bench, 
whatever his qualification or fitness, whose voice in a five to four 
court decision may exceed the collective power of 435 Repre- 
sentatives of the people added to 96 Senators, of which body 
he may have been a single Member. Again, this one new 
justice without constitutional authority, therefore, becomes by 
the pen’s sweep greater than the Executive who created him or, 
by way of familiar illustration, greater than the 100,000,000 peo- 
ple who by constitutional amendment sought to tax incomes irre- 
spective of tax-free securities or of nontaxable stock dividends. 
One justice thus turned the decision in the Macomber case that 
exempted $2,000,000,000 in stock dividends during the last six 
months from taxation against the expressed will of the people, 
according to four judges. By what right did he do so? 

Do we need to carry the illustration further, reaching men 
appointed to the court whose whole career ordinarily has been 
in an atmosphere of corporate power unknown and impossible to 
have been anticipated by framers of the Constitution? 

No one questions the untrammelled right to make such ap- 
pointments, but it serves to illustrate how one Executive may 
in four years name a Majority of the court whose training, 
environment, and decisions for a generation to come will affect 
and control changing conditions of government. 

Press announcements and magazines say we are about to 
adopt the English system of high court appointments. That 
the Chief Justice, through the Executive, will recommend such 
appointments, No English court can set aside a law of Parlia- 
ment. Here the court assumes that right and 800 State and 
Federal labor laws have been so set aside by the various courts. 
In an English monarchy from which we declared our inde- 
pendence the people rule through a parliament that may be 
summarily recalled. Here the court justices selected for life 
finally determine the law and the Chief Justice is now to select 
his associates and thus rule supreme, 

A SEEMING CANDIDACY, 

Let us suppose, for illustration and in an impersonal way, 
that the people, from whom all power comes, in their supreme 
judgment decide that an Executive is not fitted to direct the 
affairs of the country. Without offense, then assume he is 


‘| overwhelmingly defeated, repudiated for reelection at the polls. 


receiving only 8 electoral votes out of 531 for its highest office. 
Whether the rejection occurred through lack of confidence in 
his past record, his policies, temperament, surrounding influ- 
ences, or for other reasons unnecessary to discuss, the repudia- 
tion by the country stands, The verdict is overwhelming. 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2611 


Thereafter assume that this same ex-official is placed by a 
successor in the position of Chief Justice for life. 

What answer can be offered to the proposition that, after the 
highest officer in the land, the maker of justices and chief 
justices, has been overwhelmingly recalled by the people, a 
succeeding President may appoint this same recalled Ex- 
ecutive to the highest court fer life, without recall or any 
review of decisions? I speak of this possibility impersonally. 
If protests against such an anomaly are heard, then what may 
be offered against corporation, railway, or other attorneys, 
however able, who receive similar life appointments and are 
thus empowered to set aside State and Federal laws without 
any recall or review? 

THE ONLY GOVERNMENT WITH JUDICIAL GUARDIANS, 

It is unnecessary to add this is the only great Government in 
the world where such unlimited power is reposed in any man 
or group of men not subject to recall or review. The tran- 
scendent importance to powerful interests of such appointments 
to the highest court may well be understood when matters of 
taxation, trusts, or other litigation are subject to final decision 
without review. Where recommendations for appointment or 
protests are secretly made, no public knowledge exists of methods 
employed in making nominations, but such interests would nat- 
urally strenuously urge or oppose particular candidates for 
judge before the nomination, and the Executive may easily be 
misled in such nominations under present practices. Once 
named, confirmation ordinarily results, and a life tenure fol- 
lows without possibility of recall or review. 

It is not clear to the average layman who makes up over 95 
per cent of our people just why a railway lawyer or specializ- 
ing attorney should be preferred for the highest judicial post 
in the land when 48 chief justices of the 48 States and hundreds 
of other able judges are available material from which to 
choose. In fact, thousands of judges of inferior courts through- 
out the land may Turnish available material over a man of 
close corporate affiliations who has never sat on any bench. 
Nor does this question the ability of any Executive’s choice, 
but no greater surprise would follow the appointment to the 
court of a governor recently defeated for reelection by several 
hundred thousand votes, although such nomination was ru- 
mored in the press for a recent Supreme Court vacancy. 

CANDIDATES CONSIDERED FOR COURT APPOINTMENTS. ` 


In this connection, the possible present and past of court 
membership is not without interest. On January 2, 1923, the 
press announced that next March a conspicuous Cabinet officer 
will resign. The Tea Pot Dome lease to a Standard Oil subsid- 
jiary and extreme readiness to part with other Government re- 
sources have brought forth utterances in legislative halls for 
many months urging such resignation, so it was a distinct 
surprise to learn from the same authority that the resigning 
official had been offered a judgeship on the United States 
Supreme Court bench, and also that the overwhelmingly de- 
feated governor of New York had declined that same honor. 
Even the past is not devoid of interest. Standard Oil’s 5-to-4 
stock-dividends decision heretofore referred to was won by a 
present Cabinet officer during an interim, whose previous posi- 
tion as a justice on that same bench gave him unsurpassed 
prestige when later addressing the same court of which he had 
once been a part. Hair- splitting distinctions were rejected by 
Marshall, who said, “ Seldom if ever“ should the court so act. 

The “ seeming laws“ on income taxes passed by Congress and 
approved by the people were set aside or emasculated by two 
‘different 5-to-4 “seeming opinions” of the court. 

Is it such knowledge on the part of big business interests 
that brings constant threats from them of repeal or emascula- 
‘tion by the court of regularly enacted laws affecting such inter- 
ests? Some testimony of such belief is available. No one need 
question the integrity of the court individually or collectively 
or that its decisions are based on the untrammeled judgment 
of its members. In like manner it may fairly be assumed that 
however high minded its members are human, and due to a 
‘lifelong training may be subject to conscious or unconscious 
influences not conducive to the development of a judicial tem- 
perament. If they are not human with strong political opin- 
ions and prejudices then why should the court be kept politi- 
cally balanced? 

OTHER JUDGES WHO ARB RESPONSIBLE TO THE PEOPLE. 

The American people are not governed by any fetish in their 
appraisement of the fallibility of judges of the State courts 
of last resort. Many of these judges would grace any court 
in the land, yet the States did not follow the Federal Constitu- 
tion of life tenure, but provided that all judges from the lowest 
to the highest courts should submit their candidacies to the 


people. Instead of adopting the same fundamentally demo- 
cratic practice by having Federal judges stand for elections 
on their records or making such judges subject to recall or their 
decisions subject to a referendum, I submit we have gone far 
afield from the original purpose of government when we aban- 
don our legislative duties and prerogatives to a court that de- 
clares State and Federal laws unconstitutional and neither 
originally nor thereafter submits itself or its record to the 
people as all State courts are compelled to do at stated times 
at the polls. 

I have no criticism to bring against any judge or Executive, 
past, present, or prospective, and speak impersonally of prac- 
tices rather than of men. We are confronted with the 
proposition that the Supreme Court judge who is to decide 
questions involving hundreds of millions of dollars or of human 
rights of untold value and who assumes to override constitu- 
tionally provided methods of enacting law, by his decisions 
receives his certificate of life tenure from the Executive. It 
may be based on friendship or other influences. One man 
now makes a grant to the other of unlimited power which he 
does not possess for himself. What of the source of power 
that appoints? 

AN ESTIMATE OF THE SOURCE OF ALL POWER TO-DAY. 

A few days ago—December 9—a press report of a public 
address contained an estimate of the source of executive power 
expressed by the mayor of New York. Mayor Hylan was 
elected and reelected overwhelmingly by the metropolis and is 
supposed to speak with some authority and some knowledge 
of the financial interests of New York with which he has been 
brought into contact, presumably through his position. In his 
public address of about a month ago Mr. Hylan said: 


nlawful become 
tinies of more than 110,000,000 2 They have dictated nomi- 
sua Dorama of ther comition teak AAD Intis Gee eae te 
right to dictate governmental Wr 

No stronger indietment has ever been offered of both parties 
and of their policies, nor do I unreservedly subscribe to that 
belief. But from the days of Bryce’s disclosures of American 
hidden political agencies over 20 years ago down to the present 
time evidence of the growth and activities of invisible govern- 
ment centered in New York City has been cumulative. 

Major La Guardia, Congressman-elect, Republican, New York, 
who resigned from the House five years ago to assume command 
of aviation during the war in the Italian sector, was after- 
wards elected president of the board of aldermen of New York 
City—a position in importance far beyond the lieutenant gov- 
ernorship of many States. La Guardia says: 

Judge Ford's strictures on the judiciary express the sentiment of 
people gene: in every walk of life. The invisible government con- 
trols public rs more effectively now than ever before because it 
works secretly and owns a great many avenues of publicity. The 
lesson of last election ve notice that government must be returned 
to the people, but this lesson has made the same invisible government 
more determined to keep control of the courts. What good is pro- 
gressive legislation if such legislation may be destroyed by the courts? 

Bearing on this proposition, is it proper to say regarding 
political parties and candidates for the Presidency that both 
of the old corrupt party machines are under the dominion of 
the plunder league of the professed politicians who are con- 
trolled and sustained by the beneficiaries of privilege and reac- 
tion, or is it proper to say: the papers conveniently grouped as 
representing Wall Street interests supported Judge Parker for 
the Presidency in 1904 and almost unanimously supported Mr. 
Taft for the Republican nomination on his candidacy for re- 
nomination? I quote this exact language from pages 116 to 
120 of Progressive Principles, by Roosevelt, contained in his 

before the national committee of the Progressive Party 
August 6, 1912. 

Honorary punishment for Roosevelt's temerity was promised 
in his certain renomination and election for the Presidency in 
1920 but for his untimely death. Quotation marks are omitted 
because these, to many. minds, determine the difference in esti- 
mate between the rational and the radical. Even that fine 
orator, and now conservative radical, ex-Senator Beveridge, 
who was temporary chairman, on the same occasion said: 

These special interests which suck the people’s substance are bipar- 
tisan. They are the invisible government behind our visible government. 

ROOSEVELT AND BEVERIDGE WERE ONCE TERMED RADICALS. 

Presidents, judges, lawyers, and laymen have voiced their 
protest against the tendency of the courts to arrogate to them- 
selves the right both to legislate by judge-made laws and to 
adjudicate. Those who urge blind unquestioning faith in this 
tendency of the courts as a test of “Americanism versus Radi- 
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calism ” are confronted with the record and prophesies of the 
fearless American among Americans, Roosevelt, who in un- 
measured terms denounced the trend of court decisions, and 
with his disciple and able chairman of the progressive conven- 
tion—Beveridge—proposed and indorsed a vigorous platform 
demanding so-called radical legislation to prevent an alleged 
threatened control of the judiciary and of judicial decisions by 
the invisible government, so strongly denounced by Beveridge 
at the convention. 

The bitter condemnation of those who knew him best brought 
about the unparalleled defeat for reelection of President Taft 
while the turn of the wheel had made certain the reelection of 
Roosevelt. 

The people are discovering that Roosevelt and Beveridge 
were not radicals but were prophets crying in the wilderness 
whose prophesies, then doubted, now command wide attention. 

Nor is it necessary to follow the extreme leadership that once 
declared present high judicial officers were then supported by 
the Wall Street press. Men generally will believe that ten- 
dencies and training instead of any invisible government have 
occasioned questionable decisions from the different courts. 

Apart from the opinions of Jefferson, Jackson, Randolph, Lin- 
coln, and others of early days, when within a brief time Mayor 
Hylan, ex-President Roosevelt, ex-Senator Beveridge, and count- 
less other men enjoying public confidence have concluded that 
money influences the selection of executives in both major par- 
ties; that the invisible government is bipartisan; that big men 
pervert the courts to their own uses, followed by repeated ap- 
pointments of justices from great corporate environments to the 
highest judicial posts, where one man may reverse Congress and 
emasculate a constitutional amendment ratified by 36 States, 
what answer can be made to the proposition that one Executive 
may and does by such appointment, though unintentional, 
nullify the will of the people for a generation to come? Again 
I repeat the average man may not subscribe to all thege con- 
clusions, however high the authority, but opinions are sub- 
mitted in support of a tentative proposal that will be offered 
to meet the situation, whatever the facts may be. 

THE QUALITY OF MERCY AND TREND OF JUSTICE, 


A direct and serious charge affecting every phase of govern- 
ment has come from the mayor of a city second to none in the 
world in influence and wealth, from a man who rules over more 
people in New York City than are found in any one of 44 
States of the Union. That he is not alone in his estimate of 
wenlth's influence in public affairs appears from a press state- 
ment of January 19, 1923, wherein Supreme Court Justice John 
Ford, of New York, a Republican in polities, is quoted as say- 
ing of “ judicial usurpation ”: 

That courts are partial to accumulated wealth no impartial student 
of the subject can doubt. >è ‘They are on the side of the 
powerful employer and against his employees, and oe A are daily, 
through judge-made laws, oppressing the poor and lowly in the inter- 
ests of amassed capital. s 


Again he said: 


Federal judges are the worst, because they are appointed for life and 
not responsible to the yoters. Their selection is left to lawyers, and 
lawyers are the employees of wealthy men and large corporations. 


President Taft in a Chicago speech long ago is quoted as say- 
ing: 

Of all the questions that are before the American people, I regard 
no one as more important that this, to wit: The improvement of the 
administration of justice. We must make it so that the poor man will 
have as nearly as possible an equal opportunity in litigating as the 
rich man; and under present conditions, ashamed as we may be of 
it, this is not a fact. 

That the poor man does not have an equal opportunity in liti- 
gating as the rich man is a fact of which we are ashamed, ac- 
cording to an eminent man, once President, now Chief Justice 
of the United States. 


CORPORATIONS HAVE TAKEN POSSESSION OF THE COURTS,” 

Again I quote— 

At the present time the supreme power is not in the hands of the 
people but in the power of the judges, who can set aside at will any 
expression of the peoples will made through an act of Congress or a 
State legislature. These judges are not chosen by the people nor sub- 


ect to review by them. This is arbitrary power and the co 


ra- 
taken possession of it simply by naming a majority o 


ons have the 
judges. 

No; this is not an extract from the writings of any allen or 
destroyer of the Republic. It is the opinion of Chief Justice 
Walter Clark, of the North Carolina Supreme Court, expressed 
deliberately in The Arena and is in harmony with the opinion 
of Jefferson, expressed over a century ago. 

Possibly no woman has the confidence of the people of this 


country above Jane Addams, whose ability, conservatism of ex- 


pression and interest in humanity is known to all. 
quoted as saying: 


From my experience I would say, perhaps, that the one symptom 
among workingmen which most distinctly indicates a class feeling is a 
growing distrust of the integrity of the courts, the belief that the pres- 
ent judge has been a corporation attorney, that his sympathies and ex- 
perience and his whole yiew of life is on the corporation side. 


Commenting on an article by President Hadley, of Yale, 
wherein he discussed the position of property rights in America 
to the exclusion of human rights, a writer, Delos F. Wilcox, 
Ph.D. in the Independent said: : 


As a matter of fact, it is not Bryan or Roosevelt or Lincoln Steffens 
or Charles Edward Russell that is the revolutionist; these men talk; 
the Supreme Court of the United States gets. * The truth is 
that all kinds of men occupy the bench, among them men who secured 
their positions through all the different degrees of political chicanery 

racticed in American politics. Judges appointed for life, having no 
ear of the power of the people or of the Executive to rebuke them, are 
aey Bi interpret the law according to their own interests and sym- 
pathies, 


She is 


REPRESENTATIVE GOVERNMENT IN NAME ONLY, 


Governor Aldrich, of Nebraska, criticizing a Federal judge's 
decision in the Minnesota Rate case, is quoted as saying: 

When any court, whether it be the United States Supreme Court or a 
court of inferior jurisdiction, continually makes effort by a judicial 
decision to do that which the people and the people alone have a right 
to do, then I say that such a court is seeking to establish judicial 
tyranny, and if allowed to proceed unchallenged along the line of this 
unwarranted assumption of power representative government will sim- 
ply be that in name only. 

Governor Aldrich was discussing the powers of the State be- 
fore a conference of governors in 1911, This was long before 
the Supreme Court of the United States had held, in effect, that 
Federal powers of rate control would be held to supersede any 
State control over rates entirely within the State. 

I have been quoting latterly from the remarkably able pre- 
sentation of “Our judicial oligarchy,” by Gilbert E. We, a 
strong lawyer formerly from my own State. Chosen to assume 
the responsible position of counsel and examiner for a Senate 
committee on the present oil investigation, Mr. Roe is now dem- 
onstrating his fitness and fearlessness for the duties of that 
position, 

One of the ablest articles I have read on the general subject 
is “ Back to the Constitution,” by Chief Justice Clark, of North 
Carolina. Quoting briefly, he says: : Í 

Let us go “ back to the Constitution!“ as it is written. Let Congress 
and the legislatures legislate, subject to the only restriction conferred 
by the Constitution, the suspensive veto of the Executive, and with 
further supervision in the people alone, who can be trusted with their 
own government, else republican form of government is a failure. 

It must be remembered that there is no line in the Constitution 
which gives the courts, instead of the ple, supervision over Congress 
or the Le fe a There is no constitutional presumption that five 
judges will be infallible and that four will be fallible. If the legis- 
ative and executive N a of the Government err, the people can 
correct it. But when the courts err, as they frequently do, for instance, 
as in Chisholm v. Georgia, in the Dartmouth College case, or in the 
income-tax case, not to mention others, there is no remedy except by 
the long, slow process of a constitutional amendment or by a change 
in the personnel of the court, which is necessarily very slow when 
the judges hold for life, as they do in the Federal courts. 

There is no room in a republican form of government for “ judicial 
hegemony.” 

When men of high political positions and high on the 
bench, sworn to uphold and administer the laws, frankly confess 
a fundamental weakness is found in their broad experience and 
express judgments quoted, what must be the belief of the man 
on the street whose voice and whose part in our scheme of 
government weighs even with that of the highest official? Such 
indictments can not be lightly thrust. aside by those who believe 
differently, for reminders occur of the weakness and warping 
of poor human nature from he who wears judicial ermine to 
the humblest clad. . 

From Roosevelt's 1913 Lincoln Day speech I quote: 

In this State of New York there have been many well-meaning judges 
who in certain cases, usually affecting labor, have rendered decisions 
which were wholly improper wholly reactionary, and fraught with the 
gravest injustice to those classes of the community standing most in 
need of justice. 


Of Roosevelt's statement quoted, Judge Ford says: 


This arrogation of sovereign power by the courts—the power to make 
laws which fit their individual political and economic views and predi- 
lections, without responsibility to the people bound by those laws—is a 
growing danger to our democracy. * * * Little by little this process 
of usurpation has gone, until now we find the courts boldly proclaim- 
ing the right to say what shall and shall not be law, regardless of the 
legislature or the will of the ple. * + As the king and his 
Judges were immune from popular criticism in the old days, so we have 
clothed our judges with like prerogatives of royalty. 


“ SAFER” FEDERAL JUDGES FROM A JUDICIAL VIEWPOINT. 
Possibly one of the most significant statements in a long, 
thoughtful address by this judge comes in his analysis of rea- 
sons for appointment of judges, which he handles as fearlessly 


as others have done when discussing the matter of selecting 
Presidents who make judges. He says: 
But there is a more ominous feature in the tendency of the judiciary 


to legislate for the people. The simple fact is that of all departments 
of government the Jud ciary has been looked after by the interests. 
Their influential lawyers have faithfully sought to get safe judges 
on the bench. That is, “safe” as Wall Street understands the term, 
Particularly have they been successful in procuring the appointment 
of “ safe” Federal judges. Consider the line of Presidents we have had 
during the past century. Think of the baleful forces through which 
some of them were nominated and elected. Ponder on the malign in- 
fluences which surrounded them in office and operated upon their minds 
in respect of all judicial appointments. Is it any wonder that we have 
a “safe” Federal judiciary? And the judges — appointed are in 
office for life and wholly irresponsible to the e over whom the 
resume to exercise 5 pone: And th n a government o 
y and for the people, erlly, is eternal vigilance the price of 
liberty. 


The fifty-fourth volume of American Law Review contains 
a thoughtful review of five judges to four decisions of the Su- 
preme Court by Fred A. Maynard, who quotes from the execu- 
tive council of the American Federation of Labor a proposal 
somewhat similar to that of Roosevelt regarding a referendum 
of decisions. Without expressing approval, he quotes: 

We mean that the power of government shall be taken out of the 
hands of our judiciary, which now exercises a power exercised by no 
other judiciary in the world. We mean that when the ple of the 
United States have educated themselves up to certain reforms in gov- 
ernment, when these reforms have been run into 1 lation and passed 
by Congress and approved by the President, they shall not be nullified 
by the edict of the Judiciary, which sometimes, owing to a decision of 
the court, is the edict of a single man. 


Analyzing the growing protest against this anomalous growth 
of judicial power, Maynard says: 

They can not understand how such a law can be so doubtful, 
a constitutional sense, when they know that before it was enge 
it was critically examined by the Judiciary Committee of both House 
and Senate, com d of the ablest lawyers of the Congress; when 
they know that it was also examined by the Attorney General of the 
United States, then when four justices of the court, after full con- 
sideration, are also of the opinion that the law is constitutional, 
they think, and I submit sed have reason to think, that no such 
doubt exists as to warrant the annulment of the law by a 5 to 4 
vote. No man can be convicted without a unanimous vote of 12 men. 
In all cases of impeachment a two-thirds vote is required. I submit 
that this rule should obtain when a law of Congress is impeached. I 
have known the power of one vote. I have shown that mighty events 
have resulted from the casting of one vote, Knowing full well its 
ower, I would, if I could, prevent its exercise when thereby a law of 
ongress would be declared void. 


CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM OCCURS THROUGH DISCUSSION. 

Any questioning of a court decision, whether united or 
divided, or any suggestion of court review or recall of judges 
invites a charge that it is an attack upon the court. It is un- 
necessary to refute such time-worn methods and when coming 
from those who deem themselves beneficiaries of the average 
decision which may be influenced by habitual attacks on Con- 
gress, the inquiry comes: What better evidence of some needed 
change may be afforded than criticisms from such quarters? 

I have avoided quoting what seemed to be extravagant or 
sensational criticisms of the court or its decisions. It is a 
question relating entirely to the system and is as proper to 
discuss rationally and moderately as differing methods of nomi- 
nating or electing Presidents and United States Senators. 

Speaking specifically of the courts and those who pervert the 
courts, I quote from another: 


Certain big men who also have sometimes perverted the courts to 
their own uses now tell us it is impious to spaak of the people's in- 
sisting upon justice being done by the courts. e say, in the words of 
Lincoln, that we must prevent wrong “being done by Congress or 
courts.” The people of the United States are rightful masters of both 
Congress and courts, not to overthrow the Constitution but to over- 
throw the men who pervert the Constitution. 


Again, no “ radical” here expresses his opinion of the court 
unless Roosevelt was radical; but by the same measure Jeffer- 
son, Jackson, and Lineoln were radical in their criticisms of 
the courts. Against four eminent ex-Presidents, four of the 
greatest, what voice do we hear? His master’s voice” may 
frequently be heard through those who criticize these fearless 
“critics. Yet the ex-Presidents were all popular idols because 
they remained true to ideals of government. 

WHEN DOES THE MAN BECOME SUPERMAN? 


Let me quote in this connection the comprehensive expression 
of an eminent lawyer, Senator, and able statesman, who said, 
on December 29, according to the RECORD : 


A man who is elected President from this Senate floor does not know 
a bit more the moment after he is elected than he did before he was 
elected. He is the same man in a different job. His wisdom has not 
increased a particle. A man who is taken from the bar or bench of 
the country and put in the office of Secretary of State does not know 
a bit more the moment after than he did the moment before he was 
confirmed by the Senate. * * There is not one of them whose 
opinion upon a great matter would have been accepted as a finality 
the day before be got into office. Why should he be regarded as in- 


fallible the moment he is elected or appointed? 
LXIV——166 
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Continuing the unanswerable conclusions drawn by Senator 
REED, we may well ask, “ Why should a man be transformed 
into a King Solomon the moment he is appointed on the bench, 
or why should a railway lawyer, however able, be placed 
where his one vote may overturn the will of the House, the 
Senate, and the Executive in a 5-to-4 teeter-totter decision? 
Again, why was he appointed; when hundreds of able State 
supreme court judges were equally available?” 

Several years ago, July 81, 1911, a Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. OwEN] presented a bill for the recall of Federal judges. One 
strong argument advanced was that the chief value of the recall 
will be found in making its use unnecessary. Knowledge of the 
power would hold in check the natural tendency of unrestrained 
judicial decisions. 

The Senator advanced a further argument that if judges 
should be appointed for life, why not have Senators and Con- 
gressmen appointed by the President for life. He says what - 
we all know to be true: 

A judge on the bench is only a human being after all, and he might 
become intemperate, not sufficiently to justify impeachment perhaps, 
but to justify recall. He might become men incapable or 

hysically incapable, not sufficiently perhaps to justify impeachment. 
Buch a fod might become COLERE and be so skillful in his corrupt 
judgments that it would be im ible to impeach and yet the wisdom 
of his removal might be beyond doubt. 

Illustrating his point, Senator Owen called attention to the 
electoral commission that seated President Hayes, when in 
four cases the commission divided regularly 8 to 7, according 
to previous political affiliation, including Justices Bradley, Clif- 
ford, Miller, Field, and Strong, of the Supreme Court, 

I do not offer any opinion when recalling that in the last 
presidential campaign some one had to be chosen as Executive 
who would select judges for life. A fund of more than a million 
dollars was disclosed to have been contributed and expended for 
one particular candidate in the nomination campaign. It was 
not the judiciary but the Senate that revealed a brazen attempt 
to purchase the Presidency. Kenyon did the job, but the fearless 
man who sought to purge our body politic of a supreme offense 
has now been translated from the Senate, not to the Supreme 
Court, where his abilities and fearlessness would have helped 
to humanize decisions, but Kenyon is now placed where large 
national questions will rarely disturb him or those who fear 
him. Again, a decision by the Supreme Court was recently 
handed down that unlimited expenditures may be made in pri- 
maries, notwithstanding State or Federal corrupt practices acts 
are to the contrary. More recently the people reviewed that 
decision with a list of many political casualties found among 
those who had registered the same views as the court on the 
political expenditures of a former Michigan Senator. 

INFLUBNCES THAT MAKE THE COURT INFALLIBLBE(?), 

The leading Cabinet officer to-day and close presidential ad- 
visor, whose ability and personal high standing is beyond criti- 
cism, according to a complimentary intimation in the opinion, 
turned the Supreme Court decision in favor of his client— 
Standard Oil—in the stock dividend 5 to 4 decision (252 U. S.) 
by 1 majority of the court. The Newberry $200,000 campaign 
fund decision in like manner was a teeter-totter 5 to 4 court 
decision, with Mr. Hughes again chief counsel for the victor. 
(256 U. S. 233.) He there contended in legal phraseology 
that “ regulations affecting times, places, and manner of holding 
elections ” did not relate to nominations, because the only way 
to determine the egg was by the chicken—if it hatched—at least 
that was the substance of the majority opinion, although the 
case had other angles. $ 

Chief Justice White, Justices Pitney, Brandeis, and Clark 
rejected ex-Justice Hughes’s reasoning, but again he had the 
fifth gun, and that always turns the judicial tide of battle. 
However, both decisions were rejected by the country when 
an expression at the polls could be had from the people who do 
not appreciate the “niceties of law” that weighed most with 
the fifth judge in both hairsplitting decisions. 

Rejected in the tax case I submit as evidenced from the vote 
on the income-tax amendment ratified by 36 States and inter- 
preted by four able justices and rejected in the primary ex- 
penditure case by the long list of political fatalities recorded at 
the last election. Finely drawn distinctions were offered to 
justify both decisions, but the people. who have the last voice, 
are not and were not in sympathy with either judgment of the 
court if sentiment can be gathered from the ballot-box: returns 
of the several States, 

THE CHILD'S HAT OF 1787 FOR 100,000,000 PEOPLE. 

Sincere and insincere questioners who object to any “ monkey- 
ing” with the Constitution seem to forget that if the framers 
of that instrument had intended that the court or any other 
body was to be a sort of governess for Congress, they would 
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have so provided in the bond between the States. Many of 
our modern woes, real or imaginary, have arisen from trying 
to satisfy a majority of the court's views, that are subject to 
modification or radical change with a changing court—a prob- 
Jem found nowhere else in the world. 

Uniess we say, with unctuous sophistry, we can not trust the 
people who are the government to decide how their Govern- 
ment shall be run, then State and Federal Constitutions will 
mever be proper subjects of change. In upholding the work- 
men’s compensation laws of Wisconsin, Chief Justice Winslow, 
a dearly loved official, announced a doctrine that might well be 
followed more regularly when he said: 


When an hteenth-century constitution forms the charter —.— se 
erty of a twen 1 agar pee must its general p: 

construed and interpreted v Pe es get -century mind in the > tight 
of eighteenth-century conditions ideals? Certainly not. 


ROOSEVELT ON THE RECALL OF JUDGES. 

After paying full tribute to the able judiciary of the country, 
in which every fair-minded man agrees, Roosevelt, in his 
address to the Ohio constitutional convention, expressed himself 
so clearly and unmistakably that I quote: 


Hither the recall of taster ty will have to be adopted or else it will 
have to be made much than it is now to x rid, not merely of 
a bed judge but of a judge, however virtu has grown so out 
of touch with social needs and facts that he “unit longer to render 

service on the bench. 


edy fi the is of whick the Sie justly complain is 
e m 
—— a more 1 2 — SeN nee 

Roosevelt was speaking of State courts, but the same argu- 
ment affects United States Supreme Court decisions that in- 
validate both State and Federal laws. A resemblance and a 
distinetion between the highest State and highest Federal court 
is noted, for State laws permit the people of the State in time 
to remove at the polis the offending judge, whereas a Supreme 
Justice whose vote may set aside both Federal or State laws 
concerning the most vital public questions, is responsible to no 
one during his natural life. 

No court veto of legislative wisdem is found in the Con- 
stitution, but as usurpation of jurisdiction rests on justified 
or unjustified custom and now has the force of constitutional 
prerogative, what just reason can be advanced against the 
right to set aside such decision by the same two-thirds vote with 
which we set aside the veto of an Executive who appoints 
Supreme Court judges? If the people by constitutional amend- 
ment place the responsibility with Congress, who can be heard 
to complain? 

RECALLS OF CONGRESS 4ND EXHCUTIVES. 

The Constitution provides in its wisdom the Executives of 
the Government may be removed in four years, as evidenced 
by the 531 to 8 electorai-vote decision during the recent past, 
although mo power can reach the same man when he is 
once placed on the bench. By the seventeenth amendment 
it is provided the Senate every six years shall go back to 
the people, not to State legislatures as formerly, and that 
Representatives shali go back biannually to receive their grant 
of authority. Why should not some control be had over the 
personnel of the court by those who represent the people? 

A political, party that cast 4,119,507 votes in 1912—11 times 
the Republican electoral vote 10 short years ago, carried in its 
platform, so supported, the following plank: 

Won an act paene under the police power of the State is held 

constitutional the State constitution by the courts, the 
people shall ave a an 8 to vote on the question whether 
desire the act to become a law notwithstanding such decision. 

Last month a conference met in Cleveland to advance pro- 
gressive political action. Five hundred delegates from prac- 
tically every State in the Union, claiming to represent millions 
of voters in farm and labor organizations, there issued a call 
to Congress based on overwhelming political changes they con- 
tributed to bring about at the recent election. One of the six 
planks adopted by that conference reads: 

(8) That Congress end the power of the courts to declare legislation 
unconstitutional. 

The unlimited power of the courts and the stand of the Pro- 
gressive Party a decade ago finds recent expression in the plat- 
form drafted last month at Cleveland. What is the answer? 

A bill heretofore introduced by an able lawyer and Senator 
(Owx) with long service reads: 
hidden 9 2 2 ar Con = N — — 8 
shall be * in any ae in which oe eee of an act 


of Congress is challenged, the pasmaso any act bein 
deemed conclusive presumption ef 1 R 


Protesting against a recent Supreme Court appointment, Sen- 
ator La FOLLETTE several eg ago said in his magazine: 
No student of existin 


a <er those having the appaine 
of it has come the demand for 


In speeches, arguments, and writings Senator La FOLLETTE 
has constantly urged the necessity for a recall of judges and a 
review of decisions. His advice has been followed by criti- 
cisms, but he is in the company of ex-Presidents, judges, and 
is well able to stand alone. 

Senator Boram recently introduced a bill requiring seven 


Why not the courts when laws are set aside? 
SACREDNESS OF JUDGES NO LONGER A SHIBBOLEZETH, 

Unless there is some sacredness attached that may suggest 
a strong suspicion of ulterior motives for preventing removals 
under any circumstances, a resolution making decisions and 
judges subject to a two-thirds referendum or recall is worthy 
of consideration by the Congress. 

If it would not be deemed too “radical” to quote a com- 
monly misused term of reproach, I venture to offer for your 
consideration something to the following effect: 

No law shall be held unconstitutional and void by the Supreme Court 
without the concurrence of at least all but one of the judges. 

A provision affecting the tenure of office of judges I submit 
might properly read: 

Judges ga mer be removed from office hy concurrent resolutions of both 

of the Congress) if two-thirds of the Members elected to each 


Houses ( 
House ormon but no such POEL R DE ng neon upon 
com mt, the substance of which shall be entered on the Jo nor 


urnal, 
e charged shall have had notice thereof 
ws ete party rg and an oppor- 

Both 3 excepting the words in parentheses, are taken 
verbatim from the constitution of the State of Ohio, from a 
State that claims for its chief citizen the only man who can 
appoint judges and chief justices for life, and from the home 
State of the Chief Justice himself. 

THE RACE TO THE COURT, FAST AND FURIOUS. 

The growth of the court's “don’t decisions” on “seeming 
jaws” enacted by Congress has been fast and furious. Three 
cases were heard and three Federal laws declared unconstitu- 
tional during the first 70 years, or one in about every 23 years 
on the average. Of those so tried, two were of slight impor- 
tance. Since that time, or during a period of practically 50 
years, such decisions have reached on an average possibly one 
per year, and hundreds of State laws have been wiped out by 
the same tribunal. I have not the exact number, but believe 
this figure is not far wrong and that decisions declaring Ped- 
eral laws unconstitutional are rendered twenty-three times as 
often now as in the days of the terrible but great Marshall. 

Familiarity breeds or invites contempt, ‘tis said, and we are 
becoming used to the court's chastening stick, but mo record 
shows how many cases have been tested in court—some up- 
held, some dismissed, and others reversed. From the lower court 
to the highest the race now is constant. No law is certain in 
character to-day until litigants get the stamp of approval from 
the court, so these litigants and thousands who have acted or 
would act on the law are kept in a state of suspended animation 
until the court yoices its approval er disapproval. In other 
words, to determine what is law or just “seems to be law.” 
How long will Congress and the country subscribe to this un- 
American doctrine of judicial usurpation? 

To what extent, we may well ask, will the policy lead in view of 
the arithmetical progression practiced during recent years, and 
can any more striking anomaly be conceived under our form orf 
government than this anxious waiting, hat in hand, for months 
or years to get a 5 to 4 last guess on constitutional enactments? 

A FEW CASES CITED FROM AMONG MANY CLOSE DECISIONS, 


Widespread extension of the United States Supreme Court's 
constitutionally provided jurisdiction may be inferred from a 
few examples of divided decisions that overturn different laws 
of States and Nation. Only those are mentioned where the 
opinion of the court is fairly well divided: 


United States v. Trans-Missouri Freight Association (166 U. S. 290, 
1897), Sherman Antitrust Act; four d 
United States 5 Trafic Association (171 U. S. 505, 1898), 


three 
ber 2. Gaited tates (198 U. s. 197, 1904), 


n Antitrust Act; three 
‘Continental Wall Paper Co. v. V Co. (212 U. S. 227, 1908), 
Sherman Antitrust Act; four dissenting. 
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4 ries meg pi vie v. Neal (214 U. S. 459, 1908), Sherman Antitrust 
; three senting. 

“Duplex Printing Co. v. Deering (254 U. S. 443, 1920), Clayton Act; 
three dissentin 


ployers’ Liability Cases (207 U. S. 468, 1907), Federal law held 

unconstitutional ; four 0 

Lochner v. New York (198 U. 8. 45, 1904), New York law held 
unconstitutional ; four 5 

Adams & Tanner (244 U. S. 590, 1917), Washington law held uncon- 
stitutional; four dissenting. 

Hammer v. Dagenhart (247 U. S. 253, 1918), Federal child labor 
law held unconstitutional; four dissenting. 

Bailey v. Alabama (219 U. S. 218, 1911), Alabama law held uncon- 
stitutional ; two PMD 7 

Coppage v. Kansas (236 U. S. 1, 1915), Kansas law held uncon- 
stitutional ; three dissenting. 

Southern Pacific v. Jenson (244 U. S. 205, 1916), State compensa- 
tion acts held unconstitutional; four dissenting. 

Stettle v. O'Hare (243 U. 8. 629, 1917), Oregon law upheld; four 


to four. 
Knickerbocker Ice Co, v. Stewart 62 U. S. 149. 1920), Federal 


law held unconstitutional; four dissenting. 

Truax v. Corrigan (42 Sup. Ct., 1922), Arizona law held unconstitu- 
tional; four dissenting. 

Pollock v. Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co. (158 U. S. 601, 1895), Fed- 
eral income tax held unconstitutional; four 1 

Keller v. United States (213 U. S. 138, 1909), Federal law held 
unconstitutional; three dissenting. 

Southern Railroad Co. v. Greene (213 U. S. 400, 1910), Alabama 
law held unconstitutional; four dissenting. 

Western Union Telegraph Co. p. Kansas (216 U. S. 11, 1910), Kan- 
sas law held unconstitutional; three . 

West v. Kansas N. G. Co. (221 U. S. 229, 1911), pipe-lines law held 
unconstitutional; three yea 

Savings Bank v. Des Moines (205 U. S. 303, 1907), Iowa law held 
unconstitutional; three dissenting, 

Louisville & Nashville Railway v. Stockyards (212 U. S. 181, 1909), 
Kentucky law held unconstitutional ; three Morentin 5 

Ludurg v. Western Union Co. (216 U. S. 146, 1910), Arkansas law 
held unconstitutional ; three dissenting. 

Union Tank Line v. Wright (249 U. S. 275, 1919), Georgla law 
held unconstitutional; three dissenting. 

Newberry v. United States (256 U. S. 232, 1921), overruling con- 
vletion of Newberry; four dissenting. 

I have not quoted the Macomber stock-dividend case (252 
U. S.) holding by 5 to 4 such dividends not taxable and 
thereby losing possibly a half billion dollars in tax revenues to 
the Treasury nor are many other cases cited because hard to clas- 
sify. Many laws, State and National, have been held constitu- 
tional by only one vote of the court, and other proportionately 
narrow escapes in determining constitutionality are not cited 
nor are ordinances of cities mentioned that were set aside or 
affirmed by a divided court decision, many of which I have 
before me. 

A most remarkable publication, printed under Government 
sanction, laid on our desks during the past week, is entitled 
“Labor laws that have been declared unconstitutional,” issued 
by the United States Department of Labor. A review of deci- 
sions by State and Federal courts discloses that 300 separate 
statutes, bills, and ordinances have been set aside by the courts 
(p. 10). When it is remembered that hundreds of laws not 
affecting labor have been set aside by the courts, the wide 
range of assumed jurisdiction and judge-made laws resulting 
‘may well be understood. : 

The fostering care of one court over another (?) is an- 
nounced by the United States Supreme Court when, in passing 
upon a decision of the New York Court of Appeals, it an- 
nounced : - 

We will only say that, notwithstanding the decision comes from the 
highest court of the first State of the Union and is supported by most 
3 argument, we have not been able to yield our consent to 
he view there taken. . 

Enough has been offered of recent date to show that with in- 
creasing frequency the Supreme Court on great public ques- 
tions previously decided by constitutionally elected bodies often 
evenly divides while one member df the court is now vested 
with power under present conditions to set aside laws left in 
‘force by an otherwise equally divided court. Both branches of 
Congress and the Executive who appointed the court are help- 
less to act, notwithstanding a strongly contended usurpation 
of constitutional prerogative exists in the court to-day. State 
legislatures and governors are equally impotent if one Federal 
Associate Justice throws his weight on one side or the other of 
the question. 

CONCLUSIONS, IF REASONABLB, CALL FOR SOME REMEDY. 


I have not assumed to present any original or technical argu- 
ment nor urge that particular changes be adopted. 

When no authority exists under the Constitution to reach 
this situation, either by Congress or the people, it remains for 
Congress to provide some relief for submission to the people. 
As a tentative suggestion it is proposed that decisions of the 
court declaring laws unconstitutional shall be practically unani- 
mous or for recall of judges, or both, and it may be a salutary 
move to place a recall in the hands of two-thirds of Congress, 
thereby serving to keep the court fairly close to the will of the 
people, To this end I am suggesting a tentative amendment 


that would require two-thirds vote of both Houses to join in 
any proceeding affecting members of the court or of their de- 
cision, somewhat similar to the Ohio constitutional provision. 
If this proposed amendment invites consideration, I submit 
that ample grounds for its support may be found in the cases 
cited. More pertinent, it makes certain Article IV of the Con- 
stitution, which provides: 

The Constitution and the laws of the United States * „ shall 
be the 1 law of the land; and the judges of every State shall 
be bound thereby. 

It reads “ judges shall be bound thereby” without hairsplit- 
ting decisions over “ supposed laws.” 

Pursuant to the same ark of the covenant we can not well 
misread section 2, Article III, that is couched in plain English: 

The Supreme Court shall have appellant jurisdiction both as to law 
and fact, with such exceptions and under such regulations as the 
Congress shall make. 

No higher authority need be cited, and no greater responsibil- 
ity rests on Congress to-day, in my humble judgment, than to 
perform a plain duty under the Constitution, 


Proposed joint resolution for an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States: 


Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the 
United States of America in Congress assemble. two-thirds of each 
sed as 


House concurring therein), That the tonong article is pro 
an amendment to the Constitution of the United States, which shall 
be valid to all intents and pu es as part of the Constitution when 
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the several States: 

Suction 1. Congress shall have wer to determine how many 
members of the Supreme Court shall foin in any decision that declares 
unconstitutional, sets aside, or limits the effect of any Federal or 
State law, and may further proyide by law for the recall without 
eas orig epg proceedings of any judge of the court, or for a review 
and setting aside of any such court decision providing that not less 
than Meas irds of the vote of both Houses shall agree to such recall 
or review. 


THE PRIVATE CALENDAR. 


Mr. SNELL. Mr, Speaker, by previous arrangement, I under- 
stand that it is in order to call up unobjected-to bills on the 
Private Calendar. I ask unanimous consent that they may be 
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. By special order bills unobjected to on the 
Private Calendar are in order to-day. The gentleman from 
New York asks unanimous consent that they may be considered 
m the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is there objec- 

on? 

There was no objection. 

CERTAIN OFFICERS OF THE ARMY. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill on the 
Private Calendar. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11397) to authorize appropriations for the relief of certain 
officers of the Army of the United States, and for other pur- 
poses. i 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present consider- 
ation of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, this is an omnibus war 
claims bill involving some 46 different claims. I think some 
explanation should be made by the chairman of the committee 
reporting it before the objection stage is passed. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, this bill was originally sent to 
the Speaker of the House to be presented to the War Claims 
Committee for consideration. It contained various private 
claims, and was intended to clear up all of the claims that 
were in the War Department that had been approved by the 
department but refused payment by the Comptroller General up 
to the time that we passed, last year, the special enabling act 
which gave the power to the War Department to consider and 
settle practically all such claims as are carried in this present 
omnibus bill. 

In considering this bill the committee went over each claim 
very carefully. We tried not only to be fair to the individual 
claimants but also to protect the Government in every respect, 
and if we have erred at all I think we have erred in favor of 
the Government. 

Mr. MADDEN. Does the gentleman mean to say that if the 
committee have erred, they have erred by giving more generous 
treatment to these cases than they should have received? 

Mr. SNELL. I mean just exactly the opposite, and most of 
the claimants at least will support my statement. 

Mr. MADDEN. I thought the gentleman would like to have 
that statement made. 

Mr. SNELL. Many of these claims are printing claims. 
According to law no one has the right to cause any printing 
on behalf of the Government or any advertisement or insertion 
in any paper without written authority from the War Depart- 
ment. During the war there were a good many times when 
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it was absolutely necessary for the officer in charge for the 
benefit of the Government to insert small advertisements on 


behalf of the Government. Each one of these claims except 
one is very small. It was done for the benefit of the Govern- 
ment, and there is absolutely no reason why the Government 
ie not pay these bills except the technicallty that was in 
the law. 

The heading that covers the greater part of these claims 18 
the loss of money by Army officers. During the war various 
officers were in control of sums of money used for pay rolls 
and other expenses. They had no special accommodation for 
taking care of this money, and it was necessary to leave it 
with a subordinate officer or with some civilian clerk, and 

generally the officer had no control in choosing such officer or 

clerk, In practically every case covered in this bill the officer 
himself really had nothing to do with the money. In almost 
all cases the person who stole the money or in some other 
way got away with it has been apprehended and is now in Jail 
or has returned a part of the money; but notwithstanding that 
fact the officer himself is held responsible and has been asked 
to pay back the balance that has not been returned; that is, 
the officer in charge is technically responsible, regardless of 
any other conditions over which he has no control. 

Sometimes in the foreign service they moved quickly and 
did not always have an opportunity to take all their belongings 
with them. ` 

Mr. STAFFORD.' Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. STAFFORD. In these various claims, what action was 
taken by the department to secure the amount from surety 
companies? A 

Mr. SNELL. I think there is only one claim, if I remember 
correctly, where there was a bond, and a surety bond does not 
cover the Heilich case, which is, I believe, the one the gentle- 
man has reference to. The Government bonds a man's hon- 
esty, and if a man is not dishonest, if he has been tried by 
court-martial and it has been shown that he is not guilty of 
any misdemeanor, and he is still in the service, that bend 
does not cover the case. It is simply when a man has been 
found guilty of wrongdoing and has been separated from the 
service that the bond covers the case. This man was proyen 
innocent and without fault and is still in Government employ, 
and for that reason the bond has nothing to do with the case 
at all, and the bonding company receives no benefit under 
this bill. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I yield to the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. STEVENSON, I had a case which I think reached the 
committee too late to be inserted in this bill. Major Hardin 
had a clerk assigned to him by the Civil Service whom he had 
no right to refuse to take. Major Hardin required him to have 
a bond, and he gave a surety bond for $5,000. The clerk stole 
$11,000. The surety bond was collected, but the Government 
wishes Major Hardin to pay the remaining $6,000. The dis- 
honest clerk pleaded guilty to the charge and was sent to the 
penitentiary and within a few months was pardoned. I wanted 
to know if the gentleman would be willing to let that go into 
this bill. I would be glad to get it in if we could. It was 
approved by the department, but it was too late to get it into 
the bill. 

Mr. SNELL. I will say that several people have come to 
me with the same kind of cases. I would not want to put 
into the bill any cases that have not been definitely passed 
upon by the committee and all the evidence presented to the 
committee in the usual way. We expect to have another day 
later on, and I would be glad then to consider the matter. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, SNELL. I will. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Is it the information of the gentleman that 
the War Claims Committee will have another day during this 
session? 

Mr. SNELL. Yes; we are going to clean up the calendar. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I want to say while I am on my feet, being 
a member of that committee, that as the chairman has explained, 
we thoroughly thrashed over all of these cases,‘and having had 
some slight experience with them I want te say that we re- 
ported nothing but that we felt the Government legally and 
honestly ought to pay. 

Mr, GREENE of Vermont. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELL. I will. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Does the gentleman recollect the 
7 of Colonel Newbold that was to come in in some omnibus 

Mr, SNELL. I do not know; this bill carries 68 claims and 
I have forgotten the names of all of them. If that one the 


gentleman speaks of was sent up by the War Department and 
is meritorious, it is in the bill. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Is it expected that you will 
have another batch of these small claims so that this might be 
included in those? 

Mr. SNELL. I do not know that we will have another omni- 
bus bill, yet there are a few other claims that we will have 
to bring in as private bills. It is the desire of the committee to 
cover all of the claims arising from the late war us fast as pos- 
sible so that the legitimate claimants will get their money dur- 
ing their lifetime instead of the second and third generation, and 
so that the people who know about them can give their evidence. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. I want to say that I commend 
that policy, but I am taken by surprise this morning, and have 
not the access to my files just now. Colonel Newbold is on 
duty in my State at Fort Ethan Allen, which is the reason for 
my being interested in his behalf. It is expected that he will 
go on foreign service within a month. > 

Mr. SNELL. I am just informed the case the gentleman 
from Vermont is interested in is in the bill. 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. 8 of Vermont. I have not the floor. 
pire LI E. Was Colonel Newbold in Switzerland at one 

me 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. I can not tell the gentleman. I 
do not remember just what his service was. 

Mr. SNELL Mr. Speaker, the other claims are for rental of 
quarters where the individual officer did it under the direct 
command of his superior officer, and at no time was a larger 
amount paid than he would be allowed according to his rank 
and according to present law. But, owing to some technical 
question as to whether he was on duty with troops or not, the 
Comptroller General refused to pay the account. These, together 
with some other expenses connected with the observations made 
by some Army officers in foreign countries previous to our entry 
into the World War, comprised a majority of the claims taken 
up in the general bill. I will say for the committee that we 
have gone into these claims carefully. I myself have personally 
read all the evidence, and we have not put in a single bill in 
this general bill where there is a weak link in evidence. Every- 
thing is in favor of the Government. 

Mr. SEARS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, SNELL, Certainly. 

Mr. SEARS. The gentleman says he expects to have another 
day to consider these bills. We all know the congestion of the 
ealendars in both Houses, and I sincerely hope that the gentle- 
man will not have one day but many days in order that we 
may clear the calendars of these bills, and especially those that 
have passed the Senate which are meritorious and have been 
considered year after year. 

Mr. SNELL. It is expected to clean up the entire Private 
Calendar at this session. 

Mr, STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, in view of the exhaustive 
explanation made by the chairman of the committee and the 
detailed and earnest study that seems to have been given to 
these omnibus claims, and having gone over them somewhat 
myself, I feel that the objection should be withdrawn, and I 
hereby withdraw it. 

Mr. SNELL, The following is a condensed statement of the 
bill and amounts carried: > 

Summary of amounts included in bill H. R. 11397. 
FOR RELIEF OF OFFICERS AND FORMER OFFICERS, 
(Total, 48 officers.] 


Name. 


2. Earl J. Atkisson, major, Chemical Warfare Service. $500. 00 

3. Maj. Delbert Ansmus (now captain), Coast Artillery... $856. 93 650. 00 
4. William A. Bailey (formerly first lieutenant, Signal 
8 officer, United States Army) and Charles 

G. Dob Finance © ee ped 2, 950. 00 936, 16 

CCCCTCTCbCCCTFCC om Mga pied Loe ay ai 

akendeta 450. 00 

A E A D AETA ONTEER 8 127.61 

POLRI I EI A L E EE N A I A OIERA IE EETA 58. 50 

WA EEE TAE 600. 00 

a T TO E T E AEREN A EAEE 256, 91 

PERO R 5.60 

22 ͤ1un1ui ð d E- 139, 00 

620. 00 

601. 40 

7.80 
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Summary of amounts included in bin H. R. 11997—Continued. 
FOR RELIEF OF OFFICERS AND FORMER OFFICERS—continued. 


$29.00 
2 2 200. 00 
21. Mati 802. 18 
2. Capt. 1,960. 00 
24. Fred S. Johnston (formerly captain). -..... 68. 00 
B. W y 8,020. 48 
26. Capt Harold Kernan, Field Artillery... 1,200. 00 
ls Se ee eee eee — 1 
2. Capt Jamas K. MacDonald, eee AE 39. 33 
30, Ag ee Miles (now mar) E Ea 57.95 
AI. W D: Notts. Porat test ieaiai, Quar- 40 9 
32. Lieut, Col. Mason M. Patrick (now colonel)..........nejaan correrse 6.30 
33, Alexander F. 1, 821. 84 
—5 Capt. Charles F. 57.00 
1,369. 55 
187.40 
46 
290. 79 
42. t. Francis J. Baker, 8 Sots 
Capt. Stephen R. Finance Department 168. 80 
Capt. Horace G. Foster, Finance Department. 350. 43 
Capt. Hastie A. Stuart, Finance Department 182. 40 
45. 15 Gen A orehane Medical 0 W 
5 2 now 
. 301.20 
* 3 pz Kremers, Medical Corps (now major, 9 05 
eni E T 
Capt. Larry B. McAfee (now major, Medical Corps) ) ~ 293.00 
Capt. Leertus J. Owne (now lieutenant colonel, in 
Lieut. Col. Frederick P. 6 ee 
r . Ee. 323. 90 
Capt. A 278.00 
Jay D. Whitham 0 88. 80 
19, 798. 68 
FOR RELIEF OF CIVILIANS. 
(Total, 19.) 
1. R SUR CE Dae ee ea at UES S A ree A 
= Borwind: White Coal Mining Co ü 
Bransford Realty co.. 132 20 
96 John Schmidt ä 216. 75 
. TTTTTTT—T—T—T—— a eres 140. 00 
44. St. Francis 5 Newport News, Va 47. 90 
Dr. S. W. 8 IS 56. 00 
40. Charleston e Pn tren ENE EAE EES SPS EES 34. 
Dispatch Printin: „F————T—T—T—T—T0T—T0T0T0T0T0TꝙTTF—Tꝓ—T—T—— sige efeskeoacs 60. 48 
Evening Post Publishing Co-----.___---__-______-._- 40. 32 
Montgomery Advertiser ___—___-______ 16. 75 
Montgomery Journal Publishing Co_---_--_.-__-_._____ 10. 20 
Newburgh News 5 & Publishin Co. 27. 00 
New York Evening Journal 420. 00 
Spokesman-Review -~-= 23.40 
Stivers Printing Co 22. 50 
Times Publishing Co. 4. 69 
Trenton Times = 13. 44 
Waterbury L 22. 50 
Ss Sey SS TTT —— — 3, 447. 73 


FOR RELIEF OF ENLISTED MEN. 
28. Clarence W. aore (formerly private M. G. Co.) . $55. 00 


The total number of claimants whose cases are reported herein is 6$, 
and of these 48 are cers or former officers, 1 is an enlisted man, an 
19 are civilians or civilian agencies. The amounts which it is proposed 
to authorize to be appropriated, considering the collections and re- 
fundments of record up to date in the cases of commissioned officers, 
are as follows: 

RECAPITULATION. 


MILITARY. 


48 | Relief of officers and former officers 
1 | Relief of enlisted man 


CIVILIANS. 


T 
Total cash a ee 
Aggregate in vol Gren ——— — 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 
The Oe read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Comptroller General of the United 
States is — authorized and directed to allow credits and effect 
reimb in the accounts of the persons herein stated, out of 
not otherwise appropriated, which amounts, 


ursements 
any money ia the Treas 
vided herein, are hereby authorized to be appro- 


— ch ance nye pd provi 
peara 


now stands disallo on ane books of the General Accounting Office. 

Second. Payment for an automobile: That the Comptroller General 

of the United States is hereby authorized and directed to pay to 

1 J. Atkisson, Chemical Warfare Service, United States Army, 
the sum of $500 being equitably due to reimburse the said Major 
Atkisson for the Toss s his automobile shipped on Government bill of 
lading on Au 1917, and not subsequently delivered to him, but 
later salvaged as ji iinarte property and sold for $291, which sum 
was deposited to the eredit of the Treasurer of the United States as 
miscellaneous receipts. 

Third. Relief of Maj. peer Ausmus (now captain), Coast Artil- 
lery, United States Army: Tha 3 — troller General of a United 
States is hereby authorized and to allow and t in the 
accounts of Maj. Delbert Ausmus re captain), Coast Artillery, the 
sum of $856. 98, rep enting public funds Hor which he waa-aerpant- 

e and which were stolen from him in February, 1920. and to reim- 
1 him in such amount as he has refunded to the United States to 
make good the loss of these cme funds. 

Fourth. Relief of William A. Bailey W ve 6 Sig- 
nal Corps, agent officer, United States Arm stents z Charles G. 
Dobbins, Finance Department, accountable o United States Army: 


8 
them b; law in d the sum of $2,950, re 
the 8 Dobbins was accountab po rns for which the said 
ety Baile v, was 5 as ee eres 0 17 — anne which were em- 
beazled 7 nA between 
by one D. 8 — has 5 

nited Btates District Court, Southern District of Florida, of said em- 
bezzlement; and to reimburse the said Willam A. Bailey in such 
amount as he has refunded to the United States to make good the 
embezzlement of these public funds, 

Fifth. Farnes for ages to a chartered bar That the Comp- 
troller General of the United States is hereby au onise and directed 
to pay to the Berwind-White Coal Mining Co. the sum of $118.40, as 
damages on account of a comision between the United States Army 
chartered barge Eureka No. 12, owned by said company, and the United 
States Army chartered tug Reliable, on New Yor ‘arbor, on August 
23, 1918, an to defective steering gear on the tug Reliable. 

Sixth. Relief of Herman H. B 1 ar Corney second lieutenan 
Air Service, United States Army): Comptroller General o 
the United States is hereby . and directed to allow and 
credit in the accounts of Herman H. 408.80, Ir. (formerly second lieu- 
tenant, Air Service), the sum of $1,403.5 1 publie funds 
which were lost or stolen from him on or about December 1, 1919; 
and to reimburse him in such amount as he has refunded to the United 
States to make good the loss of these public funds. 

Seventh. Relief of Ca: t. Ralph E. Bower, United States Army (now 
first lieutenant, Infantry): That the 5 General of the United 
States is hereby authorized and directed to reimburse Capt. Ralph E. 
Bower (now first lieutenant, Infantry), in the sum of $135.10, re 
senting public 75 for which he was accountable which 5 Tost 
by fire on or about March 6, 1920, and refunded by him 
States to make good the loss of these public funds. 

Eighth. Relief of Capt. William owman, Quartermaster rc 
United States Army (now warrant officer): That the Comptrol 
General of the United States is hereby authorized- and directed to 
allow and credit in the accounts of Capt. William Bowman, Quarter- 
master cope (now warrant officer), the sum of $3,000, representing 

ublic t for which he was accountable and which were lost in 

february, 1919, through no fault kos his own; and to reimburse him in 
such amount as he has refunded to the United States to make good the 
loss of these public funds. 

Ninth. Payment for damages to crops: That the Comptroller S 
eral of the United States is 1 authorized aud directed to pa 
the Bransford Realty Co., of Nashville, Tenn., the sum of 5 2220 42 as 
damages to growing crops caused in or about August, 1917, by stock 
belonging to the Government under the control of the First Tennessee 
Infantry, payment to be made from the appropriation for claims for 
damages to and loss of private property. 


Mr. SNELL. On page 5, line 11, I move to strike out the 
word “in” and insert the word “ on.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk continued the reading of the bill as follows: 


Tenth. Reimbursement of 2 C. Cady (formerly acting dental 
surgeon, 8 States Arm my) That the Comptroller General of 125 
nited States is renting aoe orlzed org te directed to p sru to Frank 

dy (formerly acting tal surgeon) the sum of f 27.61, EA 
amount paid by him oer private funds for rent o uarters peas the 
period ctober 14, 1913, to January 31, 1914, for his use while in 

e service of the United States. 

Eleventh. Relief of Henry C. Chappell (formerly captain, National 
Guard, retired): That h Adden er General of the United States 
is hereby authorized and Lich a to * 2 C. Chappell (for- 
merely captain, National Goat: re New London, Conn, 
the 15 g — 50, paid by him ‘in sate TOM id follows for advertise- 
ments May 21 to 24, 1917, in newspa ris soliciting enlist- 
ments Ay one Quartermaster Reserve Corps of 


graph Publishing Co., New London, Conn., ; the Evening Day, 
ew London, Conn., 4 the New London Globe, New Lon- 
don, Conn., $15; the 8 Norwich, Conn., 118. 

Twelfth. Relief of H ay ROTI formerly captain, Quartermaster Co 
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States is hereby authorized and directed to reimburse H. D. Cory 
(formerly captain, Quartermaster Corps) in the sum of $600, repre- 
senting public funds for which he was accountable which were stolen 
between March 27, 1918, and May 4, 1918, and refunded by him to 
make good the loss of these publie funds. 

Thirteenth. Relief of Capt. Richard D. Daugherity, Forty-eighth 
Infantry, United States Army (now first lieutenant, Infantry): That 
the Comptroller General of the United States is hereby authorized 
and directed to reimburse Capt. Richard D. Dengoerty, 7 328 th 
Infantry (now first lieutenant, Infantry), in the sum of $256.91, 


representing public funds for which he was responsible as agent of- 


ficer which were stolen by Capt. John A. Willers, Forty-eighth In- 
fantry, upon his desertion from the service on December 7, 1918, 
and refunded by the said Captain Daugherity to the United States 


to make good the loss of these public funds. 

Fourteenth. Relief of Marjor Charles B. Elliott: That the Comptroller 
General of the United States is hereby authorized and directed to 
allow credit in the accounts of Maj. Charles B. Elliott, Infantry, 
United States Army, in the sum of $15.60, being overpayments made 
by him in good faith, during the period from September 1 to No- 
vember 30, 1916, to members of the National Guard of the State of 
New Jersey, as a result of his failure, through misinterpretation of 
regulations, to deduct certain court-martial fines, and which sum of 

be oy has been refunded by him to the United States from private 
un 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to offer an amendment to 
page 7, line 7, to strike out the word “ Marjor.” 
The Clerk read as follows: 


4 

Page 7, line 7, strike out the word“ Marjor" and insert the word 
„Major.“ 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word, in order to ask a question. There has been quite a loss 
to the Government both during the war and since on these de- 
faults and others. The gentleman speaks about the bonds not 
being sufficient to meet the Government’s claim. Ought not the 
committee to take some action toward requiring a different kind 
of bond that shall be given in the future, so that it will meet 
the losses that occur? There have been quite a number of 
other losses of different natures not covered by this bill. This 
bill alone covers about $69,000. It does seem to me that the 
Government ought not to be losing these big amounts of money 
every year through the dishonesty of some of its officers. 

Mr. SNELL. I do not think there are a great many of them. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, there are a great many that are not 
covered by the gentleman’s bill. 

Mr. SNELL. Not very many, so far as I know, that come to 
our committee. 

Mr. BLANTON. They have not yet come to the gentleman’s 
committee, and that is the reason. 

Mr. SNELL, This bill covers everything of that nature in 
the War Department up to the time they sent it up here, and 
that was last fall. 

Mr. BLANTON. I think the committee ought to take some 
action toward getting a different kind of bond which shall be 
given in the future, so that the Government would be made 


whole, 
The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 


ment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Fifteenth. Relief of Capt. Lewis J. Emery, Quartermaster Officers’ 
Reserve Corps, United States Army: That the Comptroller General of 
the United States is hereby authorized and directed to pay to Capt. 
Lewis J. Emery, Quartermaster Officers’ Reserve Corps, the sum of 

139, being the value of silver coins lost through unavoidable accident 

uring the transfer of funds at Cristobal, Canal Zone, on August 6, 
1917, for which the said Se Emery was accountable. 

Sixteenth, Relief of Joe P. Esslinger (formerly captain, One hun- 
dred and sixty-seventh Infantry, Uni States Army): That the 
Comptroller General of the United States is hereby authorized and 
directed to allow and credit in the accounts of Joe P. Esslinger (for- 
merly captain, One hundred and sixty-seventh Infantry) the sum of 
$620, representing public funds which were stolen from him on or 
about August 9, 1918, and to reimburse bim in such amount as he has 
zonadan to the United States to make good the loss of these public 
‘unds. 

Seventeenth. Relief of Maj. Powell C. Fauntleroy (now colonel) 
Medical Corps, United States Army: That the Comptroller Genera 
of the United States is hereby authorized and directed to pay to Maj. 
Powell C. Fauntleroy (now colonel), Medical Corps, the sum of 
$601.40, being the amount of money expended by him from an alot- 
ment of funds of the Quartermaster Cor 1918, furnished him for the 

urpose of paying expenditures incurred as an official observer of the 

ar Department of the Turko-Balkan War, and which amount was 
er ited by him in the Treasury of the United States from private 
unds. 

Eighteenth. Relief of Capt. Thomas Feeney, Cavalry, United States 
Army (now sergeant, detached enlisted men’s list): That the Comp- 
troller General of the United States is hereby authorized and directed 
to pay to Capt. Thomas Feeney, Cavalry (now sergeant, detached en- 
listed men's list), the sum of $7.50. being the amount that he paid on 
or about November 29. 1919, from private funds toward 5 a 
claim for civilian clothing furnished genera] prisoners upon their dis- 
charge at war prison barracks No. 2, Fort Oglethorpe, Ga., in excess 


of the amount authorized for such clothing at that time. 

Nineteenth, Relief of Capt. 
United States Arm 
Comptroller Gener: 
ed to allow and credit in the accounts of Capt. Frank Seige 


(now major, 


direct 


1110 being the amount found by him to be deficient in a shipment of 
116,000 received qn or about August 26, 1916, from the subtreasury 
at New Orleans, La., for which the said Captain Geere was ac- 
countable, and which amount of $29 he has refunded to the United 
States to make good the shortage in these public funds. 

Twentieth. Relief of Lieut. John H. Hall, Thirty-third Infantry 
United States Army: That the Comptroller General of the United 
States is . and directed to reimburse First Lieut, 
John H. Hall, enty-third Infantry, in the sum of $200, represent- 
ing public funds which were lost by him on or about July 6, 1918, 
while 8 the Aguadulce River, Panama, and refunded by him 
to the United States to make good the loss of these publie funds. 

Twenty-first. Relicf of Matthew E. Hanna (formerly captain, Tenth 
Cavalry, United States Army): That the Compro General of the 
United States is hereby authorized and directed to pay to Matthew E. 
Hanna (formerly captain, Tenth Cavalry) the sum of $532.18, being 
the amount of money expended by him as special disbursin ant from 
an allotment from the appropriation for contingencies of the Army, 
1912, to pay the unusual and extraordinar official expenses of the 
special mission of Army officers detailed by the President and the Sec- 
ae 3 te Bdge a maun 2 of the German Army 

2 which amount was deposit im in the Treas 
the United States from private funds. z ~ sik 

Twenty-second. Relief of Cap John Hellich (now technical ser- 
geant), Quartermaster Corps, United States Army: That the Comp- 
troller General of the United States is hereby authorized and directed 
to allow and credit in the accounts of Capt. John Heilich (now techni- 
cal sergeant), Quartermaster Corps, the sum of $34,000, representing 
public fundà for which he was accountable, which were sto en on or 
about December 10, 1919, and to reimburse him in such amount as 
he has refunded to the United States to make good the theft of these 

enty-third. Relief of Clarence W. Hagen (formerly a private, 
Machine Gun Company, One hundred and sixty-first lnfeatry, United 
States Army): That the Comptroller General of the United States 
is hereby authorized and directed to pay to Clarence W. Hengen (for- 
merly a private, Machine Gun Company, One hundred and sixty-first 
Infantry), the sum of $55, one the amount due him for pay as pri- 
vate, achine Gun Company, One hundred and sixty-first Infan ry, 
ae 5 ae of pidge os 5 1917, and January, 1918, 

ch amount was mailed to him in the form of a check on or 

February 21, 1918, but was never received. A oon 


Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, on page 11, line 4, I move to 
strike out the word “ Hagen” and insert the word “ Hengen.“ 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. SNELL: Pa 11, line 4 1 
word “ Hagen“ and insert the word “ Hengen.” . 


ne SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
men 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Twenty-fourth, Relief of Fred S. Johnston (formerly captain an 
surely officer, One hundred and eightieth l of 1 8 
United States Army): That the Comptroller General of the United 
States is hereby authorized and directed to pay to Fred S. Johnston 
0 eT captain and supply officer, One hundred and eightieth Regi- 
ment of Infantry), the sum of $68, in full payment of all claims against 
the Government for reimbursement on account of newspaper advertise- 
ments of proposals for bids for forage supplies for the use of the Third 
Regiment New York Volunteer Infantry, ational Guard, United States 
Army, at Rochester, N. Y., from April 26 to May 8, 1917, said advertise- 
ments having been published on the order of said Capt. Fred S. 
Johnston without pte authority of law or departmental orders. 

Twenty-fifth. Relief of Warrant Officer James Kelly (formerly major. 
Signal Corps), United States Army: That the Comptroller General of 
the United States is hereby authorized and directed to reimburse War- 
rant Officer James Kell formerly major, Signal Corps), in the sum 
of $3,029.46, being public funds for which he was responsible when a 
major, Signal Corps, acting as a financial agent at Port Newark, N. J., 
which were stolen ween October 22, 1919, and January 31, 1920, 
the United States to make good the theft 


Twenty-seventh. Relief o 
neers, United States Army nae b 
troller General of the Unit 
to remove in the accounts of Lieut. Col. Henry Jervey, Corps of Engl- 
neers (now brigadier general), a disallowance of $24, representing a. 
im 


second lieutenant, Infantry), 
funds for which he was ac- 
an officer on 
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Thirtieth. Relief of Capt. Sherman Miles (now major), Field Artil- 
lery, United States Army: That the Comptroller General of the United 
States is hereby authorized and directed to 37 to Capt. Sherman Miles 
(now major), Field Artillery, the sum of 958. g the amount of 
money expended by him as milf attaché to the American Legation 
at Bucharest, Rumania. from an otment of the a, Con- 
tingencies, Military Information Section, General Staff Corps, Sree 
ant which amount was deposited by him in the Treasury of Unit 
States from private funds. 

Thirty-first. Relief of William D. Nicholas (formerly first Heutenant, 
Quartermaster Corps, United States Army): That the Comptroller 
General of the United States is hereby authorized and directed to re- 
imburse William D. Nicholas (formerly first lieutenant, Quartermaster 
Corps), in the sum of $226.84, representing public funds for which he 
was accountable, which were lost by the cas of a check between 
May 2, 1919, and August 4, 1919, for that amount on a forged indorse- 
meni and since refunded by him to make good the loss of these public 

‘ands, 

Thirty-second, Relief of Lieut. Col, Mason M. Patrick (now colonel), 
Corps of Engineers, United States Army: That the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States is hereby authorized and directed to reimburse 
Lieut. Col. Mason M. Patrick (now colonel), Corps of eers, 
the sum of $6.80, being the amount paid by him from private funds for 
the insertion in certain maby papel of an advertisement in 888 
1912, inviting public bids for the privuar of importing into the Uniti 
States power generated in Cana from the waters of the Niagara 


River, 

Thirty-third. Relief of Alexander Pe (formerly captain, Coast 
Ae Corps, United States apie te That the Comptroller General 
‘of. the United States is hereby authorized and directed to reimburse 
Alexander Perry (formerly captain, Coast Artillery Corps), in the sum 
of $1,521.84, representing public funds for which he was accountable 
which were lost on the United States Army transport Princess Matoika, 
between December 9, 1919, and January 31, 19: 55 and which he has 


refunded to the United States to make good the loss of these public 


or which he 
ewitt between 

August 7, 1897, and August 14, 1897, refunded by the said Lienten- 

ant Savill 

funds. 

Thirty-sixth. Relief of John Schmidt, Fort Leavenworth, Kans.: 
That the Comptroller General of the United States is hereby authorized 
and directed to refund to John Schmidt the sum of $216.75, 
equitably due him on account of the cancellation py the United States 

e 


on November 1, 1917, of a contract granting him t rivil of 
ing stock on a certain portion of the Fort S Military piragi 


vation for one year from July 1, 1917. 
Thirty-seventh. Relief of First Lieut. Turner R. eR (now captain), 
United States Army: That the Comptroller Gen- 


Quartermaster core 
eral of the United 
First Lieut. Turner R. Sh 


tes is hereby author! and directed to reimburse 
(now captain), Quartermaster corpa; in 
the sum of $187.40, being public funds for which he was responsible as 
agent officer, $115.90 of which was stolen on or about November 3, 
1920, and $71.50 of which was stolen on or about December 3, 1920. 
the entire amount ($187.40) of which has been refunded by him to 
make good the loss of these public funds. 
Thirty-eighth. Relief of Lieut. Col. George O. Squier, Signal Corps 
(now pes. general), United States Army: That the Comptroller Gen- 
al of the United States is hereby authorized and directed mae ae to 
Lieut. Col. George O. Squier, Signal Corps (now major general), sum 
of $41.46, being the amount of money expended by him as military 
attaché to the rican Embassy at London from an allotment of the 
propriation, “ Contingencies, Milita Information Section, General 
‘Stat Corps,” 1913 and 1914, and wh amount was deposited by him 
in the Treasury of the United States from private funds. 
Thirty-ninth. Relief of Acting Dental Surgeon William A. Squires 
ADON major, Dental Corps), United States Army: That the Comptroller 
neral of the United States Is hereby authorized and directed to reim- 
burse meses tal Surgeon Willlam A. Sqnires (now major, Dental 
Corps), in the sum of $290.79, be the amount paid by him for rental 
of quar heat, and light during fiscal years 1914 and 1915, while 
an ciiig ental surgeon in the service of the United States. 
Fortieth. Rellef of Nellie Swords, of Nashville, Tenn. : 
troller General of the United States is 
to pay to Nellie Swords, of Nashville, Tenn., the „ as 
damages to growing crops caused in or about August, 1917, by stock 
belonging to the Government control of the First Tennessee In- 
Tantry, payment to be made from the appropriation for claims for dam- 
ages to and loss of private property. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, in line 14, page 18, the 
word in“ will be changed to the word “ on.” 5 
There was no objection, 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Forty-first. Relief of Delmale A. Teller 
master Eorpa United States Army): That 
the United States is hereby auth and directed to allow and eredit 
in the accounts of Delmale A. Teller (formerly captain, Quartermaster 
Corps), the sum of $770, representing public rand for which he was 
accountable and which were stolen on or about January 81, 1919; and 
amount as he has refun to the United 


formerly captain, Quarter- 
SA Comptroller General of 


amounts set op being, in e 
stance, for rent: in the service of the United 
States for the peri the places named: To 
Capt, Francis J. Baker, Finance Department, (formeviy pay clerk, 
termaster Corps), for rental from November 15, 1912, to June 30. 
while stationed at Vancouver, Wash., the sum of $141; to 


names, ea 
e 


91 
Capt 


Stephen R. Beard, Finance Department (formerly pay clerk, Quarter- 
master Corps), for rental from November 30, 1912, to June 30, 1913, 
while stationed at Fort Worden, Wash., the sum of $168.80; to Capt. 
Horace G. Foster, Finance Department 3 pay clerk, Quarter- 
master Corps), for rental from November 13, 1912, to January 13, 
1914. while stationed at the Presidio of San Francisco, Calif., the som 
of $350.48; and to Capt. Hastie A. Stuart, Finance Department 
8 pay clerk, Quartermaster Corps), for rental from November 
0, 1912 to June 30, 1913, while stationed at the Presidio of San 
Francisco, Calif., the sum of $182.40, which amounts were paid by the 
officers named from private funds; in all, the sum of $543.08 


Forty-third. For the relief of Maj. George M. atson, Finance ` 
De ment: That the Comptroller General of the United States be, 
and he Is hereby, authori: 


and directed to pay to Maj. George M. 
Watson the sum of $398.54, covering loss sustained by him throug! 
the — n of three forged final statements, which transaction was 

through the negligence of Major Watson, but was only 
possible because of the conditions existi at the time, owing 
to the sudden discharge of large numbers of enlisted men. 

Mr. KLINE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend 
in line 8, page 20, by striking out the capital letter “M” and 
inserting in Heu thereof the capital letter N,“ and in line 
6, page 20, to strike out the capital letter M“ and insert in 
lieu thereof the capital letter “ N.“ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Titson). The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Forty-fourth. Medical services and hospital care rendered George Vay, 
injured seaman: That the Comptroller General of the United States 15 
hereby authorized and directed to pay to St. Francis Hospital, Newport 
News, Va., the sum of $47.90, and to Dr. S. W. Hobson, Newport N 
Va., the sum of $56, being for hospital care and medical services ren- 
dered George Vay, seaman, injured on February 12, 1913, while in line 
of duty; iu all, the sum of $103.90. 

Forty-fifth. Reimbursement for quarters rented by officers: That the 
Comptroller General of the United States is hereby authorized and 
directed to pay to the following-named officers, United States Army, the 
amounts set opposite their age sab vide names: To Lieut. 

Graham, Medic: Roge (now leu 
sum of $301.20; to n 75 Edward D. 
major, Dental Corps), the sum of $3840; 
or reer Med Corps, the sum o 
jeutenant colonel), Medical Cor t 


sum of $323.90; 
8, the sum of $278; 


Mr. KLINE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, I have a commit- 
tee amendment which I desire to offer. In line 3 page 21, the 
word “dental” should be changed to the word “ medical.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 21, 1 j k ae * 

83 Ra 2 weal yeh ei the word dental“ and insert in Heu 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KLINE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, on page 21, line 
3 strike out “ $1,814.57” and insert in lieu thereof 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report tha 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 21, line 18, strike out “ $1,814.57" and insert in lieu thereof 
“ $1,794.57.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


advertisements o 
Benea of War: To the Charles 


1919; to the Evening Post Publishing Co., Charleston, S. C., th 

of $40.32, for . s — 

tiser, Monomeri, Ala., 

May, and June, 1918; to the Montgomery Journal 8 Co., Mont. 
ry, Ala., the $ and 


„ for advertising in July, 1919; 
York City, the zum o 
1919; to the Spokesman-Review, Spokane, Wash., th 
i .40, for adve in October, 1919; to the Stivers Printing Co., 
A ger 1910 to th Times Publishi Mont 
ugus 7 e mes u shin, 8 on mery, 
of $4.69, f Jane, 1918; to the. 


. Mr. KLINE of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, on line 19, page 
22, after the word “of,” I move to strike out $686.24” and in- 
sert in lieu thereof “ $699.68.” 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 22, line 19, strike out “ $686.24" and insert in Heu thereof 
“ $699.68.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. Under what authority were these advertisements 
made in these various newspapers all over the United States? 

Mr. SNELL. If the gentleman had been here when I made 
my statement, he would have understood that the reason they 
had to come here is because they were inserted without au- 
thority by the commanding general. They were not in strict 
accordance with the laws of the War Department, and for 
that reason the Comptroller General would not pay them. 

Mr. BLANTON, They were not, in fact, authorized Govern- 
ment business? 

Mr. SNELL. Oh, absolutely; they were for Government 
business, and the Government had the full benefit of everything 
connected with it, and they had the approval of everybody in 
cornection with the United States Government, but there was 
a technicality, as I explained, and the Comptroller General would 
not pay them. That is the reason they are here for authori- 
zation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. SNELL, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS, 


Mr, CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take from the table the bill H. R. 13660, the District of Colum- 
bia appropriation bill, with Senate amendments, disagree to 
the Senate amendments, ask for a conference, and that the 
Speaker appoint the conferees. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Michigan 
asks unanimous consent to take from the table the District of | 
Columbia appropriation bill, disagree to the Senate amend- 
ments, and ask for a conference, and that the Speaker appoint 
the conferees. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right 
to object, as I understand, yesterday the statement was made | 
that no business would be transacted except these private pen- 
sion claims and these other claims. I am not just sure, but if 
that is true it occurs to me that this matter ought not to be 
called up to-day. 

Mr. CRAMTON. I will say to the gentleman that I was not 
present when such an agreement was made, and if such an 
agreement was made 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. The statement was made 

Mr. BLANTON. But a conference report is in order to be 
called up at any time. a 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It has been the custom of the 
House to give the right of way to conference reports. 

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, I want to ask 
this question, Mr. Speaker. Knowing the gentleman as well as 
I do, it is hardly necessary, but is the gentelman going to 
permit all of these various increases to stay in this bill? 

Mr. CRAMTON. Not unless the House forces me to do so. 

Mr. BLANTON. The attitude of the gentleman is to cut out 
every one of these amendments? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I would not want to say I could accomplish 
all of that. 

Mr, BLANTON. But that will be the endeavor of the gen- 
tleman? 

Mr. CRAMTON. I think the bill would be improved if that 
were accomplished, 

Mr. BLANTON. I just want to say that unless the gentle- 
man can keep them out, why the Members of this branch 
might just as well resign and go home and let the business be 
transacted at the other end“of the Capitol. 

Mr. CRAMTON, I appreciate there is some force in what 
the gentleman says. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection. [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. Without objection, the Clerk 
will announce the conferees, 

The Clerk read ds follows: 

Mr. CramTon, Mr. Evans, and Mr. JOHNSON of, Kentucky. 
wa SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 

L 


CHARLES 8. FRIES, 


The next bill in order on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(S. 2445) for the relief of Charles S. Fries. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I object. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested : 

S. 4390. An act to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of 
the Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 1922. 

S. 4846. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Dela- 
ware State Highway Department to construct a bridge across 
the Nanticoke River. 

S. 4118. An act for the relief of Helene M. Layton. 

The message also announced that the Senate had insisted 
upon its amendments disagreed to by the House of Representa- 
tives to the bill (H. R. 13926) making appropriations for the 
legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, had agreed to the 
conference asked for by the House, and had appointed Mr. 
WARREN, Mr. Soor, and Mr. Harris as the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment the bill (H. R. 6294) promoting civiliza- 
tion and self-support among the Indians of the Mescalero 
Reservation in New Mexico, 


ALLOWING CREDITS IN THE ACCOUNTS OF CERTAIN DISBURSING 
OFFICERS, ETC. 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (H. R. 11528) to allow credits in the accounts of certain 
disbursing officers of the Army of the United States. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Speaker, before the objection stage is 
passed I think we ought to have some explanation of this 
omnibus claims bill from the chairman of the committee. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, the general statement I made in 


| connection with the first bill (H. R. 11397) will apply to this 
| bill. These all came to the committee from the department at 


one time and in one bill, and I separated them into two bills 
for this reason: There was no money appropriated under House 
bill 11528. It is merely a bookkeeping proposition in the War 
Department and General Accounting Department. It is simply 
for the purpose of straightening out these individual accounts, 
and the department itself knows that these credits to these 
officers should be allowed, but on account of the technicalities 
of the law they can not do it, but these charges are so obviously 
wrong that the department has never tried to make the indi- 
vidual officers pay them back. But they need this authoriza- 
tion to balance the accounts of the officers and give them a 
clean record. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I wish to direct the special attention of 
the chairman of the committee to the item No. 7, to Maj. Albert 
J. Bowley, credit in the sum of $301.27, now disallowed against 
him, which he expended during the period of July 1, 1912, to 
June 30, 1914, while serving as military attaché at Peking, 
China, The report shows as to this claim: 

The remainder, $196.04, of the aforementioned $301.27 was paid as 
cost of exchange, and was disallowed for the reason that it did not 
represent the actual loss to the exchange, but was based on the rate 
stated on the Treasury Department circular prepared by the Director 
of the Mint. 

Am I to understand from the statement in the report that 
you are going to allow this Major Bowley $196 in excess of 
what was the actual cost of the exchange? 

Mr. SNELL. No. As I understand that is the rate they 
were paying at that time. That was the order from the de- 
partment, and they complied with it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, yes; but there is a certain rate of 
exchange which was in excess of the actual cost. He was only 
allowed in his credits the amount of the actual loss of the ex- 
change expenses. Now 

Mr. SNELL. I do not understand it the same as the gentle- 
man. I do not understand that he was allowed anything. The 
whole matter was the adjusting of necessary expenses that were 
incurred, and where more than the 7 cents per mile allowance 
under the law, which would have been manifestly unfair under 
the conditions, i 
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Mr. STAFFORD. Well, I do not read the report that way. 
Of course, the gentleman reported the bill and he is better 
acquainted with the facts. 

Mr. SNELL. This is an item that caused some trouble, but 
we thought, after full and careful consideration, that the officer 
was entitled to this allowance, and this position was concurred 
in by everyone acquainted with the facts. It is simply a matter 
of bookkeeping. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I have not analyzed all of 
these claims with a microscopic glass, but this item rather 
makes me skeptical as to whether all the claims are meritori- 
ous. I have great confidence in the chairman of the commit- 
tee. He has stated on the floor that he has gone over these 
claims individually and passed upon them. If he believes they 
should be paid, I shall not set up my opinion against his su- 
perior knowledge. 

Mr. SNELL. I am prepared to reiterate again that I have 
gone over these claims and, in the best of my judgment, these 
claims should be paid, and in making this statement I believe 
I am acting in the best interests of the Federal Government. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc.. That the Comptroller General of the United States 
is hereby authorized and directed, in the settlement of the accounts of 
the A a Aan disbursing officers of the Army of the United 
States, to allow credit in the sums herein stated now standing as dis- 
eee in said accounts on the books of the General Accounting 
Office : 

First. Brig. Gen. Frederick V. Abbot, Corps of Engineers (now 
colonel, retired), credit in the sum of $509, now disallowed against 
him, covering expenses for board and nig paid by him in excess of 
$1 per day to civilian employees of the 5 Department, at Toby- 
hanna, Pa., eugaged on work done under urgent viata | necessity, 
which required immediate action to secure and place in the field the 
necessary forces to survey a certain territory and prepare maps and 
plans of same in order to provide sites for encamping and training 
troops. 

Second. Maj. (now Colonel) George G. Bailey, Quartermaster Corps, 
credit in the sum of $137.09, now disallowed against him, which he ex- 
pended in 1909 and 1910. 

Third. First Lieut. Joseph H. Barnard, Fifth Cavalry (now major, 
Quartermaster Corps), credit in the sum of $4,555.06, now disallowed 
against™him, which he expended for supplies furnished a students’ mili- 
tary camp at Ludington, Mich., July, 1914. 

Fourth. Maj. John E. Baxter, Quartermaster Corps (now colonel, 
retired), credit in the sum of $18.96, now disallowed against him, which 
he expended during the period from May, 1908. to February, 1909. 

Fifth. Brig. Gen. Theodore A, Bingham, Corps of Engineers (now 
brigadier general, retired), credit in the sum of $274, now disallowed 
against him, covering expenses for board and lodging paid by him in 
excess of $1 per day to civilian employees of the Engineer Department 
at Tobyhanna, Pa., engaged on work done under urgent military neces- 
sity which LA ba immediate action to secure and place in the field 
the necessary forces to survey a certain territory and prepare maps and 
plans of same in order to provide sites for encamping and training 


troops. 

Sixth. Maj. (now Lieut. Col.) Paul S. Bond, Corps of Bngineers, 
credit in the sum of $287.04, now disallowed against him, which: he 
expended in 1915. 

seventh. Maj. Albert J. Bowien Field Artillery (now brigadier n- 
eral), credit in the sum of $301.27, now disallowed against him, ich 
he expended during the period from July 1, 1912, to June 30, 1914, 
while serving as military attaché at Peking, China. 

Eighth. Capt. Laurence C. Brown, Artillery Corps (now colonel 
Coast Artillery Corps), credit in the sum of 572, now disallow 
against him, which he expended in 1910. 

Ninth. Capt. Preston Brown, Eighth Infantry (now brigadier gen- 
eral), credit in the sum of $95.80, now disallowed against him, which 
he expended for supplies furnished a students’ military camp at Ashe- 
ville, N. C., Shes 1914. 

Tenth. Capt. ederick W. Coleman, Quartermaster Corps (now 
colonel, Finance Department), credit in the sum of $12.90, now dis- 
allowed against him, which he expended in 1916. 

Bleventh. Lieut. Col. (now Colonel) Herbert Deakyne, Corps of 
re aha credit in the sum of $45.85, now disallowed against him, 
which he expended in 1912 and 1914. 

Twelfth. Lieut. Col. Thomas G. Hanson, Quartermaster Corps (now 
colonel, retired), credit In the sum of $181.26, now disallowed against 
him, which he expended in 1915. 

Thirteenth. Maj. (now Colonel) Charles Keller, Corps of Engineers, 
credit in the sum of $6.75, now disallowed against him, which he 


Fifteenth. Lieut. Col. T. Bentley Mott, Field Artillery (now colonel, 
credit in the sum of $55.33, now disallowed 
which expended in 1911 while serving ag military attac 
Embassy, Paris. 
Sixteenth. Capt. Terence E. Murphy, Coast Artille 
lieutenant colonel, retired), credit in the sum of $ 
lowed against him, which he expenden in 1915. 
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Army War College, Washington, 
„Which work was authorized by the Secretary of War under 
Saor June 20, 1911 


enty-first. First Lieut. Walter C. Short, Sixteenth Infantry (now 
major of Infantry), credit in the sum of $531, now disallowed against 
him, which he expended in 1916 for the purchase of two motor cycles 
required for the efficient and economical management of a school of 
musketry at Fort Sill, Okla. 

Twenty-second. Capt, (now Colonel) David L. Stone, Infantry, credit 
in the sum of do aoa now disallowed against him, which he expended 
in good faith, but in excess of the amount autho by law, in the 
construction of four buildings at Fort Sill, Okla., in 1911. 

Twenty-third. Capt. Arthur P. Watts, Quartermaster Corps (now 
lieutenant colonel of Infantry), credit in the sum of $660.11, which 
he expended in 1913 and 1914 for electric current furnished’ houses 
leased for officers at Fort Bliss, Tex. 

Twenty-fourth. Capt. (now Colonel) Briant H. Wells, Infantry, credit 
in the sum of $171, now disallowed ‘ee him, which he expended 
in September and October, 1912, for the hire of transportation for 
the use of certain officers while engaged in military map work. 

Twenty-fifth. Capt. Orrin R. Wolfe, Quartermaster Corps (now colo- 
nel of Infantry), credit in the sum of $40, now disallowed against 
him, which he expended in 1911. 

With a committee amendment as follows: 

Page 2, line 19, in the fourth item, strike out the word “ February“ 
and insert in lieu thereof the word March.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. SNELL, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the next 
bill, 


JOHN F. HOMEN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7322) for the relief of John F. Homen. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: ; 
` Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, to John F, Homen, of San An- 
tonio, Tex., out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropri- 
ated, the sum of $5,000, in full settlement of his claim against the 
Government of the United States for the serious injury caused D being 
struck by a Government truck operated YA a soldier of the United States 
Army on July 4, 1919, in San Antonio, Tex. 

With a committee amendment as follows: 

Line 6, strike out the figures “ $5,000 and insert in lieu thereof the 
figures “ $2,000.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. : 

FRANCES MARTIN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
10047) for the relief of Frances Martin. y 

The title of the bill was read, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
objects. 

Mr. RICKETTS, Mr. Speaker, I hope the gentleman from 
Wisconsin will not object to this bill. During my service in 
the House, I have introduced but one bill referred to this 
committee. A 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Wis- 
consin withhold his objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes; I will withhold, 

Mr. RICKETTS. Mr. Speaker, in 1918, an epidemic of the 
flu broke out in this country, and at that time there were 
thousands of soldiers in training at Camp Sherman, down in 
Ross County, Ohio, in the district I have the honor to represent. 
Many of those soldiers were afflicted with this disease. They 
died at the rate of about 160 per day, and the undertakers and 
embalmers down there were so overtaxed that they could not 
take care of the bodies of the deceased soldiers to save their 
lives. I saw with my own eyes the bodies of 500 dead soldiers 
piled up in a livery stable in Chillicothe because the embalmers 


Is there objection to the pres» 


The gentleman from Wisconsin 
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and undertakers could not take care of these bodies and prepare 
them for burial. The War Department was unable to cope with 
the situation. An Army officer was sent to Columbus, Ohio, to 
solicit embalmers and undertakers, and Peter Leslie Martin, 
an undertaker, 32. years of age, residing there, volunteered to 
go down there and render service. He did render effective 
service, but after several days he became infected with bleod 
poisoning. Several menths afterwards he died of the disease he 
had contracted, and left a wife and a little boy 11 years old 
without a dollar in the world to Hve upon, whereas, when he 
went down to Chillicothe, he was receiving a salary of $4,000 
a year. If it had not been for the service he rendered to the 
country and to the War Department in that epidemic, he would 
to-day, no doubt, be living and be drawing $4,000 a year and 
be able to take care of his wife and child. But he is gone, 
never to return, and his good wife and little son are bereft of 
his care and support, Now, the committee has considered this 
bill twice. They reported it out once before, but it was not 
reached on the calendar, and, consequently, was not considered. 
It is here before the House to-day by the unanimous report of 
the committee, and I sincerely hope that the gentleman from 
Wisconsin will withdraw his objection. It is a meritorious 
case if there ever was one. 

I think the committee in awarding the sum of $5,000 has 
given this widow a very small amount in comparison with 
the great loss she sustained in the death of her husband who, 
prompted by his patriotism, went down to that camp and ren- 
dered this. very valuable service to the country in its distress, 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RICKETTS. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. How much is given by the bill? 

Mr. RICKETTS. Five thousand dollars. I think she ought 
to have had $10,000. That poor woman has been working here 
and there and yonder and everywhere, trying to support her- 
self and her child. Her husband was only 32 years of age. 
In the prime of life, but she has lost his services because of 
his loyalty to his country in time of stress. 

Mr. BLANTON. We have just reimbursed a man in San 
Antonio for injuries received by being hit by a Government 
truck. Shall we not reimburse this widow? 

Mr. RICKETTS. There is no reason why we should not. 
There is no question about the proof in this case. It is ab- 
solutely established here beyond question that this man ren- 
dered the service, and was rather pressed into the service by 
an Army officer, and died from the effect of the disease in- 
curred while performing this service. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Srarronn] has objected 
to the consideration of this claim, but in order to give me 
time to make a statement with reference thereto he has re- 
served his right to object. 1 sincerely hope that he will not 
make an objection to the consideration of this. bill at this 
time. This poor woman and little son need this money badly, 
and while there is no legal obligation on the part of the Gov- 
ernment to pay the amount allowed by this committee to this 
mother and son, yet equity demands that justice be done in 
the premises. 

The Government of the United States received the service. 
The service was necessary. It was rendered at the time of 
The Congress has been passing bills of 
similar nature, and there is ample precedent for the consid- 
eration and passage of this bill, and I urge upon you, gentle- 
men of the House, and especially upon the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp], that the bill be given due and 
proper consideration and that same may be passed at this time. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I should like to say just a word 
about this claim in particular and claims of this eharacter. 
Originally, when this chaim was reported in the Sixty-sixth 
Congress, I opposed it. I was a member of the committee 
at that time. But during the Sixty-sixth Congress and also 
so far during this Congress I have found that the Congress 
itself has adopted a very getierous policy in dealing with 
claims of this character. In the early part of the session 
when claims of this character were taken up on the Private 
Calendar I raised the point on the floor of the House each 
time that there were several claims of similar nature before 
the War Claims Committee and I was holding them until the 
House itself made up its mind what its policy would be in 
Tegard to similar claims. Each time I called the attention 
of the House to it. This is one of the best claims of that 
character that has come before this House, either this year 
or in the Sixty-sixth Congress. 

The statement of facts is exactly as the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Ricxerrs] has put them before you. And considering the 
fact that we have been very generous in passing claims of this 
character where perhaps there is no legal liability on the part 
of the Government, and as long as we haye adopted this policy 


going to take you anyway if you had 
Mr. 


and have done it in several other cases and probably will do 
it in several more, it is my judgment that this claim should be 
considered and passed at this time, The committee has reduced 
it from $25,000, as offered in the original bill, to $5,000, and I 
shall urge that amendment ff the bill is considered. 

Mr. WATSON. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNELE. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WATSON. Did the Government promise this man com- 
pensation when he offered his services? 

Mr. SNELL, The Government did not promise him a single 
penny, The Army officers testified that they went to get under- 


' takers, and several of them stated that if they could not get 


them to volunteer they were going to bring them any way. 

Mr. WATSON. He voluntarily offered his services? 

Mr. SNELL. These Army officers went up there and told 
him the condition, and he and two or three others from this 
same town of Columbus, Ohio, offered their services and went 
down and did the work. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. For that reason he was entitled 
to more credit, as far as that is concerned. 

Mr. SNELL. And afterwards the Army officer said, “I was 
not offered your services,” 
Mr. STAFFORD. „ under the reservation of 
objection, I wish to say that there are facts in this case which 
differentiate it from others. That is, this man might not be 
considered an independent contractor. He was in the under- 
taking business and he received pay as a result of his service. 
If I were certain that this mam contracted with the Government 
to do this work and suffered loss as a result of his individual 
work, I should feel constrained to insist upon the objection. 
But I wish to take as liberal a view of these cases as possible 
consistent with the practice that has been indulged in, and also 
desiring not to establish a precedent when it is likely to haunt us. 

If this case goes by, it will go by with the understanding, so 
far as I am concerned, that this man was not an independent 
contractor of the Government and did not suffer injury while 
doing some work connected with that independent contract, but 
that he was virtually commandeered to perform a humanitarian 
duty to the Government to aid them in providing for the burial 
of these thousands of soldier boys who were stricken with the 
“fiu” at Camp Sherman, at Chillicothe, Ohio. 

Mr. SNELL. I can assure the gentleman that if these people 
had not volunteered the Army officers were authorized by the 
eommandant of the camp to take them down there. ` 

Mr. STAFFORD. That differentiates this case from the kind 
of case that I was. speaking of. If it was an individual con- 
tractor I should not be willing to allow the precedent to be 
established, that when a person undertakes employment. with 
the Government and suffers. an injury he or his next of kin 
have a claim against the Government for compensation. Under! 
the cireumstances stated. by the author of the bill, and with the 
understanding that the committee amendment will be agreed to 
and the original amount of $25,000 reduced to $5,000, I will' 
withdraw the reservation of objection. 

The SPHAKER.. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


„ and relief for the 31, 
919, in Grant Hospital, Columbus, State of Ohio, of her husband, 
Peter Leslie Martin, who, on October 5, 1918, volunteered his services 
as en undertaker to the Government during the epidemic of influenza, 
at which time he went to cop Sherman, in the State of Ohio, to 
assist in taking care of the of the soldiers, whe died in great 
numbers by reason of a oe > and that during the discharge of 
his duties he became infected with blood poisoning, from which he died, 


With the following committee amendment: 
On page 1, line 7, strike out $25,000"? and insert $5,000.” 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 


| third time, and was accordingly read the third time and passed. 


On motion of Mr. SNRIL, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


EDWIN GANTNER. = 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
2556) for the relief of Edwin Gantner. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. I should like to have some ex- 
planation of this bill, 
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Mr. HAYDEN. 


I reported this measure from the Committee 
on the Public Lands, and I shall be very glad to explain the 


purpose of the bill, Its introduction was recommended by the 
Interior Department, and it was favorably reported upon by the 
department after being introduced by Senator KENDRICK. The 
returned soldier who entered this land became totally disabled, 
and is now in a hospital. It is therefore impossible for him to 
comply with the requirement of residence. He must comply 
with all the other provisions of the homestead law, and the 
record shows that he has already expended over $800 on the 
development of this claim. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The bill was read, as fallows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to issue a tent to Edwin Gantner upon homestead entry, Newcastle 
025304, embracing the west one-half section 26, and the north one- 
half section 27, township 52 north, range 74 west, sixth 9 
meridian, made by said Edwin Gantner, without requiring further 
residence, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MADDEN). 
on the third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, and was accordingly 
read the third time and passed. 


FANNY M. HIGGINS. < 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill on the calendar. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
1750) for the relief of Fannie M. Higgins. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. 
objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will withhold the objection to allow the 
gentleman to make a statement. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. My purpose in making a statement 
is to try to induce the gentleman to withdraw his objection to 
the bill, so that it may be passed to-day. I did not know any- 
thing about the bill before reading the report; but upon reading 
the report and upon an examination of the affidavits it appears 
to me that there was clearly negligence on the part of the driver 
of the automobile which struck Mr. Higgins, who was killed, 
and for whose widow relief is sought here. Now, I want to call 
the gentleman's attention to this: I understand that a bill was 
passed a moment ago that was based on substantially the same 
facts. 

Mr. STAFFORD. We do not want to extend this discussion 
too long. The report shows that the injured person failed to 
exercise reasonable care. If he had been exercising reasonable 
care I would interpose no objection. 

Mr. BOX. If the gentleman will yield, the facts are that this 
man, the deceased, walked into the street in the dark; it was 
foggy and rainy in the early morning. To his left, some distance 
away, he saw the headlights of an automobile which was being 
earelessly driven without the driver keeping a lookout. It was 
not moving toward the point where the collision occurred. The 
only negligence was by the man being in the street when there 
was an automobile coming up the street. When he got near 
the street-car track the automobile, which had been driving 
halfway between the track and the curb because of another 
vehicle appearing in the street, turned to the left of the course 
it had been going, and turned to the left quickly and struck him. 

I know that one of the Army authorities, probably General 
Crowell, in reviewing the report, said that he was guilty of 
negligence. I went over the facts very carefully, and I find ab- 
solutely no fact that warrants the conclusion that he was negli- 
gent. I would like to have the gentleman indicate one act of 
the deceased showing that he was guilty of any negligence, 

Mr. STAFFORD. In the case of the deceased, who was a 
Government employee—— 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Oh, no; he was working at the 
Potomac yards. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Then I am in error as to that, but prior to 
the accident he was found to have incipient tuberculosis. He 
was not killed outright, he lived for some time after the ac- 
eident. The report shows that the accident may have accentu- 
ated his tubercular trouble. I rely, as the gentleman has stated, 
upon the statement of the Acting Secretary of War, General 
Crowell, in his letter of April 1, 1920, in which he says this: 


The attached papers indicate very clearly that Mr. Higgins was par- 
tially responsible for the accident, and as his death was due to 
tuberculosis contracted prior to the accident, I am of the opinion t, 
although congressional action affording relief is just, the amount speci- 
fied in the bill is an excessive compensation. 


The question is 


Will the gentleman withhold his 


Mr. BLAND of Virginia. That was $10,000, and it has been 
redticed by the committee to $5,000. $ 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield? The deceased had in- 
cipient tuberculosis some years before, which had been arrested. 
It was in the initial stage. It did not disable him. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Permit me to call attention to the 
report of Doctor Noland, who says: 

Having treated J. H. Higgins at intervals for several years I am in 
a position to know his physical condition. Three or four years ago I 
had occasion to examine above named and found him suffering with a 
very slight chronic fibroid . gree determined only after microscopic 
examination of sputum. is condition, apparently, in the years fol- 
lowing was causing no ill effects, as he was able to work every day. 
He was injured and died from acute tuberculosis. The injury to his 
chest could very easily have broken the fibrous capsule, allowing the 
bacilli free access to lung tissue, and owing to the resulting poor re- 
sisting powers of body had full sway to do its damage; that is, the 
involvement of new sound lung tissue with an acute tuberculosis aris- 
ing causing death, 

Iad it not been for the injury he would to-day have been in com- 
paratively good health, performing his duties, and lived indefinitely. 


Mr. BOX. There are many other facts in the record point- 
ing in the same direction. The deceased had worked 308 days 
the preceding year, 304 days the preceding year to that, and 
he had worked regularly for some years. He was strong, and 
there was no disability, no loss of time. After the injury, 
which broke a leg, split the bone near the ankle, injured him 
in the breast, he was confined in the hospital for some months. 
While wounded and disabled acute tuberculosis developed. All 
of these facts have been gone into thoroughly, and I would be 
glad if the gentleman from Wisconsin would permit the case 
to be considered. I think it is meritorious. 

Mr. STAFFORD. As to the facts which the gentleman 
asked me to state to warrant the conclusion that he was in 
no wise responsible for the accident, I wish to read this from 
the report: 

Hi s saw the automobile approaching from some distance away 
when he was actually on the street in the act of 8 but it was 
not then moving in the direction of the point at which it struck him 
and he paid no further attention to it. 

He was on the south side of the crossing at Fourteenth and 
C Streets SW., attempting to get a car going south that would 
stop on the north side of the street. He saw the truck ap- 
proaching. It was hazy and misty, but he made no attempt 
whatever to get out of the way. 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. It is an undisputed fact that Mr. 
Higgins was struck between the street-car tracks on the eastern 
side of Fourteenth Street. There is a double track on that 
street. The undisputed evidence is that when he saw the 
automobile coming it was halfway between the curb and the 
eastern rail of the nearest street-car track. If the automobile 
had continued in the direction in which he then saw it, it could 
not by any possibility have struck him. If the gentleman will 
permit, I will read what the driver of the automobile says in 
the statement that he made to Mr. Tyson, who investigated 
the accident for the War Department. He says: 

Q. State the particulars of the accident that e to J. H. 
Higgins, Washington, D. C.— A. I left Alexandria, Va., where I was 
stationed, about 5.50 or 6 a. m. to meet Captain White at Union 
Station, Washington, D. C., on January 2, 1919. It was between 6 
and 6.30 a. m. when the accident occurred. It was dark and rainin 
hard that moning and water was running down the wind shield o 
my car. As I arrived at locality of accident, as shown on Exhibit A, 
a street car was coming south on Fourteenth Street SW., Washington, 
D. C., and was near B Street, or a half a block or more away. It had 
a very bap sed light and blinded me. I could only see a little directly 
in front of me. I glim a bread wagon only about 10 yards ahead 
of me and turned quickly to the left to miss it. The bread wagon was 

ing north and about ready to turn to right on C Street, as shown on 

xhibit A. I was going north on Fourteenth Street and about halfway 
between the curb of street and first street-car track on right side of 
street. When I turned to miss the bread wagon I felt a jar and knew 
that I had struck eee: I stopped as quick as possible, about 
the north corner of C and Fourteenth Streets, as marked on Exhibit 
A. After I stopped I backed a little to get off what was under m 
car, and he hallooed for me to stop, and I did. I got out and hel 
another man get him out and carry him in the house, 

According to his testimony, immediately upon turning out 
from the direction in which he was going in order to pass that 
bread wagon he struck this man. His lights were burning; he 
did not blow his horn; he gave no signal; he was not looking 
out for a man crossing the street at a place where persons 
were reasonably and ordinarily expected to cross the street in 
order to take the street car on the other side. 

Just one thing more. The evidence of an eyewitness is to the 
same effect, except that from his evidence and from other evi- 
dence it is clear that the bread wagon had turned into C Street, 
and was not in front of the automobile as it approached. The 
result is that there was nothing between the automobile and 
the injured man; there was no reason why the driver of this 
automobile, exercising the care that he should have been exer- 
cising, should not have seen that man. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. Yes. . 

Mr. BLANTON. Is it not a fact in law that when it be- 
comes apparent to a man driving a motor vehicle that he 
can not see in front of him if he continues he is guilty of gross 
negligence? 

Mr. BLAND of Virginia. He must exercise that care and 
diligence which the conditions impose upon him and that this 
driver did not do. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, supporting what I.said a 
moment ago is the report of Judge Advocate General Crowder. 
In his report on this case, in a letter dated March 9, he states 
that the board of inquiry found that the driver was not at 
fault and that Higgins was at fault. I am accepting the re- 
port of the board of inquiry; and I object. 

CLYDE STEAMSHIP co., OF NEW YORK. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 11571) for the relief of the Clyde Steamship Co., of New 
York, N. Y. 

255 SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Mappen). Is there ob- 
jection to the present consideration of this bill? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill may be laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

J. W. GLIDDEN AND k. F. HOBBS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 2702) for the relief of J. W. Glidden and B. F. Hobbs. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: ‘ re 

„ out of any money ~ e 

3 jer teen os Barre sum of $267.32 i> . W. 
Glidden and E. F. Hobbs, of Lawrence, Kans., to reimburse them 
for money necessarily expended in connection with their contract 
with the Government for the improvement of Haron Cemetery, an 
Indian reservation in Kansas City, Kans., in defending their interests 
in suits brought by the Connelley sisters, tnd "contract with the 
United W <n improv. the Huron Cemetery, in 
Kansas City, Kans. 

The SPEAKER pro cp sce ane question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading o e > 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read a third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Lrrrze, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


Jose A. DE LA TORRIENTEH. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was House joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 47) authorizing the Secretary ot the 
Navy to receive for instruction at the United States Naval 
Academy at Annapolis Mr. José A. de la Torriente, a citizen 
of Cuba. ‘ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the joint resolution? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as follows: 


Teed. „ That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he hereby is, 
. A Mr. José A. Na la Torriente, a eltlzen of Cuba, 
to receive instruction at the United States Naval Academy at An- 
. napolis: Provided, That no ape shall be caused to the United 

States . that the sa 


prescribed for 
shall be immediately 
withdrawn if deficient in studies or conduct and so recommended by 
the academic board. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the joint resolution. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I desire recognition. I move 
to strike out the last word. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Texas is 
recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I do not know whether it will 
be wise or not, but under recent developments here in Washing- 
ton it might be well to place some restriction upon this young 
man to make sure that he will not bring with him a supply of 
beverages the possession and use and sale of which is pro- 
hibited by law in this country. At least he ought to be made 
to understand that there is a law here that will prevent him 
from doing that, and that he is expected when he comes into 
this country to obey the law. If those from his country who 


are in higher authority permit gross disobedience of our law 


here in the Capital, it is not very far out of the range of possi- 
bility for underlings to do it. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes, 

Mr. STEPHENS. We have information that this young 
man is a prohibitionist. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I withdraw the objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Craco). The question is 
on the engrossment and third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. STEPHENS, the motion to reconsider the 
Oep which the joint resolution was agreed to was laid on 

e table, 


WILLEM VAN DOORN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the resolution 
(H. J. Res. 281) authorizing the Secretary of the Navy to re- 
ceive for instruction at the United States Naval Academy at 
3 Md., Willem van Doorn, a subject of the Nether- 
an 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to tha 
present consideration of the joint resolution? 

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the joint resolution be laid upon the table, as it has 
already been agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


GREY SKIPWITH. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
6588) for the relief of Grey Skipwith. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, under reservation of ob- 
jection, I think we should have some explanation of the reason 
why it is intended to give these gentleman an additional grade, 

Mr. KRAUS. Mr. Speaker, I shall ask the gentleman from 
Virginia [Mr. Montague] to make the statement in regard to 
this bill, but before doing so I call the attention of the House 
to the fact that if there is one thing which the membership 
of the House Committee on Naval Affairs has opposed in al- 
most every instance to my knowledge it is the advancement 
of men on the retired list. However, a study of the facts in 
this case I am confident will disclose that an error was made 
by the department authorities, and, as a matter of fact, when 
that man became eligible for retirement under the seniority 
rule in 1917 he was physically incapacitated and should at that 
time have been retired with the rank of commander. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Why was he not retired at that time when 
he had the opportunity? 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Because he was engaged in the service on 
the Pacific, and there was no physical way by which be could 
attend the retiring board. 

There was no way he could be examined. The circumstances 
were beyond his control. We were in war. He could not get 
to the board. It is not his fault, and he was anxious to be ex- 
amined. ` 

Mr. McKENZI®. I desire to ask a question, and ask it for 
information, and perhaps the gentleman from Indiana can en- 
lighten the committee. Was this officer retired for physical 
disability? 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Yes. 

Mr. McKENZIE. If he had had an opportunity to appear 
before the naval retiring board to take an examination 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I want the gentleman from Wisconsin to 
listen to this. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Under the practice in the Navy, if he had 
failed on the examination he could have been promoted to the 
higher grade and retire. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Under the existing law, if he had gone 
before this board he would have retired in the grade we now 
ask, whether he failed or not. In other words, if he passed 
he would have been so retired, and if he failed, then, on ac- 
count of physical infirmity, he would have been so retired. 
Simply because he could not appear before the board there re- 
sults this injustice. 

Mr. McKENZIE. I ask this question to bring out one point. 
I think the gentleman from Indiana is correct in this matter, 
und that is, the officer has been done an injustice under the ex- 
isting law; but I do not contend, and I want to say now, not 
to affect this bill, because I do not think this man’s right would 
be affected by it, but there is no question but the laws of re- 
tirement in the Navy should be revised. 
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Mr. BUTLER. Before we yield to my young colleague [Mr. 
Vinson], Who has this bill in charge, I would like to say to 
the gentleman from Illinois, as well as the gentleman from 
Wisconsin, that all of these bills have been examined with great 


care. So far as I know it is the policy of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs not to promote men upon retirement unless there 
is some extraordinary reason why, and I think this is one of 
them. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Mon- 
TAGUE] to give the facts, I think an injustice has been done 

this man. 
Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, there may be in this case 
some special reason which warrants the granting of the ad- 
ditional grade to this officer, particularly due to the fact that 
he was engaged in service during the war, so I will not press 
the objection further, but there are some bills later on re- 
ported by the Committee on Naval Affairs that I do not think 
have the meritorious claim of this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none, and the Clerk will report the 
bill. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Lieut. Commander Grey 1 
Corps, United States Navy, who was eligible for os to ge 
of pay inspector with rank of commander prior to the 1st day of July, 
1918, and who was subsequently found 
promotion and then retired in the rank of lieutenant commander, shall 

deemed to have been retired in the rank he would have attained if 
the act of the Ist of July, 1918, extending promotion by selection to 
the staff corps of the Navy had not been enacted. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Montacur, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


THEMIS. CHRIST, 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (H. R. 8046) for the relief of Themis Christ. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, under the reservation of the 
objection, I think some explanation should be made of this bill. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, it gives me much pleasure to 
give the gentleman from Wisconsin an explanation which will 
show this is a very meritorious bill. This bill was introduced 
by the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs [Mr. 
Burtex], and unanimously reported by the subcommittee to the 
full committee, as you will find if you examine the record in the 
case. Themis Christ served 10 years as a carpenter on the 
U. S. S. Hector in the naval auxiliary service. 

Mr. STAFFORD, May I inquire right there why he did not 
become a citizen until he was discharged from the naval serv- 
ice in 1917? 

Mr. VINSON. Probably due to the reason he could not get 
an opportunity to make application 

Mr. STAFFORD. On the high seas for 10 years and not 
reaching port? ; 

Mr. VINSON. Not by any means; but he is a citizen now; 
he applied for citizenship—— 

Mr. STAFFORD. After he was discharged? 

Mr. VINSON. He filed his declaration in 1904 and did net 
get his papers until 1917. He enlisted in the service in 1907, 
He was injured in 1917, when the ship was suuk off the coast 
of Carolina. Under the pension laws he is not entitled to a 
pension, because the Naval Auxiliary Service are not enlisted 
in the service, so he is prevented from getting that benefit. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I take it it is the purpose of the committee 
to have this compensation date from the time of the passage 
of the act? 

Mr. VINSON. Of course, that is what it says. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Where does it say so? 

Mr. VINSON. The provisions of the act. 

Mr. STAFFORD. It does not say so. 

Mr. VINSON. The act does not give compensation except 
from the date of the enactment of the law here. š 

Mr. STAFFORD. I think we had better safeguard it, as it is 
the intention of the committee, I take it 

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman is entirely within his privi- 
lege, of course. I introduced this bill because this man did not 
have anyone else to introduce it. 

Mr, STAFFORD. As the gentleman has just stated, the com- 
pensation should date from the passage of the act. 

Mr. BUTLER. If there is no objection, we can amend the 
bill right here. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is it not the intention of the committee to 
have this compensation date from the passage of this act? 

Mr. BUTLER. I should say so. 


hysically not qualified for | 


Mr. STAFFORD. I am trying to ascertain the view of the 
Committee on Naval Affairs as to whether this should date from 
the passage of the act or be retroactive. Is that the intent of 
the committee? 

Mr, BUTLER, Well, yes; it does that under the language of 
the bill and under the language of the act. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Where does it say so in the language of 
the bill? I asked the gentleman before to point that out, but 
he did not. 

Mr. KRAUS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. ‘ 

Mr. KRAUS. I believe my colleague is exactly right, because 
the compensation this man will receive will not be under tha 
war risk insurance act but under the employees’ compensation 
act, where the compensation is due every month. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under the wording here he could receiva 
this money from the time of the injury. The bill says that 
he be paid such sums as would properly be due him within 
the provisions of section 4 of the said act of September 7, 
1916.“ That is a construction this bill would have, to have a 
retroactive force going back to that time. 

Mr. VINSON. Under the general law this man Themis 
Christ is not eligible to compensation. Therefore if you enact 
the law now, his eligibility will only date from the date of the 
passage of the act and not from the j 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, in order to avoid ambiguity 
and in view of the statements of all the members of the com- 
mittee, I will offer an amendment later and will now with- 
draw the reservation of an objection. y 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill 

The Clerk read as follows: 


An 
ployees of the United States receiving 


their duties, and for other pu s,” are hereby extended emis 
Christ for loss of his left leg w pe in the naval auxiliary sery- 
ice, as a result of the wreck of the U. S. S. Hector, in the year 1916, and 


that he be paid such sums as would properly be due him within the 
provisions of section 4 of the said 3 ptember 7, 1916. The 


United States Employees’ Compensation Commission is hereby author- 


ized and directed to make payments in compliance with the terms of 
the said act of September p 1916, and in accordance with the rules 
and regulations of said commission. Any money in the United States 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated is hereby appropriated for the 
Purpose of this act. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ment: Page 1, line 10, after the word “sums,” insert “to date 
from the passage of this act.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: S / 

Amendment offered by Mr. STAFFORD: Page 1, line 10, after the 
word “sums,” insert the words “ to date from the passage of this act.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. x 

The amendment was agreed to: 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Vinson, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
eae SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the next 


A. FE. ACKERMAN, 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the Dill 
(H. R. 6358) authorizing the accounting officers of the Treas- 
ury to pay to A, E. Ackerman the pay and allowances of his 
rank for services performed prior to the approval of his bond 
by the Secretary of the Navy. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. F 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Reserve 
s rank for the period he performed 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and 
. i SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the next 
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ALICE P. DEWEY. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 7921) granting six months’ pay to Alice P. Dewey. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 


Is there objection? 
Mr. BLANTON. I object. 


Mr. SWING, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold for 


a moment while I explain the provisions of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON, Yes; I will withhold. 

Mr. SWING. Mr. Speaker, the deceased soldier, Rupert C. 
Dewey, was a lieutenant colonel in the United States Marine 
Corps, and died after having given the Government 20 years’ 
service out of the best part of his life. For his efficiency he 
was commended in official orders. He left a widow and two 
small children for her to raise and educate, and very little, if 
any, means with which to take care of them. 

You know how officers of the Army and Navy live; they are 
not able to save money during their active duty, and they look 
forward to the retired pay to take care of them in their old 
age. This man, although he had served 20 years already in the 
active service, never had the benefit of a day’s pay on the re- 
tired list. 

It is the policy of Congress, as declared in its laws, to give 
a gratuity to the widow of Army and Marine officers on the 
death of an officer in the Government service. It has been the 
law for a number of years, 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWING. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman in favor of giving six 
months’ pay to the wife and children of every enlisted man who 
died during this interim? 

Mr. SWING. What I want to show is simply 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the gentleman in favor of that? 

Mr. SWING. I think I am, 

Mr. BLANTON. He does not want to discriminate in favor 

„Of this one officer as against other officers and all enlisted men 
likewise affected during this period? 

Mr. KRAUS. There is no discrimination. That is the law 
to-day. 

Mr. BLANTON, What is the law to-day? 

Mr. KRAUS, The next of kin of deceased enlisted men and 
oflicers gets six months’ pay. 

Mr. SWING. If dependent. 

Mr. KRAUS. Yes; if dependent. 

Mr. SWING. This policy had been declared by Congress a 
good many years ago. Then when the war broke out they 
passed the war risk insurance act, and it was held that the 
provisions therein made superseded this provision, because those 
who died during the World War would, of course, be taken 
care of under that act. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SWING. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Here are the facts: There is an interim of 
two years during which the dependents of officers and of en- 
listed men in the marine service do not receive a six months’ 
gratuity. This is one of the officers who died during that two 
years’ interval, There are other men, enlisted men, who died 
during that interim whose dependent relatives, wife and little 
children, are just as much entitled to this six months’ gratuity 
as this officer’s wife and children. Why does not the gentle- 
man have a general law passed that will cover this two years’ 
interim for all such officers and enlisted men likewise affected? 
That will place all on an equality. That will do justice to all 
of them. : 

Mr. SWING. I would favor that. But in the meantime 
there is no reason for denying this relief to this widow. This 
war risk insurance law was passed containing no express repeal 
of this provision which Congress had declared as its policy, but 
after it had been enacted for a year or two, some one down 
here in some of the departments—the comptroller, probably— 
adjusted his glasses and said, “ This is an implied repeal of the 
law giving the widow a gratuity for six months.” As soon 
as Congress learned of that decision it reenacted the law. A 
month before this man’s death it reenacted it for the benefit of 
the Army, and as soon as the Naval Committee could get to it 
they reported and had passed a bill restoring it to the marine 
officers. 

Mr. BLANTON. This man being a lieutenant colonel in the 
marines, and having died during this two years’ interim, his 
relatives are able to appeal to their very distinguished Repre- 
sentative in Congress, and he gets action for them. But there 
may be a good many dependent relatives of the ordinary private 
or the ordinary enlisted man in the marine service who are not 
able to get a hearing from their Representatives. They may 
not know about it. Does not the gentleman think- that, in order 


to reach the proposition, to have a general provision passed, 
applicable to all, would be the better way; to wait and have a 
blanket bill passed? ; 

Mr. SWING. I would like to see that, but here is a widow 
with two small children for whom she has to buy bread and 
clothing, and whom she has to educate. Do you say that you 
want to make her and the children suffer until you can bring 
in the other bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Is there any such bill pending now to cover 
all such cases—I mean any proposed law? 

Mr. SWING. I do not know. If this man, instead of being 
a lieutenant colonel in the marines—and that is one of the 
finest corps in the United States service 

Mr, BLANTON, I agree with the gentleman 

Mr. SWING. If he had been in the Army, I would not now 
be here and his widow would have gotten this money long ago; 
but, because he was in the marines instead of being in the Army, 
we have got to come here and beg for this widow and these 
little children to get what Congress intended they should have 
by express provision of law, because it reenacted the law as 
soon as the alleged repeal was brought to its attention. 

Mr. BLANTON, I am with you on the proposition to treat 
them all alike. 

Mr. BUTLER. 
the general law. 

Mr, STAFFORD. That is the condition which makes this 
bill a meritorious one, 

Mr. BLANTON. I withdraw the objection, ` 

Mr. SWING. I thank the gentleman. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Alice P. e : 2 
Dewey, late lieutenant colonel, United states Yirarine Corps, de hereby 
allowed an amount equal to six months’ pay at the rate said Rupert G. 
Dewey was receiving at the date of his death. : 

Sec, 2. That said Allice P, Dewey, widow of Rupert C. Dewey, 
lieutenant colonel, United States Marine Corps, as aforesaid, be paid 
out of the Treasury of the United States a sum of money or an 


amount equal to six months’ pay at the rate said Rupert C. Dewey, 
deceased, was receiving at the date of bis death. 


re STAFFORD, Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out sec- 
on 2. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
sin moves to strike out section 2. 

Mr. SWING. What is the gentleman's purpose in making 
that motion? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Section 2 is superfluous. Section 8 pro- 
vides for the payment of this money out of the appropriation 
for beneficiaries of officers who die while on the active list 
of the Marine Corps, for which special authorization is made, 
Section 2 Is merely supplementary, It provides that this 
money shall be paid out of the Treasury of the United States, 
and section 3 provides that it shall be paid out of the appro- 
priation for the beneficiaries of officers. 

Mr. BUTLER, What is the effect of taking out section 2? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Section 2 is supplemental to section 3. 
One or the other should go out, 

Mr. BUTLER. Why not take out section 3? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Section 3 provides for the payment of 
the money out of the general appropriation carried in the naval 
appropriation bill. I think it is better for section 2 to go 
out, because in the administration of the law it will be under 
the Navy Department. They have the funds available and 
they will pay it. 

Mr. BUTLER. I wonder if they will? 

Mr, FESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FESS. Section 2 indicates where it is to be paid from, 
while section 3 indicates that the appropriation is already made 
out of which to pay it. Suppose you cut out that section, will 
there not have to be an appropriation made to pay it? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, no; the appropriation is running un- 
der the general appropriation act. 

Mr. FESS. That is the only point I have in mind. 

Mr. STAFFORD. These matters are paid out of the gen- 
eral appropriation bill. Section 3 reads as follows: 

Sec, 3. That the payment of the amount of money hereby allowed and 
authorized to be paid to said Alice P. Dewey is authorized to be made 
from the appropriations for beneficiaries of officers who die while on the 
active list of the Marine Corps, 

Mr. FESS. I think that covers it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the motion 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin to strike out section 2. 

The motion was agreed to. 


But hereafter they will be provided for under 


The gentleman from Wiscon- 


1923. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
section. 

The Clerk read section 3. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the section 
number will be corrected. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was accordingly read the third time and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hicks, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


ANTON KUNZ, 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
6832) granting six months’ pay to Anton Kunz, father of Joseph 
Anthony Kunz, deceased, machinist's mate, first class, United 
States Navy, in active service. 

The Clerk read the title ef the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That Anton Kunz, father of J Anthony 
— machinist’s mate, first class, submarine 47, United States N 4 
who was. killed by an explosion on board the vessel July 25, 1917, 
hereby allowed an amount equal to six months“ pay at the rate said 

ecelying at the date of his death, to wit, 
sum of $445.92. 


Sec. 2. That said Anton Kunz, father of said Joseph ee: Kunz, 
de. aforesaid, be paid out of the bee? Bg the United States 
a sum of money or an amount equal to six d at the rate said 
Joseph Anthony Kunz was receiving at the time of his death. 


Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out section 
2, for the same reason as that given in the case of the former 
bill. 

In this connection I should like to make the suggestion that 
many formal motions are made to reconsider and lay on the 
table. If that motion were not made, the right to reconsider 
would lie for only two days. If the Members wish to exercise 
that privilege, I suggest that at the conclusion of the consid- 
eration of these bills a general motion be made rather than to 
cumber up the Journal. It makes the Journal twice as long as 
is necessary, and for the sake of expedition and economy in the 
preparation of the Journal I make that ‘suggestion, because 
there is no disposition to reconsider. We can make an omnibus 
motion at the close of the session to cover all of the bills. 

Mr. BUTLER. Within the next two or three days we might 
discover that we desired to reconsider some bil. The House 
seems to be relying with a great deal of confidence upon the 
judgment of the Subcommittee on Naval Affairs, which consid- 
ered this bill. It might be that within a day or two we might 
discover some little mistake that had been made. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I do not wish to do away with the right 
to table a motion to reconsider, but my suggestion is that at the 
conclusion of these bills there be an omnibus request to recon- 
sider and table as to all, rather than cumber up the Jo 
with separate motions. 7 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

‘Src. 3. That the payment of the amount of money hereby allowed and 


autherized to is authorized to be made from the ap riations 
for beneficiaries val service while 


be pa 
of deceased ‘members iof the na 


in active service of the United States Navy. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection the section 
number will be corrected. 
There was no objection. 
The bill as amended was ordered to a third reading, and was 
accordingly read the third time, and passed. 
FRED d. LEITH. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 855), for the relief of Fred G. Leith, United States Navy. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Reserving the right to object, I think we 
ought to have some explanation of the bill. 


took part in six or eight of the battles. He was cited for dis- 
tinguished service. He received the croix de guerre. He came 


back to this country with his corps and was discharged I 
believe in Texas or some southern camp from the Army. 
Thereupon he wrote to the Navy and asked them if he reenlisted 
in the Navy he would retain his continuous service in the Navy. 
They him in a general way to report to the recruit- 
ing officer for examination. He understood by that if he re- 
eee the Navy he would enter as a continuous-service man. 


The Clerk read the bill, as follows: > 


Be sit enacted, otc., That the service rendered Fred G. Leith, 
United States Navy, in the Army of the United 8 during the World 
War shall be considered as H rendered in the Navy of the United States 
for all es connected with continuous seryi 
United States, and that the Secretary 
authorized and directed to cause t 


in the Navy Dax 
— the end that the . — A — — = ‘to all pay, 
service in the Navy of the United States. 8 . 

Mr. MCKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentle- 
man from Rhode Island a question. Did this man SORAI 
resign from the Navy and take a commission in the Army? 

Mr. BURDICK. it was at the suggestion of the Navy De- 
partment and at the request of the Army that he ‘severed his 
connection with the Navy and enlisted in the Army corps. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Did he hold a commission in the Army? 

Mr. BURDICK. Yes; he was a lieutenant. 

Mr. McKENZIE. How long was he ont of the military serv- 
ice until he applied to be reinstated in the Navy? 

Mr. BURDICK. Immediately on his separation from the 
Army he applied for reenlistment in the Navy. 

Mr. McKENZIE. The only matter involved bere is the ques- 
tion of his longevity pay? 

Mr. BURDICK. That is all. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed.and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

ELIEN M’NAMARA. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
8921) for the relief of Ellen McNamara. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

3 no objection. 

e SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: ens 

Be it enacted, 
ized and directed to cause te be paid to Ellen McNam mother of 
8. S. Buffalo and Cleveland, 


Vy, 7 to six months’ 
received by him at the date of his death. A 


Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. I have just noticed in connection with this bill that no 
provision is made as to the money to pay it. Some amendment 
should certainly be carried in the bill to that effect. I suppose 
the intention of the committee was that such an amendment 
should be made. If the committee has any amendment, I will 
not attempt to frame one. I will withdraw the pro forma 
amendment and offer the following amendment: After the 
word “paid,” in line 4, insert “out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated.” i 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The Clerk will report the 
amendment. I 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment Mr. STAFFORD: Page 1, line 4, after the word “ n 
7 R “words “out of any money in the Treasury not Nn 
R 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The author of this bill, my 
Mr. SrrovL, of Illinois, is unfortunately at home III. It occurs 
to me, however, as I understand the law, this man might have 
designated, and at one time did designate, a beneficiary. He 
designated his father, which he might do under the present 
law. If his father had survived him, the money weuld have 
been paid in due course. Through inadvertence his mother 
was not designated as a beneficiary after the father’s death, 
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It seems to me that this could be paid out of the same fund as 
the father would have been paid from if he had survived. If 
this amendment which has been offered perfects the bill, I do 
not want to interpose an objection, but, on the contrary, would 
like to have it perfected so that the payment will be made. 

Mr. DARROW. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Certainly. 

Mr. DARROW. It seems to. me that the suggestion of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin is in order, and I would be glad to 
see his amendment prevail. While it was intended that the 
money should be paid out of the same fund as if the father had 
lived, I think this amendment will do no harm. 

Mr. STAFFORD. In that case, we would have to carry the 
authorization carried in the two prior bills that the payment 
of the amount of money hereby allowed and authorized to be 
paid is authorized to be made out of the appropriation for 
beneficiaries of deceased Members who died while in active 
service, 

RALPH s. KEYSER, 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill H. R. 
11340 to advance Maj. Ralph S. Keyser on the lineal list of 
officers of the United States Marine Corps, so that he will take 
rank next after Maj. John R. Henley. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to 
object, I would like to have some statement with respect to it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, Speaker, I would say that this refers to 
the most distinguished man of the whole United States Marine 
Corps. He bears perhaps the most gallant record of them all. 
He is one of the celebrated six commanders of the battalion at 
Belleau Wood and the Argonne Forest. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, may I supplement what the 
chairman of the committee has said by saying that in the con- 
sideration of many of these private bills where we provide ad- 
vancement numbers the officer in most instances has performed 
valiant service in the World War. In reading the reports I do 
not know of any one that appealed to me more strongly than 
has the present case. This man at some time committed in- 
discretions away back, when he was in the academy. 

Mr. VINSON. When he was a first lieutenant. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Well, it was very shortly after he gradu- 
ated from the academy, Because of those indiscretions he was 
unduly punished by a reduction of 27 numbers. He proved 
his real worth in the World War as no other man could prove 
it. I say let bygones be bygones. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the 
reservation of objection. 

The SPHAKER pro tempore. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, cto., That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he hereby 
is, authorized to advance Maj. Ralph S. Keyser on the lineal list of 
officers of the United States Marine Corps, so that he will take rank 
next after Maj. John R. Henley: Provided, That no back pay, bounty, 
or emoluments shall be allowed by reason of the passage of this act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the en- 
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM M, PHILLIPSON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
4723) for the relief of William M. Phillipson. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 8 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold his 
objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, I have not seen the gentleman here 
for some time, and I shall be glad to reserve it on his account. 

Mr. RAKER, I have been at work on three different com- 
mittees trying to get legislation so that we could pass it, and 
I have been here whenever I have had an opportunity to do so. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, I would not think of insinuatin 
that the gentleman did not have a good alibi. = 

Mr. RAKER, This man went to Tuolumne County, and set- 
tled there and then went into the service. The judge of the 
superior court there knew him when he was a young man, He 
had lived there for 40 years. I refer to Judge Nicol, who died 
Just a few weeks ago. The other men referred to in the report 
were old residents, and they identify this man and his record 
and history, and it clearly shows by his affivadit of two pages 
and a half in the report that he was “shanghaied” and was 
kept from the service, and that he ought not to be denied his 


Is there objection? 


right as an American seaman. 
the war. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman mean to give the 
impression that he was shanghaied upon this statement found 
-on page 2 of the report, his own testimony, which is as follows: 

A few days later we steamed up to Mare Island, where the worst 
cases of yellow fever were tranutebred to the Government hospital. 
About three weeks afterwards I was told to get ready to go on shore on 
liberty, although I had never asked permission to go on shore. T was 
said to come on, and 1 thine e ee e of iy comrades 
money that I have ever received from the GOTTEN, i WAR AERA 

Is that the basis of the gentleman’s charge that he was 
shanghaied? 

Mr. RAKER. No; it runs clear through his statement. 
There is no doubt about it. The judge wrote me about it, and 
so did ex-Senator Curtin. 

Mr. STAFFORD. But where is the 
shanghaied ? 

Mr. RAKER. The only way I can show the gentleman that 
would be to read the affidavit. 

Mr. STAFFORD. But I have read a part of it, which re- 
futes the gentleman's contention. 

Mr. RAKER. The only way you can get it is from the 
mit, STAFFORD. 1 

r. STA 5 have just cited a part of hi \ 
which I think is material, p e 

Mr. KRAUS. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will read fur- 
ther on he will find the man was actually shanghaied. He 
went to a Norwegian boarding house, was sick, having yellow 
fever, and was taken from there to a ship in the harbor, ` 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, I have seen some of those boarding 
houses in Seattle, and I know the kind the gentleman refers to, 

Mr. KRAUS. That was in the year 1864, and he was kept 
on the ship for more than a year before he returned to San 
Francisco, 

Mr. RAKER. Every effort has been made since a few years 
ago by the State authorities to prevent shanghaiing. Before 
that time many men were shanghaied in San Francisco. This 
man is able to present a very good record. He lived where he 
was well known, The judge knew him for over 40 years, one 
of the most honorable men in the State of California. He 
knew him as a young man, he knew him when he was nat- 
aon He knew him when he went away and when he came 

ack, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Agatnst the very surprising record furnished 
by the gentleman from California I wish to cite in opposition 
the statement of the Secretary of the Navy, Mr. Denby, wherein 
he says in the concluding paragraph of his letter to the chair- 
man of the committee dated March 14, 1921: 

Furthermore, it would seem 
a time during the Civil War Ana 1 pth 8 Pr 
mand and the records do not disclose such merits in his case as would 
Der of other similar casee nie i . gare mt be A latge num: 
16084) died with the expiration of the Sixty-sixth Coneteas, ae de: 


selene nevertheless recommends, if a similar bill is introduced dur- 


a session of the present Congress, that favorable action be not 
taken thereon. 


Sincerely yours, 


He gave valiant service during 


evidence of his being 


Epwin DENBY, 
Secretary of the Navy. 

Mr. RAKER. Truly he left the service; he was away sick 
with yellow fever near unto death. He was taken to the sea- 
board and kept on a ship a year and he then came back and 
served his Government. After he got back he enlisted again, 
He went back into the service again. He did everything that it 
was in the power of a human being to do. That is the history 
or tho whole thing, verified by these men who can not be ques- 
tioned. 

Mr. BUTLER. I will say to my friend from Wisconsin this 
gave us some little anxiety in the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am not surprised. 

Mr. BUTLER. We had the rule hanging on the wall with 
reference to these charges of desertion, that we would not per- 
mit a man to get through unless he showed white and clear. If 
he does not show he is worthy it is not given. This is one of the 
cases that we believe after sitting and hearing the facts, that he 
had been detained from the service and could not make a report, 
could not return, and therefore it was charged up against him. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What service did he give the Govern- 
ment after his desertion? 

Mr. RAKER, I think over two years. 


— 


Mr. STAFFORD. Well, Mr. Speaker, I have crossed the 
distinguished chairman on occasions, not with malice afore- 
thought 

Mr. BUTLER. But not disturbing our good feeling. 

Mr. STAFFORD. And on this occasion he makes a pretty 
strong appeal. I have crossed many times my good friend 
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from California and he has always come up smiling afterwards, 
and I like him for it, and in this case I will give the benefit 
of the doubt to the gentleman from California and withdraw. 
the objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the pension laws 
William M. 1 shall hereafter be held and considered to have 
been honorably discharged from the United States Navy: Pro 55 
however, That no pension shall accrue prior to the passage of this act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 


FRANK GEORGE BAGSHAW. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
897) to remove the charge of desertion against the name of 
Frank George Bagshaw. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I have had some serious difficulty as to whether this bill 
should pass or not, 

Mr. BURDICK. This bill—I presume the gentleman has read 
the report? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. BURDICK. This young man enlisted in the Navy and 
deserted. He thereupon entered the militia of the State of 
Rhode Island, and when this country went into war he enlisted 
in the Air Service. He only served a few months, as I recall, 
in the Air Service when at the request of his wife he was dis- 
charged on account of dependency. He is seeking to remove 
that charge of desertion that is against his record as a very 
young man, not for the purpose of any pension or anything of 
the kind, but simply to clear up his name. 

Mr. STAFFORD, If the gentleman will yield, I would not 
bar the removal of the charge of desertion in the record of a 
veteran of the Spanish-American War or the Civil War if he 
really performed sincere service in the World War. The diffi- 
culty in this case was whether this man really intended to per- 
form real service during the World War. He entered, as the 
gentleman says, the Rhode Island Militia on January 20, 1918, 
and was discharged on his application that he had a dependent 
wife and child July 27, 1918. It does not seem to me that was 
any real service which should entitle Congress to remit the 
charge of desertion that was against him arising out of the 
Spanish-American War service. 

Mr. BURDICK. This young man, as I understand it, both 
from his own statement to me and that of his wife, entered 
the World War absolutely in good faith. After he was in the 
service his wife and family found they could not get along 
but were dependent upon his earnings to support them, and 
reluctantly he secured his discharge from the Army in order 
to go back and support his wife. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman will permit a question, 
it appears from the report he served over three years in the 
Navy at the time of the Spanish-American War. Does the 
gentleman know whether that is a fair deduction? 

Mr. BURDICK. ‘That is as I understand the record. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. What was the enlistment period at that 
time? 

Mr. BURDICK. I think four years. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, in view of the fact that he 


deserted after three years’ service during the period of the 


Spanish-American War and at a time when the war had been 
concluded, I withdraw the reservation of objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Navy be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to remove the charge of desertion 
standing against the name of Frank George Bagshaw, late an appren- 
tice, third class, United States Navy, in view of his honorable service 
during the World War. 

The committee amendment was read, as follows: 


On page 1, at the end of line 7, insert a colon and “Provided, That 
no back pay, allowances, or emoluments shall become due as a result 
of the passage of this act. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate by Mr. Crockett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Senate had insisted upon its amend- 
ments to the bill (H. R. 13660) making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and other activities 
chargeable in whole or in part against the revenues of such 
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District for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other 
purposes, disagreed to by the House of Representatives, had 
agreed to the conference asked by the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr, 
Pures, Mr. BALL, Mr, Jones of Washington, Mr. SHEPPARD, 
and Mr, Grass as the conferees on the part of the Senate. 


RUSSELL WILMER JOHNSON, 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (H. R. 10555) for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I believe this is another case 
where a soldier who had a dishonorable discharge against him 
performed valiant service during the World War that entitles 
the soldier to have that dishonorable discharge removed, and 
I shall not interpose an objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the pension laws 
Russell Wilmer Johnson, late a landsman-seaman in the United States 
TaVi shall hereafter be held and considered to have been honorably 
discharged from the naval service of the United States. 9 
With a committee amendment as follows: 


Page 1, line 7, after the word “ States,” insert: “ Provided, That the 
said Russell Wilmer Johnson shall not by the passage of this act be 
entitled to any back pay or allowances.” : 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


R. E. AMES, 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
968) to change the retired status of Chief Pay Clerk R. E. Ames, 
United States Navy, retired. ; 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. i 
0 sie SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 

III. 


REIMBURSEMENT OF PATIENTS AT NAVAL HOSPITAL, HAMPTON 
ROADS, VA. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9081) to reimburse certain persons for loss of private 
funds while they were patients at the United States Naval 
Hospital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va. 

The title of the bill was read. Á 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
substitute Senate bill 2719, which is identical in terms. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
substitute. . 

The Clerk read as follows: å 
A bill (§ 2719) to reimburse certain persons for loss of private fund 

while they were patients at the United States Naval Hospital, 

Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay to the persons herein named 
the following amounts, out of any money in the Treasury not other- 
wise appropriated: Joseph Julian Jordan, seaman, second class, 8210; 
William Raney Pickard, apprentice seaman, $25; James Buchanan, 
a) ge seaman, $40; Orvin Jefferson Bullock, apprentice seaman 

; William James Thomson, fireman, third class, $95; Raymond 

nard Martin, fireman, third class, $75; William Brewster, fireman, 
third class, $15; Hiram Bitts Dain, apprentice seaman, $22; Arlous 
Pate, apprentice seaman, $35; Alvin Curtis, fireman, third class 
30; Irvin Howard Neil, seaman, second class, $40; James Fred 
aylor, hospital apprentice, second class, $80; Franklin Elmo Brown, 
pharmacist’s mate, third class, $20; Hamilton Okey Johnston, hos- 
Song apprentice, second class, $20; Leo Sherry, hospital apprentice 
rst class, $20; Raymond yde Malouin, hospital apprentice, firs 
class, $70; Canaco Nacional Nallaris, mess attendant, first class, 
$185; and Birley Thomas, fireman, third class, $75; being the re- 
spective amounts of their private funds which the said persons had 
e in the safe in the office of the executive officer at the United 
tates Naval Hospital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va 
for safe-keeping, and which were stolen therefrom on or abou 
April 1, 1924, by some unknown person or persons, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read 
the third time, and passed, ; 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the similar 
House bill will be laid on the table, 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 

JOHN F. O'NEIL. 

The next business on the. Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 8683) for the relief of John F. O'Neil. 

The title of the bill was read, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 

FIRST INTERNATIONAL BANK OF SWEETGRASS, MONT. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
2004) for the relief of the First International Bank of Sweet- 
grass, Mont. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, may we have this bill re- 
ported? r. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior is hereb 
authorized, in his discretion, to issue patent to the First Internationa 
Bank of Sweetgrass, Mont., for the south half of section 25, townshi 
87 north, range 5 west, Montana principal meridian, 72 men 
by said bank of the value of said Jand, to be fixed by the retary 
0 


the Interior, less any amounts loaned by said bank to Stephen Hor- 

and remaining unpaid: Provided, That in no event shall patent so 

issue to said bank for said land except upon the payment therefor by 
said bank at the rate of not less than $1 per acre. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the right to object. 
|I think the bill should be explained. If the author is not here, 
I will object. 

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold his 
objection for a moment? 
| Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman can explain the bill, I 
will reserve my objection. 

! Mr. VAILE. I am sorry I can not explain it. 

| Mr. BLANTON. It is a little unusual to be patenting lands 

to international banks, when there are numerous ex-service 

| men who fought for their country who are trying to purchase 

these lands. 

| Mr. VAILE. Mr. Speaker, the facts in a general way are 

these: This bank loaned some money to a man on improvements 

to a piece of public land 

Mr. BLANTON, And violated the national banking laws 

when it did it. 

Mr. VAILE. No; I am quite sure that the original loan was 
roper. 

sa Mr. BLACK. This is not a national bank. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 


‘pull, 
JOHN SULLIVAN. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
1090) to correct the military record of John Sullivan. The 
‘title of the bill was read. 
| The SPEAKER pro tempore, 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of the pension laws 
and the laws ings icity De og and privileges upon honor dis- 
charged soldiers, John ivan, late chief boatswain’s mate, United 
States Navy, shall be held and considered to have been honorably dis- 
a from the naval service of the United States in 1895: Pro- 
| vide , That no pension shall accrue prior to the passage of this act. 
| The SPEAKER pro tempore, The question is on the third 
reading of the Senate bill. 
| The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. $ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the title 
will be amended in accordance with the text. 

There was no objection, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 


bill. 

ATLAS LUMBER co. AND OTHERS, 
The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
|8499) for the relief of the Atlas Lumber Co., Babcock & Will- 
cox, Johnson, Jackson & Corning Co., and the C. H. Klein 
Brick Co., each of which companies furnished to Silas N. 
Opdahl, a failing Government contracter, certain building 


Is there objection to the con- 


materials which were used in the construction of Burke Hall at 
the Pierre Indian School, in the State of South Dakota, 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
omit the reading of the preamble. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Wisconsin 
asks unanimous consent that the reading of the preamble be 
omitted. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will read the body 
of the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
pone! (and heey and directed to pay, out of any moneys in the Treas- 


ury of the United States not otherwise appropriat as follows, to wit: 
To the Atlas Lumber Co., a West Virgi corporation, at Minneapolis, 
Minn., the sum of $3,530.65; to C. W. Babcock and T. B. Willcox, 


copartners as Babcock & Willcox, Kasota, Minn., the sum of $456.95; 
to Jo Jackson & Cornin; „ & Minnesota corporation, of Min- 
SEERE inn., the sum of $855.94; and to C. H. Klein and C. T. 
Klein, a eid as the C. H. Klein Brick Co., of Chaska, Minn., the 
sum of $186.68. 

With committee amendments, as follows: 


Striking out all of the preamble, and on line 14 of page 3, after the 
aparer 5188.08,“ inserting “each of which companies furnished to 
Silas N. Opdahl, a failing Government contractor, certain building 
materials which were used in the construction of Burke Hall at the 
Pierre Indian School, South Dakota.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the adop- 
tion of the amendment striking out the preamble. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
*the other amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, the last whereas seems 
not to have been stricken out by the committee. I ask unani- 
mous consent that that be stricken out. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois 
asks unanimous consent that the last “ whereas” in the pre- 
amble be stricken out. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment, on 
page 8, line 7, after the word “corporation,” strike out the 
phrase at Minneapolis, Minn.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Starrorp: Page 3, line T, after the word 
“ corporation” strike out at Minneapolis, Minn.“ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the title, so that it will read: “A bill for 
the relief of the Atlas Lumber Co., Babcock & Willcox, Johnson, 
Jackson & Corning Co., and the C. H. Klein Brick Co.” 

The amendment to the title was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 

FRED k. JONES DREDGING co. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 9862) for the relief of the Fred E. Jones Dredging Co. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the reading of the original bill, which has been stricken 
out, be omitted and that the suggested amendment of the com- 
mittee be read in lieu thereof. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Wisconsin? ; 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following? 
“That the claim of the Fred Jones ng Co., a corporation 
and existing under the laws of the tate of Delaware, and 
the city of Norfolk, Va., against the United States 
to have been caused by a collision between its coal 
and the steamship Minnesota, which occurred about 6 
on February 20, 1919, while said coal scow, loaded with 


* 


business in 
a 


Seow oN 
o'clock p. 
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coal and equipment, was moored near the Norfolk & Western Railroad 
Co.’s merchandise pier No. 2, at Lamberts Point, Va., arf be ‘or 
y the said owners in the District Court of the United States for the 
stern District of 5 sitting as a court of morgen: and acting 
under the rules governing such court, and said court shall have juris- 
diction to hear and determine such suit and to enter a 7 or 
decree therein for the amount of such damages sustained by reason of 
said collision as shall be found to be due either for or agno the 
United States upon the same principles and measures of liability and 
damages as in like cases in admiralty between private parties, and 
with the same rights of appeal: Provided, That such notice of the 
suit shall be 1 to the Attorney General of the United States as 
may be provided by order of the said court, and it shall be the dut 
of the Attorney General to cause the United States attorney in su 
district to appear and defend for the United States: Provided further 
That said suit shall be brought and commenced within four months o 
the date of the passage of this act.” 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 
the committee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman in charge of the bill 
yield for a question? 

Mr, EDMONDS. Certainly. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is it not the practice in our Federal courts 
now that when suit is brought against the United States Gov- 
ernment the Federal district attorney takes cognizance of it 
without this roundabout way of bringing notice of the suit to 
him through the Attorney General of the United States? 

Mr. EDMONDS. I have no doubt that is true, but this seems 
to be the form of bill agreed upon in the. House, and all the 
bills have been written in that way. 

Mr. BLANTON, I know that, but it occurs to me that it is 
rather a reflection on the district attorney's office, which is 
supposed to look out for the interests of the United States Goy- 
<rnment. There are not so many suits that can be brought 
against the United States. Where they are brought under an- 
thority of law, my experience has been that the Federal dis- 
trict attorneys take cognizance of them and look after them 
without any suggestion coming from Washington. 

Mr. EDMONDS. I do not think there is anything in this 
bill to prevent the Federal district attorney doing that very 
thing. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. In a case like this, where special juris- 
diction is given to hear the case, I think it is well to have pro- 
vision for a special notice to the district attorney. 

Mr. BLANTON. The Federal trial judge would do the same 
thing. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. 
the committee. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the engross- 
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


WILLIAM H. FLAGG AND OTHERS. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7447) to reimburse William H. Flagg and others for property 
destroyed by mail airplane No. 73, operated by the Post 
Office Department. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Will the gentleman reserve his objec- 
tion? 

Mr. WATSON. I reserve the right to object. The proposition 
to pay damages caused by airplane accidents where the air- 
planes are owned by the Government is a new problem in law. 
There are very few legal decisions or precedents regulating 
damages caused by Government airplanes. I have known a 
number of cases where Government airplanes have damaged 
property, and the claims have not been recognized. I should 
like to know the special reasons why this claim should be 
favorably reported. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, in answer to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania, I will say that this was a Government 
mail airplane fiying across the city of Cleveland. For some 
reason it came down upon the house of one of the claimants, 
Torok. There were 120 gallons of gasoline in the tank, and it set 
fire to three of the houses and destroyed and damaged the fur- 
niture in three of the houses. There is no reason in the world 
why the Government of the United States should not pay these 
claims. There was no negligence at all on the part of the 
claimants, and they could not have avoided or prevented the 
accident in any way. Through the negligence of the driver of 
the airplane it came down on the houses and the furniture was 
damaged and the Torok house badly damaged. The Government 
should pay the claim. It is just. 

Mr, EDMONDS. I should like to answer the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Watson] in regard to some people being 
paid and others not. The Government will recognize claims for 


The question is on agreeing to 


I think this shows care on the part of 


damages by airplanes when the Government is at fault. We 
have done so in the case of a farm outside of New York where 
a crop was damaged. We have done so where a sloop was hit 
by an airplane and a man was killed. If the gentleman has a 
ease that he would particularly like to have the committee take 
care of, I should be very glad to have him bring it before our 
committee and let us take care of it, because if the Govern- 
ment is to blame for these accidents we certainly ought to pay 
for them. The other day I called attention to an accident in 
Moundsville, W. Va., where it is going to cost the Government 
$200,000, and after reading the testimony in the case it is my 
opinion that the Government has a duty to perform to those 
people. Five people were killed and twenty-two were hurt, and 
several automobiles were burned up. 

If we are going to give these public exhibitions of airplanes, 
if we are going to fly airplanes, we have-got to pay damages 
when we are at fault, just as much as we pay for accidents 
occasioned by automobiles. This claimant was in his house. 
He owned the house. He is a poor man. He bought it on in- 
stallments and furnished it on installments. Without any 
negligence on his part, a Government airplane flies into the side 
of his house, sets fire to it, and damages his furniture. He 
got some insurance, and we have deducted the amount of the 
insurance. We have given him the lowest amount of damages 
we possibly can. I think he is entitled to this. I tried to 
argue with him that the Government owned the air and that 
he had no business to have his house in the air, but he would 
not agree with me. He said if he could not build his house in 
the air he would have to build it in the cellar, and he did not 
want to live underground. [Laughter.] 

Mr. TILSON. Suppose it had been a private corporation 
that owned the airplane, and it had come down on the gentle- 
man’s house and destroyed it by fire. What would be the law 
so far as the payment of damages was concerned? 

Mr. EDMONDS. The private corporation would undoubt- 
edly have to pay the damages. 

Mr. TILSON. The only difference is that it was the United 
States which owned the airplane instead of a private corpora- 
tion owning it. 7 

Mr. WATSON. Where airplanes are driven close to the 
earth accidents are liable, as airplanes frequently frighten 
horses in the fields. This practice of driving Government air- 
planes should be considered by the Government. I withdraw 
my objections. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Let me say to the gentleman that if the 
claim is below $1,000, under the law which we passed a short 
time ago the Government can reimburse for those claims with- 
out authority of Congress. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, under the reservation of an 
objection I want to say that in the examination of quite a num- 
ber of private bills I have found nothing wherein the committee 
has been so generous as in this case. We are attempting to 
reimburse the owners of buildings for damage which they did 
not suffer. In some cases the amount is awarded for repairs 
in excess of the loss sustained and paid by the insurance com- 
pany. In the Torok case the damage amounted to $1,525.30, 
and the insurance company settled with the claimant for that 
sum. The property was insured for $3,000. Now you are pro- 
posing through overgenerosity of the committee—I would not 
charge that as to the other bills, but in this case it is proposed 
to give this man Torok $460. We are going to recognize the 
principle in this bill that if an owner of property lives at a 
distance from where the damage occurred and declines to take 
reasonable care to repair rented buildings after a fire loss is 
reimbursed we are to compensate him for loss of rent. These 
claimants seem to want to get as much money as possible out of 
the insurance companies, and then come to the Government and 
get something more out of the Government. This claim is about 
the worst claim that has been reported from the Committee on 
Claims. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. How much was the damage to this 
house? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I read from page 3, first paragraph: 

The New Jersey Fire Insurance Co. determined that the damage 
amounted to $1,525.30, and settled with the claimant for that sum. 
The property was insured to $3,000. The legislation contained the 
stipulated amount of $2,175 as the loss suffered. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. The insurance offer was for three-quar- 
ters. They clearly lost the amount of the difference between, 
the amount they received from the insurance company and the 
value of the home. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman believe that it is just 
to pay damage to a man for loss by reason of rent when he 
refused to put his property in a rentable condition? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. The loss of rent is not included here. 
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Mr, STAFFORD. I read from page 4 of the report the state- 
ment of the post-office inspector. 

I believe that the amount of insurance carried by Mr. Torok will 
more than cover the damage due to the accidental firing of the build- 
ing by airplane No, 73. If taken in hand at once after the accident 
occurred the expenditure in placing the house in the original condition 
should not have exceeded $1,000, 

He was awarded $1,525.30. 

Mr. NORTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I have never heard of a case 
of loss by fire that the buildings insured could be repaired 
before the amount was agreed upon. Any man who has had 
any business in settling claims against insurance companies of 
any kind knows that you can not make your repairs until the 
amount has been agreed upon. The amount that has been 
talked about as rent, which would be perfectly proper as a 
matter of fact, would be the difference between the time of the 
fire and the time they could come to some kind of an agree- 
ment. Here is a man that states that he had no money, noth- 
ing to make any kind of repairs with, because he did not have 
a cent eoming in from any source. All he had of any kind 
was invested in this house, for which he was trying to pay, 
and, being deprived of its use, was required to pay rent. Any 
man who has had anything to do in settling claims against 
insurance companies knows that you can not maké repairs 
until some arrangement has been made with the company. 
This man never received the amount of his loss that he suf- 
fered, a large part of which was not covered by the insurance 
policy. Here was a Government airplane and, without any 
fault on this man’s part, it was flying over the city carrying 
the mail, and it descends upon this man’s house, which takes 
fire through the negligence of the operator. This loss occurred 
in 1919, and these people have been trying to get some action 
on the matter ever since. It Is a plain case. These people are 
poor people, and if there was ever a man entitled to the pay- 
ment of a claim it is this. There was no question of con- 
tributory negligence in this case; it is not like an accident on 
a street by an automobile. It is a ve case of damage. The 
Government is liable. The committee has found the amount 
of the damage and has deducted the amount of insurance re- 
ceived, and it is a clear case where the Government ought to 
pay at least the amount recommended by the committee, for 
if there was ever a just claim this is one. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 


HARRY E. FISKE. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R 
10529) for the relief of Harry E. Fiske. 2 

The Olerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, oto., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $5,689.85 to Harry E. 
Fiske, on account of injuries received at the Watertown Arsenal, 
3 no fault of his own, while testing a gun carriage on January 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


s W. B. MOSES & SONS AND OTHERS, 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill H. R. 
11287, for the relief of W. B. Moses & Sons, Willis-Smith-Crall 
Co., American Home Furnishers’ Corporation, Western Electric 
Co., and S. A. Curtis. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of this bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman reserve his 
objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not think that this is the kind of a bill 
that ought to be passed at this time. There are many other 
bills on the calendar that are much more meritorious. I reserve 
the objection. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is this the bill where the officer bought 
solid mahogany furniture? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Yes; and I think it is a hardship for these 
firms to wait any longer for their pay. Here are three or four 
firms that supplied furniture to the Navy Department. We 
realize that the furniture purchased was out of all reason and 
common sense, and that it should not have been purchased. 
Nevertheless, here is a number of commercial concerns that are 
carrying on their books a charge against the Government for 
furniture which they furnished to the Government. 


Mr. BDANTON. Does the gentleman not think it is time to 
stop a nayal officer from buying 5 mahogany davenports at $200 
each, 10 fine mahogany easy-chairs at $100 each, 10 mahogany 
dressers at $200 each, 5 mahogany chiffoniers at $200 each, 5 
mahogany chifforettes at $200 each, 5 mahogany dressing tables 
at $150 each, and a lot of other such extravagant furniture for 
private use? Is it not about time for the Congress to stop such 
monkey business? 

Mr. EDMONDS. The committee thinks so, certainly. The 
gentleman saw the resolution that was passed by the committee. 
We have notified the Navy Department and the Naval Com- 
cee of this extraordinary extravagance upon the part of naval 
officers. 

Mr. BLANTON. How many fine leather mahogany daven- 
poa has the gentleman in his office in the House Office Build- 

g 

Mr, EDMONDS. It is not a question of that kind. 

Mr. BLANTON. We ought not to permit a naval officer or any 
other officer to go down here and buy extravagant furniture of 
this kind in solid mahogany where there is no necessity for it, 
and we should stop it now. 

Mr. EDMONDS. The committee itself has recognized that, 
but here are honest merchants who have supplied that stuff. 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman wants to pay the bill and 
authorize somebody else to incur like bills for the Government? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Does the gentleman mean to say that the 
5 of the United States is not going to pay its honest 

Mr. BLANTON. The Government of the United States will 
pay every debt that is honestly owed, but the time has come 
to stop officials in the Navy Department and in the Army and 
other departments from such wasteful extravagance. 

Mr. BDMONDS. Has not the committee agreed with the 
gentleman on that? 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EDMONDS. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. Of course, we are all agreed that these pur- 
chases were very extravagant. They were not made in con- 
formity with law. I am wondering if the committee could 
have brought about a substantial reduction in the amount of 
these bills. For example, there are 10 easy, mahogany chairs, 
at $100 each; 5 chiffoniers, mahogany, at $200 each; 5 chif- 
forettes, whatever they are, at $200 each. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Also there are solid mahogany tables. 

Mr. BLACK. It seems to me that these items are so ex- 
travagant that some reduction might be brought about in the 
amount of the bills and the claim settled on a substantially 
reduced basis. å 

Mr. TILSON. And the gentleman has forgotten the 10 solid 
mahógany dressers at $200 each. 

Mr. BLACK. I am not undertaking to read all of the 
items. I merely read some of them to show the unreasonable 
extravagance of them. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman please tell me who is 
this fearfully generous officer who bought this extravagant 
stuff? What is his name? 

Mr. BLACK. I can give the gentleman the place of the 
purchase. During the fiscal year 1920 the supply officer of 
the United States Navy mine depot at Yorktown, Pa., made 
these purchases, I think it is quite high time that some 
action be taken that will prevent the purchasing officers of 
the Navy Department from making purchases of this kind. 
The best that we can say for it is that it is rank extravagance. 

Mr. BUTLER. Of course, we.can not go out and buy this 
sort of furniture, because we can not afford it. i 

Mr. BLACK. My colleague, Mr. Branton, said he is going 
to object, but if he does not, I shall, until we can look into 
the matter and see if these claims can not be reduced. | 

Mr. BLANTON. If the distinguished gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. EpMonps] will put into the Recorp in connection 
with this matter a list of the various articles purchased, their 
cost, together with the name of the man who purchased them, 
so that the people of the United States may know what is go- 
ing on, I might feel more like withdrawing the objection. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Does the gentleman not think it would be 
a good idea to return this furniture to these people rather than 
to pay for it? 

Mr. BLANTON. I think that is what the committee ought to 
‘have done. 

Mr. DEAL. Does the gentleman think that this furniture 
should be returned to the owner after it has been in use for 
three years and used by Army officers and those who have had 
it in their use? These people haye been deprived of the use of 
their property. 

Mr. STEPHENS. They ought to inquire to whom they are 
selling such stuff. 
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Mr. DEAL. These Government agents come in and give 
their order, and they sell the goods on that order, 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEAL. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to be absolutely fair with these 
people, but the gentleman from Virginia is a distinguished 
lawyer—I take that back because he says he is not. He looks 
so much like one that I always thought he was, but if he were 
a lawyer, he would know this, that whenever a merchant sells 
any kind of merchandise to an officer of the Government, he 
sells it to him under the provisions of a certain law and under 
certain authority that is definitely fixed and well defined, and 
when a merchant goes beyond the provisions of law and sells 
officers something that under that law will not be approved by 
the auditors of this Government, they do it at their own risk, 
and they ought to suffer. The only way we have to stop it is 
to let them know that we are not going to permit such extrava- 


Sm: The rtment incloses herewith the following claims: 

(a) Claim W. B. Moses & Sons, Washington, D. C., amounting to 
$1,013, supported contract and public bills. 

(b) Claim of illis-Smith-Cr: Co., Norfolk, Va., amounting to 
$12,093.25, 9 by contracts and public bills. 

(e) Claim of American Home Furnishers Corporation, Richmond, Va., 
amounting to $7,007, supported by contract and publie bills. 
o.. New York, amounting to $2,319.12, 


(e) Claim of S. R. Curtis, Leehall, Va., amounting to $1,125, 
rted by invoice and public bill. š 
ing the fiscal year 1920 the suppiy officer of the United States 
Navy mine ney Yorktown, Va., made varions purchases and simply 
covered them by an order instead of by a contract properly signed by 
both parties in accordance with the requirements of section 3744 of the 
Revised Statutes. 

The fact that the statute had not been complied with was not dis- 
covered until the receipt of invoices by the successor of the officer 
who placed the order. efore, in the belicf that the matter was one 
for settlement by the auditor, all papers on the subject were forwarded 
to that officer for the necessary action in the premises. However, 
the auditor declined to make settlement on the ground that competi- 
tion had not been invited as prescribed 2 section 8709 of the Revised 
Statutes. Facts were then produced which showed that section 8709 
had been complied with and the matter was accordingly appealed to 
the comptroller, who held that competition had been obtained, but at 
the same time sustained the disallowance on the ground that section 
8744 of the Revised Statutes had not been complied with. After these 
decisions were rendered the accompanying contracts were perparen 
under the assumption that such action would meet the requirements 
of the law, and the matter was then referred to the Comptroller Gen- 
eral of the United States with request that he reconsider the previous 
decision, but in connection with several of the claims he stated that: 

“There had not been a compliance with section 3744, Revised 
Statutes, and therefore allowance could not be made on the basis of an 
express contract. The decision then went on to hold that the delivery 
and acceptance of the furniture, which was the subject matter of the 
claims, gave rise to an e aes contract, on the basis of which allow- 
ance could have been made by the accounting eat if there had 
been proper evidence of the reasonable value of the furniture. 

“The making of the formal contracts submitted “An il 14 and July 
15, 1921, so long after the transactions were made, not a com- 
pliance with the ſulrements of the law and presents nothing upon 
which payment would be authorized. It can not be accepted as eyi- 
dence of the value of the furniture. 

s rmore, the contracts are not new and material evidence 
such as is necessary in order that I may reopen a case decided by my 
predecessor.” y 
eae accompanying inclosures represent the claims in question, as 

ows: 


ce. 
wig DEAL. Their goods have been taken away from them 
and are in use by the Federal Government, and we ought to 
pay for them. 

Mr. CRAGO assumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen, it is equivalent 
to a crime for any officer to be permitted to buy davenports at 
the rate of $200 apiece and chiffoniers at the rate of $200 
apiece and dressers at the rate of $200 apiece. The officer who 
bought them at that price ought to be cashiered. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Ought to be in the penitentiary. 

Mr. MADDEN. And we do not owe a thing to the people 
who sold this officer those goods at this price. These people 
here are dealing with the Government all the time W. B. 
Moses and the rest of these people know what the Government 
regulations are; and if any officer comes and buys goods at a 
price not authorized by law, and these people who sell the 
goods know what the regulations are, they ought not to sell 
them; and if they do sell them, they ought not to be paid for. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Objection is made to the con- 


. Perhaps th ti ired th Wine Sn. ald Cta re Se RS ae SORT ᷣͤ ee i eee ee, S 12. 993.25 
Mr. CHIN . Perhaps these gentlemen acqu ese micro... 83 
habits during the previous administration. This was also done | American Home Furnishers Corporation 4113 oe 
during the previous administration. oO Cartier ee ee ae A IB OD 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not want to raise that question. The 
Rotel on . ee 23, 557. 87 


` officers know they ought not to be permitted to do that. 

Mr. BLANTON. And it ought to be stopped. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask unani- 
mous consent to make, as a portion of my remarks, the state- 
ment of the committee, because I am with the gentleman from 
Texas and the gentleman from Illinois that it is an outrageous 
imposition. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the gen- 
tleman extending his remarks? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none. 

The statement of the committee is as follows: 

The Committee on Claims, to whom was referred the bill (H. R. 
11287) for the relief of W. B. Moses, Willis-Smith-Crall Co., American 
Home Furnishers Corporation, Western Electric Co., and S. A. Curtis, 
1 80 5 eae the same, report thereon with a recommendation that 


The above claims represent awards which were pat, after com- 
petition, with the lowest bidders on the individual items, which is an 
evidence of the reasonable value of the material furnished and the 
services rendered at the time purchases were made. Furthermore, 
these transactions were handled strictly in accordance with the re- 
quirements of the law and the Na Regulations excepting, as stated 
above, the ulrement of section 3744 relative to entering into con- 
tracts having n overlooked by the contracting officer. 

As the supplies called for by these orders were accepted and used 
by the Government, the department requests that legislation be en- 
acted by Congress which will authorize the payment of these claims, 
and incloses draft of a bill for that pur à 

Very respectfully, 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT 
A Acting Secretary of the Navy. 

The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE or REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washington, D. C. 


PUBLIC BILL (ON SHORE), 


UNITED Starrs Navy MINE DEPOT, 
Yorktown, Va., July 25, 1921. 

Inspection numbers, 7 and 148; public bill number, 25. The United 
8 W eee Bureau of Ordnance. To Wiilis-Smith-Crall 
Co., Dr. (No. 109.) Appropriation No. 0401. Ordnance and ordnance 
stores, 1920. Address, Norfolk, Va. 0. P. requisition No. 101, ord- 
nance. Dated June 4, 1920. Yard, N. M. D., Yorktown, Va. Yard 
contract, No. 2.- Dated July 14, 1921. Yard, N. M. D., Yorktown, Va. 
For yard or ship No. 109. "Title 13-X. Account, A. P. A. 


STATEMENT OF FACTS. 


These claims, as stated in the bill, represent orders which were 
pisces after competition with the lowest bidders of the individual 
items, but without complying with the provisions of section 3744 of 
the Revised Statutes requiring contracts made by the Secretary of the 
Navy and the officers under him to be reduced to writing. 

Section 3744 reads as follows: 

It shall be the duty of the * of War, of the Secretary of 
the Navy, and of the 33 of the Interior to cause and require 
every contract made by them severally on behalf of the Government, or 
by their officers under them 3 to make such contracts, to be 
reduced to writing, and signed by the contracting parties with their 
names at the end thereof, a copy of which shall be filed by the officer 
making and signing the contract in the returns office of the artment 
of the Interior, as soon after the contract is made as ible, and 
within 30 days, together with all bids, offers, and proposals to him made 
by persons to obtain the same, and with a copy of any advertisement 
he may have published inviting bids, offers, or proposais for the same. 
All the copies and papers in relation to each contract shall be attached 
together by a ribbon and seal, and marked by numbers in regular order, 
according to the number of papers composing the whole return.” 

These supplies were purchased during the fiscal year of 1920 by the 
supply officers of the United States Navy mine depot, Yorktown, Va., 
for the use of that station. 

As the * called for by the orders of the naval authorities were 
accepted and used 1 the Government, your committee recommends the 
passage of the bill for the payment of the claims. 

Attached herewith is the letter of the Acting Secretary of the Navy. 
To incorporate in this report all of the papers in connection with 
these claims would serve no particular purpose. However, your com- 
mittee desires to call the attention of the Members of the House to a 
few of the items, showing the reckless extravagance of the nayal 


officials, 
THE SECRETARY OF THE Navy, 
Washington, December 19, 1921, 


Names and descriptions of arti- 
cles as per requisition, con- 
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Class Quan- 
number tit Exten- 
Names and descriptions ofarti- under | Date of y „| Unit | sion of 
cs as requisition, con- contracts, very. price. | items 
tract, e d and item Giá = L 
number. s 
Tables, mahogany...........-- 33 | Nov. 11, 1920 5 840.00 $200.00 
Dressing tables — tN T 988 5 150.00 750.00 
Small , Mahogany. 3 4 do- 5 2.00 125.00 
Tables, i AYT, 88 do 10 25.00 250. 0 
Bath s tools -eei 94 ae ee 6 2.00 12.00 
E sesos 41 2 do 5 4.00 20.00 
Lid noise clotheshorses. . 42 do 5 40 20. 00 
ugs: 
ry” by yo"... Milos do 215.25 350. 75 
ND 45 S 11 27.25 299.75 
4y by W- ni ESS do 34| 51.00 1,734.00 
ooo OE cease 40 2| 92.00 134.00 
Slip cover for da ven ports BR jasa 8 5 35.00 175.00 
Slip covers for chairs 8888 a ae 10 15. 00 150. 00 
Classanditem | Quantity | Quantity | Reasons for rejections or cause of 
number. passed. 8 cted damage or deficiency, 
5 8 peeling; not weatherproof. 
o. 
5 Do. 
5 Do. 
2| Bedsteads bent 
5 Not received. 
Í 
Amount of invoice. 7 $12, 260. 75 
Less value of articles rojected . .... 2-22. s en cee ce „„%ũß%é ũ «3 416. 50 
Amount pOyBble ; o.oo... ose can censennsasiesstasenesachoonssene 11, 841. 25 


During the consideration of the bill by your committee the following 

resolution was unanimously adopted: 
COMMITTEE ON CLAIMS, 
Friday, May 2, 1922. 

Be it resolved by the Committce on Claims of the House of Represent- 
atives, That the attention of the Secretary of the Navy be called to the 
extravagant expenditure of the supply officer of the United States Navy 
mine depot, Yorktown, Va., who made various purchases of furniture 
for the use of said station; and it is the opinion of the committee that 
it should be the duty of the Secretary at least to reprimand the official 
who authorized such unusual expenditure; and be it further 

Resolved, That we desire to call the attention of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs of the House of Representatives to the loose manner em- 
aloyed by the Navy Department in allowing such latitude to officers 
2 making purchases for the naval service. 


LUCY PARADIS, 


The next business on the Private Calender was the bill (S. 
2210) for the relief of Lucy Paradis. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of this bill? 
Mr. LEATHERWOOD. 

laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman asks unanimous 
consent to lay the bill on the table. Is there objection? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman reserve that motion? 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I will reserve it. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I want to say to the gentleman [Mr. 
LeaTHERWoop]} in this connection that this bill is one which 
passed the Senate some time ago. Lucy Paradis, away back in 
1896, had 63 brood mares and a very yaluable stallion killed by 
a veterinarian acting under orders from the Department of 
Agricalture at Washington, D. C. Now, in the first place, I do 
not think the Department of Agriculture had any authority to 
direct veterinarians upon an Indian reservation to kill I. D. 
horses alleged to be affected with glanders or other contagious 
diseases. The authority of law did not exist. In the second 
place, she is simply asking the privilege of presenting her case to 
the Court of Claims upon its merits and have that court decide 
the question of whether or not she is entitled to recovery. It 
seems to me very clear that she should be allowed to prosecute 
her claim. She can not do it without this legislation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, at the time I made the 
motion I understood that this matter had been disposed of in 
another bill, and, therefore, I ask unanimous consent to with- 
draw my motion to lay the bill upon the table. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That jurisdiction be, and hereby is, conferred 
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine, and render final judg- 
ment upon the claim of Lucy Paradis for horses belonging to her and 
killed and destroyed upon the Cheyenne River Indian Reservation, or 


Mr. Speaker, 1 move that this bill be 


elsewhere, in the State of South Dakota, by the Indian agent in charge 
of said Cheyenne River Indian Reservation and other persons under 
his authority, with right of appeal as in other cases. 


That a petition may be flled by the attorneys of the said Luc 
Paradis in sald court within six months from the approval of this act, 
and service of said petition shall be had by filing copies thereof with 
the Attorney General and the Secretary of the Interior, and answer 
thereto shall be filed in said court within 60 days after the service of 
the petition. x 

The court may receive and consider all 


apers, depositions, records, 
correspondence, and documents heretofore 


led in the executive depart- 
ments of the Government, together with any other evidence offered, and 
au . 5 ve auc amonnt, If any, 
out interest, if any, as the court shall fin tabl 

the said Lucy Paradis. F 

Sald cause shall be advanced on the calendar of said court, and the 
amount for which judgment may be rendered, when paid to the party 
named in sald judgment or her duly authorized and accredited attor- 
ney, shall be received in full and final settlement of the claim for said 
unlawful destruction of said horses. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


RENTAL OF FIRST FLOOR OF CUSTOMHOUSE, MOBILE, ALA. 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (II. R. 11731) to provide for the renting of the first floor 
of the customhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Chamber of 
Commerce. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 
päuse.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 
and directed to rent, under such terms and conditions and for such 
period as he may prescribe, to the Chamber of Commerce, Mobile, 
Ala.. the first floor of the customhouse. situated at the corner of 
Royal and St. Francis Streets, in the city of Mobile, Ala., or such 
parts of the first floor of the above-mentioned Federal building as 
may be used by the sald chamber of commerce. 

The committee amendment was read as follows: 

Page 1, line 3, strike out the words and directed.” 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, was read the third time, and passed. 


MILITARY TARGET RANGE, ETC., CHANDLER, OKLA. 


The next business in order on the Private Calendar was the 
bill (II. R. 6204) to grant the military target range of Lincoln 
County, Okla., to the city of Chandler, Okla., and reserving 
the right to use for military and aviation purposes. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, under the reservation of ob- 
jection, I am in doubt whether we should launch into the policy 
of granting public lands to municipalities or States for public 
parks, even with the reservation they may be subsequently 
used for public purposes. I do not recall an instance where we 
have done that in the past. 

Mr. McKENZIE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will. . 

Mr. McKENZIE, I simply wish to say to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin I share with him his opinion, but this is a rather 
peculiar case, and I would be glad if he would permit the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Prrneey] to make a statement 
in connection with this matter, which led the Committee on 
Military Affairs to give it favorable consideration. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Certainly. 

Mr. PRINGEY. Mr. Speaker, I am much obliged to the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Wisconsin. I just wish to say to the 
membership that 13 years ago our adjutant general came to our 
city and talked about establishing a rifle range. We were 
delighted at the thought of having the boys with us two or 
three times a year in the practice. Many of our boys belonged, 
We sold them the property. They required us to supply water, 
We expended $15,000 in the extension of our waterworks and 
building a macadam highway the full length of the rifle range, 
and about the time we had made this expenditure the practice 
was moved out to Fort Sill. Then coming up here, after I had 
prepared a bill, I. secured the indorsement of the adjutant, 
our governor, and Mr. Weeks, and it was reported favorably 
by the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRINGEX. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The report states, as the gentleman has 
just said, that the municipality expended money in the building 
of a macadam road? Where was that macadam road built? 
Was it on the rifle range or leading to it? 

Mr. PRINGEY. Right on the line, extending a street occupy- 
ing a part, I presume, of the rifle range. 5 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does not the improvement redound to the 
benefit of the property owners on the other side of the rifle 
range? 


[After a 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE., 


2635 


Mr. PRIN GET. Well, on the other side we have a small 
park; but it is not a highway out into the country, because it 
runs up into the bluff there where we made the bluff shots, as 
it is called, where they shoot into the bank. It is for the ex- 
clusive benefit of the rifle range. 

Mr. STAFFORD. So your contention is that the municipality 
has really expended money for the former benefit of the Gov- 
ernment for which they now wish to have reimbursement by 
the return of this property? _ 

Mr. PRINGEY. That is true. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I do not wish this bill to be 
taken as a precedent, especially in the next five weeks of my 
service here. Particularly in cases where the Government owns 
public land, as in the case of an Army post, and no longer 
needs it for a National Government activity I believe we should 
not grant those lands gratuitously to municipalities for public 
purposes. I can see an exceptional condition in this instance, 
where the municipality has expended large sums of money, 
which will go for naught unless the return is made. I also 
realize’ that in this case if this land were sold the proceeds 
would go to the Militia Bureau for expenditure for National 
Guard purposes. Now, if the governor of the State and the 
adjutant general wish to take some money from the fund which 
could properly be applied to the National Guard purposes and 
have it go to the municipality I will not press the objection. 
Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the title and fee to the military target range 
of Lincoln County, Okla., described in words and figures as follows, 
to wit: The south half of the south half of the northwest quarter of 
section 9, in towns 14 north, of range 4 east, of the Indian meridan ; 
except the land bed as fo. lowe: Deeiuntag at the southeast corner 
of said northwest quarter of section 9, running thence west 363 feet; 
thence north 445 feet; thence east feet; thence south 445 feet to 
the place of beginning. Also, except the right of wey of the Choctaw, 
Oklahoma & Western Railroad, now the Chicago, Rock Island & Pacific 
Railroad, being a strip of land feet in th across land, ex- 
tending 50 feet on each side of the center of the roadbed or main track 
of said railroad company. Also, except a strip of land 16 feet wide 


40 acres, according to the 
Government survey thereof. And the south half of the northwest quar- 


With a committee amendment as follows: 


On page 8, line 6, insert: “ Provided, however, That in the event the 
said lands are not used for the purposes specified in this act, the same 
shall revert to the United States: And vided further, That said 
lands shall be subject to the right of the United States at any and all 
times and in any manner, to assume control of or use and occupy the 
same or any part thereof, without license, consent, or leave from said 
77) AMIANO n putamen tre Bone ang OSTATE E REAS 

range or a 4 v rges, 
e or liens n permitted. or — — 3 
by said city or State.“ 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman wish to amend the 
committee amendment? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. On page 3, line 7, after the word 
“used,” insert the phrase “by the municipality.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. STAFFORD to the committee amendment: 
On page 3. Une 7, after the word “used,” insert the words “by the 
municipality.” A 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, the intention seems to be to 
have the tse discontinued by the municipality. 

The SPEAKER, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. ` 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 

third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


ROBERT GUY ROBINSON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill 
(H. R. 11389) for the relief of Robert Guy Robinson. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under the reservation of an objection, I 
think we should have some explanation of this bill before the 
objection stage has passed. 

Mr. MICHENER Mr. Speaker, this bill in effect relieves 
this man from the statute of limitations. The act of July 
12, 1921, reads in part as follows: 2 

That all officers of the Naval Reserve Force and temporary officers 
of the Navy who have heretofore incurred or hereafter may incur 
ret disability in the line of pares Bp time of war shall be eligible 
‘or retirement under the same conditions ae now provided by law 
for officers of the Regular Navy who have incurred physical disa- 
bility in line of duty: Provided, however, That application for such 
retirement shall be filed with the Secretary of the Navy not later 
than Octeber 1, 1921. 

Lieutenant Robinson did net make the application within 
the time allowed. He was in Michigan nursing his injuries 
and had no knowledge of this law. This law was approved 
on July 12, 1921, as I said, and the limitation became effective 
on October 1, 1921. As the hearings show, Lieutenant Robin- 
son had no knowledge of the enactment of this law until he 
came to Washington on Armistice day, November 1, 1921. He 
is a young man who went through the whole service. He has 
a remarkable war record. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the reservation. 

Mr. BLACK. Is this officer now drawing any compensation 
under the war-risk insurance? 

Mr. MICHENER. He is now drawing $39.60. He is a man 
who, I will say to my colleagues, was wounded 21 times. He 
now carries two bullets in his body. Mr. Robinson is a medal- 
of-honor man, having been wounded in action over Flanders 
front on October 13, 1918, being the flying mate of Lient. 
Ralph Talbot, now deceased. He was recommended for com- 
mission by Maj. D. B. Roben, after an engagement on October 
8, 1918, while attached to Pilots Pool Squadron 218, R. A. F., 
and was again recommended by Major Roben before his 
(the major’s) death, but the commission never materialized. 

Lieutenant Robinson enlisted in the Marine Corps May 22, 
1917, at the Marine Barracks, Parris Island, S. C., and from 
there was transferred to Mobile Artillery Force, Ninety-second 
Company, Marine Barracks, Quantico, Va. From there he 
was sent to Curtiss Field, Miami, Fla., for flying duty and as 
aerial gunner. Later he was transferred to Wilbur Wright 
Field, Dayton, Ohio, for further instruction in gunnery and 
bombing. From thence transferred to Philadelphia Navy 
Yard; then to Hoboken, and sailed on the U. S. S. De Kalb 
for overseas service. He received the medal of honor for 
extraordinary heroism in the first marine aviation force ut 
the front in France. Also received official commendation on 
October 12, 1918, in appreciation of his good work. Also re- 
ceived official commendation on December 15. Lieutenant Rob- 
inson received the following wounds while in service overseas: 
Left ankle; left knee; between ankle and knee; left hip; right 
shoulder; through abdomen, entering left side and coming out 
back; left forearm and elbow, removing elbow, leaving a flail 
joint. Eyes and lungs bad, especially left eye. Spits blood. 
While in the service, both the father and mother of this young 
man died, and in consequence he has no home and no place 


to go. 


Lieutenant Robinson returned to the States in January, 1919, t 


and a transfer was given him to go to the Washington Naval 
Hospital, where he remained until June 17, 1919, when he was 
commissioned and placed on the inactive list, class 5, United 
States Marine Corps. : 

Had Mr. Robinson known of the above law, under which he 
could have been retired, he would haye applied for retirement 
and the Secretary of the Navy would have approved his appli- 
cation. 

No official notice of the enactment of the law was given. He 
was sick and injured; he was in that condition, and all this 
law proposes is to say to him, “ Lieutenant Robinson, you came 
home from the war all shot to pieces; you went back to your 
home in Michigan, where your mother and father had died dur- 
ing the war. You were in such a condition that you are not 
charged with the responsibility of knowing that in order to get 
the benefit which this Congress intended that you should have 
that you must have made application before October 1, 1921.” 

I know the sentiment of the Members of this body in matters 
of this kind and feel assured that a mere technicality will not 
prevent this deserving, patriotic lad from receiving that which 
is rightfully his. 
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Mr. BLACK. I had read the report of the very remarkable 
record of this officer, and the question I wanted to ask was, if 
the oflicer is retired under the provision of this bill and of the 
previous law, will the compensation that he draws from the 
Veterans’ Bureau be discontinued and will he receive the retired 
pay of his rank? 

_ Mr. MICHENER. I think my colleague is right in that par- 
ticular. He can not draw the two compensations. 

Mr. BUTLER. I will say to my friend from Texas that I 
am responsible for this limitation. I voted for the bill and 
assisted in having it passed, and then a little later I asked 
Congress to close thé door, requiring all applications to be made 
within a certain time; but this case is very unusual. It is the 
first time in the history of our country that these officers of the 
reserve, as I call them; have been put on the retired list; but we 
considered the extraordinary services of this man. 

Mr. BLACK. I do not object to this case at all. 

Mr. BUTLER. He had no way of knowing of the limitation, 
and we thought it was only fair to let him in. 

Mr. MICHENER. I will say to my colleague that this mat- 
ter has been submitted to the Secretary of the Navy and meets 
with his approval. It has been submitted to the Director of 
the Budget, so that it does not interfere in any way with the 
plans of the Budget for the current year. 

Mr. BLACK. I notice that the report states that. 

Mr. GENSMAN. Did I correctly understand the gentleman 
to say that the Veterans’ Bureau has awarded this man only 
$39.60 a month for all these wounds? 


Mr. MICHENER. Yes. 

Mr. GENSMAN. Why not more? 

Mr. MICHENER. Because he was not wounded in a vital 
part. 

Mr. GENSMAN. Is he disabled? 

Mr. MICHENER. I have not gone into that part of it. I 
think that my colleague is very familiar with the rulings of 


the Veterans’ Bureau in compensation cases. 

Mr. GENSMAN. I am very familiar with the situation of 
these soldiers. The case of a man who received 21 wounds and 
who is getting $39.60 a month is about on a parity with many 
other cases which I have had in the Veterans’ Bureau. I 
wanted to know whether other Congressmen were in the same 
fix that I am in. I have the case of a man wounded almost 
that badly who is getting $15 a month, when he ought to be 
rated as totally disabled. 

Mr. MICHENER. If I remember rightly, Lieutenant Robin- 
son’s disability is rated at over.50 per cent. 

Mr. BUTLER. I think so. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The bill was read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the President is authorized_to appoint 
Robert Guy Robinson, second lieutenant, Marine Corps Reserve, in- 
active, a second lieutenant in the Marine Corps and to retire him and 


place him upon the retired list of the Marine Corps with the retired 
pay and allowances of that grade. 


With the following committee amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and Insert: That so much of 
section 6 of the naval appropriation act approved July 12, 1921, as pro- 
vided that the application for retirement of officers of the Naval Re- 
serve Force and temporary officers of the Navy who have heretofore 
incurred, or who may hereafter incur, paymon disability in line of 
duty in time of war shall be filed with the 9 the Navy not 
later than October 1, 1921, be, and hereby is, waived the case of See- 
ond Lieut. 6 Robert Guy Robinson, Marine Corps Reserve 
inactive, and his case is hereby authorized to be considered and act 
upon under the remaining provisions of said section if his application 
zos retirement is filed not later than 60 days from the approval of this 
act.” 


Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, is it in order to discuss this 
amendment? 

The SPEAKER. Certainly. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may insert in the Recorp two typewritten pages. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is recognized to discuss the 
amendment. 

Mr. RAKER. I am going to ask unanimous consent to insert 
in the Recorp two typewritten pages. 

Mr. SNELL. What are they? 

Mr. RAKER. A statement from the soldier settlement board 
of Canada in relation to a question in which so many of us have 
been vitally interested, showing the workings of the soldier set- 
tlement act in Canada. I ask that it may be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. SNELL. I wish the gentleman would give us a little more 
information as to what it is. 


Mr. RAKER. It is a statement from the chairman of the 
soldier settlement board of Canada as to the workings of the 
soldier settlement act in the Dominion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 


Tun SOLDIER SETTLEMENT BOARD, 
7 58 eee pn 
awa, Cana anua , 1923. 
JoHN E. Raxer, Esq., M. : r oB 


C, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear Sm: Your letter of January 13 to the Hon. Sir James Loug- 
heed, former minister of the interior, asking for the last report of the 
Soldier Settlement Board of Canada, has been forwarded to me with a 
request that the information be sent you. 

o parliamentary annual report has been issued since last year, and 
that covered the period for the previous fiscal year, which ended March 
31. 1921. I assume from your letter that you have before you a copy 
of that report, but in case my assumption is wrong I am inclosing 
herewith a copy. 

In addition to this, I am inclosing a typewritten statement sum- 
marizing the operations up to December 31, 1922. This will be 

Hana shortly. I also inclose a compendium of facts as issued by the 

a 


If there is any further information that I can give you, I would 
e to supply it. The work of soldier settlement in Canada has 
produced some remarkable results. We have a mass of information 
on individual cases that is most interesting reading. Some of the 
successes achieved by ex-soldiers on the land are most inspiring. 

The Canadian public generally are becoming more and more con- 
vinced that land settlement has been the most effective permanent 
reestablishment effort attempted in Canada. 

If the American people ever contemplate a similar effort in land 
settlement reestablishment, I feel quite sure our mistakes and suc- 
cesses would be of great value to them, and in such case I would wel- 
come any opportunity of assisting in any way I could, 

Yours faithfully, 
Jon Baux HTT, Chairman. 


Statement showing operation of soldier settlement board of Canada 
to December 31, 1922. 
Number of veterans applied for privileges of act 
Number accepted as qualified to farm 
Number of established settlers - 
Number qualified but not yet located 
Number in training under supervision of board Er: 
Number completed tralning————4ͤ4„!%. a 


Number granted loans— 22, 548 
Amount of loans approved - $93, 235, 902. 18 
Initial payments on land purchased $5, 419, 866. 27 
Number who have repaid loans in full 562 
Total amount returned to finance department 

TTT 814. 654. 301. 53 


For administration 2. 119, 189. 15 

% pet DE EE AS SSS ee PERE $16, 773, 490. 68 
Approved. Amount. 

British Columbia. 3, 193 $14, 221, 218. 33 
Alberta 6, 607 26, 974, 934. 85 
Saskatchewan 5.628 22, 729, 281. 89 
Manitoba ssccscocsuoes wens OE 3,497 15, 184, 883, 46 
S899 AAA TTT 1,752 | 7,488,650. 70 
l EN AE c ovecansHem 460 2, 252, 600. 91 
‘ew Brunswick 630 1,921, 505, 81 
Nova Scotia 427 1, 490, 122. 14 
Prince Edward Island. 354 977, 704, 00 
eS ep een art ikea ARE BEE eo 22,548 | 99, 235, 902. 18 


$51, 367, 850. 74 
2, 213, 436. 86 
11, 145, 270. 57 
28, 509, 344. 01 


~ 93, 285, 902. 18 


To purchase land ———— - -„4b4„%éet 
To remove encumbran ce 444„4„„ů7 
For permanent improvements 
For stock and equſpment 


COLLECTIONS. 
Of the amount due on loans to soldier settlers on October 1 last 
$1,316,983.76 has been paid (January 14, 1923)—a percentage of 


43.3 per cent. 
AREA OF SOLDIER LANDS. 


Area of new land broken - acres__ 
Area of land taken up by soldier settlers d 
Saving in purchase of land 
Number of soldier-grant entries (free lands .------~-- 
STOCK AND EQUIPMENT. 
Stock and equipment purchased for soldier settlers___ $32, 617, 808. 28 
Saving to settlers through special arrangements with 
dealer MM 1, 078, 706. 15 
JOHN BARNETT, Chairman. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. ARS 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, and was accordingly read the third time and passed. 

ROBERT J. ASHE. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
9316) for the relief of Robert J. Ashe. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 


600, 000 

5, 437, 449 
$4, 096, 945. 84 
9, 758 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The bill was read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That in the administration of any laws conferring 


rights, privileges, and benefits upon honorably discharged soldiers, 
Robert J. Ashe, who was a private in Troop G, Fifth Regiment United 
States Cavalry, shall hereafter be held and considered to have been 
discharged honorably from the military service of the United States 
as a member of that organization on the 21st day of August, 1914: 
Provided, That no pay or other emoluments shall acerue by virtue of 
the passage of this act. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. } 

Mr. MAGEE. I move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed and move tọ lay that motion on the table. 

Mr. STAFFORD. We are going to make a general motion of 
that kind with respect to all these bills at the end of the day. 

LIEUT. COL. JAMES u. PALMER. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
11603) to validate for certain purposes the revocation of dis- 


charge orders of Lieut. Col. James M. Palmer and the orders- 


restoring such officer to his former rank and command. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. : 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Lieut. Col. James M. Palmer, of the 
National Guard of the State of Maine, who was in the Federal service 
during the World War, and who was discharged from such service 
during said war, and who subsequent to such discharge was notified 
by the War Department of the revocation of the orders discharging 
him from the Federal service and of his restoration to his former rank 
and command, and to whom orders were thereafter issued by the 
War Department and by the departments thereof, and by his superior 

. officers of the Army, which orders were thereafter acted upon by said 
James M. Palmer, shall be deemed to have been lawfully reinstated in 
the Federal service by such orders of revocation of discharge and of 
restoration to rank and command, for the purposes of the succeeding 
clause, and shall be entitled, from date of notification of such revoca- 
tion orders, to, pay, travel, and other allowances to the date of his 
final discharge in the same manner and to the same extent as if he had 
not been previously discharged. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 


HERBERT Ek. SHENTON. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (H. R. 
7027) for the relief of Herbert E. Shenton. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
. The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to Herbert E. Shenton, as 
reimbursement for expenses and inconveniences suffered by him as the 
direct result of personal injuries received by him on May 12, 1919, at 
Baltimore, Md., when he was struck by an automobile operated by the 
United States Army, the sum of $1,000 as full compensation for loss of 
earnings and incidental expenses resulting from said injury. 

With the following committee amendment: 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: “That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby. authorized and directed to pay: out of any money in the Treas- 
ury not otherwise appropriated, e sum of $462.39 to Herbert E. 
Shenton in full compensation against the Goyernment for injuries sus- 
tained by an Army truck at Baltimore, Md., May 12, 1919.“ 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 
WILLIAM B, LANCASTER. 

The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (S. 
472) for the relief of William B. Lancaster. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD, Will the gentleman reserve his objec- 
tion? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I wiil. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, this claimant in August, 
1912, was in the employ of the Government working upon what 
was known as the Strawberry project in the State of Utah. At 
the date of his injury he was employed in a crusher. In close 


proximity to the crusher there was a gravel elevator. From the 


~ 


gravel elevator the waste accumulated to such an extent on the 
roof of the crusher, and the overburden was so great, that it 
crushed the building in which Mr. Lancaster was working and 
Severely injured him. His hip was broken, he was severely in- 
jured about his shoulders. His face was crushed by the fall of 
the buliding until finally before he was released from the hospi- 
tal nearly all of the bone of the lower jaw was removed. Since 
the date of the accident he has not been able to take food ex- 
cept in a liquid form. He is absolutely helpless. It is a case of 
total disability. There is nothing ahead of him except the alms- 
house or the charity of the community where he now resides. 

I may say that he has subsisted on charity for the last few 
years. For a short time after he got out of the hospital he was 
favored with some small jobs by the Government, but his physi- 
cal condition has gradually grown worse. His mental condition 
is also growing worse. The photographs in possession of the 
committee will show how severe and horrible was the injury to 
his face. His disfiguration is such that he shuns the companion- 
ship of men, lives in a mere hoyel, subsisting on charity. He 
padom goes out from the place where he is staying except at 
night. 

I have personally examined his case. I called upon him last 
October, and I have verified every statement I have made in re- 
gard to his condition. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, if the facts narrated by the 
gentleman from Utah had been incorporated in the report, or 
one fraction of them had been incorporated in the report in this 
case, I would not have objected in the first place. He gives to 
the House, especially to me, some facts which are not in any 
way contained in the report on this case. As now stated by 
the gentleman from Utah upon his own personal acquaintance 
it brings the case within the facts of a private bill for the 
relief of a person in St. Louis, which was passed at the last 
session. N 

I withdraw my reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted etec., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and directed to pay to William B. Lancaster, out of 
any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 
$5,000, in full compensation for injuries received while employed by 
the Reclamation Service at the west portal, Strawberry Tunnel, Straw- 
berry Valley project, Utah. 

With the following committee amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the following: 

„That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $40 per month, to date from the passage of 
this act, as compensation for injuries sustained while employed by the 
Reclamation Service at the west portal, Strawberry Tunnel, Straw rry 
Valley project, Utah, said monthly payments to be paid through the 
United States Employees’ Compensation Commission.“ 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, at this hour on Saturday 
afternoon I make the point of order that there is no quorum 
present. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman withhold that for a moment? 

Mr, STAFFORD. I will. 

Mr. SNELL. Only Mr. Speaker I move that the various votes 
by which the bills have been passed this afternoon be recon- 
sidered and that motion be laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves that 
the various votes by which the bills have been passed be re- 
considered and that motion lie on the table. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, Speaker, is a motion of that sort 
en bloc in order? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will say that there is not the 
slightest chance of any of them being reconsidered as they 
were passed by unanimous consent. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have no objection to it. 

The SPEAKER. It can be done by unanimous consent, the 
Chair thinks. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recoxp by incorporating the reply 
of the Sugar Equalization Board to the resolution passed by 
the House, which was sent up with the President's message 
two or three days ago and has not been printed. 

Mr. SNELL. Has not that been printed? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. No. The President's letter was 
printed, but it did not include the reply. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How voluminous is it? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. About a page. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Texas? 

There was no objection, 

The reply is as follows: 

To the House of Representatives: 

In ri nse to the resolution of the House of Representatives of 
January 5, 1923, No. 475, requesting the President “ to transmit to the 
J with the public interests C enine Mhe 

n 2 
ton -$ What activit — the United 8 tes Sugar. Equalization Board, 


a corporation organized under the laws of the State of Delaware, is 


now engaged in. 

a Secont. What salaries, if any, are being paid by such board to its 
officials or employees, and what salaries fare been paid during the 
last 2 77 years. 


What other expenses are being incurred and have been in- 
curred since December 31, 1920, by said board. 

Mf gry What money or property is now owned or controlled by 
such board. 

“Fifth. Where such funds, if any, are now deposited and what, if 
any, interest has been drawn on same since December 31, 1920." 

i transmit herewith a memorandum which has been sent to — 6 
Mr. George A. Zabriskie, president of the United States Sugar Equali- 
zation Board (Inc.), giving the data requested in the said resolution, 


Warren G. HARDING. 
The WHire House, January 24, 1923. 


JANUARY 11, 1923. 
First. The United States Equalization Board (Inc.) is engaged only 
in the liquidation of its affairs. 
Second. (a) A salary of $170 per month is being paid E. W. Scanlon, 
who is in charge of records and office. 
(b) Salaries paid for the two years ended December 31, 1922: 


ü SE DAES A Gye LTRS eS eS ae Sev Psat a SY AEE 
1922 TI . ĩ 0 SE 15, 866. 94 
Third. (a) The present expenses of the board, other than salary 


ntioned above, are as follows: 
$ 3 Per month. 


Office rent ba na ad Bn Aa panty Wee Iw De em re a $204. 17 
pT SES ET SHS ES erie Oe SE Ss ORE 6. 05 
ß ee oe 5.00 


the following are the expenses of the board for the two years 
December 381, 1922: 


ended 


Printing and stationery ... 


Legal retainer and expenses 
Aare: . 
PTT 
Legal one = connection 1 7 Government 
and Fede! jugar Refining Co., = 
Miscellaneous. . n aE 


Fourth. The following money and property are owned and controlled 
by the board: agree 
Furniture and Pa t AEAEE — eros Bee Š x 
Accounts recelyable. ER ST ES ae es 142, 905. 76 


ae United States Treasury — 135, 279, 636. 52 
In Battery Park National Bank 161, 845. 52 
nnn. ] mn — 100. 00 


Fifth. (a) The funds of the board are lodged in the following de- 


positories : 
United States Treasury „4444„ͤéu!!—.— $15, 279, 636. 52 
Battery Park National Bank, New Lor 161, 845. 52 


(b) The interest on bank balances and interest on investments 
(United States Government securities) for the two years ended De- 
cember 31, 1922, are as follows: 


TTT TTT ee $162, 163. 75 
Interest on United States securities 753, 054. 58 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Record by incorporating sundry 
resolutions passed by the Legislature of South Dakota affecting 
national legislation. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Record by 
printing sundry resolutions by the Legislature of South Dakota. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, we do not follow that prac- 
tice, printing memorials of the various State legislatures. I 
object. 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks that I made to-day. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Michigan? 

There was no objection, 


SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro- 
priate committee indicated below: 

S. 4346. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Dela- 
ware State highway department to construct a bridge across 
the Nanticoke River; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE, 

By unanimous consent the following leaves of absence were 
granted: 

To Mr. Box, for three days on account of illness. 

To Mr. Fenn, for to-day on account of illness. 

To Mr. Reep of West Virginia, for an indefinite period on 
account of illness, 

ADJOURNMENT, 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 3 o'clock and 53 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday, January 29, 
1923, at 12 o'clock noon. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTER:; ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. WEBSTER: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. S. 4341. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Oregon-Washington Bridge Co., and its successors, to construct a 
toll bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of 
Hood River, Oreg.; with amendments (Rept. No. 1471). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. STEENERSON: Committee on Post Office and Post 
Roads. H. R. 14038. A bill to amend the laws relating to the 
Postal Savings System, authorizing rural routes from 36 to 75 
miles in length, to encourage commercial aviation, extending 
the insurance and collect-on-delivery privilege to third-class 
matter, and prescribing the computation of overtime to em- 
ployees in post offices; without amendment (Rept. No. 1472). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. GRAHAM of ‘Illinois: Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. H. R. 13616. A bill granting the consent of 
Congress to the highway commissioner of the town of Elgin, 
Kane County, III., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
across the Fox River; with amendments (Rept. No. 1473). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. S. 528. An act for 
the relief of the widow of Rudolph H. von Ezdorf, deceased; 
with an amendment (Rept. No. 1470). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. STRONG of Kansas: Committee on War Claims, II. R. 
297. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Vincenza Dimonico; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1474). Referred to the Committee of ` 
the Whole House, : 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. GREEN of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 14050) to amend the 
revenue act of 1921 in respect to income tax of nonresident 
aliens; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Minnesota requesting the Congress and the Com- 
missioner of Indian Affairs of the United States to grant relief 
to the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. YOUNG: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of North Dakota urging Congress to pass immediately such 
laws as will make possible the early completion of the Great 
Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway project; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Texas urging Congress to grant a prayer for relief from 
pending disaster and destruction to the Kansas City, Mexico & 
Orient Railroad; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 14051) granting 
an increase of pension to Mary Jane Sowle; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GENSMAN: A bill (H. R. 14052) for the relief of 
James F. Rowell; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

By Mr. GIFFORD: A bill (H. R. 14053) granting a pension to 
David Steers, alias William Johnson; to the Committee on 
Pensions, ; 
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By Mr. KOPP: A bin (H. R. 14054) granting a pension to 
Susan Ritter; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LEA of California: A bill (H. R. 14055) for the relief 
of Fred W. Stickney and H. A. Reynolds; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

By Mr. MERRITT: A bill (H. R. 14056) granting an increase 
of pension to John Lamson; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 14057) granting an increase of 
pension to Harry D. Frasier; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14058) granting a pension to Martha Phil- 
lips; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MURPHY: A bill (H. R. 14059) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary C. Beavers; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (H. R. 14060) granting an increase 
of pension to Martha Crawford; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14061) granting a pension to Robert 
Leonard; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14062) granting a pension to Sherman L. 
Rhea; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. Å 

By Mr. STEVENSON: A bill (H. R. 14063) for the relief of 
certain officers of the Army of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims, 

By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 14064) 
granting a pension to Elizabeth Drenning; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TEMPLE: A bill (H. R. 14065) granting a pension 
to Albert B. Wilson; to the Committee on Pensions, 


PETITIONS, BTC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7069. By Mr. BARBOUR: Resolution adopted by Taft Cen- 
tral Labor Union, of Taft, Calif., favoring the Columbia Basin 
irrigation project and the Smith-McNary bill; to the Committee 
on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

7070. By Mr. DEMPSEY : Petition of 298 citizens of the for- 
tieth New York congressional district, favoring immediate aid 
being extended to the people of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7071. By Mr. KELLER: Petitions signed by Phil Martin and 
62 citizens, by William A. Gerber and 108 citizens, by Barbara 
Keller and 22 citizens, all of St. Paul, Minn., urging immediate 
passage of House Joint Resolution 412, proposing to extend aid 
to the people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7072. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Henry M. Goldfogle, presi- 
dent department of faxes and assessments of the city of New 
York, approving a bill passed by the Senate January 23 provid- 
ing for taxation of national-bank shares and validating taxes 
already levied; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7073. Also, petition of Henry Hasenflug and 65 residents of 
Brooklyn, N. Y., asking that aid be extended to the people of 
the German and Austrian Republics; to the Commiftee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

7074. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of John F. Hylan, 
mayor of New York City, approving a Senate bill amending the 
national bank act and providing for the validation of prior 
taxes; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7075. Also, petition of Walter W. Law, jr., president Tax 
Commission, urging support of a Senate bill amending the 
national bank act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7076. Also, petition of George P. Nicholson, corporation coun- 
sel of New York City, favoring a Senate bill amending the na- 
tional bank act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7077. Also, petition of William S. Rann, corporation counsel, 
Buffalo, N. Y., requesting concurrence by the House of Repre- 
sentatives on a Senate bill amending the national bank act; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7078. Also, petition of Rey. William J. Schreck and 66 citi- 
zens of Buffalo, N. Y., urging that aid be extended to the peo- 
ple of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

7079. Also, petition of Alfred E. Smith, governor of the State 
of New York, requesting that the House of Representatives 
pass a Senate bill amending the national bank act; to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

7080. By Mr. MAPES: Petition of Rev. F. R. Schreiber and 
others, of Grand Rapids, Mich., for the passage of the joint 
resolution extending aid to the people of the German and Aus- 
trian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7081. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition of Mr. 
W. F. O. Baumann and other residents of the city of Minne- 
apolis, petitioning the Congress to act favorably upon joint 


resolution to give aid to people of Germany and Austria; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7082. By Mr. SANDERS of Indiana: Petition of Reinhold 
Rahm and others, citizens of Terra Haute, Ind., relative to 
House Joint Resolution 412; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7083. By Mr. THOMPSON: Petition of 66 citizens of De- 
fiance County, Ohio, urging favorable action on House Joint 
Resolution 412, for the relief of the famine-stricken areas of 
Austria and Germany; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 


SENATE. 
Sunpay, January 28, 1923. 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rey, J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: / 


O God, Thou hast been our refuge and strength and a very 
present help in time of trouble. Thou art always accessible to 
those who seek Thee earnestly in the fullness of Thy grace. 
Thou art full of comfort to all who in their distress and sorrow 
turn to Thee. Grant unto us this morning the brightness of 
Thy countenance, and as we call to mind some who have passed 
from these scenes of responsibility, we pray that such lessons 
shall be ours that as we fulfill various forms of duty we may 
be following along the track of those who served their genera- 
tion by Thy will. . 

Comfort the sorrowing, filling the vacant places, so as to 
lighten their darkness; and on the whole range of the outlook 
of the mourning ones may there be given to them a vision of 
the life eternal. 

Hear us, Father, in the struggle. Hear us in the loneliness. 
Be with us constantly. And may all who are called to high 
responsibility realize that their duties are to be recognized as 
under Thine own guidance and for the best interests of the 
land in which we dwell. Hear and help us. For Jesus Christ's 
sake. Amen. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate has convened for the 
purpose of conducting memorial exercises for PHILANDER C. 
Knox. Borers Penrose, and WILLIAM E. Crow, former Senators 
from the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania. The reading of the 
Journal is first in order. 

On request of Mr. Curtis, and by unanimous consent, the 
reading of the Journal of the proceedings of the legislative 
day of Tuesday, January 23, was dispensed with, and the 
Journal was upproved. 


MEMORIAL ADDRESSES ON THE LATE SENATORS KNOX, PENROSE, 
AND CROW. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I beg to offer the following reso- 
lutions and ask for their adoption. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the resolu- 
tions. 

The reading clerk (John C. Crockett) read the following 
resolutions (S. Res. 422), which were considered by unani- 
mous consent and unanimously agreed to: 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. Puitanprr C. Knox, late a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates 
to pay tribute to his high character and distinguished public services, 

esolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family of 
the deceased. 


The reading clerk read the following resolutions (S. Res. 
423), which were considered by unanimous consent and unani- 
mously agreed to: 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. Borers Pxxkosz, late a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates 
to pay tribute to his high character and distinguished public services, 

esolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceased. 


The reading clerk read the following resolutions (S. Res. 
424), which were considered by unanimous consent and unani- 
mously agreed to: 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. WILLIAM E. Crow, late a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That as a mark of- respect to the menny of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates 
to Ray tribute to his high character and 8 public services. 

esolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceased, 


2640 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JANUARY 28, 


Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, within the brief span of nine 
months Death three times called his roll in the Senate of 
the United States, and three Senaters from Pennsylvania 
answered to their names. 

They had never faltered in the emergencies of life. There- 
fore it was without hesitation that they walked into the cloud 
that was waiting to envelop them. They were gentlemen un- 
afraid. 

It was fitting that Pennsylvania should be represented in 
this body by such men. They took among their colleagues. the 
place that Pennsylvania has always held among the sisterhood 
of States. 

For years and years the people of that great Commonwealth 
had enjoyed the comfortable consciousness that their interests 
in the Senate were safe in the keeping of two such men 
as Senator Knox and Senator Penrose, and the Republicans 
of the State had always felt sure that their party organization 
was ready for any storm as long as Senator Crow was on the 
bridge. 

Looking backward, we now realize that there was no quality 
essential to political leadership which was not possessed in some 
measure by one or another of these three. All of them were 
Americans to the core. All were patriots in the best sense of 
the word. All were believers in party organization as essential 
to the functioning of the Government. All of them were men of 
courage and loyalty. 

Intellectual power, combined with a clearness of statement 
and imagination tempered by common sense, were parts of 
the rich endowment of PHITANDER CHASE KNOX. 

Love for people and a singular capacity to understand them 
and to influence their action were the distinguishing charac- 
teristics of WILIA Evans Crow. 

Practical wisdom, hatred of cant and hypocrisy, and a 
mind capacious enough to comprehend the whole life of Penn- 
Sylvania made Bores PENROSE first among his equals. 

I shall leave to my colleague [Mr. Rxrp] the welcome duty 
of expressing for us both our admiration and regard for 
Senator Knox. I can not, however, help referring to the pro- 
found satisfaction and pardonable pride with which Pennsyl- 
vania reflects that this son of hers was alike a lawyer of 
distinction, an Attorney General of eminence, a diplomat of 
sagacity, and a Senator of power. 

Senator Crow was a Member of this body for so short a 
time that comment upon him must be confined to the long 
course of unconscious preparation for high office, which, had 
he been spared to us, would have made him a useful and 
acceptable colleague. As far as his term in the Senate is con- 
eerned, he was like a trusty lieutenant who steps forward to 
the place of command when his captain falls and is himself 
shot down before he has had an opportunity to show what is in 
him. 

Senator Crow was born March 10, 1870, in Fayette County, 
Pa, The story of his life may be outlined in a single sentence. 
He was successively a farmer's boy with a wholesome love of 
the great out-of-doors; a school-teacher with capacity to in- 
spire devotion on the part of his students; a journalist who 
knew how to find his way into the minds and hearts of his 
community; a lawyer whose resourcefulness and energy made 
him useful to his client and formidable to his adversary; and 
a political leader who made enthusiasts of his friends and 
friends of his enemies. 

At the age of 25 he was already in politics and seer of his 
county committee. This was the starting point from which 
he moved onward and upward, becoming in succession chair- 
man of the same committee and chairman of the State com- 
mittee. 

At 27 he married Adaline Curry, admired by all as one of 
the most charming girls of a countryside always noted for 
the beauty of its women. It was a singularly happy marriage 
and was blessed with three sons of vigor and promise. 

He soon became the acknowledged leader of the party in 
his county. It was a beneficent but imperious leadership. 
While it lasted nobody got very far with his political ambi- 
tions unless he began by talking it over with Crow. 

He was an influential member of the State senate. Succes- 
sive reelections kept him there till Governor Sproul's appoint- 
ment carried him into the Senate of the United States. 

Senator Crow is said to have farmed more land than any 

_ other farmer in Fayette County. At his Chalk Hill Farm he 
assembled one of the finest herds of cattle in the United States. 
He was the soul of hospitality. All who ever entered his house 
were eager to enter it again. 

Some men have abundant honor away from home and little 
in their own communities. Not so Senator Crow. I feel quite 


sure that the members of the delegation which attended his 
funeral at Uniontown will never forget the unmistakable evi- 
dences which they saw on every hand of the feeling of the 
entire neighborhood for their departed leader. As we Istened 
with reverent attention to the simple and powerful funeral 
sermon we all realized that Senator Crow had won the richest 
and rarest of all rewards—the whole-hearted and affectionate 
regard of those who were best qualified te estimate his worth. 

When I turn from Senator Crow to Senator Penrose I find 
myself in the presence of a man of widely different type. 
Crow’s hand was out to grasp yours. Prnrosr’s mind was wait- 
ing for you, but physically he held himself aloof. There was 
an indefinable reserve about him which he maintained when 
mixing with the humblest and most exalted. 

He was aman among men. When in his prime his great stat- 
ure and strong face made him a marked man in any group. 
As you watched him moving about among crowds of followers 
you realized that they were in the mood which moved primitive 
men to choose their biggest and strongest to be king. 

He came of a good stock and from the outset opportunities 
of all sorts beckoned him, He was born just as the Civil War 
was about to break out. He died when the echoes of the 
World War were rumbling still. Intense activity characterized 
the years between his birth in 1860 and his death in 1921. 

At Harvard he won marked academie distinction. He was 
recognized as a young man of great promise when he was 
reading law under Wayne MacVeigh and George Tucker 
Bispham. Though he made a good beginning in the practice of 
the law, it was inevitable that he should choose polities as 
his chiefest interest. He could Influence men and make them 
register his will. His mind was subtle and he liked the process 
of organization and the interplay of forces necessary to pro- 
duce political results. He was elected to the Pennsylvania 
House of Representatives at 24 and two years later to the State 
senate. In the first of his three terms he was chosen presi- 
dent pro tem of the senate. He was a delegate to four national 
conventions. He was chairman of the Pennsylvania State com- 
mittee and represented Pennsylvania on the national committee, 
the chairmanship of which he once declined. He was elected 
by the legislature to succeed Senator J. Donald Cameron and 
first took his seat as a United States Senator on March 4, 
1897. He was reelected by the legislature in 1903 and 1909 
and by the people in 1914 and 1920. 

It would be out of place for me to speak in detail of his 
work in the Senate. Senators LODGE, WARREN, and NELSON were 
already Senators when he took his seat. All but three or four 
of the newest Senators served with him—a privilege which I 
never enjoyed. Mine was the grave responsibility of taking 
up the work which he laid down. 

But during my year of service in this body I have found 
many evidences of his power. His forceful personality lives 
on in the memory of his colleagues. 

During the days of tariff making I gained a vivid realization 
of his mastery of that intricate process. He studied Pennsyl- 
vania till he entered into the inmost spirit of her people and 
understood the practical operation of her vast industrial sys- 
tem. They celebrated Penrose Day in Pennsylvania to com- 
memorate his service in framing the tariff of 1909. 

During war time his patriotism eclipsed all partisanship, 
His wide and deep comprehension of problems of finance and 
taxation made his service invaluable as chairman of the 
Finance Committee. 

I have come to understand as I never understood before how 
well deserved was the immense influence which he exercised 
here. It was the result of thoronghness, sanity, sincerity, and 
strength. There was a world of ideals to which he was a 
stranger, but at least he was free from the sentimentalism of 
many who would wallow in political emotion. What he saw he 
saw clearly. What he saw clearly he judged wisely, His 
judgments were not abstract eonelusions but things to be car- 
ried into effect. And nobody knew better than he how to 
attain his objective. 

As a party leader he has had few equals. Matthew Stanley 
Quay captured his imagination in youth and left upon him an 
imprint never effaced. He became in time the umpire in Penn- 
Sylvania of most political controversies within the party. 

I doubt whether any other man could have discharged so well 
the duties of Senator while giving as minute attention as he 
gave to the politics of his own State. There is much that I 
could tell you of his constant contact with the politics of a city 
ward, while at the same time he was dealing effectively with 
great national questions. I have heard him criticized for this, 
But his critics must not overlook the fact that there is some- 
thing to be said for the sanity and balance of the Senator who 
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can take thought for the man who gets out the vote in the 
division while thinking also in terms of continents and 
hemispheres. 

Of his personal characteristics I need hardly speak. To 
his colleagues they were well known. He was virile and fear- 
less and unaffected. His information was accurate. He never 
talked unless he knew. thoroughly the subject he was talking 
about. He never took two words to say what could be ex- 
pressed by one. He had a keen sense of humor. I have heard 
many amusing’ anecdotes of his thrusts and parries in the 
course of debate in the Senate. He was not inaccessible: to his 
humblest constituent, but he had a certain dignity which kept 
people from taking undue advantage of his accessibility. If 
he had any affectation it was the affectation of indifference 
to the finer feelings which actuate human conduct. He would 
laugh at sentiment, but he was capable of deep affection. 
He had few real intimate friends, but there were many for 
whose advantage he would gladly have made the sacrifices 
of friendship. He was slow to give his word, but when he 
gave it he kept it. 

Bos Penrose possessed a unique combination of qualities. 
His was an intense individuality. When he answered death's 
roll call he left a place in the Senate which nobody can fill. The 
chair in which he sat is here. Others may successively occupy 
it. But we all agree that there will never be another PENROSE. 

Three Senators from Pennsylyania dead within the nine 
months’ span. Three sons for whom: the State will long wear 
mourning. Three loyal Americans who deserved well of the 
Republic. 

May they rest in peace and may light. perpetual shine upon 
them. 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, Senator Knox died on the 12th 
of October, 1921, and Senator Penrose on January 1, 1922; 
thus, within the short space of three months, Pennsylvania was 
deprived of her two eminent Senators and the country and the 
Senate lost the services of these two distinguished public men. 
I served with them both during their entire service in the 
Senate and I may venture to say that both were warm friends 
of mine for whom I had high personal regard. 

I first knew Senator KNox when he came to Washington: to 
take the position of Attorney General in President McKinley’s 
Cabinet on the 5th of April, 1901. He continued: to serve as 
Attorney General in President Roosevelt's Cabinet until the Ist 
of July, 1904, when he was appointed to fill a vacancy caused 
by the death of Senator Quay and was subsequently elected to 
fill Senator Quay’s unexpired term and then the full term of 
six years. He resigned from the Senate in order to accept the 
position of Secretary of State in President Taft's Cabinet on 
the 4th of March, 1909, and he was again elected to the Senate 
on the 6th of November, 1916. His public life, therefore, cov- 
ered a period of a little more than twenty years, but during that 
time he held two great Cabinet offices and served ten years in 
the Senate, In all these high and responsible places his service 
was as distinguished as it was varied. One of the leading law- 
yers of the United States, he brought to the office of the Attor- 
ney General every qualification for that most important place, 
and it so happened that during his tenure he had some ques- 
tions of unusual difficulty and graviey to deal with, conspicu- 
ous among them being the settlement of the title to the Panama 
Canal and the arrangements to be made with the French com- 
pany. He was highly successful in all his service as Attorney 
General, 

His other administrative position was the first place in the 
Cabinet of President Taft, and. there he was called upon to 
deal with our foreign relations and with international questions, 
an experience which added to his remarkable ability and pro- 
ficiency as a lawyer an especial mastery of international law 
and all allied questions. He took a very high position in the 
Senate from the beginning. He was one of the most trusted 
and respected members of the body, and great weight was 
justly given to his arguments upon any question to which he 
addressed himself. He was not a frequent speaker, but when 
he spoke he always commanded the attention not only of the 
Senate but of the country. He was much more than a lawyer 
of learning and of the finest training and largest experience, 
for he was a man who had thought carefully and deeply upon 
all public questions and especially upon those which concern 
our relations with the other nations of the earth. In the 
momentous debate upon the treaty of Versailles he took a 
leading part, and his discussion of the questions involved and 
the arguments he made, although not numerous, were power- 
ful, lucid, and largely effective. They awakened an interest 
abroad almost equal to that which was felt by the American 


people. He always held decided opinions and was a man of 
the most entire courage’ physically as well as intellectually and 
morally, No one could ever have a doubt as to his position 
or as to his power of defense and attack which went with the 
assumption of any principle which was under debate. His 
sudden and untimely death brought with it a great loss to the 
country and to: the Senate, as well as to his own State. 

Mr. Knox and his colleague, as I have said already, were 
both distinguished and could, I think, be described without ex- 
aggeration as remarkable men; but the career of Senator 
Prenrosk was entirely different from that of Senator Knox 
and his chief activities were in other fields. Although a lawyer 
by profession and a member of the bar, he went at a very early 
age into politics; and to politics, after he had once entered upon 
them, he gave his life work. Having held some important State 
offices, he entered the Senate on the 4th of March, 1897, and 
there he continued during the rest of his life, a continuous 
service of 25 years. He was a man of unusual and very real 
native ability. He stood at the head of his class at Harvard 
and had an amount of knowledge upon many subjects with 
which, as he never made any parade of it, he never was suffi- 
ciently credited. 

When he devoted himself to the work in the Senate, which 
he did more and more in the later years of his service in that 
body, he showed very marked ability in dealing with all public 
questions and especially those committed to his care, for by his 
long service he rose to one of the highest positions in the 
Senate—the chairmanship of the Finance Committee. He had 
a mastery of financial questions, especially those connected 
with the work of that committee, and during the War with 
Germany, when party lines were effaced, he rendered most 
admirable: service in all the difficult work which came to 
the Committee on Finance in connection with the revenue and 
bond legislation. But Senator PENROSE: had an especial talent 
and capacity for political organization; and to the great Repub- 
lican organization of Pennsylvania, of which he was for so long 
the head, he gave his time and strength to a degree which inter- 
fered with the continuity of his work in the Senate. 

The: leader of the Pennsylvania Republicans, he naturally 
entered at a comparatively early date the national field and 
very soon became a national figure—one of the most powerful 
men, backed as he was by his own great State; in all national 
conventions where the fate of the party was to be determined, 
He was a man of unusual force and, when aroused, of eqnal 
energy. Very early in his career we became friends, and 
our friendship: continued unbroken during all the 25 years of 
service in the Senate. We were both graduates of the same 
university and, although his graduation was 10 years later 


than mine, this always constituted a bond between us. His 


power as a political leader and his capacity as a Senator are, of 
course, known to all who have any familiarity with the politi- 
eal history of the country during the past 25 years, but I 
have sometimes thought that very few people realized some 
of the other sides of Senator PEN ROSE'S character, for he was 
naturally both silent and reticent, although always frank. 

It may be said of all men, and they are not very many, who 
under our system of Government have risen to large political 
authority as leaders, of the party organization in one of the 
greater States, that one of their conspicuous qualities always is 
and always must be party fidelity, as well as personal loyalty to 
friends and supporters. This was very characteristic of Sen- 
ator PENROSE. A man who had supported him faithfully, 
no matter how humble his place might be in the politics 
of the State or the Nation, could always rely on Senator 
PENROSE's sympathy and kindly help whenever he called upon 
him. In one word, Senator Penrose was a loyal friend, and I 
Say that not only out of my own experience but because I knew 
a good deal of his relations to others. As I have noted, he was 
a man who had been distinguished in the studies of his youth 
and of his college days, and therefore had a wider knowledge 
of many things unconnected with politics than was: usually sus- 
pected, and to those who were aware of the fact this quality 
made him a very agreeable companion, for he could talk of 
many things not included in politics or public questions. 

I never could be sure how generally his wit and power of rep- 
artee were appreciated. He was by nature and by habit rather 
taciturn than talkative, but he had the keenest possible sense 
of humor and he gave utterance to it whenever the spirit moved 
him. His humor was apt to be sardonic, but it was always 
genuine, and the things he said were wont to be decorated by 
odd and unusual words not used by most people, but which 
were always fitting and expressive and gave both color and 
point to even. the most casual remarks. Two years before his 
death illness came upon him, so severe and so filled with suffer- 
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ing that he was not expected to recover. But, thanks largely 
to his will power, he rallied and returned to the Senate and 
took up his work in the Finance Committee, which at that time 
was exceptionally heavy and laborious. Always sustaining 
much discomfort, frequently much pain, he went steadily on 
with an uncomplaining and very complete courage to the end, 
which came at last quickly and unexpected. He was a gallant 
figure as, crippled and broken, he faced his future and did his 
duty with a spirit unconquered by physical suffering. He was 
a brave man. His death was to me a very serious loss, which 
could not fail to be the case after a close personal association 
stretching over 25 years; but a man of such ability and power 
as he possessed could not be otherwise than a loss also to the 
Senate, where he served so long, and to the State, which trusted 
him and followed him for so many years. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, never before, I think, has 
it occurred that a State has lost within a brief period of 
less than 10 months three such distinguished and useful sons 
as those to whose memories we wish to pay honor and 
tributes of love and respect in this meeting to-day. 

The great Keystone State has sent many illustrious men to 
represent her and the interests of the United States in the 
National Senate; and in the list, in bold relief, stand out the 
names of PHILANDER CHASE Knox, Borges PENROSE, and WILLIAM 
E. Crow. 

I had the privilege and pleasure to be a Member of the Sen- 
ate during the entire service of each of those three distin- 
guished men. 

I wish to speak briefly about my acquaintance with them. 

PHILANDER CHASE Knox: A man loved and respected by all 
who knew him; one whose name and career were familiar to 
old and young throughout the United States from coast to 
coast as well as abroad; who was repeatedly mentioned as one 
suitable for nomination and election to the Presidency of the 
United States. 

My first intimate acquaintance with Mr. Knox began when 
he became Attorney General in President McKinley’s Cabinet 
in 1901, which service was followed by five years in the Senate; 
then by his acceptance of the portfolio of Secretary of State 
in President Taft’s Cabinet in 1909, and later by his election 
again to the Senate for the term which began March 4, 1917, 
and which was ended by his most untimely death on October 
12, 1921. 

His lovable qualities, recognized by all who came in contact 
with him either socially or officially, and his brilliant mind and 
devotion to his duties and the causes he espoused, endeared 


him to all of his colleagues in Congress, and I venture to say. 


that there was never deeper or more universal regret on ac- 
count of the death of any Member of Congress than was felt 
when Senator Knox was called. 

Bores PEN ROSE: A name that stands out in our contemporary 
political history as that of an exponent of power, stalwart 
principles, unswerving and courageous loyalty to his friends 
and to whatever course of action his conscience indicated as 
the one rightly to be followed. A man who consistently demon- 
strated that his life motto was, “ Hew to the line, let the 
chips fall where they may.” A man who was surrounded by 
devoted and admiring followers of his political faith, and 
against whom, in consequence, the shafts of envy were, no 
doubt, often directed. 

We, his colleagues, who were his sincere friends, were cog- 
nizant of his power; but it instilled within us only admiration 
and the desire to benefit from his shrewd sense and keen judg- 
ment in matters before this body. His analytical mind and 
legal training equipped him exceptionally well for his duties 
here. 

His death on January 1, 1922, at the comparatively early age 
of 61 years, took from our midst our staunch friend; a unique 
character; an able man; a useful Senator. 

WIIIIANM E. Crow, who came to the Senate to complete the 
unexpired term of Senator Knox, was our fellow-member only 
a little more than nine months, and unfortunately the mark of 
physical affliction had already been placed upon him before he 
joined us here. Therefore we who had not known him in pri- 
vate life were deprived of the privilege of close acquaintance 
and friendship. He came to us, however, bearing the reputa- 
tion of a worthy son of Pennsylvania, and we regret that he 
Was taken from us so soon. 

Nature decrees that we shall be born, and that we shall die. 
So perhaps we should rejoice in the fact that our three brother 
Senators lived and gave such eminent services to their State 
and country, rather than mourn their death—life’s natural 
sequence, 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I wish to an- 
nounce that the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoot] had 
intended to be present to-day and to address the Senate, but 
he has found that it is quite impossible for him to attend 
because he is absolutely obliged by imperative engagements to 
remain absent. 


Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the great legal learning, 
the great ability and sturdy character of Senator Knox have 
been so well portrayed, so eloquently presented by other Sena- 
tors that I feel I could add nothing to what has been said 
to-day. My acquaintance with Senator Crow was limited to 
the few days he was associated with us in this chamber just 
prior to the time he left us, never to return. I shall, therefore, 
confine my brief remarks to him with whom I was in daily 
contact for many years. 

Mr. President, the remarkable public career of Senator 
PENROSE has been and best can be stated by those Senators 
from his own State, who have been either associated with 
him or in close touch with all his political activities, and 
who best understand the genius of his prowess which has 
been so indelibly impressed upon the political destiny of the 
State of Pennsylvania ever since he entered the arena, a young 
and ardent partisan. Mine is the more humble, and yet to me 
more acceptable, task of paying my heartfelt tribute to his 
personal character. 

For nearly a quarter of a century I knew Senator Penrose 
intimately. During the greater part of this time I was associ- 
ated with him on the Finance Committee of the Senate; and 
it was in the close and exacting labors imposed upon this com- 
mittee, and in daily contact and discussion of complex prob- 
lems, and in an atmosphere of partisan political contention, 
where words were often sharp and criticism often bitter, that I 
was able to comprehend in all its fullness the sturdy yet 
generous and always kind and thoughtful character of this 
great political leader. Calm and unruffled he met every assault 
upon his position, and with the grace and ease of a trained 
swordsman, he smilingly turned and countered each hostile 
stroke, never once bending in poise or swerving in affability. 
Whether within the close walls of his committee or in the 
forum of the Senate Chamber, he was always a strong and 
imposing figure. 

“In council wise and calm in strife, 
Like rock that breasts the ocean wave.” 


To the general public Senator Penrose was a Napoleon of 
politics, whose skill and success in shaping political policies and 
in organizing his political forces for each successive campaign 
partook of the stern qualities of a military strategist. The 
American public saw only the cunning hand and unswerving 
purpose of the commander, pressing with untiring zeal toward 
the single goal of partisan victory. His friends and coworkers 
saw only the generous, sympathetic, and companionable general 
who never commanded a course but who always made his sug- 
gestions and gave his modest advice with such wisdom and 
clarity that they became the crystallized sentiment and con- 
victions of all his comrades in battle. 

Probably no great leader has been less understood by the 
rank and file of the American public. By nature modest and 
reserved, he never courted applause or raised his voice for 
gallery approval. The quiet way in which he was laid to rest, 
without ostentation or public rites, in obedience to his last re- 
quest, but exemplifies his disdain for notoriety and vain glory. 
He asked for no encomium other than the good which would 
result from his labors. 

But, Mr. President, no man in any State in this Union could 
reach or long hold the place occupied by Senator Penrose by 
mere force of his political genius, however great. While all must 
acknowledge his mental acumen and his sound political judg- 
ment, his real power came from the heart rather than from the 
mind. It was through the hearty support of the vast number 
of his close, warm personal friends throughout his State and 
the country—friends who cheerfully took upon themselves any 
task imposed by their leader—that Senator Penrose was able 
to dominate the political destiny of his own State and thereby 
become a great potential factor in the destiny of the whole 
country. And, Mr. President, that fidelity which was given to 
Senator Penrose by all his associates, the depth of affection 
ever manifested toward him, the unswerving loyalty to his 
interest, were never born of a mere admiration of his intel- 
lectual greatness. Men loved him because of his generous, con- 
siderate, and lovable qualities as a man. Men were faithful 
to him because of his never-ceasing fidelity to them. No man 


could hold such a host of faithful followers as those who bore 
his banner aloft to victory on many a desperate political battle 
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ground exeept he paid the debt of service in equally unswerving 
fidelity. The cause of a friend was always his own cause. 


And, for friendship sake, no effort was too great, no duty too 


onerous, for his undertaking. 

Though uncompremising in debate, and sometimes caustic in 
his remarks, back of all was a heart as generous, kind, and 
sympathetic as ever beat in human breast. He fostered no 
grudge. He cultivated no spirit of resentment. He saw only 
the fairer side of his friends and the better impulses of his 
enemies, if I may use the term “enemies” as applicable to 
political opponents, for I can hardly imagine how anyone who 
really knew Senator Penrose intimately could be an enemy. 
Those who had the honor of an intimate acquaintance with him 
ever found him to be the very soul of generosity and good 
fellowship. Those who had the right to call him by the sacred 
name of a friend found in that friendship a character as true 
and sure, as steadfast and reliable, as the mariner's guid- 
ing star. 

Ar. President, few people knew or ever will know the intense 
suffering which Senator Penrose endured during the last two 
years of his life. Shocked as we were to see upon his return to 
the Senate after a long period of sickness the giant form so 
shrunken and emaciated—shocked as we were to note the 
hollow cheek where pain had written with hand of torture the 
story of his physical suffering, still only those nearest to him 
ever learned the real story of those months of intense agony. 
Few also understood when he returned to his labors the power 
of will which held him to his task even while the shadow of 
death hovered over him. He never once lost touch with every 
question, with every important feature of the revenue bill 
which during his last days engrossed the attention of his com- 
mittee. And often as he arose exhausted from his seat after 
a long session of that committee he found scores of men wait- 
ing to discuss with him questions of State and natienal politics. 
He heard all with patience and fortitude, and no word of com- 
plaint ever came from his lips. If at any time during the 
long and trying period of committee work, with nerves worn 
out and shattered from loss of sleep, he for a moment 
forgot his old composure, if a petulant or impatient word 
ever escaped his lips, his generous character was quick in self- 

roof. 

ME, President, the great political domination of Senator 
Pennose in this world of transient and rapidly changing con- 
ditions may soon be forgotten. But his personal influence, that 
fidelity, that generous indulgence which he impressed upon the 
minds and hearts of thousands of people, will not die with 
his death, but will be reflected down the ages, an ever-potential 
power for good. 

No words of ours can thrill the heart once stilled by the 
icy hand of death. No voice of praise may lure a smile from 
the lips once chilled. The wreaths we lay, the flowers we plant 
and water with our tears, distill no fragranee for him who sleeps 
closely folded in the arms of mother earth. They are but the 
volce of love, which echoes back a sweet consolation to our own 
stricken souls. Though dead, our friend will live in our memory 
and give an added radiance to our own being so long as life 
shall last. 


Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, it is a singular circumstance 
that we should be called upon to eommemorate the public sery- 
ice of three Senators from a single State who have passed from 
among us so closely together as Senators Knox, PENROSE, and 
Crow. The last named barely sat with us; and we can well 
believe, as his remaining colleague [Mr. PEPPER] said in an- 
nouncing his death, that Senator Crow’s inability to go for- 
ward with his work in this Chamber constituted no small 
share of the burden which accompanied his long and painful 
illness. 

Senators Penrose and Knox, however, wrote large their 
names in the annals of the Senate, where one of them sat con- 
tinuously for nearly 25 years and where the other, with divided 
service, had nearly half that period to his credit. 

They were dissimilar, yet alike—dissimilar in physique and 
habit of mind, but alike in their strong mentality and pur- 
pose; dissimilar in tastes and general interests, yet alike in 
their power of concentration, their persistence, and their un- 
swerving devotion to the principles which they espoused; dis- 
similar in the course of their pursuits, yet alike in the unflag- 
ging diligence with which they followed them. In them, indeed, 
Pennsylvania possessed an incomparable pair of legislators and 
representatives, in whose hands the great interests of the 
splendid Commonwealth never suffered. Each possessed and 


exercised wide authority, one in the field of practical politics 


and legislation and the other in the realms of law and reasoned 


ent. Each was a student, each was a scholar; each, 


argum: 
though in d terms, was a statesman. x 

Others who speak of Senator Knox to-day speak of him as 
an associate. It is I alone, Mr. President, of all the body of 
Senators whose good fortune it was to serve with Mr. Knox 
in this Chamber as inter pares, who can add to that the privi- 
lege of having served under him as a subordinate. Throughout 
substantially all of his term as Secretary of State I bore my 
country’s commission as a public minister in a foreign capital. 
My instructions passed under his wise and sagacious hand and 
bore his signature. My reports went to him. And in addition 
there grew up between us that correspondence, frank and open, 
which generally develops between a Secretary of State and a 
chief of mission at an interesting and perplexing post. 7 

Naturally, sir, I shall not advert in detail either to the offi- 
cial or to the unofficial intimacies which our relationship en- 
gendered. But it is entirely pertinent that I should here record 
my conviction that there has been no Secretary of State, from 
Jefferson dewn through the long line, who caused himself to 
be more fully informed day by day of the intricacies of our 
foreign relations, or who held himself in a more sympathetic 
and inviting attitude toward those whose services he domi- 
nated, or who received from his subordinates a more generous 
and loyal response of cooperation, or who dealt more frankly 
with his colleagues in the Cabinet or his collaborators in the 
Senate than did Mr. Knox, 

At the very inception of his term as Secretary of State there 
were necessitated a series of negotiations, world-wide in extent 
and necessarily delicate in their nature, growing out of the 
discriminatory provisions contained in the Payne-Aldrich tariff 
act, ry Kwox, in an ineredibly short space of time and 
almost wholly by reason of the clarity of his instructions to 
our diplomatic officers on post, brought these negotiations to a 
Speedy and successful conclusion. Thus, almost immediately he 
demonstrated himself as haying taken to his new and high 
post those qualities of direct and truthful force which had 
previously marked him as a member of the bar, as an Attorney 
General, and as a Senator of the United States. Not to multi- 
ply instances, perhaps already well known, I venture to point 
out, in these days when the Senate is discussing the future of 
American shipping, that there has existed in near eastern 
waters a no inconsiderable tonnage of merchant marine flying 
the American flag and profitably employed, which may truth- 
fully be said to have taken the seas under the «gis of an opinion 
rendered by Secretary Knox, and which remained protected in 
its activities by his sterling Americanism voiced in his instruc- 
tions sent to American ministers and ambassadors in that quar- 
ter of the world. 

His second retirement from the Cabinet was followed by his 
second entrance to the Senate; and he has so lately gone from 
us that we can view his work here only in short perspective, 
But his associated colleagues, and the country, too, I believe, 
can never err on the side of too great gratitude in summing up 
his labors during the prolonged struggle which culminated in 
the rejection of the treaty of Versailles. 

He was one of the few Senators whose attention was concen- 
trated not upon the covenant of the League of Nations, about 
which beat the fluctuating gusts of the tempestuous debate, but 
upon the provisions of the body of the treaty itself, which he 
early held to be as the world now sees them—incapable of en- 
forcement and laden with the germs of constant dissention if 
not of war. It was in the course of this debate that he formu- 
lated and proposed the peace resolutions which bear his name, 
which were adopted by Congress but to which the then Presi- 
dent interposed his veto. ‘These resolutions as originally 
drawn contained a paragraph to which I gave instant and 
cordial, though as it proved ineffective, support, but in which 
I thought and still think to have found a formula which if 
adopted would have prevented much, yes, all of the confusion 
and chaos which have marked European affairs during the past 
four years. That paragraph, Mr. President, contained, as I 
have said, the formula for peace, and it contained much more, 
in that it stated, unmistakably and by the authority of Con- 
gress, a doctrine which America should be proud to uphold, 
no matter whose name it might bear. Yet, delayed and muti- 
lated though they were, it still remains an indubitable fact in 
American history that it was the Knox resolutions which at 
length brought peace to the United States. 

The satisfaction of this undertaking Was still warm upon 
him when he left us. And he went from us, Mr. President, in 
the fullness of his powers, from his seat here to that realm 
where— 

— — the loom of the last lone star through open darkness hurled, 


* comet or hiving star-swarm swirled 
Sits he with those who praise our God for that they served His world. 
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Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I venture to say 
a few words concerning the late Senator Knox as a lawyer 
rather than as a statesman. 

Of his career at the bar before he entered. public life as At- 
torney General in the cabinet of President McKinley my 
knowledge is not sufficiently intimate to permit me to speak in 
detail. It was understood at the time, by those generally in- 
formed, that he had devoted himself assiduously to the practice 
of his profession with offices at the city of Pittsburgh for a 
quarter of a century immediately prior thereto, during which 
period that city and the region about it underwent an in- 
dustrial development having no parallel in the history of the 
world; that in the gigantic controversies incident to that ex- 
pansion and in the organization and direction of the corporate 
entities through which it was brought about, his talents were 
in constant and imperative demand and that they had proven 
quite equal to the severe test to which they had been thus sub- 
jected. It was popularly believed, accordingly, that he would 
bring to the discharge of his official duties not only a thorough 
knowledge of the law and skill in advocacy, but, as well, that 
breadth of view, that ease and confidence in the face of prob- 
lems of great magnitude enjoyed by few unaccustomed to deal 
with such. 

This estimate so generally accepted, his record in the high 
office to which he was called fully confirmed. It had not yet 
become a prevalent view that the Attorney General of the 
United States ought to be, or well might be, a man more distin- 
guished for his administrative abilities than for any lawyer- 
like attainments; it was expected of him that he should in per- 
son present, at least to the Supreme Court, in all the graver 
cases to which the Government might be a party, the argument 
on behalf of the people or to lead in such presentation. The 
traditions which are associated in the public mind with the 
names of Wirt, Taney, Cushing, Black, Evarts, and Olney still 
held sway. 

His accession to the office was particularly opportune. The 
public conscience was rising in revolt at the perfectly flagrant 
disregard of the Sherman Antitrust Act in the world of high 
finance. It had remained a more or less moribund statute 
since the decision of the Supreme Court in Knight v. United 
States, believed by those who wished it so, to have pulled the 
teeth out of the law. Moreover, an unwholesome sentiment 
had been engendered, or at least prevailed, that the law might 
well be allowed to fall into innocuous desuetude; that the 
great captains of industry, then enjoying their heyday, ought 
not to be hampered in their projects and that the statute con- 
travened some inexorable law of business growth. At the same 
time an even more ominous opinion was, from time to time, 
expressed, and somewhat widely entertained, that it was idle 
to expect any real restraint through the courts upon the cor- 
rupt or illegal transactions of those of great wealth. 

To the rising tide of popular resentment at the orgy of indus- 
trial combinations, in apparent defiance of the law, which char- 
acterized the closing years of the last century, President Roose- 
velt made such notable contributions that neither calumny nor 
political detraction can ever obscure the just fame due him by 
reason thereof. In clarion tones he declaimed against male- 
factors of great wealth. He did more. He determined to set 
the law in motion against them. In his Attorney General, the 
late Senator Knox, he had at hand a man preeminently fitted 
for the Herculean task. Tried in many a forensic battle, fa- 
miliar with the intricacies of corporate organization and finance, 
moved neither by fear nor ambition, he brought to it a highly 
trained and marvelously well-balanced mind. It was no ordi- 
nary achievement when the darling project of James J. Hill, 
Empire Builder, for the consolidation of three great railroad 
systems, apparently accomplished, was brought to naught 
through the process of the courts. To the litigation through 
which this result was attained in all its stages Attorney General 
Knox gave his personal attention. He made the argument for 
the Government before the Supreme Court, and the brief sub- 
mitted on its behalf bears every evidence of being a product 
of his superb intellect. The Northern Securities Co. case was 
epoch-making in more senses than one, 

Concurrently, with the well-directed efforts of the department 
to arrest and undo the work of the frenzied financiers, there 
proceeded a vigorous and determined campaign against the il- 
legal appropriators of the public domain, with results quite in 
contrast with anything theretofore attained in that line, He 
made it unsafe for rich or poor to pillage the national inherit- 
ance and earned the gratitude of those most immediately con- 
cerned in the preservation of the same for the orderly develop- 
ment of the public land States. Relentlessly he pursued the 


Greene and Gaynor cases, through their international ramifica- 
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tions, until justice was satisfied. His constructive talents as a 
lawyer were brilliantly exhibited in the negotiations: through 
which the French title to the Panama Canal was acquired and 
in the legislation through which the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission was made an effective agency for the regulation and 
control of railroad rates, in connection with which his aid 
was sought and his valuable assistance publicly acknowledged 
by Senators interested. 

The service rendered by our departed brother as Secretary of 
State and as a Member of this body confirmed the high opinion 
the country had formed of him as a lawyer and a statesman 
from the manner in which he discharged the duties of the 
office of Attorney General. He was in his element when he 
essayed to canvass the most serious and profound questions of 
international and constitutional law. It was an intellectual 
treat to listen to him dissect such and lay bare the determina- 
tive principle involved, 

Turn him to any cause of policy, 
The Gordian knot of it he would unloose 
Familiar as his garter. 

He had none of the meretricious arts of the orator, but there 
was a singular impressiveness in his speech which, with the 
irresistible logic of his argument and the well-earned reputa- 
tion he enjoyed as a master of any subject on which he spoke, 
invariably held the attention of the Senate—a rare tribute to 
his eloquence. Though somewhat diminutive in stature, he 
had a remarkably commanding presence not rare in physically 
small men of unusual intellectual power. 

As in the case of Chatham, regret was often expressed that 
he did not more frequently illumine the dark places in the 
national pathway. It is well known that he declined official 
honors of the most tempting character, yet he had one antbition, 
as I can testify. He once confided to me that he came back 
to the Senate, finding the pursuit of a private business unsatis- 
fying—from a desire to render some service to the public rather 
than to end his days in amassing or adding to a private for- 
tune. He was one of the great men of his time whose career 
adds to the luster of the great body which to-day does honor to 
his memory. 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, all democratic governments are 
essentially and in their very essence party governments. In 
such governments it is inevitable, in fact the party system 
requires that there should be great political leaders, guides, 
and managers. Senator Penrose had the qualifications of a 
great party manager and a great political leader, and in a 
parliamentary system of government different from ours he 
would undoubtedly, as the head of the Republican party, have 
been the prime minister. 

While I served longer with Senator Penrose than with Sen- 
ator Knox, I never became so intimate with him as I did with 
Senator Knox. It was not his fault, but rather mine. I shall 
therefore leave it to others to pay tribute to the great part he 
played in the political and legislative life of the nation, and 
shall speak more particularly of the distinguished public career 
and eminent services of Senator Kwox. > 

Senator Knox died on the 12th of October, 1921, in the 
69th year of his age. During the comparatively brief span 
of his life, he rendered great and most efficient service to 
our country in positions of the highest trust. He was Attorney 
General of the United States from April 5, 1901, until July 5, 
1904, three and one-fourth years in all. He was a United 
States Senator from Pennsylvania for two separate periods; 
the first from July 1, 1904, to March 4, 1909, nearly five years. 
The second period extended from November, 1916, to the date 
of his death, a period of nearly five years. He was Secretary 
of State from March 4, 1909, until March 5, 1913, four years 
in all. In short, he was a cabinet officer for over seven years, 
and a United States Senator for nearly ten years—seventeen 
years in all in the public service of the Federal Government. 

Before he entered the public service he had, by education, 
training and practice, based upon mental qualities of the highest 
order, become a most learned and profound lawyer, one of the 
foremost in the country, of national reputation. It was my 
good fortune to be associated with him on the Judiciary Com- 
mittee of the Senate during his first Senatorial period, and on 
the Committee on Rules during his second senatorial period. 
On account of this association with him, I became quite familiar 
with his great legal ability and his profound knowledge of 
public affairs. 

I remember very well when his nomination for Attorney Gen- 
eral was first sent to the Senate and referred to the Judiciary 
Committee. Objections were filed against his confirmation on 
the ground that he had been the attorney for the so-called 
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“Steel Trust.” In respect to those charges, he preserved a 
dignified silence and made no answer. The upshot of the mat- 
ter, however, was that he was in due course of time confirmed. 

As Attorney General, he conducted the legal business of the 
Government with energy and ability, and, while it was coustom- 
ary for the Solicitor General to argue most cases in the Su- 
preme Court, I remember very well that in the matter of the 
noted Northern Securities case he made the argument in the 
ease on behalf of the Government. It was my good fortune to 
listen to his argument, which was a most powerful and able 
one, and, as to all important points, he was sustained in his 
views by the decision of the Supreme Court. 

As Secretary of State he demonstrated his wonderful ability, 
the wide scope of his vision and learning, and his splendid at- 
tainments as a diplomat. So comprehensive was his outlook 
on world affairs and so vigorous his method of handling his 
country’s foreign relations that he proved himself a most 
worthy successor to Secretary Hay. His state papers were 
remarkably clear, pertinent, and most effective. Our foreign 
affairs could not have been in better hands than his. 

As a member of this body, he proved himself to be one of the 
leaders. He was an exceedingly clear, incisive, and powerful 
speaker and debater. He did not indulge in any flimsy sub- 
terfuge or mere surplusage, nor was he given to any pyro- 
technics. His statements and arguments were most convine- 
ing, and were more in line with an argument such as a good 
lawyer presents to the Supreme Court, rather than the ad- 
dresses which are ordinarily delivered in this body. When he 
spoke, he was always listened to with attention. His statement 
of a case was always so perfect and illuminating that after it 
was made, there was little occasion for further argument to be 
made. 

Pennsylvania has had many great and able Senators in this 
body, but none of them has in any respect outranked Senator 
Knox. It often happens that men of great mental ability and 
high attainments are little inclined to be companionable and 
agreeable in their associations when off duty. This was not 
the case with Senator Knox. He was one of the most genial, 
sociable, and companionable of men and contact with him was a 
delight to his associates in the Senate, 

While a member of the Cabinet, he was always ready and 
willing to listen to Senators and Members of the House with 
attention, and aimed to be helpful. No one could ever say of 
him that he had any of the qualities that are sometimes ascribed 
to public officials; that is, that he met others in the guise of an 
iceberg. He always aimed to be helpful, and if it sometimes 


happened that Senators were diffident about approaching him 


on publie questions, instead of meeting them in a cold and 
formal way, he always endeavored to put them on the right 
track and to guide them as far as he could. In other words, 
while he strove to do his full duty as a public official, at the 
same time he made every effort to meet his colleagues in a 
friendly spirit, with a disposition to help rather than to 
obstruct. 

Few men have ever entered the public service, either in a 
legislative or an executive capacity, better equipped intellectu- 
ally and by training and education than Senator Knox, While 
his intellectual qualities were of the highest order, his moral 
sense of right and wrong was equally acute. He was morally 
incapable of taking a dishonest or unjust course, either in pub- 
lic or private affairs. He possessed that high standard of char- 
acter which is the lodestar to success in the public service, His 
life stands out as a memorial not only of what he wrought and 
accomplished in the service of our Government, but it also 
stands out most clearly as a guide to our coming generation of 
statesmen and public servants. 

He was in eyery respect an able, honest, and fearless public 
servant, having the welfare of his country always uppermost in 
his heart and affections. His death was a great loss to his 
State, his country, and the American people; and we, his asso- 
ciates here in the Senate, because of our intimate relations with 
him, mourn his loss with the utmost feeling and sincerity. 
The man and his work, what he wrought and accomplished, 
together with his sterling character, form a guide which will be 
an inspiration for future generations. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, it is with great 
regret that I announce that by reason of a sudden illness the 
Senator from IIIinois [Mr. McCormick] is unable to be pres- 
ent to-day to address the Senate as he had expected to do; 
but he had reduced his intended remarks to writing, and, 
therefore, I ask unanimous consent that they may be printed 
in the Recorp in the usual 8-point type. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Peprer in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The address is as follows: 


Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, it is the sad good fortune 
of Senators who served with them to be privileged to commemo- 
rate in this Chamber the services of the great dead who here 
rendered their last services to the country. These exercises are 
no less a consecration of the living than a commemoration of the 
dead. Here we rededicate the living to the future as we recall 
the memories not only of those whom to-day we assemble to 
honor, but of patriots who went before them. 

Among the many men who have sat in the Senate of the 
United States, there are a few whose learning, foresight, 
courage, and prudence united to distinguish them as statesmen. 
Such was PHILANDER Knox. He was a statesman; he was a 
man; an American whose career typified the quality and the 
opportunity which we proudly deem characteristic of America 
and Americans. He fashioned his own career. His talents, 
his purposes, his character, won for him the true learning 
which marked him for the jurist he was. A great lawyer, he 
came into public life as Attorney General for the people of 
the United States. There are others here and elsewhere who 
because of their own learning in the law and knowledge of 
PHILANDER KNox as a lawyer will dwell upon his legal attain- 
ments and his services as Attorney General; but there are 
some of us who knew better, and therefore the more admired, 
his wisdom in the field of foreign affairs, both as Secretary of 
State and as a Senator of the United States. 

Is it not remarkable that 15 years ago he comprehended, 
as we all comprehend to-day, the dangers which threatened 
peace and equal opportunity for commerce in parts of the 
world as widely separated as eastern Asia and the Isthmus 
between the two Americas? His concern for the integrity of 
China and the security of Manchuria was a development of 
the policy of his predecessor, John Hay. In Central America 
he manifested an active and wise solicitude for the peace, 
liberty, and prosperity of the people of those small States who 
have suffered so often and so long from civil disorders. In 
eastern Asia he pursued a policy, in Central America he in- 
augurated a policy, both of which in principle our Government 
follows to-day. His vision, his prudence, his incomparable 
eapacity for profound study and fruitful reflection, were mani- 
fested again, and no less strikingly, when he presented to the 
Senate his analysis of the treaties and his forecast of their 
economic and political consequences. It would be repugnant 
to the spirit of this occasion to dwell upon a controversial 
matter, but it is permissible to recall the grave respect and 
almost somber attention with which the crowded Senate Cham- 
ber listened to that analysis. 

It is too soon, perhaps, to appraise at its precise value the 
part PHILANDER Knox played in determining the development 
of our national policy during the fierce controversy in which 
all of us, his colleagues and friends here, had some part our- 
selves. This we all know: That his judgment was far more 
determining, his influence far more pervasive, than the country 
or the world understood. Through those long months of strife 
he pursued his purpose, unperturbed and imperturbable. No 
word of bitterness passed his lips. Serene, calm, kindly, affec- 
tionate among his fellows here, the true quality of his char- 
acter was never more manifest than at that time. He held 
the friendship and the affection of those whom he opposed 
no less than those who were agreed with him, and gave friend- 
ship and affection, measure for measure, in return. 

How generous he was; how loyal and unfaltering! He bore 
success and disappointment with equal calm. He faced the 
oncoming death, of which he knew and we knew not, as daunt- 
less, smiling, as he had faced the trials of life. God keep his 
memory living! He was a great American. 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, the whole Na- 
tion felt the passing of the men whose names are to-day upon 
our lips. Not alone Pennsylvania, but each of her sister States, 
realized that their death spelt loss for all America. For us 
now to try, by our single voices, to give adequate expression 
to that sense of national loss seems wholly impossible. Their 
lives of conspicuous service, their records in the annals of 
the Nation, their vivid impression upon the memories of all 
our people, coupled with the realization of their absence to-day, 
make a more eloquent appeal than can be made by the tongues 
of us who mourn them. 

Of Senator Penrose I can tell little that all the world does 
not already know. His unique position in Pennsylvania and in 


the Senate, his influence upon both State and National Gov- 
ernments, and his record of publie service are in the memory 
of all Americans. I knew him very slightly and I can not add 
to what my colleague has so ably said of him as a man and as 
a devoted servant of his country. 

Of Senator Knox, however, I can speak with far fuller knowl- 
edge. He was my father’s partner before I was born, and that 
partnership continued until Mr. Knox entered public service in 
President McKinley’s Cabinet in 1901. I can speak of him 
from the standpoint of the awe-stricken small boy toward his 
distinguished neighbor, of the admiring law student toward 
his preceptor, and of the practicing lawyer toward his il- 
lustrious senior. 

His mind was a clear window, that neither tinted nor 
clouded what passed through it. What his mind absorbed 
came to him without a tinge of illusion, without distortion by 
prejudice or self-conceit. What thought he expressed was ex- 
pressed with singular clarity, without affectation, without 
cant, without reiteration. To the public service he gave the 
same sanity, the same sincerity, that he gave to his private 
professional work. He was the very antithesis of the dema- 
gogue. The law of his State is the better because he took part 
in molding it, the Federal law is stronger and more effective 
because he took part at times in making it and at other times 
in enforcing it, and the foreign policy of our Nation is wiser 
because he helped to frame it. 

Mr. KNox was born at Brownsville, Fayette County, Pa., on 
May 6, 1853, the son of David S. and Rebecca Page Knox. His 
father was a banker, his grandfather a Methodist Episcopal 
minister, and both of them had held the high respect of the 
community. He studied at the Brownsville schools and at 
Mount Union College in Ohio, from which he graduated in 
1872. While at Mount Union he formed a friendship with 
William McKinley, who was then district attorney of Stark 
County, a friendship which lasted until the assassination of 
President McKinley in 1901. He was admitted to the bar of 
Allegheny County, Pa., at Pittsburgh in 1875, and having 
formed a partnership with James H. Reed, under the name of 
Knox & Reed, he practiced law continuously until 1901. 

His professional skill was remarkable, and long before his 
appointment as Attorney General he had come to be recognized 
as one of the ablest forensic lawyers in the United States, 
His practice was varied and was not confined to any branch of 
the law. I do not believe that there has ever been at the 
American bar any lawyer with a more remarkable power of 
lucid expression of legal principles than PHILANDER CHASE 
Knox. 

It was natural that President McKinley should have selected 
Mr. Knox as his Attðrney General, both because of the warm 
personal friendship that had long existed between them and 
because of Mr. Knox's conspicuous position at the American 
bar; and upon President McKinley’s death in the fall of 1901 
it was natural that President Roosevelt should have asked 
Mr. KNox to remain in the same position. 

His accomplishments as Attorney General from 1901 until 
his resignation in 1904 were remarkable. Through his genius 
the Government attained a sweeping victory in the National 
Securities case and thereby galvanized the Sherman antitrust 
law into real existence. By his ability in analysis was deter- 
mined the policy on which the United States tried and won the 
Alaska boundary case, one of the most important international 
cases in which our country has ever been involved. The acqui- 
sition of the Panama Canal from its French owners was wholly 
carried out under his direction. His influence in the Cabinet 
of President Roosevelt, both while he was Attorney General 
and after he had resigned to accept the Senatorship, was most 
important. 

In June, 1904, Mr. Knox was appointed United States Sena- 
tor from Pennsylvania to fill the vacancy occasioned by the 
death of Senator Quay and his appointment was followed by 
his election for the full term. His service in the Senate was 
interrupted by President Taft summoning him in 1909 to be- 
come Secretary of State, which position he filled with con- 
spicuous distinction until the end of the Taft administration in 
March, 1918. After three years of respite from public service, 
Mr. KNox was again elected to the United States Senate in 
1916, where he became and continued until his death to be 
one of the strongest figures in the Senate. As chairman of 
the Committee on Rules and as a member of the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, his influence in the Senate was very great. 

His service was characterized by an utter absence of any 
effort to cater to a whim of the moment. His gaze never wa- 
vered from what he considered to be his country’s best inter- 
est, and I do not believe that he ever wondered, and I am 
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certain that he never cared, whether at the moment what he 
did brought popular applause. 

Of Senator KNox's home life it would be presumption for 
me to speak at length. We can not know and we can with 
difficulty surmise what his loss has meant to his widow, to 
his daughter, and to his sons. But we may be sure that 
through their sorrow shines a great pride in the remembrance 
of the greatness of him whose hands they upheld throughout 
the long period of his public service. 

A member of the Cabinets of three successive Presidents; a 
Senator of the United States, once appointed and twice elected; 
a leader of the bar of his native State, Mr. Knox in his life- 
time had high honors heaped upon him; but it can truthfully 
be said that his service ever outran the rewards that he re- 
ceived; that his record is marked deeply upon the history of 
our country; and that his loss can not be made good. 

I wish now, Mr. President, to speak of another distinguished 
son of Fayette County, Pa., Senator WILLIAM Evans Crow, 
late senior United States Senator from Pennsylvania; and in 
speaking of him I can only wish that I had greater power of 
expression and that I could make the members of this body, 
who knew him so slightly, realize his ability, his charm, and 
his remarkable personality as I myself learned them from long 
acquaintance. If Senator Crow had not been gravely stricken 
soon after his appointment to the Senate, his brethren here 
would have learned to know him and admire him as we in 
Pennsylvania had already learned. 

The senatorship had been his ambition for many years, but 
a cruel fate struck him down almost at the moment when that 
ambition was attained. If he had been able to serve here as he 
had served in the senate of Pennsylvania I have no doubt what- 
ever but that he would have attained the same success in the 
broader field that he had so conspicuously obtained in his home 
State. 

Senator Crow was born in Fayette County, Pa., March 10, 
1870; he was educated in the normal school and at Waynes- 
burg College, and was admitted to the bar of his home county in 
1895. He served as assistant district attorney and then as 
district attorney of that county with great efficiency, and in his 
private practice rapidly rose to distinction. He was among 
the leaders at a bar noted for its able members. In 1906 he 
was elected to the senate of Pennsylvania, and he was re- 
elected in 1910, 1914, and 1918; for two sessions he was presi- 
dent pro tempore of that body, and it was there that his great 
ability became apparent and he rose to leadership in the 
counsels of the senate. Not only did he have a sound knowl- 
edge of the law and a correct understanding of govern- 
mental problems, but he had a mastery of details and an in- 
exhaustible energy that added greatly to his effectiveness. 
Although he was one of the finest orators that ever sat in 
the Pennsylvania senate, he seldom made formal speeches, 

The charm of his manner struck every one; he had, to a 
greater extent than almost any man I have ever known, that 
faculty of giving kindly attention to the claims of others, when 
his own mind was overflowing with anxiety, when his brain 
and nerves were oppressed with pressure of work; in other 
words, he was never too busy to listen, never too busy to be 
kindly and patient, never deaf to importunity. 

Mr. Crow owned many farms which he managed with con- 
spicuous success; his cattle, his sheep, and his crops were 
dear to his heart. Whatever his activities, whether in politics 
at Harrisburg, in the practice of law at Uniontown, or in his 
farm work at Chalk Hill, he carried into what he was doing the 
same uncommon ability, the same patience, and the same 
friendliness. The number of his friends and admirers was 
legion. His funeral, which took place from his country home 
on August 7, 1922, was one of the most remarkable outpour- 
ings of friends from all parts of Pennsylvania and elsewhere 
that has ever been seen. 

I will not try in my own words to epitomize Senator Crow's 
character, because I feel that no effort of mine could equal 
the glowing eloquence of the Senator's friend, Dr. William Har- 
rison Spence, who spoke at his funeral. From Doctor Spence's 
beautiful tribute I take these sentences: 


Personality—that vague, indefinable something that singles out one 
from the many, establishes distinction, is assertive yet attractive, 
giving an unmistakable sense of the possessor being all there at every 
moment and at every point of his contact with people and affairs 
one could not but feel that Senator Crow was a personality, a force 
within himself, compelling and virile, moved more from within than 
without, daring to think his own thoughts and repose upon his own 
convictions. 

This qualified him for leadership, endowed him with initiative. Lead- 
oamp came to him as a birthright. Nature intended him to be a 
ender. 

He possessed personal quatit that drew people to him—that, be- 
cause he was lovable, kindly, and sympathetic. 
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By these he led quite as much as by special abilities to command, 
exceptional though these were. 

Kindly of disposition by nature, he preferred to be generous and to 
be attentive to the interests of others, a trait most easily miscon- 
strued, «specially in a public man, to be but a means to one’s own ambi- 
tious ends. But those who knew Senator Crow well and could impar- 
tially judge knew that his kindliness was not assumed nor motived 
by sinister purpose. It was his own disposition functioning natu- 
rally. Never too tired to listen to the wants of others, however humble 
of station, never too busy to make attempt to relieve them. 

What Doctor Spence has thus expressed so gracefully is the 
thought of thousands of men throughout Pennsylvania to-day. 
They know, because they knew Senator Crow, how great was 
the loss of the United States Senate in his inability to remain 
to take part in its deliberations. 

And now I have finished. Pennsylvania has suffered might- 
ily in the loss of these three great men, and she will continue 
to feel that loss for years to come. It is fitting that they 
should be held high in the memory of their beloved country, 
to whose service they gave the best that was in them. 


Mr. President, as a further mark of respect to the memory of 
the deceased Senators, I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 

The motion was unanimously agreed to, and the Senate (at 
12 o’clock and 55 minutes p. m.) adjourned until to-morrow, 
Monday, January 29, 1923, at 12 o'clock meridian. 


SENATE. 
Monpay, January 29, 1923. 


The Chaplain, Rey. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Gracious God, as we assume the duties belonging to us this 
day we would ask Thy blessing. Thou dost kindly care for us 
in the manifold experiences of life, and Thou dost expect from 
us the best service we can render. We therefore ask that to- 
day it may be made evident that the duties are performed ac- 
cording to Thy good pleasure and that the welfare of the 
country is constantly conserved thereby. We humbly ask in 
Jesus’ name. Amen. 


The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of yester- 
day’s proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Curtis and by 
unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed with, and 
the Journal was approved. 


: CALL OF THE ROLL. } 
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Glass Lodge Page 
Bayard Gooding McCormick Phipps 
Borah Hale McCumber Pomerene 
Brookhart Harreld McKellar Reed, Pa. 
Bursum Harris McKinley Shields 
Cameron Harrison MeLean Smoot 
Capper Heflin McNary Stanfield 
Caraway Hitchcock Moses Sterling 

Colt Johnson Myers Sutherland 
Couzens Jones, Wash. Nelson Trammell 
Culberson Kellogg New Underwood 
Curtis Kendrick Nicholson Wadsworth 
Dillingham King Norbeck Walsh, Mass. 
Ernst Ladd Norris Walsh, Mont. 
Frelinghuysen La Follette Oddie Warren 
George Lenroot Overman Weller 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to state that the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. SHerparp] is necessarily absent, confined to his 
home on account of illness. The Senator from Texas, I sup- 
pose, has attended the roll calis of the Senate more diligently 
than any other Senator in the body. He regrets very much his 
inability to be present to-day, and I want the Recorp to show 
during his illness that he is missing the roll call and breaking 
his excellent record in that regard only because he is confined 
to his bed at home. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] and the senior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] are necessarily absent, being en- 
gaged in a conference on the national bank tax bill. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I wish to announce that my colleague [Mr. 
Simmons] is necessarily absent on account of illness. 

Mr. CAPPER. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] is absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-four Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 
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ANNUAL REPORT OF THE PUBLIC PRINTER (S. DOC. No. 294). 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Public Printer, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the annual report of the operations of the Government Printing 
Office for the fiscal year ended June 80, 1922, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Printing. 

RENTS RECEIVED BY FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IN THE DISTRICT. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a report of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, submitted pursuant to law, as 
to the rents received from properties located on sites of pro- 
posed public buildings purchased by the United States in the 
city of Washington, which was referred to the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds. 

DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Postmaster General in response to Senate Resolu- 
tion 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, reporting relative to the 
number and cost of maintenance of passenger-carrying automo- 
biles in use by the Post Office Department, which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

He also laid before the Senate a communication from the 
chairman of the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, 
in response to Senate Resolution 899, agreed to January 6, 
1923, reporting relative to the number and cost of maintenance 
of passenger-carrying automobiles in use by the committee, 
which was ordered to lie on the table. 

SENATOR FROM NEW YORK. 

Mr. WADSWORTH presented the credentials of Royar S. 
CopeLAND, chosen a Senator from the State of New York for the 
term beginning March 4, 1923, which were read and ordered to 
be placed on the file, as follows: 


State or New YORK, 
Hæecutive Department. 
To the President of the Senate of the United States: 


This is to certify that on the 7th day of November, 1922, ROYAL S. 
COPELAND was duly chosen by the qualified electors of the State of New 
York a Senator from said State in the Senate of the United States for 
a term of six years, beginning on the 4th day of March, 1923. 

Witness his excellency our governor, Alfred E. Smith, and our seal 
ae at Albany this 24th day of January, in the year of our Lord 


SEAL.) ALFRED E. SMITH, Governor. 


y the governor: 
JAuxs A. HAMILTON 
Secretary of State. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a resolution 
of the Central Citizens’ Association, of Washington, D. C. 
favoring the passage of legislation granting the citizens of 
Washington the right to select their own administrative officers 
and protesting against alleged intolerable conditions in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, especially the operation of public utilities 
apparently for the purpose of furnishing fixed and excessive 
incomes to the utility corporations rather than for service to 
the people, operation on the public streets of “one man” cars, 
etc., which was referred to the Committee on the District. of 
Columbia. 

Mr. NELSON. I present a petition, numerously signed, by 
sundry citizens of Mankato, Minn., praying that the Congress 
extend immediate aid to the people of the German and Austrian 
Republics. It is claimed in the petition that the people of 
Germany and Austria are suffering and that this Government 
should be asked to appropriate money for their relief. Several 
other petitions on the same subject by inadvertence were re- 
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. I move that 
this petition be referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. McNARY presented the following memorial of the 
Oregon State Senate, which was referred to the Committee on 
Finance: 

STATE or OREGON, 
THIRTY-SECOND LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, REGULAR SESSION, 
Senate Chamber, 
Senate Memorial No. 2. 
To the Members of the Congress of the United States: 


Whereas the demand for and Issuance of tax-exempt securities has 
resulted in greatly extending the burden of debt now outstanding 
against the several States and political subdivisions thereof; and 

Whereas the continued increase of these securities will result in 
a 1 withdrawing from productive business funds needed 

erefor; an 

Whereas the holders of said tax-exempt securities do not now bear, 
through taxation, their full share of the costs of government; and 

Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United States 
legislation prohibiting the further issuance of tax-exempt securities: 

erefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of Oregon, That we most ear- 
nestly e and memorialize the Senate and House of Representa- 
tives of the United States in Washington assembled, in the name of 
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State of Oregon, that Congress submit a constitutional. amendment q 
the gre: es} | 


which will prohibit the further issuance of the tax-exempt 
and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Oregon be 
instructed to forward a copy of this resolution to each of the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States. 

Adopted by the senate January 18, 1923. 

Jar UPTON, 
President of the Senate. 

Introduced by Senators 


: rial No. Dennis, 
Indorsed: Senate Memo 0. 2. e 


Corbett, and Ritner. Jno. P. Hunt, chief clerk, 
1923. m A. Kozer, secretary of state. 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Thirty-second Le 
in the ofice of the secretary of 
19, 1923, and that the same is a 


te of th 
true, and 
therefrom and of the whole thereof, ther with 
thereon. 


In testimo whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 
hereto the malas the State of Oregon. Done at capitol, at Salem, 
Oreg., this 19th day of January, A, D. 1923. 

[SEAL] Sau A. K 


OZER 
Secretary of Stato. 


Mr. KENDRICK. I present a petition of citizens of Cody, 
Wyo., alleging that paragraph 7, section 900, of the internal 
revenue act, placing a tax on small-arms ammunition and fire- 
arms, is discriminatory, and praying for its repeal. I move 
that it be referred to the Committee on Finance. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I present a resolution adopted by the 
Central Labor Union of Rock Springs, Wyo., favoring the pas- 
sage of legislation suspending immigration for a period of five 
years, at the end of that time a general naturalization day to 
take place for those who are fit to become citizens, and those 
who are not fit to be deported at once, and provision to be 
made for those who have wives and children in foreign lands 
who have become citizens, which I move be referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. NICHOLSON presented a petition of sundry citizens 
of Denver, Colo., praying for the passage of legislation extend - 
ing immediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the Ger- 
man and Austrian Republics, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. McLEAN presented a petition. of sundry citizens of Hart- 
ford, Conn., praying for the passage of legislation extending 
immediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the German. 
and Austrian Republics, which was. referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. CAPPER presented a petition of Camp Alfred G. Alford, 
No. 15, Department of Kansas, United Spanish-American War 
Veterans; Ladies Auxillary, United Spanish-American War 
Veterans; Grand Army of the Republic; Women’s Relief Corps; 
American Legion, and Ladies’ Auxiliary, all of Iola, Kans, 
praying for the passage of the bill (S. 4142) to amend the war 
risk insurance act and the rehabilitation act with amendments 
prior to the passage of this act, extending. all of the provisions 
of this act to all disabled veterans of all wars of the United 
States and to their dependents, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 

Mr. LADD presented a petition of sundry citizens of Leigh, 
Elgin, and Pretty Rock, all in the State of North Dakota, pray- 
ing for the passage of legislation extending immediate aid to 
the famine-stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

He also presented a resolution of the Tagus Federal Farm 
Loan Association of Tagus, N. Dak., protesting against the 
passage of the so-called Strong bill, amending certain sections 
of the Federal farm loan act, ete., which was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 


THE COAL SHORTAGE. 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: I present a petition request- 
ing the enactment of legislation providing for an embargo upon 
the exportation of coal during the present coal crisis. The 
petition, sent me by the Boston American, is signed by 34 of 
the 40 members of the Senate and 69 members of the House 
of Representatives of the Massachusetts Legislature. I ask 
that the petition be referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor and a copy of it be forwarded to the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, which commission has authority, in my 
opinion, without further legislation, under section 2 of the 
emergency coal act approved September 22, 1922, to declare an 
embargo under certain conditions. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 


indorsemen 


IMPURITIES IN COAL SUPPLY. 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I also present a communica- 
tion from the State fuel administrator of the State of Wiscon- 
sin, calling attention to the extent to which impurities are found 
in the shipments of coal to that section of the country. T 
called the attention of the Senate a few days ago to similar 
conditions in and complaints from Massachusetts. The writer 
suggests some remedial legislation be adopted by the National 
Government. I think it is a very helpful contribution to the 
discussion upon the subject of coal legislation to prevent future 
famines of and inferior quality of this. very necessary product, 
Lask that the petition be printed in the Recorp and referred to 
the Committee on Education and Labor and a copy of it sent 
to the Federal Fuel Commission. The Federal Fuel Commis- 
sion should and undoubtedly will consider in its survey of this 
industry this important phase of the coal question. Inferior 
and impure coal selling at excessively high prices is adding to 
the widespread resentment of the American people, caused by 
the present coal shortage and inadequate fuel transportation 
facilities. Some method of standardization must be adopted 
to protect our people against this form of deceit and fraud. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Without objection, the order re- 
quested by the Senator from Massachusetts will be made. 

The communication is as follows: 

WISCONSIN STATH COAL COMMITTEE, 
Madison, January 25, 1923, 
Hon. Davip I. WALSH, 
Washington, D. 0. 
Dran Mn. WALSH : Knowing how coy 


in the question of coal one and d 
the 8 ublie o 
0 


vou have interested yourself 
tribution and its relation to 


* 
of. cee stove, chestnut, pea, or buckwheat. The order is delivered = 


The State governments are powerless to act in such cases. The dock 
companies receiving the coal from the eastern operators must pay for. 
the coal as it is, and they also pay for a certain tonnage of this or that 
grade. The docks and dealers should not carry the burden. 

We have our national pure food laws. There is no one that will not 
say that fuel (coal) is clothed with as much of a public interest as 
food. Under the pure food act we are guaranteed that the commodity, 
whatever it is, is pure, and we pay a price in conformity. 

Under our Bureau of Weights and Measures (national) we are guar- 
oe 3 a certain amount of that commodity which we may 

ve spec 5 

The eastern operators and shippers at present have “carte blanche“ 
covering both points mentioned. The car or cargo, as the case may be, 
is loaded up and shipped. It may contain a quailty of coal which will 
meet with entire approval, and then again it may run very high in its 
proportion of im ties. The fact is, though, that no matter what it 
contains it is sold as coal; the dealer must take it as such, and in turn 
he, the dealer, unloads it on the consuming public. 

The enactment of Federal legislation is the only cure for the existing 
conditions. 

There are many other evils in the coal industry to-day, both less and 
greater — those aboye mentioned, but these two are extant wherever 
coal is so 

While on this subject, I want to relate an experience of a Manitowoe 
coal dealer this week. On January 4 this man received a tel from 
the Foreston Coal Co., at Scranton, Pa., offering three cars of chestnut 
anthracite at $13.25 1. o. b.—an outrageous figure. The dealer had to 
have coal, irrespective of price. He placed an order for one car, and 
was informed payment was necessary by wire before shipment would 
be made. The money was sent. The car was received at Manitowoc 
last Saturday, and I inspected it on Monday of this week. It is the 
best collection of. slate, bone, and clinker that was ever collected in 
one single car. There ought to be a way to strangle these exploiters. 
I have sent all pa and sample of this coal to Mr. Wadleigh, at 
Washington, and you are sufficiently interested I know he will be 
glad to let you have all details. 

It was not 1 to tire you out, but was under the impres- 
sion you might interested in these views. 

Most y yours, 
P. H. PRESSENTIN, 
State Fuel Administrator. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 
Mr. McNARY, from, the Committee on Manufactures, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4899) to fix standards. for 
round stave baskets, and splint baskets for fruits and 
vegetables, and for other purposes, reported it without amend- 


ment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH, from the Committee om Appropriations, 
to which was referred the bill (H. R. 13793) making appro- 
priations for the military and nonmilitary activities of the 
War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and 


1923. 
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for other purposes, reported it with amendments and submitted 
a report (No. 1068) thereon. 

Mr. NORBECK, from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, to which was referred the bill (S. 4132) to amend 
an act entitled “An act to provide further for the national 
security and defense, and, for the purpose of assisting in the 
prosecution of the war, to provide credits*for industries and 
enterprises in che United States necessary or contributory to 
the prosecution of the war, and to supervise the issuance of 
securities, an for other purposes,” approved April 5, 1918, and 
for other purposes, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1069) thereon. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE, from the Committee on the Judiciary, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3892) authorizing the State of 
California to bring suit against the United States to deter- 
mine title to certain lands in Siskiyou County, Calif., reported 
it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1070) thereon. 


BILES INTRODUCED, 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

A bill (S. 4482) granting an increase of pension to Jobn L. 
Dick (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MYERS: 

A bill (S. 4433) to designate the times and places of holding 
terms of the United States District Court for the District of 
Montana; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCORMICK : 5 

A bill (S. 4434) declaring a portion of the west fork of the 
South Branch of the Chicago River in Cook County, IIL, to be 
a nonnavigable stream; to the Committee on Commerce. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4485) amending the provision contained in the 
sundry civil act approved July 19, 1919 (41 Stat. L. 164), for 
the remodeling and repair of the customhouse and post office 
at Buffalo, N. Y.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

A bill (S. 4486) conferring jurisdiction upon certain courts 
of the United States to hear and determine the claim by the 
owner of the steamship City of Beaumont against the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. NELSON: 

A bill (S. 4487) to amend section 284 of the Judicial Code 
of the United States; and 

A bill (S. 4438) to amend section 1025 of the Revised Stat- 
utes of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CARAWAY: 

A bill (S. 4439) to revive and reenact an act entitled “An 
act granting the consent of Congress for the construction of a 
bridge and approaches thereto across the Arkansas River be- 
tween the cities of Little Rock and Argenta, Ark.” approved 
October 6, 1917; to the Committee on Commerce. 

ADMISSION TO THE UNITED STATES OF CERTAIN PERSIAN NATIVES. 
Mr. RANSDELL submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4092) providing for the admis- 
sion into the United States of certain refugees from near 
eastern countries, which was referred to the Committee on 
Immigration and ordered to be printed. 
RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES, 


Mr. BROOKHART submitted an amendment intended to be 


proposed by him to the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States, to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Fed- 
eral reserve act, and for other purposes, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. HARRISON submitted two amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States, to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the 
Federal reserve act, and for other purposes, which were ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE—WARREN C. HODGKINS. 


On motion of Mr. Netson, the Committee on the Judiciary 
was discharged from further consideration of the bill (S. 4416) 
for the relief of Warren C. Hodgkins, and it was referred to 
the Committee on Claims, 

INVESTIGATION OF GREAT LAKES-GULF OF MEXICO WATERWAY. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to Senate Resolution 
411, agreed to on the calendar day of January 25, 1923, provid- 
ing a committee to investigate and report upon the problem for 


a 9-foot channel in the waterway from the Great Lakes to the 
Gulf of Mexico, the Chair appoints the following Senators: 
Mr. McCormick, Mr. Reen of Pennsylvania, Mr. BROOK HART, 
Mr. McKetxrar, and Mr. BROUSSARD. 


AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE ACT. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I move that the bill which I 

introduced on Saturday last to repeal that portion of the 
Federal reserve act which provides for a progressive interest 
rate be now referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 
The VICE-PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama moves 
that the bill which he introduced on Saturday, being the bill 
(S. 4427) repealing the act approved April 13, 1920, entitled 
“An act to amend the act approyed December 23, 1913, known 
as the Federal reserve act,” be referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. SMOOT. Is morning business closed, Mr. President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Morning business has not yet 
been declared closed, but the Chair is ready to declare that 
morning business is closed. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I filed an objection on Satur- 
day last to the reference of the bill introduced by the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. Herrin], and I assumed it was understood 
there should be a vote of the Senate on the question of refer- 
ence this morning. If it is necessary that I file another objec- 
tion to the reference of the bill, as requested by the Senator 
from Alabama, I now do so. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Senator from Connecticut 
can not make an objection, because the agreement was had 
on Saturday that if I would permit the matter to go over 
until to-day we should have a vote as to what disposition 
should be made of the measure. In accordance with that agree- 
ment I have moved that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. President, I wish to repeat what I have previously 
stated, that the progressive interest rate was charged nowhere 
except in the agricultural sections of the South and West. It 
never was applied in the East and the North. The agricultural 
sections having been so injuriously affected by it, I felt that 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, which particu- 
larly has in charge the interests of the agricultural people of 
the country, ought to have jurisdiction of the measure. 

There is not anything complicated about the subject. It does 
not require a knowledge of banking technique or anything of 
that sort. The progressive interest rate was applied only, as 
I have stated, to the agricultural sections of the country, and 
the agricultural sections were made greatly to suffer under it. 
Now, those who favor the bill which I have introduced wish 
to take out of the act the section under which a progressive 
interest rate may be charged; that is all. I can not think that 
many Senators would vote against taking it out. The redis- 
count rate has been reduced, just as I had suggested in my reso- 
lution it should be reduced and as others also have suggested. 
While that rate has been reduced, the progressive interest rate 
provision is still in the law, and I wish to have it taken out 
so that it may not be resorted to in the future. It ought not 
to remain in the law. What I am seeking to do by the enact- 
ment of the bill I have introduced is simply to repeal that sec- 
tion of the Federal reserve act. So I move that my bill be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. MeLEAN. Mr. President, I do not intend to discuss the 
merits of the bill which has been introduced by the Senator 
from Alabama. The Senator on Saturday last moved that his 
bill, which proposes to repeal that portion of section 14 of the 
Federal reserve act which relates to the progressive discount 
rate, be referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
and he has this morning renewed that motion. I happened on 
Saturday to be in the Chamber at the time the Senator from 
Alabama made his request, and the request was such a flagrant 
violation of the long-established procedure of the Senate that 
I conceived it to be my duty to object. 

The Senator from Alabama then stated that I ought not to 
put any obstacle in the way of his request, because similar ref- 
erences of other measures had frequently been made. That is 
true. A short time ago a joint resolution proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution of the United States was, on the 
request of the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, referred to that eommittee, if my recollection is cor- 
rect; and that joint resolution was subsequently favorably re- 
ported by the committee and is now upon the calendar. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the time has arrived when 
the chairmen of the committees of the Senate should know 
whether acquiescence by the Senate in these irregular refer- 
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ences is to become a permanent policy, and that in the future 
bills are to be referred with an eye single to the friendliness of 
the committee to the measure and without regard to the sub- 


ject matter involved. It seems to me that the time has 
arrived when the Senate should go on record with regard to 
this matter. It is an important matter. 
I confess that I was somewhat surprised, when the joint 
resolution proposing to amend the Constitution was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, that some member 
of the Judiciary Committee or some one of the parliamentary 
leaders of the Senate did not object and call attention to the 
fact that if this habit is to become confirmed it will result in 
the demoralizatidh of the whole legislative procedure of the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, there is nothing I dislike more than this sort 
of a controversy. The question of reference is of no consequence 
to me personally. The Senate knows that the reasons assigned 
for this reference by the Senator from Alabama are without 
foundation. ‘The particular amendment to the Federal reserve 
act which the Senator from Alabama now desires to have re- 
pealed was proposed by me at the request of the Federal Re- 
serve Board. The Federal Reserve Board at that time was 
-composed entirely of Democrats; the administration of the law 
was Democratic; and yet, Mr. President, the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, of which a majority was Republican, 
felt that it was its duty to give serious consideration to any 
request from the Federal Reserve Board. It did so, and favor- 
ably reported the bill, and it was passed by Congress. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Con- 
necticut yield to me for a moment? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Connecticut 
yield to the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. MeLEAN. I yield. 

Mr. NELSON. A moment ago the Senator from Connecticut 
referred to a joint resolution proposing a certain amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States, which joint resolu- 
tion had been referred to the Committee on Agriculture. I de- 
sire to make a brief statement in reference to that matter. 

The joint resolution proposed an amendment of the Consti- 
tution to dispense with presidential electors and to provide for 
a direct vote of the people for President. At the last session 
of Congress the Senator from Nebraska introduced a similar 
joint resolution contemplating such an amendment, and ac- 
companied it with a statement on the floor. At his suggestion 
that joint resolution was referred to the Judiciary Committee, 
of which he is a member, and, on his own request, I appointed 
him chairman of a subcommittee to consider the joint resolu- 
tion proposing the constitutional amendment. That joint reso- 
lution is still pending before the Judiciary Committee and is 
still in the hands of the subcommittee of which the Senator 
from Nebraska is chairman. 

At this session of Congress the Senator from Nebraska intro- 
duced another joint resolution having in view the same object. 
It was done at a time when I was not present in the Senate; 
at all events, it escaped my attention. The Senator from 
Nebraska had that joint resolution proposing the same con- 
stitutional amendment referred to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, and from that committee he succeeded in securing 
a report on the joint resolution. I have been patiently waiting 
for him, as chairman of the subcommittee, to submit a report 
to the full Judiciary Committee en the joint resolution which 
he introduced and had referred to that committee and which is 
still pending there. P 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I have said about all I care 
to say upon this question. Every Senator understands that if 
I should present an argument in defense of my position that 
argument would be futile, because any Senator who believes 
that the bill introduced by the Senator from Alabama should 
be referred to the Committee on Agriculture is in a state of 
mind that will not be changed by anything anyone may say. 

I realize that the Senator from Alabama is deeply interested 
in this subject. We listen daily to his diatribes and strictures 
directed to what he calls the deflation policy; but, Mr. Presi- 
dent, I wish to insist that if mistakes were made in the ad- 

. ministration of the Federal reserve act, they were not made 
by the Committee on Banking and Currency; they were not 
made by Republicans. 

I have in my hand the report of the Comptroller of the Cur- 
rency for 1920. Mr. John Skelton Williams was at that time 
comptroller. He was ex officio a member of the Federal 
Reserve Board; and in his report, page 52, he said: 


Largely through the aid and excellent functioning of the Federal 
reserve system, the business and banking interests of the country have 
pen successfully through the perils of inflation and the strain and 
osses of deflation without panic and without the demoralization which 
has been produced in the past at various times from far less serious 


and pinto J causes.. Those banking and other interests which at the 
outset so vigorously opposed the Federal reserve system are now among 
its warmest advocates. 


Mark this language: 


The several amendments which, since its passage in 1913, have been 
made to the law as a result of experience have materially added to its 
use and efficiency. - 

Among those amendments is the one now objected to by the 
Senator from Alabama; and the records show that the Comp- 
troller of the Currency, who was at that time a member of the 
Federal Reserve Board, approved and praised all of the amend- 
ments that were adopted. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, what is the date of that 
report? 

Mr. McLEAN. December, 1920. 

As I said at the outset, I do not propose to discuss the merits 
of this question; but I do think that the time has come when 
flagrant violations of the long-established, and I believe wisely 
established, legislative procedure in this body should be taken 
cognizance of and either approved or disapproved, in order that 
the chairmen of committees may know in the future whether or 
not it is their duty to object to references of the sort now insisted 
upon by the Senator from Alabama; and I move, Mr. President, 
that the motion of the Senator from Alabama be amended—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator can not make that motion, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. McLEAN. I move, as a substitute, that the bill be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I make a point of order 
against that motion. x 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of order is well taken. 
No amendment is in order except to refer with instructions. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his inquiry. 

Mr. CURTIS. I understood the Chair to state upon Satur- 
day, when this question was up, that the motion was to refer 
the bill to the Committee on Banking and Currency; and, as I 
recall the Recorp, the Senator moved to amend by adding in- 
structions that they be required to report out within five days. 

Mr. HEFLIN. No, Mr. President; the Senator from Connecti- 
cut said that he had not made a motion. I thought he had. He 
said he had not made a motion. 

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator from Alabama is right about 
that. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I said I moved to amend his motion by re- 
quiring a report on my bill in five days, and he said he had not 
made it. He did not make it. The Recorp shows he did not 
make it, and the question that came over was, What disposition 
would be made of the bill? I obtained the floor before the 
Senator from Connecticut did and moved to refer it to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry; and the Senator from Con- 
necticut can not move to amend that motion, except to instruct 
that committee what to do with it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. In response to the parliamentary 
inquiry, the Chair did not understand that any motion for refer- 
ence was made on Saturday last. : 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Chair is correct about that. 

Mr. CURTIS. It was my mistake, because I simply heard 
what was said by the Senator from Alabama when he said he 
would offer an amendment directing that the bill be reported 
back in five days. That misled me. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is true; but the Senator from Connecti- 
cut said he had not made the motion. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama is 
right about that. It makes no difference how the issue is 
drawn; I am perfectly willing that the vote shall come on the 
reference of the bill to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Sen- 
ator from Connecticut and thé Senator from Alabama, why can 
they not agree that the bill shall go to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency with an understanding that it shall be re- 
ported back in five days? 

Mr. McLEAN. That is adding insult to injury, and borders 
on the ridiculous. If the discretion of the committee is to be 
so limited, I can see no purpose in referring the bill, except to 
get it before the Senate; and it is now before the Senate. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I am in sympathy with 
the bill offered by the Senator from Alabama. I think the act 
to which he refers ought to be repealed; but I hope he will not 
press his motion to refer this bill to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry. Such a practice is going to result in in- 
extricable confusion if Senators are going to ask to have bills 
referred to committees which they think are most favorable to 
them, regardless of any reasonable jurisdiction. If there is one 
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fundamental foundation for our organization into committees, 
it is that bills shall be referred to the committees that are 
charged with the study of those questions; and I regret to see 
the effort made to warp that practice into one of getting them 
referred to committees without regard to their natural jurisdic- 
tion. 

Personally I am in favor of the bill, and I think there are 
other Senators on the committee who are in favor of the bill, 
and I am in favor of an early report on the bill; but I think it 
is a great mistake for the Senator from Alabama to make an 
effort to prejudge the case by referring it to a committee that 
has absolutely no jurisdiction at all over the subject matter. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I know that there are members 
of the Banking and Currency Committee who will be friendly 
to this bill. I cast no reflection on any member of the commit- 
tee. I do not know how the majority of the committee stand 
on it. I know that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Mo- 
Lean] offered this progressive interest amendment in the out- 
set in 1920. I know that his committee reported it favorably. 
I know that the majority of his committee, himself among the 
number, defended the deflation that was carried on under that 
amendment, and I know that the Senator has objected this 
morning to being instructed as to bringing this bill out of the 
committee. The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] 
asked the Senator from Connecticut if he would be willing that 
this bill go to his committee with the understanding that it 
would be reported in five days, and he objected to that. 

Mr. President, there are not over five lines in this amend- 
ment. It is a very short amendment, but it will pluck out of 
the Federal reserve act one of the most obnoxious and oppres- 
sive provisions ever grafted upon any law in the history of 
this Government. This law was applied by a Republican 
Governor of the Federal Reserve Board, W. P. G. Harding. 
The Senator said they were all Democrats. There were three 
Republicans on it. He himself, Governor Harding, was a Re- 
publican, He supported the Republican ticket in 1920, and 
there were two other Republicans there at that time. Platt 
was a Republican, and Mitchell was a Republican, as I under- 
stand it. The Senator said they were all Democrats. They 
were not all Democrats by any means. 

The Senator has quoted John Skelton Williams in his report 
as saying that amendments to the bill had been helpful. I 
do not know whether he had reference to this amendment or 
not; but he did offer in the board meeting a resolution saying 
that this progressive interest rate should not reach above 6 
per cent, and Governor Harding and the board voted it down. 
He then offered another resolution saying that it should not 
exceed 10 per cent, and they voted that down. 

I know that John Skelton Williams opposed deflation from 
the outset. He opposed it on the board, and they had secret 
meetings after they found he did oppose it and did not let him 
know when they were meeting to carry out the conspiracy 
that I charge again was born in Wall Street. 

Mr. President, I introduced a resolution here in 1921 to re- 
duce this rediscount rate, and I spoke on it a number of times 
in the Senate, and some of the newspapers of the country advo- 
cated a reduction in the rediscount rate. Mr. Crissinger him- 
self, the Comptroller of the Currency, advocated a reduction of 
the rediscount rate. We finally succeeded in bringing about a 
reduction in the rate. While that was going on I did not dis- 
turb this provision in the law, because I knew what the friends 
of that provision thought. They thought if they would reduce 
the rediscount rate under the demands of my resolution and 
the fight that I was making, we would forget about the provi- 
sion and let it sleep in the act, and at some future time they 
would invoke it again and strike down the legitimate business 
of the country and make millions and hundreds of millions for 
Wall Street on some occasion. I knew that. I thoughé that; 
so when we got the rediscount rate reduced I said, Before 
this Congress adjourns I am going to introduce a bill to repeal 
that provision, and we are going to repeal it, either in this 
Congress or in the next one. That provision must come out, 
Senators, or men who fight its coming out will soon get out of 
here. Anybody who will defend that provision which brought 
so much distress and suffering to millions of American people 
ought not to be commissioned by any State to have a seat in 
this great law-making body. 

You see, Mr. President, how closely the line is drawn here 
to-day. Here is an opportunity to serve the masses of the peo- 
ple. Here is an opportunity to protect legitimate business in 
this country from those who would prey upon it. Here is an 
opportunity to uproot a provision out of which has come more 
misery than any provision ever put into a law since I have 
been a Member of Congress. 


_ What is the purpose of this rule which has been called to my 
attention by my friend the Senator from Florida [Mr. Tram- 
MELL], about the reference of a bill or resolution, suggesting 
that if any question is raised about where a bill shall go the 
Senate itself shall determine where it shall go? I remember 
that in my service in the House years ago it was openly 
charged by Republican newspapers that a certain Speaker of 
the House would refer bills to committees where he knew they 
would never be reported out; that he appointed these commit- 
tees; that the members of them were dependent upon him for 
the favor of occupying places upon the committees; and that 
when he referred a bill to a particular committee and indi- 
cated that he did not want it reported out the pill went into its 
long, last sleep. There was a good deal of truth in it, too. 
Now, here is a situation arising where we want action on a 
bill. We suggest that we want it referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. Were my suspicions well founded? 
I thought the chairman of the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency [Mr. McLEAN] would be hostile to it. He appears to 
be hostile to it. The Senator from Mississippi asked him if 
he would not consent to have instructions placed about it so 
that that committee would report it back in five days—he did 
not say “favorably,” but report it out, so that it could be on 
the calendar and we could decide what we would do with it— 
and the Senator shuts himself up in the secret councils of his 
own mind and says no; he is not willing to have that done. 

Mr. President, you can not explain to the people of the coun- 
try that you did not want to offend the chairman of the Bank- 
ing and Currency Committee. You can not explain to the 
people of the country that you thought that under the rules of 
the Senate in all probability it was best to refer it to that 
committee because the chairman asked that it be done. You 
can not explain to the people who were robbed under deflation 
growing out of this amendment that you did not want to offend 
some member of the Banking and Currency Committee, and 
that that is why you voted to refer it to that committee, 

2 will ask you, “ Did not deflation injure me?” 

* es.” 

a — it not injure millions of others?” 

u es.” 

2 we they not, then, charge a little bank 15 or 20 per cent?” 

4 es, * 

And some of them more than that?“ 

“ Yes.” n 

“And one bank in Alabama 87} per cent under that pro- 
vision?” 

“Yes.” 

; My one were not HErLIN and others trying to get it out of the 
aw?” 

“ Yes.” 

And did not H xx move that it be referred to a committee 
that he knew was friendly to it?” 

“ Yes.” 

“Was not that the best and quickest way to get it out?” 

“T think it was.” 

“Were not the chairman and some other members of the 
Banking and Currency Committee hostile to it?” 

“T think so.” 

8 — you voted to refer it to that committee, did you not?” 

Fess 

And now you ask me to vote to send you back where you 
can yote to do what the chairman of one of those committees 
asks you to do rather than do that which will benefit me and 
other people like situated as I am.” 

That is the situation Senators will have to answer. I will 
print in a few days in the Recorp two letters which John Skel- 
ton Williams wrote to the Senator from’ Connecticut several 
months ago about that report of 1920, which will throw some 
light upon the subject. 1 

All I want is action on this thing. Congress will adjourn on 
the 4th of March, and we are nearly out of the month of 
January. We have but little more than a month now, and I 
want to get the bill passed through this body this week, get 
it over to the House, get it through the House and enacted into 
the law. i 

I ask the Senator from Connecticut now if he would be 
willing to report it out in six days if I should consent to have 
it go to his committee? 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lenroor in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Alabama yield to the Senator from 
Connecticut? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Certainly. 
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Mr. McLBAN. If the bill is to be accompanied with instruc- 
tions to the Committee on Banking and Currency to report 
it out, its only purpose would be to get it before the Senate. 
It is on the table now, or will be if the motion of the Senator 
from Alabama fails and it is not referred to any committee. 
The Senator knows that he can offer it as an amendment to 
the pending bill, the Lenroot bill. There is no difficulty in 
the way of the Senator getting a vote upon this proposition, 
and at no time have I expressed my approval or disapproval 
of this particular provision of the act, 

It was, as I said, introduced by me at the urgent request 
of the Federal Reserve Board, and I felt that it was my duty 
to give that request serious consideration. As to the merits 
of this particular provision, the Senator ought to know that 
its failures or its benefits will depend entirely upon its ad- 
ministration, as in the case of any other law. If it had been 
administered, as the Senator sald, in response to the views 
of Comptroller Williams, it would have done no harm; but 
it was not so administered, and in his opinion it did great 
harm. It is a question of administration. The provision is 
merely a gun behind the door. It may be used wisely, it 
may not: it depends entirely upon the man who administers 
it, I think the Senator will find the same rule will apply 
to almost any provision of the act. The Senator can offer his 
bill as an amendment to the pending bill, the Lenroot bill, 
and he can get a vote on it then. I haye expressed no opinion 
as to whether or not I would vote for or against it. My only 
object is to protect the legitimate procedure of this body. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Win the Senator help me to have it passed 
if I offer it as an amendment to the Lenroot bill? 

Mr. McLEAN. I think the Senator himself will agree that 
I ought to have an opportunity to consider it, and I think that 
the Senate ought to carefully consider this provision. I am 
not ready this morning to pass on that question. I am willing 
to say to the Senator that I am not confirmed in my judgment 
that it is of any great permanent benefit. ; 

Mr. HEFLIN. That provision of the law? 

Mr. McLEAN. Yes. I felt so at the time it was presented to 
me by a member of the Federal Reserve Board, but under the 
circumstances it seemed to me to be my duty as a Republican 
to support it. I assumed that it would be wisely administered. 
That is the view I took of it at the time. My only point now is 
that I think the Senate ought to go on record with regard to this 
motion. I want to know whether any Senator is to have the 
right to refer a bill to any committee he chooses, without re- 
gard to the subject matter, That is the question before the 
Senate now. j 

Mr. HEFLIN. Suppose I offer it to-day as an amendment 
to tlie Lenroot farm credits bill; wiil the Senator oppose its 
enactment? 

Mr. McLEAN. If the Senator offers it as an amendment, I 
suppose it will be in order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. So far as the Senator is concerned, he would 
not undertake to make any point of order against it? 

Mr. McLEAN. The only thing I could do would be to raise 
a point of order, and I can not conceive that the amendment 
is not in order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. 
of order? 

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator from Wisconsin is in charge of 
the pending bill, and how he would feel about it I do not know. 
I shall make no point of order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That would expedite matters some. With 
that understanding with the Senator from Connecticut, I with- 
draw my motion to refer the bill to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture, and give notice that I will offer it as an amendment to 
the Lenroot bill. 

Mr. McLEAN. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his in- 

uiry. 
> Mr. McLEAN. Can the Senator withdraw his motion? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I said that with that understanding, I would 
withdraw my motion to refer the bill to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator from Wisconsin is now in the 
chair. He has charge of his bill, and some other Senator might 
make a point of order. I want a vote on this proposition. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not think it is subject to a point of order, 
anyway. 

Mr. McLEAN. 


And the Senator would not make any point 


I think the Senate ought to go on record, and 


I object to any withdrawal of the motion of the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. My purpose was to have it sanctioned by some 
committee and have a favorable report made on it, and pass it in- 
dependently of any other bill; or we can put it on the pending 


bill as an amendment, as the Senator from Connecticut sug- 
gests. What I want is to have it enacted into law. 

Mr. McLEAN. If the Senator withdraws his motion, I shall 
renew it and move that the bill be referred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency and ask for a yote. I do not want 
it referred to the Committee on Agriculture. I prefer that it 
lie on the table if the Senator from Alabama wants an oppor- 
tunity to bring it up. I can not make any promise as to what 
the Committee on Banking and Currency would do with it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator does not make any motion and 
I withdraw mine, we can just let it lie on the table for the 
present, can we not? 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama withdraw his motion? 

Mr. POMERENE. I theught the Senator from Alabama had 
yielded the floor, and I was going to make a few observations 
on this subject myself. 

Mr. HEFLIN. T said that in view of the statement made by 
the Senator from Connecticut that he would not make any point 
of order against the bill, I would withdraw my motion to refer 
it to the Committee on Agriculture, with the understanding that 
I would offer it as an amendment to the Lenroot bill, and with 
the further suggestion from him that it lie on the table, that 
it just remain on the Vice President's table, so that I could 
offer it as an amendment to the pending bill. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, the Senator need not offer this 
bill as an amendment. He can draw a new one and offer it 
as an amendment to the Lenroot bill. It makes no difference 
whether this is referred to a committee or not, 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? ; 

Mr. LODGE. I will wait until the Senator gets through. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama withdraw his motion? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do, with that understanding, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair can not attach any 


condition. Dees the Senator withdraw his metion or not? 
Mr. HEFLIN. Well, then, I will leave it pending for the 
present. 


Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I have no desire to discuss the 
merits of the umendment, or bill, or whatever it is; but I think 
the question of the settlement of the proper jurisdiction of 
committees of the Senate is very important. If we are not 
to observe the ordinary jurisdiction of the different committees, 
the whole organization of the Senate will drop to pieces. I . 


think the Senate ought to decide where this bill shall go. That 


will not prevent it from being offered as an amendment to the 
pending bill, if any Senator sees fit to do it. I move that the 
bill be referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Massachusetts can not make 
that motion under the rule, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama is 
correct. While the motion to refer the bill to the Committee 
on Agriculture is pending a motion to refer it to another com- 
mittee is not in order. ) 

Mr. LODGE. Not while the other motion is pending. If the 
other motion is pending, I simply ask for a vote on it. That is 
perfectly satisfactory to me. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the motion of the Senator from Alabama that the bill be re- 
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I am a member of the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency and have been since its organi- 
zation. I think no committee in the Senate has been more 
diligent in attending to the business committed to it than the 
Banking and Currency Committee. No other committee has to 
its credit better legislation than the Banking and Currency Com- 
mittee. I need only refer to the reserve act, to the farm loan 
act, to the Capper bill, and to the Lenroot bill which is now 
pending before the Senate, 

I remember very distinctly when the question came up as to 
whether or not we should adopt a graduated rate of discount. 
At that time I think I supported it but I was not friendly to 
it because I felt that under the original act we had lodged 
plenary power in the Federal Reserve Board to fix the rate of 
discount and I felt at that time if any member bank got to a 
point where it was making unusual demands it was within the 
power of the Federal Reserve Board to deny them. 

It seems excessive rates of discount have been charged—just 
what I anticipated. The Federal Reserve Board was not re- 
sponsible for them; the local reserve banks were. Aye, more 
than that, the member banks were directly responsible for any 
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abuse that the system has suffered or the communities have 
suffered. . 

I have heard a number of references to the particular bank 
in which on one loan 873 per cent was charged. That was an 
outrage, I think the Federal reserve bank made a mistake 

+ when it allowed that discount. I think the member bank made 
a mistake when it made the application for it. But there was 
another mistake made, if I am rightly informed, and that mis- 
take was made by the Comptroller of the Currency when he did 
not appoint a receiver for that bank and take away its charter. 
If I am rightly informed, the bank got to making loans to com- 
panies in which members of the bank were particularly inter- 
ested, and many of those loans bore the indorsement of the 
president of the bank. 

Mr. GLASS. I may say to the Senator that 90 per cent of 
the capital of the bank was loaned upon indorsements of the 
president. 

Mr. POMERENE. I am obliged to the Senator from Virginia 
for giving us that information. It simply demonstrates that I 
was right when I made the statement that the Comptroller of 
the Currency ought to have closed the bank and taken its 
charter, The difficulty as to most of the loans has been with 
the member banks, The fact of the matter is that many of the 
banks which are now making complaints loaned excessively to 
men who were gambling in one commodity or another, with the 
result that they were not able to accommodate the smaller bor- 
rowers in their respective communities. 

Now, Mr. President, I think that if I were called upon to-day 
to vote upon the merits of the proposition of the Senator from 
Alabama I should vote for it, but I would feel very much better 
satisfied if I could have the views of the Federal Reserve Board 
on the subject; not that they would be controlling, but neces- 
sarily they would be more or less persuasive. 

If any fault lies with anybody because the statute has been 
permitted to remain upon the statute books so long a time, I 
fear that my good friend from Alabama must share that re- 
sponsibility. We have had a good many speeches made upon 
the subject, and I am in sympathy with the complaints which 
were made against some of the abuses, but I note that the bill 
was only introduced on the 27th of January, 1923, and to-day is 
the 29th. It has not even been referred to the Committee on 
Banking. and Currency, and the distinguished Senator from 
Alabama seeks to offend every member of the Banking and Cur- 
rency Committee by asking that the bill go to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, which has no jurisdiction whatever 
of it. Agriculture may be interested in the subject, but agricul- 
ture is no more interested in it than is the laboring man, the 
manufacturer, or the merchant of the country; in other words, 
it is essentially a banking and currency bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. POMEREND. Certainly. 

Mr. SMOOT. I want to ask the Senator a question. I shall 
read what happened in two of the banking districts. I shall 
ask the Senator the question then how, if we repeal the provi- 
sion, such abuses as grew up at that time could be prevented. 
I know of no other way unless the Federal Reserve Board 
close down and say “ You can not have any money whatever,“ 
and thus punish all the banks in the district. 

For instance, in January, 1920, 14 banks of Kansas City had 
absorbed 24 per cent of the normal lending power of the Fed- 
eral reserve bank and 9 Omaha banks had absorbed 3.5 per 
cent. Therefore, those two cities alone had absorbed 57 per 
cent of the normal lending power of the Kansas City Federal 
Reserve Bank. There was a slight recession of the borrowings 
of those Lanks due to the temporary season of deflation in the 
early part of 1920, but by April, 1920, the 14 Kansas City 
banks were absorbing 50 per cent of the normal lending power 
of the Kansas City Federal Reserve Bank and 9 Omaha banks 
were absorbing 23 per cent, representing a total of 73 per cent 
of the normal lending power of the Kansas City Federal Re- 
serve Bank, and leaving only 27 per cent of the normal lending 
power of that bank available for the 1,063 other member banks 
of the Kansas City district. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The.Senator will state the 
inquiry. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 
motion is debatable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the opinion of the Chair, 
it is. 


Mr. President, I rise to a parlia- 


I inquire whether the pending 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. I refer the Chair to the conclud- 
ing paragraph of Rule VIII, on page 14: 

All motions made before 2 o'clock to proceed to the consideration of 
any matter shall be determined without debate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair would remind the 
Senator that such a motion as the one pending is not a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of any matter. It was so ruled 
by Vice President Marshall. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then a motion to refer is de- 
batable without limit at any time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Those are the previous rulings, 
and, of course, the motion is debatable unless some specific 
provision of the rule cuts off debate. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Some of us want to get to the 
calendar in due course. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President—— 

Mr. POMERENE. I yield to the Senator from Arizona. , 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, the present occupant of the 
chair is a clear and fair parliamentarian, but I think he must 
have overlooked Rule VII. It can not be debatable under any 
hypothesis except by allowing each Senator five minutes, Has 
the Presiding Officer read that provision of the rule? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. But this is not on a call of 
the calendar. 

Mr. ASHURST. If the Senator from Ohio will yield further 
to me, this is Calendar Monday. The most scrupulous good 
faith should exist in reaching the calendar on the day set apart 
for its consideration, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. But morning business has not 
yet been closed. 

Mr. ASHURST. If Senators may speak at any length during 
the morning hour, then Calendar Monday is dissipated and 
exhausted. 

Mr. POMERENE. Will the Senator please advise whether 
I have spoken five minutes? 

Mr. ASHURST. I am interested in the Senator's speech. 
If he were to speak an hour, it would only seem like five 
minutes to me. 

Mr. POMERENE. I thank the Senator. I assure the Sen- 
ator I shall not offend even so good a friend as he. 

Mr. ASHURST. I am so completely disarmed that I shall 
sit down. . ¢ 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I precipitated the 
inquiry for the purpose of ascertaining whether the rules 
of the Senate are such that a Senator can get in the very 
first thing after the roll call in the morning and move to 
refer some matter to a committee and then exhaust the entire 
morning hour in discussing the subject. I hope our rules are 
not so defective. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state to the 
Senator from Montana that we are still proceeding under 
morning business. We are still under the order of the in- 
troduction and reference of bills and joint resolutions. It has 
been repeatedly held that a motion to refer a bill is debat- 
able. Of course, it is debatable, unless some provision of the 
rules can be found cutting off debate, and there is no such 
provision. 

Mr. LODGE. I think the Chair is entirely right, but there 
is great force in what the Senator from Montana said. There 
is one way in which debate can be cut off, and that is to move 
that the motion to refer be laid upon the table. In order to end 
the debate—though I do not wish to take the Senator from 
Ohio off the floor 

Mr. POMERENE. I am quite ready to take my seat, except 
that the distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. Saoor] asked 
me a question and I was going to answer it. However, I 
yield for the purpose of the motion. 

Mr. LODGE. I want to clear the way for the calendar, and 
if there is no other motion interposed, I shall move to lay 
the motion made by the Senator from Alabama on the table. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts will defer the motion. In fact, I hope he will not make 
the motion at all. j 

Mr. LODGE. I have no desire to do so, I assure the Senator, 

Mr. GLASS. I think we should decide here and now whether 
the Banking and Currency Committee of the Senate should be 
disbanded and whether it is to be discredited every time a 
Senator suspects that it may not do just exactly what he de- 
sires that it should do and just exactly at the time when he de- 
sires to have it done. I think we ought to decide that ques- 
tion. 

Mr. LODGE. I am very anxious to reach that decision, but 
under the rules apparently there is no way to reach it except 
by the motion I have suggested. I am perfectly willing to with- 
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hold the motion if I can find out what is to become of the mo- 
tion to refer. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Further answering the parlla- 
mentary inquiry of the Senator from Montana, the Chair would 
call the attention of the Senator from Montana to paragraph 
8 of Rule XIV, which provides that— 

Bills and joint resolutions introduced on leave and bills and joint 


resolutions from the House of Representatives shall be read ence and 
may be read twice on the same day, if not ob, ed to, for reference, 
but shall not be considered on that day as in Committee of the Whole 
nor debated, except for reference, unless by unanimous consent. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That, I understand, refers to the 
day upon which a bill is introduced. It may be read twice on 
the day on which it is introduced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nor debated, except for refer- 
ence. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; but all having reference to 
the day en which it is introduced. 

Bills and joint resolutions introduced on leave and bills and joint 
resolutions from the House of Representatives shall be read once and 
may be read twice on the same day— 

That means the day on which it is introduced— s 
if not objected to, for reference, but shall not be considered on tha 
day as in Committee of the Whole nor debated— 

That is, debated on that day— 
except for reference, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Massachusetts to lay the motion of 
the Senator from Alabama on the table. 

Mr. LODGE. I withdrew that motion at the suggestion of 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl. I have no desire to 
cut off debate, but I wish a direct vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I withdraw my motion fer the present. 

Mr. LODGE. A motion can not be withdrawn “for the 
present.” It is either withdrawn or not withdrawn. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I withdraw it; and if the Senator from Con- 
necticut [Mr. McLean] wants to move that the bill be referred 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency, I shall ask the 
Senate to instruct that committee to report it out one way or 
the other within five days. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama 
withdraws his motion to refer Senate bill 4427 to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. Without objection, the bill will 
be referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency in ac- 
cordance with the rule. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I move that the Committee on Banking and 
Currency be instructed to report the bill out within five days. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Alabama 
moves that the Committee on Banking and Currency be in- 
structed to report the bill referred to it back te the Senate 
within five days. The question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I regret very much that the 
distinguished Senator from Alabama decided to withdraw his 
motion, because I think the Senate ought to be permitted to 
decide to-day whether or not it has any further use for the 
Senate Committee.on Banking and Currency, and whether it 
proposes continually to discredit that committee and to affront 
its members by totally irregular references of bills to other 
committees which have no jurisdiction of the subject involved. 

The discussion of the merits of the particular amendment to 
the Federal reserve act which has been proposed by the Senator 
from Alabama is largely academic, for the reason, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that the progressive rate authorized by the act was sus- 
pended more than two years ago. As a matter of fact, the 
progressive rate in the Atlanta district, in which the Senator 
from Alabama resides, was suspended before the Senator be- 
came a Member of this body. As I recall, he was sworn in as a 
Member of the Senate on the 6th day of December, 1920, and 
the progressive rate in the Atlanta district was discontinued in 
November, 1920, about a month before the Senator became a 
Member of this body. 

Not only that, but anybody who takes the trouble to refer to 
the report of the Joint Commission on Agricultural Inquiry 
will there see, in the testimony of the governor of the Federal 
Reserve Board, the statement that the board itself had come to 
the conclusion that the progressive rate, operating so differently 
from what was anticipated, was a rather crude and, at times, 
unjust method of dealing with the problem, and that he was 
authorized by the board to say that there was not the slightest 
probability of the progressive rate being again applied in the 
administration of the Federal reserve banking system. 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
from Virginia? 

Mr. GLASS. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should like to ask the Senator a question. 
If it is admitted that it is unwise to exercise that power, why 
would it not be wise to take away from a legislative agent the 
power to do a thing that would be unwise if it were done? 

Mr. GLASS. It would; and I think it was unwise to invest 
these banks with that specific power in the first place. 
ag AEA WAY. And, therefore, it would be wise to repeal 

e law 

Mr. GLASS. I think so; and I am prepared right now for 
the immediate consideration of the proposition to repeal it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought that was the Senator’s attitude. 

Mr. GLASS. But my remarks refer to the suggestion that 
there is some imminent danger from this suspended power of 
the board. The progressive rate was suspended more than two 
years ago; it has not been applied since and is not likely ever 
again to be applied. So far as I am concerned, I should like 
to see it wiped from the statute books, but I want it done in an 
orderly way; moreover, I want to be fair. I am a partisan when 
E go out on the stump and arraign my political adversaries; but 
here, under my oath, I think there is an obligation to be tem- 
perate and scrupulously accurate. I should like to remind 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama, who is usually so 
exact about these matters, that it is not precisely just to say, 
for example, that Mr. Platt was a Republican member of the 
Federal Reserve Board when this alteration of the law was 
made. Mr. Platt was then a Republican Member of the House 
of Representatives. The Senator from Alabama likewise is 
altogether inaccurate in saying that Mr. Mitchell, another Re- 
publican, was a member of the Federal Reserve Board at the 
time. Mr. Mitchell did not become a member of the Federal 
Reserve Board for many months after this amendment was 
suggested to and adopted by the Congress. It was not a Re- 
publican proposition; it was not a Democratic proposition. As 
a matter of fact, the most insistent advocates of the amendment 
in the other branch of Congress were three Democratic Mem- 
bers of the House. It was advocated by Mr. STEVENSON, of 
South Carolina, as clear-headed a lawyer as ever came to either 
branch of the Congress of the United States; it was advocared 
by Mr. WINdo, of Arkansas, a man with one of the acutest 
minds of all the men I have even encountered since I have been 
in Congress; it was advocated by Mr. Phelan, a distinguished 
Democrat of Massachusetts, who once was the Democratic 
chairman of the Banking and Currency Committee of the House 
of Representatives. All of them favored the amendment of the 
act as distinctly in the interest of the farming community. 

As to the suggestion that the progressive rate brought about 
deflation, anybody who will take pains to examine the report of 
the joint commission appointed to investigate agricultural prob- 
lems will see it stated there that the application of the progres- 
sive rate in no single regional reserve district put any limita- 
tion upon the volume of loans made. It brought about a better 
distribution of rediscounts. That report points out that in the 
Kansas City district, where the rate was more regularly and 
longest applied, loans increased, and that 326 banks, which 
prior to the application of that rate had made no rediscounts 
whatsoever with the Federal reserve bank, began to borrow 
money to accommodate the farmers in that district. It created 
no deflation; it did not even put any limitation upon, it did not 
circumscribe to the extent of one dollar the total borrowings 
of the banks in any one of these districts; on the contrary, it 
expanded loans, because it enabled the country banks outside 
and away from Kansas City and Omaha and the larger cities 
to get their just proportion of the rediscounts of the Federal 
reserve banks. 

It has been suggested that the progressive rates were applied 
only in the agricultural districts of the country. Mr. President, 
it ought to be stated in fairness that the progressive rates were 
applied only where they were asked for; in other words, the 
Federal Reserve Board at Washington does not initiate interest 
rates. Every rediscount rate is initiated in the regional reserve 
bank itself, and reviewed and approved, or rejected, as the case 
may be, by the Federal Reserve Board at Washington. So the 
talk about the Federal Reserye Board applying this rate only 
in the agricultural districts is simply misleading. It was ap- 
plied in those Federal reserve districts which asked for it, and 
no others. There were but four applying districts—Atlanta, 
Dallas, Kansas City, and St. Louis. The Federal reserve bank 
at Chicago, which, I venture to say, caters to the agricultural 
industry in the ratio of 3 to 1, compared with the Federal re- 
serve bank in Atlanta or Dallas, did not ask the rate to be put 
into effect there. The Federal reserve bank at Minneapolis, 
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ministering to the great grain-growing interests of the North- 
west, did not ask to have the rate put into effect there. The 
Federal reserve bank at San Francisco, serving the great agri- 
cultural interest of the Pacific coast, particularly the fruit- 
growing interests, did not ask the rate put into effect there. 
Hence it is not exactly fair, Mr. President, to represent to the 
country that the central Federal Reserve Board at Washington, 
in conspiracy to destroy the agricultural interests of the country 
and thereby to destroy the country itself, maliciously and de- 
liberately forced this progressive rate upon the agricultural dis- 
tricts of the country only. 

This much I wanted to say briefly. It is my purpose a little 
later on in the present session of Congress, when we are not 
occupied with much more important questions than academic 
discussions of this sort, to have something to say, perhaps at 
length, about the administration of the Federal reserve banking 
system; but this much I wanted to say upon the pending propo- 
sition. > 

I repeat my regret that the distinguished Senator from Ala- 
bama has withdrawn his motion, because I think it is time for 
the members of the Banking and Currency Committee of the 
Senate to understand whether they are under suspicion or 
whether they are to be perpetually offended here by having 
measures which properly come under their jurisdiction referred 
to some committee that has nothing whatsoever to do with 
the merits of the proposition advanced. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
PoMERENE] made reference to a single instance where a high 
interest rate was charged. I want the Rxconb to show that I 
called attention here on Saturday to 227 instances, to 227 banks. 
That many were found in the report sent here by the Federal 
Reserve Board by a casual examination. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I think the Senator has 
unintentionally misstated my position. I referred to the very 
high rate that the Senator spoke of, namely, 874 per cent. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I got the impression that the Senator thought 
there were only one or two instances, and that he did not hear 
my remarks Saturday. 

Mr. POMERENE. There was only one instance in which 
that high rate was charged. 

Mr. HEFLIN. But there were a number of instances where 
15 and 18 and 21 per cent and higher was charged. 

Mr. POMERENE. I think the Senator is correct about that, 
and I think those rates are too high; but I think we would 
remedy this situation very much more quickly and very much 
more effectively if we would direct some of our efforts toward 
the legislatures of the several States, and get them to reduce 
their rates of interest where the banks in those States have 
been making these charges to their customers. 

Mr. HEFLIN. There is a legal rate of interest in my State 
of 8 per cent; in some of the States the rate is 6 per cent, in 
some 7 per cent, and so on; but this progressive interest rate 
was applied by the regional bank under the direction and sanc- 
tion of the Federal Reserve Board, with Governor Harding at 
its head, and these people were robbed under it. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Curtis in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Alabama yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. Of course, I think the Senator is mistaken in 
the assumption that the rates were applied under the direction 
of the Federal Reserve Board. The testimony of the Governor 
of the Federal Reserve Board before the Joint Commission of 
Agricultural Inquiry was that he did not know these rates had 
been applied until after they had been rescinded—that is, until 
after November, 1920. 

If the Senator will permit a moment, however, responding to 
the suggestion of the Senator from Ohio about the outrageous 
nature of these particular rates, I agree that the progressive 
rate never should have been applied. I think a minimum flat 
rate and a maximum flat rate should have been applied, instead 
of a progressive rate; but with respect to this particular bank, 
where the rates on perhaps an inappreciable part of the volume 
of loans of that bank reached 873 per cent, these are the facts: 
The law required that this bank keep a reserve, as I recall, of 
$9,600 with its Federal reserve bank as a basis for the loans 
that it might want to make. The bank, instead of keeping 
$9,600—I may not be precise as to the figures—at the Atlanta 
bank, kept $96 reserve; and it was because of this perpetual 
violation of the law, because for 11 out of 12 months of the year 
its reserve practically disappeared, that it was penalized to the 
extent that it was penalized. I desire, however, to call atten- 
tion to this significant fact: The official report presented in this 
Chamber on day before yesterday showed that the average rate 


of interest on the total borrowings of that bank at the Atlanta 
Federal Reserve Bank did not exceed 8.05 per cent. - 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, this bank in my State was 
mistreated and beat to its knees, and there was no occasion 
for it. This bank survived even that 874 per cent, which shows 
any fair-minded man that the application of that high, usurious, 
oppressive, and prohibitive rate was inexcusable and inde- 
fensible. There are hundreds of instances where they charged 
15, 18, 20, 21 per cent, and even higher percentages, and all 
during that time they were charging in New York City, the 
gamblers of Wall Street 5 per cent, and never over 6 per cent. 

J am fighting for a fair deal for the people of the United 
States. I ought not to be afraid to say what I think about the 
reprehensible and criminal conduct of those who conspired 
together to produce deflation. They are the enemies of my 
country, They did more in two years to produce Bolshevism 
and encourage socialism and anarchy than any other force in 
the Government has ever done. Those who desire to defend 
them, of course, are at liberty to do so. Let their constituents 
take notice; and I want to suggest to any Democrat who might 
be inclined to do such a thing that he had better let the Repub- 
licans defend their murderous deflation policy, I make that 
suggestion for what it is worth. My friend from Virginia [Mr. 
Grass] Says that “it is all right to get out on the stump and 
hurrah at this, that, and the other, but here, under our oaths, 
we ought to be very careful.” Well, Mr. President, I fought 
these evils on the stump out on the hustings; I fight them here 
in this Chamber as best I can. ‘There are Senators who only 
fight them on the hustings, and when we get here—ah— 

As bees on flowers alighting cease their hum, 
Some Senators elected soon grow dumb. 

[Laughter,] 

I have saddled the responsibility for this deflation where 
it belongs, upon Republican leaders and upon one who was on 
that board at the head of it, and who betrayed his party and 
became a Republican and supported the Republican ticket, 
according to the Washington Times. I have read from it time 
after time, and he has never denied it. He told Hon, Lee Long, 
of my State, a distinguished Democrat, and now a member of 
the Legislature of Alabama, that nationally he was a Re- 
publican. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] in his defense of 
this deadly deflation—and I want to say that this is not the 
first time the Senator has defended it, and it probably will not 
be the last time 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does, the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. GLASS. Of course, the Senator knows perfectly well 
that I have not defended any deflation. I have asserted and 
proved by authentic official figures that for the period of falling 
prices, from January 1, 1920, to January 1, 1921, there was no 
deflation but expansion, 

Mr. HEFLIN, That was not the end of the deflation period. 
The end of deflation was not reached until several months had 
elapsed in 1921. During that period of deflation the currency 
was contracted to the extent of more thah $1,000,000,000. 

Mr. GLASS. That was the period that I discussed, Mr. 
President, and therefore the Senator has no right to identify 
me with any other period in anything that I have said. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator is defending the proposition. 

Mr. GLASS. Defending what proposition? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I said the progressive interest rate was ap- 
plied only in the agricultural sections. 

Mr. GLASS. Yes. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And the Senator says it was applied nowhere 
except where it was asked for, intimating that the board had 
nothing to do with it. 

Mr. GLASS. Well, does the Senator deny that proposition? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Of course I do. I assert that Governor Wel- 
born, of the Atlanta bank, came to Washington and went be- 
fore the board on August 31, 1921, and asked that that bank 
be excused from this progressive interest rate, and that Gov- 
ernor Harding declined to let it be done. His visit here for 
that purpose is shown in the correspondence between Governor 
Welborn and John Skelton Williams. I printed it in the 
Recorp in July, 1922. E 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit an 
interruption, I do not undertake to say what happened. I only 
know what the record shows and what the Federal Reserve 
Board says; and the Federal Reserve Board says and the rec- 
ord of the testimony before the joint commission shows that 
Governor Welborn did not come to Washington and ask for 
anything of the sort. Governor Welborn informally inquired, 
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if the Atlanta bank should make the request, how the board, 
would view it; and later the board proposed to discontinue the 
rute in the Atlanta district. and put the interest rute on a flat 7 
per cent basis, and the record shows that there were some mem- 
bers of the board who voted against that proposiion, but not the 
governor of the board. ‘ 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I assert that Governor Wel- 
born wrote a letter to John Skelton Williams in which he him- 
self asserted that he had appeared before that board and asked 
to. be excused. from applying that progressive interest rute. It 
is in that correspondence; I stand on Governor Welborn’s 
letter upon that subject. Governor Harding did not want to 
excuse that bank, and that provision was applied to banks in 
my State—a little national bank in north Alabama among the 
number. The president of that bank told me- that they 
charged him 9 per cent to get money to supply. his customers, 
and, of course, he had to charge something above that in order 
to: take care of his business; and while that was being done: 
Wall Street speculators and bond sharks were getting every 
dollar they needed at 5 per cent and 6 per cent: 

D come back to my proposition. I assert again, and I chal- 
lenge any Member of this, body to disprove the assertion, that 
the progressive interest rute was not applied anywhere except- 
ing: in the district of the Atlanta bank, the Dallas bank, the 
Kansas City bank, and the St. Louis bank: 

Mr. GLASS. Will the Senator say whether any other bank 
asked to have it applied? Those four banks initiated the rate. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, I do not know. I have nothng to do 
with that. It is immaterial here. 

Mr. GLASS: But the Senator wants to be fair 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am going to be fair: 

Mr. GLASS. And the Senator knows that under the law and 
under the: policy of the system the Federal Reserve Board does 
not initiate rates. The regional reserve bank initiates rates. 
The Federal Reserve Board simply approves: or disapproves, 

Mr: HEFLIN The Federal Reserve Board cam suggest what 
ouglit to be done; and E submit: that in the instance at Atlanta 
it seems that that was done, because Governor Welborn came 
up early: im the game and asked that its: cruel operation be 
taken off of his people, and the board would not let them do it. 
It does not make any difference who initiated it. If the bank 
initiated it and tried it out and then saw that it was hard on 
our people; destructive to their business, and wanted to get 
rid of it, and the beard would not permit that to be done, the 
responsibility comes back to the board. That is my contention. 

I have asserted heretofore, and I assert again, that nowhere 
in the East was that rate applied; nowhere in the North was 
it applied. It was applied nowhere except in the agricultural 
sections that I have mentioned. 

Why was that done? I do not care whether any local bank 
intimidated by Governor Harding asked for it or not; if the 
Federal Reserve Board had been just and fair, it would not 
have permitted the rate to be applied to any section of the coun- 
try. That is my position on that. 

The Senator from. Virginia comes now with his defense of 
the Federal Reserve Board: The Federal Reserve Board oper- 
ated in such a way as to permit the bond sharks of New York 
to buy up bends all over the South and West at $85, $82.50, and. 
$80 on the hundred, and they made about $200,000000 in. the 
South in buying these bonds, and they bought them in the West 
along the same lines and made millions and hundreds of mil- 
lions out of the cotton of the South in 1920: They made it out 
of grain, they made it out of cattle; and the people of the South 
and: West were robbed. The board had the power to stop the 
operation of such a process, and the beard did not do it. The 
board had the power to say to them, “ You have got to give to 
legitimate business at least as small a rate as you give to the 
gamblers of Wall Street,“ but the board did not do it. The 
board had the right to say to them, “ You have to accept these 
gilt-edged Liberty: bonds, gold bonds, as seeurity at the bank for 
loans of money to farmers trying to keep their produce from 
being sold below the cost of production,” but the board did 
not do it. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. In a moment. The board had the right to 
say to those who were robbing the cattlemen of the West, 
“You shall not sacrifice the cattle industry upon the altar of 
greed,” but the board did not do it. Now, L yield to the Sen- 
ator. 

Mr. GLASS. Surely the Senator knows perfeetly well that so 
far from rejecting Liberty bonds: as the basis of loans, the 
Federal Reserve Board differentiated in favor of Liberty bonds, 
and that whereas 6 and 7 per cent was charged on commercial 
discounts, a rate of 44, 44, and 4% was charged on loans: with: 
Liberty, bonds as a: basis. 


Mr..HEFLIN.. The point L am making is that they did not 
loam money on bonds. 

Mr: GLASS. The advantage was altogether in favor of the 
bonds, and yet. the Senator arraigns.the Federal Reserve Board 
for refusing to make loans on bonds, whereas they made. loans. 
on. Liberty bonds at a. preferential rate. 

Mr. HEFLIN, Istand on the position that they did not make 
such loans in any appreciable amount. They made a handful, 
of course, to those who. were their pets, those who were hugged 
to their bosom, those who shared the tips that were sent out. in 
connection with this awful drive and collapse in prices. If 
any were able to borrow money in the agricultural sections on 
Liberty bonds, there were very few of them. I have not heard. 
of a single farmer who did. Lam talking about the hundreds 
and thousands who. went to the banks and said as a last resort, 
“T will bring the Government bonds that L bought and stinted 
myself to buy. and. borrow. on them.“ The local banker said, 
“We would like to accommodate you, but the Federal Reserve 
Board will not permit us to do. it.“ 

I rode on a.train with a banker of Georgia who had been. up 
to New York to the great American bankers’ convention, where 
W. P. G. Harding’s friends tried to get them to indorse him for 
governor of the Federal Reserve Board, and they would not do 
it. I got acquainted with him, and he said, “I indorse the fight 
you have been making on deflation. I want to tell you what 
happened to me. I had $18,000 worth of bonds, and I went to 
Atlanta and told them I wanted to get some money on them to 
take care of my customers, and they told me I could not get it. 
They said, ‘Go sell your bonds.“ I was forced to do so, and I 
lost $2,200. on the deal.” Such as that is what happened among 
bankers in the South and West. 

T know of a man in Eufaula, Ala., who tried to borrow a hun- 
dred. dollars with a thousand-dollar bond as security and 
failed. Congressman Dent, who used to represent the capital 
district of my State, is my authority for that. - 

There are hundreds and thousands of instances where loans 
on Liberty bonds were refused: Fixing a rate for louns on 
bonds is one thing and actually making the loan is quite an- 
other. They did not make them in the agricultural sections. 

Oh, Mr: President, the truth is they denied accommodations 
to the man and the woman who had Liberty bonds who were 
willing to put them up as collateral in order to hold back their 
produce from the ravenous wolves: of Wall Street who were 
forcing them to sell and devouring their substance. The order 
from the Federal Reserve Board would not let the banks loan 
on those bonds. Then what happened? ‘The owners were 
forced to sell them. Who-bought them? The Wall Street bend 
sharks bought them at $85 on the hundred, at $82:50, and some 
of them at as low as 880 on the hundred. Just think of that, 
Senators. 

The Senator from Virginia had better consult some otlier 
authority. He says, The Federal Reserve Board said this” 
and “the Federal Reserve Board said that.“ Do you expect 
me to accept the statement of Governor Harding on anything 
pertaining to deflation? I will not do it. I have contradicted 
him with his own statements and impeaclied him a dozen times: 
on this floor. Did he not tell the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. Saar] that if he could get that progressive interest rate 
it never would be applied in agricultural sections? He did. 
Did he not tell him that he wanted it so he could apply it in 
New York City? He did. After he got it, did he apply it in 
New York? He did not. Did he apply it in the agricultural 
sections? He did. Did the governor of one of those banks, 
Governor Wellborn, come and ask to be excused from it? He 
did. Did Governor Harding grant his request? He did not. 
That is the record of this man, the head of that board at that 
time, and this is not the first time the Senator from. Virginia 
has come to the board’s defense and to his defense. 

The crime of 73 pales into insignificance when compared 
with the deflation crime of 1920; the crime I am discussing 
to-day. I am trying to get that provision as to the progres- 
sive rediscount rate out of the law. 

Mr. President, I have dotted with red pencil the little banks 
scattered through the South and West, just a few of them, 
where: this progressive interest rate was applied—11 per cent, 
12 per cent; 13 per cent, 14 per cent, 15 per cent, 16 per cent, 
17 per cent, 18 per cent, and on up to 87} per cent—as: these 
little banks were pressed, as the farmers came in saying, We 
are your customers. Here is our cotton. It is going down, 
down, down. It is now below the cost of production. Won't 
you help us?” The banker would say, I will; my credit is 


good and my bank is sound,” and he was borrowing money to. 
help people whose business was being destroyed, but the Fed- 
eral reserve bank said to him, “If you get more money to 
supply those people you will have to pay, under the progressive 
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interest rate, 15, 20, 80, 40, 50, 60, 874 per cent.” They made 
him do it, and that did not even break the little bank in my 
State. There never was such an atrocious crime under the sun. 
If the bank had failed, they might have said, That shows it 
was in bad condition”; but the bank did not fail even with 
that millstone tied around its neck, and after Governor Hard- 
ing knocking it in the head with a maul. It even survived that. 

So, Mr, President, I fight here in the Senate for what I be- 
lieve is right, and the things that I condemn here I condemn 
on the stump. I do not arraign the Republican Party on the 
hustings in any way that I will not arraign it here. This is 
the place to fight. This is the place to determine the bent of 
men’s minds on great questions. This is the place to locate 
thelr leanings when the issue is clearly presented. This is the 
place to find out where their sympathies are. This is the place 
to find’ out whether the center of gravity in their nature is 
on the side of the people or on the side of the special interests. 
Men may seek to disguise it, but here we come to know them, 
for the Bible tells us that “ by their fruits ye shall know them.” 

Mr. President, I want to close with this thought in the minds 
of Senators. I assert again that the Federal Reserve Board did 
not direct that the progressive interest rate be applied, did not 
permit it to be applied, anywhere except in the agricultural 
sections of the South and West. 

I charge again that by the application of it there and by the 
refusal to make loans on cotton and grain and cattle there 
they slaughtered property values by the billion; they caused 
men to lose their homes; they caused their farms to be swept 
away under mortgage foreclosures; they drove women into the 


madhouses and their husbands to death with bullets through 


their brains. That is the crime I lay at the door of defia- 
tionists and those who defend them. 

I’ am no respecter of persons when it comes to that, Mr. 
President. The United States must know, from center to cir- 
cumference, that this crime was inspired, that a conspiracy was 
back of it; must know how it operated; must know who 
brought it about; must know exactly how it was done, so that 


public opinion, rising out of every nook and corner in this: 


Republic, will come so strong that this national crime will never 
be committed again. 

Oh, my God, if we can fix the law so that the Federal Reserve 
Board—I do not care whether composed of Democrats or 
Republicans—will not have the power to murder business and 
send some men and women to the insane asylums and others 
into their graves. I want to see to it, and I am going to fight 
until we put an amendment into the law, I do not care how 
many Republican defenders may appear to defend or even if 
one lone Democrat comes to the rescue when Republican defla- 
tion is assailed. I want some Republican, like the Senator from 
Connecticut, who introduced that provision himself and had it 
put into the law, to defend Republican deflation, born under 
the leadership of Republicans. out of Wall Street conneetions, 
carried out by Governor Harding, a Republican, promised in 
the Republican platform of 1920, promised in the President’s 
acceptance speech, applied ruthlessly and mercilessly while the 
Republican Congress sat in control at the Capitol, and never a 
protesting voice raised by a single Republican leader against it. 
That is the reeord. Let the record speak for itself. 

Oh, Mr. President, those are the facts as I have submitted 
them. I now ask for a vote on the motion which was made by 
the Senator from Connecticut to refer this bill to the Banking 
and Currency Committee, with my amendment instructing them 
to report the bill back to the Senate in five days. 

Mr. LODGE. We are entitled to a separate vote on the 
instruction in the nature of an amendment. I shall ask for a 
separate vote, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I do not propose to delay mat- 
ters 30 seconds, I dislike to break in rudely upon this vehe- 
ment flood tide of eloquence, but I simply want to call atten- 
tion in a word to a fact which answers it all. 

The State of Alabama is within the jurisdiction of the Fed- 
eral reserve bank at Atlanta, and in the official data, Appen- 
dix A, presented in the Senate on Saturday last, it will be 
noted that member bank collateral notes secured by Liberty 
bonds or Victory notes actually owned by the borrowing bank 
on April 1, 1920, or by Treasury certificates actually owned, 
were subject to only normal discount rates. 

It will be further seen that on June 14, 1920, after approval 
by the Federal Reserve Board, the Atlanta Federal reserve 
bank made an order that paper drawn for strictly agricultural 
production, up to 100 per cent of the member banks’ capital 
and surplus, was excepted entirely from the application of the 
progressive rate. 

Mr. HEFLIN: The point I am making is that they did not 
make the loans: I do not care what kind of an order their 
records may now show that they issued then, My contention 


is that they would not loan on Liberty bonds and that they 
quit loaning on cotton and talled loans to the great hurt and 
injury of the cotton farmers. 

Mr. MeLHAN. Mr. President, I dislike to continue this dis- 
cussion, but the statement of the Senator from Alabama is 
utterly unwarranted by the facts, 

When I discussed the resolution I called attention to the 
fact that at the time the act amending section 14 was passed 
it was passed at the request of the Federal Reserye Board, 
which was composed. of Democrats. The Senator denied it 
and insisted that Mr. Platt, of New York, was a member of 
the board and that Mr. Miller, a member of the board, were 
Republicans. Mr. Platt was a Member of Congress at the 
time and the other gentleman, Mr. Miller, everybody knows 
was a Wilson Republican. of the deepest dye. 

Mr. HEFLIN. A Wilson Republican? A Wilson Republican 
ay show signs of a change of heart, but he is still a Repub- 

can, 

Mr. MCLEAN. My statement was absolutely correct. I dis- 
like to be compelled to rise in my seat and dispute statements 
of the Senator from Alabama, but I can not let the occasion go 
by without calling attention to the facts: 

Mr. HEFLIN. The board was supposed to be composed of 
three Democrats and two Republicans, but Governor Harding 
was a Republican and supported the Republican ticket in 1920, 

Mr. MoLEAN, Mr. Harding was a Democrat from Alabama. 
If he had the good sense to change his views later on, I com- 
mend him for it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. So does Wall Street commend him. 

Mr. McLEAN. He was appointed by Wilson as a Democrat. 
The Senator knows his statement is contrary to the record and 
contrary to the facts, and if he insists upon reiterating it, then, 
whenever I am here, I shall have to avail myself of the oppor- 
tany to call the attention of the Senate to the truth about the 
matter. 

Mr. HEFLIN. My statements are true, and I challenge the 
Senator now to disprove my assertion that there were Repub- 
licans on the Federal Reserve Board at that time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar- 
rived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be stated. 

The READING CnerK. A bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and sup- 
plement the merchant act, 1920, and for other purposes. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, in view of the fact that 
everyone thought we were going to take up the calendar this 
morning and that nothing has been done with the calendar 
during the morning hour, will not the Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mr. Jones] and the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN- 
root] allow us to have the next two hours to proceed with the 
call of the calendar? 

Mr. McLHAN. I think there is no objection to our coming 
to a vote at once on the matter which has been under discus- 
sion. I do not think the Senator from Alabama himself will 
object to that. I only think it is due the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency that the question should be decided. If it is 
in order that we can have a separate vote on the motion, and 
if it is necessary to ask unanimous consent, I ask that the vote 
be taken first on the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I would have to make a point of order 
a separation of the proposition, because it is not in e 
with the rule, as I understand it, to do that. I made the mo- 
tion to refer the bill to the committee, and I suggested an in- 
struction that the committee should act within five days. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Perhaps the Chair had better read 
the reeord: 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the motion of the 
Senator from Massachusetts to lay the motion of the 
FE 1 

Mr. DGE, rew motion at the suggestion of the 
from Virginia [Mr. Guass]. I have no desire to cut off 3 
wish a direct vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is upon the motion of the Sen- 
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I withdraw my motion for the present. 

Mr. Lovee. A motion can not be withdrawn for the present.” It 13 
either withdrawn or not withdrawn. 

Mr. HETLIx. I withdraw it; and if the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
Mclean] wants to move that the bill be referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, I shall ask the Senate to instruct that committee 
to report it out, one way or the other, within five days. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Senator from Alabama withdraws his 
motion to refer Senate bill 4427 to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. Without objection, the bill will be referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency in accordance with the rule. 

Mr, Hertin. I move that the Committee on Banking and Currency 
be instructed to report the bill out within five days. 

The PRESIDING Orricer. The Senator from Alabama moves that the 
8 R . 5 me opori the bill 
rred o the within five days. e question is 
the motion of the Senator from Alabama, ” 2 55 
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Mr. HEFLIN. What the Chair has read is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that is the 
question which was pending when the Chair laid before the 
Senate the unfinished business. 

Mr. GLASS. According to the Recorp, the bill has already 
been referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And the motion is to instruct the committee 
to report back the bill within five days. 

Mr. LODGE. The Chair made the announcement that the 
bill would be referred to the Committee on. Banking and Cur- 
rency, but of course the instructions were offered at once, and 
therefore the motion was not decided as to referring it. The 
motion is to be treated as having been vacated just as it 
would be by an objection. Of course, it is always done by 
unanimous consent. In any event the motion to instruct is a 
separate proposition, whether under the construction of the 
Chair or under my construction, and on that proposition I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the inquiry. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass], 

I understood, was under the impression that, no objection hay- 
ing been made to the reference of the bill to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, the Chair did refer it to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. I submit that when the question 
was put by the Chair, that without objection the bill would be 
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency, and the 
Senator from Alabama immediately stated, “I move that the 
Committee on Banking and Currency be instructed to report 
back within five days,” that was tantamount to an objection, 
and the question now before the Senate is merely the amend- 
ment upon the part of the Senator from Alabama to the motion 
made by the Senator from Connecticut. 
The motion of the Senator from Connecticut being to refer 
it to the Committee on Banking and Currency, the Senator 
from Alabama proposes to amend the motion to refer it to the 
committee by instructing the committee to report the bill back 
within five days. The first question is on the amendment of the 
Senator from Alabama to the motion of the Senator from Con- 
necticut to instruct the committee to report the bill back within 
five days. i 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator’s view. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to make 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. LODGE. I was engaged in making a parliamentary in- 
quiry. May I be permitted to complete it? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I want to know what has become 
of the unfinished business. 

Mr. LODGE. It was laid before the Senate at 2 o’clock. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair laid the unfinished busi- 
ness before the Senate at 2 o'clock. 

Mr. LODGE. I quite agree with the parliamentary position 
as stated by the Senator from Mississippi, but for practical 
purposes it makes no difference whether it is considered as an 
amendment or a separate proposition. In either case the mat- 
ter of instruction is a separate proposition. If the Senator 
from Alabama is ready to allow us to vote on the matter 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am ready to take a vote. The question is 
upon my motion, as the Chair announced it, 

Mr. LODGE. It is just the same. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Had we better not have the unfinished 
business laid aside? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be laid aside temporarily for the purpose of voting on 
this proposition. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. With the understanding that we 
proceed without any further delay to vote, I shall not object to 
that, but I shall not consent if it is going to take up more time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. On that question I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

‘The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I suggest -he abesence of a 

uorum. 
iz The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll 
for the ascertainment of a quorum. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Capper Ernst Glass 
Ball Colt Fernald Gooding 
Borah Couzens Fletcher Hale 
Brookhart Culberson Frelinghuysen Harreld 
Bursum Curtis George Harris 
eron Dillingham Gerry Harrison 


Heflin McCumber Oddie Stanfield 
Johnson McKellar Overman Sterling 
Jones, Wash, McKinley age Sutherland 
Kellog McLean Pepper Townsend 
Kendrick McNary Phipps Trammell 
Kin Moses Poindexter Underwood 
Lad Nelson Pomerene Wadsworth 
La Follette New Ransdell Walsh, Mass. 
Lenroot Nicholson Reed, Pa. Walsh, Mont. 
Lodge Norbeck Shortridge Warren 
McCormick Norris Smoot Watson 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. I wish to repeat my announcement 
that the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] is absent 
on account of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-eight Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is 
on the motion of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herrin] 
that the Committee on Banking and Currency be instructed to 
report the bill back to the Senate within five days. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been ordered. The Secretary 
will call the roll. À 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARRIS (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. CALDER] to 
the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] and vote 
“yea.” 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer my 
general pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ELRKINS] to the junior Senator from Texas (Mr. SHEPPARD] 
and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. MOSES (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD]. 
I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr.. 
FRANCE] and vote “ nay.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Drar]. I 
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
BRANDEGEE] and vote “nay.” 

Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). I have a 
temporary general pair with my colleague, the junior Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Wits], who is detained because of serious 
illness in his family. I understand if he were present, my 
colleague would vote as I intend to vote. Therefore I feel free 
to vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. STERLING (when his name was called), I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Sarr] to the 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cummins] and vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). I in- 
quire if the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Jones] has 
voted? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not. 

Mr. FERNALD. I have a pair with that Senator, which I 
transfer to the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Spencer] 
and allow my yote to stand. 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I transfer 
my pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY] 
to the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Writs] and let my vote 
stand. 

Mr. HALE (after having voted in the negative). I inquire 
if the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHretps] has voted? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has not. 

Mr. HALE. I have a general pair with that Senator, and, 
being unable to secure a transfer, withdraw my vote. 

Mr. KELLOGG (after having voted in the negative). I 
transfer my pair with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Sıx{xmons] to the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. KEYES] 
and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. JONES of Washington (after having voted in the nega- 
tive). I understand the senior Senator from Virginia IMr. 
Swanson] has not voted. He is necessarily absent, and I 
promised to take care of him during his absence. I am not 
able to secure a transfer, and therefore I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. WATSON (after having voted in the negative). I have 
a general pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
WIIIIAus]. He is absent, and I am unable to obtain a trans- 
fer. I therefore withdraw my vote. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND (after having voted in the negative). I 
find that my pair, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 
is not present. As I can not obtain a transfer of that pair, I 
withdraw my vote. 

Mr. CURTIS. I was requested to announce that the Senator 


from New Jersey [Mr. Epen] is paired with the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]. 

Mr. McKINLEY (after having voted in the negative). I 
have a pair with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CARA- 
way], who, I understand, has not voted. I transfer that pair 
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to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. Wrrarnl and allow 
my vote to stand. 
The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 42, as follows: 


YEAS—21. 
Ashurst George Kendrick Trammell 
Borah Gerry Ladd Underwood 
Brookhart Harris La Follette Walsh, Mont. 
Capper Harrisen ‘Kellar 
Culberson Heflin Overman 
Fletcher Johnson Ransdell 
NATS—42. 
Ball Goodin Moses Reed, Pa. 
aurean yar Nelson Shortridge 
meron ogg Jew 00. 
Colt Ling Nicholson Stanfield 
Couzens Lenroot or Sterling 
is > Oddie Townsend 
Dillingham McCormick Wadsworth 
Ernst McCumber Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Fernald McKinley Phipps Warren 
Frelinghuysen McLean Poindexter 
cNary Pomerene 
NOT VOTING—33. 
Bayard France Pittman Sutherland 
Brandegee Hale Reed, Mo. Swanson 
Broussard Hitehcock Robinson Watson 
Calder Jones, N. Mex. Sheppard Weller 
Caraway Jones, Wash. Shields Williams 
Cummins Keyes Simmons illis 
Dial Myers Smith 
Bdge Norris encer 
Elkins Owen Stanley 


So Mr. Heriry’s motion to instruct the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill introduced by the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. HErIxXN I is referred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 


RURAL CREDIT FACILITIES. 


Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that Senate bill 
4287 be laid before the Senate and proceeded with. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask unanimous consent that 
the unfinished business may be temporarily laid aside for 
that purpose. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the request of 
the Senator from Washington is agreed to. 

If there be no objection, the request of the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] is agreed to, and the Chair lays be- 
fore the Senate the bill named by him. 

The Senate, as In Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States; to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the 
Federal reserve act; and for other purposes. 

Mr. HEFLIN, Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment to the so-called farm credits bill which I desire may be 

nding. 
pe The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be received, 
printed, and lie on the table. 

The amendment of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKer- 
LAR], which is pending, will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. It is proposed to add to the bill, on 
page 18, after line 22, a new section, as follows: 

Src. 12. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, 
be further amended by adding after the words being eligible for 
discount” and before the words“ but such definition shall not include,” 
the words: “And the notes, drafts, and bills ef exchange of factors 
making advances exclusively to producers of staple agricultural prod- 
ucts in their raw state shall be eligible for such discount.” 

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, I desire to submit a request 
for unanimous consent. The pending bill has now been before 
the Senate for three full days. The subject matter of the bill 
was discussed for nearly a week in the consideration of the 
so-called Capper bill. It is very desirable, if this bill is to get 
through Congress at this session, that it be sent over to the 
House of Representatives as soon as 4s consistent with reason- 
able consideration here. I do not wish to force consideration, 
but it seems to me that if we spend the next three days upon 
the bill we ought to dispose of it by Wednesday next. I there- 
fore wish to submit a request for unanimous consent that at 4 
o'clock on next Wednesday debate upon the bill and amend- 
ments thereto shall cease. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let me suggest to the Senator from 
Wisconsin that he withdraw that request until the conclusion 
of the debate to-day. I think by 5 o’clock this afternoon we 
shall be able to know a little better what we should do. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am willing to do that, except I wish to 
say, in order to give Senators ample notice, that if we can not 
come to an agreement I shall ask the Senate, if the bill is not 
disposed of by Wednesday afternoon, to sit in evening session 
until it shall be disposed of. 


Mr. KING. I think during the afternoon, perhaps, some 
agreement in reference to the matter may be reached. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, we have several times during 
this session by unanimous consent fixed a day upon which we 
should vote on bills without further debate, and I am in entire 
agreement with that course of procedure; but my experience 
here has convinced me that it is unwise at a particular hour to 
prevent further discussion. 

The pending bill is an important measure; I think it should 
pass and will pass; but I believe that we ought not in the 
future to enter into agreements affecting important bills that 
debate shall eease at a particular time. I hope when the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin this afternoon asks for a tnanimous- 
consent agreement for a vote that he will merely request that 
after the hour of 4 o'clock or 5 o'clock on Wednesday or Thurs- 
day, as the case may be, no Senator thereafter shall speak for 
more than three minutes on any one amendment. Some Sen- 
ators suggest that the time be limited to five minutes. I believe 
that we have legislated in some instances ill-advisedly by depriy- 
ing ourselves of the privilege of explaining an amendment. I 
should be perfectly glad and happy to see the Senator from 
Wisconsin ask for unanimous consent that at a certain hour all 
debate be limited to three minutes. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ASHURST. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think there is very much force to what 
the Senator says; and when the matter comes up again I shall 
be very glad to modify my request so that beginning, say, at 
1 o'clock on Wednesday the debate shall be limited to five 
minutes upon the bill. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is very generous to increase 
it to five minutes. I think that is a better rule than to tie 
ourselves down so that the proposer of an amendment—and fre- 
quently the amendments are worthy and have merit—has not 
opportunity to discuss it. We vote in the dark just after hear- 
ing amendments read at the desk; so I am very happy that 
the Senator will do that. 

Mr. NORBECK obtained the floor. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

Mr, NORBECK. I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. With reference to this proposed unani- 
mous-consent agreement, I have an important amendment to 
this bill involving cooperative banking which I wish to pre- 
sent to the Senate, and I understand that it will receive some 
consideration. I think the time suggested here for considera- 
tion of the bill is entirely too short. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it is impossible to hear the 
Senator. 

Mr. BROOKHART. While the unanimous-consent agreement 
is not asked at this time, I want to say to the Senator that I 
think the time he has proposed is entirely too short. Nobody 
has any disposition to defeat this bill or to filibuster against 
it in any way; but it occurs to me that the Senator’s proposi- 
tion is more an effort to get the ship-subsidy bill back under 
consideration than it is to bring this bill to a final hearing. I 
assure the Senator that we will get to a final vote on this bill, 
but we certainly want time to consider this farming proposition 
on its merits. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator from 
Iowa I will say that this bill has been before the Senate for 
three days, and up to this time, outside of two speeches, there 
has been, I think, no real discussion of the bill, but the time 
has been taken up upon other matters. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I want to reply to the Senator that 
this bill affects directly 7,000,000 farmers and their families, 
with a capital investment of around $80,000,000,000 and with 
a yearly production, even in these hard times, of eight or ten 
billion dollars; and yet the Senator seems to suggest that 
three days’ consideration of a proposition involving an in- 
dustry of that magnitude and that many people is reasonable 
consideration. I think not. I think it deserves more than 
that. There is not anything before the Senate that is so 
important. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator is, of course, at liberty to ob- 
ject; but now, Mr. President, I want to test the Senator from 
Iowa. I am going to make a unanimous-consent request now. 
I ask unanimons consent that while this bill is pending before 
the Senate debate in the Senate be confined to the subject mat- 
ter of the bill. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. COUZENS. Yes; I object. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, in the absence of Senators who 
may desire to submit some remarks upon other subjects, I think 
the Senator ought not to submit that request at this time. 
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Mr. LENROOT. My reason for making the request is because 
I am so anxious to have the real merits of this matter debated. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator that 
he try a 10-minute limitation on debate. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is not the request now. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I was asking unanimous consent that 
while the bill is pending debate be confined to the subject mat- 
ter of the bill. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I object to the request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that there 
is objection. The Senator from South Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I am glad the Senate has 
decided not to take hasty action in this matter of farm-credit 
legislation. We have not gone into that matter fully yet. I 
had a private talk with a few Senators who do not know that 
the plan under consideration proposes to start up a $60,000,000 
department or corporation, you might say, without a board of 
directors, attaching it to another department with another 
board of directors, which department says it will not carry out 
the provisions of this bill as expressed by the author if it is 
turned over to it. 

We are told here that the farmer needs a three-year credit. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator state that the Farm Loan 
Board say that they would not carry out the provisions of this 
law if it should be turned over to them? 

Mr. NORBECK. I want to say that exactly, and I am going 
to do differently than the Senator from Wisconsin did the other 
day. When he opened his argument on this bill, he requested 
that he be not interrupted. I am making no such request. I 
want Senators to feel free to interrupt me at any time. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator will remember that the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin stated that he made that request only 
when he was outlining the general terms of the bill, and stated 
that when he came to discuss the details of the bill he would 
welcome interruption, and he did, 

Mr. NORBECK. I did not so understand the Senator, and 
I know that the Chair protected him many times from inter- 
ruption, Yes; I want to say that Commissioner Lobdell, who 
will have charge of the administration of this proposed law 
under its terms, says that he does not believe in long-time loans. 
It is in the record of the hearings, which I will refer to later, 
that if the execution of the law is turned over to him he will 
not favor a single loan of over nine months, while we are hold- 
ing up before the farmers a three-year intermediate credit plan, 
I will get to that later, however. That is not the only objection 
to the bill. I think if there is any one thing that the country 
expects of this Congress now it is fair play and good faith 
and earnestness. Let us deal with the question of agricultural 
credits seriously and fairly. 

There is no occasion for me to enlarge on the necessity of a 
better farm-credit system. The Senator from Wisconsin has 
brought that out very clearly. The Secretary of Agriculture 
has been before the committee and reminds us that for 30 or 
40 years there has been a real demand on the part of the farmers 
for some legislation along this line. Mr. Wallace also stated 
that a reduction in one-half of 1 per cent of the interest rate 
would be equivalent to a 20 per cent freight reduction. 

We all know that the banking system of the country is not 
well adapted to the needs of agriculture. In fact, it has not 
-met the requirements of general business until the passage of 
the Federal reserve act. But, as has been said on the best 
authority, the Federal reserve act tried to accommodate that 
business particularly which had quick turnovers. The framers 
of the bill seriously considered fixing a shorter time than three 
months when the bill was being drafted, but finally decided upon 
three months for commercial paper and six months for agricul- 
tural paper. But, as the Senator from Wisconsin has so well 
said, the farmer can not make a turnover in six months. He 
must have a longer period, He says: “ We need credit for 
from nine months to three years.” I agree absolutely to that. 
There is one of the weaknesses of the American system. 
While we would not exchange it for any other banking system 
in the world, yet its weaknesses must be recognized and 
changes must be made to meet conditions. 

The fact was brought out in the hearings of the Banking 
and Currency Committee that the farmer in the Canadian 
Northwest borrows his money cheaper than does the Dakota 
farmer on this side of the line, although Canadian capital is 
drawn in no small degree from this country. 

The Canadian branch-banking system seems to have one ad- 
vantage. It makes banking and investment capital in that 
country almost equally available to each section. 


One of the difficulties of our system is that our farmers, as 
we all know, are so largely dependent upon the local bank of 
deposit. Often this bank is a small concern. Its deposits 
are limited to the earnings and savings of the community, and 
often entirely out of proportion to the demands made upon it, 
especially in years of deflation or poor crops. 

The country expects Congress to provide a facility for mak- 
ing some of the surplus funds in money centers available to 
the farmer at a reasonable rate of interest without the payment 
of usurious commissions. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. KENDRICK] related to the 
committee a very impressive incident occurring out in Wyo- 
ming about one of the best farmers there being compelled to 
sell his live-stock herd, not because his paper was poor but 
rather because it was very good. Banks in distress have to col- 
lect. Necessarily they do not attempt to collect poor risks; 
that is no use. Too often they put the best man in the com- 
munity out of business. The savings of a lifetime are swept 
away. This is a condition we want to get away from. 

I do not want to speak in criticism of the investigating com- 
mittee that has dealt with this particular economic question— 
the Committee on Agricultural Inquiry. I feel they are en- 
titled to great credit for undertaking to work out a solution of 
the problem. I believe they have worked earnestly and hon- 
estly with the right purpose in mind, and I feel that it is very 
appropriate that any legislation resulting from this investiga- 
tion should bear the name of the Senator from Wisconsin. He 
has devoted more time to it than any other Senator, but, Mr. 
President, it is a big problem and the committee did not have 
time to consider it properly. 

It took Members of Congress two years to perfect the draft 
of the Federal reserve act. Several amendments have since 
been added. The Joint Committee of Agricultural Inquiry 
seems to have overlooked the fact that the temporary require- 
ments were being taken care of by the War Finance Corpora- 
tion and that any plan proposed was virtually a substitution 
for this work. What did they propose? They first presented 
a bill providing for a capital of $12,000,000, this to take the 
place of an agency of the Government that was operating with 
$512,000,000 capital—$500,000,000 of original capital and the 
earnings that had accumulated in the meantime—and still this 
committee proposed seriously and pleaded earnestly that we 
practically accept that as the substitute. 

I am glad to say that even the members of the committee 
that drafted this bill—Republicans and Democrats alike—have 
long ago abandoned that idea. I hold it not against them that 
they proposed the plan, which was doubtless intended to be a 
forward step. It is hard for Senators, who have worked faith- 
fully on a measure, to come forward and admit that it fails to 
accomplish the desired purpose, but several of the members of 
the committees that have handled this proposed legislation lave 
risen to the occasion. If all the Members who served on the 
three different committees would frankly admit we are wrestling 
with a big problem, and that it has not been solved any too 
well, we would be in a fair way to find the solution and agree 
upon it. Pride of authorship must not stand in the way. Our 
leaders should not insist on forcing through Congress a bill of 
doubtful value and possibly serious consequences. We should 
be willing to look the facts squarely in the face. If we do that, 
there is no danger of serious mistake. 

It is well to keep in mind that the Senator from Wisconsin 
has given two splendid reasons for the enactment of intermedi- 
ate farm credit legislation. First, make available for the 
farmers loans for a longer period; second, make available for 
agriculture some additional funds to be secured by the Govern- 
ment from the available investment capital of the country. 

But, to my mind, there are two other reasons that should 
not be overlooked. One is to make some provision for the more 
gradual liquidation of the loans made by the War Finance 
Corporation, so that, in collecting, the farmer is not caused un- 
necessary hardship. We can also feel certain that the right 
kind of Government intermediate credit plan will tend to bring 
down interest rates on personal or chattel loans, just as certainly 
as would the Federal farm-loan system tend to bring down 
interest on farm mortgages. 

Many bills have been presented. None may be perfect, but 
some are at least drawn along sound lines and are workable. 

It was my privilege to introduce the bill proposed by the 
Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative Union. This bill, as 
I have said, was modeled somewhat after the War Finance 
Corporation plan. It provides for a separate administrative 
board to be selected for this very purpose, men well qualified 
and in sympathy with the work. It provides for a capital of 


$200,000,000 with power to sell debentures to secure additional 
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funds. The capital is large enough so it will accompish its 
purpose. There need be no delay in getting started, as it 
provides for taking over a going concern, but to conyert it to 
a permanent agency of the Government dedicated to the pur- 
pose of providing a suitable credit plan for the American 
farmer, supplementary to the Federal reserve plan and the 
Federal farn-loan plan, neither one of which adequately meets 
the situation. It permits and contemplates the establishment 
of branches or agencies in each of the States where there Is 
a sufficient demand. It permits and suggests cooperation with 
the States. In other words, it provides a practical plan with- 
out unnecessary red tape. 

The Farmers’ Educational and Cooperative Union is one 
of the largest farm organizations in America and its sug- 
gestion should at least have been given fair consideration by 
the different committees having charge of credit plans during 
this session of Congress. 

Later, the special committee of the farm bloc requested Mr. 
Herbert Myrick, of Springfield, Mass., to draft an intermediate 
farm credit bill. Mr. Myrick has been a lifelong student of 
farm economics, and his advice has been valuable in the draft- 
ing of the Federal farm loan act and other legislation important 
to agriculture. He is at present director of the Federal Farm 
Loan Bank of Springfield, Mass., and is also the publisher of 
several conservative farm journals. Frankly, it looked to me 
as though Mr. Myrick's bill suggested practical elements for 
solving this problem. This bill provided for adequate capital, 
for an agency in each agricultural State. The bill was so 
drafted as to bring the States into the support of the system. 
The cooperative features were well worked out. I was dis- 
appointed, indeed, when I found that this splendid measure had 
so few supporters in Congress—that it could not be brought out 
for proper discussion and consideration. It may not be ac- 
ceptable in all respects, There may be room for changes in it; 
but let me say these matters have not yet been considered. 

I have no desire to criticize the Federal reserve bank system. 
Its creation was a forward step, but I do not believe that even 
with the amendments now pending it will be able at all to 
meet the demands of agriculture. We are certain of one thing, 
and that is its failure was admitted by Congress a year and 
a half ago, when it passed the legislation rehabilitating the 
War Finance Corporation. 

The credit extensions resulting therefrom saved hundreds of 
bauks from failure and thousands of farmers from bankruptcy. 
While it did not provide much additional credit, it caused banks 
to stop forced collections when they could secure loans through 
this agency. More time was given for liquidation. Forced 
marketing of farm products, which each day brought lower 
prices, came to an end. Orderly marketing was restored. 
Prices immediately showed an upward tendency. 

We were taught a real lesson as to the effect of reasonable 
credit extensions. Had smaller credit extensions been made or 
a slower process adopted, the effect on the market might not 
have been perceptible. This is one reason I am fearful of 
voting for any measure that will result in a reduction of credit 
to agriculture now being made by the War Finance Corpora- 
tion. The question of additional credits to the farmer is not 
really as important as to guard against sudden and violent 
contractions. He is not in position to meet unexpected de- 
mands at this time. 

It is not only important that the capital provided be ade- 
quate, but it is of equal, if not more, importance that the 
organization or machinery set up be more workable than that 
provided in the bill now pending before this body. My objec- 
tions are fairly well set out in the conclusions of my minority 
report, as follows: 


In view of— 

(a) The uncertainty of expert witnesses who appeared before the 
committee as to the workability of this bill; 

A (b) The lack of capital provided to meet the need of the agricul- 
urist; 

(e) The cumbersome method proposed in moying funds from one 
Federal land bank district to another; 

(d) The, uncertainty of successful administration when handled as 
a side line by Federal farm loan banks, which are inexperienced in 
this line of work and without facilities for handling same ; 

905 The failure to place the administration of this proposed legis- 
lation in the bands of the War Finance Corporation, which s 
already demonstrated its ability to successfully functon under the 
provisions of existing law, or in the hands of some separate agency; 

(f) The danger that the offering for sale of farm loan debentures 
(by 12 different district banks) will adversely affect the market for 
Federal farm loan bonds; and 

(g) The unscientific character of the bill in general! 

It is my opinion that this 5 legislation is too experimental in 
its nature to be of practical benefit as intended, and same is not 
sufficient in scope to adequately meet the present situation, 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I would be very glad to 
have the Senator elaborate somewhat on the suggestion that 
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the putting into operation of this system would adversely 
affect the sale of farm loan bonds. Will the Senator please 
point out in what way that would result? 

Mr. NORBECK. I will point that out a little later through 
the statements of the expert witnesses who came before the 
committee. They called attention to the danger of that; and I 
think Mr. Leffingwell, formerly Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury, was one of them. I think Mr. Lobdell was very 
specific in saying in substance, “I do not want the job of 
selling these debentures if you are going to authorize de- 
bentures under the Capper bill also,” and the Senate has 
already done that. 

Any credit plan has two main parts: First, get the money: 
and, second, loan it safely and discreetly. Therefore, there are 
two questions before us. First how can we best get the funds? 
Second, how can we best distribute them where they are really 
needed? Is not that all there is to it? If we keep those two 
thoughts in mind we can work toward the solution of this ques- 
tion and forget any bills that may be pending. Mr. President, 
let it be remembered that I am not here saying that any of these 
farm-credit bills should be adopted in toto, and I may add that 
the Lenroot bill has been decidedly improved in the various 
stages through which it has gone in the last few months. 

The bills before us may be divided into two classes. In the 
matter of getting the money, some of them propose a central 
board with a central fund. No one will say you can not get 
the money by following the plan of the War Finance Corporation. 

The Lenroot plan does not provide for any central fund, but 
on the other hand provides for setting up a new department in 
connection with each of the 12 different land banks and letting 
each one go out and get the funds the best it can. It may work 
or it may not. I find that who I consider were the expert wit- 
nesses before the committee were very much in doubt as to 
whether the funds could be secured in this matter. 

I was taken severely to task the other day by my friend, the 
Senator from Wisconsin. He did not mean it in any unkind 
way, but he took me to task for stating in the minority report 
that none of the wituesses before the committee believed that 
we could secure the necessary funds in the way he suggested. - 
I had in mind Mr. Meyer, an able financier; I had in mind Mr. 
Leffingwell, to whom I have previously referred; I had in mind 
Goyernor Platt, of the Federal Reserve Board; I had in mind 
the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon; but the Senator 
caught me in a mistake, I had made an error. I had over- 
looked the fact that the Senator from Wisconsin did testify 
before the committee that we could, and I beg his pardon. 

His reference to the fact that I had not read the report was 
true. But I did not read it because I was present and heard the 
Senator make his statement, as the record will show. 

The Lenroot bill, briefly, proposes that each land bank shall 
be provided with $5,000,000 as capital for personal-credit pur- 
poses and borrow what they can with that as security. I made 
the further mistake of saying that this capital could not be 
loaned. I based that on a careful reading of the bill. It seemed 
ambiguous to me, so I examined the committee report, which I 
understood was drafted by my friend the Senator, and I thought 
that would clear the matter up; but, as the Senator said the 
other day, the explanation is that there is a mistake in the 
report; so I may be excused for that error. 

One of my criticisms of this bill is that there is no regard 
given to the needs of the different sections of the country. 
There is an abundance of banking funds and investment capi- 
tal in the United States, if it were well distributed. Every- 
body admits that. Foreign governments can come here and 
sell almost all the bonds they like, and the money goes out. 
Therefore, the thing we are aiming at is to get this invest- 
ment capital nearer to the farmer. But the presumption of 
this bill is that the need is the same in each district; that the 
need is the same in Springfield, Mass., as it is in Omaha, Nebr., 
and that it is the same in Berkeley, Calif., as it is in a south- 
ern land-bank district. The experience of the country shows 
the opposite to be true. It does not take a banker to know 
that you must get money from the money centers. But, by 
this bill we propose to establish farm-credit banks in the money 
centers and give them exactly the same capital and exactly the 
same chance as haye those in the sections where there is really 
demand for the money. What will be the result? The upshot 
will be that some bank will fail to function for lack of de- 
mand; others will fail to function because they can not supply 
one-fourth of the needs of the district. In other words, lack 
of mobility is one of the criticisms of the plan of the bill, and 
it grows out of the fact that you have not a central board 
clothed with authority to mobilize the resources of all the 
banks. 
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The Special Committee of Agricultural Inquiry commend 
most highly the mobility possible under the Federal reserve 
bank act, where the central board has authority to order the 
district banks to come to the relief of each other. I regret that 
the same committee that recommended this feature so highly 
in the Federal reserve act omitted it from the intermediate 
farm-credit plan. Under the pending Dill, it is purely volun- 
tary with the district land banks as to whether they will assist 
each other. It could hardly be expected that one bank would 
borrow on its own credit to assist some other far-away bank. 

This matter was called to the attention of Mr. Hoover, the 
Secretary of Commerce, who is in favor of this bill. He was 
before the Banking Committee to help in expediting the bill, 
and when his attention was called to this weakness of the plan, 
he said—page 381 of the hearings: “My impression is it 
might as well be made obligatory and pool the whole lot. 
That is my feeling about it, Imasmuch as they have to take 
the joint responsibility for these notes they might as well 
pool these resources.” He was a friendly witness, a witness 
trying to help in perfecting needed legislation; but his sug- 
gestion was not followed. 

One of the questions to be decided is how large a capital 
ig required for this purpose. The difference of opinion is 
much smaller than when the proponents of this bill suggested 
that a total of $12,000,000 would be sufficient. By various 
steps this has been increased to $60,000,000. If we continue 
to give some consideration to the merits of this question we 
will by slow but easy stages arrive at the conclusion that 
about $200,000,000 should be the minimum. We know fairly 
well what is needed. We have the experience of the War 
Finance Corporation. Let us not pass an act that is restrictive 
in its nature. It would be unfortunate indeed if the enact- 
ment of this bill should result in the farm loan banks under- 
taking to do the work now performed by the War Finance 
Corporation. I have no authority to speak for the corporation, 
but the rumor has been about that they feel the passage of the 
Lenroot bill will relieve them of this burden. The intent of 
Congress could easily be so interpreted. 

The first result of the passage of this bill may simply be a 
restriction of agricultural credit instead of a provision for 
additional funds. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator permit an inquiry? 

Mr. NORBECK. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. I inquire of the Senator whether, in his view, 
as we return, happily, I hope, to a condition of normalcy, the 
demand for these credits will be as great as they were at the 
period which seemed to demand the re-creation of the War 
Finance Corporation? I invite the Senator’s attention to the 
coming year and the year following, with the slight improve- 
ment which we are witnessing in our commercial and indus- 
trial life, with a view to asking him the question whether he 
believes that it is essential to maintain such a large fund as 
$500,000,000, as it is now, with the War Finance Corporation 
for the purpose of extending credits to the farmers and to the 
stock growers, in view of the facilities which are afforded to 
the large banking interests of the United States, with their 
assets of practically $40,000,000,000, and with the fact, which 
is obvious to those who are familiar with the situation, that in 
many of the banking districts to-day they can not find per- 
sons or corporations to borrow their money, which is piling up 
in the treasuries. 

Mr. NORBECK, In answer to that I will state that the bill 
I have introduced does not provide for a capital of $500,000,000 ; 
it provides for a capital of only $200,000,000. But speaking 
further on the matter, I will state that I do not claim to be 
able to foresee what emergencies might arise. If the Federal 
reserve bank had not been able to stand a much greater strain 
than even its proponents thought it would meet, it would not 
have stood up; and if we provide credit facilities for the 
farmers, let us take the same measure of safety as when we 
provide for commerce and industry. Therefore give them the 
benefit of the doubt. : 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for another 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN in the 
chair). Does the Senator from South Dakota yield to the 
Senator from Utah? 

Mr. NORBECK. I yield. f 

Mr. KING. I agree entirely with the Senator that all facili- 
ties should be afforded for agriculture and the live-stock indus- 
try to obtain legitimate and proper credit. I invite the Sena- 
tor’s attention to the fact that with the amendments which are 
being offered, and doubtless will prevail, to the Federal reserve 
law the opportunities to extend credit to agriculture through 
the Federal reserve system will be greatly enlarged. Undoubt- 


edly, if we make eligible for rediscount agricultural paper for 
a period of nine months, there will be millions and tens of mil- 
lions of dollars loaned to agriculture by the Federal reserve 
banks which in the past have been denied. 

Does the Senator take that into account in considering now 
the character of legislation which we offer in the creation of 
an independent organization? In my opinion, the Federal re- 
serve banks will covet the paper of agriculturists. With six 
and nine months’ limit, with the competition which the pending 
bill would create, and with the competition that is going on 
throughout the country to-day, there would be a desire upon the 
part of the Federal reserve banks, in my opinion, to extend 
credit to the farmers and they would not hesitate to take good 
agricultural paper from any part of the United States. I direct 
the Senator’s attention to that fact, hoping that he will amplify 
it in his discussion of the needs of agriculture and the need for 
the particular legislation now before us. 

Mr. NORBECK. The Senator may remember that I was a 
supporter of the amendment to the Federal reserve act giving 
the farmer’s paper nine months’ time. I know it can not be 
harmful; I believe it would be helpful. To what extent it 
would be helpful it is impossible to foretell. 

The fact was brought out forcibly by some witnesses before 
the Committee on Banking and Currency, men who were ex- 
perts in their line, men who have made a life study of the ques- 
tion of finance, that many sections of the country have banking 
facilities which are inadequate; that even though. the money 
were available the local banks dare not borrow, they dare not 
underwrite, they dare not involve themselves. That is espe- 
cially true of nine months’ paper. They know the farmers can 
not make their turnover in time to take care òf the paper, but 
the psychology is bad because, while it is easy to say to the 
farmer, The Federal reserve bank can take care of you; they 
will take care of you; we can prove it to you,” yet they 
invariably make answer and say, “ Yes; but they did not.” 
If we go to the banker and say, “The Federal reserve bank 
will take care of you, they are able to do it, they have the 
funds available to do it,” the banker replies, Les; but they 
did not take care of us.” In other words, you may go to 
them and say, “ We will renew in nine months, and it really 
means three years’ time,” but they are not sure what it does 
mean. They are afraid it may mean nine months, and they 
know the farmer can not make the turnover in nine months. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. NORBECK. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. What always happens, if the farmer is 
not able to pay at the expiration of the shortest period men- 
tioned, is that the bank at once grows uneasy and presses 
for payment, so that very fact tends to bring on a local panic 
so far as the farmer is concerned. Is not that the fact? 

Mr. NORBECK. The Senator is entirely right. 

The plan proposed for raising money is, as I have stated 
before, for the district land banks to borrow by the sale of 
debentures. The question is, Will those debentures sell? Are 
they always readily salable? The Senator from Wisconsin as- 
sures us that we can take the $60,000,000 of capital and mul- 
tiply it by 10 and have $600,000,000. That is easy, but we 
know that men who have money are often finicky or, we think, 
unreasonable, when we try to borrow from them, but they in- 
sist on applying their own judgment in the matter. Sometimes 
it is difficult to tell in advance how they may view the thing. 
The Committee on Banking and Currency tried to ascertain 
that, and the question was asked of witnesses who appeared 
before them. 

I want to refer to Commissioner Lobdell’s testimony. I look 
upon Judge Lobdell, head of the Farm Loan Board, as one of 
the most capable and most experienced and careful men. He 
has had long banking experience in a Western State. His 
experience is very unusual. I would value his judgment highly. 
as to what he thinks about it. 

The Senator from Wisconsin quoted from the testimony as 
an expression of Commissioner Lobdell, as follows: 

The Lenroot bill, speaking broadly, is well worked out and ses 
a practical and — Ts oc fe of — Bh the situation. i 

That statement, isolated from all the testimony of the wit- 
ness, leaves an entirely erroneous impression. 

First, it must be kept in mind that Commissioner Lobdell 
is not speaking of a three-year plan of loans; in fact, he sug- 
gested that under his supervision nine months would be the 
limit, and suggested further that debentures of less than six 
months be permitted. He said, in fact (page 249 of the hear- 
ings) : 

I was going to say that if the administration were intrusted to the 


resent Farm Loan Board, I would not make a chattel loan to anybody 
— more than nine months under any circumstances, 
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I say this not in criticism of Judge Lobdell, but he is not 
much in favor of the plan. His experience and training are 
such as lead him to take the other viewpoint. He thinks there 
is not much value in it. - 

In fairness to Commissioner Lobdell I quote from the record, 
page 218: 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you think these debentures would be salable? 

Mr. LOBDELL, I understand a much more eminent authority than I 
on this question dodged it a day or two ago. No, sir; I do not. 

This is a case where the Senator from Wisconsin insists 
that “ No, sir” means Les, sir.” I fail to understand it in 
that way. 

Then, again, Judge Lobdell continued: 

Not because they (these debentures) are all unsound, but because 

they ote between the desires of two types of investors. I M be 
pardoned, for I know something about the debenture market. I have 
sold $600,000 of them. ‘There are two distinct types of investors—the 
short-time investor and the bank of quick turnover, and the permanent 
investor—and the three-year investment is too short for him and it is 
too long for anybody else, 

On page 248 he stated that his remarks as to the unsalability 
of debentures “ should be confined to the three-year debenture.” 
He thinks the six months’ debenture would be salable, but what 
good is a six months’ debenture for agricultural needs? 

In view of the uncertainty of securing funds, I suggest that 
the passage of the bill at this time would probably prove to be 
a real disappointment. When we revived the War Finance 
Corporation a year and a half ago we took no such chances. 
We provided an abundant fund to be paid from the Treasury, 
and also provided for the sale of debentures, if needed. 

Commissioner Lobdell also called attention to the fact that 
the debentures provided under the Capper bill might adversely 
affect the market for debentures provided under the Lenroot 
bill. I quote him verbatim: 

If the two measures were passed and the task contemplated iu the 
Lenroot bill were rin to the Farm Loan Board, I would want the 
debenture issue suggested in the Capper bill eliminated. 

They were not eliminated. 

There is room for difference of opinion as to how much funds 
should be taken out of the Treasury for this purpose. Some 
Senators contend that it is all wrong. If so, we were all 
guilty when we rehabilitated the War Finance Corporation a 
year and a half ago. Is it possible that such a capable finan- 
cler as Eugene Meyer, Jr., advocated and worked out a poor 
plan? No, Mr. President; I think he took the only course that 
was certain to be successful. Theoretically, we should not go 
to the Treasury for this purpose, except so far as it is neces- 
sary. When it comes to actual practice we find that it amounts 
to about the same thing, whether the Treasury borrows the 
money or it is borrowed by the agencies proposed in the pend- 
ing bill. 

Where do the funds in the Treasury come from? Mostly 
from the sale of Government securities, do they not? Then, no 
matter which of the suggested bills becomes a law, we pro- 
vide funds for the farm-credit system by pledging the Govern- 
ment's credit. The Treasury can borrow by the sale of cer- 
tificates or bonds. Funds may be borrowed by the Farm Loan 
Board in practically the same manner by selling its bonds. The 
one practical difference may be that in this ease a higher rate 
of interest must be paid. ° 

Mr. KING. Am I to understand that the Senator from South 
Dakota believes in a banking system which is founded upon a 
permanent furnishing of capital by the Government of the 
United States, or does the Senator not believe that where the 
Government furnishes the capital, as we did in the case of the 
War Finance Corporation, it ought to be by reason of some 
exigency, and that we ought to approximate as nearly as we 
may the supply of credit for commercial and agricultural and 
other purposes by the utilization of the large fund of private 
capital which the Senator confesses exists in the United States? 
It would seem to me that there are conditions that would justify 
the taxing of the people in order to furnish money for the estab- 
lishment of a bank for the purpose of extending credit to agri- 
culture and to other activities of our country, but, generally 
speaking, does not the Senator think that the best and the 
soundest banking system is one which rests upon private capi- 
tal, the introduction through the machinery provided by the 
Government into the avenues of trade and commerce of the 
actual savings of the people of the United States? 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, the theory of the Senator is 
quite accurate. We should not do any more than is necessary, 
and I submit that even under the proposed Lenroot bill that is 
exactly what is proposed to be done. 

Mr. KING. I concede that. 

Mr. NORBECK. We might go further and speculate whether 
it is a kind of subsidy, as has been charged. We may also ask 
whether the relief for the railroads is a subsidy, and whether 


the proposed subsidy for the shipping industry is all wrong. 
We might inquire whether the subsidies to the manufacturers 
under the tariff bill are wrong. We may go into it endlessly. 
But I wish to make the statement that if this does look a little 
like subsidy I would not shy at it, for the farmer has the short 
end and we should not be so concerned about which theory we 
apply for his relief. 

Mr, STERLING. But, Mr. President, if the Senator from 
South Dakota will yield to me, as I understand my colleague, it 
is his position that the exigency exists now? 

Mr. NORBECK. Les, certainly; exactly so. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
from South Dakota? 

Mr. NORBECK, Yes; certainly. 

. Mr. CARAWAY. When we put unlimited credit back of com- 
mercial enterprises and speculations, it seems to be entirely 
legitimate, does it not? Nobody falls out with one about that. 
When every kind of paper is subject to discount, and the Goy- 
ernment with its unlimited gold reserve circulates hundreds of 
millions of dollars of Federal reserve notes, that is all right. 
The trouble, however, comes when it is desired to extend aid 
to the worst oppressed class of people; then it is feared that we 
may be taxing somebody in order to aid the farmer, is it not? 

Mr. NORBECK. The Senator from Arkansas is right as to 
that. 

The reasons given by the proponents of the pending bill for 
attaching its administration to another department and running 
it as a side line to the farm loan banks, are two: First, te 
avoid delay;,second, to avoid expense. Which would cause 
more delay, start up new departments in connection with the 
land banks, or take the War Finance Corporation, already a 
great and successful concern, as proposed in the other- bills? 
It is my opinion that the Lenroot plan would involve the greater 
delay. The element of time, however, is not so important when 
we consider that a bill providing for an extension of the life of 
the War Finance Corporation has already passed the Senate 
and is quite certain of becoming a law. There is plenty of time 
in which to set up the agency that will perform the best service. 
Therefore, the question resolves itself into one of expense only. 

I would certainly be pleased to bring about economy, but 
this is the first time we have ever known of a business starting 
with a large capital where it was felt that it could not afford 
to have its own board of directors and to pay them for giving 
supervision to the $60,000,000 business. Really, I am fearful 
this kind of economy will lower efficiency and lead to losses. 

The larger farm organizations of the country have expressed 
themselves in favor of a distinctly separate agency with its 
own board of directors. Why not heed the expression of the 
farm organizations in this matter? 

I realize that we can get into endless argument here as to 
who indorses or approves this bill. The other day the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] read a strong indorsement of 
his bill from the Washington representative of the National 
Grange. This statement said in substance: “I have examined 
all the proposed bills up to date and yours is the best.” The 
date was not given by the Senator, but it appears in the RECORD. 
The date that letter was written was one month before I intro- 
duced the farmers’ union bill. That date was before the Sim- 
mous bill was introduced. That date was before the Myrick 
bill was introduced. I believe the representative of the grange 
had good reasons for writing as he did at that time. 

Mr. President, I would have joined him in such an indorse- 
ment at that time. The Recorp also shows that some coopera- 
tive marketing organizations met here and indorsed this bill. 
They possibly felt that it was adequate. One of their repre- 
sentatives before the Banking and Currency Committee put 
great stress upon the fact that the farmer would soon be able 
to secure his funds through ordinary banking channels by the 
assistance of the Federal reserve bank. The Senator also read 
an indorsement from some cattle organization in far-away 
Texas, to whom the pending bill seems entirely satisfactory. 
These people will properly operate largely under the- so-called 
Capper live stock bill, anyway. However, I have no doubt that 
a good many farmers and farm organizations will look with 
favor upon any farm-credit legislation proposed, especially if 
they are given to understand that this is the best that can be 
secured from an unwilling Congress. 

Let us be fair with the Recorp. I telephoned the grange office 
the other day. The chief representative was not in the office, 
but his assistant informed me that they had indorsed the Len- 
root bill, because it seemed to them they must accept this or 
get nothing. Why should they not indorse it under such cir- 
cumstances? 

The able Senator from Wisconsin informed this body that 
the Farm Bureau Federation favored his bill with certain 
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changes. That is true; it favored it “with certain changes.” 
What are the changes? The changes are mainly the changes 
that I am contending for here. 

I have here a letter from the American Farm Bureau Fed- 
eration at Washington, written on January 17, from which I 
shall read only a few lines: 

With the intermediate credits subject now before the Senate we 
wish to urge upon the Members the importance of earnest consider- 
ation and passage of a measure which will, by its terms, authorize 
and provide a workable system for the use of the American farmer. 
To be so, we belleve it must be administered by a aparam board and 
so 5 that it will function freely in supplying the farmers 

In other words, Mr. President, they are asking for a sepa- 
rate administrative board, an abundant fund, and a mobile 
plan—that is what they are contending for. This is not an 
indorsement of the Lenroot bill; it is an indorsement of my 
position. As we all know, the Farm Bureau Federation is 
one of the largest organizations in America. 

Put the question squarely to any of the larger and conserva- 
tive farm organizations, “Do you want the Lenroot bill?” 
and they will reply, Les; we will take a half loaf rather 
than none.” If, however, they are asked, Do you favor this 
bill in preference to other bills?“ they will reply, That is 
another question; we have never said that we did.” 

The farmers of the country are pleading with you that the 
administration of this plan be placed with a separate board— 
a board that is in sympathy with the work; a board that be- 
lieves in the theory of the bill; a board that desires to provide 
eredit for the farmer along the same line as the Senator from 
Wisconsin advocates, namely, loans of from nine months to 
three years. 

Let us not enact another fake such as the postal savings 
bank law. If we do, it will not serve an important purpose. 
I am not criticizing Commissioner Lobdell for saying that he 
would not make any loans longer than nine months. I know 
this view is shared quite generally by bankers, who prefer 
short-time paper. The bankers always argue that the possi- 
bility of renewals Is sufficient protection for the farmers, but 
the Senator from Wisconsin insists that we should provide a 
credit system especially adapted to the farmers’ needs—slow 
turnovers of from nine months to three years. If we are to do 
that, let us place the operation of the system in the hands of 
men who view the matter in the same way as does the Senator 
from Wisconsin. The administrators of the fund must believe 
in the purpose of the law. 

Seyeral of the experts who appeared before the committee 
called attention to the faet that the Farm Loan Board was not 
equipped to handle the matter of personal credits or chattel 
loans, They thought it required a different kind of per- 
sonnel—men trained along different lines. I have often heard 
the suggestion about the Senate that it was quite logical to 
even put this class of farm loans under the management of the 
Farm Loan Board, But we overlook the fact that under the 
proposed law it is not intended to make a single loan to 
farmers. This bill does not provide for farmers’ produce credit 
at all, except through the banks. It preposes to deal with 
the banker, who in turn will lend the money to the farmer. If 
that is to be the only plan followed, we will find the district 
offices badly located; they should be as nearly as possible in the 
Federal reserve bank cities. 

The Federal reserve bank is in close touch with the bankers 
of the country. Up-to-date information can be secured. But 
would it not be better to also establish an agency in each of 
the States where the business to be done would justify it? This 
had been suggested by Mr. Myrick, and Commissioner Lobdell 
suggested permissive authority be granted to establish branches 
in the States. 

Mr. President, the history of this legislation is as follows: 

First, the Joint Committee of Agricultural Inquiry wrestled 
with the problem, as I have said. I believe they worked con- 
scientiously to find a solution, and they made a start. They 
found there was great need of an intermediate credit system 
for the relief of agriculture. They worked out a bill. The 
measure was crude, it is true—but nevertheless it was a be- 
ginning. They presented it to the farm bloc for indorsement, 
but the members of the bloc called attention to the utter inade- 
quacy of same. The result was that a motion was carried to 
refer this bill, together with other rural credit bills, to a 
special committee to be appointed by the chairman of the bloc, 
and he to act as chairman of the committee. The instructions 
were to draft a new measure embodying the best features of 
each bill. There was a delay of many months, and finally the 
committee reported the Lenroot bill, with certain changes, to 
the farm bloc. For the first time I learned that the special 
committee had given no consideration to any other measure, 
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Of course they found it difficult to harmonize. the best features 
of each bill, because the two plans proposed are radically dif- 
ferent. The bloc twice refused to approve the Lenroot bill with 
the suggested changes. 

Members who served on the committee have stated both 
publicly and privately that they regret the necessity of sup- 
porting the Lenroot bill. A leading member of the committee 
said: “I am frank to say it is my third choice. I favored the 
Simmons bill first, the Norbeck bill second, and the Lenroot bill 
third, but I understand the administration has decided which 
bill we must have, and I do not want to stand in the way of 
farmers’ legislation. 

We have heard the statement made that the administration 
would be against any other credit bill. Ihave, however, investi- . 
gated for myself, and I am fully satisfied that there is nothing 
to that statement. I believe it has been circulated for the pur- 
pose of discouraging the consideration of other measures. The 
administration has not expressed a preference as to the dif- 
ferent measures. The administration is simply on record as 
favoring some substantial and practical farm-credit legislation. 
But under a misconception as to the attitude of the adminis- 
tration a great many Senators are committed to his bill. 

The bill was brought before the farm bloc for consideration 
on two different occasions, and each time failed to get its 
indorsement. 

The Committee on Banking and Currency held hearings for 
two weeks. Close attention was given to this bill, also the 
Capper live stock bill. But, Mr. President, the committee did 
not go into the question from the standpoint of credit for the 
farmer. It absolutely ignored other bills before them. They 
took it up entirely from the standpoint of trying to perfect the 
bills above referred to, apparently selected in advance. We 
could not get an hour’s consideration of any other farmers’ 
credit bill before the committee, although the farmers’ union 
bill was introduced by me in April, last year, and has never been 
considered by the committee. 

Possibly the best solution of this whole question is to refer 
the matter back to the committee for further consideration. 
This bill must be radically changed to accomplish its purpose 
or one of the other bills substituted in place of same. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, did not the Committee on 
Banking and Currency consider the Norbeck bill in connection 
with the Lenroot bill and other bills? 

Mr. NORBECK. There was not an hour’s consideration of 
any bill except the Capper bill and the Lenroot bill. My bill 
was read hastily to the committee; objections were raised to 
two or three little things in it, which I offered to change. I 
have changed them and have reintroduced the bill. 

Speaking on this bill the other day, the Senator from Wis- 
consin referred to the minority report and declared; 


The farmers do not want charity. 


No; certainly they do not want charity. Nobody has proposed 
any charity for them. It is not fair to charge them with seeking 
charity because they insist on credit legislation adapted to their 
needs. Was the rehabilitation of the War Finance Corporation 
an act of charity? I heard no one say so at the time. How 
can it be charity to suggest now that a permanent, workable 
plan of sufficient scope be enacted into law? I insist, Mr. Presi- 
dent, that this charity reference has no place in the discussion 
of this question. 

We overlook the fact that during the period of inflation all 
prices went high except that of wheat. This was actually 
reduced below market prices by Government order and held 
down. The loss to the people of my State was probably $100,- 
000,000. Now our attention Is called to the fact that the War 
Finance Corporation has made leans to South Dakota people 
to the amount of about $15,000,000, or less than one-sixth of the 
money that was taken away from the farmers by Government 
wheat control. Is any Senator going to insist that these loans 
are an act of charity? 

One would think from the debate here that the farmers 
were seeking to borrow large additional sums of money. This 
is not true. The farmer is asking, first, that the Government 
assist him in a fair way to secure a better proportionate price 
for his products. His dollar is worth only 68 cents as com- 
pared to pre-war levels, because nearly everything that he 
buys carries a high price. 

This bill ignores the fact that the loans in the Omaha dis- 
trict were about $50,000,000. It proposes to set up a depart- 
ment or bureau with $5,000,000 capital for the Omaha district. 
It is entirely too small and out of proportion to that provided 
for other districts, 

Mr. President, criticism has been made on this floor of the 
suggestion in the minority report “that some provision be 
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made in ruralcredit legislation whereby farmers, who are 
financially responsible, can conveniently associate themselves 
into groups for the purpose of securing loans for the in- 
dividual upon the indorsement of the group.” ‘The ‘Senator 
from Wisconsin inquires who is going to pay for the opera- 
tion of Such a system. He asks: Is it the farmer?’ The 
question requires a frank answer. I would say: Most cer- 
tainly it is the farmer.” He is not asking that we lend him 


money at less than cost. I will admit that most of the loans | 


will be made through banks, and that there will seldom be 
demand for credit extended to a farmer group. But the pro- 
vision shoud be in the law so that it is available. The highest 
authorities on banking matters have stated at the hearings 
before the committee that in certain sections the banks were 
unable to extend credit further, There must be a pretty defi- 
nite relation between the bank's capital and the amount of 
business that it does. Banks in such communities might be 
not only willing but pleased to help the farmer form these 
temporary organizations for the purpose of securing the loans. 
All I am asking is that you provide the plan. Occasionally 
we find bankers who are unwilling to extend reasonable credit 
even when the funds are available. There were banks in my 
State who refused to take money from the War Finance Cor- 
poration, because the margin of interest was lower than what 
they customarily charged. They were afraid that making some 
loans at less than 10 per cent would tend to injure their busi- 
ness in the future, and they did not have sufficient funds avail- 
able to even provide credit when a farmer was willing to pay 
10 per cent. ; 

These are only exceptional cases, but they are real. We 
should, if possible, protect the farmer against this kind of a 
condition. It can only be done by providing a method of doing 
business direct with the Government. Even though the method 
be rather slow, cumbersome, and expensive, it will at least be 
a Way out. When the farmer finds the banker unwilling to ex- 
tend reasonable credit on good security, he can say to Mr. 
Banker, “If you can not accommodate me, I will get the money 
in another way,” and you may be certain that the banker will 
do his best to hold his customer. A plan like this, I believe, 
would prove to be a very helpful thing and would cause no 
expense to the Government and would not work unfairly to any 
person. 

I also call your attention to the fact that Mr, Leffingwell 
said he thought it would be unwise to unload on the Federal 
Farm Loan Board—an organization created for making loans on 
real-estate mortgages, which is a relatively simple operation— 
the business of supervising a farm-credit bank. 

This bill in its present form does not have the indorsement 
of the experts who were asked to come and advise with the 
Committee on Banking and Currency on this legislation. Some 
thought the bill unnecessary, in view of the extension of the 
War Finance Corporation. Some favored the bill, but sug- 
gested important changes to make it workable. The Secretary 
of the ‘Treasury called attention to the necessity of reorganiz- 
ing the farm-loan system if a line of personal credit was to be 
added, 

Why give the farmer an unworkable plan? Why provide in- 
adequate capital? Why put the administration of the act in 
the hands of people who are unfriendly and who will not carry 
out the purpose of the act as interpreted by the author of the 
bill? x 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORBHCK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LENROOT. For information, I should like to know if 
the Senator can tell us what bill the farm bloc did indorse. 
I do not happen to be a member of it, and I am asking for in- 
formation. 

Mr. NORBEOCK. I want to say that the only motions that 
were ever made in the farm bloc to indorse any bill were to 
indorse the Lenroot bill, and the motions did not preyail. 

Mr. President, I deplore the way in which this matter has 
been handled. I do not agree with those who say that we must 
take this bill because we can not get anything better, I believe 
that if this matter had been pressed in the beginning of this 
Congress, or a little earlier, if it had not been delayed so long, 
we would now have a satisfactory bill enacted, We have pro- 
vided legislation for the protection of every interest. The 
farmer’s credit legislation comes last. We can hardly argue 
with you now; we can only plead with you. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield right 
there? } 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes, sir. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is not the Senator aware that this bill has 
been delayed for nearly a year at the request of the members 
of the farm bloc, because it was represented that the farm bloc 


wished to get together and agree upon some measure, and for 
that reason alone I did net press the measure for something 
like a year? 

Mr, NORBECK. Mr. President, that question should be 
addressed to the committee who had the bill in charge during 
those months. Several members of it are present. I will not 
attempt to speak for them. They tell me that they have been 
at work on the bill; but, anyway, we are getting in at the late 
end of the session. We are getting in after every other interest 
has been taken care of. 

Mr. LENROOT. Again I wish to assure the Senator from 
South Dakota, if that be true, thatit is the fault of the farm 
bloc, not the fault of anybody else. 

Mr. NORBECK. I want to remind the Senator again that I 
did not have the pleasure of serving on the committee of the 
farm bloc that handled that matter. I know that the Senator 
from Wisconsin did not, either, but he was in close touch with 
them, and they finally brought out his bill with a few changes, 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Iowa? 

Mr. NORBECK. I do. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I want to suggest in reference to that 
matter that the proceedings of this whole session have been di- 
rected toward another purpose. There have been proposals of 
night sessions, 11 o'clock sessions, recesses, and all that, for 
the purpose of promoting a little enterprise known as a cer- 
tain shipping bill, involving the interests of only a few people; 
but no fair, reasonable chance has been given to consider farm 
legislation on its merits at all since I have been here. Nobody 
in the farm bloc that I know of is trying to delay this legisla- 
tion. They are all trying to boost it. They all wanted to get 
it before the Senate and give it full consideration, and after 
doing that and getting out an inadequate bill like this, they 
maat to dispose of it in three days and get back to the shipping 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to his colleague? 

Mr. NORBEOK. I do. 

Mr. STERLING. I do not like to, and yet I feel that I 
ought to challenge a little the statement of the Senator from 
Towa in regard to the shipping bill having interfered with 
other legislation, because I remember the announcement of 
the Senator who had in charge the shipping bill that as soon 
as an agricultural credits bill was reported he would lay 
aside the shipping bill or ask unanimous- consent that it be 
temporarily laid aside, and it has been laid aside from time 
to time for the consideration of other bills and has not 
occupied a moment of the Senate’s time, except the time in 
which the Senator asked to lay the shipping bill aside. 

Mr, NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senater from Nebraska? 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes, sir. - 

Mr. NORRIS. T should like to add what I believe to be a 
proper correction to the statement of the senior Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Sterringa] when he says that the shipping 
bill was laid aside voluntarily. The shipping bill was not 
laid aside voluntarily for any agricultural credit legislation 


| that came from the Agricultural Committee, but only for legis- 


lation that came from the Banking and Currency Committee, 

Mr. STERLING. Well, it was agricultural credit legislation 
for which the bill was laid aside. I do not think the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. Jones], who had in charge the shipping 
bill, distinguished between the bills that might be reported 
from the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and those 
that might be reported from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. . 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, yes; there was not any laying aside of 
anything that came from the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry for the farmer. It had to come from the Banking and 
Currency Committee in order to enjoy that blessed privilege. 

Mr, STERLING. So far as that is coneerned, we all agreed 
that it was agricultural credit legislation, from whatever com- 
mittee reported 

Mr FLETCHER. Mr President 


The PRESIDING OFFICER Has the Senator from South 
Dakota yielded the floor? 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes; I am all through, Mr. President. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I merely wish to suggest that that does 
not interfere with the comment of the Senator from Iowa that 
the disposition is to hurry through the consideration of these 
bills in order to get back to the ship subsidy bill. 
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During the delivery of Mr. Norseck’s speech, 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield to me for a moment? 

Mr. NORBECK. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business to-day it recess until 11 o'clock 
to-morrow. : 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask the Senator to make it 12 o'clock. 
It is very difficult for Senators to get here by 11 o'clock, and 
we lose about 20 minutes in securing a quorum, When we 
meet at 11 it keeps the Senators away from their outside busi- 
ness, I shall certainly try in every way I can to expedite the 
bill under consideration. Jam very much in favor of it, and 
I want to see it become a law as soon as possible. I hope the 
Senator will make it 12 instead of 11. All of us have duties 
to attend to in the forenoon. t 

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator will use his good offices with 
Senators on the other side to see that there is no lack of a 
quorum if we meet at 12, I will accede to his request. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I assure my friend that I shall do all I 
can in that direction. 

Mr. LENROOT. Very well; I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business to-day it recess until 
12 o’clock to-morrow. í 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN in the 
chair). Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I merely raise this question 
because of the intimation of the Senator from South Dakota, 
made in the utmost good faith, that somebody—he did not say 
who—was responsible for this agricultural credit bill being 
brought in at this late date. I would like to have the record 
straight. This bill was introduced by me more than a year 
ago. I secured very premptly the appointment of a subcom- 
mittee of the Committee on Banking and Currency. On March 
10, 1922, almost a year ago, I appeared before that subcom- 
mittee and argued in favor of the passage of this bill. At the 
request of members of the farm bloc I did not press the bill, 
because it was represented to me that the farm bloc were dis- 
cussing the whole question of farm credit legislation and would 
like to have the Committee on Banking and Currency take no 
action until they were ready to make some report. I acceded 
to that, and, in view of that fact, I do not think it is quite 
fair to apply any criticism to me or to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency when, if there be anyone responsible 
for the delay in this credit legislation, it is the farm bloc 
itself; and I am not criticizing them. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, in answer to that let me say 
that I am a member of the farm bloe and of the Banking and 
Currency Committee, and I have never heard of any such re- 
quest passing back and forth. I want to say, further, that I am 
not charging any delay on the part of the able Senator from 
Wisconsin. As I said in the beginning, I think he has worked 
conscientiously and did the best he could; but wherever the 
responsibility, we find that we have passed legislation desired 
by nearly every other industry of the country, reducing the 
taxes of the rich, providing a tariff for the manufacturers, and 
giving relief to the railroads, but we do not know if we have 
any real support for a practical farmers’ credit bill. I am 
simply making the point that whoever is responsible, it is poor 
strategy that we should be compelled at the eleventh hour to 
beg for this farm relief legislation. 

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President, wherever the respon- 
sibility may lie for the initiation of measures for the relief 
of agriculture, or for delay in their consideration, the now 
pending Lenroot-Anderson bill and the Norbeck bill reported 
to-day, when together they have become one law, will con- 
stitute the third measure enacted by this Congress seeking to 
afford credit and relief to the agricultural and live-stock in- 
terests of the country. 

The bill thus contrived ought to pass. Doubtless it will pass. 


The farmer and the stockman were the first to suffer and have | 


been the last to recover from the liquidation in prices and 
credits which followed the post-war inflation. The relief made 
available under the several measures will improve the farmer's 
position as a merchant. He will not be driven, as he has heen 
driven in the past, to sell at sacrificial prices; that is, to make a 
loss on his year’s labor, whereas if he had been able to wait for 
the market he might have made cost or profit. Herein lies the 
true merit of the Capper bill, the Lenroot-Anderson bill, and the 
Norbeck bill. It was in affording such relief that the War 
Finance Corporation and Eugene Meyer rendered so notable a 
service to the farmers and to the whole people. 

The situation of the great majority of the farmers and stock- 
men of this country, which we hope to improve by the recently 


passed and pending measures, is notably better than it was 
last summer and last fall. Corn, which sold in the autumn of 
1921 at 20 cents at country elevator points, is now selling at 
50 to 60 cents. Wool, which sold at 15 to 18 cents on the. 
western ranges in September, 1921, is now selling at about 35 
cents. The farm price of hogs in December ranged from $6 to 
$6.50 a hundred; it is now from $7.50 to $8. Lambs, which 
were difficult to sell at $3 to $5, are now selling at $10 to 
$12. Beef cattle, which sold as low as $4.62 a hundred in De- 
cember, 1921, are now bringing from $5.50 to $6. Sheep, which 
sold in November, 1921, at $3.84 a hundred, are now bringing 
$6 and $7. 

The three measures, to which I have referred, considered 
as a group, are calculated chiefly to make available to the 
farmer in a degree hitherto unknown, the intermediate credits 
referred to by the junior Senator from Wisconsin in his open- 
ing address. There has been a great need for funds which 
could not be secured by short-time paper, and to secure which 
it was neither practical nor useful to make real-estate mort- 
gages. I am confident that with such changes as experience 
may advise, we shall hold to the principles embodied in the 
Capper Act and the Lenroot-Anderson bill, now before us. 
T am not so certain about the results which we may expect from 
the Norbeck bill. It contemplates the granting of credits to 
Europe, or, shall I say, it contemplates the discovery or estab- 
lishment of credits hitherto hidden or unavailable. If the power 
conferred upon the War Finance Corporation under its terms 
were to be exercised by anyone less experienced, less able, less 
prudent, less tried, than the present director of the corpora- 
tion, we might hesitate to accept the amendment. But consider- 
ing the great importance of exports to the improvement of farm 
prices in America, considering the careful terms of the Nor- 
beck bill and the personal capacity and experience of the direc- 
tor of the War Finance Corporation, I am clear that it would 
be a mistake not to add the Norbeck bill to the Lenroot-Ander- 
son bill. 

We do not want to leave anything undone which in good sense 
and in good faith we may do further to improve the economic 
condition of the farmer, who, after all, offers to the American 
manufacturer his greatest market, and thus assures to the 
American worker his wage. Nevertheless, Mr. President, in 
doing all that we can do at this time we should not convey the 
impression that agricultural prices are wholly determined by 
conditions which these bills can affect. Before long we shall 
‘have to press for a further reduction in the freight rates on 
agricultural staples, and a little later we shall have to meet 
the great and serious problem of providing adequate water 
transportation from the Great Lakes to the seaboard. 

In the meantime the markets of Europe are dominated by 
factors largely beyond our control or influence. No one will 
gainsay that this was true during the war, when the allied 
armies and the civil populations of the allied States were 
supplied with vast unprecedented quantities of manufactures 
and foodstuffs, first, on the credit of the allied governments, 
and later on the credit of the Government of the United States. 
Shipments of breadstuffs from America to Europe multiplied 
manyfold, with a consequent increase in acreage and in- 
creased cost of production. We could not continue, but, never- 
theless, Mr. President, the exports of farm products to Europe 
in quantity and in value continues very large. 

Europe is buying much, very much more of our farm prod- 
ucts than before the war. I invite your comparison of the 
exports of beef, pork, corn, and wheat for the years 1913 and 
1922 
Comparison of exports of beef, pork, corn, and wheat for the years 

1913 and 1922, 


1913. 


Beef and beef products. 
Pork and pork products 
Corn and corn products 
Wheat and wheat products d 

1922. 
Beef and beef products. pounds. 32, 685, 932 $3,677,318 
Pork and pork products. do.. . 698,618, 284 118, 840, 352 
Corn and corn produets bushels. .| 160, 130, 737 117, 211, 878 
Wheat and wheat products..............-....-- do. . 232,302,391 291, 821, 259 


Confessedly, Europe to-day needs breadstuffs—more bread- 
stuffs than she can buy. She needs half a billion dollars’ worth 
of American wheat and corn. But her economic restoration, 


1923. 
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the restor§¥tion of her buying power, the establishment of true 
and enduring peace, are blocked at the moment by the bitter- 
ness, bad faith, and bickering at Lausanne, the breach of the 
peace in Memel, the break between Britain and her continental 
allies, the presence of the battalions of France in the Ruhr. In 
the old days before the war, Europe was able to buy so largely 
from us because, despite the burden of armament, she lived in 
ordered security; her frugal and industrious populations pos- 
sessed the credit and the tools necessary to trade and commerce; 
they labored, they produced goods which they exchanged for 
the fruits of our farms and the manufactures of our mills. Dur- 
ing the war, as I have said, the allies bought increasingly— 
enormously—upon credit, and finally, upon the credit of the 
Government of the United States. When the war ended and the 
imperative needs of the reconstruction had been met, above all, 
when America ceased to sell on credit and without payment, 
exports to Europe diminished. There was at the same time a 
deflation of credits in this country. There has been some re- 
covery, but—sinece it has been neither rapid enough nor great 
enough to satisfy either the few who would make political 
capital out of universal economic distress or to relieve the thou- 
sands who still suffer from the depression—some men are in- 
veterately tempted to prescribe palatable panaceas for the pub- 
lic ills. This is always so in hard times. 

Now there is an assumption by some that they alone are con- 
cerned with the economic recovery of Europe and the improve- 
ment of prices and trade in America, I want them to make 
clear precisely what they wish done. We know that Europe 
wants more cash and credit. We have lent her ten billions 
since the armistice. She wants more. What other formula is 
proposed for her relief? Have you forgotten, can you forget, 
that during the futile and febrile reconsideration of the league 
covenant by this body it was bruited abroad that in the league 
was some magic, some abracadabra, some presto listo, which 
would make good the waste of war, imbue limitless issues of 
paper with vanished values, and continue inflated prices and 
inflated profits. The league was to be the handmaiden of peace 
and the harbinger of plenty. The league has proven a poor 
peace maker or peace keeper. Justice and mercy are still too 
little known, too little understood, teo weak, to carry weight in 
the councils of Europe, unless they ean invoke the aid of forces 
strong enough to compel for them a reverence and regard which 
they do not themselves inspire. 

We know how perilous is the state of Europe’s civilization 
to-day, how feeble its life. In Russia the fruit of generations 
of toil has been destroyed, and five times as many have died 
there under the revolution as died at war under the Czar. 
If Russia, disordered and despoiled, is able to produce little 
or nothing to sell abroad, central and southern Europe, west of 
the Dvima and the Dniester and east of the Isonzo and the 
Rhine, produces not more than half as much for export as it 
did before the great conflict, 

A part of northern and eastern France was ruthlessly devas- 
tated during the conflict; but all central Hurope—Poland and 
Rumania, Jugoslavia and Hungary, no less than Austria, 
Czechoslovakia, and Germany, were wasted by the war, their 
fields neglected, their factories and their railways worn and 
depleted, while since the signing of peace public and private 
eredit in those States has been ruined by. inestimable issues of 
worthless. paper. From the Aegean and the Adriatic to the 
Baltic, Europe has been broken up—Balkanized. Where for 
the principal purposes of trade there were formerly three, 
there are now a dozen governments, a dozen tariffs, and a dozen 
rotten currencies. If the terrible condition of Europe be at- 
tributable to the ruin of revolution and the waste of war, it is 
attributable in part, too, to the increase in the number of 
States, to their rivalries and ambitions, to the wretched finance, 
to the incontinent extravagance, and to the unrestrained prof- 
ligacy of parliaments and governments. 

Contrast the retrenchment, the frugality, the economy of the 
Government of rich and solvent America with the financial 
frenzies of the bankrupt, or nearly bankrupt, countries of conti- 
nental Europe. Will some one tell me how they may be led to 
do as we have done? By what legerdemain they may acquire 
the ripe experience in self-government and in public finance 
which we, tried by the Revolution and the great Rebellion, by 
greenbackery and free silver, have won only through genera- 
tions? By what charm or what force are they to be led to 
disarm and to put aside the hates which have animated them 
for a hundred years? Time, Mr. President, time and labor are 
the prime requisites for the restoration of Europe. If she will 
put aside violence and ensue peace, she will help us to save her. 
Unhappily she must learn by painful failure the road to re- 
covery. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the following bills: 

S. 841. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Marsh Watkins; 

S. 1945. An act to reimburse the Navajo Timber Co., of Dela- 
ware, for a deposit made to cover the purchase of timber; 

S. 2210. An act for the relief of Lucy Paradis; 

S. 2556. An act for the relief of Edwin Gantner; and 

S. 2719. An act to reimburse certain persons for loss of pri- 
vate funds while they were patients at the United States Naval 
Hospital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
bill (S. 1690) to correct the military record of John Sullivan, 
with an amendment, in which the concurrence of the Senate 
was requested. 

The message also announced that the House had passed bills 
and a joint resolution of the following titles, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 397. An act to remove the charge of desertion against 
the name of Frank George Bagshaw; 

H. R. 855. An act for the relief of Fred G. Leith, United 
States Navy; 
iy 2702. An act for the relief of J. W. Glidden and E. F. 

obbs ; 

H. R. 3499. An act for the relief of the Atlas Lumber Co., 
Babcock & Willcox, Johnson, Jackson & Corning Co., and the 
C. H. Klein Brick Co.; 

H. R. 4723. An act for the relief of William M. Phillipson; 

H. R. 6204. An act to grant the military target range of 
Lincoln County, Okla., to the city of Chandler, Okla., and re- 
serving the right to use for military and aviation purposes; 

H. R. 6358. An act authorizing the accounting officers of the 
Treasury to pay to A. E. Ackerman the pay and allowances of 
his rank for services performed prior to the approval of his 
bond by the Secretary of the Navy; 

H. R. 6538. An act for the relief of Grey Skipwith; 

H. R. 6832. An act granting six months’ pay to Anton Kunz, 
father of Joseph Anthony Kunz, deceased, machinist’s mate, 
first class, United States Navy, in active service; 

H. R. 7010. An act for the relief of Southern Transporta- 


Co.; 
R. 7027. An act for the relief of Herbert E. Shenton; 
. R. 7322. An act for the relief of John F. Homen; 
R. 7921. An act granting six months’ pay to Alice P. 


8046. An act for the relief of Themis Christ; 
9316. An act for the relief of Robert J. Ashe; 
9862. An act for the relief of the Fred E. Jones Dredg- 
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9916. An act authorizing issuance of patent to Richard 
10047. An act for the relief of Frances Martin; 
10529. An act for the relief of Harry E. Fiske; 
. R. 10555. An act for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson; 

II. R. 10841. An act authorizing the transfer of 500 feet of In- 
dian land in the State of Washington for a public school to 
which Indian children shall be admitted without payment of 
tuition; 

H. R. 11340. An act to advance Maj. Ralph S. Keyser on the 
lineal list of officers of the United States Marine Corps so 
that he will take rank next after Maj. John R. Henley; 

H. R. 11389. An act for the relief of Robert Guy Robinson; 

H. R. 11528. An act to allow credits in the accounts of certain 
disbursing officers of the Army of the United States; 

H. R. 11603. An act to validate for certain purposes the revo- 
cation of discharge orders of Lieut. Col. James M. Palmer 
and the orders restoring such officer to his former rank and 
command ; £ 

H. R. 11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first 
floor of the eustomhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Cham- 
ber of Commerce; 

H. R. 12019. An act granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and 
Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the 
Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors; 

H. R. 12887. An act granting a pension to Jacob F. Rosen- 
berger ; 

H. R. 13397. An act repealing so much of an act approved 
September 22, 1922, granting pension to certain soldiers and 
sailors and their widows as grants a pension of $24 per month 
to Carl Olsen, late of the United States Navy; 

H. R. 13540. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions 
to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy, 


E 
A 


E 
8 
8 
a 


EN 
PRR 


2668 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JANUARY 29, 


and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the Civil 
War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors; 

H. R. 13980. An act granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and cer- 
tain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of 
said war; and 

H. J. Res. 47. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
the Navy to receive for instruction at the United States Naval 
Academy, at Annapolis, Mr. Jose A. de la Torriente, a citizen 
of Cuba. 


LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. WARREN, I submit the report of the committee of con- 
ference on House bill 13926, making appropriations for the legis- 
lative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1924, and for other purposes, and I move its adoption. 

The report was read, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
13926) making appropriations for the legislative branch of the 
Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for 
other purposes having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 
15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, and 24; and agree to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon amend- 
ments numbered 10, 25, and 26. 


F. E. WARREN, 

REED SMOOT, 

WX. J. HARRIS, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


J. G. CANNON, 
SYDNEY ANDERSON, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. KING. Let me inquire of the Senator what were the 
items in dispute and will the Senator please state the attitude 
of the Senate conferees with respect to those items? 

Mr. WARREN. There are three items which are matters 
in agreement, provided the House will accept them. They are 
items considered to be of a legislative character. 

I may say to the Senator from Utah that the bill covers the 
employees of the Senate and the employees of the House and 
that in the case of the Senate employees the House conferees 
receded from their disagreements. In regard to the House 
employees the Senate made no amendment, so it had no reces- 
sion to make. 

There are three matters of legislation involved. One of 
them is changing the title of the disbursing officer of the Print- 
ing Office to disbursing clerk. Another is as to the allowance 
of clerks to Senators elect who will come in after March 4. 
They are allowed clerks during the interim until we meet next 
fall, putting them on the same basis with Senators who are 
now Members of the body and who are not chairmen of com- 
mittees. 

The third item is with reference to apprentices in the Print- 
ing Office. The former law restricted the number so that there 
could be but 25 employed at one time. That establishment is 
asking for more for the reason that they need to have more 
men instructed in that line of business, and furthermore there 
are those who have come back from the Army, veterans of the 
war, whom they would like to employ. So we increased the 
limit from 25 to 200. 

Mr. KING. Is there any change made in the number of 
clerks that the present Members of the Senate may have dur- 
ing the period of adjournment? 

Mr. WARREN. They may have up to four. 


Mr. KING. There is no change in existing law? 
Mr. WARREN, There is none as to the number of clerks 
allowed. = 


The report was agreed to. 

HOUSE Ius AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED. 

The following bills and joint resolution were severally read 
twice by title and referred as indicated below: 

H. R. 9916. An act authorizing issuance of patent to Richard 
Murphy; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

H. R. 11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first 
floor of the customhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Cham- 
ber of Commerce; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

H. R. 10841. An act authorizing the transfer of 500 feet of 
Indian land in the State of Washington for a public school 


to which Indian children shall be admitted without payment 
of tuition; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

H. R. 6204. An act to grant the military target range of 
Lincoln County, Okla., to the city of Chandler, Okla., and re- 
2 the right to use for military and aviation purposes; 
an 

H. R. 9316. An act for the relief of Robert J. Ashe; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. R. 12019. An act granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and 
Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the 
Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors; 

H. R. 12887. An act granting a pension to Jacob F. Rosen- 
berger ; 

H. R. 13397. An act repealing so much of an act approved 
September 22, 1922, granting pension to certain soldiers and 
sailors and their widows as grants a pension of $24 per month 
to Carl Olsen, late of the United States Navy; 

II. R. 13540. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions 
to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy 
and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the Civil 
War, and to widows of such soldiers and sailors; and 

H. R. 13980. An act granting pensions and increase of pen- 
sions to certain soldiers and sailors of the Civil War and cer- 
tain widows and dependent children of soldiers and sailors of 
said war; to the Committee on Pensions. 

H. R. 2702. An act for the relief of J. W. Glidden and E. F. 
Hobbs; 

H. R. 3499. An act for the relief of the Atlas Lumber Co., 
Babeock & Willcox, Johnson, Jackson & Corning Co., and the 
C. H. Klein Brick Co.; 

H. R. 7027. An act for the relief of Herbert E. Shenton; 

R. 7322. An act for the relief of John F. Homen ; 

H. R. 9862. An act for the relief of the Fred E. Jones Dredg- 
ing Co.; 

H. R. 10047. An act for the relief of Frances Martin; and 

H. R. 10529. An act for the relief of Harry E. Fiske; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

H. R. 397. An act to remove the charge of desertion against 
the name of Frank George Bagshaw; 

H. R. 855. An act for the relief of Fred G. Leith, United 
States Navy; 

H. R. 4723. An act for the relief of William M. Phillipson ; 

H. R. 6358. An act authorizing the accounting officers of the 
Treasury to pay to A. E. Ackerman the pay and allowances of 
his rank for services performed prior to the approval of his 
bond by the Secretary of the Navy; 

H. R. 6538. An act for the relief of Grey Skipwith ; 

H. R. 6832. An act granting six months’ pay to Anton Kunz, 
father of Joseph Anthony Kunz, deceased, machinist’s mate, 
first class, United States Navy, in active service: 

H. R. 7010. An act for the relief of the Southern Transporta- 
tion Co.; 

H. R. 7921. An act granting six months’ pay to Alice P. 
Dewey ; 

H. R. 8046. An act for the relief of Themis Christ; 

H. R. 10555. An act for the relief of Russell Wilmer Johnson; 

H. R. 11340. An act to advance Maj. Ralph S. Keyser on 
the lineal list of officers of the United States Marine Corps so 
that he will take rank next after Maj. John R. Henley; and 

H. R. 11389. An act for the relief of Robert Guy Robinson; 
to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

H. R. 11528. An act to allow credits in the accounts of cer- 
tain disbursing officers of the Army of the United States; and 

H. R. 11608. An act to validate for certain purposes the revo- 
cation of discharge orders of Lieut. Col. James M. Palmer and 
the orders restoring such officer to his former rank and com- 
mand; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

H. J. Res. 47. Joint resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
the Navy to receive for instruction at the United States Naval 
Academy, at Annapolis, Mr. Jose A. de la Torriente, a citizen 
of Cuba; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 


AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the action 
of the House of Representatives on certain amendments of the 
Senate on House bill 13481, the Agricultural Department appro- 
priation bill, which was read as follows: 


Resolved, That the House recede from jts disagreement to the amend- 
ment of the Senate numbered 11 to the bill (H. R. 18481) entitled “An 
act making 8 for the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes,” and concur 
therein with an amendment as follows: In lieu of the matter proposed 

l amendment insert: “and the Secretary of Agriculture may, in 
his discretion, permit timber and other forest products cut or removed 
from the national forests to be exported from e State or Territory in 
which said forests are respectively situated.” 


1923. 


That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 31 and concur therein with an amendment as fol- 
lows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 

- “ MAXIMUM SALARIES. 


“During the fiscal year 1924 the maximum salary of any scientific 
investigator, or other émployee engaged in scientific work and paid from 
the general appropriations of the Department of Agriculture, shall not 
exceed at the rate of $6,500 per annum: Provided, That for the fiscal 
year 1924 no salary shall be paid under this 8 at a rate per 
annum in excess of $5,000 except the following: Not more than 12 in 
excess of 85,000 but not in excess of $5,500 each, and not more than 5 
in excess of $5,500 each.” 8 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 83 and concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 

“ FOREST ROADS AND TRAILS. 

For carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal high- 
way act, approved November 9, 1921, $3,000,000, to be available until 
expended, being part of the sum of $6,500,000 authorized to be ap- 
propriated for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, by paragraph 2 of 
section 4 of the act peaking appropriations for the Post Office rt- 
ment for the fiscal year 1923, approved June 19, 1922: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby authorized, immediately upon 
the approval of this act, also to apportion and N e se among the sey- 
eral States, Alaska, and Porto Rico, as provided in section 23 of said 
Federal highway act, the sum of $3,500,000, constituting the remainder 
of the said authorization of $6,500,000: Provided further, That the 
Secretary of Agriculture may ineur obligations, approve projects, or 
enter into contracts under his apportionment and prorating of this 
authorization, and his action in so doing shall be deemed a contractual 
obligation of the Federal Government for the payment of the cost 
thereof: Provided further, That the appropriations heretofore, herein 
and hereafter made for the urpose o 55 out the provisions o 
section 8 of the act of July 11, 1916, and of section 23 of the Federal 
highway act of November 9, 1921, and acts amendatory thereof and 
supplemental thereto, shall be considered available for the purpose of 
discharging the obligations created hereunder in any State or Territory: 
Provided further, That the total expenditures on account of any State 
or Territory shall at no time exceed its authorized apportionment.” 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 35 and concur therein with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum propaan by said amendment insert “ $69,536,653.” 

That the House insist upon its disagréement to the amendment of the 
Senate numbered 34. 


Mr. MONARY. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House to the amendments of the Senate numbered 
11, 31, 83, and 35 and recede from its amendment numbered 34. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
from Oregon, If his motion shall prevail would that bring the 
two branches into complete accord on every item of the bill? 
Mr. McNARY. Into harmonious accord, I will say to the 
Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. I would like the Senator to let the matter go 
over for a little while. Respecting the items with reference to 
roads, I think a number of Senators would be glad to be ad- 
vised. If there is nothing pressing, will the Senator consent 
to bring it up-morrow at 12 o'clock? 

Mr. McoNARY. I shall be very glad to accommodate the 
Senator if he desires to look at the item. I think I could ex- 
piat it in a moment, but if there are other Senators inter- 
est 

Mr. KING. There are others who are interested in it and I 
shall be glad if the Senator will consent to take it up the first 

thing to-morrow morning. 

Mr. McNARY. I shall be glad to do so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The conference report will go 
over until to-morrow. 


JOHN SULLIVAN, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 1690) to 
correct the naval record of John Sullivan, which was to amend 
the title so as to read, “An act to correct the naval record of 
John Sullivan.” J 

Mr. MOSES. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives. 

The motion was agreed to. 


SENATOR FROM MINNESOTA. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the cre- 
dentials of HENRIK SHIPsSTEAD, chosen a Senator from the State 
of Minnesota for the term beginning March 4, 1923, which were 
read and ordered to be placed on file, as follows: 


STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
Executive Department, St. Paul. 


To the President of the Senate of the United States: 


This is to certify that on the 7th day of November, 1922, HENRIK 
SHIPSTEAD was duly chosen by the qualified electors of the State of 
Minnesota a Senator from said State to represent said State in the 
Senate of the United States for the term of six years, beginning on 
the 4th day of March, 1923. 

Witness his excellency our governor, J 
seal hereto affixed at St. Paul, this 28th 
year of our Lord 1923. 

[SBAL.] 

By the governor: 


A. O, Preus, and our 
day of November, in the 


J. A. O. Preus, Governor. 


Mike HOLM, 
Secretary of State. 
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VIEWS OF HON. STANLEY BALDWIN. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I inquire if there is 
any other Senator who desires to proceed at this time on the 
pending bill? I desire to speak about 10 minutes on another 
subject, and I do not want to interrupt the regular course if 
some one else wishes to speak on the bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. Can we not dispose of the Senator’s amend- 
ment before he proceeds? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am not going to discuss the amendment 
now, but we can take it up immediately after the conclusion of 
my remarks and dispose of it at that time. 

Mr. LENROOT. Very well. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I wish to call attention to 
a very remarkable interview that appeared in Saturday’s 
papers with one Stanley Baldwin, chancellor of the exchequer 
of Great Britain. On reaching England on the Olympic he 
gave out this remarkable statement to the papers: 

“On the other hand, what the executives in America have to do is 
to endeayor to force anything of this sort through bay, Daa and in 
doing so they may be beaten.” Then he continues: The great dif- 
ference between America and this country is that settlement of the 
debt in America is in the hands of politicians. We are bound in regard 
to that debt in the most stringent bonds you can possibli imagna” 
Mr. Baldwin described America as “a country, not an urban. people, 
They have men of our way of thinking in the Eastern States,” he said 
“but that does not cut any ice at all with regard to other parts of 
America. If you look at the Senate you will find that the majority 
of the Members come from the agricultural and pastoral communities, 
and they do not realize the 9 with regard to the mean- 

e international debt. The bulk of the le in America have 


and hogs and other 
tion with the international debt or international trade.” 

And again: “ The debt can only be funded on such terms as can be 
got through em P and that is the root of the difficulty with which 
we are now faced.” 

Evidently, according to Mr. Baldwin, he had no trouble with 
the Debt Funding Commission or the administration. It would 
have been all plain sailing if it had not been for what he evi- 
dently looked upon as the ignorant Congress with which he 
had indirectly to deal. 

I need not speak, Mr. President, of the coarseness and un- 
couthness of these charges against the American Congress and 
against the American people by a man in high position in Great 
Britain. I need only say that if he exhibited the same ele- 
ments of sordid parsimony and uttered the same crude attacks 
upon the American people and the American Congress while he 
was here, then the American Debt Funding Commission should 
not have treated with him at all. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator will recall, while Mr. Bald- 
win was here the President wrote a scolding letter to the 
Senate and said if it wanted to be helpful it would give the 
administration power to deal with the debt question. Evi- 
dently the representatives of the British Government knew the 
administration better than the Senator from Tennessee seems 
to have known them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and that is a discouraging and 
rather shameful feature. After this British commission had 
had the honors heaped upon it by the administration, such as 
were heaped upon it while in this country, after our debt-fund- 
ing commission treated the British commission with such 
obsequiousness, held its tongue all along the line, kept every- 
thing secret, apparently by direction of the British commission, 
it does seem to me that the head of the British commission 
when he returned to England owed it to common decency not 
to have east these slurs upon the American commission, upon 
the Congress, and upon the American people. 

His indirect attacks upon the funding commission are baser 
than his attacks upon the American people and the American 
Congress, He virtually accused the debt-funding commission 
of being putty in his hands and that he would have had no 
trouble making any agreement he might have wished if he 
had only to deal with that commission. 

Ah, Mr. President, what a different note did our British 
friends utter toward the American Congress in May, 1917, 
when they came over here to borrow this very money in order 
to save their nation and, as they claimed, in order to save 
civilization! I quote from the speech of their spokesman, Mr.“ 
Balfour, in this body on May 8, 1917. Said Mr. Balfour: 

The object of our mission, if I may so express it, was mainly a 
purely business one. We came here to discuss matters of the deepest 
moment for the conduct of that Great War in which both our nations 
are involved. ‘ 

In other words, they came here to get money in order to 
conduct that war. 
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We came here to N 
the needs from which the Allies . and to lay freely at 
tho of those responsible for conduct of your affa the 
results of our own ex ence, the N perhaps I ought to say, 
of our own errors and blunders durin o years and a half of strenu- 

That was o: al object. That was the 
. But the reception we have recei from 
the President, from the Cabinet, from the House of 
from the Senate—that treatment raises the whol 
from a purely business operation to a great in 
life of two great and free peoples. 


That address is reported in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 
the year 1917, on page 1943, and was delivered in the presence 
of the Senate and of all the British mission. They all adopted 
and ratified the words of Mr. Balfour then. Oh, yes, Mr. Presi- 
dent, when they came for this money in this Chamber and in 
the Chamber at the other end of the Capitol they lauded to the 
skies the representatives. of the people upon whom this man, 
when he comes to fix the terms for the settlement of the in- 
debtedness, casts reproaches and reflections upon all Members 
of the House and Senate, except as to those who come from 
New York and the East. Unless this man is an ass, he knew 
that this money had been borrowed by his Government from 
the Congress and that the Congress was the only authority 
which had power to deal with it. He knew that. Yet he assails 
Congress in this coarse fashion. 

On May 5, 1917, that same borrowing mission, with that 
spokesman, Mr. Balfour, visited the House of Representatives, 
and here is what he had to say about the United States when 
the mission wanted the Congress to lend them this money. I 
quote from Mr. Balfour's speech in the House of Representa- 

tives: 

Ladies and gentlemen, these two assemblies are the greatest 


level o 
dent in the common 


and 


paor of the — wate se ao vernin 8 of the world. 
e history, eed, o e two very ren beginnings o 
the British House of Commons go back to a dim historic past, — its 


full rights and status have only been conquered and permanently se- 
cured after centuries of ponema struggle. Your fate has been a happler 
one, You were called into existence at a much later stage of social 
development. You came into being complete and perfected and all 
go po an determined and your place in the Constitution s 

y chance of revolution; but, though the histor: 
assemblies are different, each of them represents t eat democratic 
principle to which we look forward as the security of the future ce 
of the world. [Applause.] All of the free assemblies now to be found 
governing the grent nations of the earth haye been modeled either 
upon your practice or upon ours, or upon both combined, Mr. Speaker, 
the compliment paid to the nation of Great Brituin by such an as- 
sembly and upon an n is one that not one of us is ever 
likely to forget. (CONGRESSIONAL RBCORD;, Cong., 2d sess., p. 1879.) 

And yet, when the British: commission come back to fix the 
terms for the payment of the very money which they had bor- 
rowed, they forget there was a Congress at all, they forget that 
there was a Senate, except to slur at it, and they never even 
mention the House of Representatives. Yes, Mr. President, 
when our British friends wanted to borrow the 84, 700,000,000 
from us, they went before both branches of the Congress, with 
compliments and flattery, with expressions of good will, with 
sentiments of esteem and respect, with gratitude, which they 
said they would never forget, and yet, when pay-day comes 
around, they send another commission over here that deals in 
the dark. They even, apparently, requested the American 
commission not to have anything to say about what is going on. 
They never came even near either branch of Congress, and 
then the head of it goes back and tells the British people that 
they could have made a deal for the payment of these debts 
to their own liking if it had not been for the uninformed and 
purely political Congress that held the American commission 
back and prevented the British commission from getting what 
it desired in the way of a settlement. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I again interrupt the 
Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. McKBLLAR, Les. r 

Mr. CARAWAY. How does the Senator from Tennessee 
know that Mr. Baldwin was not telling the exact truth when 
he said that he could get any terms he wanted from this 
administration if Congress would not interfere? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, Mr. President, I feel that surely no 
American citizen, whether he be a Democrat or a Republican, 
whether he be identified with this administration or not, could 
be base enough to have dealt with this British commission in 
the way that this interview implies, I would much prefer not 
to believe that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Does the Senator from Tennessee know 

‘what terms actually were discussed? 

Mr. McKELLAR, No; and that is what I am coming to right 
now. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then why does the Senator, who does know 
what took place, characterize as improper the statement of Mr. 
Baldwin? 

Mr. McKELLAR. We are going to learn something about it; 
and I am going to discuss now the very question which the 
Senator brings up. 


of these two great 
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Mr. President, I do not know what defense members of the 
American Debt Funding Commission are going to make to the 
slurs and innuendoes cast upon them by this represetative of 
the British Government. 

I am. sure that Mr. Baldwin's statement that western Sena- 
tors and western Representatives and western people are 
ignorant of international affairs and finance is quite untrue. 
The Senator from Utah IMr. Smoor], who is a member of the 
American commission, is probably as well versed in interna- 
tional finance and business as is Mr. Baldwin. Representative 
Burton, who formerly was a Member of this body, also is an 
authority on international finance and business matters. To- 
gether they are the representatives of the American Congress 
with whom Mr. Baldwin has been most closely associated 
while he was here. Mr. Baldwin's statement, therefore, ap- 
pears to me to be an unwarranted criticism of these two dis- 
tinguished gentlemen: 

I digress here long enough to say that if it is an unwarranted 
criticism of them, it is the duty of those two representatives 
on the commission to speak out to the American people and 
tell them what are the facts. This man Baldwin, who has 
gone back to England, has virtually stated that the American 
commission was putty in his hands and would have agreed to 
anything that he asked if it had not been for fear of the Con- 
gress. It is their duty to speak out like American citizens, 
and I believe they will speak out. If they were not putty in 
his hands they should speak out. I am sorry the Senator from 
Utah is not present while I am. making this statement. I am 
sure he would denounce the statements of Baldwin. 

I have taken the position heretofore that these gentlemen and 
the other members of the American commission were at fault 
in not taking the American people into their confidence. I 
have thought, and still think, the American commission should 
have disclosed what was going on. I have denounced the policy 
of secrecy from the very inception of the secret meetings be- 
tween the two commissions, It ought never to have been in- 
dulged in. Open, fair, above-board, frank statements should 
have been published at the time, and the American people 
should have been told all about what was going on in connec- 
tion with this enormous debt which these two commissions 
were apparently trying to fund. If our commission had dis- 
closed what was going on to the American people, if they had 
taken the American people into their confidence, they would 
not have subjected themselves to what I think the wholly un- 
warranted reflection that has been made upon them by this 
representative of the British people. 

Mr. Baldwin's statement that a majority of Senators were 
from agricultural and pastoral communities, while technically 
true, is an attempted clumsy effort on his part to cast odium 
upon western Senators. His statement that the people of the 
West merely sell wheat and hogs ”—and I ask the representa- 
tives of Western States to consider this remark—and do not 
think of or know anything else, is simply a disgusting attempt at 
wit and a shining display of ignorance. If western Senators will 
not defend their own people somebody ought to do so when they 
are thus maligned and abused. I call upon the Senators rep- 
resenting the West to defend their own people against these 
aspersions made by the coarse and uncouth and ill-bred Bald- 
win. 

Mr. President, I am glad that no Democrat was put on that 
commission and that the party to which I belong does not have 
to bear the odium of any part of the slurring statements made 
by the head of the British commission. That partisan com- 
mission, instead of being criticized by Baldwin, should have 
been praised by him, for it seems to have been all the time 
under the influence of the British commission in £o far as 
secrecy, at least, was concerned. Our commission declined even 
to state the terms of the. proposals, although asked to do so 
nearly every day by me, and we know of the terms only through 
the head of the British mission. The terms which, it is 
claimed, the American commission offered are violative of the 
expressed will and determination of the Congress as declared 
by law, and other proposals should not haye been made by 
our commission. If there had been open, fair dealing, public 
dealing, instead of secret dealing such as took place, they would 
not have been made. 

Mr. President, I do not know what position the administra- 
tion is going to take on this subject, but I know what it ought 
to do. It should make immediate demand upon the British Gov- 
ernment to disavow the statements of the chancellor of the 
exchequer, casting aspersions upon the American Senate and 
the American House of Representatives and upon the American 
people, and lastly upon the American Debt Funding Commis- 
sion—I am going to take up for our funding commission, too. 
The British Government should disavow those statements 
absolutely. I can not belieye that the British people enter- 
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tain the view that Mr. Baldwin expresses in reference to the 
funding of these debts. The British people have always been a 
debt-paying people. They have not treated their obligations 
as a “scrap of paper“; and it is inconceivable to me that 
these self-respecting people, these contract-observing people, 
will permit one of their own number to utter these uncalled- 
for, untrue, and discourteous words toward the American 
people and the American representatives without rebuke, in 
view of all the wonderful acts of friendship that have so fre- 
quently characterized the American people in their attitude 
toward the British Government and the British people. 

Mr. President, I want also to call attention to the statement 
that appears in this morning’s Washington Post that the 
British people are very much disappointed over the failure of 
their debt commission to secure payment of the American in- 
debtedness in pounds rather than in dollars. If the American 
Debt Funding Commission had for a moment permitted a sug- 
gestion of such a repayment to be made, it would have done this 
country the greatest wrong. The British Government did not 
borrow this money in pounds, If it had, there would have been 
a very different and a very much larger sum that it owed. It 
borrowed the money in dollars, and to pay it in pounds would 
have been little less than a “skin game.” 

Again, Mr. President, quoting from the London article in the 
Post, it is said: 

It is clearly evident from statements published here during the 
week end— 

This is a London article— 
that the British Government had anticipated being able to fund the 
debt on an interest basis nearer 2 per cent than 3 per cent, or 
£20,000,000 annually. According to these statements an informal 
promise was made by two prominent American diplomats at a luncheon 
party given at No. 10 Downing Street, the British Prime Minister's 
official residence, last summer, that the funding would be carried out 
075 . It is asserted that Mr. Bonar Law was present at this 

The American diplomats were not named, but they are said to have 
been of the highest standing.” 

Mr. President, who were these American diplomats that made 
any such statement? They ought to be named. The State 
Department ought to give us the names of such diplomats, and 
they ought to be recalled at once. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator? 

Mr. McKELLAR. In just one second. It was a matter that 
they were not privileged to speak about. If they knew any- 
thing, they knew that this whole debt-settlement matter was in 
the hands of the Congress, and not in the hands of our diplo- 
matic corps. Where is the great Ambassador Harvey? Why 
does not he raise his voice in behalf of his Government and the 
American people at this time? Has he lost his voice perma- 
nently? He never seems to be on hand when something real is 
going on. 

I now yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator from Tennessee now says, 
“Where was Harvey?” The Senator must know that he was 
not referred to, because the article says it was a diplomat of 
high standing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I am not going to discuss 
the ambassador to England at this time; but I do say, in con- 
clusion, that after these little-short-of-infamous statements 
having been made by this man Baldwin, representative of the 
British Government, President Harding owes it to the people 
of this country to demand an apology from Great Britain for 
this man’s uncouth and coarse language. What we ought to 
do is another thing. Our terms, given by Congress for the re- 
funding of this debt, were openly discussed, openly voted for, 
and openly passed. They are just and equitable and ought not 
to be changed. The British Debt Funding Commission knew 
these terms when they came here. Our Debt Funding Commis- 
sion knew the terms. They had voted for them. They knew 
exactly what Congress had authorized them to do. Our Debt 
Funding Commission, it now appears—not from anything they 
have told us, for they have been as silent as the grave, but 
purely upon word received from Mr. Baldwin after he got back 
to London—have made an offer contrary to the terms which 
they were instructed to ask. They owe us an explanation, too. 
They ought to come forward here and give us the facts. Let 
them speak out. There is one representative of that commission 
who is a Member of this body and another one a Member of 
the House of Representatives, They owe it to themselves, they 
owe it to their party, they owe it to the American people, to 
come forward and state the facts, and resent or refute the 
vulgar, the outrageous, and disgusting statements that have 
been made by one Stanley Baldwin. 

I have just been handed an afternoon paper showing that 
Harvey, as is usual with him, has put his foot into it again. 
He has come out for Baldwin. America has, indeed, fallen 


into impious hands. I quote Harvey’s bray. This one bray is 
sufficient ground for recalling him immediately. I quote the 
dispatch: 

HARVEY IS WELL SATISFIED. 

Lonpon.—George Harvey, American ambassador to Great Britain 
arrived at Plymouth to-day, and declared in an interview that Stanley 
Baldwin, head of Britain's debt funding commission, had made an 
excellent 8 in the United States and that the results of the 
mission would be good. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES, 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal 
reserve act, and for other purposes. e 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to make a parlia- 
mentary inquiry. I understand that the vote will come now on 
the amendment of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MOKELLAR]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair}. 
That is correct. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, before the vote is taken I 
want to make a statement to the Senate in reference to it. It 
will be very short. 

My amendment is that section 13 of the Federal reserve act 
approved December 23, 1913, as amended, be amended by adding 
after the words “ being eligible for discount” and before the 
words “ but such definition shall not include ” the words 

And the notes, drafts, and bills of exchange of factors making ad- 
vances exclusively to producers of mapin agricultural products in their 
raw state shall be eligible for such discount. 

Mr. President, the purpose of this amendment is very simple. 
When the Federal reserve act was passed in 1913 it was as- 
sumed by everybody that what is known as factors’ paper was 
eligible for rediscount in the reserve banks. For five years 
after the passage of that amendment such paper was redis- 
counted in the various Federal reserve. banks. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will not the Senator describe that factors’ 
paper? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall do so. I intended to do so and 
shall do so right away. In 1918 a ruling was had, I suppose by 
the counsel of the Federal Reserve Board, though I am not 
advised as to that—it was perhaps by the board itself, probably 
on the advice of counsel, of course—that such paper was not 
eligible to rediscount. I want to explain the factor’s business 
as we have it in my State. 

We will take a cotton factor. A cotton factor in the spring 
of the year makes a contract with a producer of cotton to lend 
him the money with which to make his crop, taking from him an 
agreement to ship him so many bales of cotton, depending on 
the amount of money loaned, in the fall of the year. The 
factor really furnishes the bulk, I might say, of the money on 
which cotton crops are raised in my section, and to a very large 
extent raised in the whole South. It is a very large business, 
and there are many factors. He furnishes the money to begin 
the crop even before it is planted, sometimes to buy the seed, 
then to work the crop, and then to harvest the crop, to pick 
it—which is rather an expensive operation—to haul it, to gin 
it, to market it; and then, In the fall of the year, when the crop 
is marketed and sold, the cotton factor repays himself and 
accounts to his principal for all of it, of course. 

Mr. President, that custom has grown up, not for a few years, 
but ever since the cotton business started in the South thére 
have been, as I am reliably informed, cotton factors and com- 
mission merchants. In my own city, some of the strongest 
firms that exist there are cotton factors—firms like Dillard & 
Coffin, Sledge & Norfleet, W. A. Gage & Co., and a great num- 
ber of others that I could name. There are a great many there, 
firms of the highest standing, and whose paper is good; yet, 
because they are cotton factors, just simply because they are 
cotton factors and handle their business in that way, their 
paper is not eligible for rediscount in the various banks. 

Mr. LENROOT. What kind of paper is it? That is the in- 
formation I wanted to get. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is their paper. 

Mr. LENROOT. Their own personal paper? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Their own personal paper; and some of it, 
quite a large amount of it, has the warehouse receipts attached 
as security for the paper. 

Mr. McLEAN, Warehouse receipts for what? 

Mr. McKELLAR. For the cotton. 

Mr. McLEAN. When it is not grown? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They take the warehouse receipts in the 
fall of the year, when the cotton begins to come in, in order to 
get additional supplies. It takes an immense amount of money 
to handle a cotton crop. Of course, they can not take ware- 
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house receipts in the spring of the year. They get ‘the ware- 
house receipts only after the cotton is shipped to the city and 
put in a warehouse and insured. It is the very best and highest 
security that can be had. I take it that the banks of my city 
would say that the very best security they have is the paper of 
‘a cotton factor with warehouse receipts attached. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. LENROOT. May a man be a factor and at the same 
time a dealer or owner upon his own account? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Occasionally that occurs, but as a rule 
these great factors handle the crops of other people. They lend 
the money to make the crops, as I have stated, to harvest the 
crops, and then in the fall of the year they apply the proceeds 
of the cotton when sold; and there is quite a distinction, I will 
say, between a cotton buyer and a cotton factor. A cotton 
factor is a man who handles it in the way that I have described. 
A cotton buyer buys either for himself or for mills or for for- 
eign spindles. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SWANSON. The same difficulty arises also in the city 
of Norfolk, where they do not make advances to raise cotton 
in the shape of supplies, but a factor desires to get, say, 10,000 
bales of cotton before getting a ship to carry it to Liverpool, 
Hamburg, or other places. In the meantime he advances the 
freight charges to the farmer who raises this cotton, and some 
money to pay his debts at home, and that paper was eligible 
for discount until two years ago. At that time the ruling was 
reversed, and that really destroyed, to a large extent, the ex- 


port cotton business in Norfolk and other places where that 


system of business was conducted. A man can not ship cotton 
to Norfolk, New Orleans, or Galveston and transport it by ship 
until he accumulates enough cotton to load the ship. When they 
get five or ten or ‘fifteen thousand bales they have enough to 
load the ship and it is exported. The paper that the factors 
had for that purpose was eligible for discount with the Federal 
reserve system until about two years ago. The bankers in Nor- 
folk wanted that condition to continue. They were willing to 
discount the paper in Norfolk, provided the Federal reserve 
system would discount the paper in Richmond. I appeared 
before the Federal Reserve Board and also before their attorney, 
and I think it was a very forced construction of the law to hold 
that that paper was not eligible. It really injured to a large 
extent the export cotton business in the seaports where cotton is 
accumulated and afterwards exported. 

Mr. NORRIS. From the explanation which has been made 
it seems to me that the question is reduced to this, that these 
money loaners, whom ‘the Senators call factors, constitute, in 
reality, middlemen between the ‘banker and the grower. They 
loan the money to the man who wants to produce the cotton, 
then they go to the bank and discount their note and get some 
more money, Which they loan to somebody else, and discount 
that again. Is that the operation? 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is the operation in the fall of the 
year. The Senator must make a distinction between the fall 
and the spring. The factors lend their own money in the 
spring of the year to make the crop, and frequently to harvest 
it; but it is a very expensive thing to make and harvest a crop 
of cotton, and especially to harvest it. The picking costs 
from $10 to $15.a bale; the ginning ‘costs several dollars a bale; 
the hauling and ‘the bagging and ‘tying cost a great deal, and 
they all have to be paid for. The result is that there are few 
factors who could do a profitable business if they depended en- 
tirely on ‘their own financing. In the fall of the year they 
have to aid in this process by using cotton warehouse receipts, 
borrowing money from the banks. 

Mr. NORRIS. The question arises in my mind, why not 
eliminate these factors, and let the man who produces the cot- 
ton borrow the money in the first instance from the bank, and 
‘save one commission? As I understand the operation of it, 
the bank, after all, furnishes the money. Why do they need 
this intermediary, who must of necessity charge for his services? 

Mr. McKBLLAR. It may be remedied in some subsequent 
acts, or it may be remedied to some extent by this bill, but as 
a matter of fact, the banks sometimes lend the farmers money 
in the spring of the year, before the crop is even planted, often- 
times the notes to run until the fall of the year. That paper 
4s not what is called bankable paper, and in order to get the 
money the farmer must utilize the means I have indicated. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then, in that case, the operation of it would 
mean what is not bankable paper becomes bankable paper 
by the interposition of the middleman. 

Mr. McKELLAR. No. 


Mr. NORRIS, Then how is it that the factor, ‘the middle- 
man, by loaning money to the farmers to put in a crop, can 
discount ‘his note at the bank, and that note then becomes 
8 for rediscount by the bank with the Federal reserve 

Mr. McKELLAR. Under a ruling of the Federal Reserve 
Board they will not permit that. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand. Why should they permit it 
Lost 115 middleman and not permit it for the farmer him- 
se 

Mr. McLEAN. They do permit it for the farmer. 

Mr. SWANSON. They will lend the farmer money to produce 
a crop, but they will not lend him money to hold long enough 
to distribute the crop. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that; but, as I understand, the 
amendment will have the effect of getting around that proposi- 
tion by letting the middleman carry on the business. ‘This 
amendment would make that-paper eligible. 

Mr. SWANSON. Not entirely for the middleman. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me that is putting on the business 
a burden it ought to escape. 

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand the present law, you can 
take a farmer's note for money to be used to produce a crop 
and have it discounted by a bank, which can then have it dis- 
counted by the Federal reserve system. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is true. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the farmer wants to sell his crop abroad, 
distribute it, his note will not be discounted. That is true, is 
it not? 

Mr. McLEAN. If the note is secured by the cotton, the 
farmer can get all the accommodation he wants. 

Mr. SWANSON. Nearly half the cotton produced is sold by 
factors. A producer can not ship his cotton until he has ac- 
cumulated enough at the seaport to fill a ship. Very frequently 
I go and ask that a ship be sent to Norfolk or to Newport News, 
because cotton has accumulate! there. To accumulate that 
cotton and fill a ship the factors must pay the freight, they must 
pay the storage, and they simply do a commission business. 
They enable the farmers to do their own exporting to Liverpool, 
Hamburg, and these other places, and it is sold on commission. 
It is not a case of a middleman buying it and making a profit. 
It is sold by the middleman as the agent of the producers. 
That paper had been held to be eligible until two years ago. 
The trouble happened in Norfolk, when the factors went to the 
banks, and the banks said, “We can not take your paper as 
we have done heretofore. We can not rediscount it in Rich- 
mond at the Federal reserve bank.” I appeared before the 
Federal Reserve Board and tried to get them to continue the 
ruling which had theretofore existed making that paper eligible. 
A ruling was made that that class of paper was not eligible for 
rediscount; and this amendment is proposed to make that 
paper eligible in the Federal reserve banks, because nearly one- 
half of the cotton is sold in that way. 

Those who handle the cotton in the way I have indicated 


are the people who are benefited under this, in addition to the 


producers. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is a different class from the one the 
Senator from Tennessee has been discussing. 

Mr. SWANSON. This will help both classes, 

Mr. NORRIS. There is a question in my mind as to whether 
there ought to be any help to the one class. In other words, 
if you are not going to permit the farmer who wants to plant 
cotton to have his note held eligible vou should not make it 
eligible by interposing a middleman and adding that much more 
to the interest in order to do it. i 

Mr. McKELLAR. But the middleman ought to have a right 
to have his paper rediscounted if he desires. Just simply be- 
cause he happens to be in the business of a cotton factor the 
benefits of the reserve system should mot be denied him if his 
paper is otherwise good. 

I call attention to what the department has said about it. I 
will read a letter from the chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board: 

FEDERAL Reserve BOARD, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Hokaai é Washington, May 9, 1921. 
5 United States Senate. 

My Dran SENATOR McKenuar: I have your letter of the 7th instant, 
inclos copy of Senate bill No. 1615, introduced by you. I have 
received a letter from Chairman MCLEAN, of the Senate Lommittee on 
Banking and Currency, asking for the views of the board on this bill, 
and I am inclosing for your information copy of a letter which I have 
been directed to send to Senator MeLnax meee it, such direction 
being by unanimous vote of the six members.of the board present at the 


eet to-day. 
s, ery truly yours, W. P. G. HARDING, Governor, 
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Again, on May 9: 


a oan . Ranking anO 
hairman Committee on Ban an ‘urrency, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 


May 9, 1021. 


1615, the purpose of which ig to amend section 13 of 
the Federal reserve act af. inserting a provision to the effect that 
“the notes, drafts, and bills of exchange of factors dealing exclusivel 
with producers of staple agricultural products in their raw state shall 
be eligible for discount.” 

The board desires to point out that in its judgment the phraseology 
of the proposed insertion would be improved if the words “ makin 
advances” were substituted for the word “ dealing,“ in the seven 
line of the bill, and the word “to” were substituted for the word 
“with” in the eighth line, so that the insertion would read “and the 
‘notes, drafts, and bills of 3 of factors making advances exclu- 
sively to 8 of staple agricultural products in their raw state 
shall be eligible for such discount.” 

That is exactly the way I have it. I stop here long enough 
to say that the Federal Reserve Board wrote the very amend- 
ment that is offered here. It is exactly the same as the one 
they proposed. There is not the change of a word or a syllable. 
Mr. Harding continues: 

In my. letter to you of December 19, 1920, expressing the board's 
views with ard to Senate bill 4537, which was intended to make 
eligible for iscount the paper of cotton factors and commission mer- 
chants, it was 8 out that the paper was finance paper, rather 
than commercial or agricultural paper, since the borrower used the 

roceeds to make loans to his customers, The bill now under considera- 

on—Senate bill 1615—is open to the same objection upon ae a 
but in view of the narrow scope of the bill under its restricted. lan- 
gunge, the Federal Reserve Board will offer no objection to. it if 


amended as herein suggested, 
* Yours very truly, W. P. G. Harpinc, Governor, 


Again: 
FEDERALE Reserve BOARD; 
Washington, May 10, 1021. 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
United States Senate. 


My Dran Sexatron: I am writing to acknowledge your note of the 
7th instant inclosing copy of your bill (S. 1615) to amend the Federal 
reserve act so as to make factors’ peper eligible for discount by Federal 
reserve banks. In order to relieve the amendment of any am ity, I 
have suggested a slight change in the phrasing, which commended 
itself to Governor Harding and other members of the hoard, to wit, the 
substitution of the phrase “ making advanees exclusively to“ in place 
of “a exclusively with.“ In this form I believe the amendment 
is as unobjectionable as it could be made, consistent with the object 
aimed at. Believe me, 

Very sincerely yours, A. C. Minn. 

There is another letter here which I should have read, but 
I have not. It is as follows: 


THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, May 9, 1921, 
Hon. KENNETH MCKELLAR, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dwar Senator: I received your letter of May 7, 1921, inclosing 
a copy of S. 1615, a bill to amend section 13 of the Federal reserve act 
in respect to the notes, drafts, and bills of exchange of factors dealing 
exclusively with producers of staple agricultural products in their raw 
state. The Treasury does not offer any objection to the bill in this 


form. 
Very truly yours, A. W. MELLON. 

This has been approved by both the Federal Reserve Board 
and the Treasury Department. It is an amendment that is 
very much needed among the producers of crops down in my 
section of the country, and in addition to that it is very much 
needed by these gentlemen who are denied without cause the 
right to rediscount their paper, and I hope very sincerely there 
will be no objection offered to the amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator has stated that factors some- 
times are owners and dealers in a commodity as well as making 
advances to the producers of the commodity. 

Mr. McKELLAR, That is only occasionally. 

Mr. LENROOT. In any event under the language of the 
amendment as it stands the paper that may be discounted or 
made eligible to discount is not paper the proceeds of which 
have been used to produce or market a crop. It may have 
been pure speculation upon the part of the factor, and the 
Senator is in terms making purely speculative paper eligible for 
discount. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That very matter was discussed at great 
length by the Federal Reserve Board. Those gentlemen went 
into it very carefully. The amendment was prepared by 
members of the Federal Reserve Board and I accepted just 
what they prepared. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. McKELLAR, In just a moment. The amendment does 
not have the vice to which the Senator refers. 

Mr. LENROOT. Why does it not? 

Mr. MeKELLAR. They say not. 

Mr. LENROOT. But the Senator is a good lawyer and can 
construe language. : 


Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think it has that vice. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the factor engages in speculation, he Is 
not engaged exclusively in making advances to producers, 

Mr. LENROOT. He may not be making advances to any- 
body except producers, but he may be dealing upon his own 
account, and as the language reads it seems clear to me it is 
simply pointing out a class of persons whose paper may be 
eligible for discount. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I call the Senator’s attention to the lan- 
guage: 

The notes, drafts, and bills of exchange of factors making advances 
eres to producers of staple agricultural products in their raw 

There can not be any misapprehension. 

Mr. LENROOT. But that is not the Senator’s amendment. 
It has been changed. 

Mr. FLETCHER, That was modified by changing it to read 
“making advances exclusively.” 

Mr. LENROOT, They might not make advances to indi- 
viduals, but they might on their own account and become 
. wholly, and yet the paper would become eligible to 

unt. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is not intended at all. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not question that. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, the minute the factor becomes 
the owner of the property himself he ceases to be a factor, 
Under the language only a factor engaged in factoring may be 
advanced money. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator mean he may not get 
goods in his own name and his paper be eligible to discount? 

Mr. GEORGE. He may own goods in his own name and deal 
with his own goods, but credit based upon that paper would 
not come within his operations as a factor. In his individual 
capacity he may own goods and may deal with them, but he 
is then not factoring and is not engaged in factoring. 

Mr. SWANSON. It is not then the note of a factor. 

Mr. GEORGE. No. In the business of factoring the factor 
or commission merchant has a status well recognized and well 
defined in the law of all our Southern States. He does busi- 
ness upon a security authorized by law. His bills and notes 
are secured by a form of security recognized by law. The old- 
fashioned factor has practically ceased to exist in my State; 
that is, the factor who was in some sections a supply merchant 
or a banker advancing money to make the crop. 

The factor now is chiefly valuable because he collects the 
product after it is put in merchantable form and holds it until 
he is able to make shipment. He is largely a warehouseman 
as well as a factor, and yet his business of factoring is well 
recognized in our States, and in my State, I know, it is espe- 
cially defined and protected. While he might buy products of 
his own, he would not then be a factor. He would be then a 
cotton buyer, and the paper based upon that transaction 
would not be eligible to discount under the Federal reserve 
System. 

Mr. LENROOT. His general business might be called a 
factor. 

Mr. GEORGE. Certainly, but it would not be an advance 
made, and his paper, based upon the language of the amendment 
now under consideration, would not be eligible to discount under 
the Federal reserve system. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is the question. 

Mr, GEORGE. He might be a banker and also be a farmer, 
and he might engage in some other business, but that paper 
would not be eligible under the provision. 


Mr. LENROOT. Taking the Senator's own illustration, If 


the language read “ banker” instead of “factor,” would he say 
the language would not authorize the discounting of all paper 
the banker might offer, irrespective of its character? 

Mr. GEORGE. Only the paper that he had accumulated in 
making advances exclusively to producers. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; it would point out a class of bankers 
who would be entitled to the privileges of discount, but it 
would not apply solely to the business, and that is my whole 
point. It should be confined, if it goes in at all, to paper issued 
by factors as such. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator from Wisconsin want 
to add the words “as such”? I would accept that modifi- 
cation. 

Mr. GEORGE. I merely wish to make the further observa- 
tion that the factor himself is not usually a buyer of the 
product. The two are inconsistent. He can not act as agent 
and at the same time be a buyer on his own account. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not think there is any doubt that the 
Senate does not want to enact a law which would give a 
pure speculator any privilege with reference to discounts, 
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Mr. GEORGE. The Senator misunderstands the business of 
factoring. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have had the definitions and carefully 
gone over them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator let me make this sug- 
gestion? In line 6, after the word “ exclusively,” how would 
it do to add the words “as factors”? Would that meet the 
suggestion which the Senator from Wisconsin makes? 

Mr. SWANSON. “As such” would do it. 

Mr. LENROOT,. “Issued as such” might do it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask unanimous consent to perfect my 
amendment in line 5, after the word “factors,” by inserting 
the words“ issued as such.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator has a right to perfect 
his own amendment. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may I suggest, if the 
Senator will allow me, that what seemed the trouble with the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] was, as he explained, 
that he could not see why the farmer could not go to a bank 
and get the banker to make the advance; in other words, that 
the factor was an unnecessary middleman and more or less of 
a burden upon the producer. That is not the situation now 
with reference to factors in connection with the business, 
The factor affords an additional facility and his operation is a 
benefit to the producer, 

The banker would not take the farmer's paper where he has 
cotton, for instance, in the field that is matured and ripened 
and ready to be picked, but the factor is interested in the busi- 
ness and has perhaps made an advance already for fertilizer. 
He knows exactly how many acres are under cultivation. He 
watches the crop. He knows how much it is going to produce 
per acre. He goes out and looks at it and sees for himself 
what the condition of the cotton is. He makes advances for 
the purpose of gathering the cotton, ginning it, and preparing it 
for market. He takes that risk which the banker would not 
take because the banker can not keep up with the crop from 
time to time in its different changing conditions from the 
planting of the crop to its final gathering, harvesting, and 
baling for market. But the factor does that and therefore it 
seems to me his paper, bearing his indorsement, he being per- 
sonally liable on it and having secured himself, would be per- 
fectly good paper. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask for a vote on my amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. Not quite yet. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not mean to hurry the Senate to 
a vote if the Senator from Nebraska desires to occupy the 
floor. 

Mr. NORRIS. I shall not detain the Senate long. I am still 
not satisfied, as I understand the situation. I realize that it is 
a business with which I am not familiar and I apologize for 
my ignorance, but the Senate stands now converted by the 
letter which the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MtKELLAR] has 
read from W. P. G. Harding, who is the head of the Federal 
Reserve Board. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Who was the head. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; who was the head. He wrote this letter 
while he was its head. I have listened very intently on many 
occasions to the junior Senator from Alabama [Mr. HEFLIN] 
in regard to this person. I think he has conyinced the Senate, 
the President, and the country—I think he said as much one 
day—that the word of this man Harding was no good and 
should never be taken, and yet here has come the Senator from 
Tennessee and practically won over the entire Senate to make 
eligible a lot of paper for the benefit of the middleman and to 
put the burden upon the man who produces the cotton, as 1 
understand it. I have wondered whether the Senator from 
Alabama was going to permit that to be done. 

Mr. HEFLIN. If the Senator from Nebraska will permit me, 
I think at the time the then governor of the Federal Reserve 
Board wrote a letter to the Senator from Tennessee, he was 
feeling considerably the lash we were applying to him up here 
and was trying to court favor somewhat in order to hold his 
position. I have just as little confidence now in anything 
suggested by him as I had then, but when a man is trying to 
hold his place and works as hard for it as he did, he is liable 
to state some truth among the things he says. 

Mr. NORRIS. If that is true, and this man by the lashing, 
as the Senator said, was whipped into a mood of ability and 
honesty, then while he was in that mood we ought to have kept 
him in the job. He ought to be given a place for life, because 
the Senator from Alabama announced the other day he was 
going to stay here for life—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, no; I did not say for life. 

Mr. NORRIS. And continue to pound away at him. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I said I expected to be here for some time. 


“Mr. NORRIS. At any rate, the Senator expected to continue 
to talk about Harding, and yet he seems to have been con- 
verted to accepting his word. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think the Senator from Nebraska has 
misunderstood the Senator from Alabama. I do not under- 
stand the Senator from Alabama means to convey the thought 
that he thinks that “ William Poison Gas Harding,” as he 
terms him, has told the truth even now, but he wrote the letter 
only to catch southern votes. 

Mr. NORRIS. But he has not any votes to catch. 

Mr. HEFLIN. He catches anything that might come his 
way. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me he is catching even the junior 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. CARAWAY. He is a better catcher than the Senator 
from Nebraska thought. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I never thought for a moment he would 
be able to catch the junior Senator from Alabama in his lasso, 
but he seems to have gotten him on this occasion. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, if I may be permitted to say 
just a word to the Senator from Nebraska, a factor really helps 
the producer of cotton. For instance, a farmer can not ship 
his cotton to Liverpool, He is bound to rely upon somebody 
who collects enough cotton to fill a ship, and when he does that, 
it is sold for his account. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not controverting that point. It seems 
to me there is one view that may be taken of the amendment 
that would demonstrate its worthiness. From all the Senator 
from Virginia has said, and I have listened to all the debate 
on it, the factor performs a valuable service in gathering in 
the cotton and holding it until he gets a shipload and until it 
ean be sold. That is a good service. 

Mr. SWANSON. It is sold, then, for the producer's account, 
and that enables the producer to sell his cotton himself in 
Liverpool instead of being compelled to sell it to a speculator. 
The cotton farmers, through a factor, accumulate a shipload 
and sell it in Liverpool and get the profits themselves, less the 
commission. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; less the commission and the interest 
they pay. That is a good service; but we have been told, and I 
take it that is one of the objects of the paper, that the factors 
loan to the farmers money to buy fertilizer to take care of the 
crop and then to harvest it. He puts up the money before the 
cotton is planted. ‘That is a different kind of service from 
gathering cotton together and holding it and accumulating it 
until they can get enough to make a shipload. The paper of the 
man who plants the cotton—the farmer himself, whom we all 
love so much and whom we are all working very hard to please 
and to help, the real farmer who plants the cotton—would not 
be eligible if he borrowed that same money from the bank to 
buy fertilizer and plant the cotton, as I understand it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, It would be eligible then, being 
for agricultural purposes. 

Mr. NORRIS. Would that be eligible under the Senator’s 
amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Oh, yes. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The amendment does not interfere with 
that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not at all. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well. If that be true, my principal ob- 
jection, which it seemed to me existed, has disappeared. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not think there can be any question 
in the world about the farmers’ paper. 

Mr. NORRIS. The point I wanted to make was that I did 
not want to make paper eligible simply because a middleman 
had come in and indorsed it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I understand the amendment will not af- 
fect that particular feature. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is simply in addition to that. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to suggest to the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska that the cotton factors live mainly in the 
neighborhood of seaport towns, such as Norfolk, Savannah, 
Augusta, Mobile, New Orleans, Memphis, and so forth. For 
instance, a farmer who is going to make 50 bales of cotton will 
go to one of the factors and say, “I want to get money from 
you now, and I will deliver 50 bales of cotton in the fall.” He 
contracts with the factor to that effect, and the factor then 
lends him the money. Perhaps the factor needs money himself 


later on for some other purpose, and so he goes over to the 
bank, indorses the farmer’s paper, and gets the money. I think 
it will be helpful to those who deal in cotton. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, let me say to the Senator 
from Alabama that the man who makes advances to the farmer 
to produce a crop stands in the attitude of a commission mer- 

chant; that does not constitute him a cotton factor. 


The fac- 
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tor is a man who takes the finished product for somebody and 
sells it. : 

Mr. HEFLIN. The factors do let them have money, in order 
to bring their cotton direct to them to enable them to ship it 
abroad. There is some of that done, 

Mr. CARAWAY. Such a man is not going to be affected un- 
der the amendment, because that class of his business will be 


cut out. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not understand the Senator from Ar- 
kansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator from Alabama says that the 
man he is trying to reach is the man who loans money to the 
farmer to make the crop. Such a business does not constitute 
a man a factor. The factor is the man who handles the product 
for the farmer as his agent and sells it. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator means after it is produced? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; the man who handles the product at 
any time; and this amendment will never reach the man the 
Senator from Alabama describes as the man who advances the 
money to the farmer. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand the Senator’s idea. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That man ought to be reached under it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But he will not be reached under the 
amendment. 

Mr. HEFLIN. We thought it would reach him. 

Mr. NORRIS. As I understand, the contention of the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas is that this amendment would not apply to 
a man, no matter what you call him, whether factor or any- 
thing Cle; who loans money to the farmer to plant and grow 
cotton? 

Mr. CARAWAY. This amendment does not reach that class 
of individuals. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is because of the word “factor” being 
used, I presume. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; and the words “as such.” Only in 
his capacity as a factor can his paper be discounted under this 
amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. I understand that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Because it uses the words “as such,” and 
the transaction of lending money to a farmer to enable him to 
make a crop is not a factor’s business “as such,” but his sole 
duty is to handle the product as the agent of the producer and 
sell it for him. If that is the kind of individual it is 
to embrace under the amendment, it will net accomplish the 
purpose intended. ~ 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, if no one else desires to 
speak on the amendment, I hope we may have a vote this after- 


noon. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, the undeniable fact is that these 
are what are known as finance bills, which, as a general propo- 
sition, are not eligible for rediscount at a Federal reserve bank. 
It has been so decided by the counsel for the Federal Reserve 
Board after very careful examination into the matter, and he 
has set forth his views in a very exhaustive opinion. How- 
ever, the amendment so hedges the proposition about as to 
make it not very dangerous; in fact, the governor of the Federal 
Reserve Board said to me that such paper in the rediscount 
operations of the Federal reserve system was so absolutely 
inconsequential that the board thought it entirely secure and 
safe, with the amendment as drafted by the board, to admit it 
to rediscount. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope we may now haye a vote on my 
amendment. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment proposed by the Senator from Tennessee as modi- 
fied. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to, as follows: 


Sec. 12. That section 13 of the Federal reserve act, as amended, be 
further amended by adding, after the words “ being eligible for dis- 
count” and before the words “ but such 8 shall not include,” 
the words: “And the notes, drafts, and bills of exchange of factors 
issued as such peace advances exclusively to producers of staple 
5 products in their raw state shall be eligible for such 

ount.” 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to offer the amend- 
ment which I sent to the Secretary’s desk earlier in the day, 
so that it may be pending when the Senate reconvenes to- 
morrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Alabama will be stated. - 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. At the end of the bill it is 
proposed to add a new section, as follows: 


Sec. 13. That the act approved April 13, 1920, bein 
Con “An act t 


Public, No. 170, 
o amend e 


EXECUTIVE SESSION, 


Mr. LENROOT. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business, 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened. 


DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE SHERMAN E. BURROUGHS. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, communicated to the Senate the intel- 
ligence of the death of Hon. SHerman E. Burrovcus, late a 
Representative from the State of New Hampshire, and trans- 
mitted the resolutions of the House thereon. 

Mr. MOSES. I ask that the resolutions of the House be laid 
before the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair lays before the Senate 
5 of the House of Representatives, which will be 
rea 

The reading clerk read the resolutions, as follows: 

In THE Houses OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
January 29, 1923. 


Resolved, That the House has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. SHERMAN B. Bunnobahs, a Hepresentative from the 
State of New Hampshire. 

Resolved, That a committee of 12 Members of the House, with such 
Konoe of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the 
uneral, 

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized and 
directed to take such steps as may be for carrying out the 
provisions of these resolutions, and that the necessary expenses in con- 
nection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Sen- 
ate and transmit a copy thereof to the family of the deceased. 
3 That as a further mark of respect this House do now ad- 
urn. . 


Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, I offer the resolutions which I 
send to the desk and ask for their adoption. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolutions will be read. 

The resolutions (S. Res. 425) were read, considered by unani+ 
mous consent, and unanimously agreed to, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the an- 
nouncement of the death of the Hon, SHERMAN E. BURROUGHS, late a 
Representative from the State of New Hampshire, 

esolved, That a committee of six Senators be appointed by the 
Vice President, to join the committee appointed on the part of the 
House of tag Neigh AUTOR; to attend the funeral of the deceased. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and t a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceased. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, under the second resolution, ap- 
pointed Mr. Moses, Mr. Keyes, Mr. HARRELD, Mr. McKInrey, 
Mr. Bayard, and Mr. WAtsH of Massachusetts members of the 
committee on the part of the Senate, 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, as a further mark of respect to 
the memory of the deceased Representative, I move that the 
Senate take a recess under the order previously entered. 

The motion was unanimously agreed to; and (at 5 o'clock and 
28 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously made, 
took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday, January 30, 1923, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Ewecutive nominations received by the Senate January 29, 1923, 
ENvoy EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTER PLENIPOTENTIARY. 
Robert Woods Bliss, of New York, now Third Assistant Sec- 
retary of State, to be envoy extraordinary and minister pleni- 
potentiary of the United States of America to Sweden. 
THIRD ASSISTANT SECRETARY or STATE. 


J. Butler Wright, of Wyoming, to be Third Assistant Secre ` 
tary of State. 
SOLICITOR ron THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE, ~ 
Charles Cheney Hyde, of the District of Columbia, to be So- 
licitor for the Department of State, vice Fred K. Nielsen, re- 
signed. 
COLLECTOR oF CUSTOMS. f 


Philip Elting, of Kingston, N. Y., to be collector of customs 
for customs collection district No. 10, with headquarters at New 
York, N. Y., to fill an existing vacancy. 


COLLECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 


Acel C. Alexander, of Oklahoma City, Okla., to be collector 
of internal revenue for the district of Oklahoma, in place of 
David C. Bennington, resigned. 
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APPOINTMENTS IN THE COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY. 
The following-named deck officers in the Coast and Geodetic 
Survey to be aids with relative rank of ensign in the Navy: 
Donald Wood Taylor, of Massachusetts, vice L. C. Wilder, 
promoted. 
Carl Frederick Meyer, of Massachusetts, vice E. F. Delany, 
resigned. 
APPOINTMENTS By TRANSFER IN THE REGULAR ARMY, 
SIGNAL CORPS, 
Capt. Archie Arrington Farmer, Infantry, with rank from 
February 2, 1919. 
Capt. Emery Williamson, Infantry, with rank from July 1, 
1920. 
Capt. Lioyd Chandler Parsons, Infantry, with rank from 
July 1, 1920. 
First Lieut. William Nimmons Davis, Infantry, with rank 
from October 20, 1919. 


AIR SERVICE. 

Maj. John Henry Pirie, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank from 
July 1, 1920. 

Capt. William Francis Donnelly, Infantry, with rank from 
June 27, 1917. 

Capt. Richard Derby, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank from 
July 1, 1920, 

FIELD ARTILLERY. 


Lieut. Col, Joseph Howard Barnard, Quartermaster Corps, 


with rank from December 27, 1920. 

Maj. George Edgar Nelson, Quartermaster Corps, with rank 
from July 1, 1920. 

Maj. George Wessley Sliney, Cavalry, with rank from July 
1, 1920. 

"Capt. Joseph Scranton Tate, Cavalry, with rank from April 
26, 1920. 

Capt. Richard Ernest Dupuy, Coast Artillery Corps, with 
rank from July 1, 1920. 

Capt. Lawrence Archie Kurtz, Infantry, with rank from July 
1, 1920. 

First Lieut, George Francis Neeley, jr., Infantry, with rank 
from July 1, 1920. 

First Lieut. Edward Herendeen, Infantry, with rank from 
July 6, 1921. 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS, 

First Lieut. Willlam Sawtelle Kilmer, Field Artillery, 
Second Lieut. Hubert Stauffer Miller, Infantry. 

SIGNAL CORPS, 
First Lieut. Garland Cuzorte Black, Cavalry. 

AIR SERVICE. 
First Lieut. Ellis DeVern Willis, Infantry. 
First Lieut. Robert Gale Breene, Cavalry. 

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS. 

Second Lieut. Clarence Miles Mendenhall, jr., Infantry. 

POSTMASTERS. 

ALABAMA, 

Lillie C. Hays to be postmaster at Abbeville, Ala., in place of 
L. C. Hays. Incumbent's commission expired November 21, 1922. 
ARKANSAS. 

Philip K. Connaway to be postmaster at Forrest City, Ark., 
in place of Linn Turley, resigned. 

CALIFORNIA. 

James R. Willoughby to be postmaster at Corcoran, Calif., 
in place of L. M. Peery. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. : 

George L. Clare to be postmaster at Guerneville, Calif., in 
place of Elizabeth Clar. Incumbent's commission expired July 
25, 1920. 

William E. Hunt to be postmaster at Kelseyville, Calif., in 
place of W. E. Hunt. Incumbent's commission expired Janu- 
ary 80, 1921. 

DELAWARE. 

Frederick J. Dodson to be postmaster at Smyrna, Del., in 
place of A. L. Cummins. Incumbent’s commission expired De- 
cember 18, 1922. 

ILLINOIS. 

Mode Morrison to be postmaster at Manteno, III., in place of 
J. O. Smith. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

William R. Watts to be postmaster at Paxton, III., in place 
of W. R. Nelson. Incumbent's commission expired November 
21, 1922. 


Milton T. Hunt to be postmaster at Warsaw, III., in place of 
C. J. Paar, deceased. 
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INDIANA. 

William D. Moss to be postmaster at Marion, Ind., in place 
of 2 0 Bradford. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, x 

Jesse E. Harvey to be postmaster at Markle, Ind., in place 
of Clinton Rogers. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

KENTUCKY. 

George T. Joyner to be postmaster at Bardwell, Ky., in place 
15 J: G. Roberts. Incumbent’s commission expired October 3, 

22 
James A. Leuch to be postmaster at Beaver Dam, Ky., in 
place of Edith Porter. Incumbent's commission expired Oc- 
tober 3, 1922. 

Emma M. Oldham to be postmaster at Bloomfield, Ky., in 
place of B. J. Purdy. Incumbent's commission expired Oe— 
tober 3, 1922. 

James W. Burns to be postmaster at Catlettsburg, Ky., in 
place of R. A. Field. Incumbent's commission expired October 
8, 1922. 

Anna Glascock to be postmaster at Flemingsburg, Ky., in 
place of Gilbert Adams. Incumbent’s commission expired Oc- 
tober 3, 1922. 

Jasper N. Oates to be postmaster at Nortonville, Ky., in place 
of J. R. Harrison. Office became third class April 1, 1921. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

Joseph E. Herrick to be postmaster at Beverly, Mass., in place 
of Charles Prescott, deceased. 

Robert H. Howes to be postmaster at Southboro, Mass., in 
place of R. H. Howes, Incumbent’s commission expired Oc- 
tober 1, 1922. 

MINNESOTA. 


Hope Mouser to be postmaster at Gilbert, Minn., in place of 
Hope Mouser. Incumbent's commission expired November 21, 
1922. 

Clara A. Toftey to be postmaster at Grand Marais, Minn., in 
place of C. A, Toftey. Incumbent's commission expired No- 
vember 21, 1922. 

MISSISSIPPI. 

Nathan B. Williams to be postmaster at Fernwood, Miss., in 
place of Gertrude Martin, resigned. 

Allene M. Mitchell to be postmaster at Sunflower, Miss., in 
place of F. C. Williams, resigned. 

m MISSOURI. 

John L. Oleim to be postmaster at Kimmswick, Mo., in place 
of J. J. A. Hilgert. Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

Anna T. Winchester to be postmaster at Sikeston, Mo., in 
place of F. H. Smith. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

NEBRASKA. 

Annette C. Jones to be postmaster at Western, Nebr., in place 
of M. T. Kilmer. Incumbent's commission expired October 3, 
1922. ‘ 

NEW JERSEY. 

Milton K. Thorp to be postmaster at Hackettstown, N. J., in 
place of Charles Rittenhouse. Incumbent’s commission expired 
August 6, 1921. 

- NEW YORK. 

Adolph N. Johnson to be postmaster at Falconer, N. Y., in 
place of S. I. Houghwout. Incumbent’s commission expired 
November 21, 1922. 

Henry E. Johnston to be postmaster at Spencer, N. V., in place 
of M. L. Fisher. Incumbent's commission expired September 
19, 1922. 

NORTH CAROLINA, 

Clarence M. McCall to be postmaster at Biltmore, N. C., in 
place of H. M. Gudger. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

Edward F. Yarborough to be postmaster at Louisburg, N. C., 
in place of R. H. Davis. Incumbent's commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

OHIO, 

Cora M. Burns to be postmaster at Beloit, Ohio, in place of 
C. M. Burns. Office became third class April 1, 1922. 

John W. Keel to be postmaster at- Bolivar, Ohio, in place of 
M. H. Willard. “Office became third class July 1, 1922. 

Lee B. Milligan to be postmaster at Lowellville, Ohio, in 
place of L. B. Milligan. Incumbent's commission expired No- 
vember 21, 1922. 

Della Boone to be postmaster at Spencer, Ohio, in place of 
Della Boone. Incumbent's commission expired October 24, 
1922. 
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OKLAHOMA. 


Hubbard A. Babb to be postmaster at Hugo, Okla., in place 
of J. F. Larecy, removed. 

Thomas W. Kelly to be postmaster at Stillwater, Okla., in 
place of I. O. Diggs. Incumbent's commission expired Janu- 
ary 27, 1923. 

George Logsdon to be postmaster at Taloga, Okla., in place 
of D. R. Wright. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

PENNSYLVANTA. 

Frank J. Woodward to be postmaster at Media, Pa., in place 
of M. C. Fox, jr. Incumbent’s commission expired February 4, 
1922. 

Mary E. Leavitt to be postmaster at Sharon Hill, Pa., in 
place of T. O. Humphrey. Incumbent’s commission expired 
October 24, 1922. : 

Howard M. Gardner to be postmaster at York Springs, Pa., 
in place of J. L. Gibb. Office became third class January 1, 
1921. 

TENNESSEE. 


Clarence E. Locke to be postmaster at Ethridge, Tenn., in 

place of L. E. Newman. Office became third class July 1, 1920. 
TEXAS. z 

McDougal Bybee to be postmaster at Childress, Tex., in place 
of L. E. Haskett. Incumbent’s commission expired January 24, 
1922. 

Simpson I, Dunn to be postmaster at Port Arthur, Tex., in 
place of J. H. Washburne. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

VERMONT. 

James E. Kidder to be postmaster at Derby, Vt., in place of 

A. W. Kimball, Office became third class January 1, 1921. 


WEST VIRGINIA. 


Harry R. Adams to be postmaster at Spencer, W. Va., in place 
of S. A. Simmons, resigned. 
WISCONSIN. 


Floyd D. Bartels to be postmaster at Blue River, Wis., in 
place of E. M. Taylor. Incumbent's commission expired March 
16, 1921. 

John B. Schneller to be postmaster at Neenah, Wis., in place 
of E. A. Severson. Incumbent's commission expired December 
23, 1922. 

WYOMING. ‘ 

Arthur W. Crawford to be postmaster at Guernsey, Wyo., in 

place of R. E. Rimington, resigned. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations . by the Senate January 29, 
1923. 


_ Associate JUSTICE OF SUPREME COURT oF THE UNITED STATES. 


Edward T. Sanford to be Associate Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States. 


PosTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA. 


Fred M. Fitts, Alabama City. 
Margaret E. Stephens, Attalla. 
John L. Miller, Berry. 

William L. Power, Blountsville. - 
Grova Grace, Dora. 

Eva M. Ellison, Empire. 

John M. Stapleton, Foley. 

Warren L. Hollingsworth, Lincoln. 
Henry G. Reiser, Mobile. 

Jesse A. Eason, Ozark. 

Fred D. Perkins, Wetumpka. 


GEORGIA. 
Lemuel S. Peterson, Douglas. 


William C. Chambers, Fort Gaines. 

Harry M. Wilson, Waycross. 
KANSAS. 

Lewis Thomas, Argonia. 

Clark L, Porter, Blue Mound. 

-Hester Goldsmith, Cheney. 

William D. Hale, Dexter. 
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Frank H. Hanson, Haddam. ” 
William R. Waring, Hope. 
Frank H. Dieter, Oakhill. 
Franklin C. Thompson, Stafford. 
Nettie M. Cox, Wellington. 


MINNESOTA, 


Wilson W. Wright, Cromwell. 
Benjamin H. Peoples, Detroit. 
Frank H. Wherland, Welcome. 


NORTH DAKOTA, 


Austinna S. Loudenbeck, Garrison. 
Marion C. Houser, Napoleon. 


OHIO. 
Mary E. Ross, Lebanon. 
Charlie D. Harvey, North Fairfield. 
Georgiana Pifer, Rock Creek. 
Waiter W. Wiant, St. Paris. 


SOUTH CAROLINA. 
Walter W. Goudelock, Trough. 
SOUTH DAKOTA. 


Evert D. Law, Bonesteel. 
George E. Conrick, Chamberlain. 
Frank Den Beste, Corsica. 


TEXAS, 


Amelia M. Bridges, Anderson. 

Joseph C. Council, Granger. 

Riley C. Couch, Haskell. : 

Rufus H. Windham, Kirbyville. 

E. Otho Driskell, Mansfield. 

Nathaniel B. Spearman, Mount Pleasant. 
William J. Barker, Van Horn. 


WISCONSIN. 


William W. Winchester, Amery. 
William Martin, Campbelisport. 
Edward J. Tracy, Doylestown. 
Ferdinand A. Nierode, Grafton. 
David L. Mann, Horicon. 
Carrie K. Lehner, Juneau. 
Anton Schiesl, Laona. 

Albert Liebl, Luxembourg. 
Elmer E. Haight, Poynette. 
Elwin J. McLeod, Rib Lake. 
Cora L. Evenson, Rio. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Monpay, January 29, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Our Heavenly Father, suffer us to come to Thee. Be with 
all afflicted ones and comfort them with that peace that is 
blended with the very harmonies of heaven. Hear us as we 
pray: “Our Father, who art in heaven, hallowed be Thy name. 
Thy kingdom come. Thy will be done in earth, as it is in 
heaven. Give us this day our daily bread. And forgive us our 
trespasses as we forgive them who trespass against us. And 
lead us not into temptation, but deliver us from evil. For 
Thine is the kingdom, and the power, and the glory, forever. 
Amen.” 


The Journal of the proceedings of ‘Saturday was read and 
approved, 

DEATH OF HON. SHERMAN k. BURROUGHS. 

Mr. WASON. Mr. Speaker, after a brief illness, Hon. SHER- 
MAN E. BurkoucHs, a Representative in Congress from the 
first district of New Hampshire, died in Washington, D. G., 
late in the evening of Saturday, the 27th day of this month. 
It is with profound sorrow and grief that I make this an- 
nouncement. In his death I keenly realize his loss as a col- 
league, as a legislator, and a true friend. Later a request 
will be made that a time be set apart for the purpose of allow- 
ing his colleagues to express their appreciation of his services 
to our beloved country. 

I offer the following resolution, and move its adoption, 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 
t House Resolution 496. 


Resolved, That the House has heard with 

death of Hon, SHERMAN E. BURROUGHS, a 
ampshire. 

See e, That m Atte ot 12 Members of the House, with such 

Members of the Senate as may be joined, be appointed to attend the 


ta aioe’, That the Sergeant at Arms of the House be authorized and 


dt ke such steps as may be necessary for carrying out the 

Bro ien oF these resolutions, and. that the 8 expenses in con- 
nection therewith be paid out of the contingent fund of the House. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these resolutions to the Sen- 
ate and transmit a copy thereof to the. family of the deceased. 

The question was taken, and the resolution was unanimously 
agreed to, 

The SPEAKER. The Chair announces the following com- 
mittee ; 

The Clerk read as follows: 


N, Mr. Greenp of Vermont, Mr. Datu, Mr. WIxSLow, Mr. 
14005 Wir“ Duvisox, Mr. DALLINGER, Mr. Vestal, Mr. Hersey, Mr. 
Lua of California, Mr. Gramas of Dlinols, and Mr. Newron of Min- 


nesota. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the additional resolu- 
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of respect, this House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 13 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 
January 30, 1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

923. A letter from the Public Printer, transmitting a report 
to Congress of the operations of the Government Printing Office 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1922; to the Committee on 

rinting. 

k 924. 4 letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting report as to the rents received from properties located on 
sites of proposed publie buildings purchased by the United 
States Government in the District of Columbia; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. i 

925. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a tenta- 
tive draft of a bill providing that hereafter all moneys arising 
from the disposition, as authorized by law and regulations, of 
serviceable military supplies and equipment of the Engineer 
Corps, Air Service, and Chemical Warfare Service shall con- 
stitute for each of said services a separate fund on the books 
of the Treasury Department, which shall be available to re- 
place such military supplies and equipment throughout the fiscal 
year in which the dispositions were effected and throughout 
the following fiscal year; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 14066) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act making appropriations for the service of the 
Post Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1920, and for other purposes,” approved February 28, 1919, as 
amended by “An act to reclassify postmasters and employees 
of the Postal Service and readjust their salaries and compensa- 
tion on an equitable basis,” approved June 5, 1920, providing 
for travel allowances to railway postal clerks and substitute 
railway postal clerks; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads, 

By Mr. WEAVER: A bill (H. R. 14067) providing for clos- 
ing of Weaver Place NW., and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 14068) to amend an act en- 
titled “An act making appropriations for the service of the Post 
Office Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, and 
for other purposes,” approved March 1, 1921; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 14069) to increase the effi- 
ciency of the United States Navy, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. HAMMER: A bill (H. R. 14070) to authorize the 
consolidation of corporations. having franchises to operate street 
cars in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 14071) to provide the necessary 
organization of the customs service for an adequate administra- 
tion and enforcement of the tariff act of 1922 and all other cus- 
toms revenue laws; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 


rofound sorrow of the 
presentative from the 


By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: Resolution (H. Res. 497) 
providing for the purchase and installation of an electromechan- 
ical voting system in the House of Representatives; to the Com- 
mittee on Accounts. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of North Dakota, urging that the Congress of the 
United States take immediate action toward the passage of such 
laws or law which will make possible the early completion and 
perfection of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway project; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

Also (by request), memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Oregon, petitioning Congress to submit a constitutional amend- 
ment which will prohibit the further issuance of tax-exempt 
securities; to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. KISSEL: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oregon, recommending the submission of a constitutional 
amendment by Congress which will prohibit the further is- 


suance of tax-exempt securities; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 14072) granting a pension to 
Ruth E. Daniels; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. BOND: A bill (H. R. 14073) granting an increase of 
pension to John O. Nelson; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 14074) granting a pension to 
Stella Irwin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 14075) granting a pen- 
sion to Jane Oliver; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr, WEAVER: A Dill (H. R. 14076) authorizing the 
President to appoint Edward S. West a captain in the United 
States Army and immediately to retire him with the rank and 
pay held by him at the time of his discharge; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 


PETITIONS, ETO, 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7084. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the board 
of trustees of the Woman's Home Missionary Society of the 
Methodist Episcopal Church, of Cincinnati, Ohio, urging passage 
of Sendte bill 3721, providing appropriations for a leper hospital 
at Ceville,"La.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. X 

7085. Also (by request), petition of the Central Citizens’ 
Association, of Washington, D. C., asking Congress for redress 


from an intolerable condition of affairs affecting the citizens of 


this city ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia, 

7086. Also (by request), communication from Mrs. Mary F. 
Henderson, offering to the United States Government a resi- 
dence for the use of the Vice President of the United States; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

7087. Also (by request), petition of Muskegon Lodge, No. 491, 
Loyal Order of Moose, giving their approval to a movement for 
a conference of nations to be called by the President of the 
United States to seek restriction of the production of raw mate- 
rials from which narcotic drugs are made; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

7088. Also (by request), petition of members of Otsego Lodge, 
No. 345, indorsing the movement for a conference of nations to 
be called by the President of the United States to seek restric- 
tion of the production of raw materials from which narcotic 
drugs are made; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7089. By Mr. GARNER: Petition of 40 citizens of Nueces 
County, Tex., favoring a joint resolution granting immediate 
aid to the people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7090. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Hon. Charles L. Craig, 
comptroller city of New York, requesting that the House of 
Representatives concur in the Senate bill amending the national 
banking act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency, 

7091. Also, petition of Pellegrino Jannicello, Esq., Denver, 
Colo., urging an amendment to the compensation act, known as 
H. R. 15316; to the Committee on Labor. 

7092. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of Mr. and Mrs. J. G. Fried- 
haber and other citizens of Buffalo, N. Y., asking Congress to 
extend aid to the people of the German and Austrian Republics; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7093. Also, petition of 112 citizens of the forty-second congres- 
sional district, New York, urging that aid be extended to the 
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, 
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SENATE. 


Tuespay, January 30, 1923. ; 
(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION—CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT FIXING 
PRESIDENTIAL TERMS, ETC. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I want to call attention to 
something that happened yesterday in the Senate when I was 
not in the Chamber; and I want to call attention to what I 
‘believe was an error and perhaps make an explanation in re- 
gard to it. 

I was not here yesterday when the Senator froni Connecticut 
[Mr. McLean] was talking upon some pending motion to refer 
a bill to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. I think that 
was the motion. He was interrupted by the senior Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], who called the attention of the Sen- 
ate to a condition relating to an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States which had been reported from the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and is now on the cal- 
endar. I want to read just a little from the Recorp as to what 
the Senator from Minnesota said. He said: 

A moment ago the Senator from Connecticut referred to a joint reso- 
lution proposing a certain amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, which joint resolution had been referred to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

I have not read the part of the Recorp in which the Senator 
from Connecticut made that reference. However, if he made 
the same mistake the Senator from Minnesota has made, I 
shall be able to correct that wrongful impression. 

I desire— = 


Said the Senator from Minnesota— 


to make a brief statement in reference to that matter. 

The joipt resolution tere an amendment of the Constitution to 
dispense with the presidential electors and to provide for a direct vote 
of the people for President. 

He was referring then to a joint resolution reported from the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. He proceeded: 

At the last session of Congress the Senator from Nebraska intro- 
duced a similar joint resolution contemplating “such an amendment, 
and accompanied it with a statement on the floor. At his suggestion 
that joint resolution was referred to the Judiciary Committee, of which 
he is a member, and, on his own Sequest, I appointed him chairman 
of a subcommittee to consider the joint resolution proposing the con- 
stitutional amendment. That joint resolution is still — h before 
the Judiciary Committee and is still in the hands of the subcommittee 
of which the Senator from Nebraska is chairman. 

Mr. President, with the exception of my asking the Senator 
to appoint me as chairman of the subcommittee, the Senator 
from Minnesota stated the matter correctly. I did introduce 
such a joint resolution at the last regular session of Congress. 
I accompanied it with a short statement at the time I intro- 
duced it. I asked that it be referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. At the next meeting of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary I asked that the joint resolution be referred to a sub- 
committee. The chairman of the committee very courteously 
appointed me as chairman of the subcommittee. So, with that 
simple correction, the chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
stated the matter correctly. 

I realize, as I think every Senator does, that a Senator who 
is chairman of one of the great committees of the Senate has 
practically no time to devote to committee work on committees 
of which he is not chairman. I have found that with the 
work of the Agricultural Committee, much of which of course 
the Senate never considers because it does not get here, my 
time is entirely taken up; in fact. I could devote, if I had it, 
twice the time I do devote to that committee. I have tried to 
perform properly my duties aS chairman of that committee. 

Mr. President, personally I would be glad to be relieved from 
that arduous duty because there are so many details and so 
much work that takes time, not only of the Senator but of the 
force in his office, that he does not have an opportunity or time 
to consider other matters in which he is greatly interested. 
I myself suggested, when the committees of the present Con- 
gress were selected by the committee on committees, that I 
thought Senators like myself, who are chairmen of great com- 
mittees, ought not to be put on any other committee, and I was 
perfectly willing that the rule should apply to me if it like- 
wise applied to every other chairman. I would be glad to see 
that course followed now. I think it ought to be done. 

But, Mr. President, I was deeply interested in. the joint 
resolution. Notwithstanding the fact that my time was so 
taken up, I tried my very best to get a meeting of the sub- 
committee and to get action on the joint resolution. I have 
never been able even to get a meeting of the subcommittee. I 


have called a meeting at various times, but not during this ses- 
sion, because I gave it up last session. I say that without any 
criticism of the members of the subcommittee. They were like- 
wise busy on other things. One of them at least was chairman 
of another subcommittee which was having hearings. 

It was a physical impossibility to get consideration of the 
joint resolution, Whateyer blame attaches to me I gladly ac- 
cept and assume full responsibility. However, the next part 
of the statement of the Senator from Minnesota is erroneous, 
as I think I shall be able to show, and if anyone questions: it 
I think I can demonstrate it from the RECORD. 

At this session of Congress— 

Said the Senator from Minnesota— 


the Senator from Nebraska introduced another joint resolution having 
in view the same object. 


That is erroneous. I did not do it. 

It was done at a time when I was not present in the Senate. 

That is the reason why the Senator was mistaken. If he 
had been present and had remembered it he would realize that 
I did not introduce the joint resolution. 

At all events, it escaped my attention. The Senator from Nebraska 
had that joint resolution proposing the same constitutional amendment 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry— 

That is erroneous. It was not the same kind of a resolution. 
It was not introduced by me and I had nothing whatever to 
do with the reference of the joint resolution to the Committee 
on Agriculture. But the Senator went on to say— 
and from that committee he succeeded in securing a report on the 
joint resolution. 

I did succeed in getting a report from the Committee on Agri- 
culture, 

I have been paneon waiting for him, as chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, to submit a report to the full Judiciary Committee on the joint 
resolution which he introduced and had referred to that committee, 
and which is still pending there. 

I am finding no fault whatever with the chairman of the Ju- 
diciary Committee. I think he did his full duty. He did it 
promptly. Under no circumstances have I ever in the slightest 
degree indicated, even indirectly, any criticism, I am as much 
to blame as anybody, and the reason why I am to blame for 
the delay in reporting that joint resolution of mine from the 
Judiciary Committee is the reason I have already stated. Be it 
good or bad, those are the facts. 

But, Mr. President, the resolution which was reported by me 
from the Committee on Agriculture, while it did provide for an 
amendment to the Constitution, was a committee resolution. 
The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] one day introduced 
a concurrent resolution in the Senate. It had reference to 
Members of Congress who had been defeated at the recent elec- 
tion and who were then and are now participating in general 
legislation. It was referred to the Committee on Agriculture. 
It had reference to the meeting of the old Congress after the 
new one had been elected by the people. I was present when 
that reference was made. It was not done covertly. The 
Chair stated it fairly, and he made the reference after he 
had made a statement of the request of the Senator from Ar- 
kansas. I did not have anything to do with the preparation of 
the concurrent resolution. I had no knowledge that it was go- 
ing to be introduced. It was referred, I think, as a joke to 
the Committee on Agriculture. There was a smile in the Sen- 
ate that such a resolution should be referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture. But it was so referred, and it was not referred 
at my request. No such request was made by me. It was the 
action of the Senate. The Senator from Arkansas plainly in 
the open Senate made the request. The Chair asked if there 
was any objection and there was none. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. NORRIS. I gladly yield to the Senator. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator will also recall that I called 
attention to the fact that the jurisdiction was properly with the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. NORRIS. I remember it distinctly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. So that no one was deceived. 

Mr. NORRIS. No one was deceived, but everybody laughed 
when it was referred to the Committee on Agriculture. The 
long-whiskered farmers on the Committee on Agriculture took 
the matter seriously. We went to work on it. We thought 
that the resolution introduced by the Senator from Arkansas 
did not provide a remedy for the evil to which he called atten- 
tion in the whereases, that there had been an election and a new 
Congress elected but the old Congress was still doing business. 
He also called attention to some legislation to which it referred. 
I do not know whether he called attention to it or not, but it 
was a fact that the resolution in effect was passed by some 
organization and it was then introduced by him. 
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Now, the Committee on Agriculture took it up seriously. I 
was directed by the Committee on Agriculture te report a sub- 
stitute resolution which would, we thought, meet the difficulty 
and which required a constitutional amendment in order to ac- 
complish it. I drafted the joint resolution. It had two parts 
to it, one pertaining to the presidential electors and the other 
having reference to the fixing of the beginning of a term of 
Congress which in effect would do away with the short session 
of Congress and would provide for the meeting on the first 
Monday in January of the new Congress elected in November. 
After I had prepared the joint resolution, at a subsequent meet- 
ing of the Subcommittee on Agriculture, I read it. It was 
again referred to the Committee on Agriculture, and I was 
directed by a unanimous vote of that committee to report it to 
the Senate. 

Mr. President, that is the history of the joint resolution. If 
we had followed the ordinary procedure the resolution would 
not have been referred to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. At the time I did not wish to have it referred to 
that committee; I myself had an impulse to object, but it seemed 
to me that, being the chairman of the committee, an objection 
would probably not come with good grace from me. So I re- 
mained silent, and the committee assumed the burden which the 
Senate put upon it. We have discharged our duty as best we 
knew how. Those are the facts with reference to the joint reso- 
lution which is now on the calendar. 

Mr. President, I wish to say, as I have once before said, that 
I contemplate making a motion to take up the joint resolution 
before this session of Congress shall have expired, as soon as 
we shall have disposed of the so-called rural credits bill, which 
is now pending. 

I thought I ought to say this much now, because the Senator 
from Connecticut as well as the Senator from Minnesota was 
laboring under a misapprehension as to the joint resolution. 
I make the statement in justice to the Committee on Agricul- 
ture and Forestry, which did not seek this responsibility. It 
was put upon them by the Senate itself, and having been placed 
there, we have undertaken to perform our duty as we under- 
stood it. I may add that at the time the concurrent resolu- 
tion was referred to the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUMMINS], who himself is 
a member of the Judiciary Committee, was in the chair. 


CALL OF THE ROLL, * 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama sug- 
gésts the absence of a quorum. The Scretary will call the roll. 
The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following 


Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Gooding McCormick Shortridge 
Brookhart Hale McCumber Smith 

m Harris McKellar Smoot 
Cameron Harrison McLean Spencer 
Capper Heflin McNary Stanfield 
Caraway Hitchcock Nelson Sutherland 
Colt ohnson ew Townsend 
Couzens Jones, Wash. Nicholson Tra 
Culberson ellog Norbeck Underwood 
Curtis Kendrick Norris Wadsworth 
Ernst King Oddie W Mass. 
Fletcher Ladd Overman Waish, Mont. 
Frelinghuysen La Follette Page Warren 
George Lenroot Ransdell Watson 

Lodge Reed, Pa. Williams 


Mr. OVERMAN. I desire to announce that my colleague 
[Mr. Smrrmons] is detained at home on account of sickness. I 
ask that this notice may stand for the day. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I wish to announce that the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] and the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Drar] are detained from the Senate by illness. 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses], the junior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Keyes], the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
McKey], and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRELÐ]} 
are absent on the business of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty Senators having answered 
to their names, a quorum is present. 

DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of War, in partial response to Senate 
Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, reporting relative to 
the number and cost of maintenance of passenger-carrying auto- 
mobiles in use by the War Department in the city of Washing- 
ton, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

WITHDRAWALS AND RESTORATIONS OF PUBLIC LAND. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the First Assistant Secretary of the Interior, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a report showing the withdrawals 


and restorations of public lands during the period beginn! 
December 1, 1921, and ending N 21, 1922, and also the 
areas embraced in outstanding withdrawals at the latter date, 
which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

CHESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TELEPHONE co. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the president of the Chesapeake & Potomac Tele- 
phone Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the final annual re- 
port of the company for the year 1922, to be substituted for the 
report heretofore submitted in which the results of the opera- 
tions of the company for the month of December were only 
N W was referred to the Committee on the District 
0 umbia. 


BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE NAVAL ACADEMY. 


The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr. Paer, Mr. PEPPER, 
Mr. ODDE, Mr. Gerry, and Mr. Swanson as members of the 
Board of Visitors on the part of the Senate to visit the Naval 
Academy at Annapolis, Md., pursuant to the provisions of the 
act of August 29, 1916. 

PETITIONS, 


Mr. LADD presented petitions of sundry citizens of Glad- 
stone, Chaseley, and Enderlin, all in the State of North Dakota, 
praying for the passage of legislation extending immediate aid 
to the famine-stricken peoples of the German and Austrian 
F which were referred to the Committee on Appropria- 

ns. 
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BAKER RECLAMATION PROJECT, OREGON. 


Mr. McNARY presented the following joint memorial of the 
Legislature of Oregon, which was referred to the Committee on 
Irrigation and Reclamation : 


Senate joint memorial. 


To the Hon. A. P. Davis, 
Director of the United States Reclamation Service. n 

We, your memorialists, the Senate of the State of Oregon, the House 
of N concurring, respectfully represent: That 

“ie ereas the United States Reclamation Service has made an ex- 
haustive examination and survey of what is known as the Baker project, 
located in Baker County in this State; and 

“ Whereas estimates are about to be submitted covering the feasibility 
and cost of said project; 

“Whereas an examination of the soil and climatic conditions has 
been made by Prof. W. L. Powers, soil expert of the Oregon Agricul- 
tural College, and that the Epo is that the soil conditions and 
climatie conditions are wholly satisfactory and the soil of more than 
average fertility, and that the conditions are extremely favorable for 
the building a successful project and providing homes for a la 
number of piopio and g under cultivation a large acreage of mie | 
5 fy a large increase of population and wealth in the State 
6 egon ; un 

“Whereas the State of Oregon has paid into the reclamation fund 
from the sale of public lands a large sum of money, and the sum of 
ssa walt go into said fund is greatly in excess of the sum of money 
received therefrom; and 


“Whereas the said Baker project, tentatively adopted by the Rec- 
lamation Service, is the only new project in the State of Oregon; and 

“ Whereas the said project will come before the said Director ef the 
United States Reclamation Service for final roval ; and 

“ Whereas the said project, on account of its proximity to the na- 
tional forest furnishing cheap lumber for improvements, its close prox- 
imity to active markets, its soil and climatic conditions, can stand a 
high cost per acre for building; and 

‘t Whereas the building of the said project will be an important factor 
in the encouragement of irrigation in the State of Oregon and stimulat- 
ing the reclamation of thousands of acres of the arid lands of sald 
State: Now therefore we, your memoriallsts, do hereby 

“ Resolve, That the Senate of the State of Oregon, the House of 
Representatives concurring, favor the building of the said Baker project 
and do hereby urge that the said project have favorable <onsideration 
at your hands and do urge upon you that you finally approve the 
building of the said project; and be it further 

* Resotved, That the chief clerk of the Senate of the State of Oregon 
be directed to transmit a copy, of this memorial to the Hon. A. P. 
Davis, Director of the United States Reclamation Service, and to each 
of the, Senators and Representatives from the State of Oregon in Con- 


Concurred in by the House January 19, 1923. 
K. K. Kön 


Speaker of the House. 
Adopted by the Senate January 18, 1923. 


Jay UPTON, 
President df the Senate, 
REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Claims, to which was re- 
ferred the bill (S. 4425) to authorize appropriations for the 
relief of certain officers of the Army of the United States, re- 
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1071) thereon. 

Mr. WARREN. From the Committee on Appropriations I 
report back the bill (S. 4362) to provide aid from the United 
States for the several States in prevention and control of drug 
addiction and the care and treatment of drug addicts, and for 
other purposes, and ask that the committee be discharged from 
its further consideration. I suggest that the bill should go to 
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the Committee on Finance, as that committee has charge of 


the subject matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, ‘Without objection, the Committee 
on Appropriations will be discharged from the further consid- 
eration of the bill and it will be referred to the Committee on 
Finance. i 

Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Committee on the Library, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4119) authorizing the erection 
in the city of ‘Washington of a monument in memory of the 
faithful colored mammies of the South, reported it with amend- 
ments and submitted a report (No. 1072) thereon. 

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 4061) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of the Interior to enter into an agreement with Toole 
County irrigation district, of Shelby, Mont,, and the Cut Bank 
irrigation district, of Cut Bark, Mont,, for the settlement of 
the extent of the priority to the waters of Two Medicine, Out 
Bank, and Badger Creeks of the Indians of the Blackfeet 
Indian Reservation, reported it without amendment and sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1073) thereon. 

He also, from the same committee, to Which was referred the 
bill (H. R. 10211) authorizing an appropriation to meet pro- 
portionate expenses of providing a drainage system for Piute 
Indian lands in the State of Nevada within the Newlands 
reclamation project of the Reclamation Service, reported it 
without amendment and submitted a report (No, 1074) thereon. 

Mr. WADSWORTH, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 4404) authorizing the Secre- 
tary of War to transfer to trustees to be named by the Chamber 
of Commerce of Columbia, S. C., certain lands at Camp Jack- 
son, S. C., reported it without amendment and submitted a 
report (No. 1075) thereon, 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read ‘the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second ‘time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 

A bill (S. 4440) to amend section 9 of the trading with the 
enemy act, approved October 6, 1917, as amended; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

A bill (S. 4441) granting a pension to Millie Newman; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. ODDIE: 

A bill (S. 4442) to renew and extend certain letters patent; 
to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: 

A bill (S. 4443) granting an increase of pension to Alice J. 
Hunt (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: 

A bill (S. 4444) granting a pension to Thomas J. Boice; to 
the Committee on ‘Pensions. 

By Mr. PHIPPS: 

A bill (S. 4445) to amend the ‘first paragraph of section 2 
of the act entitled “An act to fix and regulate the salaries of 
teachers, school officers, and other employees of the Board of 
Education of the District of Columbia,“ approved June 20, 
1906, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. McKBELLAR: - 

A bill (S. 4446) granting a pension to Oscar E. Burrow 
‘(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 


‘RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


Mr. NORBECK submitted an amendment in the nature of a 
substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill (S. 4287) 
to provide credit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock 
industries of the United States, to amend the Federal farm 
loan act, to amend the Federal reserve act, and for other 
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
Printed. 


AMENDMENTS OF WAR ‘DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BTL. 


Mr. WADSWORTH submitted an amendment authorizing 
the ‘Secretary of War to permit, without cost to the United 
States, the erection of monuments or memorials ‘in the Chicka- 
mauga and Chattanooga National Military Park to commemo- 

“rate encampments of Spanish War organizations which were 
encamped in said park during the period of the Spanish-Ameri- 
enn War, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 13793, 
the War Department appropriation bill, which was ordered ‘to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

He also submitted an ‘amendment providing ‘that ‘the mileage 
allowance to members of the Officers’ Reserve Co when called 
into active service for ‘training for 15 days or less shall not 
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exceed 4 cents per mile, etc., intended to be proposed by him to 
House bill 13793, the War Department appropriation bill, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

‘He ‘also submitted an amendment ‘proposing to increase the 
appropriation for activities of the national board for promotion 
of rifle practice, quartermaster supplies, and services for rifle 
ranges for civilian instruction, ete., from $20,000 to $89,900, in- 
tended to be proposed by liim to House bill 13793, the War 
Department appropriation bill, Which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment providing that the master 
of the sword at the Military Academy, upon the completion of 
his service, shall be entitled to be placed upon the ‘retired list 
of the Army (with the rank of lieutenant colonel) under ‘the 
same conditions as are prescribed by law for other officers of 
the Army, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 13793, 


the War Department appropriation bill, which was ordered to 


lie on the table and to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment providing that no part of 
the ‘appropriations made in the act shall be available for the 
smy or pay of any officer, manager, superintendent, foreman, 
or other person ‘having charge of the work of any employee of 
the United States Government while making or causing to be 
made with a stop watch or other time-measuring device a time 
study of any job of any such employee between the starting 
and completion thereof, or of the movements of any such em- 
ployee while engaged upon such work, intended to be proposed 
by him to House bill 13793, the War Department appropria- 
2 7 5 Which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed, i 

He also submitted an amendment providing that hereafter 
the cost of transportation -of.civilian employees and of material 
in connection with the manufacturing and purchasing activities 
of the Signal Corps, Air Service, Medical Department, Ordnance 
Department, Engineer Department, and the Coast Artillery 
Corps, and in connection with the construction and installation 
of fire-control projects at seacoast fortifications by the Coast 
Artillery ‘Corps, may be charged to the appropriations for the 
work in connection with which such transportation charges are 
required, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 13793, the 
War Department appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie 
on the table and to be printed. 


PROPOSED INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE. 


Mr. BORAH. T submit ‘a resolution, which I ask to have 
printed and lie on the table. 

The resolution (S. Res. 426) was ordered to lie on the table 
and to be printed, as follows: 

Resolved, That the President is authorized and 8 to invite 
such governments as he may deem necessary or expedient to send rep- 
resentatives to a conference which shall be charged with the duty of 
considering the economic problems now obtaining throughout the world 
with a view of arriving at such adjustments or settlement as may 
seem essential to the restoration of trade and to the establishment of 
sound ‘financial and ‘business conditions; and also to consider the sub- 
ject of further limitation of armaments with a view of reaching an 
understanding or a ment upon said matter, both by land and by sea 
and particularly relative to 1 ay the construction of all t, a 
sizes of subsur' and surface t of 10,000 tons standard displace- 
ment or less, and of aircraft. 


ASSISTANT CLERK TO COMMITTEE. 


Mr. CALDER submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
427), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolwed, That the Senate Resolution 444 to March 8, 1921, 
authorizing ‘the ‘Committee. to Audit and ‘Control the Contingent Ex- 
penses of the Senate to continue the employment of an assistant clerk, 
payable out of the contingent fund, until the end of the present Con- 
gress, be, and the same hereby is, further continued in full force and 
effect until tthe end of the Sixty-cighth Congress, 


HEARINGS BEFORE COMMITTEE ON MINES AND MINING, 


Mr. POINDEXTER submitted the following resolution (S. 
Res. 428), Which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the ‘Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

hie Bixty-eerenth 


Resolved, That the Committee on Mines and Minin 
mittee ‘thereof be, and hereby is, authorized, during 

d pers, to administer oaths, 
exceeding 25 cen er 100 


Congress, to send for persons, book and 
and to employ a 3 at a cost no ts sp 
words to report such hearings as may be had in connection th any 
sub: which may be before said committee, the expenses thereof to be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House ‘had passed 
the ‘bill (S. 472) for the relief of William B. Lancaster, with 
an amendment, in ‘which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 
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WILLIAM B. LANCASTER, 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ment of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 472) for 
the relief of William B. Lancaster, which was to strike out all 
after the enacting clause and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, authorized 
and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, to William B. Lancaster, during his natural life, the sum 
of $40 per month, to date from the passage of this act, as compensa- 
tion for injuries sustained while employed by the Reclamation Service 
at the west portal, Strawberry Tunnel, Strawberry Valley project, 
Utah, said monthly payments to be paid through the United States 
Employees’ Compensation Commission. 

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, yesterday afternoon I called 


up for consideration the conference report on the annual Agri- 
cultural appropriation bill and made a formal motion with re- 
spect to certain amendments, At the request of the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. KI Nd] I consented that the matter might go 
over until to-day. By way of a parliamentary inquiry I desire 
to know if it is necessary to renew my motion, or is it carried 
over to this time? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator may ask unanimous 
consent to take the report from the table, and then the motion 
heretofore made by him will be pending. 

Mr. McNARY. I ask unanimous consent that the report of 
the conference committee on the annual Agricultural appropria- 
tion bill may be taken from the table. 

There being no objection, the Vice President laid before the 
Senate the action of the House of Representatives on certain 
amendments ‘of the Senate to House bill 13481, the Agricul- 
tural Department appropriation bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the mo- 
tion of the Senator from Oregon which is now pending. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNary] moved that the Senate agree to the amendments of 
the House to the amendments of the Senate numbered 11, 31, 
83, and 35, and that the Senate recede from its amendment 
numbered 34. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator from Oregon if the conference report represents a 
full agreement on the Agricultural appropriation bill? 

Mr. McNARY. It does. 

Mr. HARRISON. I have not had time to go over the report 
in detail and I should like to ask the Senator what was done 
with some of the Senate amendments, notably the one making 
an appropriation for the investigation of insects prevalent in 
my section of the country affecting the sweet potato? 

Mr. McNARY. That item as passed by the Senate is found 
on page 51 of the bill and reads: 

For investigations of insects affecting truck crops, including in- 
sects affecting the potato, sugar beet, cabbage, onion, tomato, beans, 
peas, etc., and insects affecting stored products, $173,000. 

The Bureau of the Budget estimated $123,000 for this item; 
the House appropriated $123,000; the Senate committee rec- 
ommended $123,000, but on the floor of the Senate the appro- 
priation was increased $50,000 under the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Mississippi. That brought the total to 
$173,000. The Senate conferees, however, after discussing the 
matter at length with the House conferees, yielded to the 
House conferees and the item stands now at $123,000. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am very sorry to hear that; it will be 
very bad news to those who are interested in the cultivation 
of sweet potatoes. 

I should like to ask the Senator also what was done 
with respect to the provision for market news wire service? 

Mr. McNARY. That provision was left in the bill as the 
Senate passed it, appropriating $700,000 to provide for the 
distribution annually by wire of market news. Under the 
appropriation the service may be provided for the Pacific 
coast und the Southeastern States bordering on the Gulf and 
the Atlantic Ocean. 

Mr. HARRISON. Were any other of the amounts reduced 
in conference where the appropriations were increased on 
the floor of the Senate? 

Mr. McNARY. I will say to the Senator that by amendment 
numbered 4 in the item which provides for collecting data 
concerning frost damage, the Senate inserted a provision 
with regard to spraying, and that was eliminated by the con- 
ferees; so the item remains the same as it came over from 
the House. A 
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Mr. HARRISON. Of course, I do not want to pry into any 
of the secrets of the conference; but I suppose it was con- 
tended by the conferees representing the House that the sweet- 
potato item was eliminated. because the Bureau of the Budget 
had not recommended it? 

Mr. McNARY. I will say to the Senator that that was not 
the sole consideration. Of course, it is always an element in 
the discussion of such a matter and arriving at a solution 
of the problem. I think the House conferees did mention that 
fact, but we thought the amount appropriated under this 
item as it reads now was sufficient to do this work. 

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, the Senator made every effort 
to carry out the wishes of the Senate as expressed by the adop- 
tion of the amendment? 

Mr. McNARY. Oh, I can say to the Senator that I never 
worked harder in my life. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am sure of that. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the next item is concerning 
barberry eradication. The House appropriated $350,000 for 
this purpose. The Senate increased the House appropriation to 
$500,000 on the floor. The conferees agreed upon $425,000 for 
this purpose, making $125,000 available for cooperative work, 
in the hope that those States and communities where the infes- 
tatien oecurs will more actively cooperate with the Government 
in the control and eradication of the barberry. 

The next item is the sweet-potato item, to which I have 
ealled attention. 

The next item is the amendment offered by the Senator from 
California [Mr. SHORTRIDGE], where he made a reservation that 
$150,000 of the money appropriated to extinguish predatory 
animals should go to California. The Senate conferees yielded 
on that provision. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senate conferees yielded? Is that 
important item now stricken from the bill? 

Mr. McNARY. The item is not so important as the Senator 
from Mississippi might think when he reads it. 

Mr. HARRISON. I heard the very eloquent speech of the 
junior Senator from California, and he led me to believe that it 
was very important. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr. KING. Before leaving that item, may I inquire whether 
the amount carried in the bill as it left the Senate was re- 
duced, or did the conferees merely strike out the language 
which required a certain amount of the appropriation to be 
expended solely in the State of California? 

Mr. McNARY. I will state to the Senator from Utah that 
the amount was not increased or decreased. It remained the 
same; but the provision which provided for the expenditure 
of $150,000 in California was stricken from the bill, so that the 
language of the bill is general in its nature, and no part of it is 
confined to any one particular State. 

Mr. KING. I am very glad to know that, because the pro- 
vision, may I say to the Senator, with the indulgence of the 
Senator from Mississippi, seemed to me to be very unfair and 
discriminatory. If funds which are appropriated for a sec- 
tion are to be segregated in the bill, and one State is to re- 
ceive a given quantity, then obviously the other States would 
be deprived of their proportionate share, and it would lead 
ultimately to a Gomplete division of the fund in the appropri- 
ation bill, leading to wild scrambles between sections, and 
would divorce the authority expending it from any discretion 
or any power in the matter. I congratulate the Senator on 
having eliminated that very unwise and, I was about to say, 
indefensible provision. 

Mr. HARRISON. Evidently the Senator from Utah was not 
in the Chamber when the junior Senator from California pre- 
sented the amendment and discussed it or he might have 
changed the opinion of the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. That may be. The Senator from California has 
great influence with the Senator from Utah; but I am in- 
clined to think that in this matter his eloquence would have 
been in vain. 


Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from California is tempo- 
rarily out of the Chamber. I have sent for him so that he 
can again elaborate upon this subject if he desires, ' 


Referring to amendment numbered 3, relating to investiga- 


tions, observations and reports, forecasts, warnings, and ad- 
vices for agricultural interests during the harvest season, was 
that included or did the Senate recede on that amendment? 

Mr. McNARY. What page is that on, please? 

Mr. HARRISON. That is on page 15 of the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. The Senate receded on that. 

Mr. HARRISON. The other important item is amendment 
numbered 4, about spraying. 
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Mr. MeN ART. The Senate receded on that item. 

Mr. HARRISON. As to amendment numbered 5, touching 
the white-pine blister rust, the Senate receded on that, did it? 

Mr. MONARY. I will state to. the Senator that the 
receded on that item and the 850,000 which was added to the 
bill for the purpose of scouting work in connection with the 
infestation of Northwestern States was retained; so the item 
is $250,000 rather than $200,000, as passed by the House: 

Mr. HARRISON. Was amendment numbered 8, with respect 
to sugar-plant investigation, retained? 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded from that, and the Senate 
amendment adding $10,000 was accepted. $ 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from California is now in his 
seat with respect to his amendment. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Mr. President, may I inquire touching. 
the item referred to? I was not in the Chamber when it was 
brought up. 

Mr. HARRISON. I will say to the Senator from California 
as to the item he had incorporated. in the Agricultural bill, 
which, as I was led to believe, was quite important to the people: 
of California 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE.. It certainly was, and is. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senate has receded, or is about to 
recede when it adopts this report, on that item, and the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Kine] was just discussing it. He took a dif- 
ferent view from that presented by the Senator from Cali- 
fornia; and I just expressed to him the thought that if he had 
heard the distinguished Senator from. California: present this: 
matter he would have the same conviction that I have, namely. 
that the Senator from California. was correct, and that the 
Senate should not have receded from this item, 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I thank the Senator for his expres- 
sions. I recall the discussion concerning that particular item. 
I assume that many Senators present also recall what was then: 
said, I made an effort to have the appropriation increased, 
but under a point of order, which was sustained by the Pre- 
siding Officer, my amendment so to increase was ruled out. 
The upshot of the discussion’ was: that of the 8502000 men- 
tioned in the bill to be devoted to the purposes: stated the Sen- 
ate voted in effect to give permission to the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to devote $150,000 of that sum to California in and 
about the destruction of these very destructive: predatory 
animals. . 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. Was any reason given, if that amendment 
was not placed in the bill, why the Secretary could not expend 
that amount in the Senator's State? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. An effort was made in the House by 
Representative Rarer to incorporate that sum in the pill, 
and make it in effect permissive for the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture to expend that amount in the State of California for the 
purpose named. His effort was unsuccessful, because of a 
point of order raised. 


To repeat myself, if the Senator desires to hear an answer | 


to his question 
Mr. WARREN. If 
to hear it. 


there is an answer to it, I should like 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Yes; I say, an effort was made in the 


House to have this sum made available for the purpose stated, 
and to be devoted to the State of California, reasons being 
assigned. That effort was unsuceessful. The bill came here. 
I moved to amend it by increasing the amount by $150,000 for 
those purposes. A point of order was raised and sustained 
|as to increasing the amount, so: that the amount devoted to 
| the various purposes was left at $502,000, I believe that was 
the sum. I then moved to add a proviso, which is found in 
the bill, that of the 8502,000 the sum of $150,000 might be ex- 
pended in the State of California. In perfect: candor I stated 
that it was not mandatory on the Secretary of Agriculture to 
devote that amount to that State; that it was permissive; and 
it took on that form. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Was there any language in the bill which would 
have forbidden the Secretary of Agriculture devoting. to Cali- 
Tornia for the extermination of predatory animals such portion 
of the fund appropriated as he deemed necessary and equitable, 
i into account the needs of the other States? 


Mr. SHORTRIDGE. In a word, I answer “No.” Of course, 


Senators will also recall that I did not forget Arizona or Utah 
or Colorado 

Mr. KING. Or California. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Or other States infested by these preda- 
tory animals; but I ventured to call the attention of the 


Senate 


to the fact that California was territorially a very large State; 

that a vast percentage of her lands is public lands; and that 
of the public lands a large percentage is mountain and forest, 
the breeding place of these predatory animals, so that, to make 
an end of the matter, the amendment in the nature of a proviso: 
Was an expression, perhaps, of the feeling of the Senate in 
respect to the State of California: and its needs, wherefore the 
amendment was permissive, not mandatory; and in that fashion 
it. was approved by the Senate and found its way into the bill. 
IJ was not in the Chamber when. the report of the conferees was 
taken up, but I see no reason why that expression of the Senate 
should not remain in the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. In the absence of the Senator and when the item 
was inquired about by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. HAR- 
RISON], and the able Senator from, Oregon [Mr. McNary] had 
stated what the action. of the conferees was, I suggested that I 
thought their action in eliminating: the proviso which the able 
Senator from California: had had sufficient influence in the Sen- 
ate to have inserted im the bill was very wise; that where a 
fund of this character was appropriated for a certain section 
where there is a good deal of homogeneity, if I may use that 
expression, with respect to the section and its needs and pur- 
poses; I regarded it as rather unfair and unwise to segregate, 
even by, a permissive expression in the bill, the fund itself, be- 
cause that very permissive expression would be regarded by the 
able Senator from California, and certainly by his constituents, 
as being a direction to the Secretary of Agriculture to expend 
at least that amount in California, and it would be seized upon 
by those who sought the expenditure of that fund in California 
as a fulcrum for tremendous propaganda to bring pressure to 
bear upon the Seeretary of Agriculture to induce him to expend 
the entire sum in that State. So I was very glad when the Sen- 
‘ate conferees, out of the plenitude of their great wisdom, saw 
fit. to yield upon this matter of disagreement and failed to fol- 
‘low the distinguished and able Senator from California. 
| Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I am sometimes reluctantly forced to 
(concede that I have not very much influence. But not to detain 
the Senate long, in point of very truth that proviso should have 
been mandatory in its terms. If it were worth while, or I 
thought my words to be effective here to-day, I would urge that 
the amount specified be expended in my State: The conditions 
were such, they are such, as te warrant that expenditure. I 
sought to have the $502,000 item enhanced by $150,000, the 
latter sum to be devoted to California, but my effort in that 
direction was defeated by the point of order raised, not by the 
other side, if there be two sides in this Chamber, but by mine 
own particular friends. I had then to content myself with what 

| was done by the Senate. I am not here questioning the wisdom 
of the conferees, though perhaps all wisdom will not die with 
‘them. “If mine enemy had exalted himself before me, perad- 
venture I could have borne it,” but mine own particular 
friends that is beyond patient: bearing. 

Mr. KING. Et tu Brute! 
Mr: SHORTRIDGE. Has 
agreed to? 

| Mr: MeNART. It has. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGH. What is the immediate matter before 


| The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
the Senator from Oregon to agree to the House amendments to 
| Senate amendments numbered 11, 31, 83, and 35, and to recede 
from its amendment numbered 34. 

ps JONES of Washington. Mr. President, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his in- 
quiry. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If the conference report had not 
been agreed to in the Senate, would not that be the first propo- 
sition to be submitted to the Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The conference report was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. May I ask, for Information, as to 
| whether amendment numbered 22. was agreed to? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Amendment numbered 22 has 
already been agreed to. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I move to reconsider the vote by which 
amendment numbered 22 was to. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That would reopen the whole 
conference report. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It would be necessary to move to 
reconsider the vote by which the Senate agreed to the -con- 
ference report. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I make such motion. 


the conference report’ been 
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Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his in- 
quiry. 

Mr. KING. Do I understand that the statement of the 
Chair means that the report of the conferees upon all items of 
disagreement has been agreed to? f 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Except five items which were re- 
ported in disagreement. The others have been agreed to. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire further, if the Chair will indulge 
me, whether that was upon some preceding day? 

The VICH PRESIDENT. It was; the 22d of January. 

Mr. KING. I was not here and was not advised of it. Then 
the matters now before the Senate are matters which had not 
been agreed upon; the bill went back to conference, and this is 
the final report of the conferees? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill went back to the House 
and the House acted on certain amendments to it. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I do not wish to detain the Senate or 
provoke discussion, but to the end that this particular amend- 
ment, numbered 22, may be considered on its merits, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the conference report was adopted. 

Mr. LENROOT. May I inquire when the conference report 
was agreed to? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. On January 22. 

Mr. LENROOT. More than two legislative days have inter- 
vened, and I make the point of order that the motion is not in 
order, 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, was this particular item in 
the conference report which was agreed to? 

Mr. McNARY. This particular item was considered by the 
conferees, of course, and the Senate conferees receded, and on 
the 22d of January the report was adopted, except as to the 
five items which are now before the Senate for consideration. 

Mr. SHORTRIDGE. Then the report of the conferees was 
not adopted as a whole, but it was in part adopted. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is the item in which the Senator is interested 
one of the items included in the motion of the Senator from 


Oregon? 
Mr. SHORTRIDGE. I think not. 
Mr. NORRIS. The item in which the Senator is interested 


has already been passed on by the adoption of the conference 
report? 

Mr, SHORTRIDGE. So I am informed. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, it is clearly out of order to 
undertake to reconsider a conference report agreed to on the 
22d. i 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair so rules. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I did not know I had lost 
the floor. I only yielded to the Senator from California to dis- 
cuss what I thought was a very important amendment. I 
thought I still held the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will recognize the Sena- 
tor from Mississippi. 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not desire to take the floor. 

Mr. HARRISON. I just wanted to inquire about some of the 
items in the conference report. I remember I asked the Sena- 
tor from Oregon about the item on page 41, where the Senate 
amended the appropriation of $110,000, and made it $135,000, 
for silvicultural, dendrological, and other experiments and in- 
vestigations with respect to our forests. Did the Senate recede 
on that item? 

Mr. McNARY. The Senate receded on that item so that 
there would be sufficient funds to erect forest stations in the 
New England country and the Great Lakes region. 

Mr. HARRISON. Did the House recede on the item with 
respect to the corn borer. The Senate adopted an amendment 
to that item. 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded on that item. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is one victory for the Senate, then. 
The amendment on page 55, amendment No. 22, is the one we 
have been discussing, which affects California and which the 
Senator from California has done everything in his power to 
bring to the attention of the Senate, but which he can not 
bring to our attention because of the rules. Amendment No. 
25 is for the enforcement of the United States grain standards 
act. 8 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded on that, with an amend- 
ment. The amount now appropriated is $541,223. i 

Mr. HARRISON. The House receded on that? 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded, with an amendment, 
The ‘amount was decreased $5,000. $ 

Mr. HARRISON. There was a kind of a dog fall there. 

Amendment numbered 27, on page 72, referred to the distribu- 


tion of the publications on “ Diseases of the Horse” and “ Dis- 
eases of Cattle.” Did the Senate recede on that? 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded on that item. 

Mr. HARRISON. Amendment numbered 28 was a very im- 
portant one. I recall that the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Overman] talked a good deal about the black-leg disease. 
What was done with respect to that amendment? 

Mr. McNARY. The Senate receded on that amendment for’ 
the reason that the item was not at the proper place, and an- 
other provision of the bill takes care of the item. 

Mr. HARRISON. So it is taken care of? 

Mr. McNARY. It is. 

Mr. HARRISON. So the black leg will be treated. Then 
there was an amendment touching the motor-vehicle proposi- 
tion. I do not see the Senator from Tennessee in his seat at 
this time. He has given great study to this motor-vehicle prop- 
osition. Was amendment numbered 29 accepted by the House? 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; I will say to the Senator from Missis- 
rr that the House receded from its disagreement on that 
tem. ‘ 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senate was again triumphant. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. It is always so when it increases appro- 
priations, especially for extravagances of that kind. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator from Oregon about 
that item? 

Mr. McNARY. It was to effect an economy in travel from 
station to station by those connected with the department, 
that they might receive compensation for gasoline they use 
rather than hire a vehicle to carry them from place to place. 

Mr. HARRISON. Was amendment numbered 30 agreed to by 
the House, the amendment with respect to the Center Market? 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded on that amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is a very important amendment. Did 
the House agree to amendment 31, on page 84? 

Mr. McNARY. The House receded on that, with an amende 
ment, The Senate attempted to make the law permanent by 
using the word “hereafter.” The House receded with an 
amendment so as to make it applicable only for the year 1924, 

Mr. HARRISON. What was done with respect to amend- 
ment numbered 34, relating to the purchase of seed for drought- 
stricken areas? 

Mr. McNARY. That was in disagreement. It went back to 
the House, and their conferees’ action was sustained, and it is 
here now before the Senate for action. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is one of the amendments now pend- 
ing? 

Mr. McNARY. That and the one relating to maximum sal- 
aries. 

Mr. HARRISON. Was there a separate vote in the House 
on that proposition? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They have, and they insisted 
on their disagreement. 

Mr. HARRISON. That, perhaps, will be debated somewhat 
again, will it not? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. It will not be debated by me. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator must have very strong con- 
victions on the subject. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am convinced that the House 
would not recede, and I think it would be a waste of time to 
discuss it in the Senate. J 

Mr. HARRISON. What was done with respect to the amend- 
ment regarding the barberry bush? 

Mr. McNARY. I think I answered an inquiry in regard to 
that propounded by the Senator from Mississippi a few mo- 
ments ago. i 

Mr. HARRISON. No; I did not ask with respėct to the 
barberry. I asked with respect to the corn borer and the Mexi- 
can bean beetle, I believe it is called, and the sweet-potato 
weevil, but not this particular item. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am afraid my friend is more interested 
in asking questions than listening to the answers, because the 
Senator from Oregon explained that item a moment ago. 

Mr. HARRISON. I did not see my friend from Wisconsin 
present when barberry came up. It is so closely allied to some 
other names that are nearly like “ barberry ” that I really did 
not pay attention to the answer. 

Mr. McNARY. Answering the Senator from Mississippi, the 
House provided $350,000. The Senate added $150,000, making 
a total of $500,000. We compromised on the basis of $425,000, 
with $125,000 to be used in cooperation with the various States 
where the infestation occurs. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, on yesterday the President 
of the United States, through the Vice President, delivered an 
address to the heads of the departments of the Government in 
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the city of Washington. He praised the Bureau of the Budget. 
He atte * for the estimates that had been 
submitted to the Congress. In the closing sentence of that ad- 
dress the President of the United States said: 

I tender my thanks and appreciation for services rendered. 

In the course of the speech, however, the President said 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. i 

Mr. LENROOT. Before the Senator continues his speech 
would he be willing to yield, that I may submit a unanimous- 
consent request? 

Mr, HARRISON. Yes; I yield for that purpose. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 

Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that beginning to- 
morrow at 1 o'clock, if the rural credits bill (S. 4287) has not 
then been disposed of, all debate upon the bill be limited to 20 
minutes upon the bill and to 10 minutes upon any amendment 
pending or that may be offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Potnpexter in the chair). 
Is there objection to the request of the Senator from Wis- 
consin? 

Mr. HARRISON. Let the Secretary state the proposition, so 
we may understand it clearly. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. That from and after 1 o'clock 
p. m. on to-morrow no Senator shall speak more than once or 
longer than 20 minutes upon the bill, nor more than once or 
longer than 10 minutes upon any amendment that may then be 
pending or that may be offered. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Ashurst Gooding McCormick Smith 

Ball Hale McCumber Smoot 
Borah Harris McKellar Stanfield 
Brookhart Harrison McNary Sterling 
Cameron Heflin Nelson Sutherland 
Capper Hitcheock New Swanson 
Caraway Johnson Norbeck Townsend 
Couzens Jones, Wash Norris Trammell 
Culberson Kello; Oddie Underwood 
Curtis Kendrick Overman Wadsworth 
Ernst ing Phipps Walsh, Mass. 
Fletcher Lad Poindexter Walsh, Mont. 
Frelinghuysen La Follette Pomerene Warren 
George Lenroot Ransdell 

Glass Lodge Shields 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-eight Senators have an- 
swered.to their names., A quorum is present. Is there objec- 
tion to the unanimous-consent agreement proposed by the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor]? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Let the request be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The Secretary will state the 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. That from and after 1 o'clock 
p. m. on to-morrow no Senator shall speak more than once or 
longer than 20 minutes upon the bill, nor more than once or 
longer than 10 minutes upon any amendment that may then be 
pending or that may be offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the pro- 
posed unanimous-consent agreement? 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, reserving the right to 
object, let me say that there are some very important amend- 
ments to the bill, and there are some of us who up to this time 
have not discussed the particular measure now pending. We 
very much desire to discuss it at the proper time. It is foolish 
to attempt to discuss an amendment before it is pending. On 
yesterday I offered two amendments to the bill, one which would 
compel the Federal Farm Loan Board to locate in each agri- 
cultural or live-stock State a branch bank or agency where a 
Federal land bank was not located in that particular State, I 
have an idea that we ought to carry this proposition just as 
close to the people as it is possible. I believe that by the estab- 
lishment in each State of an agency or branch bank more 
people would have an opportunity to take advantage of the 
provisions of the bill, more people would come within the 
provisions of the bill, and greater relief would be carried to 
them. I have every hope that the amendment will be agreed to. 
If there is any opposition to it, there ought to be full dis- 
cussion of it, and no one, not even the Senator from Wisconsin, 
with all his ingenuity and splendid ability, could properly 
discuss it in 10 minutes. Yet if the unanimous-consent request 
should be granted we would be precluded from talking longer 
than 10 minutes on an important amendment like that. 

. I offered another amendment yesterday. Those amendments, 
perhaps, are not any more important in the opinion of various 


individual Senators than the amendments which they them- 
selves have offered. The other amendment which I offered 
would permit the credit association to loan directly to the 
individual. Senator after Senator has stated that he would be 
glad to see such a system put in operation; that certainly it 
would remove the increased interest rates which a bank would 
be permitted to charge upon the individual when they discount 
the individual’s paper, and then go to the credit association 
and get the paper rediscounted. In other words, we will open 
up a channel or an avenue so that the individual may go 
direct to the credit association and borrow money if he has 
adequate security. That is an important amendment. That is 
an amendment which would bring sure enough relief to the 
farmers of the country, and would remove an overhead in in- 
terest charges that would be tremendous. 

Does any one mean to tell me that an amendment of such 
magnitude and importance as that could be discussed by any 
Senator within the limit of 10 minutes? It is too important for 
such a limitation. Free and full discussion should be allowed 
on all the amendments that may be offered and upon the merits 
of the bill. $ 

The distinguished Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Nor- 
BECK], laboring in behalf of the farmers of the country, wants 
agricultural relief. He believes the best way to get it is 
through what is known as the Norbeck bill. There are others 
who hold different views. We think the best way to get real 
legislation at this time is through the pending measure, with 
some amendments. The Senator from South Dakota will, no 
doubt, offer his bill at some stage of the proceeding as a sub- 
stitute for the pending bill or in some other form, and a mat- 
ter of such tremendous importance as that can not be discussed 
in 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair calls the attention 
of the Senator from Mississippi to the fact that while the ques- 
tion of a unanimous-consent agreement is subject to debate, 
if the Senator desires to object, the motion of the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. McNary] to agree to the amendments of the 
House to certain amendments of the Senate to the Agricultural 
Department appropriation bill is now pending. 

Mr. HARRISON. I had hoped that I might convince the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT] that his unanimous- 
consent request is not reasonable, that the time is too short, 
and that the unanimous-consent request might be withdrawn 
at this time. After we have discussed the bill in all its phases, 
as the Senate has done other measures from time immemorial, 
then we could agree on a unanimous-consent request that 
might take care of the situation. For that reason I reserved 
the right for the moment to object, thinking we might agree to 
something satisfactory to all. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I suggest to the Senator that the 
War Department appropriation bill has been reported to the 
Senate, and the practice has been to consider appropriation 
bills, I believe, prior to considering other measures. We are 
not certain how long this particular bill may be before the Sen- 
ate for consideration, or when it may be laid aside in order 
to take up an appropriation bill. Therefore, I think it is 
hardly fair to ask to limit debate upon the bill at this time. 

Mr. HARRISON. I was going to come to that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair understands the 
Senator from Florida objects. 

Mr. HARRISON. I hope the Presiding Officer. will be very 
patient with us. This manner of discussion is about as good 
as any other way to discuss the proposition. There has been 
no call by any Senator on the other side of the Chamber for 
the regular order. I dislike to object to the unanimous-con- 
sent request, and I thought, perhaps, after we had exchanged 
views here we might get together upon a unanimous-consent 
agreement to vote at a certain time upon the bill; but certainly 
at this time we ought not to limit debate on amendments 
and on the bill to the short time which is proposed in the 
suggestion which has been made. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator from Mississippi 
think that if Senators would be willing to deyote themselves to 
the consideration of the bill and to cut out extraneous subjects, 
in the discussion of which I thought the Senator from Missis- 
sippi was about to indulge when I asked him to yield to me, 
we could discuss the very matters to which the Senator has 
referred, and dispose of them before the limit would begin on 
debate on the pending bill? 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator says that if we would confine 
our remarks to the bill, and if I would stop what he thought 
I was going to say when he interrupted me, the bill might 
be speedily disposed of. The Senator does not do me justice. 


The matter which was before the Senate was a motion by the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] touching the conference 
report on the Agricultural appropriation bill. In connection 
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with that a question arose with respect to the estimates of the 
Budget Bureau, and I was just starting with a discussion of 
the Budget Bureau and the expressions of the President yes- 
terday relating to its activities. Then I was going to try to 
get down to this particular item in order to show that the 
President had condemned what the Senate did the other day in 
surrendering to the Budget Bureau all of the power of the Sen- 
ate to increase an appropriation, although the increase was war- 
ranted by all the facts and by the statements of experts; 80 
that so far as confining the discussion to the merits of the 
subject is concerned, I was going to discuss the merits of the 
proposition when the Senator from Wisconsin interrupted me. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from Missis- 
sippi yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator indicate how long he will 
take In order to develop that very interesting subject in all of 
its ramifications? 

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senators on the other side would 
not interrupt me and cause me to branch off on side issues, it 
would not take very long. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Missis- 
sippi yield to the Senator from Iowa? - 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I desire to offer as an amendment to 
the proposed unanimous-consent agreement that consent also 
be granted that there shall be no further consideration of the 
ship subsidy bill at this session of Congress. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tbe Chair will hold that the 
tunanimous-consent proposition submitted by the Senator from 
Wisconsin has been objected to at the present time. The 
question recurs on the motion of the Senator from Oregon 
[ Mr. McNary]. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to propose a 
unanimous-consent request. I ask unanimous consent that not 
later than 4 o’clock on next Tuesday all debate close upon the 
agricultural credits bill, so called; that we begin at that hour 
to yote upon any amendment that may be then pending until 
the bill is either passed or defeated; and that during that 
time no other matter shall be brought before the Senate for 
discussion or passage except by unanimous consent. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am constrained to object 
to that request, because I feel certain that we shall dispose of 
the bill before that time without any limit of debate of the 
character suggested by the Senator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is interposed. 

Mr. LENROOT. I wish again to announce, in view of the 
failure of the Senate to come to any agreement for the final 
disposition of the bill, that I shall ask the Senate, beginning 
to-morrow night, if the bill shall not by that time have been 
disposed of, to sit in evening session until it shall be dis- 
posed of. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am very sorry that the Senator from 
Wisconsin has. objected to my request for unanimous consent. 
I tried to point out—though I did not finish because of an 
interruption—why I thought the unanimous-consent request 
made by the Senator from Wisconsin was not exactly fair. I 
had referred to the very important amendment which will be 
offered by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Norpeck]. It 
will be recalled also that the Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. Srmocons} has an amendment, in the form of a bill, I 
believe, heretofore introduced by him. It is a very good bill 
and a very impertant proposition. He has very strong views 
‘with respect to the merits of his bill, and I understand he may 
‘offer it in the form of an amendment as a substitute for the 
pending bill. Wo try to confine that Senator to a 10 minutes’ 
discussion of so important a question, I say is most unreasonable. 

Under the proposal that I made, if we had secured such a 
unanimous-consent agreement, within six days or a week the 
debate would be closed, and we eould vote upon the agricultural 
credits bill, after disposing of all amendments. So we could 
proceed in an orderly way throughout this week without killing 
Senators by holding night sessions, and compelling them to 
answer roll calls, and at least half of the time about 99 per 
cent of the Senators absenting themselves from the Chamber 
and paying no attention to the discussion. If the proposal 
which I made had not been objected to, the agricultural credits 
bill would be out of the way and over to the House of Repre- 
sentatives by next Tuesday night. We could then take up the 
‘Army appropriation bill, which is the only appropriation bill, 
I believe, yet remaining to be considered by the Senate; we 
could take up measures by unanimous consent and could pass 
them; but now, under whip and spur of the Senate majority, 
we are to be compelled to attend night sessions, to meet at 11 


o'clock in the morning, with the hope that the pending bill 
may be passed by to-morrow or Thursday. The Senator from 
Wisconsin knows it can not pass by that time; no Senator here 
believes it can pass by that time; and if there is anybody in the 
country who thinks it can be passed by that time, he is labor- 
ing under an erroneous impression. 

I violate no secret when I say that at least some of us on 
this side of the Chamber want to see every appropriation bill 
passed during the present session of Congress; we want to 
see the agricultural credit legislation enacted into law before 
the 4th day of March, and we are willing to cooperate, as we have 
cooperated up until this good hour and will continue to cooperate. 
until those two things have been accomplished. When, how- 
ever, we have said that, we stop, because we are not going 
to cooperate with the Republican side in the effort to pass 
through the Senate and through the Congress a ship-subsidy 
proposal which we believe will increase the burden of taxes 
upon the American people through subsidy to a shipping trust 
in the amount of $750,000,000 or more. The Senators on the 
other side are aware of our plan. If they want us to co- 
operate so that we may proceed in an orderly way and pass 
much proposed legislation that is now on the Calendar and 
that is needed by various localities, that has been promised 
by numerous Senators, many bills could be taken up by unani- 
mouns consent and passed after brief discussion and consid- 
eration. If Senators on the other side want that, if they 
want cooperation to that extent, we will give it to them; but 
if they expect to use strong-arm methods and to hold night 
sessions in order to ram through this Congress a ship subsidy 
bill, then I tell them there will be a little trouble encountered 
on this side of the Chamber and I believe from certain Mem- 
bers on the other side of the Chamber. 

When I make that statement I am not talking as a member 
of the Democratic Party, because if I were to speak as a 
Democrat I would wish the Republican majority to pass a 
ship subsidy proposal. I know nothing that would more inure 
to the benefit and advantage of the Democratic Party than 
to have the present administration top off the work of this 
Congress by passing legislation that would impose additional 
burdens upon our now oppressed taxpayers in the sum of 
$750,000,000 or $850,000,000. If that measure were passed, all 
the eloquence possessed by the distinguished Senator from 
Massachusetts, by the Senator from Wisconsin, and by the 
Senator from Washington, and all the activities and eloquence 
of various Members of the Cabinet couid not answer for such 
action as that. ` 

So my efforts against the ship subsidy bill is as an American, 
in order to save the taxpayers of this country from further 
burdens. So I say to Senators on the other side that if I 
would lay aside my Americanism and act merely as a partisan 
I would want to see them pass the ship subsidy bill; but I am 
not willing at this time, when the farmers throughout the 
country are receiving unremunerative prices for their products, 
when laborers’ wages are being threatened with reduction, 
when the consuming masses are being extorted and gouged 
by profiteers in every city and village and hamlet throughout 
the country, when taxation is crowding itself day by day in 
increased volume upon the people, to see this outrage per- 
petrated when it can be prevented. 

The Republican majority have done so many foolish things 
since they came into power that some of us would exert our- 
selves in order to save them from their own folly. So after 
the 4th of March I think I can see the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts, the leader of his party in this Chamber, and other 
majority Senators come over to the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. FLETCHER], come over to my friend from Michigan [Mr. 
Couzens], and to my friend from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHarr], 
and over to me and shake our hands, pat us on the back, and 
say, Boys, I am mighty glad you did it.“ Why, you ought 
to feast us and dine us after the 4th of March for saving you 
from the folly of passing the ship subsidy bill. 

So, Mr. President, why can we not proceed in an orderly 
way, and all of us get along nicely by meeting here at 12 
o'clock or, if necessary, sometimes at 11 o'clock, work our six 
or seven hours in the day, discuss these measures as they 
should be discussed, pass the Army appropriation bill, as ex- 
pressed by a majority of this body, pass the agricultural credits 
bill, pass these bills that are upon the calendar that have been 
promised the people, and abandon this idea of passing a ship 
subsidy bill at this session? 

You know you are not treating the people fairly when you 
attempt to do it. You are not just on the level with them when 
you bring this bill in at this short session and try to force it 
to enactment. Why, you know if you had told the American 
people in the last campaign that you intended to follow this 
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procedure more of you would have been lost in the catastrophe 
than did fall by the wayside. Why did you not tell them at 
the time that immediately after the election an extra session 
of Congress would be called and that you would propose this 
legislative monstrosity to add further burdens to the taxpayers 
of America? But you did not do it. The only hint that was 
given, the only suggestion that came with respect to the ship 
subsidy bill and an extra session of Congress, was when the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Mr. GILLETT, and the 
leader of the Republicans in the House, Mr. Monpetr, visited 
the White House, held a conference with President Harding, 
and one of them, upon coming out of the White House, in talk- 
ing to a newspaper reporter, let the cat out of the bag and 
sald that the President was going to call an extra session of 
Congress. 

Why, I could hear it whispered among the leaders over there, 
I could hear it among Republicans everywhere, that it was poor 
politics for the President even to think of such a thing, and 
they condemned the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the leader of the Republicans in the House for having 
given such a statement to the press, saying “That in itself 
will lose us millions of votes in the coming election.” So through 
the days intervening between the publicity of that statement 
and the election Republican leaders and spellbinders all over 
the country were busy trying to repudiate those statements and 
raise a doubt in the minds of the American people as to whether 
or not the President intended anything thereby; but as soon as 
the election is over, with a crowd of distinguished lame ducks 
who have my sympathy and whom I love—they carry back to 
their homes and their States my fondest respect and very best 
wishes—I say to them, I say to you who control in this body 
the destinies of the Republican Party to-day, and to those at 
the othér end of Pennsylvania Avenue, that it is not fair to 
the American people to take the votes of Senators who have 
been repudiated at the polls and pass through this body a ship 
subsidy bill that means so much to the American shipping in- 
terest and so much to the American taxpayer. If you want 
to be fair with them, follow orderly procedure here; call an 
extra session of Congress immediately after the 4th of March, 
composed of new Senators, composed of Representatives of the 
American people fresh from the people, whose wishes were ex- 
pressed to their constituents, whose views were known, and let 
them handle the ship subsidy bill as they will in that extra ses- 
sion of Congress. 

No; you do not want an extra session of Congress. You do 
not want these new Representatives and Senators fresh from 
the people to deal with this question. I dare you to follow that 
procedure. There is not a Senator here who believes that if 
this proposal should be given to the new Senate and to the new 
House of Representatives it would stand a chance even of get- 
ting out of the Commerce Committee; and none of you think 
or have a thought that you could pass it through the Senate of 
the United States. Why, you know now that if it should come to 
a yote there would not be two votes difference on the measure; 
that if you passed it, it would be merely by the skin of your 
teeth, so to speak; and with a great change after the 4th of 
March in the personnel of this body and of the House of Rep- 
resentatives, you know that it would not stand any chance at all. 

So I submit to you leaders over there that you should follow 
in the orderly way your program. Let us get through with the 
Army bill. Let us get through with the agricultural credits bill. 
Let the President take the American people into his confidence ; 
and oh, why do not some of you advise him? Why do not some 
of you tell him what to do? God knows he does not know what 
to do, or, if he does know, he gives no evidence of it. Why do 
you not tell him the deplorable situation, not only in this body 


but in the House of Representatives and all over the country? 


Why do you not lay aside your flattery and go up there and 
say: “Mr. President, you are losing caste. You have lost the 
popularity that swept in a mighty wave over this country during 
the days of the Disarmament Conference. The folks in every 
State and in every part of the country have been disillusioned. 
They are tired of waiting on your negative, do-nothing policy. 
They want to be told what is going to happen to-morrow by the 
Government that runs affairs.” Tell him how he is losing caste 
with the labor element, how he has lost caste with the farmers, 
how business is halting, and how disgusted all classes are, Tell 
him of some of the private things you hear here touching the 
management of foreign affairs and of domestic policies. Be on 
the square with your President. Open his eyes to the true situa- 
tion, and tell him, if you will, that if he does not wait until an 
extra session of Congress is called to force through this last 
monstrosity the American people will lose all faith—and they 
have mighty nearly lost all faith now—in the Republican Party. 


I do not want to see you disappear from view entirely. God 
knows I do not mind your shriveling up a little bit; but we 
want to have a foemen that is worthy of our steel, and the way 
you are going down grade there will not be a respectable minor- 
ity in this country to fight and withstand the onslaughts of 
Democracy two years from now. So, now, take the President 
into your confidence. Take into your confidence Mr. Lasker, 
who says he going to resign if you do not pass this bill. He 
is not going to resign. This is the best job he ever had in the 
world. He likes it; but tell him the situation, and put it up 
to him that he should have more interest in the welfare of 
the Republican Party than he has in a shipping trust that 
wants to extort greater taxes from the people. 

I have said this much in the hope that it might help you. 
I have given you this advice without suggestion from you and 
without expectation of reward, and I hope you will follow it. 

Let me plead with the distinguished Senator from Washing- 
ton [Mr. Jones] and the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Lenroor] and the distinguished Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Curtis], in the interest of expediting legislation, that 
they will agree to the request that I made. If they will, if 
they will just say they will, we will call a quorum, I will make 
again the proposal which will insure the agricultural credits 
bill being passed by next Tuesday night, we can then get to 
work on the Army bill, and we will have a good time from 
now to the 4th of March. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? If 
there is bound to be a filibuster—of course that is the right of 
any one under the rules—will not the Senator postpone that 
until after this agricultural bill is passed? Will he not 
consent to consider the very important amendments of which 
he speaks? Will he not please let us consider this bill? 

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I see that my remarks have 
had no effect at all upon the Senator from Wisconsin. He 
is just a hardened political sinner. He is beyond redemption. 
The Senator from Wisconsin is generally as fair as he is able. 
He made a speech yesterday—I was surprised when I read 
it, but I saw it in the Recorp this morning—and in the course 
of those remarks he said that there was great delay with re- 
spect to this agricultural credits bill, and he charged the delay 
to the farm bloc in the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator is wrong about that. The 
statement was made by the Senator from South Dakota, who 
charged delay. My response was that there was delay, but 
the fault for delay was with the farm bloc. 

Mr. HARRISON. Here is exactly what the Senator said, 
and it gives the impression that the fault of this delay is with 
the farm bloc. Here is what the Senator said: 

Mr. President, I merely raise this question because of the intima- 
tion of the Senator from South Dakota, made in the utmost good 
faith, that somebody—he did not say who—was responsible for this 
agricultural credit bill being brought in at this late date. I would 
like to have the record straight. This bill was introduced by me 
more than a year ago. I secured very promptly the appointment of 
a subcommittee of the Committee on Banking and Currency. On 
March 10, 1922, almost a year ago, I appeared before that subcom- 
mittee and argued in favor of the 3 of this bill. At the re- 
quest of members of the farm bloc I did not press the bill, because 
it was represented to me that the farm bloc were discussing the whole 
question of farm credit legislation and would like to have the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency take no action until they were read: 
to make some report. I acceded to that, and, in view of that fact, 
I do not think it is quite fair to apply any ticism to me or to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency when, if there be anyone re- 
9 for the delay in this credit legislation, it is the farm bloc 
itself; and I am not. criticizing them. 

Mr. President, I do not know that anybody in particular is 
to blame for the delay of this legislation. I am not charging 
that the Banking and Currency Committee of the Senate is to 
blame, I know that the farm bloc is not to blame. I know 
that the Commission on Agricultural Inquiry, of which the 
Senator was a most influential member, was not to blame. T 
will tell you where the blame was—not with the Banking and 
Currency Committee particularly, although this matter did lie 
dormant for a long time, just sleeping, so to speak, and evi- 
dently they forgot about the splendid argument presented to 
the subcommittee by the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
after he had made that argument, because then the matter 
lay in abeyance for quite a good long while. 

Mr. President, the first suggestion as to agricultural credits 
legislation at this time came either from members of the farm 
bloc in the Senate or from the Commission on Agricultural In- 
quiry. The Commission on Agricultural Inquiry began work 
soon after the Republicans got into control of the Congress, 
and we studied the question and reported out a bill. There 
were many divergent views with respect to that legislation. 
It might be very truthfully said that the Commission on 
Agricultural Inquiry delayed the proposition, if the Senator 
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could be correct in what he said about the farm bloc, because 


the Commission on Agricultural Inquiry took weeks, aye, I 
may say months, in order to form conclusions and write a bill; 
but during all that time we were having hearings, we were 
drawing from every part of the country experts who we be- 
lieved could give us some good suggestions. We called in 
the head of the Federal land bank system here; we called in 
Mr. Meyer; we called in everybody whom we thought might aid 
us in coming to a conclusion with respect to the matter. 
The Senator knows that we worked diligently; he said so 
in his speech. I agree with him that no commission ever 


worked more diligently than did that particular commission. 
They worked at night, and I think it was during the time the 


tariff bill was being discussed in the Senate, and many other 
matters were before us for discussion; but we finally agreed 
upon a measure and it was reported by the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Is it to be said the farm bloe delayed things? The farm 
bloc appointed a subcommittee to work out this proposition 
so that the views of various Senators might be reconciled, and 
we could present to the full farm bloc, and in turn the farm 
bloc agree upon some method by which we could put the 
whole force of the farm bloc behind the proposition. Although 
the tariff was being discussed in the Senate at that time and 
other important matters were before the Senate, that subcom- 
mittee worked day and night. ‘They called in witnesses from 
far and near, and finally they agri that the Lenroot bill was 
perhaps the best bill that could be passed during this session. 
That subcommittee of the farm bloc, in doing that, did not 
discount the splendid merits of the Norbeck bill; it did not 
intend to discredit the splendid provisions of the Simmons 
bill, but it believed that we could obtain some legislation giving 
to the farmers an agricultural credits system by urging the 


ge of the Lenroot-Anderson bill, and not the Norbeck or 


the Simmons bill. 

All the measures seek to do the same thing; all represent 
efforts to serve the farmers, to give to them credit for such 
time as will take care of their turnover from production to 
harvest time. I do not speak in disparagement of the Lenroot 
bill, because I think it is a wise proposal. I want to see some 
amendments made to it, but as a whole it affords a splendid 
system, well worked out, and one which will bring untold bene- 
fits to the agricultural interests of the country; but in my 
opinion the thing which moved the subcommittee of the farm 
bloc more than anything else to indorse the Lenroot bill, with 
certain modifieations, was that the members of the farm bloc, 
as well as some other friends of the farmers in this body who 
were not members of the farm bloc, had crystallized public 
opinion in this country to the extent that some agricultural 
credits bill must be championed by this administration, and 
must be passed by Congress. That crystallization of public 
opinion, I say, was brought about through the activities of the 
farm bloc and the friends in this body and in the other Chamber 
of agricultural credits legislation. 

The Senator who sits before me [Mr. BrooxHant] is a splen- 
did successor to a most distinguished ex-Member of this bedy, 
Senator Kenyon, who when he was a Member of this body lifted 
his voice in behalf of the farmers of the country, and after he 
called meetings night after night of the farm bloc in his com- 
mittee room and they discussed these problems meaning so much 
to the farming interests of the country would announce to the 
press what they had done, and the press of the country would 
carry it everywhere. In that way sentiment was crystallized 
for agricultural credits legislation. In my humble opinion, if 
it had not been for the organization in this Congress of a farm 
bloe little or nothing would have been done for the great 
agricultural interests of this country. The farm blec forced 
the cooperative marketing bill through this body. The farm 
bloc helped in the passage of packer legislation. The farm bloc 
stoed here as mighty champion for the people, trying to with- 
stand assaults on the revenue laws, so that Senators on the 
other side would not take off the high surtaxes from the rich 
of the country and place them where they could be least easily 
borne. It was the coalition formed by Senators on this side 
and a few on the other side, and championed by the farm bloc, 
that held the surtaxes as high as they were kept, over the 


suggestion and against the protest of President Harding and 


Secretary Mellon. 


Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the Sen- 


ator yield? 
Mr. HARRISON. In one moment. 
how the Secretary of the Treasury 


ports here asking us to reduce the surtaxes from 68 per cent, I 
think, down to 25 per cent, and how the President brought to 
bear the power and influence of his office to get it down to 82 
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per cent; but he did not succeed, because of the farm bloc, the 
coalition between the Democratic forces in this body and the 
progressive Members of the Republican Party. Now I yield to 
my friend from Massachusetts. 

Mr, WALSH of Massachusetts. I was simply going to re- 
mark that in enumerating the great benefits the farm bloc have 
rendered to the country, I hoped the Senator would not forget 
to enumerate the excessively high tariff duties levied upon raw 
wool, due largely to the farm bloc. 

Mr. HARRISON. That illustrates one of the troubles we en- 
counter. There has been a certain element in this country that 
has attempted to make the people believe that the farm bloc 
indorsed those conscienceless rates on wool and on sugar, and 
yet the farm bloc at no meeting it-ever had ever considered the 
question of a tariff on everything. The men who for the most 
part conspired to put the high tariff on wool were not members 
of the farm bloc. Some of the influential members of the farm 
bloc were particeps .criminis to the other proposition, but the 
crowd which put the high-tariff duties on raw wool was what 
was known as the tariff bloc, and was headed by the distin- 
guished junior Senator from Idaho, my friend Mr. Gooprne. 80 
the farm bloc had nothing to do with that piece of legislative 
monstrosity. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I want to confirm what the 
Senator has said to the effect that there has been some misuse 
of the term “farm bloc.“ As the Senator from Mississippi has 
observed, the farm bloc never attempted to consider tariff mat- 
ters or any party question. Afterwards some members, per- 
haps of what was known as the farm bloc, engineered some 
provisions in the tariff bill, and it got to be known as the farm- 
bloc movement in connection with the tariff; but it was entirely 
distinct and separate, and not in any wise properly lined up 
with what was known as the farm bloc. A 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Do I understand that the 


| junior Senator from Idaho [Mr. Goopvrne], the junior Senator 


from Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], the senior Senator from Wy- 
oming [Mr. Waren], and the junior Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. Bursum] are not members of the farm bloc? 

Mr. HARRISON. I know that some of them are members of 
the farm bloc. The Senator omitted to state the senior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. Smoor], He should not leave.out that good 
shepherd. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I quite agree with the Sen- 
ator. They certainly are members of the wool bloc. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; they certainly are members of the 
wool bloc. They are all wool and a yard wide. So much for the 
tariff blec and the farm bloc. They are distinct and different 
entities. 

I say that the farm bloc was the one that crystallized public 
sentiment in this country for agricultural credits legislation. 
Are we to be blamed now for delaying two or three days, say, so 
that we can adequately discuss the agricultural credits bill, 
when we know it is going to pass, a bill we are all in favor of, 
though some of us want to put amendments to it, when 12 
months or more ago the Senate, controlled by the same leader- 
ship that now controls it, worked here for months to consider 
and have passed the tariff bill, a measure laying greater burdens 
on the people, while this one is to relieve the people of many 
burdens; yet there was no enthusiasm upon the part of the 
leadership on the other side during those long days that the 
tariff bill was being discussed in order‘ to force an agricultural 
credits bill through at that time. 

This bill would not now be considered in the Senate, and 
everyone who hears me knows it; it would have no chance in 
the world to be passed if it had not been that the President 
became aroused over the interest among the public for agricul- 
tural credits legislation. Indeed, he did not become aroused 
untll the late election was held, and when the ides of Novem- 
ber rolled around, and he saw this friend laid on the table, and 
‘this friend laid on the shelf, and he saw my friend from Illinois 
IMr. MeConztiok ], seeing the breaker coming, get on the boat 
and sail across the placid waters of the Atlantic, cabling as he 
went away what would happen the next day to the Republican 
Party—it was only when the President saw those things that 
he became alive to the issue, and wanted some agricultural 
credits legislation. The first time the President ever hinted at 
any legislation for the farmers was in his message on the ship 
subsidy bill. He devoted about 55 minutes to a ship subsidy 
measure, to give to the shipping interests all these subsidies at 
the expense of the people, and two lines, which my friend Eugene 
‘Meyer eviden persuaded him to put in, touching agricultural 
credits legislation. 

By the time the Congress convened in the regular session he 
had become wiser. ‘Some of the members of the farm bloc had 
obtained an entrée to the White House. They had poured into 
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his ear some of the things the farmers of the great Middle West 
were saying about the Congress and the administration. He 
listened to their admonitions, and then it was that he incor- 
porated in his message an urgent request for agricultural credit 
legislation. Why did he not do that way back yonder when 
the agricultural inquiry commission had made its report, when 
the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin [Mr, Lenroor] had 
originally introduced the bill? If he had desired to do some- 
thing for the farmer, that was the time. The tariff bill should 
have been laid aside and agricultural credits discussed then. 
Yes, Mr. President, everyone knows that it was the farm bloc 
that forced the hand of the President and caused him to make 
the request of Congress to enact agricultural credits legislation. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator remember that more 
than a year ago the President called an agricultural conference 
which met in Washington? Does not the Senator remember the 
President’s speech to that conference? 

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator repeat his question? I 
did not hear him clearly. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator remember that more 
than a year ago the President called an agricultural conference 
to meet here 

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, I was just coming to that. I am glad 
thé Senator suggested it. It shows the importance of the part 
of the speech I am now going to make. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I hope the Senator will not 
overlook the fact that the present administration has substi- 
e for a “watchful waiting” policy a happy, hopeful” 
policy. 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; that is what our friend William 
Allen White said—a happy, hopeful policy instead of a watch- 
ful waiting policy. I do not know just how a fellow would 
feel if he was in a happy, hopeful way. He looks perfectly 
happy. He is sitting there with the whole world filled with 
uncertainty, threatened war all around us, discontent in this 
country, and yet he is supposed to be the watchman on the 
tower, but assumes a hopeful attitude. Then all of a sudden 
he becomes happy over this hopeful attitude. Not suggesting 
anything, not planning anything, not conferring with those in 
authority around him to arrive at a policy, yet in all this 
mess and mass of discontent our President assumes a happy, 
hopeful attitude. 

So that is the compliment that is paid to the President by 
a distinguished Republican from the State of Kansas. I de 
not see my friend, the senior Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
Curtis], now in his seat. He probably thought I was going 
to talk about William Allen White and left for that reason. 
“Happy, hopeful attitude!’ Ten thousand times better is it 
for a President to assume a watchful waiting attitude than a 
happy, hopeful attitude. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenxoor] 
recalled to my mind an agricultural conference that was called 
in Washington, which the President addressed. One of the 
things said about that conference was the lack of applause 
and commendation through the crowd over one expression used 
by the President at that time, That expression was carried 
by the press all over the country and was read by the farmers 
of Iowa and Kansas and the other Western States. It was 
the expression employed by the President condemning the farm 
bloc of the United States Senate. Qh, they reported the cold- 
ness that enshrouded that meeting when he let loose his in- 
vective and condemnation of the farm bloc. 

That, it will be recalled, was only a little while after Secre- 
tary of War Weeks had spoken at a banquet in New York 
City, a banquet that was attended by national bankers in large 
part and by the great manufacturers of that great metropolis. 
He was in his atmosphere there. He was among his friends 
in that gathering at that time. Oh, will you men from the 
agricultural West ever forget what Secretary of War Weeks 
said against the farm bloc and the members of the farm bloc? 
If you ever forget, how will you explain to your constituents, 
when you go before them two years from now, with reference to 
what he said against legislation that was forced through the 
Congress by the farm bloc? i 

That is the treatment the farm bloc gets at the hands of the 
administration. Not until its work was displayed throughout 
the country and sentiment crystallized was it that the President 
came to Congress and recommended the enactment of agricul- 
tural credit legislation. His attitude in this particular is a 
good deal like his attitude when the great Sendtor from Idaho 
(Mr. Boran] offered his resolution to call a disarmament confer- 
ence. At first the President stood adamant. He said “no.” 
The wires were busy from here to the other end of Penn- 


Sylvania Avenue. Leaders on the other side of the aisle talked 
to him and held up the provision in the naval appropriation 
bill. For weeks we talked. On this side of the Chamber we 
were lined up solidly for the Borah resolution. A few pro- 
gressive Republicans on the other side stood side by side with 
the great Senator from Idaho. 

Finally the country became aroused. They saw taxes piling 
up. They saw the heavy armaments being constructed. They 
read and saw for themselves that the naval appropriation bill 
in 1912 carried only $160,000,000, while in 1922 it was $560,- 
000,000. They saw that in 1912 the Army appropriation bill 
carried only $100,000,000, while in 1922 it had risen to $350,- 
000,000. So they became aroused. 

The press of the country began to carry editorials. They 
brought pressure to bear on the President, and then he threw 
up the white flag and surrendered and sent word down to the 
distinguished Senator from Washington [Mr. Pornpexrer] and 
the distinguished Senator from Maine [Mr. Hate], “Let it 
pass, boys, let it go through.” From that day on the President 
was carrying the flag and the Secretary of State was trailing 
behind, both claiming all the credit for the disarmament confer- 
ence. The disarmament conference has come and it has gone. 
Nobody knows now whether any country has ratified any of the 
treaties except the United States. 

Thus it goes. Of course, we were led to believe then that 
taxes were going to be reduced, and yet the naval appropria- 
tion bill passed during the present month carried practically 
three times as much as the naval appropriation. bill carried in 
the preparedness days immediately preceding the war when the 
highest amount was $160,000,000. We have had reported from 
the Committee on Military Affairs, notwithstanding the dis- 
armament conference, an appropriation bill carrying for the 
Army $350,000,000, over three times as much as during the 
preparedness days immediately preceding the war. 

Thus it is and thus it was that the President came to advo- 
cate agricultural credits legislation, and yet the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] chides us and says that the farm bloc 
was the cause of a great deal of delay. A 

Mr. President, I do not know that it is necessary for me to 
talk any more about the subject. I do not know just what is 
before the Senate. I think the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mo- 
Nary] has a motion pending? 

Mr. McNARY. That is correct. 


AGRICULTURAL DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate resumed the consideration of the motion of Mr. 
McNary that the Senate concur in the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate numbered 11, 31, 33, 
and 35 and recede from its amendment numbered 34 to the bill 
(H. R. 13481) making appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for 
other purposes. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desired to discuss the 
motion of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary] some two 
hours ago, but the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] got 
me off on another proposition. I shall now proceed to discuss 
the motion. When I was diverted I was about to discuss a 
speech that was made yesterday by the President of the United 
States. I had read the latter part of that speech where he 
expressed gratification over the fact that various men in the 
Government service had cooperated with him in a reduction 
of the estimates. 

I was about to read, when I was interrupted, that part of the 
speech where the President had impliedly condemned the Sen- 
ate for its attitude recently when we offered on the floor of 
the Senate amendments that had merit, but which did not have 
the sanction of the Bureau of the Budget and which had not 
been estimated for. I want the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis], who is now in the Chamber, to listen to 
me particularly when I read this part of the President’s ad- 
dress. The President said: 

It is the endeavor of the President to present to Congress calls for 
funds that are sufficient, and no more than sufficient, to carry out 
approved policies. 

It is the duty of the President to estimate for those that are 
sufficient, said the President. 


The Budget and accounting act places no limitation upon the power 
and right of Congress to Increase or decrease estimates submitted— 


Said the President. 


This is in accord with the spirit of our institutions, and as it 
should be. 


Mr. President, that reads like the eloquent speeches the 
President once made to the Senate when he talked about the 
dignity of the Senate and protested against Executive en- 
croachment, Again, he gives utterance to the expression that 
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the Senate has the right and should exercise the function that 
is imposed by the Constitution of the United States. The Presi- 
dent proceeded : 

It is my hope and expectation that, as the Budget procedures develop, 
the estimates transmitted to Congress will be so carefully prepared 
and will present so accurate a picture of the real operating needs of 
the Government as materially to lighten the burden. But it is not 
expected or desired that Congress should relinquish any of its pre- 
rogatives regarding public funds—prerogatives so wisely given to the 
people’s representatives by the founders of the Government. 

So the President in those utterances first concedes the right 
of the Congress to increase appropriations over the estimates 
of the Budget, and then he admonishes the Congress that we 
have certain rights, that we are the representatives of the 
people, and that we should pass upon the matter, But he said 
in his speech that he assumes responsibility for the estimates 
and that the estimates he has given are those which in his opin- 
ion are based upon facts. 

Let us see, Mr. President. Of course, in accordance with the 
law creating the Budget Bureau, the President has the power 
to reduce the estimates, but he delegates that power to cer- 
tain representatives of the Budget Bureau. The President is 
too busy a man, he has too many duties, to look over the various 
estimates of all the departments of the Government. So it is 
natural and necessary that he should delegate that function to 
some one else. But in delegating that power he should know the 
character of the men to whom he has delegated it; he should 
acquaint himself with their fitness and their peculiar qualifica- 
tions to perform the work. Has he done so? He is respon- 
sible for what these men do, for when they prepare the data 
and submit them to him he transmits them to Congress, and 
upon such information the Congress must act. 

Under the antiquated rules of the Senate, Senators on the 
floor are prevented from offering an amendment proposing to 
increase the amount carried in an appropriation bill over the 
estimate which has been submitted by the Budget Bureau. 
That makes it so much more necessary and so much more im- 
portant that the President should choose the right kind of men 
to go over the estimates and to submit them to him. 

It would be a strange system of government indeed if, under 
the Budget system, there should be delegated to investigate the 
affairs of the Agricultural Department, for instance, and to 
prepare the estimates for that department, a man who is well 
versed in bookkeeping, who is well versed in the operations of 
a stock exchange in New York, who has thorough knowledge 
of the administration of a hotel in Chicago or elsewhere, but 
who knows nothing in the world about agriculture. 

Indeed, if the President should adopt such a course under 
the Budget system, and the lack of qualifications of the Budget 
official should come to his knowledge, he would receive the con- 
demnation instead of the praises of the American people. If 
he charged with the duty of examining the estimates for the 
War Department some person who was not -qualified to do 
that work, some person who had never seen a cannon or a 
gun or a standing army, who knew nothing about the needs 
of an army, Senators would criticize him; everybody would 
find fault with him. If he should delegate to go into the Navy 
Department and look over the estimates prepared by the Navy 
experts and cut those estimates some man who kiows nothing 
about the Navy, who never saw a battleship or a submarine, 
who had never been trained in that line of work, indeed, the 
President would rightfully receive the criticism of everybody. 

So in the case of the Department of Commerce. The men 
who are delegated to examine the appropriations which are 
needed for the Department of Commerce and for the Depart- 
ment of Labor and for the various other branches of the Gov- 
ernment ought to be men specially trained and qualified and 
fitted to pass on the estimates for those various departments, 
so that the President may transmit correct estimates to Con- 
gress. But what has been done? What has been the practice? 
Has the President sought men who are especially qualified to 
do that work? No. 

Take the Agricultural Department, for instance, which has to 
do with an occupation which in this day and time should 
appeal more strongly to the President than any other. Why? 
Because wheat has gone down, corn has gone to a low 
price, the price of live stock is low; everything practically 
that the farmers of the country have produced in recent years 
has depreciated in value. The purchasing power of the 
farmer's dollar to-day is only about 70 cents, compared to what 
it formerly was; indeed, the purchasing power of the farmer's 
dollar to-day is lower than the purchasing power of the dollar 
of any man who is engaged in any other occupation in the 
country. So I say that, in view of the conditions confronting 
the American farmer, with his need for markets abroad, with 
his necessity for an adequate credit system at home, with in- 
creased prices for the products which the farmer has to buy, 
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some consideration should be accorded to him. The President 
should have seen that General Lord delegated some one to pass 
on estimates for the Agricultural Department who knew what 
the needs of agriculture were, so that the appropriations for 
agriculture might not be cut to the bone. 

What was done? It is a matter of history now that last 
year a man who had been the manager of the Hotel La Salle 
in the city of Chicago; a man who had been an Army officer; 
who was not raised on a farm; who, perhaps, did not know 
whether a potato grew under the ground or on a tree, was 
delegated to revise the estimates which were prepared by the 
experts of the Agricultural Department. Then, he began to 
slash them without a program and without a policy, without 
rhyme or reason, until he had cut them about $2,500,000. 
General Lord did not go over the Agricultural Department 
estimates, but he appointed some other man to go over them. 
It is all in the testimony. That man so designated took the 
figures and told the Secretary of Agriculture, or Doctor Ball, 
who was delegated by the Secretary of Agriculture to prepare 
the estimates for the department, that he wanted them cut 
about $2,000,000. Those estimates had been prepared with 
great care, and with an idea to economize to the last degree; 
aye, they had been cut to such an extent that they were then 
some $500,000 less than the appropriations which had been 
carried in the last agricultural appropriation bill; yet this 
man, whose name I do not now recall, delegated by the Budget 
Bureau to cut the estimates, served notice that they must be 
reduced $2,000,000; so they were cut something like that, and 
the estimates which were prepared finally and agreed to by 
the Budget Bureau carry less, and considerably less, than the 
appropriations carried in the agricultural appropriation bill 
for last year. : 

The President, in his address yesterday, delivered through 
the Vice President, said, in substance: “We have given to 
Congress those things that they need; we have cut where the 
estimates should be cut.” Then he thanked the yarious heads 
of the departments for cutting as they did. Let us look over 
the appropriations intended for the benefit of the farmers of 
the country. I am not going to discuss the Army appropria- 
tion bill; I am not going to call attention to the cut made by 
the Budget Bureau and approved by the President for the 
Army for the coming year; I am not going over the estimates 
prepared by the naval authorities and approved by the 
Budget Bureau for the Navy; I am not going to take up the 
appropriations for the Department of Commerce or for the 
Department of Labor, or for yarious other branches of the 
Government service, but I am going to take up the estimates 
for the Agricultural Department and one other matter, namely, 
river and harbor appropriations, which mean so much to the 
agricultural interests of America, 

Now let us see the cut that the President of the United 
States, who now poses as a friend of American agriculture, 
has recommended; this President who now tries to force 
through the agricultural credits bill, but who did nothing for 
at least a year to ask Congress to pass an agricultural credits 
bill, who did not lift his voice or hand until public sentiment 
was aroused, as I said before, by the farm bloc. 

Taking the items for the Agricultural Department, I will con- 
sider first the appropriation for extension work. Under that 
appropriation agents are sent throughout the country to try to 
instruct the farmers as to the best methods of farming. Under 
the same appropriation are employed demonstration agents, 
women as well as men, who go out to instruct the little boys 
and little girls to can fruits and vegetables, or to raise corn or 
to inocculate hogs, or to protect crops against insect pests and 
animals against diseases. The activities of the county agents 
and demonstration agents mean so much to the farmers of the 
country. They have saved millions and millions of dollars by 
the preservation of hogs, the eradication of tuberculosis from 
cattle, the destruction of insects of various kinds, helping the 
farmers to adjust conditions in their various localities so that 
they may prosper or, at least, live under the abnormal condi- 
tions which confront them; yet in the case of this important 
service of the Government, with people everywhere crying for 
it, demanding greater appropriations and showing that the 
needs are greater, the President suggests to Congress a reduc- 
tion in this amount from $1,300,000 to $1,250,000. Oh, yes, he 
wanted to save $50,000 to the taxpayers of the country, but how? 
By cutting it off this needed appropriation to carry on the work 
of maintaining county agents and demonstration agents in this 
country. Thus it is again manifested how the Bureau of the 
Budget and the present administration are favorably disposed 
toward the farmers of the country. 

Now let us take another item, and I am just picking the 
items out piecemeal, for I merely wish to bring to the atten- 
tion of the Senate the situation. I wa:t the farmers of the 
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country to know, when it comes to cutting appropriations, that 
the cut is made in appropriations for their interest and not in 
those designed for a big Army and a big Navy and other ap- 
propriations devoted to Government work along other lines. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Mississippi 
yield to the Senator from Kansas? k 


Mr. HARRISON. I yield. 

Mr’ CURTIS. I think the Senator ought to be fair in this 
matter. The facts have previously been called to his attention, 
and he knows what they are, and that the statements he Is 
making are not sustained at all by the record. 

In the first place, there never was a hotel man dictating 
appropriations for the Department of Agriculture. When 
General Dawes was put in charge of the Budget, he called to 
his assistance a number of business men from all over the 
country to visit some of the departments and study their ex- 
penditures. It happened that a hotel man from Chicago was 
sent to the Department of Agriculture, and stayed there for 
two or three weeks, studying the expenditures of the Agri- 
cultural Department. It is known to the Senator—it has been 
stated to him frequently—that every department has a Budget 
officer. The Agricultural Department has in the department 
its Budget officer, who has been with the department for years. 
He is still there. The Senator knows, because it was called to 
his attention before, that when the estimates were sent in by 
the heads of the departments to the Budget, the Budget con- 
cluded that the Government could be run with less money than 
had been asked for by the heads of the various departments; 
and the heads of the departments were not directed to take 
from this or that item, but the heads of the departments were 
asked to go over their estimates and reduce them so as to 
bring them within the recommended amount. That request 
went back to the head of the department, was referred to the 
Budget officer of the department, and the Budget officer con- 
curred in the estimate that was finally sent in. The Senator 
knows all that; and yet this is the second or third time he has 
gotten up here and made statements that would indicate that 
some different plan was followed. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I thank the Senator. He is 
very courteous and very kind. It so happened that I was a 
member of the subcommittee that framed the Agricultural bill 
last year. I do not know whether the Senator. was or not. I 
never heard it denied, because the record speaks for itself, that 
last year—— 

Mr. CURTIS rose, 

Mr. HARRISON. I yield before I proceed. 

Mr. CURTIS. I will state to the Senator that I am not a 
member of the subcommittee that has charge of the agricultural 
appropriation bill, and I am not a member of the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry; but when the Senator made his 
statement before I took the pains to call up the department, 
and wanted to know from the head of the department what the 
facts were, and I was given the information that I have given 
the Senate to-day. 

Mr. HARRISON. If the Senator had been a member of, the 
subcommittee he would not have made the statement he has 
just made. I am sorry the Senator fell into this error, because 
usually he does not state a thing unless he is absolutely sure of 
it. This is not his usual course. Last year—and it is in the 
Recorp—they were just trying out the Bureau of the Budget, 
just beginning; and General Dawes or General Lord, I do not 
know which—I think it was Dawes 

Mr. CARAWAY. Anyway, it was some Army officer that 
would not know a cow from a horse if the cow had been 
dehorned. 

Mr. HARRISON. It is very true, as the Senator says, that 
the Bureau of the Budget designates some one in the Bureau 
of the Budget to take up the estimates with the various depart- 
ments and go over them. First, for instance, the Agricultural 
Department is supposed to get up its estimate, and then this 
representative of the Bureau of the Budget calls on the Agri- 
cultural Department, and they go over the matter together 
with any suggestions that the representative of the Bureau 
of the Budget may make. We agree thus far. The man that 
was designated by the Bureau of the Budget last year to go to 
the Secretary of Agriculture, or to those in charge of the esti- 
mates for the agricultural appropriation bill, was a man who 
was employed at the Hotel La Salle as manager. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, that is just what I stated a 
minute ago. I stated that he was a hotel man, selected from 


Chicago, 
Mr. HARRISON. We do not differ, then, so much. 
Mr. CURTIS. I stated that, and he was there three weeks. 


Mr. HARRISON. Yes. 


Mr. CURTIS. That is not disputed. 

Mr. HARRISON. We are getting together, then. 

Mr. CURTIS. But what I want the Senator to know is that 
neither that man nor any other man in the Budget fixed the 
amount of any itam in this appropriation bill. The total was 
requested to be reduced to a certain extent. The Budget noti- 
fied the heads of the departments what the reductions must be, 
or what they would like to have them, and then the Budget 
officers in every department made the recommendations them- 
selves to the Budget, and then the estimates came to the House 
of 3 where under the law they must be pre- 
sen 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator agrees with me about this 
manager of the Hotel La Salle, then. 

Mr. CURTIS. Oh, I stated that, as the Senator would know 
if he had been listening. The difficulty with the Senator is 
that he makes statements and then does not listen to the 
answers. 

Mr. HARRISON. The trouble is you never say anything. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it would be better for the 
Senate if other Senators said less. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is the way with a reactionary Re- 
publican. He believes that. They want to slide something 
through here without the people getting onto it, but we have 
to let them know about it. 

Now, getting back to this matter I was discussing, we are 
mighty near together. So last year this manager of the 
Hotel La Salle was appointed to go down to the Agricultural 
Department, and he did, and that is all I stated awhile ago, 
He went over the list, and he told them to cut the total over 
$2,000,000. He was the man that had the Agricultural Depart- 
ment change its estimate. This year it is quite different. This 
manager of the Hotel La Salle was put on some other work. 
Evidently they found that he had bungled the estimates for 
the Agricultural Department last year and he was not the 
same man that was designated to go to the Agricultural De- 
partment this year. : 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield for 
another statement, that shows that the Senator did not listen. 
The statement was made that General Dawes had asked busi- 
ness men from over the country to come here, volunteer their 
services, and study the estimates and the expenditures in the 
different departments. This man was not regularly employed 
in the Government service. He is not now and has not been, 
as I am advised, since that time. 

Mr. HARRISON. Well, they ought to pay somebody and get 
a competent man, instead of allowing a manager of the Hotel 
La Salle to go down there and cut these estimates of the De- 
partment of Agriculture. I thought the fellow was on pay, 
a servant of the Government; and yet we find that General 
Dawes permitted a man who knew nothing about agriculture, 
who was to work for nothing, to go down there and cut the 
estimates. That is the system that we are called upon to 
accept; so there is not any difference between my good friend 
from Kansas and myself with respect to that matter. 

I was going to read from the testimony to show that the 
manager of this hotel was the man delegated by the Bureau of 
the Budget to look over the Agricultural Department’s esti- 
mates, and I am going to do it anyhow. 


Senator HARRISON. Who had charge, on the part of the Director of 
the Budget, of the preparing of the estimates? 

Doctor BAU. 

He was representing the Department of Agriculture— 

Doctor BALL. A gentleman whose name I can not at the moment 
1 I believe it was—the manager of the La Salle 

ot 

Senator Harrison. Stevens? 

Doctor BALL. Yes. 

Senator Hanntsox. He was the manager of the La Salle Hotel in 

i ? 

Doctor BAL. The manager of the La Salle Hotel. He was also a 
director in General Dawes’s bank, I believe. 

Senator Harerson. Was he an experienced farmer? 

Doctor BALL. No; not at all. S 

Senator HARRISON. How long did he work on these estimates? 

Doctor BALL. Probably about 10 days. 

Senator HARRISON. d he cut it throughout? 

Doctor BALL, I never saw his exact figures, but about $750,000. 

Senator Haxersox. Was he the only one that worked on it on be- 
half of the B t? 

Doctor BALL. No; after he left he made his report to the Director 
of the Budget; and then General Mosley, who was the general assist- 
ant to General Dawes, went over the entire Budget again and made 
a further report. 

Senator Harrison. How much reduction did General Mosley make? 

Doctor BALL. His reduction was the sum that I quoted. 

Senator HARRISON. Seven hundred and fifty thousand dollars? 

Doetor BALL. No; $2,400,000, altogether. z : 

Senator HARRISON. Why did General peices go over it after this 
other Koi der of the tor of the Budget had gone over it and 
chec: 

Doctor BALL. Because it had not reached the sum, I think, that was 
satisfactory to the Budget Bureau. 
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Senator HARRISON. But I understood you to say that this clerk at 
the Hotel La Salle—— 

Doctor BALL. He was the manager of the La Salle Hotel. 

Senator Harrison. This man who had been manager of the La 
Salle Hotel I understood you to say had made his report to the Director 
of the Budget, and in his report he had cut the estimate approxi- 
mately $750,000, and following that the director ordered General 
Mosley to go over it? 

Senator OvenMan. And cut it 582,400,000. 

Doctor Baur. Yes. 

Senator Harrison. And he cut it further? 

Senator Overman. No; he was instructed to go over it and cut it 
$2,000,000, as I understood Dector Ball to say yesterday. 

There is the hearing on the proposition; and yet my good 
friend from Kansas becomes aroused here and disputes with 
me about a fact that finally we both agree about, and which 
the testimony shows we were both correct about. 

Mr. President, my good friend from Kansas is one of the 
most adroit Senators I ever saw. I am sorry he is not here 
now. When we get to showing things up, and when the shoe 
begins to pinch, the Senator from Kansas seeks to divert us, 
as it is said that a bear, when pursued, will throw aside its 
young in order to escape and divert the attention of the 
pursuers. So, when I was proceeding to show how these 
various estimates for various lines of agricultural work had 
been cut by the Bureau of the Budget on the approval of the 
President, he tried to divert me from my line of talk, and 
brought up this Hotel La Salle manager. 

I showed you the facts about the extension work. Let us 
take another matter. There is not anything that kills cattle 
quicker and is more injurious than a tick. They may not be 
indigenous to all sections of this country, but I know that in 
the section from which I eome ticks sometimes infest the cattle, 
and they kill them, and work great injury and loss to the 
farmers of that section. So we must eradicate the tick, and 
heretofore we have carried in the appropriation bills very 
reasonable appropriations for that work. It was extended 
year by year, and so sections that once were infested by the 
tick have now become tick free, and these cattle, once tick 
ridden, now can be sent to market throughout this country, 
and it is due in large part to the splendid appropriations that 
have been made by the Congress for tick-eradication work; 
and yet what do we find in the bill now pending? The Agri- 
cultural Department recommended $660,000, and the President 
approved what the Bureau of the Budget said was needed, and 
he says in his speech that is all they need. They cut the 
$660,000 to $500,000. Yes; they are economizing by lopping 
off $160,000 of an appropriation that Is necessary to rid the 
cattle of a certain section of this country of the tick, because 
they want through this Lasker bill to give that small amount 
over to the shipping trust of the country. Why, the way 
Lasker is managing things, that $160,000 will not buy a stack 
for one of these boats that the Shipping Board has, and yet 
they are economizing with the great agricultural interests 
of the country! 

That is not all. Let us consider the dairy industry. I do not 
know what the figures are. My friend the distinguished Sen- 
ator from North Dakota might tell me; but I know that the 
dairy industry of this country is immense. It runs into hun- 
dreds and hundreds of millions of dollars. It is confined to no 
section of the country. In some degree at least it pours wealth 
into the pockets of the farmers and the dairymen around the 
great city of New York and the great city of Philadelphia, the 
same us it does to the farmers out near Minneapolis and Chi- 
cago. All over the country we have a dairy interest, and we 
need it. 

Experiments in the dairy industry have been undertaken by 
- the Government ever since the Department of Agriculture was 
organized, The Goyernment has been liberal in appropriations 
in the past to carry on experiment work for the dairy industry. 
Yet, under this administration, under this economizing spell, 
which catches the farmer and catches almost no one else, we 
find that for experiments in the dairy industry there was esti- 
mated by the Department of Agriculture $375,000. The Presi- 
dent in his budget recommends $284,320 as all that is necessary, 
a cut of nearly $100,000 against continuing the plans for ex- 
perimentation in the great dairy industry of the country. 

Let us go further than that. I did not know this thing was 
so big; I had no idea that the farmer had been treated so 
badly; I had no idea that this Congress and the President and 
the Budget Bureau would to such an extent disregard the neces- 
sities of the agricultural classes, until I began to look over this 
list to see where the knife of economy had cut the farmer; but 
it did not scratch any other industry in this country. 

I need not call to the attention of the Senate how disastrous 
hog cholera Is. When hogs get cholera they die like sheep, mean- 
ing millions of dollars of loss. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator mean like sheep with 
cholera? 

Mr. HARRISON. No; the Senator from New York was writ- 
ing a letter to some constituent, and he did not catch what I 
said. The cattle and the hogs and the sheep and all the stock 
would die if it were left to the nurturing hand of this ad- 
ministration to take care of the wants of agriculture. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator tell. the 
Senate and the country how much better the Democratic ad- 
ministration took care of the wants of agriculture? 

Mr. HARRISON. I am glad the Senator asked me that 
question. During the eight years that Wilson was President of 
this country there never came an appeal from the great West, 
or the North, or the South affecting the farmers’ interests that 
he did not gladly heed and recommend to the Congress the 
passage of relief legislation. 

Mr. LENROOT. Which party 

Mr. HARRISON. I have not finished answering the Sena- 
tor. He asked me a question, and then does not want me to 
answer it. It takes me a long time to answer that question. 

Mr. LENROOT. I observe that. 

Mr. HARRISON. But I hope the Senator will be patient 
with me. The list of splendid achievements of the Wilson ad- 
ministration in behalf of the farmers of the country is so long 
that I hesitate to enter upon a discussion of it. I shall never 
forget when I came in as a Member in the Sixty-second Con- 
gress. At that time we were in the majority, and my friend 
from Wisconsin was then a Member of that august assembly, 
and a very live Member, too. He used to criticize everything 
that the majority wanted to do, and E know that in those days 
the influence of the distinguished Senator was hard for me to 
withstand. I sometimes feel like criticizing the majority my- 
self, but I withhold my criticism—I have to restrain myself— 
but it was the habit the Senator from Wisconsin got into 
which almost led me astray when we got into the majority. 

The Senator remembers that the first thing the Democratic 
Party did when we came into control of the House was in the 
interest of the farmers of the country. He has asked me the 
question, and I want him to listen to my answer. The first 
piece of legislation we championed was in the interest of the 
farmer; and yet he now asks me that question, as I parade this 
list of reductions in the appropriations for the agricultural in- 
terests before him. I know it makes him feel badly. I believe 
they did not know they treated the farmers as badly as they 
did, or they would not have done as they did by the passage 
of this bill. 

The first legislation we passed was known as the farmers’ 
free list bill. Before that the farmers had been compelled to 
buy their implements, buy the barbed wire for their fences, 
buy their gunny sacks, buy cloth in which to wrap their cotton, 
and buy 10,000 other things necessary to conduct a farm 
and the operation of the farm from the tariff-protected trusts. 
We removed the tariff from all those articles and placed them 
upon the free list. It was the first time in the history of this 
country that we had passed a tariff bill friendly to the great 
farming interests of the country. 

We did not stop there. The next legislation we passed, as 
the Senator will recall, because he voted for it—and there 
were some others over there who voted for it—was to estab- 
lish the Federal reserve banking system, when we wrote into 
the bill, with the help of the Senator from Wisconsin, the 
provision that allowed the member banks of the Federal re- 
serve system to discount agricultural paper, the first time in 
all our history that the farmer had received an opportunity to 
discount his paper and get credit thereby. 

We went down the list, passing what was known as the 
Lever agricultural extension act. I could enumerate piece 
after piece of legislation intended to promote the interests and 
welfare of the farmers enacted into the law during the Wilson 
administration, and never during the consideration of any 
agricultural appropriation bill were the estimates of the Agri- 
cultural Department cut below the needs of agriculture. In- 
deed, the Secretaries of Agriculture approved the estimates 
made by the experts from the Agricultural Department; they 
came to Congress, and committees and Congresses, dominated 
by a Democratic majority, passed them, giving to the great 
Department of Agriculture all that they needed and all that 
they could show was necessary. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. Were those appropriations larger or smaller 
than the appropriations in the Agricultural appropriation bill 


just passed? 
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Mr. HARRISON. My recollection is that they were about 
the sume as the appropriations in this one. 

Mr. LENROOT. How does it happen, then, if this is such a 
discrimination against the farmer, with everything costing so 
much more now, that the Democratic Party did not make larger 
appropriations? 

Mr. HARRISON. One of the reasons is that the barberry 
bush had not been discovered up in Wisconsin, and the de- 
mands would not come in from the Senator’s State and Minne- 
sota for some $650,000 to eradicate the barberry. I can cite 
instance after instance where insects injurious to agriculture 
have been discovered since that time. That is what we make 
appropriations for, to enable the department to send men out 
to try to find such insects and pests and to get some solution 
for diseases which kill cattle and injure stock. 

It is natural, as the population of the American Republic 
gradually increases, that the appropriations for agriculture 
should constantly be enlarged, and I am sure, with the logical 
mind of the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin, he would not 
assume for a minute that the Agricultural appropriation bill 
would gradually get smaller in amount, but he knows that if it 
keeps abreast of the times and takes care of the constant de- 
mands and needs of a great and growing country the appropria- 
tions will continue to increase within certain bounds. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator know that the bill we 
just passed carries out that very policy? 

Mr. HARRISON. This bill carried $200,000 less, if I recall 
the figures correctly, than the one we passed last year. I know 
the Budget cut the estimates. There is not much difference be- 
tween them. I am not taking into account the appropriation 
carried for good roads. 

Again I am diverted when I am proceeding in an orderly way. 
When the boot begins to pinch some Senator rises and tries to 
befuddle me so that I can not make my argument. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield? The Senator has 
been making a purely political speech here, and I hope he will 
welcome some facts. 

Mr. HARRISON. 
this. 

Mr. LENROOT. Let me read the appropriations made for 
agriculture under the Democratic administration as compared 
with the Republican, In 1913 the Democratic Party appropri- 
ated for agriculture $16,600,000; in 1914 they appropriated 
$17,986,000 ; in 1915 they appropriated $19,865,000; in 1916 they 
appropriated $22,971,000 ; in 1917 they appropriated $24,850,000 ; 
in 1918 they appropriated $25,920,000. Then the Republicans 
came into power. In 1919 they appropriated $27,887,000; in 
1920 they appropriated $33,899,000; in 1921 they appropriated 
$31,712,000; and the bill just passed carries about $33,000,000, 
more than double the appropriations made for agriculture by 
the Democratic Party when it came into power. 

Mr, HARRISON. Mr. President, if there is anything in the 
world that would convince any man of ordinary common sense 
that the Democratic Party was a more economical party than 
the Republican Party, it is the statement just made by the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin. 

I have shown that every estimate made by the Department 
of Agriculture for the needs of the farming interests of the 
country was immediately and adequately provided for in ap- 
‘propriations by a Democratic Congress. The appeals which 
came from the farmers were transmitted by the Agricultural 
Department to the Congress, and we gave them all they 
asked; yet we showed such magnificent economy in the man- 
agement of the situation that the Senator himself cites figures 
which show the great saving to the American taxpayers when 
compared to the bill just passed. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will not the Senator please make a state- 
ment which he himself believes? He certainly does not be- 
lieve any such wild statement as he has just made regarding 
Democratic “economy.” The word is not found in the Demo- 
cratic dictionary. 

Mr. HARRISON. Oh, I knew the Senator would talk that 
way, but we think we did things pretty well. About the only 
fellows who have been indicted by this administration for 
malfeasance in office were Republicans who were appointed 
by the Democratic administration, 

Mr. LENROOT. Not those appointed by Republicans, 

Mr, HARRISON. That shows that the Department of Jus- 
tice is very fair and is not playing politics, as my friend 
from Wisconsin is. I am trying to make a real, constructive, 
statesmanlike speech, and the Senator says I am talking poli- 
tics. I have not investigated, for the purpose of comparison, 
the agricultural appropriations that were passed by the Demo- 
cratic Congresses and those passed by the Republican Con- 
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The Senator knows there is no politics in 


gresses. 1 do know one fact which is fundamental, that we 
did take care of the needs of agriculture, and there was no 
politics in it. There has never been any politics in the ap- 
propriations for agriculture. 

There is not any now. I am talking against the system here, 
if you please. I know that certain Senators on the other side 
of the Chamber are just as friendly to the farmers and want 
to take care of their needs as much as those on this side. 

But I am trying to bring to the attention of those on the 
Republican side of the Chamber the fact that there is in force 
a system that works against the interests of the agriculturists 
of the country. There may have been provisions in agricultural 
appropriation bills carrying large amounts that were not wholly 
for agricultural purposes; I do not know. I know that in the 
present bill we provide large amounts for the Atlantic water- 
shed, as I believe it is called. I know that we carry quite a 
large amount for roads in this bill—I think about thirty-odd 
million dollars. á 

Mr. McNARY. Twenty-nine million dollars, but that is not 
included 

Mr. HARRISON. I understand, but there are many things 
carried in the bill that are not wholly for agriculture. So it is 
natural that the amount carried in the bill as a whole should 
change year by year. The Senator knows that in the passing 
of the years the agricultural appropriations will constantly in- 
crease, as they should increase. So there is really nothing in 
the amount, but I do know the amount has been cut in this bill. 
The Budget did it and that is what I am calling to the atten- 
tion of the Senate. 

Now, let us go further. I was discussing plant diseases. 
When we think about the great peach and apple orchards, the 
pecan groves, and the orchards and groves of every kind in 
which we constantly find new insects and new diseases and 
new pests that the department never knew about before, we 
realize that we need appropriations to look immediately into 
the situation and to eradicate the pests and eliminate or cure 
the diseases. The Department of Agriculture of all depart- 
ments should know what is needed to do that work. Thex 
estimated for $182,000. What was given them? The Bureau 
of the Budget, whose action meets the approval of the Presi- 
dent, gave only $77,000. Thus it is that that important work 
will be curtailed to at least $100,000. That is the way Repub- 
licans economize. 

But that is not all. There is another provision for diseases 
of the orchard. The Agricultural Department estimated $113,- 
935 for that purpose. The Bureau of the Budget cut it to 
$111,000. Thus it is that on the two items affecting diseases of 
the orchards the amounts have been cut $125,000, not enough 
under Lasker’s administration of the Shipping Board to pur- 
chase one plank to help repair one of the ships. 

With reference to cotton diseases, Mr. President and Senators, 
if you knew of the horrible situation in the cotton-growing sec- 
tion of the country, if you knew what they have had to contend 
with, if you knew the effect on the industries of this country 
as well as the effect in other countries, you would not want to 
economize in an appropriation to eradicate or eliminate diseases 
and pests that are destructive of cotton. The Loll weevil, that 
made its appearance some years ago, wrought millions, yea, I 
might say billions of dollars of damage to the cotton planters of 
the South, working so disastrously in my State that fields which 
had previously produced over a bale of cotton to the acre were 
so affected that they could not raise one-tenth of a bale of cot- 
ton to the acre, forcing the farmers to allow hundreds of 
thousands of acres of the finest cotton lands on God’s green earth 
to lie idle. I have seen the destructive effects of it in my own 
State. I have seen it, where we once raised over a million bales 
of cotton a year, drop until we raised hardly half a million bales 
of cotton a year. 

In the State of Georgia, represented in part by my distin- 
guished friend, the junior Senator from that State [Mr. GEORGE], 
where they once raised as much as two million bales, I believe, 
this year they estimate about 800,000 bales of cotton. I have 
seen the ravages of the boll weevil working its way through 
South Carolina, where they once raised 1,600,000 bales or more 
a year, and yet this year the Government estimate is that they 
will produce a little more than 500,000 bales. I have seen the 
pink boll weevil, as it came up from Mexico, working its injury 
in the boll of the cotton in Texas and on into Louisiana, destroy- 
ing the prospects of the farmers and ravaging their fields. 
These things have caused the cotton crop to decrease until last 
year it had dropped to a little over 7,000,000 bales, and this year 
I think the Government estimate is 9,700,000 bales. 

So, there will be in this country a shortage of cotton that 
can not be supplied to the world for at least two months of the 
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coming summer. They need the cotton. They need it to com- 
pete with the high prices of wool and other goods. They need 
‘it for the warmth of the American people as well as the people 
everywhere. Yet with that situation and condition, we see the 
estimates of the Agricultural Department, desired to fight the 
rotton diseases, cut from $127,000 down to $117,000. 

Now, let us see what else. Here is an item for crop plants. 
Land that once produced nothing has, under the magic hand of 
some progressive truck farmer, been brought to produce truck 
crops that fill the wants of the great cities of the country with 
‘cheap cabbage, cheap tomatoes, and cheap vegetables of every 
kind. Diseases have worked their way into those crops and 
very often destroyed them. As the crop is affected by a pest 
or an insect or a disease, so is the price of that particular 
vegetable or commodity increased to the American consumer, 
In this day and time, when the high cost of living has soared 
so that the American people can hardly make ends meet, I 

wonder how the man of family on a small salary can get along 
at all. God knows I do not see how he can exist with things 
as high as they are. 

All these economic conditions and questions should be taken 
into consideration in making up an appropriation bill affecting 
the great agricultural interests of the country, and yet, with 
vegetables and other necessaries of life needed in the great 
cities of the country, we see the estimates of the Agricultural 
Department for the work on crop plants reduced from $66,860 
to the pitiful sum of $55,000. 

Now, what would $11,000 do in maintaining the proposed sub- 
sidized merchant marine? How far would it go in promoting 
the Lasker scheme for a ship subsidy? It would help very 
materially the farmers of the country who are affected by the 
different diseases in their truck crops, and yet the Congress 
says, with the President's approval, We will withhold that 
$11,000; we will not give it to stamp out disease in truck crops, 
but we will give it over to the great shipping interests of the 
country, because they need it.“ That is the Republican idea of 
the way the Government should be run. 

God bless you, you Republicans will have a lot to answer for 
when you get away from here on the 4th of March. You Repub- 
licans did not consider the force of the suggestion I made this 
morning. If you would go ahead and have the President call 
an extra session of Congress, we could stay here all this spring 
‘and summer fighting out the ship subsidy bill, and you would 
have a good excuse for not going back home to face your people. 
(The people could not see you then, It is going to be mighty 
‘hard for some of you to face your constituents after the 4th of 
March. You will wish then that you had followed my sugges- 
tion about an extra session of Congress. 

What explanation are you going to make to the man who 
raises a little truck crop, say, some lettuce that he must cover 
up at night with cloth, where he must build fires around the 
hotbeds and coldframes in order to keep the lettuce warm, so 
that the wintry winds and cold blasts from the north will not 
destroy it. The man who has planted his tomatoes out in the 
field, where they seem to be growing nicely under the kiss of 
the spring sun, hears the squeedunk blowing. It can be heard 
8 and miles, Then one farmer says to the other,“ What 
Is that?” 

There the farmer says, “That is the warning. That is the 
,Bgueedunk over yonder that is blowing. They have a report 
from Washington, and the report is that a cold wave is com- 
ing.” Then the farmers begin to go out in the field and cover 
up tomato plants or other vegetables. They work late into the 
night. They build fires to create warmth to ward off the wintry 
blast. But the cold comes and their crops gare destroyed. 

Those men undergo all the vicissitudes of a changing climate. 
They have to fight everything, with no great insurance com- 
panies to write a policy insuring that their crop will come out 
100 per cent. There is no insurance company to underwrite a 
‘policy that they will be protected against cold or disease or in- 
sect or injurious pest. The only help they have is not the 
happy hopefulness of the President—no ; not that, but they have 
the hope that here in Washington, where they have two Sen- 
‘ators and a Congressman, they will be able to pass an appro- 
‘priation bill every year which will in a small way make allow- 
ance for taking care of their crops, providing a little appropria- 
tion to fight the diseases which infest truck crops. And yet 
when you go home and meet that little truck farmer you will 
have to explain to him why you and your President reduced 
the Department of Agriculture estimate from $66,860 to 
$55,000, If you think that you can give him an excuse to 
justify the proposition that that was needed in the ship subsidy 
appropriation, just try it out on him. ‘That is what you are 
trying to do here. Here I have brought upon my head censure 
from the distinguished junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Lenroor] because I would have the Senate wait until next 


Tuesday to pass the agricultural credits bill. He wants to 
whip it through here by to-morrow night; he only wants 10 
minutes to be allowed for the discussion of each amendment. 
I can not believe that he does not want the bill “ framed” after 
full and adequate consideration; but it is because he is so 
anxious and other Senators on the majority side of the Cham- 
ber are so anxious to force the ship subsidy bill upon. the 
American people. I can not believe that Senators on the other 
side knew when they voted to reduce the appropriation for 
investigating and improving truck crops and to fight diseases 
and pests and insects affecting such crops $11,000 that they 
really intended for the money merely to go to the shipping 
trust; and yet that is what their actions here mean if we 
allow the ship subsidy bill to pass. 

Mr. President, I will refer to two other items. One is for the 
Improvement of cereals. Is there anything that we should work 
more diligent upon than to try to improve the quality and in- 
crease the production of cereals in this country? Is there any- 
thing that could be brought more directly to the home life, to 
the fireside, to the breakfast table, and to the dinner table than 
to improve the quality as well as increase production of cereals? 

The Agricultural Department through years have been prose- 
cuting this work, and they have performed a great service. 
This year the Agricultural Department’s estimate for this work 
was $42,440. Yet the President of the United States approves 
the estimate of the Budget Bureau and Congress approves it, 
reducing the amount to $32,000. There is an instance where 
cereal improvement can wait, but the shipping Interests must be 
taken care of. It is argued that, though it is a small amount, 
it will help some. 

The Agricultural Department estimated $180,000 for the im- 
provement of crop production, but the Budget Bureau cut it to 
$169,000. Again the farmers of the country are economized 
upon. 8 

For horticultural investigations the Agricultural Department 
estimated $79,440, but the Budget Bureau estimates bring it 
down to $71,940. 

Mr. President, I shall not read the entire list, though I could 
cite other instances to the Senate. However, it does no good 
here. I talk, and I plead, but it seems that Senators on the 
other side of the Chamber are callous to any suggestions I 
make or to any appeal which I may utter. 

Worse than all—and we are now about to vote—the Senator 
from Oregon makes a motion here which will put the finishing 
touches to this conference report. I procured—and I thank the 
Senate for it—an increased appropriation, against the sugges- 
tions of the Budget Bureau, of $50,000 for the destruction of 
the sweet-potato weevil. I thought it was necessary; indeed, 
I know it would have been most helpful to the section from 
which I come. The sweet-potato crop in five States along the 
Gulf coast is valued at $135,000,000, 

Under this appropriation in the last few years we have 
been able to eliminate the sweet-potato weevil in many of 
the counties and in some of those States, but it is a pest which, 
unless we shall continue every effort to restrain its march, 
will go on from State to State and enlarge the field of its 
operations. I am quite sure that the inadequate n 
carried in this bill will mean millions of dollars of injury to 
the farmers who must combat the sweet-potato weevil; but I 
have done my best; I can do no more. Under our system of 
Government, under the peculiar method in which we pass legis- 
lation through Congress, I know that no matter how long I 
might speak and what I might say I could not defeat, indeed, 
I would not defeat, the report carrying the appropriations for 
agriculture in this country. There are so many good provisions 
in the legislation; so many necessary provisions in the bill 
that I, of course, would not attempt to defeat the conference 
report merely because the Senate conferees receded on my 
amendment. 

I shall not say, for some one might imagine the discussion 
to be sectional, that it is peculiarly strange that the appro- 
priation for the corn borer which was increased by amend- 
ment in the Senate was retained in the bill. The corn borer 
has ravaged the corn fields of New England; it has greatly 
affected the corn crop in that section. I believe that the 
amount appropriated for its destruction, which includes the in- 
creased amount which the Senate provided, is necessary in 
order to fight the corn borer, and I would not say anything 
against it for fear that what I should say might be misinter- 
preted; but the increase in the appropriation to combat the 
sweet-potato weevil was eliminated, while the amendment in- 
creasing the appropriation to combat the corn borer was re- 
tained. 

I would not say anything as to other amendments increasing 
appropriations over those recommended by the committee, 
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notably the one to exterminate the barberry bush. I shall 
bide my time with patience, hoping that next year, when the 
Agricultural appropriation bill shall again be under considera- 
tion, and the Senate committee considers it, care will be taken 
to provide an adequate appropriation for the destruction of 
the sweet-potato weevil. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


The 


Ashurst Gooding McKellar Shortridge 
Ball Hale McLean pencer 
Brookhart Harris McNary Stanfield 
Bursum Harrison Nelson 5 
Calder Heflin New Sutherland 
Cameron Johnson Nicholson Swanson 
Capper Jones, Wash Norbeck e 
Caraway Kellog; Norris Underwood 
Colt Kendrick Oddie Wadsworth 
Curtis King Overman Walsh, Mass. 
Ernst Ladd Page Walsh, Mont. 
Fernald Lenroot Phipps Watson 
Fletcher Lodge Pomerene 

eorge McCormick Reed, Pa. 
Glass McCumber Shields 

Mr. HARRIS. I desire to announce that the senior Senator 


from Wyoming [Mr. Warren] and the senior Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Smoor] are detained from the Senate because of 
their duties in connection with the work of conference com- 
mittees on appropriation bills. 

Mr. POMERENE. I desire to announce the unavoidable 
absence of my colleague [Mr. WIIIISs] because of serious illness 
in his family. I ask that this announcement may stand for 
the day. 

Mr. McNARY. I desire to announce the absence from the 
Chamber of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre] 
on account of the oil hearings before the Committee on Manu- 
factures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-seven Senators having 
answered to their names, there is a quorum present. The ques- 
tion is on the motion of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Mc- 
Nagy]. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let us have the motion stated. 
We may want to divide the question, if it can be divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The motion will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The motion pertains to the mes- 
sage from the House, and is that the Senate agree to the House 
amendments to the Senate amendments numbered 11, 31, 33, 
and 35, and recede from its amendment numbered 34. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator from Oregon what 
disposition was made by the conferees of the appropriation of 
$6,000,000 plus for roads and trails in Government forests? 

Mr. McNARY. I will state to the Senator from Utah that we 
arrived at a disagreement. That was one of the items presented 
here to-day for either confirmation or instructions to insist upon 
the Senate amendment. I am informed that the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. Cameron] will make a motion at this time that 
the conferees insist upon making the whole amount, namely, 
$6,500,000, immediately available for the construction of forest 
roads, rather than the House provision that only $3,000,000 
shall be made immediately available. 

Mr. KING. As I understand, if I may be pardoned, the 
House appropriated $6,000,000 directly 

Mr. McNARY. Six million five hundred thousand dollars. 

Mr. KING. Six million five hundred thousand dollars, to be 
immediately available, for roads and trails within the national 
forests. 

Mr. McNARY. Yes. 

Mr. KING. The conferees have abandoned that, and have 
agreed upon $3,000,000 to be immediately available, and power 
is given the Secretary of Agriculture to enter into contracts 
for the expenditure of the other $3,500,000. 

Mr. McNARY. The action of the Senate was to the effect 
that $6,500,000 should be immediately available. In conference 
we disagreed, and the House comes back with this provision 
making $3,000,000 immediately available, $3,500,000 to be car- 
ried in a deficiency bill, and authorizing the Secretary of Agri- 
culture to allocate among the States the $3,500,000 not made 
available; also to contract with respect to it. That is not 
satisfactory to some of those who are interested in the roads 
in national forests, and the Senator from Arizona intends to 
make his motion at this time. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I just want to 
correct one impression that the Senator from Utah apparently 
has. The House did not appropriate $6,500,000 and make it 
immediately available. 

Mr. KING. No; $3,000,000. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Three million dollars; and the 
pee appropriated $6,500,000 and made it immediately avail- 
able. 

Mr. KING. If I indicated as the Senator states, I did not in- 
tend to convey that impression. 

Mr. CAMERON. Mr. President, I move that the Senate dis- 
agree to the amendment of the House to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 33 and ask for a further conference with 
the House, and that the Chair appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate, for this reason: 

There are 29 States that have a large forest area. There has 
been withdrawn in these 29 States a forest area of 156,837,282 
acres of the public domain. That area is not taxable at this 
time. In order to make the Forest Service self-sustaining or 
in order to derive from the Forest Service the benefits that the 
Government ought to derive these areas should be properly 
taken care of in the way of development. Roads and plenty of 
them should be built, thus tapping the timber belts and other 
natural resources which are now of little use and hardly ap- 
preclated. Under the appropriation of June 19, 1922, section 2 
and section 4, we are entitled under that bill this year to 
$6,500,000. The House saw fit to cut the $6,500,000 to $3,000,000. 
The Senate committee put it back to the original amount 
$6,500,000, and the conferees stood up for the $6,500,000. It is 
necessary now, in order to get this $6,500,000, to disagree to 
the House amendment, and I ask the Senate, after a most care- 
ful consideration of this appropriation and close study of the 
situation, to send this amendment back for a further confer- 
ence. That is the reason of my motion at this time, and I hope 
the Senate will see the great public need of this full appro- 
priation so these forest areas can be properly developed as 
now outlined through the program of the forestry department. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, I should 
like to inquire of him what was the recommendation of the 
Budget with respect to the item for roads within the national 
forests? 

Mr. McNARY. Mr, President, I can answer that question, 
with the Senator’s permission. The Bureau of the Budget 
recommended an authorization of $6,500,000, due to a past act 
authorizing the appropriation of that sum of money, but mak- 
ing immediately available $3,000,000. The act passed some 
years ago, when the road work was in the hands of the Post 
Office Department, authorizing the appropriation of $6,500,000 
for this year, This legislation is in fulfillment of that authori- 
zation, passed in 1921, and as brought to the House it was in 
response to the estimate of the Director of the Budget, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if the Senator will pardon me, I 
think I understand the Senator. He spoke of “this year.” 
Did he refer to the fiscal year 1924? 

Mr. McNARY. The year commencing 1923, to 1924. 

Mr. KING. That is, beginning with the Ist of July, 1923, 
and ending with the 30th of June, 19247 

Mr. McNARY. Yes; that is it. 

Mr. KING. Was there any antecedent legislation that re- 
stricted the Congress of the United States to an appropriation 
of only $6,500,000 for roads and trails in the national forests? 

Mr. McNARY. A bill was passed in 1921 providing for the 
expenditure of certain sums in the national forests in the years 
1923, 1924, and 1925. The $6,500,000 was the amount author- 
ized to be expended in 1923-24; and the Director of the Bu- 
reau of the Budget, of course, could not go back of the au- 
thorization that had been sanctioned by prior statutes, but made 
available $3,000,000 upon the theory that that was all the 
money they could use, but that they had a right to contract for 
the balance, namely, $3,500,000. 

Mr. KING. Then he was acting upon the assumption that 
those who were charged with the duty of expending the entire 
amount could not advantageously contract for and expend this 
$6,500,000 for roads and bridges and trails in the national for- 
ests in the space of 12 months? 

Mr. McNARY. I will not say that. It was uncertain, per- 
haps, whether or not they could expend all the sums; but the 
point was simply this: A great many of those interested in the 
roads in national forests wanted the whole amount—namely, 
$6,500,000—made immediately available, so that these small 
contractors would feel justified in entering into contracts, 
knowing thereby that they would receive their money and could 
get the proper credits at the banks. That was the position of 
the Senate conferees. The House conferees, however, argued 
that if they made $3,000,000 available the balance could be car- 
ried in the deficiency bill, as it was subject to contract rights. 
As a compromise, the House proposed to make immediately 
available the $3,000,000, and to specify that the Secretary of 
Agriculture can contract for the balance of the $3,500,000, and 
also to direct him to allot among the various States the remain- 
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ing sum of $3,500,000. That is not satisfactory to some of those 
interested in the forest roads, and that is the reason of the 
amendment suggested by the Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. KING. It seems to me the Senator from Arizona is 
entirely right. He is fortified by the law, fortified by common 
sense, and fortified, it seems to me, by legitimate and wisely 
accepted business policies. If we are to construct these roads, 
the men charged with the responsibility know best how to ex- 
pend the money, and the very reason suggested by the Senator 
from Oregon—namely, that the small contractors want to know 
that they can get their money when they enter into their con- 
tracts and when they do the work, withont having to wait for 
subsequent appropriations—would justify, and not only justify, 
but, it seems to me, demand that the Senate adhere to the 
position it took when it made immediately available the 
$6,500,000. 

I shall be very glad, therefore, to support the motion of the 
Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
May I inquire what is the question before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
pending question. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. The motion made by the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. McNary] was that the Senate agree to the 
House amendments to Senate amendments Nos, 11, 31, 88, and 
35, and recede from its amendment No. 34. The Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. OCAuxkox] has now moved that the Senate disagree 
to the amendment of the House to the amendment of the 
Senate No. 33, and insist upon its own amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. I submit, merely as a matter of parlia- 
mentary procedure, that the motion of the Senator from 
Arizona is not in order until the pending motion of the Senator 
from Oregon is disposed of, a motion to agree being prefer- 
ential over a motion to disagree, it bringing the two Houses 
together on the bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
from Wisconsin if his position is that the question can not 
be divided? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; we can divide the question and vote 
upon the motion to agree, but of course voting it down would 
be equivalent to disagreeing; but a motion to disagree, as the 
Senator well knows, is not preferential over a motion to 
agree, 

Mr. KING. The Senator insists that the proper parlia- 
mentary procedure would be to agree or to disagree to the 
report of the conferees? 

Mr. LENROOT. If there is a motion pending to agree, that 
has preference, of course, 

Mr. KING. And if we should vote to agree, being satisfied 
with all the residue of the report, that would cut off the item 
that is under consideration now and prevent the matter being 
sent back to conference? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly; but a separate vote can be had 
upon this particular item, of course. 

Mr, KING. That is what I had reference to. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. I 
do not want to stand in the way of the Senator from Arizona 
having a free expression of the Senate upon his amendment ; 
and I should like to know, if I should withdraw the motion 
that I have made, whether the motion of the Senator from 
Arizona would be in order? 

Mr, LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator will yield, I 
suggest to the Senator from Oregon that he modify his motion 
so as to move to agree to all of the amendments that he desires 
to agree to, except the one in question, and that will leave the 
matter open for the Senator from Arizona to make his motion. 

Mr. McNARY. I think that would be preferable. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. In other words, it is proposed to 
strike from the original motion the numerals 33.“ 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to say 
just one word about the motion to recede from the amendment 
No. 34. I have examined the debate in the House, and I 
am satisfied from the situation there that it would be utterly 
useless to send that amendment back to conference. Therefore 
I shall vote for the motion to recede. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Oregon, leaving out amendment num- 
bered 83. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before that motion is voted upon 
I shall be glad to learn from the Senator from Oregon what 
the other items are and exactly what will be the result of the 
affirmative vote for which the Senator now asks. 

Mr. McNARY, One appertains to the provision of maximum 
salaries of the scientific employees of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. The only difference between the Senate amendment 


and the action of the House is that the Senate inserted the 
word “hereafter,” making it permanent law. The House has 
modified it to make it apply during the fiscal year 1924. The 
other is simply a reenactment of the provision, now extant in 
the statute, permitting the shipment from a State where lum- 
ber is cut to some other State in the Union. The other is the 
recession from the seed item and the bean item. 

Mr. KING. Respecting the timber item to which the Sena- 
tor refers, as I understand the Senator, if the amendment 
agreed upon in this report prevails, then timber which is cut 
from forests by permission may be transported from one State 
to another? 

Mr. McNARY. Yes. In the old law there is a prohibition 
against cutting timber in one State and shipping it to another, 
upon the theory that the State where it is cut should have the 
use of the timber for its consumption. That was found to be 
impracticable, and timber cut on the public lands, or in the 
national forests of Utah, under this provision could be shipped 
to another State. 

Mr. KING. That is a very wise provision, because the Sena- 
tor knows that there are many instances where the timber cut 
near some boundary line between two States is not available at 
all in the State in which the timber is growing, and is only 
available across the line in some other State. The Senate 
recently passed a bill permitting the exportation to Utah or 
other States of timber cut upon the reserves in Arizona, for in- 
stance, because in the Arizona strip, as it is called, there are 
few, if any, inhabitants, and the timber there is of no value 
whatever. I am very glad of the position of the Senate upon 
that item. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the modified motion of the Senator from Oregon. 

The motion as modified was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arizona 
now moves that the Senate disagree to the amendment of the 
House to the amendment of the Senate numbered 33, that the 
Senate insist upon its amendment and ask a further confer- 
ence with the House on the disagreeing vote thereon, and that 
the Chair appoint the conferees on the part of the Senate, 

The motion was agreed to, and the Presiding Officer ap- 
pointed Mr. McNary, Mr. Jones of Washington, Mr. LENROOT, 
Mr. Overman, and Mr. Surra conferees on the part of the Sen- 
ate at the further conference, 


ACTION ON PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS. 


Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, in the Sixty-sixth Congress 
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Branprcrre] introduced a 
proposed amendment to the Constitution, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House 
concurring therein), That Article V of the stitution of the United 
States is hereby amended to read as follows, to wit: 


“ARTICLE v. 

“The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both Houses shall deem it 
necessary, shall propose amendments to this Constitution, or on the 
application of the legislatures of two-thirds of the several States shall 
call a convention for proposing amendments, which, in either case, 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes, as part of this Constitution 
when ratified within six years from the date of their proposal by the 
legislatures of three-fourths of the several States, or by conventions in 
three-fourths thereof, or by the electors in three-fourths thereof, as 
the mode of ratification may be proposed by the Congress: Provided, 
That no State, without its consent shall be deprived of its equal 
suffrage in the Senate.“ 

This amendment was reported favorably from the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

We have had 19 amendments to the Federal Constitution. 
I will treat the first 10 amendments as a part and parcel of the 
original Constitution, because when the Constitution was rati- 
fied it was upon the distinctly implied, in some cases expressed, 
understanding that amendments would be adopted. They were 
proposed and submitted by the First Congress on the 15th of 
September, 1789. They were 12 in number. The third, fourth, 
fifth, sixth, seventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth 
were ratified by the required number of States within exactly 
two years and three months. But No. 1 and No. 2 are still 
pending, and on the 15th day of next September will have been 
pending 134 years. 

So we perceive a wise suggestion in the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Connecticut that there should be a time 
limit. Moreover, we have precedent. Congress, in submitting 
the prohibition amendment, laid a limit upon the time within 
which the States could ratify. 

I call the attention of the Senate to the fact that the last 
nine amendments have been brought about by “amendment 
periods.” The eleventh and twelfth amendments were adopted 
in the 10-year period between 1794 and 1804, the twelfth hav- 
ing been brought about by the unfortunate tie in the Hlectoral 
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College between Thomas Jefferson and Aaron Burr. Call that 
the first amendment period. Then, notwithstanding the fact 
that many scores of amendments were introduced in Congress 
and two were proposed between 1804 and 1864, no amendment 
was adopted; thus there was a 60-year period of immobility 
with respeet to amending our Federal Constitution. 

Then came the second amendment period, whieh began in 1865 
and lasted until 1875. In that 10-year period the thirteenth, 
fourteenth, and fifteenth amendments were proposed and 
adopted. 

Then came another period of nearly 40 years of immobility, 
and then came the sixteenth, seventeenth, eighteenth, and nine- 
teenth amendments—the third amendment period, 1909 to 
1923—showing that these amendments move in cycles. 

The Federal Constitution conserves and protects all that real 
Americans hold preeious; it should not be changed by legista- 
tive caucus but by the direct vote of the people. 

There is not a State in the Federal Union whose constitution 
may be amended by the State legislature. The various State 
constitutions may be amended only by the electorate of the 
State. How utterly archaic, therefore, it is to deny the elee- 
‘torate am opportunity to express itself upon the proposed change 
in our fundamental law. 

If the consent of the voters be required to alter and amend 
a State constitution, a fortiori the vote of the people should be 
required to echange the Federal Constitution. 

Tt is vital to our American system that the voter should have 
an opportunity to say at the ballot box what form of govern- 
ment he desires to live under. 

Tf you are not willing that the State legislatures should 
choose United States Senators, for a much stronger reason the 
State legislatures should not change your fundamental law. 

Every argument im favor of the election of Senators by a 
direct vote of the people is a stronger argument in favor of 
cousulting the people on constitutional amendments. 

I favored the amendments providing for the income tax, di- 
rect election of Senators, prohibition, and woman suffrage. I 
believe they were wise amendments, and thet they were in re- 
sponse to the deliberate judgment and progressive thowght of a 
vast majority of our countrymen ; indeed, I believe those amend- 
ments were demanded by the people and were not forced upon 
the people. My belief, unfortunately, dees not settle the ques- 
tion, for the stubborn fact exists that milliens of our country- 
men thoroughly believe that the prohibition and woman-suffrage 
amendments were adopted by cunning, by eraftiness and indi- 
rection, and that the Congress and the State legislatures were 
either browbeaten into voting for the amendments or were 
induced to do so by an insidious lobby. It is my opinion that 
if a referendum to the people on the prehibition and woman- 
suffrage amendments could have been had, each amendment 
would have been adopted and ratified by the electors. We 
should, therefore, take the requisite steps to preclude the op- 
portunity in the future of a recurrence of such discontent and 
suspicion by providing a means by which the electers of each 
State may pass upon amendments to the Federal Constitution. 

Mr. President, there are 435 Members of the House of Rep- 
resentatives and 96 Members of the Senate. in all 531. I ask 
unanimous consent to include in the RECORD, as a part of my 
remarks, a statement showing the number of State senators, 
number of members of the house or assembly, as the case may 
be, in the State legislatures.. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

Number of members in State legislatures according to the year 1919. 


House or 
Senate. |ssembly. 


—: ĩ Sak op onus . .. aa sdome tas 35. 108 

ee Re fen Oo ee EOE ( ee ee 19 35 
Arkansas 35 108 
California... 40 80 
Colorado... 35 60 
Connecticut 35 258 
Dela waro * 35 
Georgia. Fee TOES tae aS TTV = — 
r õ eo ane eh crag — Fr 
Tilinois . 5l 152 
Indiana. 50 100 
Iowa a = 
Kentucky 3 100 
Maine 3¹ 151 
Maryland... 55 i = 
C E a e E a S EAT 32 200 


Number of members in State legislatures, ete—Continued. 


House or 


Senate. lssambly. 
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Mr. ASHURST. So we have a total of 7,408 members of the 


| State legislatures, according to the figures for the year 1919. 


Not two-thirds but a bare majority of that 7,400 men may pass 
upon an amendment to the Constitution. 

We find ourselves in this posture: Two-thirds of the Congress 
and a majority of the 7,400, or about 4,500 men, pass upon the 
destiny of the most advanced people that ever lived in the tide 
of time. We set ourselves up as the leader among the nations 
in thought and as responsive to the people's will, and yet 4.500 
men, if they saw fit, could Prussianize the Republic. 

Mr. President, it is startling to investigate and then reflect 
upon the perils that have come and that in the future may come 
by a continued failure to set a time limit within which a pro- 
posed amendment may be ratified. 

Four different amendments duly proposed by the Congress ara 
now pending before the States for their action. These amend- 
ments are as follows: 

One, proposed September 15, 1789, 134 years ago, relating to 
enumeration and representation: 

ARTICL 1. After the first enumerati required first article 
of the Constitution there shall be ane 6 Pg 30,000 
until the number shall amount to 100, after which the proportion shall 
be se regulated by Congress that there shall be net less than 100 Rep- 
resentatives, nor less than one Representative for every 40,000 per- 
sons, until the number of Representatives shall amount to 200, after 
which the proportion shall be so regulated by Congress that there shall 
not be less than 200 Representatives, nor more than one Representative 
for every 50,000 persons. 

Another, proposed September 15, 1789, 134 years ago, relating 
to compensation of Members of Congress: 

Ant. 2. No law varying the compensation for the services of the 
Senators and Representatives shall take effect until an election of Rep- 
resentatives shall have intervened, 

Another, proposed May 1, 1810—113 years ago—to prohibit 
citizens of the United States from accepting presents, pensions, 
or titles from princes or from foreign powers: 

If any citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive, 
tain any title of nobility or honor, or shall, without the consent of Con- 
gress, accept and retuin any present, pension, office, or emolument of 
any. kind whatever, from any emperor, king, prince, or fi wer, 
such person shali cease to be a citizen of the United States, and shall 
— e of holding any office of trust or profit under them, or either 
0 em. 

Another, proposed March 2, 1861—62 years ago—known as the 
Corwin amendment, prohibiting Congress from interfering with 
slavery within the States: 

No amendment shall be made to the Constitution whieh will authorize 
or A. ee to Congress the power to abolish or interfere, within any State, 
with the domestic institutions thereof, 88 that or held 
to labor or service by the laws of said State. (12 Stat. 251.) 

I think the Senator from New York [Mr. WapsworrH] took 
a bold and progressive step recently when he introduced his 
proposed constitutional amendment granting to the people the 
right to vote upon amendments. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 


or re- 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppe in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Arizona yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. ASHURST. I yield. 

_ Mr. KING. The Senator mentioned a moment ago the ratifi- 
cation of the Constitution in the early days. I ask for informa- 
tion. My recollection is that most of the legislatures of the 
18 Colonies—or many of them, at least—were elected with 
reference to the Constitution, so that the people had the right 
to choose—— 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is correct. Conventions in most 
instances were called and the question submitted was the ratifi- 
cation of the convention of 1787. In the case of Virginia I 
presume that never on this continent has there been assembled 
in one State more learning and wisdom than was assembled in 
the Virginia convention which ratified the Federal Constitution, 
and after a debate which lasted many days and was partici- 
pated in by the leading statesmen of Virginia the Federal Con- 
stitution was ratified by 10 majority. 

On September 15, 1789, 12 constitutional amendments were 
proposed by the First Congress. The requisite number of States 
ratified proposed articles numbered 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 
12 within exactly two years and three months, whilst Nos. 1 
and 2, although proposed 134 years ago, have not, according to 
the latest available returns, received favorable action by the 
requisite number of States and are yet before the American 
people, or the States, rather, have been for 134 years, and are 
now subject to ratification or rejection by the States. After 
those two proposed amendments, to wit, Nos. 1 and 2, had been 
in nubilus—“ in the clouds for 84 years, the Ohio State Sen- 
ate in 1873, in response to a tide of indignation that swept over 
the land in opposition to the so-called back-salary grab,” resur- 
rected proposed amendment No. 2 and passed a resolution of 
ratification through the State senate. No criticism can be 
visited upon the Ohio Legislature that attempted to ratify the 
amendment proposed in 1789, and if the amendment had been 
freshly proposed by Congress at the time of the “ back-salary 
grab” instead of having been drawn forth from musty tomes, 
where it had so long lain idle, stale, and dormant, other States 
doubtless would have ratified it during the period from 1873 
to 1881. 

Thus it would seem that a period of 134 years, or 84 years, 
within which a State may act is altogether too long, and I will 
support a proposition limiting the time to 6, 8, or 10 years 
within which a State may act under a particular submission, so 
that we will not hand down to posterity a conglomerate mass of 
amendments floating around in a cloudy, nebulous haze, which 
a State here may resurrect and ratify and a State there may 
galvanize and ratify. 

We ought to have homogeneous, steady, united exertion, and 
certainly we should have contemporaneous action with reference 
to these various proposed amendments. Judgment on the case 
should be rendered within the ordinary lifetime of those inter- 
ested in bringing about the change in our fundamental law. 
Final action should be had while the discussions and arguments 
are within the.remembrance of those who are called upon to 
act. 

There is still another reason why a time limit should be set: 
When the 12 amendments were submitted in 1789 there were 
only 13 States. Vermont had not been admitted, if I remember 
correctly. 

Question: Should three-fourths of the States then in the 
Union or three-fourths of those now in the Union be the test 
as to what shall be the number required for ratification? 

The amendment proposed on May 1, 1810, was submitted to 
the States under the most interesting and peculiar auspices that 
ever came before a legislative body, and was as follows: 

If any citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive, or 
retain any title of nobility or honor, or shall, without the consent of 
Congress, accept end re ary present, pension, office, or emolument 
of any kind whatever from any emperor, king, prince, or foreign — 5 — 
such person shall cease to be a citizen of the United States and shall be 
a sa of holding any office of trust or profit under them, or either 
0 „ 

What was the reason for that proposed amendment? History 
does not disclose, but the reason was that when officials accept 
presents of great value they dissolve the pearl of independence 
in the yinegar of obligation. 

Unfortunately, the annals of Congress and contemporary 
newspapers do not give any of the debate upon this interesting 
proposition, The only light thrown upon the subject by the 


annals is the remark of Mr. Macon, who said “he considered 
the vote on this question as deciding whether or not we were 
to have members of the Legion of Honor in this country.” 
What event connected with our diplomatic or political history 
suggested the need of such an amendment is not now apparent, 


but it is possible that the presence of Jerome Bonaparte in this 
country a few years previous, and his marriage to a Maryland 
lady, may have suggested this measure. 

An article in Niles’s Register (vol. 72, p. 166), written many 
years after this event, refers to an amendment having been 
adopted to prevent any but native-born citizens from being 
President of the United States. This is, of course, a mistake, 
as the Constitution in its original form contained such a provi- 
sion; but it may be possible that the circumstances referred to 
by the writer in Niles relate to the passage of this amendment 
through Congress in regard to titles of nobility. The article 
referred to maintains that at the time Jerome Bonaparte was 
in this country the Federalist Party, as a political trick, affect- 
ing to apprehend that Jerome might find his way to the Presi. _ 
dency through “ French influence,” proposed the amendment. 
The Federalists thought the Democratic Party would oppose 
it as unnecessary, which would thus appear to the public as a 
further proof of their subserviency to French influence. The 
Democrats, to avoid this imputation, concluded to carry the 
amendment, “It can do no harm” was what reconciled it 
to all. 

That amendment was submitted 113 years ago, and it was 
ratified within two years by Maryland, Kentucky, Ohio, Dela- 
ware, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Vermont, Tennessee, Georgia, 
North Carolina, Massachusetts, and New Hampshire. It was 
rejected by two or three of the States. At one period of our 
national life the school-book histories and the public men stated 
that it was a part of our organic law, because in the early days 
of our Government the Secretary of State did not send mes- 
sages to Congress announcing ratification or promulgate to the 
public any notice whatever as to when an amendment became 
a part of the Constitution, I have caused the journals, records, 
and files in the Department of State to be searched, and there 
may not be found any notice of any proclamation or promulga- 
tion of the ratification of the first 10 amendments to the Con- 
stitution. The States assumed—it was not an unwarranted or 
violent assumption—that when the requisite number of States 
had ratified an amendment it was then and there a part of our 
organic law. 

When the War between the States began to throw its shadow 
over the land, ~en rushed here and there with a compromise to 
heal the breach, if possible, and tried to avert the shock that 
was apparently about to come to our governmental structure. 
Expedient after expedient was proposed, and just before the 
adjournment of Congress—to wit, on March 2, 1861—the fol- 
lowing amendment, known as the Corwin amendment, to the 
.Constitution of the United States was proposed to the States, 
and it read as follows: 

No amendment shall be made to the Constitution which will authorize 
= 4 2 to Congress the power to abolish or interfere, within any State, 


the domestic institutions thereof, including that of persons held 


to labor or service by the laws of said State. (12 Stat. 251.) Pro- 


posed by Congress March 2, 1861. 

That amendment was proposed by Congress on the 2d of 
March, 1861, and I warrant there are not 5,000 people in the 
United States to-day who know that such an amendment is 
now pending before the various States of the Union for their 
ratification. The amendment was ratified by the State of Ohio 
and by the State of Maryland through their legislatures and 
by the State of Illinois in 1862 by a convention. 

Thus we perceive that a system which permits of no limita- 
tion as to the time when an amendment may not be voted upon 
by the State is not fair to posterity nor to the present genera- 
tion. It keeps historians, publishers, and annalists, as well as 
the general public, constantly in doubt. 

Having searched closely as to whether there is in the Consti- 
tution itself any expressed or implied limitations as to when an 
amendment may not be adopted, I am driven irresistibly to the 
conclusion that an amendment to the Constitution, once having 
been duly proposed, although proposed September 15, 1789, 
could not be recalled even by the unanimous vote of both 
Houses, if the Congress wished the same recalled, because the 
power to submit an amendment is specifically pointed out; but 
no power is given to recall it, and silence is negation. 

I am not without authority on this subject, and I shall in- 
clude in the Recorp some data I have collected on this subject. 

Along this line, though it may be academic, I think it 
ought to go in the record, when an amendment is once sub- 
mitted Congress has no power to recall it. Congress obtains 
its power solely from the Constitution. There is power to 
submit, but no power to recall. Hence, I reach the conclusion, 
and I believe it is a logical, inevitable conclusion, that those 
amendments which were submitted so long ago are still pend- 
ing. If defeated, when were they defeated? They are still 
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pending. But in respect to a State, the State may ratify an 
amendment and recall that ratification if before its final rati- 
fication the required number of States have not ratified. 

That is in grave doubt. Many Senators and a great many 
others dispute the right of a State, after it has ratified, to 
withdraw its ratification. But I think the best opinion, the 
most matured thought, is that a State has a right to withdraw 
its ratification, provided the required number of States have 
not theretofore ratified, and provided further that the action 
of the State withdrawing the ratification does not change the 
result. Of course, after a State legislature has rejected a ratl- 
fication, it may the next day or the next week or at any other 
time vote again; it may vote every day if it wishes; that is 
entirely within the discretion of the State legislature. But I 
notice that the amendment proposed by the able senior Senator 
from New York [Mr. WapsworrH] proposes to clear away that 
doubt, and I think that is wise. It proposes in terms that the 
State shall have the right to withdraw its assent at any time 
before the required number have ratified. Am I correct? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. ASHURST. In other words, the amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New York would clear away that doubt and 
statesmen and others would be no longer in doubt as to whether 
a State could or could not withdraw its assent. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator to ask if he has noted the comparatively recent decision 
of the Supreme Court of the United States relating to the 
action of the Legislature of Ohio and of the people of Ohio 
who voted at a popular referendum on one of the recently sub- 
mitted amendments. My recollection is, and I will stand cor- 
rected if I am mistaken, that the Legislature of Ohio, when it 
chad submitted to it one of the last two amendments proposed, 
ratified it, altheugh at that moment there was pending before the 
people of Ohio a referendum on the same subject. The people 
of Ohio voted down the proposal which the legislature had rati- 
fied. It was part of the law of Ohio that a matter of that 
sort could be submitted by the legislature to the people for a 
direct vote. The Supreme Court held, however, that the refer- 
endum held under the laws and constitution of the State of 
Ohio had no force and effect and that, the legislature itself 
first having ratified, that constituted a legal ratification, thereby 
the will of the people being absolutely thwarted and ignored. 

Mr. ASHURST. I recall that circumstance. In other words, 
no matter if the State of Ohio or of New York or any other 
State should at the polls unanimously reject a proposed amend- 
ment, if the legislature should ratify it by a bare majority of 
one in each house, that would be a constitutional ratification, 
because it is beyond the power of the State now to ratify a 
constitutional amendment other than by the method provided in 
the Constitution. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. As I understand, the Supreme Court 
holds that the term “ legislature,” as contained in the article 
of the Constitution providing for amendments, means the legis- 
lative body elected by the people of the State. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is correct 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The most restricted possible definition. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is correct. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And we can not inctude the people of 
a State as a part of the legislative machinery. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Senator is entirely correct. If a State 
should abolish its legislature and resort to what we call the 
initiative to initiate laws and the referendum to pass upon them 
later, that State before it would be an eligible entity to pass 
upon an amendment to the Federal Constitution would have to 
set up some chosen body of men called its “legislature”; other- 
wise it would be impotent and powerless to pass upon a con- 
stitutional amendment. 

At this juncture, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
include in the Recorp some copious data on this subject showing 
by what vote and when the various constitutional amendments 
were ratified. It will not take over half a columm of the Con- 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

4 The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so or- 
ered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: i 
DISCUSSION OF CONSTITUTIONAL QUESTIONS INVOLVED. 
(Jameson. ) 

Sec. 585. VI. Two further questions may be considered: (1) When 
Congress bas submitted amendments to the Sta ean it recall them? 
and (2) How long are amendments thus submit open to adoption or 
rejection by the States? 

1. The first question must, we think, receive a negative answer. 
When Congress has submitted amendments, at the time deemed by 
itself or its constituents desirable, to concede to that boaz 1 — uger of 

e 


afterwards recalling them would be to give to it that o ely re- 
jecting such amendments, since the recall weuld withdraw them 
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sible. However this may it is eno to fustify a negative answer 
th Sabel i Ea Wien ot 


to say that the Federal Co which alone Congress de- 
aoe to submit amendments to the States, dees not provide 
recal event or condition, and that the power to 


them upon af 
recall can not be considered as involved in that to submit as necessary 
to its complete execution. It therefore can not exist. 

2. e same consideration will, perhaps, furnish the answer to the 
second question. The Constitution gives to Congress the power to sub- 
mit amendments to the States; that is, either to the State legislatures 
or to conven called by the States for this purpose, but there it 
stops. No power is granted to prescribe conditions as to the time 
within which the amendments are to be ratified, and hence to do 80 
would be to transcend the power given. The practice of oe in 
such cases has always conformed to the implied limitations of the Con- 
stitution. It has contented itself with proposing amendments, to be- 
come valid as ts of the Constitution, according to the terms of that 
instrument. It is therefore possible, though hardly probable, that an 
amendment once proposed is always open to adoption by the bonacting 
or nonratifying States. 

The better opinion would seem to be that an alteration of the Con- 

to-day has relation to the sentiment and the felt 
jay, and that, if not ratified early, while that sentiment 
may fairly be supposed to exist, it ought to be regarded as waived and 
not again to be voted upon unless a second time pe by Congress. 

Sec. 586. In discussing the question of the right of the States to vote 
upon proposed amendments at any time after the date of their pro- 

Sal it is proper to look into the consequences of such a right. If ey 

ave the right, there are now floating about us, as it were, in nu- 
bilous, several amendments to the Constitution proposed by Congress 
which have received the ratification of one or more States but not of 
Soun to make them valid as parts of that instrument. Congress 
co not withdraw them, and there is in force in regard to them no 
recognized statute of limitations. Unless abrogated by 
subsequently adopted, they are, on the hypothesis stated, 
the American people to be adopted or rejected. 
In 1878 the Senate of Ohio, actin 


amendments 
still before 


submitted to the States by a re in 8 then rejected, js 
e compensa n- 


one; but suppose it had been et a ee perhaps, in the interest 
requisite majority, it had 8 a concerted rally of those 


y uisite in 1873 
when there were 38 States which would have been called upon to yote 

If the answer should be that 29 States must have voted to ratify, since 
that number was three-fourths of all the States in 1873, however reason- 
able such an answer might seem, it would be founded upon no statute 


A. 
ed., 1887), pp. 634-636). 


AMENDMENTS TO THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES PROPOSEÐ 
BY CONGRESS Bur Nor RATIFIED BY THREE-FOURTHS OF Tun STATES, 
COLLATED BK SENATOR ASHURST. 

APPORTIONMENT OP REPRESENTATIVES. 

After the first enumeration required by the first article of the Con- 
stitution, there shall be ene Representative for every 30,000 until the 
number shall amount to 100; after which the proportion shall be se 
regulated by Congress that there shall be not less than 100 Representa- 
tives nor less than 1 Representative for every 40,000 persons, until 
the number of Representatives shall amount to 200; after which the 

repertion shall be so regulated by Congress that there shall not be 
ess than 200 Representatives nor more than 1 Representative for 
every 50,000 persons. (1 Stat., 97.) (Submitted at the same time as 

which became part of the Constitution as amendments 1 to 10.) 


ks reg by Congress September 15, 1789. 
Ratified by the following States: 
New Jersey, November 20, 1789. (Senate Journal, p. 199, ist Cong., 


5 December 19, 1789. (Senate Journal, p. 106, ist Cong., 
O North Carolina, December 22, 1789. (Senate Journal, p. 103, ist 

South Carolina, January 19, 1790. (Senate Journal, p. 50, ist Cong., 
. January 25, 1790. (Senate Journal, p. 105, ist 
. Lokk, Maren 27, 1790. (Senate Journal, p. 53, Ist Cong., 2d 
8 Island, June 15, 1790. (Senate Journal, p. 110, ist Cong. 

Viegials October 25. 1791. (Senate Journal, p. 30, 2d Cong., Ist 
ee Pennsylvania, September 21, 1791. (Senate Journal, p. 11, 2d Cong., 
5 November 3, 1791. (Senate Journal, p. 98, 24 Cong., Ist 
pg ERE had first rejected the proposed amendment March 10, 
. by Delaware January 28, 1790. 

The J 


ournals give no record of the action of the Legislatures of Mas- 
sachusetts, Connecticut, and Georgia. 
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COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF CONORESS, 


No law varying the compensation for the services of the Senators 
and Representatives shall take effect until an election of Representa- 
tives shall have intervened. (1 Stat. 97.) (Submitted at the same 
tms 10 ete which became part of the Constitution as amendments 

0 - 

Proposed by Congress September 15, 1789. 

Ratified by the following States: 

N ae December 19, 1789. (Senate Journal, p. 106, ist Cong., 

sess. 


North Carolina, December 22, 1789. (Senate Journal, p. 103, ist 
Cong., 2d sess. 
South Carolina, January 19, 1790. (Senate Journal, p. 50, ist 


Cong., 2d sess.) 
3 January 28, 1790. (Senate Journal, p. 35, ist Cong., 
sess. 
8 November 3, 1791. (Senate Journal, p. 98, 2d Cong., 1st 
sess. 
Virginia, December 15, 1791. (Senate Journal, p. 69, 2d Cong., Ist 
sess 


‘Rejected by New Jersey, November 20, 1789 (Senate Journal, p. 199, 
Ist Cong., 2d sess.) ; New Hampshire, January 25, 1790 (Senate Jour- 
nal, p. 105, Ist Cong., 2d sess.) ; Pennsylvania, March 10, 1790 (Senate 
Journal, p. 39, 1st Cong., 2d sess.) ; New York, March 27, 1790 {Senate 
Journal, p. 53, Ist Cong., 2d sess.) ; Rhode Island, June 15, 1790 (Sen- 
sm 3 Be ere ist ane an bre at t 

e Joum ve no record o e action of the Legislat 
Massachusetts, Connecticut, and Georgia. e SANGE Se 
TITLES OF NOBILITY, 


If any citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive, 
retain any title of 5 or honor, or shall, without the consent or 
Congress, accept and retain any present, pension, office, or emolument 
of any kind whatever, from any emperor, king, prince, or foreign power, 
such person shall cease to be a citizen of the United States and shall be 
incapable of 1 4 any office of trust or profit under them or either of 
them. (2 Stat. 613.) 

Erepta by Congress May 1, 1810. 

Ratified by the following States: 

Maryland, December 25, 1810. 

Kentucky, January 31, 1811. 

Ohio, Jahuay 31, 1811. 

Delaware, February 2, 1811. 

Pennsylvania, February 6, 1811, 

New Jersey, February 13, 1811. 

Vermont, October 24, 1811. 

Tennessee, November 21, 1811. 

Georgia, December 18, 1811. 

North Carolina, December 23, 1811, 

Massachusetts, Pennu 27, 1812. 

New Hampshire, December 10, 1812. 

Rejected by New York (senate) March 12, 1811; Connecticut, Ma 
session, 1813; South Carolina, approved by senate November 28, 1811, 
reported unfavorably in house and not further considered December 7, 
1818; Rhode Island, September 15, 1814. A 
AMENDMENT ABOLISHING OR INTERFERING WITH SLAVERY PROHIBITED 

(CORWIN AMENDMENT). 


No amendment shall be made to the Constitution which will authorize 
or give to Congress the power to abolish or interfere, within any State, 
with the domestic institutions thereof, including that of 5 held 
to labor or service by the laws of said State. (12 Stat. 251.) 

Proposed by Con March 2, 1861. 

Ratified by the following States: 

Ohio, March 18, 1861. 

Maryland, January 10, 1862. 

Illinois (convention), February 14, 1862. 

ATTEMPTS TO REGULATE RATIFICATION. 


On May 23, 1866, when the resolution proposing the fourteenth 
amendment was under consideration, Mr. Buckalew, of Pennsylvania, 
submitted an amendment to add to the resolution the following addi- 
tional section: 

“Sec. 6. This amendment shall be passed upon in each State by the 
legislature thereof which shall be chosen, or the members of the most 
8 branch of which shall be chosen, next after the submission of 
he amendment, and at its first session; and no acceptance or rejection 
shall be reconsidered or again n in question at any subsequent 
session; nor shall any acceptance o 


the amendment be valid if made 
after three ras from the passage of this resolution.” (Cong. Globe, 
vol. 36, p. 2771.) 

When the fifteenth amendment was before the Senate on February 3, 
1869, Mr. Buckalew, of Pennsylvania, proposed to add to the resolution 
submitting it to the States the words: 

“That the 8 amendment shall be submitted to the legislatures 
of the several States, the most numerous branch of which shall be 
chosen pest after the passage of this resolution.” (Cong. Globe, vol 
40. p. 528. 

His speech in support of this proposal on February 5, 1869, is re- 

rted in the Congressional Globe, volume 40, pages 912 and 918. On 

‘ebruary 9, 1869, this amendment was rejected—yeas 13, nays 43. 

On February 17, 1869, an amendment practically identical with the 
above was offered by Mr. Niendricks, of Indiana, and the constitutional- 
ity of such a limitation was discussed by Senators Morton, Bayard, 
Buckalew, Dixon, and Yates. The question being taken, the amendment 
was rejected—yeas 12, oe 40. (Cong. Globe, vol. 40, pp. 1311-1314.) 

On January 30, 1882, Mr. Berry, of California, introduced a joint 
resolution (H. J. Res. 116, 47th Cong., Ist sess.) proposing an amend- 
ment to the Constitution to regulate ratification, as follows: 

“* NECTION 1, The legislature of a State shall not vote upon a pro- 
posed amendment to the Constitution of the United States except at a 
regular session held following an election of the members of the most 
numerous branch of the State legislature, which election must take 
place subsequent to the time of submission by Congress or a conyention 
of the proposed amendment. 

“Sec. 2. This amendment shail not take effect until the 5th of 
March, 1885." 

On March 17, 1869, Mr. Morton, of Indiana, introduced in the Sen- 
ate, and on March 29, 1869, Mr. Shanks, of Indlana, introduced in the 
House identical joint resolutions (S. J. Res. 32 and H. J. Res. 57, 41st 
Cong., Ist sess.), which read as follows: 

“Be it resolved, etc., That on the sixth legislative day of a regular 
session, or of a legally called special session, of any State legislature, 
each house of said legist 


ature, at the hour of 12 meridian, shal proceed 


to the consideration of any amendment of the Constitution of the 
United States that may have been submitted by the Congress of the 
United States to the legislatures of the several States for ratification, 
5 to the provisions of the fifth article of the Constitution of the 
United States: Provided, That such amendment. may not haye been 
acted upon at any preceding session of said legislature. And if, upon 
the consideration of such amendment, it shall receive the votes of a 
majority of the members elected to each house of said legislature, it 
shall be held to be duly ratified by such legislature. And if final action 
is not taken upon the first day, then the house shal! meet the next day 
at the same hour and so continue to meet from day to day (Sundays 
excepted) until final action is taken upon such amendment. Nor shall 
the action of either house of said legislature upon such amendment be 
hindered or gsr tees by the resignation or withdrawal, or the refusal 
to qualify, of a minority of either or of both houses of said legislature. 
“Bac, 2. And be it further resolved, That if such amendment or 
amendments shall be ratified according to the provisions of the pre- 
ceding section, the same shall be duly certified by the officers of each 
house and shall be transmitted by the governor of the State to the 
Preddent of ae uuaa paene 4 
Ames, H, V. e propo: amendments to the Constitution of 
the United States during the frst century of its history. pp. 287-292.) 


OPERATIONS OF THE BUDGET—ADDRESS OF PRESIDENT HARDING. 


Mr. CALDER. Mr. President, yesterday the President of 
the United States, through the Vice President, Mr. Coolidge, 
delivered a very excellent address to the “members of the 
Government’s business organization” at its fourth regular 
meeting having to do with operations of the Budget Bureau. 
I ask unanimous consent that the address may be printed in 
the Recorp in regular RECORD type. 

There being no objection, the address was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp in §-point type, as follows: 

PRESIDENT’S SPEECH COMMENDING BUDGET. 

Following is the text of President Harding’s address read by 
Vice President Coolidge yesterday on the operations of the 
Bureau of the Budget: 

Members of the Government's business organization, this 
is the fourth regular meeting of the business organization of 
the Government. We have met to review the work of the first 
six months and to consider the task which confronts us for the 
remaining period of this fiscal year 1923 along the lines of co- 
ordination, economy, and efficiency—three inseparable factors to 
successful government, There can be no economy of operation 
without coordination, and efficiency without economy is im- 
possible. 

The first meeting of the business organization of the Gov- 
ernment was held June 29, 1921, less than one month after the 
enactment of the budget and accounting act. We faced then the 
problem of inaugurating a budget system, and growing out 
of this the further problem of reforming the uncoordinated 
routine business of the Government. Probably there never was 
a time in our country’s history when a revision of its financial 
procedures was so urgent and necessary. The habit of large 
expenditures, of almost unlimited obligation of the public 
credit, acquired during the World War, seemed difficult to 
restrain, while the continuing demand upon the National 
Treasury gave little indication of abatement. 

POINTS WITH PRIDE TO RESULTS. 


The budget and accounting act placed definitely upon the 
Chief Executive responsibility for checking the flood of expendi- 
ture. This task called for the help of the Government officers 
and employees, as the solution of the problem lay in coordi- 
nation of the Government's business, requiring cooperation of 
its personnel and their commitment to a continuing construc- 
tive policy of economy. From this determination—that the 
solution of the financial problems of the Government could be 
achieved only by teamwork—came the call for that first meet- 
ing of those officials and employees in the Goyernment service 
who have to do with its routine business. The campaign, then 
begun with such high hopes and courageous defiance of the 
obstacles to be overcome, is continuing to-day, and with no 
little pride and satisfaction we point to a continuing policy of 
economy with efficiency evidenced by the progressive and mate- 
rial reductions made in expenditures, This has been accom- 
plished not only without impairment of the effective operation 
of the Government’s departments and establishments but with 
an increase of efficiency resulting from a closer study of meth- 
ods and cost of operation. 

This achieyement—your achievement—is a matter of great 
satisfaction to the Chief Executive, who takes this opportunity 
to express "appreciation to all who have participated in the 
constructive and patriotic work, not only those charged with 
the administration of Government funds and who control large 
and important activities but, as well, those devoted Goyern- 
ment people who have applied principles of economy to their 
daily work in various smaller ways through the conservation 
of Government supplies and time. When the spirit of real 
economy has permeated the entire rank and file of the public 
service, and the use of time and supplies is regarded as à public 
trust, many of our problems will be solved. 
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3 THREATENED DEFICIT RECALLED. 

At our last meeting on July 11, 1922, we had just entered 
upon a new fiscal year. We were concerned over a threatened 
discrepancy of large proportions between estimated receipts and 
estimated expenditures. The executive departments estimated 
that they would call upon the Treasury during the 12 months of 
the year July 1, 1922, to June 30, 1923, for $3,771,000,000, while 
the estimate of ordinary receipts for that period reached a 
total of only $3,073,000,000. This situation indicated withdraw- 
als from the Treasury of $698,000,000 more than it was antici- 
pated would be received from ordinary sources. At that time, 
however, I expressed confidence that with the Budget organiza- 
tion and your cooperation we need not be unduly concerned 
and urged additional concerted effort to curtail expenditures 
in the laudable endeayor to keep our expenditures within our 
income. 

The statement of expected receipts and proposed and an- 
ticipated expenditures given in the Budget for 1924, trans- 
mitted to Congress December 5 last, showed a probable excess 
of expenditures over receipts for the fiscal year 1923 of 
$273,000,000, a downward revision of $425,000,000 in the esti- 
mate made in July, and a real downward revision of $550,000,000 
as the Budget statement included as an ordinary expenditure 
an item of $125,000,000 for discount accruals on war savings 
securities due January 1, 1923, which was not embraced in the 
estimate made in July. I am now advised that a revised esti- 
mate, just completed, shows a further reduction in the antici- 
pated deficit for 1923 of $181,000,000, which indicates, as the 
situation exists to-day, an apparent deficit of $92,000,000 for 
the current fiscal year. This gratifying result is due not only 
to reductions in the program of expenditure but also to an 
increase in the anticipated total of revenue and other receipts 
for the year. The adherence to the policy of economy and 
the effective coordination of routine business were important 
factors in reducing this estimated deficit. 

What now confronts us is the overcoming of this estimated 
deficit of $92,000,000, and, if possible, the closing of this fiscal 
year with a balance on the right side of the ledger. I must 
look to you, therefore, for continuing efforts to control your 
expenditures during the remainder of this fiscal year, for in 
this way you can aid materially. I know that I can rely upon 
you. 

At my last meeting with you I emphasized the necessity of 
keeping the estimates for the next fiscal year, ending June 30, 
1924, within the receipts for that year which, at that time, 
were estimated at $3,198,000,000. I also stated that the prob- 
able receipts for the next fiscal year would not permit as liberal 
appropriations aS were provided for the current year. It is a 
pleasure to state that the estimates of appropriations submitted 
to Congress for the fiscal year 1924 are $120,000,000 less than 
the estimated receipts for that year, and $196,000,000 less 
than the appropriations for the current year. Whatever pres- 
sure may have been brought to bear on the executive depart- 
ments of the Government with reference to their estimates, 
there must have been in the departments concerned a spirit 
of sacrifice and cooperation to make this real achievement pos- 
sible. Treasury conditions, however, demanded such coopera- 
tion and sacrifice. The Chief Executive expected it, but never- 
theless wishes to express his full appreciation of it. 

RESPONSIBLE FOR BUDGET. 

In view of the importance of the subject and to guard against 
misapprehension as to the nature of the Budget, I take occa- 
sion to refer to the fundamental principles which control its 
preparation. Under the terms of the law the President is 
required to transmit the Budget. It is his Budget; he recom- 
mends it to Congress upon his own responsibility as the head 
of the executive branch of the Government. The estimates. of 
appropriations contained therein are his estimates, except 
those for the legislative branch and the Supreme Court. The 
Budget law, recognizing the fact that the President could not 
personally attend to all of the details involved in the prepara- 
tion of the Budget, gave to him an agency and designated it 
the Bureau of the Budget. It did not confer upon this bureau 
any function which it could exercise independently of rules 
and regulations of the President. There can not, therefore, 
be any conflict of procedure or policy between the President 
or the members of his Cabinet and the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget. The Budget as transmitted to Congress em- 
bodies the administrative policies which the President has de- 
cided to recommend. 

Very significant and encouraging is the cooperation and 
collaboration between Congress and the Executive in connec- 
tion with estimates for appropriations. It is the endeavor of 
the President to present to Congress calls for funds that are 
sufficient, and no more than sutticient, to earry out approved 


policies. The budget and accounting act place no limitation 
upon the power and right of Congress to increase or decrease 
estimates submitted. This is in accord with the spirit of our 
institutions, and is as it should be. It is my hope and expecta- 
tion that, as the Budget procedures develop, the estimates frans- 
mitted to Congress will be so carefully prepared, and will pre- 
sent so accurate a-picture of the real operating needs of the 
Government as materially to lighten the burden of the ap- 
propriating committees. But it is not expected or desired that 
Congress should relinquish any of its prerogatives regarding 
public funds—prerogatives so wisely given to the people's rep- 
resentatives by the founders of the Government. 
COORDINATION BRINGS RESULTS. 


I am kept advised by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget of the constructive work being done by the various co- 
ordinating agencies and area coordinators under the immediate 
leadership of the chief coordinator, and of the value of the 
work being done by the several coordinating boards composed 
of the representatives of the departments and establishments. 
These coordinating agencies are accomplishing the purpose for 
which they were created—to provide the machinery through ' 
which to coordinate the activities of the departments and es- 
tablishments, so as to guarantee the most provident and effi- 
cient expenditures of public funds, and to furnish the Execu- 
tive an agency for imposing a unified, concerted plan of gov- 
ernmental routine business. The results attained show how 
admirable these important agencies are functioning. They are 
performing a most important part in the task of developing 
teamwork, instituting economies, and applying business prin- 
ciples to Goyernment routine operation. These efforts have 
the interest and cordial indorsement of the Chief Executive. 

I am also much interested in the organization of the Federal 
associations in various parts of the country carrying out from 
the seat of government into the field the gospel of teamwork, 
economy, and efficiency, 

A subject always in mind when I meet with you is that of 
deficiency and supplemental estimates, and I am glad to note 
a marked improvement in the number, character, and amount 
of such estimates this fiscal year. The fact that Congress has 
made a new record in the passing of appropriation bills at an 
early date makes it certain that the heads of departments and 
establishments will have sufficient time before the beginning 
of the fiscal year 1924 to plan their expenditure program and 
apportion the funds appropriated to fit the program so planned. 
This makes it possible to avoid to a greater extent than in 
other years the necessity for supplemental and deficiency ap- 
propriations, 

KEEPING OF RESERVES URGED. 


I am not unmindful of the fact that many appropriations 
are made for disbursement by the departments, although the 
total of the obligations to be discharged is not within adminis- 
trative control, payments being required to be made pursuant 
to the terms of specific statutes. Supplemental estimates in 
such cases can not be avoided, no matter how carefully esti- 
mates have been considered, both in the preparation and in 
the action by Congress thereon, unless the original estimate 
be made largely in excess of what past experience has indi- 
cated will be required. However, where appropriations are 
within the control of administrative officers a serious emergency 
only should justify departure from a well-considered plan of 
expenditure made in advance and contemplating a total within 
the amount fixed in the appropriating act. I shall expect, 
therefore, that in making expenditure plans for 1924 you will 
give this subject most careful consideration and in making appor- 
tionment of appropriations under your control you will not 
fail to make provision, usually by setting up a reasonable 
reserve, for the ordinary variation in the needs of the several 
periods of the year and what may be called ordinary emer- 
gencies, 

General Lord, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
will take up with you in detail the work of the past six months, 
with particular reference to the preparation of the Budget 
and the work of the various coordinating agencies, and I give 
way to him, expressing in closing, however, my satisfaction 
and appreciation of the good work you have done, the good 
work you are doing, and the good work I know you will con- 
tinue to do. 

WORK FOR WHOLE NATION. 

If you have made sacrifices of certain cherished plans in 
connection with your work in order that expenditures might 
be reduced, if you have become discouraged and wearied at 
this continuing insistence upon economy, if you have labored, as 
possibly some of you have labored, without apparent recogni- 
tion of your services, we should remember that what we are 
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doing is not for ourselyes, not for our immediate chief, not 
for the President of the United States, but for the people, the 
stockholders of this great business, who are dependent upon us 
for the welfare and the proper conduct of this great business. 
Honest work well and faithfully done brings its own recompense 
in the consciousness of duty performed. To you, representatives 
of the business organization of the Government, and to all 
my faithful colaberers in the Government service, wherever 
stationed, I tender my thanks and appreciation for services 
rendered, 
ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL NOON TO-MORROW. 


Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business to-day it take a recess until 12 
o'clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States; to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the 
Federal reserve act; and for other purposes. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senate has now been 
in session 4 hours and 20 minutes to-day, and, while it is 
constantly asserted by certain Senators across the aisle that 
they are vitally interested in the welfare of the farmer and 
are anxious to see rural credits, legislation passed at this 
session, we have not even touched the consideration of the 
pending bill to-day. \ 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrtson] occupied some- 
thing like three hours of the time of the Senate this afternoon in 
what I think was clear to everyone was an undisguised fili- 
buster. That would not have been so serious if it were not 
for the fact that the Senators who are discussing extraneous 
subjects and occupying the time of the Senate, when they ought 
to be considering the question before the Senate, are prevent- 
ing thousands of farmers in this country from obtaining the 
credit Yacilities for the planting of their crops this spring 
which they might obtain if Senators would address themselves 
to the pending legislation. At best this bill can not become a 
law and be put into operation by whatever agency shall be 
created within 30 or 60 days. Do not those Senators see that 
if the discussion drifts on as it has been drifting, every day 
that is wasted in the Senate instead of being devoted to the 
consideration of the pending legislation may mean the loss 
of the proposed credit facilities to the farmers of the United 
States for the planting of their crops this year? 

Mr. President, I know the Senator from Mississippi would 
be delighted if I should fall into his trap, as some other 
Senators sometimes do, and aid him in his efforts to delay 
matters by replying to him, bat I am not going to do that. 
The Senator from Mississippi, however, like other Senators, 
when he engages in making a speech solely for the purpose of 
delay necessarily can not be very accurate in his statements. 
That was true in the case of the Senator from Mississippi 
to-day, He occupied half an hour of the time of the Senate 
in an effort to argue that President Harding took no interest 
in the needs of agriculture or in a financial credit system for 
the farmer until after the election last November. 

Mr. President, in order that whoever may hereafter read the 
ConeresstonaL Reconp may ascertain for himself how utterly 
reckless the Senator from Mississippi has been in his state- 
ments to-day I ask unanimous consent to insert in the RECORD 
the speech of President Harding at the agricultural conference 
called by him more than a year ago, at which time he discussed 
this whole question fuléy, utterly refuting the statement of the 
Senator from Mississippi. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The address of the President is as follows: 

ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT or THAN UNITED STATES. 

Secretary Wallace and members of the conference, it is an occasion 
of the greatest satisfaction to me that Secretary Wallace's Pooh | 
has been 80 miae 29 cordially accepted. I confess the firm beli 
that in the public life of a people so intelligent as the American Nation 
most problems may be regarded as well on the way to solution when 
they are once reduced to their piest terms and generally under- 
stood. This conference was called with the aim to 5 3 about such a 
general „ of the critical situation now confronting Ameri- 
“Ave all understand that this conference is not a legislative body. Its 
recommendations will require to be written into the statute boOks by 
other. authorities, or applied in administration, aft sanction b, 
ging SE ge Beg NOn 
eg ff for the 5 of fe icy 
in dealing with these problems. Therefore it has seemed to me I can 
make no more appropriate observation than that your work here will 


be of value precisely as you address yourselves to the realities, the 
matters of fact, the understanding of conditions as they are, and the 
of feasible and practicable methods for dealing with those 


con rei the gri lity of th t crisis 1 l 
oncern è m ren of the presen s in agriculture, there 
can be no differences of opinion among 3 e. =a der Aa 
ture, an n 
it fair to say there could have been no avoidance of a 8 slump from 
e can have no 


Peculiar circumstances placed our allies in 
own country, in a position of peculiar and un ented di 
on the American farmer. With his labor supp 
ditions which made produciug costs h beyond all precedent, the 
farmer rose to the emergency. He did everything that was asked, 
of him, and more than most people believed it was possible for him to 
do. Now, in his hour of disaster, consequent on the reaction from the 
feverish conditions of war, he comes te us asking that he be given 
support and assistance which shall testify our appreciation of his 
service. To this he is entitled, not only for the service be has done but 
because if we fail him we will precipitate a disaster that will affect 
every industrial and commercial activity of the Nation. 

e administration has been keenly alive to the situation, and has 
given encouragement and support to every measure which it belleved 
calculated to ameliorate the condition of agriculture. In the effort 
to fimance crop movements, to expand foreign markets, to expand 
credits at home and abroad, much has been accomplished. These have 
been, it is true, largely In the nature of emergency messures. ag 
as the emergency continues, it must be dealt with as such; but at the 
same time there is every reason for us to consider those permanent 
modifications of policy which may make relief permanent, may secure 
es, 97 so far as possible against the danger that such conditions 
will arise again, and ei it as an industry in the firmest and most 
assured position for t future. 

You men are thoroughly familiar with the distres details of 
3 conditlons in the agricultural 5 The whole country 
an acute concern with the conditions and problems which you 

are met to consider. It is a truly national interest, ti 
to be So as concern of either a class 
Agriculture is most elemental of in es. 


ependence 
limited and in con- 


has always been t 
too commonly the victim of those which emanate from great 
conflicts. Perhaps I may be pardoned a word way of developin: 
this idea. Until comparatively very recent times the land was the fi 
prize of victory in war. The conqueror distributed the subjugated soll 
among his favorites and gave them his soners as slaves to work It. 
Thus ownership of the became the symbol of favor and aristoc- 
— while the working of it was regarded as the task of wentals. 
dedicated to ill-paid toil in order that the owners of the land and the 
rulers of the te might be able to maintain themselves in luxury and 


Indeed, 
net until we come to very recent times and to our own country’s 


is entitled. 

Even in our own times and under the most modern and enlightened 
establishments the soil has continued to enjoy less liberal institutions 
for its encouragement romotion than many other forms of in- 
dustry. Commerce and manufacturing have been afforded ample finan- 
cial facilities for their encouragement and expansion, while 8 
on the whole has lagged behind. The merchant, the manufacturer, the 

eat instruments of public transportation, have been provided methods 

y which they enlist necessary capital more readily than does the 
farmer, A ES manufacturing industry can consolidate under the 
ownership of a single corporation with a multitude of stockholders, a 
great number of originally separate establishments, and thus effect 
economies and concentrations, and acquire for Itself a power in the 
markets where it must buy and in the markets where it must sell, such 
as have not been made available to culture. The farmer is the 
most individualistic and independent citizen among us. He comes near- 
est to being self-sufficient ; t precisely because of this he has not 
claimed for himself the right to employ those means of cooperation, 
coordination, and consolidation which serve so usefully in other in- 
dustries, A score or More of manufacturers consolidate their interests 
under a corporate organization and attain a great increase of their 
poyer in the markets, whether they are buying or selling. The farmer, 

m the very mode of his life, has been estopped from these effective 
combinations; therefore, because he buys and sells as an individual, it 
is his fate to buy in the dearest and sell in the cheapest market. 

The great industrial corporation sells Its bonds in order to get what 
we may cal) its fixed or plant capital, just as the farmer sells a mort- 

on his land in order to get at least a large part of his fixed or 
plant capital. I am not 5 bonding or mortgage system 
of italization, rather only recognizing a fact. But there in la 
part analogy ends. Both the manufacturer and the farmer si 
of wor capital. The manufacturer, whose turn- 
e seasons when he needs unusual amounts 


urnover 
to the 


fine diver 
times 
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is called upon untimely to pay of his notes he may be compelled to 
sacrifice growing crops or unfinished live stock. Obviously the farmer 
needs to have provisions adapted to his requirements for extension of 
credit to 8 his working capital. 


Under the necessities of war time consolidation and centralization 
of credit resources and financial capabilities went far to sustain the 
struggle. Essential industries were extended the help and support of 
society because society recognized its dependence on them. Much that 
was economically unsound and unfair was perpetrated under cover of 
this effort to uphold necessary industrial factors. But the lesson was 
useful and justifies inquiry as to whether, properly adapted to peace 
conditions, the meth of larger integration and wider cooperation 
might not well be projected into times of peace. 

The need of better financial facilities for the farmer must be ap- 

rent on the most casual consideration of the profound divergence 

tween methods of financing agriculture and other industries. The 
farmer who owns his farm is capitalist, executive, and laborer all in 
one. As capitalist he earns the smaller return on his investment. As 
executive he is little paid, and as laborer he is greatly underpaid in 
bay eye to labor in other occupations. 

There is much misconception regarding the financial status of agri- 
culture. If the mortgage indebtedness of farms shows over a given 
period a marked tendency to increase, the fact becomes occasion for 
concern. If during the same period the railroads or the great indus- 
tries controlled Dy corporations find themselyes able tọ increase their 
mortgage indebtedness by dint of bond issues, the fact is heralded as 
evidence of better business conditions and of capital's increased will- 

gness to engage in these industries and thus insure larger produc- 
tion and better employment of labor. Both tbe mechanism of finance 
and the preconceptions of the community are united in creating the 
impression that easy access to ample capital is a disadvantage to the 
farmer, and an evidence of his way in prosperity: while precisely the 
same circumstances are construed in other industries as evidence of 
prosperity and of desirable business expansion. 

n the matter of what may be called fixed investment capital, the 
disadvantage of the farmer so vars Pet ee public opinion that 
a few years ago the Federal Farm an Board was established to 
afford better supplies of capital for plant investment and to insure 
moderate interest rates. But while unquestionably farm finance has 
benefited, the board has thus far not extended its operations to the 
provision of working capital for the farmer as distinguished from 

rmanent investment in the plant. There should be developed a 
e code of law and business procedure, with the proper ma- 
chine of finance, through some agency, to insure that turnover 
capital shall be as generously supplied to the farmer and on as rea- 
sonable terms as to other industries. An industry, more vital than any 
other, in which nearly half the Nation's wealth is invested can be re- 
lied upon for good security and certain returns. 

In the aggregate, the capital indebtedness of the country’s agricul- 
tural plant is small, not large. Compared with other industries, the 
wonder is that agriculture, thus deprived of easy access to both in- 
vestment and accommodation capital, has prospered even so well. 

The lines on which financial support of 5 muy be organ- 
ized are suggested in the plan of the Federal rm Lean Board, and in 
those rural finance societies which have been so effective in some 
European countries. The cooperative loaning associations of Europe 
have been effective incentives to united action by farmers, and have led 
them directly into cooperation in both production and marketing which 
have contributed greatly to the stabilization and prosperity of agricul- 
ture. Whether we examine the cooperative societies of Russia, now 
recognized as the most potent support in that disturbed country for 
orderly society, or whether we turn to e en and illuminated cooper- 
ative associations which have strengthened the California agricultural 
industries; whether we examine the cooperative societies of Ireland 
and Denmark or the like organizations which handle the potatoes of 
Maine, or the cantaloupes of Colorado; whether we consider these 
organizations as means to buying the farmer's requirements in a 
cheaper market or to selling his products in a more remunerative one, 
the conclusion is in all cases the same. It is, that the farmer ts as 
good a business man as any other when he has the chance; that he is 
capable of organization, cooperation, and coordination; that he will 
apply sound methods to his business whenever he has the chance ;. that 
hie credit can be better established, his particular needs of capital on 
terms suited to his requirements can be met; that, these things accom- 
plished, he ceases to be an underpaid laborer, an unpaid executive, and 
a capitalist with an unremunerative investment. 

It can not be too strongly urged that the farmer must be ready to 


help himself. This conference would do most lasting good if it would 
find ways to impress the great mass of farmers to avail themselves of 
the best Sihoti . By this I mean that, in the last analysis, legisla- 


tion can do little more than give the farmer the chance to organize 
and help himself. 

Take cooperative marketing. American farmers are asking for, and 
it should be possible to afford them, ample provision of law under 
which they may carry on in cooperative fashion those business opera- 
tions which lend themselves to that method, and which, thus handled, 
would bring advantage to both the farmer and his consuming public. 
In countries where these facilities and opportunities have been afforded 
such cooperative organizations have been carried to the highest use- 
fulness and are recognized as aiding both farmer and consumer. They 
make the farmer's selling price higher and the consumer's buying price 
lower. 

But when we shall have done this, the farmers must become respon- 
sible for doing the rest. They must learn organization and the prac- 
tical procedures of cooperation. These things we can not do for them, 
but we can and should give them the chance to do them for them- 
selves. It will be for them to demonstrate their readiness and willing- 
ness and ability to utilize such instrumentalities. There is need for 
wide dissemination of information and understanding of methods, and 
for development of what I may call the spirit and purpose of coopera- 
tion. The various excellent societies of farmers which are represented 
here bave a large e in this regard. They have already 
done much, but they have much more to do if the American farmer 
shall be brought most effectively to help himself through organization 
and cooperation. 

One of the most serious obstacles to a proper balancing of agricul- 
tural production lies in the lack of essential information. All too fre- 
quently such information is gathered by private interests whose con- 
cern is private profit rather than the general good. Agriculture can 
not thrive under conditions which permit the speculator, the broker, 
the forestaller, because of superior information, to become chief bene 
ficiaries. The element of speculation in crop production is at best so 


great as to dictate that other speculative elements, always liable to 


be manipulated to the disadvantage of the producer, shall be reduced 
to the minimum. 

With proper financial support for agriculture, and with instrumen- 
talities for the collection and dissemination of useful information, a 
group of cooperativye-marketing organizations would be able to advise 
their members as to the probable demand for staples, and to propose 
measures for proper limitation of acreages in particular crops. The 
certainty that such scientific distribution of production was to be 
observed would strengthen the credit of agriculture and increase the 
security on which financial adyances could be made to it. 

The disastrous effects which arise from overproduction are notorious. 
The congressional] joint committee on agricultural conditions in the 
valuable report which it has recently issued declares that a deficiency 
of one-tenth in the production of a particular staple means an increase 
of three-tenths in the price, while a deficit of two-tenths in production 
will mean an increase of eight-tenths in the price. 

The converse of this is just as emphatically true. 
dress to the Congress I stated this situation thus: 

“Tt is rather shockicg to be told, and to have the statement strongly 
supported, that 9,000,000 bales of cotton raised on American planta- 
tions in a given TE will actually be worth more to the producers than 
13,000,000 would have been. Equally shocking is the statement that 
700,000,000 bushels of wheat raised by American farmers would brin 
them more money than a billion bushels. Yet these are not exaggerat 
statements, In a world where there are tens of millions who need food 
and clothing which they can not get such a condition is sure to indict 
the social system which makes it possible.” 

It is apparent that the interest of the consumer, quite equally with 
that of the producer, demands measures to prevent these violent 
fluctuations which result from unorganized and haphazard produc- 
tion. Indeed, the statistics of this entire subject clearly demonstrate 
that the consumer’s concern for better stabilized conditions is quite 
equal to that of the producer. The farmer does not demand special 
consideration to the disadvantage of any other class; he asks only 
for that consideration which shall piaca bis yital industry on a parity 
of opportunity with others and enable it to serve the broadest interest. 

No country is so dependent upon railroad transportation as is the 
United States. The irregular coast lines of Europe, its numerous 
indenting arms of the sea, as well as its great river system, afford 
that continent exceptional water transportation. The vast continental 
area of the Unit States is quite differently situated, its greater 
dependence upon railroad transportation being attested by its es- 
sion of Leng: one-half the railroad mileage of the world; and even 
this is not adequate. The inevitable expansion of population will enor- 
mously increase the burden upon our transportation facilities, and 
proper forethought must dictate the present adoption of wise and far- 
seeing policies in dealing with transportation. 

If broad-visioned statesmanship shall establish fundamentally sound 
policies toward transportation, the present crisis will one day be re- 
garded as a piece of good fortune to the Nation. To this time railroad 
construction, financing, and re ser have been unscientific and devoid 
of proper consideration for the wider concerns of the community. To 
say this is simply to admit a fact which applies to practically every 
railroad system in the world. It is as true regarding the railroads of 
Canada and Great Britain as it is in reference to those of the United 
States. It is equally applicable to the railways of continental Europe, 
in whose development considerations of political and military avail- 
ability have too far overweighed economic usefulness. In America we 
have too long neglected our waterways. We need a practical develop- 
ment of water resources for both transportation and wer. A large 
share of ee | tonnage is coal for railroad fuel. The experience of 
railway electrification demonstrates the possibility of reducing this 
waste and increasing efficiency. We may well begin very soon to con- 
sider plans to electrify our railroads. If such a suggestion seems to 
involve inordinate demands upon our financial and industrial power, it 
may be replied that three generations ago the suggestion of building 
260,000 miles of railways in this country would have been scouted as 
a financial and industrial impossibility. Waterway improvement repre- 
sents not only the possibility of expending our transportation system, 
but also of producing hydroelectric power for its operation and for the 
activities of widely diffused industry. 

I have spoken of the advantage which Europe enjoys because of its 
easy access to the sea, the cheapest and surest transportation facility. 
In our own country is presented one of the world’s most attractive 
opportunities for extension of the seaways many hundred miles inland. 

e heart of the continent, with its vast resources in culture 
and industry, would be brought in communication with all the ocean 
routes by the execution of the St. Lawrence waterway project. 
enable ocean-going vessels to have access to all the ports of the Great 
Lakes would have a most stimulating effect upon the industrial life 
of the continent’s interior. The feas peed of the project is unques- 
tioned, and its cost, compared with some other great engineering works, 
would be small. Disorganized and prostrate, the nations of central 
Europe are even now 8 their hands to the development of a great 
continental waterway, whi 9 the Rhine and Danube, will 
bring water transportation trom the Black to the North Sea, from 
Mediterranean to Baltic. If nationalist prejudices and economic difi- 
culties can be overcome by Europe, they certainly should not be 
formidable obstacles to an achievement less expensive and giving prom- 
ise of yet greater advantages to the peoples of North America. Not 
only would the cost of transportation be greatly reduced but a vast 
population would be bro t overnight in immediate touch with the 
markets of the entire world. 

This conference needs have no fear of unfortunate effects from the 
fullest development of national resources. A narrow view might dic- 
tate, in the present agricultural stress, antagonism to projects of 
reclamation, rebabilitation, and extension of the agricultural area. 
To the contrary, if agriculture is to hold its high place, there must 
be the most liberal policy in extending its opportunity. The war, 
as was recently well said by the Secretary of Agriculture, has brought 
our country more quickly, but not more inevitably, to the necessity of 
deciding whether this shall be predominantly an industrial country 
or one in which industry and agriculture shall be encouraged to 
prosper side by side, and to complement each other in building here 
a community of diverse interests. If our policy shall be, as it ought, 
to encourage the dual development, then we have need to consider 
the early and continuing reclamation of those great areas which with 
proper treatment would become valuable additions to our agricultural 
capacity. To this end every practical proposai for watering our arid 
and semiarid land, for reclaiming cut-over forest areas, for protectin 
fertile yalieys from inundations and for draining the potentially rich 
and widely extended swamp areus, should be given the full encourage- 


In a recent ad- 
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ment of the Government. All this should be a part of 5 
manent policy. Not otherwise will it be possible to keep the Na 
self-supporting and as nearly self-contained as it has been in the past. 
There must be a new conception of the farmer's place in our social 
and economic scheme. The time is long past when we may think of 
farming as an occupation fitting for the man who is not equipped for 
or has somehow ed at some other line of endeavor. The successful 
farmer of to-day, far from being an untrained laborer working every 
day and every hour that sun and weather permit, is required to neo the 
most expert and particularly the most versatile of artisans, executi 2 
e ness men. He must be a n 


nd understandin; 


plant raisin 
= Neti call for a w r 


of bick ogy 
practical knowledge of botany and plant 


oa OEY n aig soils for best results, in using fertilizers, 9 
rotat io selecting and using feeds for Sock he for a 
working — * of vin oH oa our timber supply is zon his 


and expand arm 
535551 e 
the skilled organiser and manager are more absolutely 

in successful farming, and this nopiaa a uay to the reducing. ti the po 
ing, and the selling phases of farming with allt — farmer must 
have untiring energy and a real eect enthusiasm for his did 
profession. For such to call the vocation of the farmer—the 
most pastes and, it ought to be ren one of the most attractive among 
all lines of human effort. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, will the Senator 
from Wisconsin yield to me for just a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. LENROOT. I do. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I wish to suggest, in connection 
with what the Senator from Wisconsin stated, that a month or 
so ago many Senators on this floor were urging the importance 
of legislation for the farmer; they were urging the necessity 
of the Senate proceeding at once to the consideration of rural 
credit measures, and yet now, when rural credit legislation is 
before the Senate, apparently they have lost their zeal for the 
farmer and have taken the time of the Senate upon entirely 
extraneous matters, thereby preventing the passage of legisla- 
tion that would be of benefit to the farmer. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I wish to say there is not any question 
but that the rural credits bill will pass the Senate; there is 
no effort being made to prevent its passage. It is pretty well 
understood there will be no difficulty about the enactment of 
the legislation by this Congress so far as the Senate is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask for a vote on my amendment to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I wish to say merely a word 
with reference to the amendment. I doubt very much whether 
the provision of the Federal reserve act which the Senator 
from Alabama seeks to repeal by the amendment ever did any 
good, and I am perfectly sure there is no occasion for retaining 
it in the law now. My own view is that any bank that would 
be willing to pay as high a rate of interest as the Senator from 
Alabama has so often narrated to the Senate ought not to be 
given credit at all, and it would not be if this provision of the 
law were repealed. The provision is not any longer in force, 
so far as the Federal Reserve Board is concerned, and is not 
utilized, and I think that it onght to be repealed. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, it is true that the provision 
is not now utilized and the rediscount rate has been reduced, but 
the provision is still in the law and ought to be taken out, be- 
cause if it remains In the law at some time in the future it may 
again be resorted to. I ask for a vote upon the amendment. 

Mr. KING. I ask that the amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The Reapinc Crerx. At the end of the bill it is proposed to 
add a new section, as follows: 


Suc. 13. That the act a: ses e April 13, 1920, be i Debit, No. 170 
Sixty-sixth Congress, en “An act to amend 0 act approved 
December 23, 1913, known as the Federal reserve ace.” be, and the 


same is hereby, repealed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Alabama, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. I desire to offer some perfecting amend- 
ments. On page 2, line 16, after the word “corporation,” I 
move to strike out the comma and insert a semicolon, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FLETCHER, May I inquire of the Senator why that 
change should be made? The sentence seems to be gram- 
matical with the present punctuation. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not want the words organized under 
the laws of any State” to relate back to national banks; that 


is all. National banks, of course, are not organized under the 
laws of any State: 

Mr. FLETCHER. But the Senator proposes to include in 
the act incorporated live-stock loan or farm-credit companies? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. I am going to offer another amend- 
ment to insert the words “or of the United States,” so as to 
include the corporations provided for under the Capper bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wisconsin to 
= out the comma and insert a semicolon at the place indi- 
cn 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. On page 2, line 19, after the word © State,” 
I move to insert the words “ or of the United States.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. On page 5, line 22, after the words “live 
stock,” I move to insert the word “ loan.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether the ante- 
cedent is clearly shown there; that is, whether the context 
would indicate that it was intended to include live-stock loan 
companies? 

Mr. LENROOT. It will read“ Nis teen loan company.” 

Mr. KING. Is the Senator proposing to amend existing law? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; this is new legislation. 

Mr. KING. I apprehend that there is a distinction between 
a live-stock company and a live-stock loan company. 

Mr. LENROOT, That is why I want to put in the word 
„loan.“ The word “loan” has been omitted merely through 
an error. The provision is only intended to refer to live-stoek 
loan companies. 

Mr. KING. That is what I was inquiring about, whether 
there was anything in this bill or in the bill of which this is 
amendatory to indicate that a live-stock loan company was in 
contemplation of the legislators rather than a live-stock com- 


pany. 

Mr. LENROOT. That was one of the primary purposes of 
the Capper bill. 

I 1 8 the amendment which I send to the desk, to come in 

ge 13. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 13, on lines 4, 5, and 6, it is 
proposed to strike out the words “and may be paid out of any 
surplus in excess of 100 per cent of subseribed capital.” 

Mr. KING. I ask that that amendment be again stated. 

The amendment was again stated. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will not the Senator from 
Wisconsin explain that amendment? 

Mr. LENROOT. This amendment and the one following that 
will be offered to this section are to make it identical with the 
amendments that were adopted to the same provision in the 
Capper bill. Senators will remember that there was a good 
deal of discussion and controversy over that section of the bill, 
and the matter was settled by the Senate. This amendment is 
merely to carry out the will of the Senate, as expressed in the 
Capper bill, with respect to this question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The RAIN CLERK. On page 13, line 7, it is proposed to 
strike out the words “and surplus,” so that, if amended, it 
will read: 


Out of any net earnings remainin 
claims have been fully met there shal 


And so forth. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let me Inquire the significance of 
that and see that we fully apprehend it, because it seems to me 
that that is an amendment of some importance. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will say that as this language was origi- 
nally written—the Senator will remember that it was fully dis- 
cussed in connection with the Capper bill—no dividend could 
be paid until a surplus of 100 per cent had been accumulated. 
That was changed so that the dividend may be paid out of 
pending earnings, but after the dividend is paid a surplus shall 
be accumulated until it shall amount to 100 per cent of the sub- 
scribed capital; and then, when 12 per cent is earned, an addi- 
tional 3 per cent may be distributed, and of the remaining earn- 
ings 10 per cent may be paid to the surplus and 90 per cent 
as an additional franchise tax. 

Mr. McLEAN. It conforms to the present law. 

Mr. LENROOT. It conforms to the present law exactly. 


after the aforesaid dividends 
be paid each year— 


Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether the amend- 
ment which he has just offered meets the concurrence of the 
members of the Committee on Banking and Currency? 
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Mr. LENROOT. The chairman of the committee is here, He 

himself offered the same amendment to the Capper bill. 
Ir. McLEAN. Yes, These amendments were offered and 
adopted to the Capper bill, because as the bill now reads no 
dividend could be paid until the Federal reserve bank had ac- 
cumulated a surplus of 100 per cent, and that was not intended 
by the committee; it was not intended by the author of the bill; 
and we had to make this correction so that the Federal reserve 
banks could draw their dividends on their stocks as under the 
original act. There was no intention to interfere with that; 
but the Capper bill, as originally drawn, contained that error, 
and we want this provision to be identical with the provision 
in the Capper bill. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the 
Senator to what extent he is seeking to modify the provisions 
of the original Federal reserve law, which is the existing law 
dealing with this particular question? 

Mr. McLEAN. None whatever, except that when the banks 
earn more than 12 per cent, and have their 100 per cent put 
aside, then 3 per cent ean be added to the dividends on the 
stock, as an invitation to the State banks to come into the 
system. f 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, as I understand, this lan- 
guage with the words stricken out as proposed by the Senator 
is precisely the same as in the Federal reserve act. 

Mr. McLBAN. Precisely. 

Mr. FLETCHER. So there is no change in that provision. 

Mr. KING. Then, as I understand the Senator, it was not 
contemplated by the committee or by the proponent of this bill 
that the words “and surplus” should be there? 

Mr. McLEAN. No. If the Senator will read the provision 
as printed in the bill, he will see that no dividend can be paid 
until the bank has accumulated 100 per cent surplus. 

Mr. KING. Yes; I understand. 

Mr. McLEAN. It was an error in drafting the bill, and it 
was noticed, and I had it corrected in the Capper bill, and it 
should be corrected in this bill. 

Mr. KING. But it passed unnoticed in the committee, and 
the committee in reporting the bill did not ask for emendation 
as suggested now by the Senator? 

Mr. MoLEAN. It was amended in the Senate when the 
Capper bill came into the Senate. 

Mr. KING. I am speaking of the present bill—the Lenroot 
bill—now under discussion. 

Mr. McLEAN. This bill was reported before the Capper bill 
was passed, I think. 

Mr. LENROOT. It was agreed in the committee that the 
same changes should be made in both bills. 

Mr. KING. Then it was just an error in reporting the bill 
without noticing this proposed amendment? 

Mr. LENROOT. It was; and I think it arose from the fact 
that the original draftsman of that section assumed that 100 


per cent surplus had been accumulated in all of the banks, and 


that has proved not to be so. 

Mr. MeLEAN. That was the assumption; but it was ascer- 
tained that the Dallas bank had not accumulated the surplus. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, on line 17, does not the 


Senator think the language would be a little Clearer if we 


added, after the word “earnings,” the words “of any year,” 
so that it would read: 

And thereafter when net earnings of any year exceed 12 per cent, 

Mr. LENROOT. That is all right. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated, 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 13, line 17, after the word 
“earnings,” it is proposed to insert “of any year,” so that it 
will read: 

And thereafter when net earnings of any year exceed 12 per cent. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The READING CLERK. Also, on the same page, it is proposed 
to strike out lines 19 and 20 and to insert in lieu thereof the 
following words: 

And 10 per cent of the remaining net earn shall 
surplus and 90 per cent shall be paid to the United Staten na 2 
tional franchise tax. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator explain the pur- 
pose of the amendment he is tendering now? 

Mr. LENROOT. Under this provision they are entitled to a 
normal dividend of 6 per cent. Out of the additional earnings 


they are required to build up a surplus. When the surplus 
amounts to 100 per cent of the subscribed capital, and when 
the earnings in any year exceed 12 per cent, they may declare 
an additional dividend of 3 per cent to the stockholders. Of 
anything then remaining, 10 per cent must go to additional sur- 
plus to build up the surplus further, and 90 per cent must go to 
the Treasury as a franchise tax. 

Mr. KING. What is paid now as a franchise tax? 

Mr. LENROOT. Part of it goes to surplus. The act has 
been amended, and I do not remember just what the present 
provision is. 

Mr. McLEAN. The franchise tax is the surplus paid into 
the Treasury. 

Mr. KING. May I address an inquiry to the Senator from 
Wisconsin, as well as the able chairman of the committee, about 
the criticisms which we have heard from time to time about 
the enormous earnings of the Federal reserve member banks? 

The Senators know that criticisms have been made upon the 
floor of the Senate, and criticisms have frequently appeared in 
the press to the effect that during the past year or two the 
earnings of the members of the Federal reserve system—at 
least, some of them—have been extremely great; indeed, so 
great as to have led to the criticism that these banks were profi- 
teering. 

I express no opinion relative to those criticisms. I simply 
ask the chairman of the committee whether, in dealing with 
this question—the earnings of the Federal reserve banks, the 
disposition to be made of them, the amount to be paid in divi- 
dends, and the amount to be paid as a franchise tax—any 
investigation was made of these criticisms, and if the committee 
felt that there was any necessity of amending existing law 
other than in the particulars submitted by the Senator from 
Wisconsin? 

Mr. McLEAN. That criticism has been directed to the bill 
many times—the feeling that they were making too much 
money. The Senator knows that these profits do not affect the 
discount rate. 

Mr. KING. No. A 

Mr. MCLEAN. That is an entirely different matter, and must 
be fixed by some one, and must be paid in order to control the 
system, and the Senator will find that at the present time the 
profits are not large. They were necessarily large during the 
years of expansion, and the feeling of the committee was that 
it was pretty difficult to anticipate with regard to these profits. 
A good many of the banks, I think, are not making much of any- 
thing now, and inasmuch as this surplus goes into the Treasury 
of the United States, and does not affect the discount rate, the 
committee saw no reason for changing the law. It would not 
benefit the borrower in any way, 

Mr. KING. The Senator recalls that the criticism went a 
little further, perhaps, than I indicate, namely, that in order 
rather to conceal their enormous profits they had been paying 
extravagant salaries to the employees of the banks, and, in- 
deed, had been employing too many persons. I do not know that 
a consideration of that question would be pertinent or really 
germane to this bill; and yet I observe that attempts are made 
in this bill to amend the existing Federal reserve act in re- 
spect to a great many matters, and it occurred to me that if 
those criticisms had any justification it might be well to curb 
any evils that the committee may have found to exist in the ad- 
ministration of the law. 

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator knows that the commission of in- 
quiry that was appointed more than a year ago went into that 


| subject very carefully, and it was assumed that if any additional 


legislation was warranted it would have been suggested by that 
commission. No such recommendation was made, however, and 
if the Senator will read the testimony which was presented 
to that commission I think he will be satisfied that many of these 
insinuations and attacks upon the system, based upon the as- 
sumption that exorbitant salaries had been paid, were largely 
without foundation. 

Mr. KING. It did seem to me that the criticism in regard to 
the actions of the board controlling the bank in New York had 
some foundation. It did seem to me that the amount proposed 
to be expended for the erection of a building was rather ex- 
cessive, and that there seemed to be rather a disposition upon the 
part of the board of the bank in New York to treat their enter- 
prise as one so absolutely divorced from the Federal Government 
er from Federal control as that the directors could do as they 
pleased with the proceeds, pay the dividends they pleased, pay 
the salaries they pleased, and expend an extravagant amount 
in the erection of buildings. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator allow me to make an 
observation there? 

Mr. McLEAN. Certainly, 
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Mr. KING. That was the impression made upon me by 
revelations here in the Senate, and by the debate. 

Mr. McLEAN. ‘That has been explained many times. It 
was explained a few days ago by the junior Senator from 
New York [Mr. Carper], and I do not think there is very 
much foundation for the criticism. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There has been, as stated, a ruthless 
attack against the reserve bank in New York for putting up its 
building, and on account of the salaries it pays. As a matter 
of fact, the size of its business rivals that of the greatest banks 
in the city, Its salaries are less than the average paid by 
banks doing the same amount of business. The building it is 
putting up, on the basis of cost per cubic foot, is cheaper than 
the average bank building put up by a bank doing an equal 
amount of business. The attacks on it have been utterly un- 
justified. 

Mr. KING. I have heard those attacks made. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. So have I. 

Mr. KING. And I have seen no refutation or any reply to 
the attacks. I may ask the Senator from Connecticut, in con- 
clusion, as to this item, if as chairman of the committee he is 
satisfied with the amendment which has been offered, and if he 
feels that that deals with the subject now as comprehensively 
as the subject should be dealt with? 

Mr. McLEAN. Certainly. These amendments were offered 
at my suggestion, and all of them were adopted as amend- 
ments to the Capper bill. They are necessary, unless the desire 
is to prevent the member banks from drawing any dividends on 
their subscriptions until the regional banks get 100 per cent 


surplus. 
Mr. KING. I am not sufficiently advised to make such a 
recommendation. 


Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, as the Senator from Wis- 
consin desires to reach a conclusion on the pending bill, I 
will submit a unanimous-consent request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the re- 

uest. 

s The reading clerk read as follows: 

It is agreed by unanimous consent that all debate upon the pending 
bill shall close at 4 o'clock p. m. on the calendar day of Monday, 
February 5, 1923, and that in the meantime no other legislation shall 
be considered unless by unanimous consent. 

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Glass McCumber Smith 

Ball Gooding McKellar Spencer 
Brookhart Hale eLean Stanfield 
Bursum Harris McNary Sterling 
Calder Harrison Nelson Sutherland 
Cameron Johnson ew Swansen 
Capper Jones, Wash Norbeck Trammell 
Colt Kellogg Norris Wadsworth 
Curtis Kendrick Oddie Walsh, Mass. 
Ernst Kin Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Fernald Lad Poindexter Warren 
Fletcher Lenroot Reed, Pa. Watson 
George e Shields 

Gerry MeCormick Shortridge 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-four Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The Secretary 
will report the proposed unanimous-consent agreement. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that all debate se the pending 
bill shall close at 4 o'clock p. m. on the calendar y of Monday 
February 5, 1928, and that in the meantime no other legislation shali 
be considered unless by unanimous consent. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to entering into 
the proposed agreement? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I can not con- 
sent to fixing Monday. I may say to the Senator from Florida 
that I would be willing to enter into an agreement to close 
debate on Friday, but I can not consent to any later date than 
that. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I suggest that perhaps we may get to- 
gether and agree on a time. We do not want to. have any 
more delay in this matter than we can avoid, and I suggest 
Saturday at 3 o'clock. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No. I am very anxious to get 
this farm legislation through; I think it ought to be passed at 
an early date. We can not get it through too early to meet the 
situation that will develop in the spring, and I am willing to fix 
a time on Friday. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, may I call the attention of the 
Senator from Washington to the fact, known to all Senators 
here, that on a Saturday very little work is done. It is very 
hard to keep a quorum of the Senate on Saturday, and I think 


if he will make it Saturday, we will get together. We would 
not save any time by fixing Friday. If the Senator would make 
it Saturday at 3 o'clock, I do not think there would be any ob- 
jection, and we would get this bill out of the way and go on 
then to the consideration of other work. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Of course, we ought to be here 
on Saturday doing the work of the session. I am willing to 
make it 3 o'clock or 4 o'clock on Friday, but I am not willing 
to go beyond Friday. I think that is very reasonable. 

Mr. SMITH. Of course, that is merely an arbitrary distine- 
tion, if we are really and truly in earnest about saving time. I 
have served with the Senator a good long time, and I do not 
think either one of us has ever been guilty of trespassing upon 
the time of the Senate. I make a plea to him that in the inter- 
est of saving time we make it Saturday. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I plead with the Senator, in the 
interest of saving time and in the interest of saving night ses- 
sions, that we close it up on Friday. 

Mr. SMITH. The proposition was to fix Monday as the date 
for a vote, and making it Saturday just splits the difference 
between Friday and Monday. Everything is arrived at by com- 
promise. The Senator fixes Friday on the one side, and it was 
proposed on the other side to fix Monday, and I come in and 
split the difference. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The proposition was really to 
have night sessions beginning to-morrow night, and to try to 
limit debate to-morrow. That is what we are trying to do. I 
do not desire to be arbitrary, and I do not think I have been so; 
but I think it is best, if our minds are set on a matter, to 
frankly state it. I can not agree to fixing a later day than 
Friday. 

Mr. HARRISON, Will not the Senator allow this question 
to be submitted to the Senate? There is a difference of 
opinion about it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington, 
consent. 

Mr. HARRISON. There are Senators on this side who do 
not want to agree to vote even on Monday, but we have tried to 


It is a matter of unanimous 


get together on Monday as the day when we shall vote. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. There are Senators on this 
side who do not desire to agree to vote on Friday. 

Mr. HARRISON. I was in hopes we could agree on this 
proposition, because it disarranges everything to have to meet 
here at night. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I know that. 

Mr. HARRISON. Of course, it does not inconvenience 
some of us. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I am willing to try to avoid it. 

Mr. HARRISON. We would save a good deal of time by 
agreeing to vote on Saturday, if we could get together on it. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. We can avoid the difficulty by 
agreeing to vote on Friday. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, I doubt very much whether 
we would save any time by having night sessions. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. That may be. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have very grave doubts about it. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Washington must 
realize that if we can not get together on something within 
reason, the whole situation is going to get very confusing. 
Nominations may be held up, confirmations held up, and an 
extra session may be brought on. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I know the possibilities, 

Mr. HARRISON. There are great possibilities, and we 
made a very fair proposition that debate on this bill shall 
stop on Monday. It was suggested by some one on the other 
side that the debate should stop on Saturday, and we agreed 
to that. Now, we are holding out on a difference of one day. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes; ‘and I certainly think the 
Senator should not do it. 

Mr. HARRISON. I may not insist on it, but some other 
Senator will, and there you are. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I hope they will not. I can 
not agree to vote later than Friday. I would like to get a 
vote at 4 o'clock on Friday, or agree that we shall take all 
the time we want on Friday, so that we will have an abundance 
of time to consider the bill and amendments. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Of course, I do not care to press the 
matter if the Senator has made up his mind about it, but I 
was going to say that we were about at the close of the day 
on Tuesday 

Mr. JONES of Washington. 
sire. 

Mr. FLETCHER. 
hold night sessions, if the majority insist on it. 


We can run longer if we de- 


We can run longer, and we can, of course, 
With refer- 


ence to that, I am going to say that it is rather a serious 
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proposal in my judgment, because with the town full of 
grippe and influenza, I am not going to endanger my life or 
‘jeopardize my health by attending night sessions of the Senate. 

I do not know how others may feel with reference to the situ- 
ation, but I feel very strongly that the mortality among Sena- 


‘tors is great already, and, if we begin holding night sessions, } 


there will be fewer of us here at the end of the Congress than 
there are to-day. It is really quite a serious matter. I do not 
think we ought to resort to that course at all. I believe it 
would take a great many Assistant Sergeant at Arms to bring 
Senators here for night sessions so as to be able to transact 
much business. Then there are various publications on the 
ship subsidy question that it will take a great deal of time to 
read. I doubt if we would save any time by resorting to night 
sessions. 

I think the Senator from Washington ought to accept the 
proposition that is made as a compromise, because I thought 
at first Monday was the earliest time we could agree upon, but 
I find Senators are willing to concede the point and make it 
Saturday. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I agree with ref- 
erence to the seriousness of night sessions. I do not want to 
have the Senate hold night sessions. I hope we can avoid it. 
IJ am willing now to make an attempt to agree on any time 
Friday, at any hour of the day up until 12 o’clock at night, if 
Senators think they ought to have that much time to consider 
the measure. It is an important measure. No doubt impor- 
tant amendments will be offered to it, and those amendments 
ought to have consideration. I want to have them given con- 
sideration, and I am willing to give all the time necessary to 
have them properly considered. In order to do that I am 
willing to remain in session to-day as long as Senators may 
desire, and give ample time to-morrow, also. 

I hope Senators will agree to a conclusion of the debate on 
the bill. I ask leave to modify the request so to provide that 
debate shall be concluded on the bill not later than 5 o’elock 
Friday. That proposal is subject to any change Senators may 
desire to present. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Would the Senator accept the suggestion 
that general debate on the bill shall close at 5 o’elock Friday 
and that debate on the amendments shall be limited to 5 
minutes thereafter? 

Mr, JONES of Washington. To be concluded on Friday? 

Mr. KING. That is for the Senate to determine. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. No; I can not consent to carry- 
ing the bill over Friday. I am perfectly willing to close debate 
any time on Friday. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let us go on with the debate. I ask for 
the regular order. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Very well. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I believe there is already 
an order entered for a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow when 
the Senate concludes its business to-day? 

The VICH PRESIDENT. That order has been made. 

Mr. HARRISON. How long does the Senator from Wiseon- 
sin expect to proceed this afternoon? 

Mr. LENROOT, I would like to complete the formal amend- 
ments, anyway. 

Mr. HARRISON. I move that the Senate take a recess, and 
on that motion I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr, HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer 
my general pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. Brxrns] to the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEP- 
'parD] and vote yea.” 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Struxoxs! to 
the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PEPPER] and vote 
* nay.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UnpErwoop] 
to the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp] and vote 
“ nay.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). I transfer my 
| pair with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Drar] 
to the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE] and 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). I trans- 
fer my pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RoB- 
| INSON] to the junior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Keyes] 
and vote “nay.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN] to 
ES junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Paar} and vote “nay.” 


Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WIILIAs! 
to the junior Senator from Arizona [Mr. CAMERON] and vote 

nay. 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. McCORMICK. I have a standing pair with the junior 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Krenprtck], which I transfer to 
the junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. NICHOLSON] and vote 
“ nay.” — 

Mr. ERNST. I transfer my general palr with the senior 
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Srantey] to the junior Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. WELLER] and vote “ nay.” 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I transfer my general pair with 
the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. Bayarp] to the senior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cummins] and vote “ nay.” 

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). I 
notice that the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Jones] has 
not voted. Therefore I transfer my pair with that Senator 
to the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. France] and allow 
my vote to stand. 

Mr. GLASS. I transfer my general pair with the senior Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. DittryeHam] to the senior Senator 
from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman] and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. GERRY. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] is absent on account of illness, 

I wish also to announce that the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. Jones] and the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DIAL] 
are absent on account of illness, 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator from Delaware [Mr. BAYARD] 
is absent on Official business. He stands paired on this vote 
with the Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUMMINS}. 

Mr, CURTIS. I wish to announce the following general 
pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epee} with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]; 

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. McKinrxy] with the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY]; 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD] ; d 

The junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. WIIIISs] with the senior 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. POMERENE} ; and 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. FreninaHouysen] with 
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa]. 

The result was announced—yeas 18, nays 84, as follows: 


YHAS—18. 
Ashurst Glass La Follette Swanson 
Brookhart Harris McKellar Trammell 
Fletcher Harrison Norris. Walsh, Mass. 
George Kin Shields 
Gerry d Smith e 
NAYS—34. 

Ball Hale MeNary Spencer 
Bursum Johnson Nelson Stanfield 

der Jones, Wash. New Sterlin 
Capper Ke Norbeck u 
Coit Lenroo Oddie Wadsworth 
Curtis — hi Phi Warren 

McCormick Poindexter Watson 
Fernald McCumber u. 
Gooding McLean Shortridge 
NOT VOTING—44. 

Bayard Edge Moses Robinson 
Borah Elkins Myers Sheppard 
Brandegee France Nicholson Simmons 
Broussard Frelinghuysen Overman Smoot 
Cameron Harreld Owen Stanley 
Caraway Heflin Page Townsend 
Couzens Hitehcock Pepper Underwood 
Culberson Jones, N. Mex. Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Cummins Kendrick Pomerene Weller 

al Keyes Ransdell Williams 
Dillingham McKinley Reed, Mo. Willis 


So the Senate refused to take a recess. 

Mr. LHNROOT. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 
Was the amendment striking out Jines 19 and 20, on page 13, 
agreed to? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. And the amendment to strike out and in- 
sert was agreed to? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It was. 

Mr. LHNROOT. I offer the amendment which I send to the 
desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaprne CLERK., On page 17, after line 18, it is pro- 
posed to insert a new paragraph, as follows: ` 

Any Federal reserve bank may also buy and sell debentures and 
other such obligations issued by a Federal land bank under Title 
II of the Federal farm loan act, but only to the same extent as and 


2 to the same limitation as those upon which it may buy and 
bonds issued under Title I of said act. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. On page 17, at the beginning of line 20, I 
move to strike out the word “cooperating” and to insert in 


lieu thereof the word “cooperative.” That amendment is 
merely to correct a misprint. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. - 

Mr. LENROOT. On page 18, at the end of line 12, I move 
to insert the word “ for.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] will be stated. 

The Reaping CrerK. On page 18, at the end of line 12, 
after the word “eligible,” it is proposed to insert the word 
“for”; so that it will read: 

Any other class of paper of such associations which is now eligible 
for rediscount. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, 
ment is agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, there is one other amend- 
ment about which I have not consulted the chairman of the 
committee, but I am sure he will not object to it. On page 12, 
line 4, after the word “ shall,” I move to insert the words “ be 
deemed and be held to be instrumentalities of the Government 
and shall.” 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I ask the Senator from Wisconsin to 
state just what the effect of that amendment, if agreed to, 
will be? 

Mr. LENROOT. ‘That is the language of the present farm 
loan act with reference to farm loan bonds and farm land 
banks. I was just a little afraid that without that recital the 
constitutional question might arise. That is avoided in the 
present farm loan act by reason of those words being inserted, 
and I wish the same words to apply to this recital of fact, as 
well as to the other. The amendment is proposed merely to 
avoid any constitutional question. 

Mr. FLETCHER, It is designed to make that rule apply to 
the debentures to be issued under this proposed act? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think that is a very good amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is ou agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Those are all the amendments, I think, Mr. 
President, which I now wish to offer. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is before the Senate as in 
Committee of the Whole, and open to amendment, 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. LENROOT. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened; and (at 5 o’clock 
and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously 
made, took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday, January 31, 
1923, at 12 o’clock m, 


the amend- 


NOMINATIONS. 
Bæeoutive nominations received by the Senate January 30 (leg- 
islative day of January 29), 1923. 
SECRETARIES OF EMBASSIES OR LEGATIONS. 
CLASS 4. 
The following-named persons to be secretaries of embassy or 
legation of class 4 of the United States of America: 


Gustaye Pabst, jr., of Wisconsin. 
Rees H. Barkalow, of New Jersey. 


Unirep States Districr JUDGE. 


Charles L. McKeehan, of Pennsylvania, to be United States 
district judge, eastern district of Pennsylvania. (An addi- 


pegs position created by the act approved September 14, 
1922.) X 


CONFIRMATIONS, 


BDeecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate January 30 
(legislative day of January 29), 1923. 


Envoy EXTRAORDINARY AND MINISTER PLENIPOTENTIARY. 


Robert Woods Bliss to be envoy extraordinary and minister 
plenipotentiary of the United States of America to Sweden. 


THIRD ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE. 
J. Butler Wright to be Third Assistant Secretary of State. 
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS. 


Philip Elting, of Kingston, to be collector of customs for 
Seri ee district No. 10, with headquarters at New 
ork, N. Y. 


Posr MASTERS. 


COLORADO, 
Agnes M. Ward, Bennett. 
Gerald H. Denio, Eaton. 
Frank D. Aldridge, Wellington. 


DELAWARE. 
LeRoy W. Hickman, Wilmington. 
IDAHO. 


George F. Gleed, Bonners Ferry. 
Avery G. Constant, Buhl. 

Hazel Vickrey, Firth. 

Samuel P. Oldham, Rexburg. 
Haly C. Kunter, Ririe. 


ILLINOIS, 


Harry R. Morgan, Aledo. 

A. Luella Smith, Chatham. 
Harry S. Farmer, Farmer City, 
Charles J. Douglas, Gilman. 
Peter H. Conzet, Greenup. 

John A. Dausmann, Lebanon. 
Margaret Heider, Minonk. 
Benjamin S. Price, Mount Morris. 
John Lawrence, jr., O' Fallon. 
William F. Hemenway, Sycamore. 


INDIAN A. 


Frank Lyon, Arcadia. 

Louis M. Biesecker, Cedar Lake. 
Burr E. York, Converse. 

Ilah M. Dausman, Goshen, 
Hattie M. Craw, Jonesboro. 
John M. Johnston, Loganport. 
Ralph W. Gaylor, Mishawaka. 
Vernon D. Macy, Mooresville. 
Henry D. Long, New Harmony. 
George E. Jones, Peru. 

Ernest A. Bodey, Rising Sun. 
Orville B. Kilmer, Warsaw. 


IOWA. 
Daniel H. Eyler, Clarion. 
Henry H. Gilbertson, Lansing, 
Charlie M. Willard, Persia, 
Spencer C. Nelson, Tama. 
Carl Wulkau, Williams. 

MAINE. 

Ralph T. Horton, Calais. 
Michael J. Kennedy, Woodland. 


MICHIGAN, 


Herbert E. Ward, Bangor. 
James W. Cobb, Birmingham. 
George H. Neisler, Dearborn. 
Ernest A. Densmore, Mason. 
Ira J. Stephens, Mendon. 
Charles J. Kappler, Port Austin. 
Dorr A. Rosencrans, Reed City. 
Charles H. Dodge, Romeo. 
Charles A. Jordan, Saline. 
Homer L. Allard, Sturgis. 
MONTANA, 
John M. Bever, Bridger. 
Arthur C. Baker, Hamilton. 
Estella K. Smith, Lima. 


NEW HAMPSHIRE. 


Harlie A. Cole, Groveton. 
Fred W. Smith, North Woodstock. 
James R. Kill Kelley, Wilton. 


NEW JERSEY, 


Annie E. Hoffman, Allenhurst, 
Frederick Knapp, Little Ferry. 
Joseph R. Forrest, Palisades Park. 
Wilbur Fuller, Sussex. 


NEW YORK. 
James G. Lewis, Naples, 
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OKLAHOMA, 
Forrest L. Strong, Clinton. 
Perry E. High, Maysville. 
Elmer D. Rook, Sayre. 
OREGON. 
Cyril G. Shaw, Kerry. 
Henry H. McReynolds, Pilot Rock. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 
Edward A. P. Christley, Ellwood City. 
TENNESSEE. 
Simon C. Dodson, Sparta. 
Michel K. Freeman, Westmoreland. 
UTAH, 
John A. Call, Bountiful. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Turspay, January 30, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


O Lord, we are not alone with Thee. He who considers the 
lily and notes the sparrow’s fall has said to all men, Come 
unto me.“ Bestow upon us this day the blessings of a free 
mind and an untroubled heart. Help us to forgive our enemies, 
to encourage the ignorant, to relieve the distressed, and to 
share with others the common fruits of toil. We thank Thee 
for the freedom of government and for the blessings that hal- 
low the paths of our citizenship. Bless all educational, chari- 
table, and religious institutions; may they go on unimpaired 
to higher usefulness. May every day bring to us, to our homes, 
and to our whole land the fragrant flowers of love, joy, -pa- 
tience, and good will. Through Christ, our Savior. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. CANNON, Mr. Speaker, I present a conference report 
(H. Rept. 1477) and accompanying statement on the legislative 
appropriation bill for printing under the rule. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois presents the 
conference report and accompanying statement on the legisla- 
tive appropriation bill for printing under the rule. The Clerk 
will report it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Conference report on the bill (H. R. 13926) making appropriations 
for the legislative branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 


The SPEAKER. Ordered printed under the rule. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Senate had passed bills of the fol- 
lowing titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Repre- 
sentatives was requested: 

S. 4358. An act to authorize the American Niagara Railroad 
Corporation to build a bridge across the Niagara River between 
the State of New York and the Dominion of Canada; 

S. 4887. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across 
the Tugaloo River between South Carolina and Georgia; and 

S. 4398. An act in recognition of the valor of the officers and 
men of the Seventy-ninth Division who were killed in action 
or died of wounds received in action. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 13926) making appropriations for the legislative 
branch of the Government for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1690) to correct the military record of John Sullivan. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 11, 31, and 35 to the bill (H. R. 
13481) making appropriations for the Department of Agricul- 
ture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur- 
poses, had receded from its amendment numbered 34 to said 
bill. That the Senate had disagreed to the amendment of the 
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House of Representatives to the amendment of the Senate 
numbered 33 to said bill, had further insisted upon its said 
amendment, had requested a further conference with the House 
of Representatives on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and had appointed Mr. McNary, Mr. Jones of Washing- 
ton, Mr. Lenroor, Mr. OVERMAN, and Mr. SmirH as the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. ; 


The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolutions: 


Senate Resolution 422. 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. PHILANDER C. KNox, late a Senator from the State of 
Pennsylvania. 

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates to 
pay, tribute to his high character and distinguished public services. 

esolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
rage of . and transmit a copy thereof to the family of 
the deceased. 


Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the 
deceased the Senate do now adjourn. 


Senate Resolution 423. 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
death of Hon. Bos Penrose, late a Senator from the State of Penn- 
sylvania. 

Resolved, That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates to 
pay tribute to his high character and distinguished public services. 

esolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 

House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceascd. 

Resoived, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the 
deceased the Senate do now adjourn. 

Senate Resolution 424. 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow of the 
1 th at Hon. WILLIAM E. Crow, late a Senator from the State of Penn- 
sylvania. 

T hesaiced: That as a mark of respect to the memory of the deceased 
the business of the Senate be now suspended to enable his associates to 
pay tribute to his high character and distinguished public services. , 

ssolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Representatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family 
of the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the 
deceased the Senate do now adjourn, 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed the 
following resolution : 

Senate Resolution 425. 


Resolved, That the Senate has heard with profound sorrow the an- 
nouncement of the death of the Hon. SHERMAN E. BURROUGHS, late a 
Representative from the State of New Hampshire. 

esolved, That a committee of six Senators be appointed by the Vice 
President to join the committee appointed on the part of the House of 
Representatives to attend the funeral of the deceased. 

esolved, That the Secretary communicate these resolutions to the 
House of Kepresentatives and transmit a copy thereof to the family of 
the deceased. 

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect to the memory of the 
deceased the Senate take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

And that the Vice President, under the second resolution, had 
appointed Mr. Moses, Mr. Keyes, Mr. HARRELD, Mr. MCKINLEY, 
Mr. BAYARD, and Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts members of the 
committee on the part of the Senate. 


COLORADO RIVER PACT, 


Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp by publishing in 8-point type 
some information that I have gathered relative to the Colorado 
River compact. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arizona asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his ren rks in the Recorp by inserting 
the matter indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Are they the gentleman’s own remarks? 

Mr. HAYDEN. They are partly my own remarks, but other- 
wise they are questions and answers relative to the pact, ad- 
dressed to Mr. Hoover, chairman of the commission, and Mr. 
Davis, Chief Engineer, and others. The data that I have gath- 
ered, I am sure, will be of interest to the House as well as to 
the people of the seven States of the Colorado River Basin. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The extension of remarks referred to is here printed in full 
as follows: 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Speaker, the Colorado River compact ts 
of immediate and intense interest to the people of the seven 
States of the basin of that mighty river, and the Nation as a 
whole will soon realize its importance. This is the first time 
that so large a number of States have sought a unanimous 
agreement upon a question which vitally affects their common 
welfare. Very naturally there has been a desire to secure all 
the information that could possibly be obtained not only as to 
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the true meaning of the terms of the compact but also as to 
its effect when approved. In the hope that I might aid in this 
quest for knowledge, I have addressed a number of inquiries to 
those in the service of the Federal Government who are best 
qualified to speak on this subject. First among them is Hon. 
Herbert Hoover, who served as chairman of the Colorado River 
Commission, which drafted the compact. His reply is as fol- 
lows: 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMEBCE, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 

Washington, January 27, 1923. 
Hon. Cart HAYDEN, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dran Ma. Haypen: Referring to your letter of January 
9 addressed to the Secretary, inclosing questionnaire on the 
Colorado River compact, I am requested by Mr. Hoover to for- 
ward to you his answers to the questions which you propounded. 

Very truly yours, 
CLARENCE C. STETSON, 
Executive Secretary, Colorado River Commission. 

Question 1. What was the reason for dividing the drainage 
area of the Colorado River and its tributaries into too basins, 
as provided in Article I2 of the Colorado River compact? 

The reasons were: 

(a) The commission, upon analysis, found that the causes of 
present friction and of major future disputes lay between the 
lower basin States and the upper basin States, and that very 
little likelihood of friction lay between the States within each 
basin; that the delays to development at the present time are 
wholly interbasinal disputes; and that major development is 
not likely to be impeded by disputes between the States within 
each basin. And in any event, the compact provides machinery 
for such settlements. 

(6) The drainage area falls into two basins naturally, from a 
geographical, hydrographical, and an economic point of view. 
They are separated by over 500 miles of barren canyon which 
serves as the neck of the funnel, into which the drainage area 
comprised in the upper basin pours its waters, and these waters 
again spread over the lands of the lower basin. 

(e) The climate of the two basins is different; that of the 
upper basin being, generally speaking, temperate, while that of 
the lower basin ranges from semitropical to tropical. The 
growing seasons, the crops, and the quantity of water consumed 
per acre are therefore different. 

(d) The economic conditions in the two basins are entirely 
different. The upper basin will be slower of development than 
the lower basin. The upper basin will secure its waters more 
by diversion than by storage, whereas the development of the 
lower basin is practically altogether a storage problem. 

(e) The major friction at the present moment is over the 
water rights which might be established by the erection of 
adequate storage in the lower basin, as prejudicing the situa- 
tion in the upper basin, and regardless of legal rights in either 
case. The States are now divided into two groups in oppo- 
sition to each other legislatively, with little hope of the 
cohesion that is necessary before Federal aid can ever be se- 
cured. 

The use of the group method of division was therefore 
adopted both from necessity, as being the only practical one, 
and from advisability, being dictated by the conditions exist- 
ing in the entire basin. 

Question 2. Was the apportionment in Article III of the com- 
pact between the upper and lower basins arbitrary or was it 
based on the actual requirements of each basin? 

The apportionment was not arbitrary. It was based on a 
careful consideration of respective needs of the two basins, 
The data available was the estimates provided by the Recla- 
mation Service, which follow, showing the total new and old 
acreage in the two basins, including not only all existing 
projects but all projects considered economically feasible 
and also those of doubtful feasibility and intended to cover 
every prospective development during the next 75 years. The 
commissioners and engineering staffs of the different States 
varied somewhat from the basic estimates of the Reclama- 
tion Service, and some compromise from these figures was 
agreed to by the commission to compensate in different direc- 
tions. This was particularly the case with regard to the esti- 
mated consumption of water per acre. It will be noted that 
the total acreage in the lower basin, present and prospective, 
is given as 2,127,000, whereas that in the upper basin is given 
as 4,000,000. Therefore the amount of water depends partly 
on the consumption assumed per acre, and after general con- 
sideration an addition was made in each case to cover any 
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possible mischances of calculation, the general addition being 
about 30 per cent more than the probable use. 


Table of Colorado River acreage. 


Question 3. Why was 40 years fired as the time for a future 
apportionment of the surplus water of the Colorado River? 

There was a decided conflict between the States over the pe- 
riod to be fixed in this paragraph, based chiefly on their ideas 
as to rapidity of development and actual use of the water. 
Some desired a shorter and some a longer time. Suggestions 
were made varying from 20 to 60 years. The 40-year period 
was finally arrived at as a common point of agreement. Judg- 
ing by experience under other projects—the Imperial Valley and 
Salt River Valley, for instance—the full development of con- 
templated construction, as shown in the table following ques- 
tion 2, will take a much longer time than the one fixed. 

Question 4. Why was the term “Colorado River system” used 
in paragraph (a) of Article III, wherein 7,500,000 acre-feet of 
abi as apportioned to the upper and lower basins, respec- 

vety 

This term is defined in Article II as covering the entire river 
and its tributaries in the United States. No other term could 
be used, as the duty of the commission was to divide all the 
water of the river. It serves to make it clear that this was 
what the commission intended to do and prevents any State 
from contending that, since a certain tributary rises and emp- 
ties within its boundaries and is therefore not an interstate 
stream, it may use its waters without reference to the terms 
of the compact. The plan covers all the waters of the river 
and all its tributaries, and the term referred to leaves that 
situation beyond doubt. 

Question 5. Why is the basis of division changed from the 
“Colorado River system” to the “river at Lee Ferry” in 
paragraph (d) of Article III, the period of time extended to 
10 years and the number of acre-feet multiplied by 10? 

(a) I do not think there is any change in the basis of di- 
vision as the result of the difference in language in Articles 
III (a) and III (b). The two mean the same. By reference 
to Article II (f) it will be seen that Lee Ferry, referred to 
in III (d), is the determining point in the creation of the two 
basins specified in III (a). The use of this term makes it 
plain that the 75,000,000 acre-feet are to be delivered in the 
main channel of the river above the various tributaries which 
contribute water below. 

(b) The agreement as to the flow of 75,000,000 acre-feet at 
Lee Ferry during each 10-year period fixes a definite quantity 
of water which must pass that point. Under III (a) each 
basin is entitled to the use of 7,500,000 acre-feet annually. 
Judging by past records, there will always be sufficient flow 
in the river to supply these quantities, but in the improbable 
event of a deficiency, the lower basin has the first call on 
the water up to a total use of 75,000,000 acre-feet each 10 
years. While there was in the commission a firm belief that 
no such shortage will ever occur, still this provision was 
adopted as a matter of caution. The period of 10 years was 
fixed as a basis of measurement, as being long enough to allow 
equalization between years of high and low flow, and as rep- 
resenting a basis fair to both divisions. 

Question 6. Are the 1,000,000 additional acre-feet of water 
apportioned to the lower basin in paragraph (b) of Article III 
supposed to be obtained from the Colorado River or solely from 
the tributaries of that stream within the State of Arizona? 

The use of the words “such waters” in this paragraph 
clearly refers to waters from the Colorado River systen, and 
the extra 1,000,000 acre-feet provided for can therefore be 
taken from the main river or from any of its tributaries. 

Question 7. If more than 1,000,000 acre-feet of water are bene- 
ficially used and consumed annually on the tributaries of the 
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Colorado River in Arizona, will the excess above that amount 
be charged against the 75,000,000 acre-feet of water to be deliv- 
ered at Lee Ferry during any 10-year period, as provided in 
paragraph (d) of Article ILI? In other words, will the use of 
any amount of water from the tributaries of the Colorado be- 
low Lee Ferry in any way relieve the States of the upper divi- 
sion from their obligation not to cause the flow of the river to 
be depleted below 75,000,000 acre-feet in any period of 10 con- 
secutive years? 

I ean see no connection between the use of waters in Arizona 
from Colorado River tributaries and the obligation of the upper 
States to deliver the 75,000,000 acre-feet each 10 years at Lee 
Ferry. Their undertaking in this respect is separate and inde- 
pendent and without reference to place of use or quantity of 
water obtained from any other source. On the face of this 
paragraph this amount of water must be delivered even though 
not used at all. The obligation certainly can not be diminished 
by the fact that Arizona obtains other water from another 
source. The contract is to deliver a definite amount of water 
at a definite point above the inflow of various important tribu- 
taries, and I find nothing in the compact which modifies this 
obligation, except the general limitation as to use, which is 
hereafter referred to. 

Question 8. As a matter of fact more than 1,000,000 acre- 
feet of water from the tributaries of the Colorado below Lee 
Ferry are now being beneficially used and consumed within the 
State of Arizona. Will the excess above that amount be ac- 
counted for as a part of the 7,500,000 acre-feet first apportioned 
to the lower basin from the waters of the Colorado River 
system” as provided in paragraph (a) of Article III? 

By the provisions of pazagraphs (a) and (b), Article III, 
the lower basin is entitled to the use of a total of 8,500,000 
acre-feet per annum from the entire Colorado River system, the 
main river and its tributaries. All use of water in that basin, 
including the waters of tributaries entering the river below Lee 
Ferry, must be included within this quantity. The relation is 
reciprocal. Water used from these tributaries falls within 
the 8,500,000 acre-feet quota. Water obtained from them does 
not come within the 75,000,000 acre-feet 10-year period flow 
delivered at Lee Ferry, but remains available for use over and 
above that amount. 

Question 9. Does paragraph (c) of Article III contemplate 
a treaty between the United States and the Republic of Mexico 
under which one-half of a deficiency of water for the irrigation 
of lands in Mexico shall be supplied from reservoirs in Arizona? 

No. Paragraph (c) of Article III does not contemplate any 
treaty. It recognizes the possibility that a treaty may, at 
some time, be made and that under it Mexico may become en- 
titled to the use of some water, and divides the burden in such 
an event, but the quantity to which that country may become 
entitled and the manner, terms, and conditions upon which 
such use may depend, can not be foreseen. It is a certainty 
that no such treaty will be negotiated and ratified which is 
unfair -to the United States or any State or detrimental to 
their interests. To discuss whether or not a treaty might be 
made under which Mexico might be permitted to receive water 
impounded in a reservoir which may be constructed, is to in- 
dulge in speculation, but it is safe to say that if such a situa- 
tion should result it will be only under conditions fair and 
satisfactory to all parties concerned. 

Question 10. What is the estimated quantity of water which 
constitutes the undivided surplus of the annual flow of the Colo- 
rado River and may the compact be construed to mean that no 
part of this surplus can be beneficially used or consumed in 
either the upper or the lower basins until 1963, so that the entire 
quantity above the apportionment must flow into Mewvico, where 
it may be used for irrigation and thus create a prior right to 
water which the United States would be bound to recognize at 
the end of the 40-year period? 

(a) The unapportioned surplus is estimated at from 4,000,000 
to 6,000,000 acre-feet, but may be taken as approximately 
5,000,000 acre-feet. 

(b) The right to the use of unapportioned or surplus water 
is not covered by the compact. The question can not arise until 
all the waters apportioned are appropriated and used, and this 
will not be until after the lapse of a long period of time, perhaps 
75 years. Assuming that each basin should reach the limit of 
its allotment and there should still be water unapportioned, in 
my opinion, such water could be taken and used in either basin 
under the ordinary rules governing appropriations, and such ap- 
propriations would doubtless receive formal recognition by the 
commission at the end of the 40-year period. There is cer- 


tainly nothing in the compact which requires any water what- 
ever to run unused to Mexico, or which recognizes any Mexican 
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rights, the only reference to that situation being the expression 
of the realization that some such rights may perhaps in the 
future be established by treaty. As I understand the matter, 
the United States is not “bound to recognize” any such rights 
of a foreign country unless based upon treaty stipulations. 

Question II. Is there any possibility that water stored by 
dams in the tributaries of the Colorado River in Arizona, such 
as the Roosevelt Reservoir, on the Salt River, or the San Carlos 
Reservoir, on the Gila, might, under the terms of such a treaty, 
be released for use in Mezico to the injury of the water users 
of the projects for whose benefit such dams were constructed? 

I can not conceive of the making or the ratification of a 
treaty which would have such an effect. If it were possible to 
believe that the Federal Government would treat its own citi- 
zens with such absolute disregard of their property and rights, 
I presume that they would receive ample protection even as 
against the Government, under the provisions of the Federal 
Constitution. 

It must be remembered that the United States now has a 
large financial interest in the projects already constructed. It 
is not to be presumed that action will be taken detrimental to 
these interests. Furthermore, each of the seven States directly 
concerned has two Members of the Senate, by which any treaty 
proposed must be ratified. 

Question 12. Is it true, as has been asserted, that, if the 
Colorado River compact be approved, the water which should 
reclaim 2,500,000 acres of land in Arizona will go to Mezico 
and there irrigate a vast area owned by American speculators 
who will cultivate the same with Asiatic coe labor and raise 
cheap crops in competition with Arizona and California 
farmers? 

If such assertions have been made, there is absolutely nothing 
in the compact upon which they can be based. They are the 
result solely of unrestrained and unfounded imagination. As 
already stated, there is no reference in the compact to any 
rights of any persons in Mexico; none are created and none are 
recognized. That entire question, if it ever arises, must be 
dealt with by the Federal Government in the exercise of its 
treaty-making power. Such a subject was beyond the purview 
of the acts creating the commission, and it was intentionally 
omitted from the compact. 

Question 13. Objection has been made to paragraph (d) of 
Article III in that it authorizes the withholding of an indefi- 
nite amount of water by the States of the upper division dur- 
ing a drought which might extend over two or three years. If 
the drought should be broken by heavy rains the ensuing floods 
would provide the total of 75,000,000 acre-feet within the 10 
years, but water would be denied to the lower basin when 
worst needed and oversupplied when not needed. In your 
opinion, does this provision of the compact seriously menace 
the proper and mazimum development of irrigation projects in 
the lower basin? 

In my opinion, the provision about which you ask does not 
menace the proper and maximum development of irrigation 
projects in the lower basin. 

The future development of the Colorado River Basin is de- 
pendent wholly upon the creation of storage. The lower States 
have certainly reached the limit of development by the direct 
diversion of the flow of the river. Reservoirs are imperative. 
They must be of sufficient size not merely to equalize the 
annual flow, but to impound the excessive floods of one year 
to supply a deficiency resulting from a following lean year. 
Such construction will obviate, to a great extent, the likelihood 
of the situation you suggest. Furthermore, there can not be 
a drought or lack of water in the lower States without a similar 
condition in the upper. A shortage of water below can only 
be caused by lack of rainfall above. It is inconceivable that 
any upper State would attempt to store and withhold water 
it did not need. Such action would not be permitted under 
the ordinary rules of law and is prohibited by the compact 
itself. If the water is used in the upper States, the return 
flow, ultimately large in quantity, necessarily runs down the 
stream. The large reservoir sites capable of impounding the 
flow for more than one year are in the lower, not the upper, 
basin, and it would be a physical impossibility for the upper 
States to withhold all the flow of the river for any long period, 
even if they desired to do so. For these reasons. I answer this 
question in the negative. 

Question 14. Can paragraph (d) of Article III be construed 
to mean that the States of the upper division may withhold all 
except 75,000,000 acre-feet of water within any period of 10 
years and thus not only secure the amount to which they are 
entitled under the apportionment made in paragraph (a) but 
also che entire unapportioned surplus waters of the Colorado 
River 


— — — — 
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No. Paragraph (a) of Article III apportions to the upper 
basin 7,500,000: acre-feet per annum. Paragraph (e) of Article 
III provides that the States of the upper division shall not 
withhold water that can not be beneficially used. Paragraphs 
(f) and (g) of this article specifieally leave to further appor- 
tionment water now unapportioned. There is, therefore, no 
possibility of construing paragraph (d) of this article as sug- 
gested. . 

Question 15. Does paragraph (d) of Article III in any way 
modify the obligation of the States of the upper division, 
as expressed in paragraph (o), to permit the surplus and un- 
apportioned waters to flow down in satisfaction of any right 
to water which may hereafter be accorded by treaty to Mevico? 
Within any year of a 10-year period, could the States of the 
upper division shift to the States of the lower division the en- 
tire burden of supplying such water to Mexico? 

(a) No. It is provided in the compact that the upper States 
shall add their share of any Mexican burden to the delivery 
to be made at Lee Ferry, whenever any Mexican rights shall 
be established by treaty. By paragraph (e) of Article III, 
such an amount of water is to be delivered in addition to the 
75,000,000 acre-feet otherwise provided for. 

(b) In the face of the specific provision of Article III (c) 
that the burden of any deficiency must be “ equally borne,” I 
can see no possibility of placing upon the lower division the 
entire burden. If the surplus is sufficient, there is no burden 
on anyone. If it is insufficient the plain language is that it 
must be equally shared, with the equally plain provision that 
the upper division*must furnish its half. 

Question 16. Why is it that provision is made in paragraph 
(f) of Article III for a further apportionment, after 40 years, 
of the waters of the Colorado River system unupportioned by 
paragraphs (a), (b) and (c), but that no provision is made 
for a revision of the terms relating to the flow of the Colorado 
River at Lee Ferry, as set forth in paragraph (d)? 

No such special provision was necessary. All that the present 
commission has done has been by virtue of its power “to dl- 
vide and apportion equitably” the waters of the river. By 
specifying in this compact the powers of the second commission 
in identical language the same powers are necessarily granted, 
and that commission may do whatever this one could, subject 
only to noninterference with Individual rights which may have 
become vested under this agreement. It was therefore not con- 
sidered necessary to specify powers in detail, since the grant of 
the general power includes the particular. 

In this connection it must be remembered that the further 
compact at the end of 40 years can be entered into only by 
unanimous agreement of the States. Given such unanimity, 
anything desired may be done and any existing provisions modi- 
fied or annulled. 

Question IT. In your opinion, will the States of the upper di- 
vision or the States of the lower division benefit most by the 
terms of paragraph (e) of Article ITI when the same are in 
actual operation? 

This paragraph applies only to an unreasonable or arbitrary 
withholding or demand. I do not anticipate either arbitrary 
action or unreasonableness on the part of any of the States 
concerned. The upper States can gain nothing by withholding 
water not needed, nor can the lower States gain by demanding 
water for which they have no use. The paragraph is of value as 
an expression of the prohibition of such action, but I doubt if it 
is ever called into practical effect. 

Question 18. Why is the use of the waters of the Colorado 
River for navigation made subservient to domestic, agricultural, 
and power uses, as provided in paragraph (a) of Article IV? 

This article is an expression of the views of the commission 
as to the relative importance of the uses to which the waters of 
the river may be devoted. It is recognized that on many streams 
navigation is a paramount use, but on this particular river navi- 
gation is negligible in fact, As expressed in the language 
adopted, the river has ceased to be navigable for commerce.” 
This is a true statement of the existing situation. Below Yuma 
there is but little water in the river bed. The Laguna Dam, 
above Yuma, has made navigation between points above and 
below it physically impossible, and the construction of further 
dams in the development of the river will prevent navigation at 
other points, even if it were now physically possible. Power 
structures, irrigation dams and navigation can not conveniently 
exist together. It was therefore felt that the very great pos- 
sible use of this water for power and irrigation far outweighed 
in economic importance the very slight and largely theoretical 
use which might be made for navigation, and this paragraph 
was drafted accordingly. 


Question 19. Why is the impounding of water for power pur- 
poses made subservient to its use and consumption for agricul- 
tural and. domestic purposes, as provided in paragraph (b) of 
Article IV? 

(a) Because such subordination conforms to established law, 
either by constitution or statute, in most òf the semi-arid States. 
This provision frees the farmer from the danger of damage 
suits by power companies in the event of conflict between them. 

(b) Because the cultivation of land naturally outranks in im- 
portance the generation of power, since it is the most important 
of human activities, the foundation upon which all other indus- 
tries finally rest. 

(c) Because there was a general agreement by all parties ap- 
pearing before the commission, including those representing 
power interests, that such preference was proper. 

Question 20, Will this subordination of the development of 
hydroelectric power to domestic. and agricultural uses, com- 
bined with the apportionment of 7,500,000 acre-feet of water to 
the upper basin, utterly destroy an asset of the State of Ari- 
zona. consisting of 3,000,000 horsepower, which it is said could 
otherwise be developed within that State if the Colorado River 
continues to flow, undiminished in volume, across its northern 
boundary line and through the Grand Canyon? 

(a) The subordination of power to agriculture will only di- 
minish power in the case that it is necessary to stop the entire 
flow of the river at some lower dam at some particular season 
of the year in order to create reserves for the agricultural com- 
munity. The normal engineering development of the river will 
proceed by various dams, of which the dam lowest down would 
be the only one where there would be the remotest probability 
of a complete stoppage of water flow. Indeed, this could not 
happen for at least a hundred years, as it would contemplate a 
development of acreage in the Lower Basin far beyond anything 
now dreamed of, ; 

(b) The adequate development of power can only be obtained 
through the erection of storage and through the irrigation of 
the Upper Basin. Storage dams can be erected both in the 
lower and upper canyon in such a fashion as to secure an av- 
erage flow of the water throughout the entire year, and thus 
the maximum power developed. The irrigation of the Upper 
Basin, as explained above, acts itself as a reservoir regulating 
the flow of the river, increasing the minimum flow, and thus 
increasing the average power. 

(e) Obviously, the use of the water for irrigation in the 
upper basin must in some degree diminish the volume of power 
in the lower basin, even though the lower river were entirely 
regulated to secure an even flow of the water. But it can not 
be pretended that the upper basin is to be denied the right to 
the use of the water for agricultural purposes because of power 
demands in the lower basin. Such a pretension would not be 
supported in any of the courts, and if set up in the lower basin 
would mean that the basin will not be developed so long as the 
upper States can exert any legislative influence whatever. As 
a matter of fact, the power possibilities of the river are in no 
way diminished by the compact, unless it is to be assumed that 
there is not to be an equitable division of water. 

(d) The compact provides that no water is to be withheld 
above that can not be used for purposes of agriculture. The 
lower basin will therefore receive the entire flow of the river, 
less only the amount consumptively used in the upper States 
for agricultural purposes. 

(e) The contention that the Colorado River is to continue to 
flow undiminished in volume across the northern boundary line 
of Arizona is a contention that the upper States shall have no 
rights to irrigation. It is a direct negation of both equity and 
human rights. 

Question 21. Paragraph (o) of Article IV states that that arti- 
cle shall not interfere with the control by any State over the 
appropriation, use, and distribution of water within its own 
boundaries. Does this imply that the remainder of the com- 
pact may interfere with such intrastate control? $ 

This article seems the only one of the compact which might 
affect the relations of citizens of one State with each other, 
and it was therefore considered advisable. to add the clause 
to which your question refers. I do not believe, however, that 
its insertion in this article would, by implication or otherwise, 
preclude the complete control by each State of its own internal 


affairs. 

Question 22. Does the Colorado River compact apportion 
any water to the State of Arizona? 

No, nor to any other State individually. The apportionment 
is to the groups. 

Question 23. In case of disagreements between the States of 
Arizona, California or Nevada as to a division among them 
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of the waters of the Colorado River system apportioned by the 
compact to the lower basin, what procedure will be followed and 
what rules will govern the settlement of such differences? 

This situation would be covered by Article VI. If its pro- 
visions are not sufficient or not satisfactory, then the dispute 
would be settled in the same way as other interstate conflicts 
now are, either by negotiation or agreement or by litigation 

Question 24. What was the necessity for Article VII relating 
to the obligations of the United States to Indian tribes? 

This article was perhaps unnecessary. It is merely a decta- 
ration that the States, in entering inte the agreement, disclaim 
any intention of affecting the performance of any obligations 
ewing by the United States to Indians. It is presumed that 
the States have no power te disturb. these relations, and it was 
thought wise to declare that no such result was intended. 

Question 25. Article VIII is somewhat confusing to me end 
I would like to have your interpretation af its meaning. Why 
is the term “storage capacity” used? Does the capacity of 
d reservair to hold water necessarily mean that it will be 
filled? If this “storage capacity” ts destroyed by the reser- 
voir filling with silt, are all righta to the use of water in the 
lower basin likewise destroyed? Why was so small æ figure 


as 5,900,000 acre-feet agreed upon as the measure of this 


“ capacity"? 

(a) The first sentence of this paragraph is a recognition of 
the validity of present perfected rights to the use of watets and 
is inserted to obviate any fears on the part of present users that 
their rights, might be impaired by the compact. 

(b) The second sentence covers the situation now existing on 
the lower river. It is claimed that the entire low-water flow of 
the river has now been appropriated by users in Califernia and 
Arizona, that rights te its confinued and unimpaired flow 

, have vested, and that any interference with these rights by at- 
tempted appropriation in the upper States could be prevented 
by appropriate legal proceedings. If such rights do exist, under 
the provisions of this paragraph they continue unimpaired until 


the use of water by direct diversion is substituted by its use | Utah, 
through storage, at which time the enforcement of any rights 


to low-water flow for direct diversion obviously becomes un- 


necessary. When adequate storage has been provided, disputes | 
ever low-water flow necessarily cease. Five million acre-feet of | 


storage is ample to provide water for all existing appropriations 


in the lower basin, and since it was intended only to meet the 


situation there it was agreed to. It is in no sense a limitation 
upon the size of the works to be built nor even an expression 
ef opinion of the capacity to be adopted. 

There can be no reasonable doubt in the mind of anyone as 
to the supply of water for a reservoir of this capacity. Given 


the capacity, the filling of the reservoir will result as a matter | 


ef course and physical necessity. 

The rights to the use of the water in the lower basin are in 
ne way dependent upon the construction of this or any other 
storage. The clause ir question affeets only rights to the direct 
diversion of low-water flow. The apportionment of water be- 
tween the basins and the of quantity by the upper 
States have no relation to this situation, and whether sterage 
is or is not provided, whether or not reservoirs fill with silt, the 
apportionment and mutual obligations as to division of water re- 
main unaffeeted and 

Question 26. All of these questions have been asked primarily 
with a view to obtaining first-hand information for the benefit 
of the Legislature of the State of Arizona, which now has the 
Colorado River compact under consideration. Any further 
observations that you may care to make will, therefore, be 
appreciated. 

It seems to me a primary fact that the legislative action 
necessary for appropriations from Congress can not be secured 
nor construction werk established at any point unless an equi- 
table division of the waters of the Colorade River is first 
accomplished. There are only two methods: of doing this; one 
is by compact and the other is by litigation. If this compact. 
is not ratified it is necessary to start the process all over 
again, and I can see little hope of any mere. construetive. basis 
of handling the problem than this compaet already embraces. 

The minor objections to the compact are generally based on 
exploitation of theoretical figures, without a full appreciation 
of the physical facts that govern the flow of the Colorado River. 
I have found that careful consideration of these physical sur- 
roundings of the river dissipate fear whenever they are care- 
fully inquired into. 

It is to be remembered also that until the dams are con 
structed the present flood menaee will continue to threaten 
the Yuma project, the Imperial Valley, and other Arizona and 
California territory adjacent to the river on its lower reaches, 


ANSWERS BY MR. ARTHUR P, DAVES. 


No engineer in America has made so great a study of the 
Colorade River as Arthur P. Davis, Director of the United 
States Reclamation Service. Under his supervision over u 
quarter of a million dollars has been expended in searching for 
the facts which are the basis of his conclusions as to what 
should be dene in order to completely control and utilize the 
waters of that stream. For nearly 20 years he has had super- 
vision over all the constructive work of the Reclamation Service, 
which includes the building of more great storage reservoirs 
than has been done by any other government in the world. 
This wide experience, therefore, qualifies Mr. Davis better than 
anyone else to answer the engineering questions which I have 
propounded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
UNITED 3 8 3 

as Ja 30, X 
Hon. Cart. HAYDEN, eaer pnd 


House of Representatives. 

My Dear MrR. Haypen: Reference fs made to your letter 
of January 8, inclosing a list of questions relating to the 
Colorado River compact as it affects the State of Arizona. 

Inelosed please find original and two carbon copies of our 
replies te the above questions. 

A. P. Davrs, Director. 


Question 1. Referring to paragraphs (a), (f), and (g) of 
Article II of the Colarado River compact as to waters diverted 
from drainage area of the Colorado River and. its tributaries 
in the States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 

Question 1-A. How many acre-feet of water are now 80 
diverted annually and where is such water being used? 

Answer 1-A. The following table gives the present trans- 
mountain diversion from the Colorado River watershed, show- 
ing the average annual diversion in acre-feet: 


23, 000 
Totes Wish ee ae — 107, 000 
— -—- -- 
1711. tr Gaile Pee 

0 e N NSN sA * 
Wraser to: —— — ——. — = 909 
S —T——T——T—T—T—T—T—T—T—X——— ee 800 
o KK ĩð ——ꝛ—ꝛ— 1.380 
Cochetopa ‘to. N Grande... 2 800 
Total. Cplora d —— 20 000 


Total acre-feet existing diversions, upper basin_______ 127, 000 

Question 1t-B. Where are the proposed projects which con- 

template additional diversions from the upper basin and the 
estimated cost of the same? 

Answer 1-B. In Senate Doeument 142, the following pro- 
posed diversions are listed, all in Celerado, Ne cost data are 
available: 

Proposed diversion (acre-feet annually) : Aecre-feet. 


Cobrado (Grand) to Cache la Poudre (irrigation) ____ 
Fraser to Clear Creek or South Boulder . and 20.008 


irrigation, of ma ape aar — 110, 000 
ver) ~~~... —_----________. "50, 000 
Blue and tributaries to South Platte (municipal and 
un, Denver“. 400, 000 
Eagle and tributaries to Arkansas 40, 060 
Extensions to existing diversions, irrigation . T. 
r y et 317, 000 


Question EC. What is the prodable amount of water that 
will be diverted. annually from the upper basin in the future? 

Answer 1-C. It does not appear probable that any large in- 
crease will take place in diversions from the upper basin in 
the near future. The only one that can be reasonably included 
as at all “probable” at the present time would be. the pro- 
posed Fraser River diversion of 110,000 aere-feet for the Den- 
ver. City water supply. For purposes of computation, however, 
we have included the entire amount as listed above. 


s Acre-feet. 
Present diversions — — — — — 127. 000: 
Proposed diversions . 317. 000 

Teta A O 


tion 2. As to waters diverted from the drainage area 
of the Colorado River and its tributaries im the States of 
Arizona, California, and Nevada. 
Question 2-A. Is any other such diversion proposed except: 
into the Imperial and Coachella Valleys? 
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Answer 2-A. No data are at hand in regard to any proposed 
diversion from the drainage area of the Colorado River in the 
States of Arizona, California, or Nevada unless the Imperial 
Valley diversion be so considered. 

Question 2-B, How many acre-feet of water are now being 
used annually in the Imperial Valley? 

Answer 2-B. The present annual diversion of the Imperial 
Valley Canal is given as follows: 


Imperial irrigation district system: Acre-feet. 

pi vee W %%Cͤ——AV—Tk c ̃ĩͤ—— ee ee Pen re 1, 8 
exican lands „ 

Main canal waste 580, 000 
Losses in Almo Channel „ 

aa c TTT 2. 890, 000 


Question 2-C. How many acre-feet of water will be required 
to irrigate all of the lands that it is feasible to bring under 
cultivation in the Imperial and Coachella Valleys? 

Answer 2-C. Net ultimate acreage in Imperial irrigation dis- 
trict in the United States and Coachella Valley is given in 
Senate Document 142, page 48, as 785,000 acres, and, using the 
duty of water stated in that report, the total requirement would 
be 3,400,000 acre-feet, 

Question 2-D. What is the estimated cost of the All-American 
Canal and other works for the irrigation of these lands? 

Answer 2D. Senate Document 142, page 86, gives estimated 
total cost of the All-American Canal and other works as 
$49,191,000. A 

Question 3. What are the present, the probable, and the maxi- 
mum possible number of acre-feet of water that may be used 
for irrigation from the Colorado River system in each of the 
four States of the upper division? 

Answer 3. The following table answers the question, the 
quantities being in acre-feet: 


Of the above “new acreage” total of 2,500,000 acres, it is 
estimated in Senate Document 142, page 33, that a total of 
1,008,000 acres will be irrigated in the upper basin in the near 
future. 

Question 4. If the maximum quantity of water is diverted for 
irrigation in the upper basin, how much of it will return to 
the river by seepage and drainage and be available for use at 
Lee Ferry? 

Answer 4. Above figures are based upon an average figure for 
“consumptive use”; that is, diversion minus return flow, and 
are believed to be large enough to include evaporation from 
local reservoirs which will be used for irrigation. They there- 
fore represent the net reduction in the flow of the river to be 
anticipated under the assumed conditions. 

Question 5. After deducting the mazimum quantity of water 
that may be diverted out of the upper basin and the maimum 
amount that may be consumed by irrigation and domestic uses, 
what is your estimate of the average annual run-off from the 


upper basin in acre-feet at Lee Ferry? 
Answer 5.— 
Acre-feet. 
Mean discharge at Lee Ferry, 1903-1920 (assumed same as 
Laguna) - rr 16, 400, 000 
Past depletion, upper basin, 1,094,000 acres (average) at 
54 acre-feet per acte -z> 2 1, 700, 000 
Reconstructed river at Lee Ferry 18, 100, 000 
Upper Pras consumption 6, 150. 000 
Diversion out of basin----__--______-___ 444, 000 
6, 590, 000 
Remaining flow at Lee Ferry 11. 510, 000 


Question 6. If the same maximum deductions are made from 
the quantitly of water in the Colorado River when that stream 
had the least recorded annual flow, how many acre-feet would 
remain for use in the lower basin? 

Answer 6, The above maximum deductions could not be made 
when the Colorado had its least recorded annual flow because 
sufficient water would not be available in the tributaries for 
maximum diversion. Assuming that the consumptive use would 
be reduced 25 per cent during this shortest year, and taking the 


HEL 
25 os 
| 


flow at Lee Ferry, the same as that at Laguna, as given on page 
5 of Senate Document 142, we have 


Discharge at Lee Ferry, 
Depletion, 1902 (665,000 acres at 1.54), by 75 per cent 770, 000 


Mactan river at ease OF ay tester 9, 880, 000 

um consumption, upper r t 

6,590,000) -—--- * FFC 4, 940, 000 
Available at Lee Ferry, 19022 4, 940, 000 


This indicates that under the compact the flow of the lowest 
year would be available in approximately equal portions for the 
use of each basin. 

Question 7. If a reservoir of 30,000,000 acre-feet capacity had 
been in existence at that time, how much water would have been 
carried over from previous years to aid in meeting any defi- 
ciency? 

Answer 7. Plate XII-A, Senate Document 142, page 30, shows 
that starting in 1899 with a 26,400,000 acre-foot reservoir half 
full, the reservoir would have filled in 1900 and again in 1901, 
and the full demands for irrigating 1,500,000 ucres below could 
have been met not only through 1902 but through the succeed- - 
ing low years of 1903 and 1904. In addition, sufficient water 
would have been available for discharge through the months of 
low irrigation demand to maintain a year around output of 
700,000 horsepower. 

Question 8. How many acres are now being irrigated; what 
additional areas can be irrigated from the main Colorado River, 
and what is the estimated cost of the reclamation of the lands 
in Arizona within the projects that have been investigated by 
the Reclamation Service up to the present time? 

Answer 8. Senate Document No, 142, gives the following fig- 
ures for lands irrigated in Arizona, 1920, from the main stream 
of the Colorado: 

Irrigated 1920, Arizona, 


Main stream: Acres. 
Parker project y ae Fee 4, 000 
SUMS DEOSOCO Faia eee ke Lh St ns Ne 46, 000 

ae at Ya Se eben Sonam elvan LLL tle S E COE bes 50, 000 


Main stream: 


CCT a a A 


See. 
229, 000 

Cost data for most of the above projects are not available 
in sufficient detail to be of value. An engineer of the Indian 
Service estimated in 1920 a cost of $78 per acre for the 
Parker project, exclusive of storage, flood control, and power 
(S. Doc. No. 142, p. 55). Gravity lands on the Yuma project 
are subject to a construction charge of $75 per acre. 

Question 9. I would like to have the same information as to 
the projects in California on the Colorado River above the 
Laguna Dam. 

Answer 9. Senate Document No. 142 gives the following fig- 
ures: 


MOUAVO VNC cc cass ecanveseencudscdesevenacazavans 3 
Chemehuevis Valley 
Palo Verde Valle 


Question 10. Is it true that, if the Colorado River compact 
is adopted, all of the water that Arizona will ever get out of 
the main river will be enough to irrigate only 280,000 acres of 
land, of which 130,000 acres are now embraced in the Yuma 
project and 110,000 acres in the Parker project? 

Answer 10. The Colorado River compact does not attempt 
to divide the water of the river between individual States, 
Except for rights already initiated by California and Nevada, 
there is nothing in the compact that will prevent the State of 
Arizona from taking from the river all the water that it can 
put to beneficial use. Rights already initiated will have to be 
respected in any event, and future development under the 
compact will be undertaken only in competition with the two 
States named, and with the cooperation instead of against 
possible opposition of the States of the upper ‘basin. The 
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present and prospective use of water in the lower basin is esti- 
mated, as follows: y 
Use of Colorado River, lower basin, 


Tota 
Lower basin ti 

on 

~ water, 
000 | 287,000 | 1,150,000 
OE E 838.8 | 3-700" 000 
NS espe 000 | 40,000 | 160,000 
. 8, 100, 000 


From this the surplus available for any further development 
that may be found feasible may be deduced as follows: 


8 Aere- feet. 
Mean annual flow at Lee Ferry after deducting all future 
uses in the upper basin (see question „ 11, 510. 000 
Total wisible- demands. E A Se a a 5, 100, 000 
SOE a ac er a ee 6, 410, 000 


This would irrigate nearly 2,000,000 acres of Innd in addition 
to the acreage figured above, and since water must flow downhill, 
and since a reseryoir at Boulder Canyon of the size pro- 
posed will completely control the stream at that point, it only 
remains to find the land to which this water can be profitably 
applied. 

POuestion 11. What information have you with respect to the 
Arizona High Line Canal plan? 

Answer 11. We have asked our field engineers for report on 
Arizona High Liné Canal, which has jast been received as 
follows: 

“The Arizona High Line Canal as outlined more recently 
contemplates— 

“A N reservoir at or near Glen Canyon. Its capacity has 
not been stated in definite terms. 

“A second dam at Boulder Canyon to be built to elevation 
1,350 feet, or 1.375 feet, or a dam at the lower end of the Grand 
Canyon of a less height that will raise the water to the same 
elevation. 

“A tunnel from the Detrital Sacramento Wash through the 
Black Mountains some 15 or 20 miles in length which would 
come out on the western side of the Black Mountains in the 
general region of Eldorado Ferry, water to be delivered at the 
end of the tunnel at an elevation not less than 1,325 feet. 

“A large canal, extending southward and generally parallel 
with the Colorado River, following along the west side of the 
Black Range, the greater portion of which would be in tunnel 
from a point back of Eldorado Ferry to Mount Davis. These 
tunnels may aggregate another 15 miles or more; thence an 
open canal crossing a detrital wash country with many deep 
washes southward along the Blue Ridge and Black Mountains, 
crossing Sacramento Wash and the main line of the Santa Fe 
Railroad a few miles from Franconia; thence south and south- 
westerly toward the Colorado River, where it would pass 
around the west face of the Chemehueyi Mountains and the 
Williams Mountains; thence easterly along the north side of 
the Williams River to a crossing on the Williams River. 
Through this region there would be more or less tunnel 
work. 

“A crossing of the Williams River either by a high dam in 
that stream where the river is confined in a box canyon, 
through the Rawhide Mountains, or by a high aqueduct or a 
large siphon. Some surveys are being conducted at the present 
time by the Arizona Engineering Commission to ascertain data 
on this crossing. The canal would then run westerly along the 
south side of the Williams River through the Buckskin Moun- 
tains, tunneling through the Osborne Pass; thence in a general 
southerly direction through the Cactus Plain to the general 
region of Bouse. 

The first tracts of tillable land of any consequence encoun- 
tered would be that lying within what is commonly called the 
Bouse Valley. The proposed canal line would probably cross the 
Phoenix branch of the Santa Fe Railroad between Bouse and 
Vicksburg. What the irrigable area of these valleys amounts 
to is as yet an undetermined quantity. 

“The main canal would continue in a southeasterly direc- 
tion, passing to the south of the Little Harqua Hala Mountains 
through a pass that has been estimated to be from 16 to 25 
miles in length. This part of the construction would be a deep 
cut, the depth of the cut depending upon the elevation at which 
a canal would reach that point. Before reaching this cut the 


canal would bifurcate, some of the water being taken south 
and southwesterly to irrigate other possible areas. It is planned 
that the water would finally reach Centennial Wash. ‘The 
south and southwesterly branch would pass between the S. H. 
Mountains and the Little Horn Mountains to the Palomas Plain, 
from which point it would be on the Gila watershed and would 
be conveyed to other lands on the Gila. 

These several branches would bifurcate, carrying water to 
different valleys, some of which contemplate considerable pump- 
ing lifts. The acreage under this possible system is impossible 
to State, as up to the present time it is nothing more than the 
roughest kind of a guess, and one upon which no figures can be 
given. There are not sufficient data at hand to make an estimate 
as to the cost of constructing such a large canal. The Arizona 
engineering commission is at the present time trying to ascer- 
tain the elevation of certain controlling points, and it is hoped 
that in the near future the commission will be able to give some 
idea as to the practicability or impracticability of conducting 
any further investigations as to the merits or demerits of such 
a scheme,” : 

Question 12. It has been said that the Arizona High Line 
Canal project is just as feasible as the Columbia River Basin 
gravity project recently approved by Gen. George W. Goethals, 
Please compare the main features of these two projects, 

Answer 12. As far as this office is advised no surveys or de- 
tailed estimates are available from which any statement of the 
construction quantities or costs involved in the main features 
of the Atizona High Line Canal can be even approximated. No 
comparison is therefore now possible. 

Question 13. In his report on the Columbia River Basin proj- 
ect, General Goethals discusses a pumping plan which contem- 
plates building a dam 285 feet high across the Columbia River 
near the head of the Grand Coulee and using the energy thus 
stored to operate 17 pumps, each with a capacity of 1,000 second- 
feet, which will raise the water 450 feet to an artificial lake, 
whence the water flows by gravity to the basin area, where 
1,403,000 acres may be irrigated. The total estimated cost of 
this pumping project is $241,487,285, or $172 per acre, and the 
annual operating cost is estimated at $1.56 per acre. 

It has occurred to me that, as an alternative to the upper 
and more expensive part of the Arizona High Line Canal plan, 
consideration might ve given to a pumping project, the essential 
features of which would be as follows: 

A. Utilize the power site about 5 miles above Parker, for 
which application has been made by Beckman and Linden, by 
constructing a dam about 75 feet high for the generation of 
hydroelectric energy. If this dam will not provide enough 
power, after the flow of the Cotorado River is regulated, then 
supplement the same by power developed in the Grand Canyon. 

B. Raise the water about 900 feet by pumping from the 
Colorado Riter through a conduit or conduits about 15 miles 
tong up the Osborne Wash to the level of the proposed Arizona 
High Line Canal, from whence it would flow by gravity as 
proposed in the original scheme. 

I shall be pleased to receive your comments on this idea. 

Answer 13. As to this, our field engineers report as follows: 

“This plan appears infeasible, but as a possibility the Arizona 
Engineering Commission has considered and is considering the 
possibility of a diversion at this point to divert water for the 
lands lying along the Colorado River south of the dam site 
spoken of above, with the possibility of pumping water there- 
from to moderate lifts. From this dam site south to a point 
about opposite Lighthouse Rock, the topegraphy is such that 
a canal might be constructed. At or near Lighthouse Rock 
it might be possible te raise water in the distant future some 
100 or 150 feet, passing through the Trigo and Chocolate 
Mountains, reaching the plain tying east of Castle Dome at 
an elevation that certain lands lying on the lower Gila might 
be served. The acreage and the difficulties encountered in this 
are not definitely known and the whole proposition only stands 
out as a remote possibility of the development of lands on the 
extreme lower Gila.” 

Question 14. While I fully realize that the Colorado River 
compact makes no reference to the location of storage reser- 
voirs on that stream, yet the subject is of great interest to the 
people of Arizona. I shall, therefore, appreciate it if you will 
make a brief comparison of the Bulls Heud, Black Canyon, 
Boulder Canyon, Diamond Creek, and Glen Canyon dam sites, 

Question 15. For the same reason, I would like to hate a 
summary of the available information relative to the Sentinel, 
San Carlos, and Solomonrillie dam sites on the Gila, and the 
Horseshoe and Camp Verde dam sites on the Verde River. 

Answers 14 and 15. The following table gives the data avail 
able in this office relative to these dam sites, 
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goer Height of | Width at | Depth to Horse- 
Name. capaci 7 cost. dam base tock Character of rock in walls. power 
(acre-feet). 5 (feet).* (feet). (feet). developed. 
Gan rn FFF $9, 792, 763 2 8 or quartzitic sand- 6,509 
one. 
233, 000 1, 909, 


, 000 
421/000 | 1 701, 800 


0) Basalt... = 

— | Me AU E EE A EA Granite. Kr 
14000 %%% 600.000 

MEERA 8123 6 breccia; latite, and 700,000 
aves andesite. 600, 000 
2 45 935,009 
ae Marate nose ey 28088 

r a Sand stone 500, 099 


1Costs based on preliminary See and incomplete information; subject to revision in all cases. 


2 Above low-water level or stream bed. 
* Developed at drop 20 miles below dam. 


4 Foundation is lava or cemented gravel underlaid by sand and silt to a depth of at least 200 feet. 


* Assuming equated flow. 
€ Drilling Sot complated. 


Nork. Average annual net evaporation loss measured at Roosevelt is 60 inches, and this figure has been the basis of evaporation estimates for most of the reservoir 


studies in this region. 


Question 16. It has been said that the Colorado floods have 
never initiated any serious damage to the Yuma project or the 
Imperial Valley but that the Gila River constitutes the prin- 
cipal menace; that the only method of curbing the Gila is an 
adequate levee system, which can be constructed in 18 months 
at one-fifth the cost of the Boulder Canyon Dam. Will expen- 
sive levees have to be maintained on both sides of the Colorado 
River below Yuma after a large flood-control dam has been 
constructed on the main Colorado River? 

Answer 16. A dam at Boulder Canyon will control all the 
floods on the main river capable of doing any damage at Yuma 
except those from the Gila, and it is the only reservoir site 
on the river of sufficient capacity which is below the sources 
of all these floods, Until the Gila floods are otherwise con- 
trolled it will be necessary to maintain levees to prevent 
damuge from the floods on this stream. As is well known, 
however, floods from the Gila are of flashy character, and while 
they may be of sufficient magnitude to inflict some damage, 
they will subside as quickly as they arise and the days and 
weeks of night-and-day struggle with the river during each 
recurring Colorado flood will be a thing of the past. Even if 
a Gila flood should be experienced of sufficient magnitude to 
break into the Imperial Valley, its quick subsidence would 
leave the breach practically dry for repair if the water from the 
main river could be cut off or regulated at Boulder Canyon. 

The annually recurring menace to Yuma and the Imperial 
Valley against which they are without defense at present is 
that a Gila flood may come down on top of an early Colorado 
rise or that breaches made by Gila floods may open the way 
for the summer floods of the Colorado to break into Imperial 
Valley. The breaks of 1905-6 and the flood of January, 1916, 
illustrate the possibilities of such a combination. 

Question 17. It has been said that if the depth to bedrock 
for the foundation of the proposed dam at Black Canyon is 
found to be over 100 feet, as it is reported to be at Boulder 
Canyon, that it might be more economical to build the Glen 
Canyon Dam first so as to have the benefit of the regulated 
flow from the upper reservoir during the construction of the 
deep and difficult foundations either at Black or Boulder 
Canyons. What are the results thus far obtained in prospecting 
for bedrock at these dam sites? 

Answer 17. The maximum depth to bedrock at Boulder Cam- 
yon Dam site is about 140 feet below low water. Foundation 
and walls are of granite of excellent quality for a dam founda- 
tion. At site of the upstream cofferdam a line of drill holes 
shows a maximum depth of only 36 feet to bedrock. It is not 
considered advisable, however, to move the dam itself upstream 
to this point, as both the condition and the topography of the 
side walls at this point are much less favorable than at the site 
under consideration. 

The greatest depth to bedrock found so far at Black Canyon 
is 123 feet. Sufficient borings have not yet beer made to de- 
yelop this site completely, and work is still in progress. 

The foundation and walls at Black Canyon are described as a 
hard volcanic breccia, overlaid by flows of latite and andesite. 
This formation as exposed in the canyon walls is entirely suit- 
able for the construction of a high masonry dam, and unless 
future borings disclose unexpectedly inferior material in the 
foundation or excessive depth to bedrock, the site should be 


yeaa satisfactory for the construction of a high masonry 
am. i 

The rock in the abutments at the Glen Canyon site is a soft 
reddish sandstone, unsuitable for building stone or for either 
coarse or fine concrete aggregate, but probably of sufficient 
strength to support a concrete dam. Foundation conditions 
have not been fully tested, the single drill hole then being sunk 
having on December 15, 1922, reached a depth of 60 feet in the 
fine sand and silt of the river bed, without having reached bed- 
rock, This drill work is being done by the Southern California 
Edison Co., and we haye no later information as to the progress 
of this drilling. t 

As to the economy of building Glen Canyon Dam before one 
at the Boulder or Black Canyon site, attention is called to the 
fact that Glen Canyon is too far from power markets now avail- 
able to be of value for power production for many years. For 
any given capacity up to complete regulation of the stream the 
height of a dam above low water at Glen Canyon must be 
greater than one at Boulder Canyon. Taking into considera- 
tion the greater distance from sources of supplies and labor, 
and other unfayorable conditions, a dam at Glen Canyon can 
not cost less than a dam of equal capacity at Boulder Canyon, 
and will produce absolutely no direct financial return for many 
years, 

The amount estimated for river control and diversion dur- 
ing construction at Boulder Canyon is $3,500,000. If the Glen 
Canyon dam cost $50,000,000, as estimated for Boulder Canyon 
in the table, one year's interest at 6 per cent would prac- 
tically absorb the savings on the Boulder Canyon dam, and 
even assuming for the sake of argument that it would cost 
only $25,000,000, the saving would be swallowed up in two 
years. Under most favorable conditions power returns could 
not be realized in any considerable amount at Boulder Canyon 
in less time than that. 

Question 18. The Interior Department appropriation act for 
the next fiscal year contains an item making $100,000 im- 
mediately available for further engineering investigations on 
the Colorado River by the United States Reclamation Service. 
Is it your intention to expend any part of this sum in ascer- 
taining the depth to bedrock and in obtaining other information 
relative to the Glen Canyon dam site? 

Answer 18. It had been our intention to undertake the drill- 
ing of the Glen Canyon site and push it to a conclusion next 
winter, beginning as soon as the subsidence of the summer 
floods would permit. If, however, the work of the Southern 
California Edison Co., now under way at this site, results in 
satisfactory development of foundation conditions, it will not 
be necessary for the Reclamation Service to put in a drill outfit 
there. 

Question 19. Any further comment that you may care to 
make relative to the approval of the Colorado River compact 
by the Arizona State Legislature will be appreciated. 

Answer 19. The Colorado River compact provides that the. 
lower basin shall be guaranteed an average of 7,500,000 acre- 
feet of water annually from the upper basin and all of the yield 
of the lower basin, and that any water not beneficially used 
for agricultural and domestic uses shall likewise be allowed 
to run down for use below. This provides for all known uses 


of water in the lower basin and a very large surplus for such 
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uses as may develop in the future. The greatest merit of the 
compact from the standpoint of Arizona is that it changes the 
attitude of the upper States from one of antagonism to one of 
friendship and advocacy of storage in the lower basin. If this 
fair offer is now rejected, the opposition of the upper basin to 
Storage for the benefit of the lower basin will have stronger 
moral ground than ever, and the attitude of antagonism will 
be accentuated. This would accord with the wishes of those 
Who are opposed to the development of the river and are 
opposing the compact. Arizona would thereby be placed in a 
position of preferring contention to development and her in- 
terests would suffer accordingly. 
REPLIES MADE BY MR. OTTAMAR HAMELE, 

Mr, Ottamar Hamele, for a number of years chief counsel 
of the United States Reclumation Service, acted as Mr. 
Hoover's legal advisor during the sessions of the Colorado 
River Commission last November at Santa Fe. I therefore 
considered him to be the best equipped to give a legal inter- 
pretation of the meaning of the compact. His replies to my 
questions will, I trust, clear up a number of misconceptions 
about it which are not founded on good law or sound reasoning. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
UNITED States RECLAMATION SERVICE, 
Washington, D. C., January 29, 1923. 
Hon. CARL HAYDEN, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Haypren: I have received the nine questions prepared 
by you concerning the Colorado River compact and take pleas- 
ure in answering them below in the order given: 

Question 1. It has been said that the Colorado River compact 
is based upon the fallacious theory that the seven States named 
therein are jointly invested with the absolute ownership of 
that stream, and all rights arising out of or pertaining thereto, 
and consequently these States have power to divide its waters 
among themselves; but that as a matter of fact and law any 
right in and to the waters of the Colorado River can only be 
acquired by appropriation for a beneficial use, which right may 
be exercised solely by private citizens and not by any State, 
and therefore the proposed apportionment of the flow of the 
stream among the States of the upper and lower divisions can 
not be enforced because the Federal courts would grant relief 
to any citizen of the United States injured thereby who has a 
vested right in the stream, even though such right was initiated 
and acquired after the approval of the compact by the legisla- 
tures of the seven States and by the Congress. What is your 
answer to this contention? 

Answer 1, When the terms of the Colorado River compact 
shall have been properly and fully approved by a State, they 
will be a part of the law of that State relating to the use of 
water, and in so far as they conflict with prior law they will 
operate as a repeal. Rights vested before such approval of 
the compact would not be affected by its terms, while rights 
vested after such approval would be subject to these terms, as 
is true generally of other State legislation. Every arid State 
has adopted rules under which the citizen obtains a right to 
the use of water; to limit future appropriations to the allo- 
cated waters of the compact is merely an additional rule. 

Question 2. It has been suggested that no such compact 
between the seven States is necessary as an antecedent to the 
construction by the Federal Government of reservoirs on the 
lower Colorado, because Congress, acting for the United States 
as the owner of the dam and reservoir sites, could provide at 
the time when funds are made available that the building of 
such dams for power and irrigation purposes shall not be con- 
sidered as creating any rights to the use of the waters of the 
Colorado River which might be adverse to subsequent appro- 
priators in the upper basin, Has Congress now the power to 
thus limit or modify the right to the use of water from such 
reservoirs? Fi 

Answer 2. There is a diversity of opinion on this point. In 
the Wyoming-Colorado case the United States took the posi- 
tion that the National Government is the owner of the use of 
the unappropriated waters of the arid West, and that the 
States have never acquired any rights therein. However, the 
court, in deciding the case, did not pass on this claim and the 
question remains an open one. Under the theory advanced 
by the Government in that case, the United States apparently 
would have the right by legislation to place the limitations you 
mention on the water rights acquired in connection with Gov- 
ernment dams and reservoirs. - 

If, however, it be contended that under existing law the 
State of Arizona, for instance, has a right as a sovereign to 
the use of the waters of the Colorado River under the doc- 
trine of prior appropriation without reference to State lines, 


and that appropriations by the Federal Government in that 
State must follow State law, it would seem that an act of Con- 
gress could not substitute for Government reservoirs in Arizona 
a new rule of appropriaion not in agreement with the law of 
Arizona, 

Question 3. The regulation of the flow of the Colorado River 
by the construction of large reservoirs would undoubtedly re- 
sult in making available an increased supply of water at all 
seasons of the year, and the fear has been expressed that this 
water might be promptly utilized for the irrigation of large 
tracts of land in Mexico. Would the prior appropriation of 
this water to a beneficial use in Mexico create any right which 
the American Government would be bound to respect in case of 
a conflict of interests arising out of the subsequent development 
of irrigation projects within the United States whereby these 
Mexican lands would be deprived of water? 

Answer 3. It would not. The rule of international law ap- 
plicable to such a case was stated by Attorney General Judson 
Harmon in an opinion dated December 12, 1895 (21 Op. Atty. 
Gen. 274), concerning the Rio Grande. The following is taken 
at the syllabus of the reported opinion of the Attorney Gen- 
eral: 

“The rules, principles, and precedents of International law 
impose no duty or obligation upon the United States of deny- 
ing to its inhabitants the use of the water of that part of the 
Rio Grande lying entirely within the United States, although 
such use results in reducing the volume of water in the river 
pais the point where it ceases to be entirely within the United 

ates, 1 

“The fact that there is not enough water in the Rio Grande 
for the use of the inhabitants of both countries for irrigation 
purposes does not give Mexico the right to subject the United 
States to the burden of arresting its development and denying 
to its inhabitants the use of a provision which nature has sup- 
plied, entirely within its own territory. The recognition of 
such a right is entirely inconsistent with the sovereignty of 
the United States over its national domain.” 

Question 4. Would a declaration by Congress or by the leg- 
islatures of any of the seven States, made at the time of the 
approval of the Colorado River compact, of an intention ulti- 
mately to use all of the water necessary for the irrigation of 
any lands which may thereafter be reclaimed within the United 
States, or within any such States, regardless of any irrigation 
development that may subsequently take place in Mexico, be ej- 
fective in preserving the right to use such water in the future? 

Answer 4. Such a declaration by a State would be of no force, 
as the subject matter is one over which the State has no con- 
trol. Such a declaration by the Congress would suggest a na- 
tional policy, but would not prevent the making of a treaty 
having a contrary effect. 

Question 5. It has been urged that the State of Arizona 
should be guaranteed forever the right to the entire and un- 
diminished flow of the Colorado River as it now comes, and for 
ages past has come, to the north boundary line of that State. 
Upon what legal theory can the demand for such a right be 
based, and, in the absence of any guarantee or acknowledg- 
ment of its validity by the States of the upper division, how 
can the State of Arizona now successfully maintain and enforce 
such a claim? - 

Answer 5. The proposition you describe seems to be based on 
the common-law doctrine of riparian rights, which, however, 
does not obtain in the Colorado River Basin. Such a demand 
on the part of Arizona could not well be maintained. Other 
States could make the claim with equal force, to the detriment 
of Arizona. It would be contrary to the rule of prior appropri- 
ation which is the foundation of the present water law of Ari- 
zona and of the other States of the arid West. Also, it would 
be contrary to the decision of the United States Supreme Court 
in the Wyoming-Colorado case. 

Question 6. What is the legal meaning of the term “any 
period of 10 consecutive years reckoned in continuing progres- 
sive series” as used in paragraph (d) of Article III of the Colo- 
rado River compact? What means could any State of the lower 
division use to compel the delivery of 75,000,000 acre-feet of 
water during such a period? Would it be necessary to wait 
until the end of some 10-year period before invoking the remedy? 

Answer 6. The time referred to as“ any period of 10 consecu- 
tive years reckoned in continuing progressive series” means the 
period from October 1, 1923, to October 1, 1933, the period from 
October 1, 1924, to October 1, 1934, and so on. If paragraph 
(d) of article 3 were being violated, sult could be brought to 
enforce its provisions. The aggrieved party would not neces- 
sarily have to wait until October 1, 1933, before instituting suit, 
but of course could not bring such suit until it appeared as a fact 
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that the compact was being violated. This paragraph could be 
eliminated without disturbing the plan of the compact, and 
should always be read in connection with paragraphs (a) and 
(b) of the same article. 

Question 7. If the States of the upper division should toit h- 
hold water in violation of paragraph (e) of Article III of the 
Colorado River compact, what means would any State of the 
lower division have to compel the actual delivery of all water 
which was not being reasonably applied to domestic and agri- 
cultural uses? 

Answer 7. The same means such State now has to enforce its 
interstate water claims, supplemented, however, with the ad- 
vantage of having its legal rights much more clearly defined. 
The plan of the compact is to reduce causes of controversy to a 
minimum, first, by upon the respective legal rights, 
and, second, by developing between the States, under the pro- 
visions of Articles V and VI, a spirit of cooperation and better 
understanding. 

Question 8. In the case of Howell v. Johnson (89 Fed. 556), 
the court held that “being the owner of these (public) lands it 
(the United States) has power to sell or dispose of any estate 
therein or any part thereof. The natural unnavigable streams 
flowing over the public domain are a part thereof, and the Na- 
tional Government can sell or grant the same or the use of the 
water separate from the rest of the estate under such condi- 
tions as may to it seem proper.“ © ess has passed the 
desert land act approved March 3, 1877 (19 Stat. 877), which 
provides that the “sources of water supply upon the publio 
lands and not navigable shall remain and be held free for the 
appropriation and use of the public for irrigation, mining, and 
manufacturing purposes.” If Article IV of the compact be con- 
strued as a declaration that the Colorado River is a non- 
navigable stream, could it be held that the effect of the approval 
of the compact by Congress would be to transfer the title to the 
unappropriated waters of the Colorado River from the United 
States to the seven States named therein, and also as a repeal of 
the provision of the desert land act which I have quoted? 

Answer 8. Secretary of the Interior Albert B. Fall, who is 
generally recognized as an authority on relations between this 
country and Mexico, on January 12, 1923, upon request, made a 
report on the Colorado River compact to the House Committee 
on.Irrigatfon of Arid Lands. In that report he stated: 

“The said paragraph (a), Article IV, of the compact would, 
in my opinion, be regarded as a violation of the rights of Mexico, 
and, to say the least, might be made the basis of a claim against 
the United States. I am clearly of the opinion that said para- 
graph should not be approved by the Congress of the United 
States.” 

However, should Congress consent to the paragraph in ques- 
tion, such consent would not, in my opinion, operate as a trans- 
fer to the States of any right the Government now has in the 
waters of the Colorado or as a repeal of any part of the desert 
land act. The compact was drafted with the understanding 
that it should neither affirm nor deny either the claims of the 
States or the claims of the United States upon this point. The 
United States has no interest adverse to any State, and the 
compact is thoroughly workable without settling therein the 
point you raise. 

Question 9. What is your interpretation of the meaning of 
Article VIII of the compact? Does the use of the term “ such 
rights” imply that “present perfected rights" to the use of 
water in the lower basin would have to be satisfied from stored 
water after a storage capacity of 5,000,000 acre-feet has been 
provided? Whenever a reservoir of that size is available, must 
all future appropriations of water in the lower basin be based 
upon stored water and not upon the natural flow of the river? 

Answer 9. The purpose of Article VIII is largely psychologi- 
eal. It represents a compromise reached after much discussion. 
The compact would be complete were it eliminated. As I stated 
above, vested rights can not be affected by the compact. John 
Doe can execute a deed purporting to convey the house and lot 
belonging to his neighbor Richard Roe, but such deed is in- 
effective as a conveyance until signed by Richard Roe. So with 
rights from the Colorado River. It is planned that eight parties 
shall approve the Colorado River compact; such approvals can 
affect only the interests which those eight parties have, and 
can not cancel the vested rights of a ninth party not a party to 
the compact. 

In my opinion, in so far as Article VIII can be construed as 
an attempt to change vested rights, it is ineffective. I believe 
these general statements answer your first two queries under 
this number. As to your third query, inasmuch as substan- 
tially all of the low water flow of the main Colorado hus 
already been appropriated, future appropriations” from that 
stream for the lower basin necessarily must depend largely 


upon storage. I would add that such appropriations would be 
based primarily not on storage but on the allocation of 8,500,000 
acre-feet of water per annum under paragraphs (a) and (b). 
of Article VIII. 

In conclusion, I would suggest that in considering the Colo- 
rado River compact two facts should be kept in mind. The 
first is that this compact represents a compromise of many 
conflicting claims, as must nearly always be true in any settle- 
ment of this kind, either in or out of court. However, this 
settlement was reached within a year, while the settlement in 
court in the Wyoming-Colorado case required about 11 years, 
and is very unsatisfactory, not to one alone, but to both of the 
States involved in that case. The second fact to keep in mind 
is that the compact is not intended to be a complete settlement 
of all possible water controyersy in the Colorado River Basin, 
but is a big step in the right direction and as big a one as can 
apparently be made at this time. 

Very truly yours, 
OTTAMAR HAMELE, 
Chief Counsel. 
INFORMATION FURNISHED BY THE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY. 


It has been well said that water is the essence of the com- 
pact. The United States Geological Survey has been engaged 
for many years in the work of measuring the flow of streams, 
and has the only reliable information on that subject. The 
following letter fully demonstrates that the water supply, if 
properly conserved, is ample for all purposes. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAI, Survey, 
Washington, January 30, 1923. 
Hon. Cant HAYDEN, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear Mr. HAYDEN : In reply to your letters of January 
4 and 11, and with reference to frequent personal interviews 
on the subject, I am sending you herewith answers to the 
questions propounded relative to the Colorado River. 

Yours very cordially, 
Pui S. SMITH, 
Acting Director. 


Question 1. According to your records, what is the marimum, 
minimum, and average annual flow in acre-feet of the Colorado 
River between Yuma and Lee Ferry? I would also like to have 
the same information for all of the tributaries of the Colorado 
River in Arizona there you have a record of stream measure- 
ment. 

Answer 1. The summary of the principal records available 
for gauging stations on Colorado River and tributaries in the 
State of Arizona is shown by the attached blue-print sheets. 
The data given for each station are: The years or partial years 
of record, the maximum and minimum daily flow and dates of 
occurrence for each year, the average discharge for each com- 
plete year, and the total run-off for each year or partial year. 
The year used is the climatic or water year, beginning October 
1 and ending September 30, unless otherwise noted. 

The longest continuous record is that for Colorado River at 
Yuma, which begins with January, 1902. This record is col- 
lected by the United States Reclamation Service and furnished 
to the Geological Survey for publication. The point of measure- 
ment is below the mouth of the Gila, so the contribution of that 
stream is included in the record. The amounts diverted at 
Laguna Dam are not included in the record. The maximum 
year was 1908-9—run-off, 26,100,000 acre-feet; the minimum 
year was 1903-4—run-off, 9,870,000 acre-feet. The average an- 
nual run-off for 20 years is 17,450,000 acre-feet. It is of inter- 
est to note that the run-off during the year ending September 
80, 1922, was about 1 per cent greater than the 20-year average. 

The only records of flow of the Colorado River above Yuma 
are for one complete year at Lees Ferry, two complete years 
at Hardyville, and fiye complete years at Topock. The run-off 
at Lees Ferry for that year (1921-22) was 16,100,000 acre-feet. 
The average of the two years’ records at Hardyville (1905-6, 
1906-7) was 20,150,000 acre-feet. The records at Yuma show 
that the flow in these two years was 30 per cent greater 
than the 20-year average. The average run-off of five years at 
Topock (1917-1922) was 17,860,000 acre-feet. The records at 
Yuma show that the flow in the five years was 6 per cent less 
than the 20-year average. The run-off in 1921-22 at Topock 
was 6 per cent greater than the five-year average at Topock, 

The records indicate that 1921-22 was approximately an 
average year of run-off. The inflow between Lees Ferry and 
Topock for that year, as shown by the records, was 2,900,000 
acre-feet. There was an apparent loss of 1,400,000 acre-feet 
between Topock and Yuma, in addition to the total amount of 
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all inflow between the two points. This loss is partially ac- 
counted for by diversions for irrigation at Laguna Dam and 
other points above. ; 

The available records for Little Colorado and Williams Rivers 
are too short to permit of reliable deductions as to the mean 
annual flow. The average annual contribution of these streams 
to the main Colorado has been estimated at 200,000 acre-feet for 
the Little Colorado and 75,000 acre-feet for Williams River. 

Records have been obtained at several points on Gila River 
for periods of different length. The records for stations at 
Guthrie, Solomonville, San Carlos, and Kelvin have been assem- 
bled in the attached tabulation. Below the junction of the 
Salt there are records for one year near Sentinel and for three 
complete years in the vicinity of Dome. Records of several 
years’ duration are available for Salt and Verde Rivers, and 
for periods of various length for San Francisco River, at 
Clifton; San Pedro River, near Fairbank; Santa Cruz River, 
at Tucson; Augua Fria River, near Glendale; and Hassayampa 
River, near Wagoner. 

Inspection of the longer records for Colorado River at Yuma 
and those for Salt and Verde Rivers shows that during the 
past 20 years there were two periods or groups of years of 
high run-off. The first group contains the years 1905 to 1909, 
and the second group the years 1915 to 1917. It is evident, 
therefore, that figures representing average annual run-off at 
points on streams in Arizona, deduced from a record of only a 
few years in length, may be subject to considerable error. 

Question 2. What percentage of the total flow of the Colo- 
rado River originates above Lees Ferry, and how much belor 
that point? 

Answer 2. Measurements of the flow of Colorado River at 
Lees Ferry have been made since July, 1921. The total run-off 
at that station for the water year ending September 30, 1922, 
was 16,100,000 acre-feet. For the same period the flow at Yuma 
was 17,600,000 acre-feet, and at Topock, 19,000,000 acre-feet. 
Therefore, for that year 91.5 per cent of the total flow as 
measured at Yuma and 84.2 per cent of that measured at Topock 
came from above Lees Ferry. 

The mean annual flow at Yuma for the 20-year period 1903- 
1922 is 17,400,000 acre-feet. Therefore the water year ending 
September 80, 1922, was 200,000 acre-feet, or a little more than 
1 per cent greater than the mean. 

From the above it appears that between 85 and 90 per cent 
of the total flow of the Colorado River originates above Lees 
Ferry. Before the Lees Ferry records were available a study 
was made for the Colorado River Commission of records col- 
lected at gauging stations above Lees Ferry and the conclusion 
reached at that time—March, 1922—that about 91 per cent of 
the run-off at Yuma came from the States of Wyoming, Colo- 
rado, and Utah. 

Question 3. What part of the total flow of the Colorado comes 
from the Gila River? 

Auswer 3. Records showing the flow of Gila River near the 
mouth are fragmentary. The Reclamation Service, however, 
has made an estimate of the total flow for the years 1903 to 
1920, based on the available records and measurements of the 
Gila at or near Yuma. These estimates indicate an annual 
run-off of the Gila during 1903 to 1920 varying from less than 
100,000 to 4,500,000 acre-feet, with a mean of about 1,100,000 
acre-feet, which is about 6 per cent of the mean annual flow of 
the Colorado at Yuma. 

Question 4. What are the dates of some of the highest floods 
in the Colorado River at Yuma and the flow in second-feet at 
the peak? 

Answer 4. The maximum daily flow for each year during 
the period of record is shown on the attached sheets. The 
maximum recorded flow at Yuma was on January 22, 1916, 
when the mean flow for the day was 240,000 second-feet. It 
should be noted that this flood originated primarily from the 
Gila, as, during the winter, the main Colorado River is at low 
stage. The next highest flood occurred June 8, 1920, when the 
mean daily flow was 190,000 second-feet. This flood came 
from that part of the drainage area above the Gila. In 
general, winter floods at Yuma come from the Gila and sum- 
mer floods from the Colorado River above the Gila. 

Question 5. What are some of the low-water dates of the 
Colorado River at Yuma and the minimum flow in sacond-feet? 

Answer 5. The minimum daily flow for each year of record 
is shown on the attached sheets. The minimum recorded flow 
at Yuma occurred January 16, 1919, when the mean flow was 
1,800 second-feet. 

Question 6. During what periods has all of the flow of the 
Colorado been diverted into the Imperial Canal, leaving the 
river dry in Mexico below the intake? 

Answer 6. The Reclamation Service has obtained the follow- 
ing information from the Imperial irrigation district: 


In 1915, from September 20 to September 27, and again on 
October 2 and 3, all the water of the Colorado River was 
diverted into the Imperial Valley canal system, in spite of 
which an actual shortage, though not seyere nor disastrous, 
existed there part of that time. In 1919 there was another 
shortage, the entfte flow of the river during the period Septem- 
ber 2 to September 14 being diverted into the canal system. 

“During this period the mean flow was 3,325 second-feet, the 
usual diversion at this time of year being 5,000 second-feet. 
Under date of October 31, 1922, a report in this office shows 
that the entire flow of the river had again been diverted, the 
river having been dry below the heading since October 2 and 
the mean flow for the period October 2-31 was reported at 3,800 
serond-feet. 

“This is the third time, so far as known, that the entire low- 
water flow of the river has been actually diverted into the val- 
ley, but at least one other year of record, 1902, had a minimum 
and mean flow for the month of September so low that the 
entire flow would not have satisfied the demands of the lands 
now under irrigation in Imperial Valley.” 

Question 7. What are the dates of some of the highest floods 
of 22 Gila River at Yuma and the flow in second-feet at the 
peak 

Answer 7. The Reclamation Service has recorded the follow- 
ing floods on Gila River of over 50,000 second-feet : 

Discharge of Gila at mouth, 


i Date. AN , Second-feet. 
Bd eh ath GEL) Fa. RoR aie EF SO WL Guar he Ly cy a OS Ee NLD 5 
Mebritary; 1905-05020) one yeas E he eae 182: 000 
March, 1905___ —.— 95, 000 
November, 150 95, 000 
eb. 3, 1915__ 80, 000 
Jan 22, 1916- POMS 200; 000 
an Pe dE eS 
NOW 20/4910. re ee SY ee 172. 900 
Webs 20; IODO te ge ees toh Sig wey mine ue a pe eee 95, 000 


Question 8. During what part of the year is there usually no 
water flowing from the Gila into the Colorado River? 

Answer 8. The Reclamation Service has recorded the Gila as 
having been dry at its mouth during entire months, as follows: 


Years. 
i A EEE SEE EE hp Hecate tec ra Wale a OF LL as Veale tee Sm ape 8 
June nRa o 
July. 11 
August 6 
September 8 
e re aes ee a a 9 
r ogre a G oee e 8 
FO) ae TU ——TVB—T—T—V—V—V—V—V—V—V—V—w—VVV—V—V——— 8 


Question 9. Have both the Gila and Colorado Rivers been in 
high flood at the same time? 

Answer 9. The records show no periods when both the Colo- 
rado and Gila Rivers were in high flood at the same time. Dur- 
ing three Gila floods there were considerable flows in the Colo- 
rado above the Gila, as follows: 


Date. Yuma Colorado Gils. 
j 
March 20, 1905... 111,000 | 16,00 95,000 
January 22, 1916.. 000 | 40,000 | 200,000 
April 20, 1917 70,000 | 30,000 40,000 


Question 10. When has the Colorado River broken into Im- 
perial Valley, and when were these breaks in the levees closed? 

Answer 10. The Colorado has “broken into the Imperial Val- 
ley” from August, 1905, to November 4, 1906, and again from 
December 7, 1906, to February 10, 1907. (These dates have been 
obtained from papers by C. E. Grunsky, entitled “The lower 
Colorado River and the Salton Basin,” published ‘in Transac- 
tions of the American Society of Civil Engineers, vol. 59, pp. 
1-50, and by H. T. Cory, entitled “ Irrigation and river control 
in the Colorado River delta,” published in Transactions of the 
American Society of Civil Engineers, vol. 76, pp. 1204-1571.) 

Question 11. How many acre-feet of water were poured into 
the Salton Sink by each of these floods? 

Answer 11. There is no exact record of the total flow of water 
to the Salton Sea during these breaks, but it is approximately 
the same as the total flow at Yuma for the same periods. The 
recorded run-off at Yuma during the first period was about 
22,000,000 acre-feet and during the second period about 2,500,000 
acre-feet. 

Question 12. How many acre-feet of silt are deposited in the 
Colorado River delta each year? 

Answer 12, The All-American Canal Board, in report published 
in 1920 (pp. 24-26), estimates the average quantity of silt car- 
ried in suspension annually at Yuma at 90,000 acre-feet and the 
bed load at 12,000 acre-feet, making a total load of silt of 102,000 
acre-feet, 
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Engineers. of the Reclamation Service estimate the average | Summary af streem-flow recards for gauging stations in Arizona-—Con. 
annual quantity ef silt carried at Yuma at 113,000 acre-feet 
(S. Doc. No. 142, 67th Cong., 2d. sess., p. 3). 

Question 13. What is the estimated number af acre-feet of silt 
carried. by the Colorada River annually at Boulder Cannon and 
at Lee Ferry? P 

Answer 13. The Reclamation Service has estimated (S. Doe. 
No. 142, 67th Cong., 2d sess.) that the amount of silt carried 


Num- Annuakrun-off in acre-feet. 


by Colorado River at Boulder Canyon averages abeut 88,000 Franct t Clifton ost 

acre-feet annually. „5 1, 560, 008 000: 
Question t4. Da geologists generally agree that the Gulf of | Gils River near Sam Carlos 1, 500, 000. f 0⁰⁰ 

California auca extended over the Imperial Valley and the | Gils River near Kelvin... . = 

1 A eer Geologi U that the Gulf ef Cali San Pedro Ri ai Fairbaak 2 sie k-ti * 88 

nswer 14. Geologists generally agree that the Gu - yer 

fornia once extended over the Imperial Valley and Salton Sink. | Sante Cruz River at Tucson 81288 Soman 
Question 15. Arrangements were made pene June aaps on Salt River at — 8 3, 108, 090 1,14 000 

an engineering commission. consisting of Messrs. E. C. LaRue rer at Camp > 321, 000 

of the Geological Survey, Porter J. Preston of the Reclamation | yade Rive at Menovanie] 4 800,000 — 

Service, and Homer E. Turner representing, the Arizona. State | Hassayampa River near Wagoner - 36, 400 19, 500 


water commissioner, to-make @ reconnaissance of lands irrigable 
from the Colorado River in western Arizona. How far have 
the investigations of this commission proeceded, and what. re- 
sults have been obtained up to the present time? 

Answer 15. The Arizona engineering commission, consisting 
of E. C. LaRue, P. J. Preston, and H. E. Turner, is a State 
commission, for which Mr. LaRue has been lent by the Geologi- 
cal Survey and Mr. Preston by the Reclamation Service. The 
commission will make its report directly to State officials. 
There is therefore no report in Washington of findings of the 
commission te date, and none is expected until the State makes 
the report public. E 66, . 

Summary of stream-flow records for gauging stations in Arizona, 


Annual discharge of Colorado River at Lees Ferry, Hardyville, and 
Topock (years ending: September 30). z 


Num- 
ber of 
wank 7 s 3 
e e plete 1005-6. .- Jun z 
1906-7 . 


Topeck — 1917, 


, Colorado River at Lees F. — 
Calorado River at Hardy ville 


Chevelon Fork near Winslow. 
Clear Creek near ws os 
Williams River near Swansea 
Gila River at Guthrie 


F 
: 
; 
; 
5 
: 

7 

f 

7 

CEH 28580 


Colorado River at Yuma, Ariz.: 
19021... 50,200 | May 25... 3,050 N 7, 110, 000 
1802-3. 72,20 | June 2 2,690, 15, 200 11, 100, 000 
1903-4 51, 200 | June 7.. 3,170 | Dee. 28. 13, 600 9, 870, 000. 
rc E A T NE 2110, S00 Mar. 2 3,490 | Dec. . 26, 209 18, 909, 000 
1905-6... 22... 2 102, 00 Nov. 30. 4 Jan. 19. 20, 500 100 200, 000 
1608-7 115,000 | June 27 6,800 | Dec. 30. 35, 800 26, 00:), 000 
1907-8... 61,700 | June 26.. 5,600 | Jan. 20. 18, 700 13, 600, 000 
1908-9. 149, 500 June 24.. 3, 800 Jan. 12. 36, 000 26, 100, 000 
1909-10 70,300 | May 24. 4,100 Dec. 3h... 20, 600 000. 000 
C ᷣͤ ͤͤ— '“... . uc dona N AA 73,300 | June 21. 3,700 | Jan. 10... 22, 400 209, 000 
1911-12 144 000 3,400 | Jan. 12. 26, 900 19, 600, 000 
1912-13 62, 500 2.600 Jan, 20. 16, 600 12 000, 000 
BE 2995 125 | Zel 0 
1 ~ 2 h: 
1915-16... 20,000 3.500 8 29,600 | A, 500. 000. 
CC nh vll T ES RS 143, 000 5,100 | Dec. . e 30, 300 22, 100, 000 
1917-18 94, 300 4,100 Sept. 13 18, 000) 13, 100, 000 
1918-19. 57, 600 1,800 | Jan. 16. 14.200 10, 300, 000 
1919-20 1997, 000 3,700 | Oct. 10. 30, 200 21, 900, 000 
1920-21 158, 000: 5,100 | Dee. 27. 26, 600 19, 300, 000 
3 4,200, Jan. 31. 24, 0 17, 600, 000 
bl . ore eee e a 1 100 17 50,000 
— ͤ ——— ——— 
tle Colorado River at Woodruff: 
1905 (August December... 10000 | Now. 22. E AE ANES GTR tae os 48,900 
1906 (Jan December „„ „ 2,200 F Mop. 1. Sept. 10-20 u8 , 200 
905 ‘April-Septemh 9 al | 91,500 
1 p ST AAA y 5 
. 2 183, 000 
1906-7 (October-April). 3 91, 400 
Chevelon Fork near Winslow: 
1906, (January- December) „% 44 80, 300 
Clear Creek near Winslow: 
1906: (January-December ya... „44444 22,300 


January to September. 
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Annual discharge for the years ending September 30, 1902 to 1922—Continued. 


Maximum day. Minimum day. POR 
Year. (second- 
secon Date. Soona Date. feet). 


Williams River at Planet, near Swansea: 


1913 CJanuary-September) 
1913-14. 
. -h 
ver 
1 12.05 
D 
1912-13 102,000 
1012-14 227, 000 
HE : Ei 
sete > 
BOOT S E RE E E IEE I NER T 259,000 
1917-18 (OctobarTune) s 5... . 39, 100 
San Francisco River at Clifton: 
T Ai ene A E a N a a pe aa ran e eae 108, 000 
717717 681, 000 
EV 28000 
i 3 
og 3 . 238 41,100 
Gila. River near Solomon ville: 
4,200 218, 000 
81, 000 1,560, 000 
73,600 320, 000 
46, 000 528, 000 
1,100 124, 000 
Gila River near San Carlos: 
Se „„CFFFFFTTVTVTTTTTCTTT cn 3, 220 187, 000 
( A AO SS 1, 500, 000 
EYI 370, 000 
33, 500 330, 000 
1,540 $3,300 
32, 900 523, 009 
3,450 181, 000 
99050 2,950,000 
76, 200 1,330, 000 
32, 000 581,000 
5,340 152, 000 
IOIB=19 05 os os seesacscsjivenpesssencess a r E A 12, 600 738,000 
9 JV 9,190 619, 000 
FFF 19,000 318,000 
“+ 
1903 (January: tember) JJJJJSSꝓSSTTTT h sT ONS n eNe nEA 2,000 47,500 
1903-4. I.. ge ep AES 4, 560 201, 100 
190-5 95,000 3,050,000 
F 95, 000 2,110, 000 
1906 (Oetober- December )))). 20, 000 832,000 
San Pedro River near Fairbank: 
TOSI Saas rie Spey // heaton an edadep een kone S a eset sent 8¹⁰ 23,700 
/Z AA E E E DA 300 20 148,000 
„„ May and August 5 60, 300 
2 October and June: 47.2 34, 200 
October and Jan- 125 90,200 
uary. 
3 — and Septem- B 20,300 
. 131 94,900 
290 Bep 63.3 46, 100 
700 June 22 140 192, 000 
900 April and May 50. 4 36,500 
60 ; 3.9 2,810 
200 2.5 1, 820 
8,510 112 80, 200 
4,000 51.4 37,300 
2.710 39.2 28, 400 
1,490 6.8 4,940 
1901 g e S T FEY Ea a OE EAE 445,100 
100 Hn aa on cae „„ „„ „„ „4„4%„%%%ͥ „„ „„ 4,675 Aug. 1222. 45 July 14. 272 195, 700 
1902-3. o 2,800 358 259, 
CC ͤ he oak ³ð ». ðùi c ĩðͤ E O ER EE 14, 700 Aug. 22. 50 | July 12 337 244, 
PPP Key Eee we OE ee Teal TOE ee A S ° 1487) | O06. 82.5. 02.-2. 3,800 2,749, 
CCC ͤ EEEE N OAE EE S ly FeO a E RON trot ESL NT 97,710] Nov. 27 . A | Oct. E ..22l 2. 2,360 1,708, 
Iol0 ee bed e Biman Par ETS K ia i 
1910-11. 1,100 798, 
1911-12 771 5585 
1912-13 560 405, 
1913-14 738 534 
1914-15 2,460 
1915-16 3 330 413 
1916-17. 1.140 
1917-18. 555 


Re 
8) RES 
8888888 8 8888888888888 


— 
2 


ä — 33 — ͤ ͥͤũüQꝛũnũ«4 ũ L ««4«ł44%ut4C4:nũʃ7˙thrtũ2ũe*“„é„„„ „„ 


Average of 14 years 
Falt River at McDowell: 


. 174, 
August 7A August 337, 
3 Oc 77 28, 
2 08) duly.i6...2.-2 248, 
BeBe] M Mops 555 
N M 4 1.432, 


1 High-water ods in March and July not inchnded. 

1 9 Serpe 5 daily discharge not determined for floods of December, 1014, and J: 1016. 
estima months. um and January, 

. 1903. Near Dome during 1904 to 1908. > 4 

No record during floods of December and January. 

Beginning October, 1913, records are sum of records for Salt River above reservoir and Tonto Creek. 
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Annual discharge for the years ending September 30, 1902 to 1922—Continued. 
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Agua Fria River Zen Glendale: 

. E T r T OT S E 

TTT 

TTT 

1017 18 e ee eee 
Hassayampa River near Wagoner: 

1912-13 (December-September) ...... 2.22... 2 cece cen ccseeesnsateseserenens 

1013-14 .. „ T A 

1914-18. . bee eee eee e bee b e e eee 

1917-18 (Oetober-May) U: 


1 Crest discharge on Jan. 29 estimated as 60,000 second - feet. 


DATA FROM THE FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 


In order to secure late information relating to all the appli- 
cations for power sites on the Colorado River within the State 
of Arizona I made inquiry of the Federal Power Commission, 
and under date of January 2, 1923, received the following data 
from Col, William Kelly, the chief engineer: 

No. 111. Southern California Edison Co., Los Angeles, Calif.: 

Dam at Grand Wash just west of Nevada-Arizona line, back- 
ing water to Diamond Creek. i 

Dam at Diamond Creek, backing water to west boundary of 
Park. 

Dam at Marble Canyon just above Park, developing head to 
Lee Ferry. 

Dam at Glen Canyon, 500 feet high, backing water approxi- 
mately to mouth of Green River. 

Total development, 2,500,000 horsepower. 

No. 258. Southern California Edison Co., Los Angeles, Calif.: 

Dam at Bulls Head Rock near Fort Mohave, 220 feet high, 
creating backwater to Old Callyille. 

Dam at Old Callville, creating backwater to Grand Wash. 
Capacity of project, 900,000 horsepower. 

No. 238. City of Los Angeles, Calif.: Dam at Black Canyon, 
500 feet high, developing 600,000 horsepower. 

No. 280. James B. Girand, Phoenix, Ariz.: Dam at mouth of 
Andrus Canyon, about 25 miles above Diamond Creek, develop- 
ing 65,000 horsepower—alternate scheme to the one of Mr. 
Girand providing for raising the Diamond Creek Dam. 

No. 231. James B. Girand, Phoenix, Ariz.: Dam at Pierce 
Ferry about 80 miles below Diamond Creek, to create backwater 
to Diamond Creek and develop about 65,000 horsepower. 

No. 30. Beckman & Linden Engineering Corporation, 604 Mis- 
sion Street, San Francisco, Calif.: Dam above Parker, Ariz., 
creating backwater to Needles, Calif., and developing 115,000 
horsepower. 

No. 59. E. I. Beyard, Seligman, Ariz.: 

Series of dams from Boulder Canyon to Lee Ferry, develop- 
ing all the power in the stream except the part within national 
park. 

Applicant has made no showing of preparedness to develop 
any part of this extension scheme. 


214 | July 9 1, 103, 000 

8 60 Jan. Ii- If . . 1,304, 000 

— 22 PW20ð/ 44 2*õ Fee 486, 000 

ER PETERE T ᷑ ĩᷣò v., . ie EEA 1, 142, 000 

080 120 | May and June. . 254,000 

180 31 | June 28 265 191,000 

400 42 july 15 535 388, 000 

PEN IST 5. 72¹ 524, 000 

650 456 330,000 

AI 174,000 

00D:|' September Jcccccf POOP SRY. EET EES 119, 509 

890 327 238, 509 

500 274 198, 200 

610 425 302, 600 

382 276, 600 

2,170 1, 569, 000 

1, 250 901) 800 

1,190 859, 700 

628 455, 000 

1,050 763, 500 

sucsslegdadsens oe a4 500 
eb 91 

625 452, 300 

515 373, 000 

545 394, 000 

960 705, 000 

1,290 933, 000 

1) 240 893, 000 

773 550, 000 

) SREE EA EEA ALTEN OOI 571,000 

Be AE ee 2| Oct. 2. 3⁴⁵ 250, 000 

Jan. . 204. E EE 1,110 806, 000 

ADAIR Rt oo. I 332 240, 000 

1 2 | May to September. 47 34, 200 

R EE o ( ( RSA 2, 970 

o 0 | May to September. 3.6 2,580 

. 0 Gelaber 50 36, 400 

MOR BS cats ibex ce . 4,100 


2 Crest discharge on Jan. 27 estimated as 105,000 second-feet. 


No. 265. Guy P. Mohler, box 561, Needles, Calif.: 

Project to develop all the power in the Colorado River be- 
tween Fort Mohave and Boulder Canyon. 

Applicant has made no showing of financial ability to carry 
out his proposed undertaking. 

All of the above projects have been advertised in accordance 
with the provisions of the Federal water power act, but action 
upon them has been suspended pending the investigations and 
report of the Colorado River Commission. 

No. 121. James B. Girand, Phoenix, Ariz.: Dam at Diamond 
Creek, 270 feet high, with provision to raise the same to 
feet, developing 139,000 primary horsepower and with installed 
capacity of 200,000 horsepower. 

A preliminary permit was granted to the Interior Depart- 
ment and by the Forest Service about 1917. An application for 
a final permit was pending when the Federal water power act 
was passed, and in accordance with the provisions of section 23 
of the act the application was transferred to this commission. 
The application as prepared did not comply with the regula- 
tions of this commission because of the fact that the new act 
contained many provisions not set forth in the previous act, 
under which a preliminary permit had been granted. Accord- 
ingly this commission gave Mr. Girand a preliminary permit 
on July 19, 1921, so as to maintain his priority. Pursuant to 
this preliminary permit, a new application for a license was 
filed in March, 1922, which was satisfactory from an engineer- 
ing point of view; but in view of the fact that the Colorado 
River Commission had been created, and in view of the Swing- 
Jobnson bill providing for the construction of a large dam at 
Boulder or Black Canyon by the Federal Government, action on 
Mr. Girand's application was temporarily suspended. Mr. 
Girand's permit was to have expired July 18, 1922, but it was 
eA as to October 19, 1922, and again extended to March 19, 
1 

APPROVAL OF COMPACT BY CONGRESS. 

On December 18, 1922, Hon. Frank W. Monvetr introduced 
a bill (H. R. 13480) granting the consent and approval of 
Congress to the Colorado River compact, a copy of which I 
shall print as an extension of my remarks. Nothing will be 
done with that measure until the compact is approved by the 
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legislatures of all of the seven interested States, because Con- 
gress can not be expected to act in advance of such an agree- 
ment. The bill was referred by the chairman of the Commit- 
tee on Irrigation of Arid Lands to the State and Interior De- 
partments and to the Federal Power Commission. The fol- 
lowing reports have been received: 


DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, December 30, 1922. 
Hon. Apptson T. SITH, 
House of Representatives. 


Sm: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your 
letter of December 21, 1922, transmitting a copy of the bill 
(H. R. 18480) granting the consent and approval of Congress 
to the Colorado River compact, and requesting me to furnish 
your committee such information and suggestions as may be 
proper regarding the proposed legislation. 

The compact does not pertain to matters coming within 

the jurisdiction of this department, except in so far as the 
control and use of the waters of the Colorado River system 
may possibly affect the international relations of the Gov- 
ernment. The fact that the Colorado River has international 
aspects and the possibility that questions of an international 
Character concerning the use of the waters may arise, neces- 
sitating action by the Federal Government with respect to 
the distribution of the waters, appears to be recognized and 
adequately provided for by Article III (e) of the compact. 
I may, however, call attention to what appears to be a 
slight inaccuracy In lines 11 to 14, page 2, of the bill, in 
which it is stated that the compact was signed by representa- 
tive commissioners of the States mentioned “and the repre- 
sentative appointed by the President.” I think it would be 
more accurate to state that the compact was signed by the 
representative commissioners and “approved by the repre- 
sentative appointed by the President.” The second paragraph 
of Article XI, as well as the signatures to the compact (page 
11 of the bill) indicate that only the States in question are to 
be considered signatories. 

I have the honor to be, sir, 

Your obedient servant, 
CHARLES E. HUGHES. 


DEPAETMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
Washington, 
Hon. Abprsox T. SMITH, 
Chairman Committee on Irrigation, House of Representatives. 


My Dran Mr. SmirH: Answering your request for report 
upon H. R. 13480, a bill granting the consent and approval of 
Congress to the Colorado River compact, which measure is 
designed to ratify a compact executed at Santa Fe on Novem- 
ber 24, 1922, by representatives of the States of Arizona, Cali- 
fornia, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, and 
approved by a representative of the United States. 

Paragraph (a) of Article IV of the compact would make navi- 
gation subservient to domestic, agricultural, and power uses. In 
this connection, I direct attention to the fact that under the 
treaty of 1854 the Republic of Mexico appears to have certain 
rights with reference to the Rio Colorado.” The first para- 
graph of Article IV of this treaty reads as follows: 

“The provisions of the sixth and seventh articles of the treaty 
of Guadalupe Hidalgo having been rendered nugatory for the 
most part by the cession of territory granted in the first article 
of this treaty, the said articles are hereby abrogated and an- 
nulled and the provisions as herein expressed substituted there- 
for. The vessels and citizens of the United States shall in all 
time have free and uninterrupted passage through the Gulf of 
California, to and from their possessions situated north of the 
boundary line of the two countries. It being understood that 
this passage is to be by navigating the Gulf of California and 
the River Colorado, and not by land without the express con- 
sent of the Mexican Government; and precisely the same provi- 
sions, stipulations, and restrictions in all respects are hereby 
agreed upon and adopted, and shall be scrupulously observed 
and enforced by the two contracting Governments in reference 
to the Rio Colorado, so far and for such distance as the middle 
of that river is made their common boundary line by the first 
article of this treaty.” 

The sixth and seventh articles of the treaty of Guadalupe 
Hildalgo, as decreed by this language, were rendered nugatory 
„for the most part,” but you will note the language with ref- 
erence to the mutuality of rights of the two Governments is ex- 
pressly insisted upon. 

The provisions of this treaty and the articles of the treaty of 
Guadalupe Hidalgo referred to were considered by the Supreme 


Court of the United States in what is known as the “Rio 
Grande Dam case.” 

During the administration of Mr. Taft a form of convention 
was presented by this country to Mexico, and was agreed upon 
for the settlement of the irrigation question and use of water 
on the lower Colorado. 

This convention was never executed nor the commissioners 
thereunder appointed because of the Mexican revolution, and 
the matter, as between the United States and Mexico, remains 
in this shape. 

I also direct attention to the decisions of the United States 
Supreme Court in the case of United States ugainst Rio Grande 
Irrigation Co. (174 U. S. 69; 184 U. S. 416), in which latter 
decision the court sets out the treaty provisions, equally ap- 
plicable to the Rio Colorado, and states— 

“These treaties, with the above and other acts of ö 
being in force, the present suit was brought” “ 

And the court concluded by saying— 

“We can not resist the conviction that if we proceed to a 
final decree upon the present record great wrong may be done 
to the United States, as well as to all interested in preserving 
the navigabilit of the Rio Grande. + We are the better 
satisfied with this disposition of the case because the questions 
presented may involve rights secured by treaties concluded be- 
tween this country and the Republic of Mexico. As the latter 
country can not be indifferent to the result ofs litigation and 
is not a party to the record, the court ought not to determine 
the important question before us in the absence of material evi- 
dence, which we are not at liberty upon this record to doubt 
would be in the record but for the somewhat precipitate action 
of the trial court.” 

It will thus be seen that the Supreme Court finally recog- 
nized the rights of Mexico under treaty provisions and re- 
manded the case for further evidence, among other reasons, ba- 
cause of the recognition of Mexico's rights. 

Thereafter, our Government entered into an arrangement 
with Mexico for the construction of a reservoir upon the Rio 
Grande, under the terms of which, among other things, Mexico 
was granted in perpetuity 60,000 acre-feet of water annually 
from such reservoir for her use or that of her citizens free of 
all costs. 


On January 8, 1913, a preliminary draft of a proposed con- 
vention with Mexico, dealing with the waters of the Colorado, 
was submitted by the Secretary of State to the then Secretary 
of the Interior for his consideration and comment. Other pre- 
liminary drafts of proposed convention have been submitted by 
each Government and considerable discussion had taken place, 
as shown by eorrespondence on file in this department. The 
United States insisted upon the appointment of a commission 
to make studies; the Mexican Government insisted upon the 
Joint Boundary Commission making such studies. On February 
8, 1918, the State Department forwarded a final draft of pro- 
posed convention to this department, together with a copy of 
letter from Secretary Knox to the American ambassador in 
Mexico. The latter letter advised the ambassador that the 
department had retained the wording of the preamble as pro- 
posed originally and commented on various counterproposals. 
This proposal was approved by the Interior Department and 
submitted by Ambassador Wilson to the then Mexican adminis- 
tration. Thereafter, events which took place in Mexico resulted 
in the recall of the ambassador, leaving the drafts of the con- 
vention practically approved by both Governments but without 
final conclusion, either by treaty or appointment of commis- 
sioners. ; 

The matter received consideration during the Wilson adminis- 
tration, various references thereto being made in official cor- 
respondence. 

In October, 1921, I received from the State Department a 
communication inclosing translations of communications from 
the Mexican de facto authorities, referring to meetings of 
governors of the various States who were discussing rights to 
the use of waters and requesting that Mexico be allowed to 
participate in any arrangement concerning the distribution 
and use of the waters of the Colorado, and that Mexico might 
be represented as an interested party in any proceedings taken 
under the act of Congress of August 19, 1921. I replied to this 
communication and called attention to the fact that on June 
27, 1921, I had written the Secretary of State calling his atten- 
tion to treaty provisions and stating: 

“T do not understand that the result of any such considera- 
tion (by the commission of which Mr. Hoover is a member) 
would affect Mexico in any way, as, of course, the United States 
would not be a party to any agreement with individual or col- 
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lective States which would constitute a breach or violation of 
any treaty which it may have entered into with Mexico.” 

At a meeting in San Diego, Calif., about December 1, 1921, 
where discussion was had as to report which I was preparing 
to send to Congress with respect to the use of the waters of 
the Colorado River, Mexican officials were unofficially present 
and their informal suggestions listened to. I explained pub- 
licly that I favored the construction of a reservoir by the 
Government for the impounding of waters for the protection 
of the lower Colorado River for irrigation of present irrigable 
lands of the United States and Mexico and that I did not favor 
the granting of any individual rights for power or otherwise 
until this Government could decide its course of action, for 
the reason, among others, that the Government was the only 
authority or power through which the treaty rights of Mexico 
as well as the rights of the several States of the Union could 
properly be protected. 

The said paragraph (a), Article IV, of the compact would, in 
my opinion, be regarded as a violation of the rights of Mexico 
and, to say the least, might be made the basis of a claim against 
the United States. I am clearly of the opinion that said para- 
graph should not be approved by the Congress of the United 
States. 

Section 2 of the bill apparently covers the same subject mat- 
ter as Article X of the compact and appears to be surplusage. 

With respect to existing rights to the use of the waters of 
the Colorado River, treated in Article VIII of the compact, I 
direct attention to the fact that the United States Government 
has constructed or is constructing several reclamation projects 
upon the Colorado River and its tributaries and investigations 
have been made of other projects which may at some future 
time be undertaken. I also direct attention to the existing 
system which irrigates the lands in Imperial Valley, Calif., 
in the United States, as well as certain lands in Mexico, the 
main canal passing through Mexico for a long distance prior 
to entering the irrigable lands of Imperial Valley. With re- 
spect to the history of this project, reference is made to yol- 
ume 33, Land Decisions, page 391, and to pages 14, 15, and 
16 of Senate Document No. 103, Sixty-fifth Congress, first 
session, copy inclosed. 

In view of the foregoing, I suggest that there be substituted 
for the present section 2 of the bill the following: 

“See. 2. That this act is not intended and shall not be con- 
strued as an approval by the United States of the provisions 
of paragraph (a) of article 4 of the compact, nor as abrogating, 
limiting, or in any way affecting any existing rights of the 
United States or of the Republic of Mexico concerning the 
subject matter of the compact.” 

It would be appropriate in section 1, line 3, after the word 
“that,” to insert the words “subject to the provisions of section 
2 of this act”; in section 1, line 11, to change the word“ eye x 
to “ executed, » and in section 1, line 14, after the word “an 
to insert the words“ approved by. ži 

Subject to the suggestions above made I favor the enactment 
of the measure. 


Respectfully, ALBERT B. FALL, Secretary. 


FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, December 29, 1922. 
[Secretary oF ver chairman ; Secretary of the Interior; Secretary of 
Agriculture; 0. C. Merrill, executive secretary. ] 
Hon. ADDISON T. SMITH, 
Chairman Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands, 
House of Representatives. 

Dear MR. SmirxH: In reply to your request for information 
and suggestions on H. R. 13480, granting the consent and ap- 
proval of Congress to the Colorado River compact, I have to 
inform you that practically-all development on the Colorado 
River is suspended pending the acceptance by the interested 
States and the United States of some compact to apportion the 
waters equitably among the States. 

There are several developments now under consideration 
which have merit and a fair chance of success, and in the inter- 
est of that region they should be permitted to proceed. 

The compact quoted in H. R. 13480 is the result of many con- 
ferences and discussions; it has been agreed to by the repre- 
sentatives of all the interested States and offers the best, if not 
the only, chance of terminating an obstructive controversy. It 
is believed therefore that H. R. 13480 should receive favorable 
action. 

Very truly yours, JoHN W. WEEKS, 
Secretary of War, Chairman. 


It will be noted that the Secretary of State approves of the 
compact. The Secretary of the Interior also favors its ap- 


proval by Congress except that, in his opinion, Congress should 
not agree to paragraph (a) of Article IV, which makes navi- 
gation subservient to domestic, agricultural, and power uses, 
His objection is based upon the fear that to do so might vio- 
late the terms of existing treaties with Mexico. This advice 
by Secretary Fall is gratuitous, since the Department of the 
Interior has no jurisdiction over the question of the naviga- 
bility of streams within the United States, which is a function 
of the War Department, and the conduct of all foreign rela- 
tions is vested by law in the Department of State. This sug- 
gestion may therefore be considered as merely an expression 
of his personal views which, however, should be given atten- 
tion as coming from a distinguished international lawyer who 
has made a profound study of Mexican affairs. 

Since the Secretary of the Interior has made these observa- 
tions upon a matter over which he has no official authority 
I feel even more free to say that I do not agree with him at all. 
First, because, in truth, navigation is now, and for many 
years has been, the least of all the uses of the waters of the 
Colorado River and there is no way in which Mexico can 
suffer any injury by a frank recognition of that fact. 

Second, because the provisions of the treaties quoted and re- 
ferred to by Secretary Fall do nothing more than prohibit 
action by either the Government of the United States or the 
Government of Mexico along the common boundary line which 
might impede navigation in the Colorado River. Therefore, 
anything done wholly within the United States and not along 
the common boundary line would not violate either the letter 
or the spirit of these treaties even though nayigation were made 
impossible. 

Third, because the general proposition that Mexico has any 
interest in maintaining the navigability of that part of the 
Colorado River which is wholly within the United States is 
completely refuted by the opinion of Attorney General Judson 
Harmon, dated December 12, 1895, a part of which has been 
quoted by Mr. Hamele in answer to one of my questions. I 
am advised that this opinion has always been considered by 
the State Department to be a sound and accurate statement of 
the international law governing such cases. 

The decision of the Supreme Court in the case of United 
States v. Rio Grande Irrigation Co. in no way modified or dis- 
turbed the legal principles thus laid down by Attorney Gen- 
eral Harmon. 

The references made by Secretary Fall to the various inef- 
fectual efforts that have been made to conclude a convention 
between the United States and Mexico dealing with the waters 
of the Colorado River have absolutely no bearing on the ques- 
tion of navigation. An examination of the terms of these pro- 
posed conventions will disclose that nothing was provided 
except that a joint commission be appointed to study, agree 
upon, and report the basis of distribution and appropriation of 
the waters of the Colorado River, the findings of the commis- 
sion, if and when approved by the two Governments, to be em- 
bodied in a treaty. 

The report of the Secretary of War, as chairman of the Fed- 
eral Power Commission, also approves of the compact. His 
statement that practically all water-power development on the 
Colorado River is suspended pending the acceptance by the in- 
terested States of some such com act confirms what I under- 
stand to be a fixed policy of the Hurding administration. I am 
informed that it has been agreed that no applications for power 
sites on the Colorado River will be granted until the Colorado 
River compact is approved by the legislatures of the seven 
States and by Congress. This includes the application of Mr. 
James B. Girand for the Diamond Creek site in Arizona. 

At my request the legislative reference service of the Library 
of Congress has furnished the following information: 
AGREEMENTS AND COMPACTS BETWEEN STATES OF THE AMERICAN 

FEDERAL UNION TO WHICH CONGRESS Has Given Irs sees 
BOUNDARY COVENTIONS. 


1. Kentucky and Tennessee: May 12, 1820. (Stat. L. vol. 8, 
p. 609.) 

2. New York and New Jersey: June 28, 1834. (Stat. L. vol. 
4, pp. 708ff.) 

8. Virginia and Maryland: March 3, 1879. (Stat. L. vol. 20, 
pp. 481ff.) 

4. New York and Vermont: April 7, 1880. (Stat. L. vol. 21, 

72.) 
S 5. New.York and Connecticut: February 26, 1881. (Stat. L. 
vol. 21, pp. 351ff.) 

6. Connecticut and Rhode Island: October 12, 1888. (Stat. 
L. vol. 25, p. 553.) 

7. New York and Pennsylvania: August 19, 1890. (Stat. L. 
vol. 26, pp. 329ff.) 


1925. 
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PROTECTION OF FISIT IN BOUNDARY WATERS. 
1. Oregon and Washington: April 8, 1918. (Stat. L. vol. 40, 
. 515.) 
p JURISDICTION OVER BOUNDARY WATERS FOR SPECIFIC PURPOSES, 
1. North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Iowa, 
and Nebraska: March 4, 1921. (Stat. L. vol. 41, pp. 1447ff.) 
CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF TUNNELS. 
1. New York and New Jersey; July 11, 1919. (Stat. L. vol. 
41, p. 158.) 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE PORT OF NEW YORK, 
1. New York and New Jersey: August 23, 1921. 
vol. 42, pp. 174ff.) 
2. New York and New Jersey: July 1, 1922. 
pp. 822ff.) 
ERECTION, MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATION OF WATERWORKS. 
1. Kansas and Missouri: September 22, 1922. (Stat. L. vol. 
42, p. 1058ff.) 


(Stat. L. 
(Stat. L. vol. 42, 


THE MON DELL. BILL. 


The following is a copy of H. R. 13480, which contains the 
text of the Colorado River compact: 


In THE HoUsE or REPRESENTATIVES, 
December 18, 1922. 

Mr. Monpert introduced the following bill; which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands and 
ordered to be printed. 

A bill (H. R. 13480) granting the consent and approval of Congress 
te the Colorado River compact. 

Whereas the act approved August 19, 1921, entitled “An act 
to permit a compact or agreement between the States of Ari- 
zona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and 
Wyoming respecting the disposition and apportionment of the 
waters of the Colorado River, and for other purposes,” gave the 
consent of Congress to the States of Arizona, California, Colo- 
rado, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming to negotiate 
and enter into a compact or agreement providing for an 
equitable distribution and apportionment among the said States 
of the waters of the Colorado River and of streams tributary 
thereto, upon condition that a suitable person, to be appointed 
by the President of the United States, should participate in 
said negotiations; and 

Whereas under the authority of said act the representative 
commissioners of the suid States did on the 24th day of Novem- 
ber, 1922, at the city of Santa Fe, N. Mex., sign a compact 
under the provisions of the said act, which compact was ap- 
proved by the representative appointed by the President of the 
United States: Therefore 

Be it enacted, ete., That the consent aud approval of Con- 

* gress is hereby given to a compact signed at the city of Santa 
Fe, N. Mex., on the 24th day of November, 1922, under and in 
accordance with the authority of the act approved August 19, 
1921, entitled “An act to permit a compact or agreement be- 
tween the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New 
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming respecting the disposition and ap- 
portionment of the waters of the Colorado River, and for other 
purposes,” which compact was signed by the representative com- 
missioners of the States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Ne- 
yada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming and the representative 
appointed by the President of the United States under said act, 
which compact is as follows: 

“ COLORADO RIVER COMPACT. 


“The States of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New 
Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, having resolved to enter into a 
compact under the act of the Congress of the United States of 
America approved August 19, 1921 (42 Stat. L. 171), and the 
acts of the legislatures of the said States, have, through their 
governors, appointed as their commissioners: 

W. S. Norviel, for the State of Arizona; 

“ W. F. McCfure, for the State of California ; 

“ Delph E. Carpenter, for the State of Colorado; 

“J. G. Scrugham, for the State of Nevada; 

Steppen B. Davis, jr., for the State of New Mexico; 

“R, E. Caldwell, for the State of Utah; 

“ Frank C. Emerson, for the State of Wyoming; 
who, after negotiations participated in by Herbert Hoover, ap- 
pointed by the President as the representative of the United 
States of America, have agreed upon the following articles: 

“*ARTICLE I. The major purposes of this compact are to pro- 
vide for the equitable division and a, Hortionment of the use 
of the waters of the Colorado River system; to establish the 
relative importanve of different beneficial uses of water: to 
promote interstate comity; to remove causes of present and 
future controversies; and to secure the expeditious agricultural 
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and industrial development of the Colorado River Basin, tlie 
storage of its waters, and the protection of life and property 
from floods. To these ends the Colorado River Basin is divided 
into two basins, and an apportionment of the use of part of 
the water of the Colorado River system is made to each of them 
with the provision that further equitable apportionments may 
be made. 

“ ‘ART, II. As used in this compact 

“*(a) The term Colorado River system” means that por- 
tion of the Colorado River and its tributaries within the United 
States of America. 

“*(b) The term “Colorado River Basin“ means all of the 
drainage area of the Colorado River system and all other terri- 
tory within the United States of America to which the waters 
of the Colorado River system shall be beneficially applied. 

„(e) The term “States of the upper division” means the 
States of Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming. 

(d) The term “States of the lower division“ means the 
States of Arizona, California, and Nevada. 

“‘(e) The term “Lee Ferry” means a point in the main 
stream of the Colorado River, 1 mile below the mouth of the 
Paria River. 

“‘(£) The term “upper basin” means those parts of the 
States of Arizona, Colorado, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming 
within and from which waters naturally drain into the Colo- 
rado River system above Lee Ferry, and also all parts of said 
States located without the drainage area of the Colorado River 
system which are now or shall hereafter be beneficially served 
by waters diverted from the system above Lee Ferry. 

““(g) The term “lower basin” means those parts of the 
States of Arizona, California, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah 
within and from which waters naturally drain into the Colo- 
rado River system below Lee Ferry, and also all parts of said 
States located without the drainage area of the Colorado River 
System which are now or shall hereafter be beneficially served 
by waters diverted from the system below Lee Ferry. : 

“‘(h) The term “domestic use” shall include the use of 
water for household, stock, municipal, mining, milling, indus- 
trial, and other like purposes, but shall exclude the generation 
of electrical power. 

Akr. III. (a) There is hereby apportioned from the Colo- 
rado River system in perpetuity to the upper basin and to the 
lower basin, respectively, the exclusive beneficial consumptive 
use of 7,500,000 acre-feet of water per annum, which shall in- 
clude all water necessary for the supply of any rights which 
may now exist. 

“*(b) In addition to the apportionment in paragraph (a), 
the lower basin is hereby given the right to increase its bene- 
ficial consumptive use of such waters by 1,000,000 acre-feet 
per annum. 

le) If, as a matter of international comity, the United 
States of America shall hereafter recognize in the United States 
of Mexico any right to the use of any waters of the Colorado 
River system, such waters shall be supplied first from the 
waters which are surplus over and above the aggregate of the 
quantities specified in paragraphs (a) and (b); and if such 
surplus shall prove insufficient for this purpose, then the 
burden of such deficiency shall be equally borne by the upper 
basin and the lower basin, and whenever necessary the States 
of the upper division shall deliver at Lee Ferry water to supply 
one-half of the deficiency so recognized in additiom to that 
provided in paragraph (d). 

““(d) The States of the upper division will not cause the 
flow of the riyer at Lee Ferry to be depleted below an aggre- 
gate of 75,000,000 acre-feet for any period of 10 consecutive 
years reckoned in continuing progressive series beginning with 
the 1st day of October next succeeding the ratification of this 
compact. 

“*(e) The States of the upper division shall not withhold 
water, and the States of the lower division shall not require the 
delivery of water, which can not reasonably be applied to 
domestic and agricultural uses. 

““(f) Further equitable apportionment of the beneficial uses 
of the waters of the Colorado River system unapportioned by 
paragraphs (a), (b), and (e) may be made in the manner pro- 
vided in paragraph (g) at any time after October 1, 1963, if and 
when either basin shall have reached its total beneficial con- 
sumptive use as set out in paragraphs (a) and (b). 

“'(g) In the event of a desire for a further apportionment as 
provided in paragraph (f) any two signatory States, acting 
through their governors, may give joint notice of such desire to 
the governors of the other signatory States and to the President 
of the United States of America, and it shall be the duty of 
the governors of the signatory States and of the President of 
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the United States of America forthwith to appoint representa- 
tives, whose duty it shall be to divide and apportion n 
between the upper basin and lower basin the beneficial use of 
the unapportioned water of the Colorado River system as men- 
tioned in paragraph (f), subject to the legislative ratification of 
the signatory States and the Congress of the United States of 
America, 

“Arr. IV. (a) Inasmuch as the Colorado River has ceased 
to be navigable for commerce and the reservation of its waters 
for navigation would seriously limit the development of its 
basin, the use of its waters for purposes of navigation shall be 
subservient to the uses of such waters for domestic, agricultural, 
and power purposes. If the Congress shall not consent to this 
paragraph, the other provisions of this compact shall neverthe- 
less remain binding. 

„(b) Subject to the provisions of this compact, water of the 
Colorado River system may be impounded and used for the gen- 
eration of electrical power, but such impounding and use shall 
be subservient to the use and consumption of such water for 
agricultural and domestic purposes and shall not interfere with 
or prevent use for such dominant purposes. 

„(e) The provisions of this article shall not apply to or in- 
terfere with the regulation and control by any State within its 
boundaries of the appropriation, use, and distribution of water. 

“‘Arr. V. The chief official of each signatory State charged 
` with the administration of water rights, together with the Di- 
rector of the United States Reclamation Service and the Direc- 
ped of the United States Geological Survey, shall cooperate, ex 
officio : < 

„n) To promote the systematic determination and coordina- 
tion of the facts as to flow, appropriation, consumption, and use 
of water in the Colorado River Basin, and the interchange of 
available information in such matters. 

“‘(b) To secure the ascertainment and publication of the 
annual flow of the Colorado River at Lee Ferry. 

(e) To perform such other duties as may be assigned by 
mutual consent of the signatories from time to time. 

„Anr. VI. Should any claim or controversy arise between 
any two or more of the signatory States: (a) With respect to 
the waters of the Colorado River system not covered by the 
terms of this compact; (b) over the meaning or performance 
of any of the terms of this compact; (c) as to the allocation 
of the burdens incident to the performance of any article of 
this compact or the delivery of waters as herein provided; (d) 
as to the construction or operation of works within the Colo- 
rado River Basin to be situated in two or more States, or to be 
constructed in one State for the benefit of another State; or 
(e) as to the diversion of water in one Stute for the benefit of 
another State; the governors of the States affected, upon the 
request of one of them, shall forthwith appoint commissioners 
with power to consider and adjust such claim or controversy, 
subject to ratification by the legislatures of the States so 
affected, 

Nothing herein contained shall prevent the adjustment of 
any such claim or controversy by any present method or by 
direct future legislative action of the interested States. 

Anr. VII. Nothing in this compact shall be construed as 
affecting the obligations of the United States of America to 
Indian tribes. 

“‘Anr, VIII. Present perfected rights to the beneficial use 
of waters of the Colorado River system are unimpaired by this 
compact. Whenever storage capacity of 5,000,000 acre-feet shall 
have been provided on the main Colorado River within or for 
the benefit of the lower basin, then claims of such rights, if 
any, by appropriators or users of water in the lower basin 
against appropriators or users of water in the upper basin 
shall attach to and be satisfied from water that may be stored 
not in conflict with Article III. 

All other rights to beneficial use of waters of the Colorado 
River system shal! be satisfied solely from the water appor- 
tioned to that Lasin in which they are situate. 

„Anr. IX. Nothing in this compact shall be construed to 
limit or prevent any State from instituting or maintaining: any 
action or proceeding, legal or equitable, for the protection of 
any right under this compact or the enforcement of any of its 
provisions. 

“‘arr, X. This compact may be terminated at any time by 
the unanimous agreement of the signatory States. In the event 
of such termination all rights established under it shall con- 
tinue unimpaired. 

“Agr. XI. This compact shall become binding and obliga- 
tory when it shall have been approved by the legislatures of 
each of the signatory States and by the Congress of the United 
States. Notice of approval by the legislatures shall be given 
by the governor of each signatory State to the governors of 


the other signatory States and to the President of the United 
States, and the President of the United States is requested to 
give notice to the governors of the signatory States of approval 
by the Congress of the United States.’ 

“In witness whereof the commissioners have signed this 
compact in a single original, which shall be deposited in the 
archives of the Department of State of the United States of 
America, and of which a duly certified copy shall be forwarded 
to the governor of each of the signatory States. 

“Done at Santa Fe, N. Mex., the 24th day of November, 
A. D. 1922. 

: „W. S. NORVIEL, 

„W. F. MCCLURE, 
“DetpH E. CARPENTER, 
“J. G. ScrucHam, 

“ STEPHEN B. Davis, Jr, 
„R. E. CALDWELL, 

Approved: “FRANK C. EMERSON. 
“ HERBERT Hooves.’ 

Sec, 2. That the said compact shall not be binding and obliga- 
tory on any of the parties thereto unless and until the same 
shall have been approved by the legislature of each of the said 
States and proclamation thereof shall be made by the Presi- 
dent upon receipt by him from the governors of all the signa- 
tory States of notice of approval of such compact by the legis- 
latures thereof, 


DEDICATION, ENDICOTT-JOHNSON STADIUM, BINGHAMTON, N. Y. 


Mr, CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting in 
8-point type a copy of my speech at the dedication of the 
First Ward Endicott-Johnson Stadium at Binghamton, N. V., 
together with the statement of the labor policy of the Endicott- 
Johnson Corporation. 

Mr. STAFFORD. It is not necessary that gentlemen request 
that their remarks be printed in 8-point type. If they are 
ae gentleman's own remarks they will be printed in 8-point 
ype. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Following are the speech and statement referred to: 

SPEECH at DEDICATION Fins, Warp ENpicorT?-JoHNson STADIUM, 

BINGHAMTON, N. Y. 

“Fellow members of the First Ward Endicott-Johnson Ath- 
letic Association, I was glad to become a member of this athletic 
association about a year ago, and I am doubly glad and proud 
to claim membership now when I see this wonderful athletic 
field and stadium so full of possibilities that you have built. 

“ Helpfulness is the final test of the success or failure of the 
ote of our institutions, our Government; yes, civilization 
itse 

“On every hand we find mute monuments that bear their 
silent but certain message that noble men and heroic women 
have contributed their time and means and selves in order 
to be helpful, to lighten the loads of others less fortunate, to 
99 easier the way, to render opportunity more accessible 
toa 

Our schools, our hospitals, our churches; yes, our Govern- 
ment itself, all bear the indelible imprint of hearts and minds— 
yes; lives—dedicated to helpfulness, not alone to the children 
of this day but to all of the children of all the to-morrows. 

“Tom Brown doffed his cap as he stood at the grave of his 
beloved teacher, Doctor Arnold, of Rugby. A flood of memo- 
ries of school days came rushing back and of how his dear old 
ene teacher had put of himself in his effort to help his 

ys. 

“Sir Christopher Wrenn was the architect of St. Paul's 
Cathedral in London; he put of himself in his work, and how 
fitting the epitaph you find over the entrance of his masterpiece, 
‘If you seek his monument look about you.’ À 

“So, too, this wonderful stadium is an enduring monument, 
first, to those dauntless pioneers who conceived and dared to 
undertake; te those who persisted amidst a multitude of dis- 
couragements; to the Ansco Co. for its unselfish contributions ; 
to Frank Walters and Roy Barnes for willingly and cheerfully 
assisting in directing the efforts of a multitude of earnest, en- 
thusiastie souls; but most of all to your Mr. George F. Johnson, 
a kindred soul with a kindly heart, who understood the yearn- 
ings of these young people. 

“ Christened in the laboratory of honest toll. 

“Tried and not found wanting in the crucible of competition. 

No helpful effort in this community seems to escape your 
observation or fails to enlist your hearty and thoughtful co- 
operation. 

“ Helpfulness is your watchword, as it should be ours. 
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“There flies Old Glory, our flag. Not a star or bar but what 
speaks its message of inspiration to all the world. On the 
crumbling ruins of many fallen kingdoms are new governments 
springing up largely modeled on our own. And everywhere 
these governments promise a larger helpfulness to all the people. 

“No government since the beginning of history has brought 
so much to so many of its people as our own, and yet strange 
preachers and teachers are in our midst urging changes in 
its form and preaching doctrines and inculeating hate. Let us 
look back on our national history of helpfulness and service to 
our own; on the inspiration we have been to all the world—and 
then bid these strange preachers a speedy return to the foreign 
shores from whence most of them came. Our Constitution 
guarantees to everyone those inalienable rights of life, of lib- 
erty, of property, of equality of opportunity. No more should 
free men ask, no less do they deserve. Let's keep the faith with 
the founders who conceived and with a myriad of self-sacrificing 
souls that ‘carried on this form of government. 

“Fly on Old Glory, and may your sons and daughters on this 
glorious field contest, always honorably and fairly, for all you 
symbolize; fight as in honor bound for that noble example of 
the ‘square deal,’ George F. He has made this field possible 
to you, and on it you should train yourself in that mastery of 
self that means so much. Fit your bodies that they may be fit 
places for all that is best in education and morals, and thus 
fitted you are prepared for the battle of life. 

“The final measure of your success will find itself measured 
hy the principle of the ‘square deal’ and your helpfulness to 
your fellow men, and the shining example in all his dealings 
with his thousands of employees who love him, and of the citi- 
zens of the valley of opportunity,’ everybody’s friend, George F. 
Johnson.” 


A REPLY AS TO THE ALLEGED “ Rapacity” or THIS CORPORATION, 
APPEARING IN THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF FEBRUARY 9. 1922. 


LABOR POLICY OF ENDICOTT-JOHNSON AND WORKERS, 

“This article is written in response to persistent requests by 
labor employers and working people, who wish to know what 
is the ‘policy’ which has determined our successful operation 
of industry, as it is exemplified in the Endicott-Johnson organi- 
zation. (Written by one who knows.) It needs must be simple, 
straight to the point, and easily understood. 

“ First. Wages or salary—or, better yet, yearly income—of the 
toilers is the outstanding and all-important element, necessarily 
first in importance. As every man who labors reckons his 
yearly income, so should a man who makes shoes, because it is 
his yearly income that determines his circumstances, comfort- 
able or otherwise, under which he needs must exist. We are 
prone to speak of professional men as ‘salaried’ workers. 
Their income is generally spoken of, ‘so much a year. A work- 
ingman who labors with his hands is sometimes spoken of so 
carefully as to mention that he earns ‘so much an hour,’ or 
possibly ‘so much a day,’ and, on rare occasions, ‘so much a 
week.’ We think if a workingman earns ‘a dollar an hour’ 
it looks pretty big. If he earns ‘$7 a day’ he does pretty fair. 
And, perchance, if he earns ‘$35 to $50 a week,’ it is great. 
But he does not live by the hour or by the day or by the week. 
This is not the way he supports his family and meets his cur- 
rent expenses. So the yearly income is the only way to reckon 
the income of those who labor with their heads and hands, as we 
have always figured the income of those who labor chiefly with 
their heads. 

“ This gives us the right start. Now, to make a good yearly 
income for the average working man or woman they must needs 
have steady work, as near 52 weeks each year as possible, less 
vacation periods, which are just as necessary for the worker 
as they are for the professional man. Therefore Endicott- 
Johnson's first and foremost duty, as they understand it, is to 
find a way to run steadly, week in and week out, month in and 
month out, guaranteeing steady incomes to the army of workers 
under their direction. There must be, first, then, a need-for our 
products. There must be a market. And so, because we manu- 
facture shoes, which are a prime necessity of the people, we 
are fortunate in the character of our product, shoes, or leather 
and shoes. 

Shoes are a highly competitive product. There are no com- 
binations’ in the shoe business, There never has been, There 
must be keen competition, because the productive capacity is 
at least one-third greater than the consumption or requirements. 
So it is a fight for business, which precludes any possibility of 
operating at big profits with little effort. 

“The way we accomplished the elimination of the middle- 
man’ from our source of supplies is interesting, but this is an- 
other story. Sufficient to say that we did eliminate all the 
*‘miidlemen’ between the raw hide and the finished shoe. 
Buying hides in the world's markets and manufacturing our 


own leather in our own tanneries, supplying all our require- 
ments for raw material without the intervention of middle- 
men’ or middle costs and profits—this gives us our big source 
of leather supplies without unnecessary costs. We can make 
better leather for less money than any tannery in the world. 
We know how leather should be made, and what is required of 
leather for manufacturing into shoes. This big advantage makes 
it possible for us to furnish greater values in shoes, to pay 
higher wages to labor, to secure steadier production and better 
income for the entire organization. 

“ We have higher efficiency in the manufacture of leather and 
shoes because of square dealing with the workers and because 
of satisfied and contented workers. We have created in the 
minds of the average man and woman a real desire and a firm 
determination to try to do their work better, and do more of it. 
This has been done because we want them to earn better wages, 
and they are anxious also to earn good wages. There is not any 
combination to restrain production. There is no ‘teamwork’ 
which would seek to keep down the efforts of good, smart work- 
ers. There is no disposition to hold back and not to do a full 
day’s work. And so the smart, intelligent worker earns more 
than the slower, duller one, as he naturally should. The nat- 
ural result of this is the slow, dull worker is trying hard to 
produce quantity and quality to compare with his coworker 
who is able to do more and better work. So the tendency is 
always upward and not downward. Poor men do not drag down 
good men in this industry. Quite the reverse. Good men lift up 
the poor men. Good workers are an incentive to poor workers. 
Always there is the uplift. 

“The hours of labor are reasonable—48 hours a week. The 
average wages last year were about $1,450. Under a profit- 
sharing or surplus-sharing plan there was added to each work- 
er's wages, on the average, about $150, making a yearly income 
of $1,600—man and woman, every name on the pay roll—52 
weeks in the year. 

N. B.—We figure our average wages, including men and 
women and young people above the legal age of 16 years. We 
do not hire children below 16, adhering strictly to the legal 
limit. Many concerns employ young children because they can 
work cheap, and compute their average wages separately as be- 
tween men and women, always showing a low average wage 
paid women and endeavoring to build up a high average wage 
paid men. This concern is different. We believe women must 
live as well as men. So we reckon our average wage all to- 
gether—as last year, $1,600—men and women, young and old. 

“This is a high average for the shoe and leather industry, 
which is generally regarded as very uncertain and in which a 
large number of women are employed, particularly in the shoe- 
making end of it. 

“We are building homes for the workers as fast as possible. 
We are selling them at cost or less. 

“We are creating low living costs in many ways. We have 
medical departments, where the workers and all their families 
may have the best and most scientific care and attention. We 
have maternity: wards and hospital service. 

“We have prevention departments, preventing accidents. 

“We have playgrounds of every description and swimming 
pools. We have race tracks. We have entertainments of va- 
rious kinds. We make life worth living. 

“The executives of the company, with one or two exceptions, 
live with the business and with the people. There is no distinc- 
tion between those who labor and those who direct that labor. 
We have all learned to love the business from which we draw 
our common support. 

“We make better shoes and sell them for less money. We 
are as careful to guard the interests of our customers as we are 
our own interests. We believe there can be no permanent suc- 
cess except that which is built up by cooperation. We could not 
expect to make poor shoes and sell them for big money in order 
to do all the nice things among ourselves that we are doing. 
We don’t want to make a big profit at the expense of the 
customers. Quite the contrary. We are ambitious to give them 
more leather and better shoes for less money. While we take 
good care of ourselves, we also take good care of our customers. 

Every need of every family is promptly cared for. We have 
old-age pensions, which is simply the weekly wages continued 
while there is need. We have death insurance, which means we 
provide the means occasioned by the loss of the heads of 
families or supporting member of the family. There is no 
mechanical operation of insurance to deceased workers that 
gives $1,000 to the family that has lost its support, whether the 
family needs it or not, or whether they need five times as much. 
We don’t believe in that kind of insurance. Here is the way 
we insure: 
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„John, the head of the family, passes away. Immediately the 
needs of that family, occasioned by John's death, are ascer- 
tained, and whatever needs there are are provided for. For 
instance, John earned $1,600 last year; but, because he made 
his investment in a big family, he has not been able to save 
much. He has been hoping, when the children grew up, to 


save some money, but he has not arrived yet. Therefore, what 
John’s family needs is John’s envelope just as if he were living, 
and this is just exactly what they get. For one year, therefore, 
John’s wages are given to his family just as if he were living. 
If by that time there has been no adjustment, if the family 
needs the wages another year, it is provided. It may indeed be 
provided for the third, fourth, and fifth year. Whatever the 
needs may be, they are cared for. If John should have had a 
family, many able to work, if he should, indeed, have had some 
life insurance, if there is no need oecasioned by his death, then 
nothing is done. So there is no mechanical operation insurance 
in our business. The needs of every case are carefully con- 
sidered and conscientiously met. This is the right kind of 
insurance. Those who need it receive it. Those who don’t 
need it help to pay it. If John’s family, who secure his income 
for the first year, have partly adjusted their affairs, there is a 
decrease in the amount paid the second year. Or, perhaps, at 
the end of the second year there is no further need. If there 
still exists need, whatever that need is is cared for. 

“Old-age pensions: If John is a faithful worker and un- 
able to do a full day’s work, he is encouraged to do what work 
he can, and gradually, as he grows older and less able, he 
finally retires, just as a business man retires, exactly. But 
his needs are cared for as long as he lives. There is no fixed 
or stated sum, It is whatever he and his family need to be 
comfortable with. This is provided as long as he lives, or as 
long as there is need. And so, to sum up, the needs of the 
workers are carefully considered and conscientiously supplied. 

“Last, but not least, the personal contact and old-fashioned 
ideas prevail. Human nature is what we reckon with. We 
know what we like and what we dislike. Therefore we know 
what the working people like and what they cordially detest. 
They don’t want to be patronized. They don’t want to be 
toadied to. They don't want to accept favors. They only want 
a square deal.” Given it, the ‘labor problem’ is solved. 

“If there is any complaint, they know exactly where to go 
to ‘talk things over.’ There are no shop committees, but com- 
mnittees can be made up from the workers, and they ean see the 
head of the business—provided other sources have failed—and 
they can discuss their troubles freely, frankly, and candidly. 
There is an honest effort sure to be made to adjust their dif- 
ficulties. 

“The surplus or profit sharing, we believe, is the greatest 
stabilizer in industry. After good wages have been paid and 
fair and decent consideration given to the welfare of the pro- 
ducers—after capital has had fair rates of interest; after the 
customers and buyers of the product have had a ‘square deal’ 
in good values and reasonable prices—if there is then any sur- 
plus, it is split 50-50 between the common stockholders, who 
have taken the financial risks, and the workers, who have pro- 
duced the results. There are no big profits, therefore, split 
among a few people. There are no families who divide the 
earnings. 

Everything is ‘on the level.“ Everything is fair and square. 
The industry itself is greater than any individual. It is a 
great place for a man to work. It is a splendid place to bring 
up a family. It is a business that all have learned to love, 
because it represents the golden rule’ and the ‘square deal’ 
in industry. It is a successful business which deserves to be 
successful.“ 

NO QUORUM—CALL OF THE HOUSE. 

Mr. KINCHELOEB. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Kentucky makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present, 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in the absent Members, and the 
Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed to 
answer to their names: 


Ackerman Britten Classon Davis, Tenn. 
Anderson Burdick Clouse mpsey 
Anthony Burke Collins Denison 
Atkeson Cable Cooper, Ohio Drane 
Bacharach Campbell, Pa. Cough Drewry 
Barkley Carter Cullen Dunbar 
Bixler Chandler, N. Y. Dallinger Dunn 

Brand Chandler, Okla, Davis, Dyer 


Echols Jones, Pa. Mills Ryan 
Edmonds Kahn Moore, Ohio Sanders, N. Y. 
Erans Keller Morin Scott, Mich. 
Fairfield F —. cue 

en u reve 
Fitzgerald Ketcham O'Brien Sinclair 
Focht Kindred O'Connor Smith, Mich. 
Free K Oliver Snyder 
Fnnk Kirkpatrick 9¹ Steenerson 
Gahn Kitchin Osborne Stiness 
Gallivan Kleczka Park, Ga. Stoll 
Gould Knight Parker, N. Y. Sullivan 
Graham, III. Kreider erlman Sweet 
Graham, Pa. Kunz Porter Tague 
Green, lowa Langley Rainey, Ala. Taylor, Ark. 
Griffin Layton Rainey, III Taylor, Colo 
Hardy, Colo, , Calif. amseyer Taylor, N. J. 
Hays Lehlbach Reber Ten Eyck 
Hersey Longworth Reed, N. X Thomas 
Himes oon Reed, W. Va. Tyson 
Hogan eLaughlin, Pa. Roach Volk 
Huck Mansfield Robsion W 
Johnson, Ky. Mead Rose Winslow 
Johnson, Miss. Merritt Rossdale Wood 
Johnson, Wash. Michaelson Rucker Wan 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and ninety-five Members are 
present—a quorum. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur- 
ther proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. 

The doors were opened. 


ELECTRICAL SYSTEM OF VOTING. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair has been requested to state, and 
thinks it may be interesting to the Members to know, that in 
the Committee on Accounts the new electrical system of voting 
will be on exhibition for a few days, where Members desiring 
to see it can do so. It is in the Committee on Accounts, 


SUGARS IMPORTED FROM ARGENTINA, 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I submit a 
privileged report from the Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas submits a 
privileged report. The Clerk will report it. s 

The Clerk read as follows: 


House Resolution No. 498 (Rept. No. 1476). 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this resolution the House shall 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the further consideration of Senate Joint Resolution 
No. 12; that there shall be not to exceed one hour additional general 
debate on said resolution, one-half of the time to be controlled by those 
Soe the resolution and one-half by those opposing it. Upon the 
eonclusion of such general debate the resolution shall be read for 
amendment under the five-minute rule, whereupon the resolution with 
amendments, if any, shall be reported back to the House, the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on said resolution and all 
amendments thereto to final passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

That immediately upon the conclusion of the consideration of Senate 
Joint Resolution No. 12 in the House, the House shall resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of Senate Joint Resolution No. 79; there shall be not to 
exceed one hour and thirty minutes general debate on said resolution, 
one-half of the time to be controlled by those favoring the resolution 
and one-half by those opposing it; thet at the conclusion of the general 
debate the resolution shall be read for amendments under the five- 
minute rule, whereupon the resolution with amendments, if any, shall 
be reported back to the House, the 13 question snall be considered 
as ordered on the resolution and the amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except one motion to recommit. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre- 
vious question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas moves the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I yield five min- 
utes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL]. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I would like to have that time 
yielded to the gentleman from New York [Mr. Husrep]. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The gentleman may use the 
time as he desires. 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
it is not my purpose to discuss the rule, but to discuss Senate 
Joint Resolution 12, which the rule seeks to bring up for 
further consideration in the House. ‘This resolution, as you 
may remember, has passed the Senate twiee and has already 
been up for consideration in the House in this Congress. 

The claim of the American Trading Co. and of B. H. Howell, 
Son & Co. has been approved as to its merits by the Secretary 
of State of this administration, by the Secretary of State of 
the last administration, by the Attorney General of this ad- 
ministration, and by the Attorney General of the last adminis- 
tration, and also by the Sugar Equalization Board. Of course, 
that raises a reasonable presumption in its favor, because these 
gentlemen have all examined it carefully and have made reports 
to eommittees of Congress upon it. I happen to know some 
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of the gentlemen who are the officers of the American Trading 
Co. Mr. Jennings, the president of the company, was in Yale 
College when I was a student there, and I knew him very well 
Mr. Warren, the first vice president of the company, is a resi- 
dent of my district, and I know him very well. I want to say 
of my own personal knowledge that these officers of the com- 
pany, and, I believe, all the officers of the company, are men 
of the highest character and standing, who would not be guilty 
of imposing upon the Congress of the United States or upon 
the Government of the United States in any possible way to 
their own financial benefit. 

Now, the loss sustained by the American Trading Co. and by 
B. H. Howell, Son & Co., which worked in conjunction with the 
American Trading Co., was not in any way the fault of either 
of those companies. The loss was caused solely and wholly by 
the action or omission of the United States Government itself. 
This loss could have been avoided. The fact that it was not 
avoided was entirely the fault of the Government of the United 
States. The American Trading Co. knew that there was an 
embargo in Argentina against the exportation of sugar, and 
before they agreed to negotiate this transaction for the Govern- 
ment of the United States they obtained from our Secretary 
of State a promise to have the embargo lifted. They knew they 
could not export a pound of sugar unless the embargo was 
lifted as to them, and the Government of the United States, 
after diplomatic exchanges with Argentina, assured these peo- 
ple that the embargo would be lifted. Well, the embargo was 
not raised until a period many weeks after all purchases of 
sugar had been concluded and when it was no longer possible 
for the American Trading Co. to sell in the United States the 
sugar which they bought in Argentina without selling it at a 
very great loss. 

The second point is this: The Department of Justice gave 
out an interview, after the American Trading Co. had made 
heavy purchases of sugar in Argentina, and before they had 
sold a pound, before the embargo had been raised, before they 
could sell a pound, which interview was published throughout 
the land in the newspapers, stating that the Government was 
purchasing sugar heavily im Argentina for the purpose of 
breaking the price in the United States. Of course, as soon 
as that information was given out to the people through the 
public press, it did break the price, and the price began to go 
down just as soon as that information was published, and 
continued to go down until the price in the United States was 
very low. 

There was a third way in which the Government was re- 
sponsible for the loss. As the price of sugar dropped in the 
United States, it rose in Argentina. It rose in Argentina 
because sugar was going out of Argentina, and it was coming 
into the United States. These claimants had an opportunity 
to sell their sugar in Argentina, not at a loss, but at a profit, 
but the Government of the United States said, “ You can not 
sell a pound in Argentina.” If I had more time I could state 
this matter in greater detail, but these are the principal 
reasons why this resolution should pass. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man from North Carolina use some of his time? 

Mr. POU. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it seems to me that 
there ought to be an equal division of time on this rule be- 
tween those who favor it and those who are opposed to it, but 
that does not seem to be the status of things as they are being 
managed here to-day. 

Here ts a rule that ought to be defeated. A claim involving 
$2,000,000, on which 488 pages of testimony were taken, is to 
be decided at the close of 30: minutes’ debate on a side. Seven 
or eight months ago we had three hours’ debate on this 
question. The proponents of the rule realized that they were 
beaten when the facts were presented. Over our protest they 

med the matter, thinking they would pass it after the 
election, and that is what they are trying to do now. 

No one is more anxious for the United States to pay all 
of its just obligations than I. On the other hand, I am as 
anxious as anyone can be that the Government shall not pay 
any unjust claims. Much has been said on these sugar reso- 
lutions. In an effort to tear away the cobwebs and get at 
the very truth of this matter I am going to state the facts 
as they occurred just as simply as I can. 

In April, 1920, the price of sugar in this country was high. 
There was some surplus sugar in the Argentine. The American 
Trading Co. was an importing corporation. B. H. Howell & 
Co. were general sugar distributers all over the world, and 


they and their correlated companies owned large sugar plan- 
tations in Cuba and elsewhere. 

One would think from some of the discussions here that 
the American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell & Co. were 
drafted, that they were conscripted, if you please, into bring- 
ing in the Argentine sugar. Now, let us see whether this is 
true. Just in this connection I want to read you from page 
20 of the hearings of January, 1921: 


Mr. MCLAUCHLIN of Michigan, Who first brought up the subject 
of sugar frem the Argentine? 

Mr. FRANKLIN. I am unable to say that. It was in connection 
with a discussion in the State Department as to duties, and we were 
asking about export and import duties, and the question came up 
then, I do not know but what I may have said that there were 
sugars in the Argentine and sugars in Java, etc, and so on. ae 
suggested that we tell the Department of Justice about it. e 
told the Department of Justice about that transaction in April, and 
then heard nothing more from it at all until May 7, at which time 
we were called down here to the meeting. It was about April 20, 
as I remember it, when I was in Washington in connection with 
other matters. 


Quoting further: 


Mr. MeLavantux of Michigan. How did this thing start and how 
did it develop? 

Mr. FRANKLIN. Well, it started exactly as I have told you. In April 
we told the Department of Justice that this sugar was there. 

Thus it will be seen that Mr. Franklin first gave the informa- 
tion to the State Department; they requested him to go to the 
Department of Justice with the information. He did so, and 
thus furnished to the Department of Justice the information 
on which this whole transaction started. 

At that time there was a sugar embargo in the Argentine. 
In order that sugar might be brought out of the Argentine and 
into the United States, the State Department undertook to get 
the embargo lifted. During the month of May—that is, on May 
14, 15, and 18—the American Trading Co. purchased the sugar 
that furnishes the basis of this claim. On May 22, 1920, the 
embargo was lifted and any sugar company in the world, 
wherever located, could bring in sugar from the Argentine 
up to 100,000 tons, provided they deposited in the Argentine 
80 per cent of what is known as pilet sugar, to be resold down 
there in the event the market there was materially affected. 
On June 23, 1920, even this last condition was removed, so 
that any importer might bring in sugar without any deposit 
of pilet sugar in the Argentine. 

Now, notwithstanding this sugar was purchased in May, 
and notwithstanding the embargo was lifted on May 22, and 
all conditions were removed on June 23, this sugar was 
not brought into the United States until the month of August, 
1920. The market kept going up in this country and did not 
begin to break until July 18, when sugar broke 2 cents per 
pound and thereafter began to decline. Thus this company 
had nearly two months after the embargo was lifted before 
the sugar market broke, and it had 20 days after all re- 
strictions were removed before the sugar market broke, and 
yet it did not bring in the sugar until nearly three months 
after the embargo was lifted. 

These are the exact dates taken from the sworn testimony 
of those who presented the claims. 

There must be some motive for this delay. I am going to 
show what I think that motive was. James H. Post was one 
of the partners in B. H. Howell Co., the distributor. James 
H. Post was a director in the Cuban-American Co., in the Na- 
tional Sugar Refining Co., and in 12 other sugar companies, 
which companies owned vast estates in Cuba and elsewhere 
where sugar was produced in great quantities. I undertake to 
say that these claimants did not want to bring this sugar in 
from the Argentine, that they wanted to control the situation, 
hook the Government, hold back the Argentine sugar, and feed 
the high-priced market in the United States gradually with 
their sugar from Cuba, Java, and elsewhere. In other words, 
what is popularly known as the Sugar Trust was trying to con- 
trol the sugar situation, for while the American Trading Co. 
tried to create the impression at first that they were not en- 
gaged in the sugar business, yet as a matter of fact they were 
general importers and they were associated in this transaction 
with the B. H. Howell Co., who were engaged in the general 
sugar business. 

Now evidently the B. H. Howell Co, knew of- these vast 
quantities of sugar owned by their company in Cuba and 
elsewhere, because they actually owned the sugar and the es- 
tates which produced the sugar, and the market was finally 
broken by yirtue of the importation of sugar not from the 
Argentine but from other points and by virtue of the great 
quantities ef sugar which were available. 

During this period the Sugar Equalization Board was licens- 
ing all sugar companies in this country and was controlling 
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the profits, allowing 1 cent per pound profit to the sugar 
wholesaler. The claimants were not the purchasing agents of 
the Government; they were merely licensees like all other com- 
panies. These companies were rather artistic in their dealings. 
While the profits on all sugar were being limited to 1 cent 
per pound they threw in together, one of them bringing it in 
and the other distributing, so that they each received 1 cent 
per pound—in other words, doubled the profits. This sugar, 
according to Mr, Franklin’s own testimony, was purchased in 
the Argentine for between 13 and 14 cents per pound. Here I 
quote from page 15 of the hearings of January 8, 1921: 

Mr. JoNES. What did you pay for the sugar that you purchased down 
ba FRANKLIN. I am coming to that. I can answer that question 
right here. About 13 cents, United States currency. 

Now accepting the American Trading Co.’s own estimate as 
to various items of expense, including the cost of delivering in 
the Argentine, the freight, the insurance, the interest on the 
money invested, and the warehousing, the cost laid down in 
New York with storage paid was only 18.34 cents per pound, 
and if you permit their own estimate as to the cost of refining 
the part of it which they claim needed refining, it was only 
19.48 cents per pound, everything included, with all the padding 
they cared to make. 8 

They were permitted to sell this sugar at 2 cents per pound 
above this, figuring 1 cent profit to each company. This was 
twice the profit that other companies were allowed at the 
same time. It is conceded by Mr. Franklin and all of the 
witnesses that the Government never agreed to stand any 
losses, that nothing was ever said about the loss in the con- 
tract that the claimants made. The contractors furnished 
the money and handled the sugar and were to get all the 
profits. Where do you get agency in such a confract? Who 
ever heard of such a contract of agency? Did you ever hear 
of an agent in your life who was to make all the contracts, 
handle all the products, do all the financing, get all the profits, 
furnish all the money? The whole proposition is absurd. 
And yet after all this, after they have handled all the transac- 
tions and received all the profits they want the Government 
to shoulder all the losses. The absurdity of such a proposi- 
tion is clearly proven by the mere statement of the facts in 
the case. 

But this is not all; not only were these companies trying 
to keep sugar from coming in from the Argentine and to 
feed the high-priced market with their own sugar, native grown 
and elsewhere, in which they continued to fix their own price, 
but they made contracts all over the United States to furnish 
sugar at 22.5 cents per pound. 

I have in my hands a number of copies of the American 
Sugar Bulletin. Here is a front-page headline, dated December 
18, 1920; “ Files suit to enforce repudiated contracts. Franklin 
Sugar Refining Co. brings suit for $90,000 against Reeves, 
Parvin & Co., of Philadelphia, and for $84,000 against John 
Scott & Co., of Philadelphia. February 12, 1921: Other suits 
to enforce repudiated sugar contracts. American Sugar Re- 
fining Co. brings suits against a number of other companies. 
Sugar sales 22.5 cents per pound. February 26; Another suit 
for enforcement of sugar contracts by Franklin Sugar Co. 
February 19, 1921: Refiners bring more suits to enforce broken 
contracts. March 5, 1921: Bring two more suits to enforce 
contracts. April 9: American Sugar Refining Co. and Franklin 
Sugar Refining Co. bring two more suits to enforce contracts. 
April 23: Another suit for enforcement of sugar contracts by 
Franklin Co. May 14: Another suit by the American Sugar 
Refining Co. On May 21 another suit. On May 28 two more 
suits.” 

And so it runs. 

All of these were suits on contracts made by these com- 
panies for sugar to be sold throughout the United States for 
22.5 cents per pound. 

Oh, these fellows were wise. While the sugar was high 
and while they were holding back the Argentine sugar and 
while they controlled immense quantities of sugar in Cuba 
and elsewhere they were making contracts all over the United 
States for the delivery of sugar at 22.5 cents per pound. What 
an absurdity for them to want Uncle Sam to play walking 
Santa Claus in the face of such transactions as these. 

This is the best-organized raid on the United States Treas- 
ury that has ever come within my observation. Any loss 
which they may have sustained on the pittance of Argentine 
sugar was a mere bagatelle. They were doing high financing 
on a tremendous scale, and were undertaking not only to hook 
the United States Government but the business men through- 
out the United States. I pronounce the whole thing a gigantic 
fraud, a pretentious holdup, a legislative outrage, 


Even if the whole thing had been in good faith they would not 
be entitled to recover, for this is a question of the adoption of a 
policy, and if the United States undertook to refund all losses 
that arose out of the war there would be no place to stop. 
Wheat was $3 per bushel. The Government, over night, fixed 
the price at $2, thus occasioning great losses to the farmers, 
elevator men, and wheat buyers; and dealers who on one day 
had paid $2.80 and $2.90 cash for wheat were compelled to sell 
next day for $1.80, $1.90, and $2.10. These are much greater- 
5 than could possibly have been involved in the case at 

ar. 

During the war and the aftermath of the war many people 
were called upon to make sacrifices. All over this country prop- 
erty losses were involved in the necessary action of the Gov- 
ernment in the prosecution and winning of the war. Bright- 
eyed, ambitious American boys were taken from their vocations 
and their employment at salaries ranging from $1,200 to $10,000 
per year and required to serve at 830 per month. Some of them 
in addition gave an arm, an eye, their health, and many their lives 
for the common good. All over this country there are men with 
empty sleeves, with wooden legs, who with awkward footsteps 
are undertaking to make a livelihood. In many homes there are 
vacant chairs. It cost seas of blood, broken hearts, and billions 
of treasure to win the war. If the American Government is 
going to make appropriations to sugar claimants for any seeming 
losses, should it not likewise take care of these? Such a mon- 
strous proposition as this claim outrages the sense of justice 
and shames those who countenance it. It ill becomes these 
claimants to ery about losses on sugar transactions that only 
involved a few thousand tons from the Argentine when they 
have never at any time seen fit to even suggest a division with 
the United States Government for all of the millions which they 
made out of high-priced sugar from their vast estate in Cuba 
and elsewhere. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. POU. Mr, Speaker, there ought not to be much contro- 
versy about this matter, because all of the substantial facts 
are admitted. The resolution provides not for any appropria- 
tion of money, not a dollar to be taken out of the Treasury, 
but that the President of the United States be authorized to 
have the Sugar Equalization Board investigate these claims, and 
if, in the opinion of the President of the United States, the 
claims are honest, just, and right, they will be paid and not 
otherwise. The entire matter is referred to the President. This 
sums up the purpose of the resolution now before the House. 

Now, let us not get away from that fact. Not a dollar of 
money appropriated by any resolution upon which we will vote 
to-day. Why these claims? In 1920 the Government of the 
United States was engaged in the business of attempting to 
break the price of sugar. I say that no business man under 
the shining sun with any degree of common sense would have 
brought sugar into the United States with the Government at- 
tempting to break the price, except under specific guaranties. 
That is exactly what took place here. These gentlemen took 
the place of the Sugar Equalization Board. If the Sugar 
Equalization Board, which had ceased to function at that time, 
had brought this sugar in, the loss would have been the same 
and the Government would have borne the loss. Certain 
companies are merely substituted for the Sugar Equalization 
Board, and they have sustained an enormous loss. By Execu- 
tive order the Department of Justice had taken over the duties 
and activities of the Sugar Equalization Board. The American 
people have had the benefit of the break in the price of sugar 
caused by the campaign inaugurated by Attorney General 
Palmer and his assistants. You can not play heads I win and 
tails you lose. The Government can not in justice hide behind 
its sovereignty and force the men who brought in this sugar to 
sustain the loss. The Attorney General was doing the best he 
could to break the price of sugar. He suceceeded, and is entitled 
to the thanks of all the American people. 

Mr. Palmer and his associates and Mr. Rily had inaugu- 
rated this campaign to break the price of sugar, and that cam- 
paign was in part made successful by these gentlemen who 
brought in this sugar for the very purpose of breaking the 
price. They were practically at all times agents of the Govern- 
ment. 

I see no reason for discussing the question of whether they 
might have imported Argentine sugar a little sooner or did 
not do so. They were making a certain profit that was agreed 
upon in advance by A. Mitchell Palmer's department, and they 
were doing the best they could. Of course, all transportation 
was at that time more or less difficult. 

They had agreed upon a profit which could not be in excess 
of 1 cent a pound for bringing the sugar in and 1 cent a pound 
for distributing it. I submit no business man would bring in 
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a great supply of sugar with that small profit except under a 
guaranty that he was going to find a purchaser when the sugar 
got here. One of these companies had a ship at Buenos Aires 
partly loaded. This company ordered the cargo discharged and 
reloaded the ship with this sugar to be imported into the United 
States in order to break the price. The ship immediately began 
its voyage to New York and the price began to go down. The 
company asked permission to turn the ship around and send it 
back to the Argentine, but the Attorney General said, “No; 
bring it into the United States, as you agreed.” When the 
sugar got to New York the representative of the importing com- 
pany said, Where are the persons to whom the sugar is to be 
delivered? You told me you would have purchasers ready.” 
Mr. Rily said, “I don’t know; the market is demoralized. The 
price is down. I don't know where any purchasers are and I 
can’t do anything for you.” The company said, Can we put 
the sugar in warehouses?” No,“ the department answered; 
“if you do, we may have to prosecute you for hoarding.” 
„Where is my relief?“ sald the company representative to 
Rily, and Rily said. I can do nothing for you.” 

Mr. LAZARO. Who was Rily? 

Mr. POU. Rily was a special assistant to A. Mitchell 
Palmer under the Wilson administration. He had the handling 
of the sugar problem; he was put there by Palmer, and 
Palmer indorsed his acts. In cooperation with the companies 
named in this resolution he was trying to break the price of 
sugar, and he and they succeeded. 

Why, gentlemen of the House, it would be a breach of 
faith on the part of the Government to repudiate these trans- 
actions. 

Mr. SNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, POU. For a very brief question. 

Mr. SNELL. Is it not a fact that every man connected with 
the two administrations that knows about the transaction ap- 
proves of this legislation? 

Mr. POU. Certainly; every official of the Wilson administra- 
tion connected with these transactions says a high moral obliga- 
tion is involved. Mr. Palmer and Mr. Rily and every official of 
the Wilson administration who had any connection with these 
importations of sugar takes the position that the Government 
can not honorably force the loss upon the importers who were 
merely agents of the Government; and then a hostile adminis- 
tration came in which would have been glad, probably, in a 
political battle to have found some point to criticize in the ac- 
tion of the former administration, but Mr. Daugherty, the 
Attorney General, and every official of his office, who had 
supervision of the sugar problem, take the same position. 
They all say there is a highly moral obligation on the part of 
the Government to pay these claims. I would be ashamed of 
my Government if, under these circumstances, it repudiated 
the transaction. [Applause.] 

Now, gentleman, that is about all there is to this matter. 
And yet we took up a whole day discussing the claim of the 
B. H. Howell Co. and the other company. I have read the 
arguments of my splendid young friends who are fighting this 
resolution. The only thing that caused me to hesitate was 
their earnestness, but when you read their arguments they 
are distinctly technical. It is the argument of a lawyer hon- 
estly misled, no doubt, by technicalities when there is a great 
moral principle inyolved which ought to control. 

The Government of the United States should be an example 
of fair and square dealing with every one of its citizens. The 
people of the United States have gotten the benefit of the de- 
cline in the price of sugar. The price went from 28 cents a 
peund down to 8 cents a pound as the result of the campaign 
inaugurated by Attorney General Palmer. Submit the matter 
to the people of the United States, to their fair and just 
judgment. They will not repudiate an honest obligation. The 
Sugar Equalization Board made $39,000,000 clear profit upon 
the sugar crop of Cuba. When the Sugar Equalization Board 
ceased to function the sugar was imported in the only way 
it could be brought in, by appealing to patriotic private citi- 
zens and their companies, and when they sustained a loss, lo 
and behold, we find gentlemen here who say that they must 
be ruined, because these men will go into bankruptcy, I am 
told, on account of these transactions—we must ruin these 
men who were trying to help the American people, and keep 
our $39,000,000 of profit which we made on the Cuban sugar 
crop. Gentlemen, this House can not afford to take such a 
position as that. I do not believe that this House will take 
such a position as that. The only thing that the proponents 
of this resolution are asking is the just and righteous thing, 
and the just and the righteous thing is for the Government to 
make good the pledge of its servants. In any event, I think 
we can trust the President of the United States, who by 


this resolution is referee, because I think we have never had a 
President who could not be trusted to treat the citizen fairly. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
under the rules of the House, where the previous question is 
ordered upon a resolution of this kind, before there has been 
debate, the time is automatically divided, 20 minutes on a side, 
one-half to those favoring the resolution and one-half to those 
opposing it. That rule is not being followed here, in that only 
5 minutes have been given out of the 40 minutes to those who 
oppose the resolution, and I claim that it is in violation of the 
rules of the House to so apportion the time. . 

The SPEAKER. The Chair had no knowledge how gentle- 
men on the Committee on Rules stood. The Chair recognized 
the chairman of the Committee on Rules for 20 minutes and 
then the ranking minority member of the Committee on Rules 
for 20 minutes. The Chair thinks that they have the right to 
use the time according to their judgment. i; 

Mr. BLANTON. And that that can be done regardless of the 
rule which provides 20 minutes shall be given to those in favor 
of the resolution and 20 minutes against? 

The SPEAKER. Does the rule say that? 

Mr. BLANTON. That is my recollection of the rule, where 
the previous question is ordered without debate. It occurs to 
me that we have had so far a very unfair divicion of the time. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is correct. The rule pro- 
vides: 

One-half of said time to be given to debate in favor of and one-half 
to debate in opposition to. 

Mr. BLANTON. I insist that there shall be an equal divi- 
sion of the time. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair was not aware that the gentle- 
man from North Carolina [Mr. Pou] was in favor of the reso- 
lution. The Chair recognized him, as he always does the rank- 
ing member of the minority. The Chair thinks the time ought 
to be equally divided between those in favor of the resolution 
and those who oppose it. As it is, 15 minutes have been used 
in favor of the resolution and 5 minutes have been used in 
opposition to it. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, how much time did I use? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman used 10 minutes. 

Mr. POU. I am perfectly willing to cut the time. I have 
yielded five minutes of my time against the rule, and I shall 
yield five minutes more time against the rule. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. WINGO. Is it not true that while the rule provides as 
has been suggested, yet that the time to assert that right is 
when the gentleman in charge of the rule yields the floor, re- 
serving the remainder of his time? At that time I think those 
who opposed the rule should have demanded recognition. 

Mr. BLANTON. We took it for granted that the minority 
side would grant such time, 

The SPEAKER. Of course, it is the custom always to 
recognize the ranking member of the minority of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, but the Chair thinks that when the minority 
member is on the same side as the majority member, half of the 
time should be given, as he has given it, to those who oppose 
the resolution. The Chair is disposed to think that the gentle- 
man from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] should also give half his 
time, if members on the Republican side desire it. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I have had no re- 
quests from this side of the House for time on the rule. 

Mr. BLANTON. We request some now. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I made the request. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, Yes; the gentleman from Texas 
did, but I distinctly said just now that no one on this side of 
the House, meaning the Republican side, had requested time. 

Mr. MONDELL, Mr. Speaker, I do not recall that it has ever 
been held in the House that the Chair is responsible for the 
division of time. It is the almost universal rule for the Chair 
to recognize the chairman of the committee and the ranking 
minority member of the committee. Those gentlemen have, 
under the almost universal practiee in the House, divided the 
time under the rule. 

The SPEAKER. That is very true, and, as the Chair stated, 
the Chair was not aware how either of the gentlemen stood. 

Mr. MONDELL. The Chair having d these two 
gentlemen, it is for them to decide, it seems to me, under the 
rules of the House how they shall allot the time. 

Mr. POU. Mr. Speaker, I should like to say that there was 
almost no division in the Committee on Rules. I think that 
the opponents of the resolution have had more than their 
ano Bes the time according to the sentiment of the Committee 
on S, 
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Mr. BLANTON. But that is not what the ‘rule of the 
House says. 

The SPEAKER. According to the invariable practice, the 
Chair recognized the gentleman from Kansas and the gentle- 
man from North Carolina, but the Chair does think that those 
gentlemen ought to so arrange that the time both for and 
against is equally divided. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. May I make this suggestion, 
Mr. Speaker: Matters of debate from a committee, of course, 
are within the rule that where the previous question is or- 
dered there shall be 20 minutes on a side, 20 minutes for and 
20 minutes in opposition to the matter under consideration. 
Here is a matter from the Committee on Rules upon which 
there seems to be unanimity of opinion from that committee. 
The chairman of the committee moved the previous question. 
The previous question was ordered. That automatically gave 
the chairman of the committee 20 minutes and the ranking 
minority member of the committee 20 minutes. At that time 
no gentleman on either sidé of the House protested that he 
was opposed to this resolution and asked to control the time 
in opposition to it. No member of the Committee on Rules 
asked for time in opposition to this resolution, If any mem- 
ber of the committee had asked for it, he would have un- 
doubtedly been recognized by the Speaker to control the time 
in opposition to the rule. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Other gentlemen, haying no 
knowledge of the information submitted to the Committee on 
Rules, ask now at the conclusion of one-half the time for de- 
bate on this resolution to control the time in opposition to it. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. For a question. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman remembers that I came 
to him endeavoring to secure some time? 

Mr. GAMPBELL of Kansas. The gentleman is not a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I am a member of the Committee on 
Agriculture, and the gentleman stated that some stranger—— 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. And the gentleman has spoken 
for hours on this question. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Les. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Out of order and in order. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. And the committee proponents of this 
question, seeing they were beat that day, rose and would not 
have a vote on it—— 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I submit that it will inaugu- 
rate a new régime in this House to say that after debate has 
progressed until it is disclosed that the committee in charge of 
a bill are unanimously in favor on a matter, where the pres- 
vious question has been ordered, that then some gentleman 
may arise and say that the time should have been divided. 
The request to control time in opposition should be made im- 
mediately after the previous question is ordered. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. May I make a statement? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, it seems that I am unfor- 
tunate in that I am not a member of the great Committee on 
Rules. There are 423 of us who are thus unfortunately situ- 
ated, and yet, we have rights under the rules of the House, 
and I am sure the Speaker is going to see that we get them. 

We can not tell whether members of the Rules Committee 
are in favor of a proposition until we hear them speak. The 
Chair recognized the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
Poul. We found out when he spoke that he was in favor of 
the resolution. Then, Mr. Speaker, I took the floor and called 
for the rule which gives 20 minutes on a side. I think in all 
fairness—— 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is mistaken. 

Mr. BLANTON. I submit that the Recorp will support my 
statement. The gentleman from Kansas should give 10 min- 
utes of his time to those opposing the resolution. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman is mistaken. At the time 
the gentleman called attention the gentleman from North 
Carolina had spoken for 10 minutes, The Chair is ready to 
rule. The Chair does not think any point of order rises—— 

Mr, CRAM TON. Mr. Speaker 5 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, it appears to me this involves 
a matter of much importance to the House. The rules pro- 
vide for an equal division of time, 20 minutes for and 20 min- 
utes against. 


By custom the matter of apportionment of that time is left 
with the ranking member of the Rules Committee on each 
side, and of course the Speaker does not know until a speech 
is made on which side the Member speaking may stand, but 
when it develops that 20 minutes of time has been used by one 
side, that fact is before the Speaker. The rule is above custom. 
The rule provides that one-half of the time shall be on each 
side, and however it may be handled by the Committee on 
Rules, when it appears to the Speaker that 20 minutes has 
been used on one side of a question, under the rule the Speaker, 
if objection is made, can not recognize any one for further de- 
bate upon that side of the question. Otherwise this would 
leaye the House in a dangerous situation. The Committee 
on Rules might many times be fully in accord as to a rule, be 
all on one side of a question, and if it is to be held that the 
Committee on Rules may so manipulate the apportionment of 
time as to have debate almost wholly on one side or even to 
the extent of all on one side and none on the other, what posi- 
tion is the House in? 

Now, the rule was to prevent that situation, and the only 
way that appeals to me of enforcing it is, as I suggest, in the 
yielding of time, the Committee on Rules controlling the time, 
when 20 minutes have been used on one side no one else can 
be heard on that side. In other words, in this particular 
situation when five minutes more shall have been used in favor 
of this rule, further debate in favor of the rule is exhausted 
and further debate on that side impossible, and if no member 
of the Committee on Rules wants to speak in opposition, those 
not on the Committee on Rules are entitled to recognition 
under the rules of the House. 

Mr. ASWELL. Is not the time for making that division 
at the beginning of debate, not afterwards? 

Mr. CRAMTON. The rule makes that division. 

Mr. ASWELL. Is not the time for the opposition to speak 
when the debate begins? 

Mr, CRAMTON. No; the House may not know the situa- 
tion in the Committee on Rules. The House may not know. 

Mr. ASWELL. It is a gentleman’s business to find out. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The rule stands for their protection. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, to cut this mat- 
ter short and avoid further delay, any gentleman on this side 
of the House wanting time in opposition to this rule may 
have it. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I suggest that the rule 
does not say one side or the other. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The gentleman from Texas 
has had time. 

Mr. MONDELL. In case of opposition to unanimous con- 
sent the opposition would be opposition to the rule, and not 
to the merits of the rule. In other words, the merits can only 
be considered by unanimous consent. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Is it in order for one who opposes 
this rule to claim recognition? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule on the point 
of order. The rule provides that one-half of such time shall 
be given in favor of and one-half in opposition. As the House 
is aware, it is always the custom in the House to recognize 
the ranking member of the Committee on Rules in favor and 
the ranking member of the minority against. Sometimes there 
is no one to oppose a rule when it is presented. The Chair 
thinks that so far as the Chair is aware, the House always 
intends to be fair and disapproves of any attempt to evade 
the intention of the rule, and often that is left to the ac- 
quiescence of the House. When the gentleman from Kansas 
(Mr. CAMPBELL] had finished and reserved the balance of his 
time, the Chair recognized the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Pov] for 20 minutes. 

The Chair assumed that he was against the rule, which 
was confirmed by his yielding to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Jones], who opposed the rule. Then the first knowledge 
the Chair had that the gentleman from North Carolina was 
in favor of the rule was when he took the floor and occupied 
time for 10 minutes. The Chair thinks the point of order 
should be made when recognition is had. When the Chair 
recognized the gentleman from North Carolina, the Chair sanc- 
tioned that. But the Chair thinks that in fairness to the rule 
and in fairness to the House, the gentleman from North Caro- 
lina having yielded half of his time in opposition, it would be 
but fair that the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] 
should yield half his time also in opposition to the rule. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I am perfectly willing to yield 
now if any gentleman on this side of the House wants time in 
opposition to the rule. I will yield him 10 minutes. 
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Mr. CRAMTON. Mr. Speaker, will the Chair permit an 
observation? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the regu- 
lar order. 

Mr. CRAMTON. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CRAMTON. How is it going to be possible for any Mem- 
ber of the House to have knowledge of what position a man 
is going to maintain on the floor when the Speaker himself 
says he can not have that knowledge? 

The SPEAKER. It is very easy. The Chair remembers, 
himself, years ago when on the floor, arising and asking whether 
the gentleman about to be recognized was opposed to the bill 
or not. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The Speaker would have that right. 

The SPEAKER. The Speaker remembers having done it 
when he was a Member on the floor. 

Mr. CRAMTON. The Member on the floor does not know 
what is in the mind of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I call for the regu- 
lar order. We must proceed with the business of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks he has the right to recog- 
nize the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CRAMTON. A Member on the floor may not have in 
mind what is in the mind of the Committee on Rules. The 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. Poul, himself in favor 
of the rule, might have had in mind that the chairman of the 
committee was planning to recognize for 10 minutes some one 
on the other side. But each side of the question is entitled to 
20 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. That is being accomplished at this time. 
The gentleman from Kansas says he will yield 10 minutes to 
them against the bill. 

Mr. CRAMTON. But the gentleman from Kansas limits his 
yielding to those on this side of the House. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think so. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I would like to have time 
against the rule. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I yield to the gentleman from 
Texas five minutes, 

Mr. BLANTON. I yielded to my colleague [Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. No; I yielded to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Have I not the right to yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. No. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Speaker 

Mr. BLANTON. Then, Mr. Speaker, I will occupy it myself. 
But I would have preferred to have given it to my colleague 
[Mr. Jones]. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has no right to prefer a 
parliamentary inquiry without the consent of the gentleman oc- 
cupying the floor. 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. I have been talking to the Speaker, 
but the Speaker has not been listening. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, if 
this is a proper resolution and if this is a proper rule making 
it in order it ought to bear the light of day. It ought to bear 
a close scrutiny. It ought to be able to stand up under proper 
argument and proper dissection by Members of the House who 
have studied the question. It comes before the House with a 
shadow upon it. It comes before the House with an attempt 
on the part of our dozen friends who have been so fortunate 
as to be members of the Rules Committee—and who seem to 
think that the other 423 Members who are not so fortunate 
have no say at all about it—to shut off debate and to make in 
order two resolutions, the first one embracing the serious 
proposition to take $2,500,000 of the people’s money out of the 
Treasury, and the second to take out an additional $1,700,000 
of public money, and they seem to think that we who are not 
members of that committee are not concerned in this at all, 
when this public money is to be placed in the private pockets 
of big corporations. 

Mr. ASWELL, 
tion? 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman can get time from his sugar 
friends on the other side. 

Mr. ASWELL. This money does not come out of the Treas- 
ury. It comes out of the Sugar Equalization Board, which has 
$16,000,000 in the bank now. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but that $16,000,000 came out of the 


Will the gentleman yield just for a ques- 


pockets of every jobber and every retailer and every con- 
sumer back at home in our respective districts, and it ought to 
go back into the Public Treasury. Thus, as a matter of fact, 


this $2,500,000 which by this resolution we are to put into the 
private pockets of these two corporations will be paid by the 
people of the United States, and it is just the same as if we 
were now appropriating it out of their Treasury. 

I would feel more favorable toward this rule if our friend 
from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL], the great chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, and if our friend from North Carolina [Mr, 
Pou], the former great chairman and now the ranking minority 
member of that committee, had come on the floor and said, 
“We are going to discuss this rule 40 minutes, 20 minutes for 
those who are for it and 20 minutes for those who are against 
it.” But they gave us 5 minutes. Here is a proposition that 
tarava $2,500,000, yet we are forced to close debate in an 

our. 

Why should we not take this day? Why should we vote for 
a rule that limits debate on a $2,500,000 proposition to one hour, 
when we are practically through the work of this Congress? 
We have passed every supply bill; we have performed our 
work; we have done our work expeditiously; we have 
already sent it to the other end of the Capitol; we have 
time on our hands. This is to be followed by the other 
resolution that is to take $1,700,000 out of the Treasury, 
and by the provisions of this rule we are limited to an 
hour and a half debate on that measure. Is that proper 
debate? I submit it to the gentleman from Kansas that 
he ought to be more fair to the membership of this House when 
he brings in a rule of this kind out of his hip pocket, when 
few Members know what is coming up. He brings it here and 
springs it on the House when the Members are not expecting 
it. I say that the people of this country are looking, not to 
the membership of the Rules Committee but they are looking 
to the 435 Members of this House for the passage of proper 
legislation by their votes. The gentleman from Kansas can not 
pass this resolution merely by the 12 votes of the Committee 
on Rules. He is going to ask us to vote on it. He is going 
to ask us to vote under our oaths of office. He ought to give 
us a chance to know what we are voting on. He ought to give 
my colleague from Texas [Mr. Jones] an hour on this propo- ` 
sition. My colleague from Texas has given careful study to 
this question. He is a member of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture that has had it under consideration. He has been work- 
ing on it for weeks. He ought to give the gentleman from 
Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] an hour on it. Now, why do you 
not give him plenty of time to give his views to this House, 
to place what he knows about the matter before the member- 
ship? Then we would feel more favorable toward your resolu- 
tion. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I still have fiye minutes that 
I will yield to any gentleman who desires it. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. I should like the time. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from West Virginia [Mr. ROSENBLOOM]. 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, I wish to state to you observations which I have had in 
mind for a considerable period of time. You have read in the 
newspapers of this country the questions: “What is wrong 
with Congress?” “ Why is it that men of the old type do not 
present themselves as candidates for election to Congress?“ 

The eminent gentleman from New York [Mr. Cockran] 
made a very masterly and eloquent address on that subject 
some time ago. 

In my opinion, proceedings such as this—passage of rules 
that will not permit proper consideration of legislation—merit 
a diminution of public esteem and respect. 

We have accepted and continue to tolerate rules of procedure 
restricting our prerogatives as Members of Congress until our 
activity is confined to legalizing what is submitted by some one 
else. Instead of legislating, we serve as a rubber stamp to ap- 
prove legislation. 

Mr. ASWELL. If they are rubber stamps, what do they 
stamp? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. They stamp the bills that are sub- 
mitted by commissions, by the Sugar Equalization Board, by 
members of the Cabinet, and by some committees. Many bills 
have been passed here with but a single argument in their 
favor. The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of the 
Navy, the Secretary of War, or some other Cabinet officer in- 
dorses it, and consideration by Members of the House is deemed 
superfiuous. 

The tariff bill was considered here for but a few hours, and 
in the Senate it was considered for months. 

This session has been a revelation. Bill after bill has been 
presented by a committee with but practically one argument—a 
letter from the head of some department. If those officials are 
the best judges, why are we asked by our constituents to pass 
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upon the merits of legislation? Why, in fact, is the legislation 
submitted to us at all? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM, I have very little time. I will yield 
if there is any left. The point I make is this: The trouble with 
Congress is that we have ceased to legislate and that we merely 
legalize. [Applause.] . 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the géntleman yield? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. Yes, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The gentleman does not intend to have 
us understand that he approved of the protracted debate on 
the tariff bill at the other end of the Capitol, did he? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. No; but I do approve the fact that 
there was sufficient time to consider the items. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will not the gentleman agree with me 
that that very fact that the tariff bill was. under consideration 
so long at the other end of the Capitol is one of the troubles 
that we have had on this side of the House? 

Mr. ROSENBLOOM. I did not have any such trouble, be- 
cause I voted to recommit that bill. Now, are there any other 
questions? 

Mr. BLANTON. They are through. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, the House having 
listened twice within 40 minutes to the same speech by the gen- 
tleman from Texas, I presume we haye had all there is to be 
said on that side of the question. The resolutions made in 
order by this resolution have passed the Senate, I think, by 
unanimous vote—one of them twice. They have been reported 
by unanimous vote from the committees of the Senate. There 
seems to have been no opposition to the Government doing the 
fair thing by those who brought sugar into the United States 
for the purpose of breaking the sugar market and bringing 
down the high price of sugar until the gentleman from Texas 
and the gentleman from Kentucky thought they had discovered 
a mare’s nest somewhere. The fact is the Sugar Equalization 
Board during the summer of 1920 was practically out of busi- 
ness. The price of sugar had mounted very high, the price rang- 
ing from 26 to 29 and 30 cents a pound. The Department of 
Justice was given authority to deal with the question. The 
Attorney General in his anxiety to bring down the price of 
sugar appointed Mr. Figg and Mr. Riley to proceed in the mat- 
ter and do everything that could be done to bring down the 
price of sugar. The claimants in these two resolutions were 
authorized and directed by the agents of the Attorney General 
to bring this sugar in from the Argentine Republic. It was 
brought in, it brought down the price of sugar, it broke the mar- 
ket, it brought the price of sugar down from 28 and 30 cents to 
8 cents a pound. 

These men lost money. The Sugar Equalization Board has in 
its possession now $11,000,000 of money earned by that corpora- 
tion in the sugar business. The resolution directs the President, 
being the sole stockholder of that corporation, the equalization 
board, to take over these matters and make such adjustment as 
in his judgment he deems proper. Could anything be fairer, 
could anything be more just, is there anything wrong about it? 
Is there anything about it that has a shadow over it? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. For a brief question. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. It has been stated that the 
price of sugar broke before this sugar came in. If that is true, 
how did this break the price? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas, It was published in every news- 
paper in the United States that this sugar was on the way here 
from Buenos Aires, and that broke the market. 

Mr. HVANS. Is it not a fact that most of the sugar was 
there after the price broke and started afterwards, and they 
tried to get a waiver of the embargo and could haye sold the 
sugar? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I believe the gentleman is in 
error, I know that one lot of sugar was in cargo midway be- 
tween here and Buenos Aires. They learned that the sugar 
market had broken and endeavored to get authority to return to 
Buenos Aires to dispose of the sugar there, and they were 
denied the right to do it. These are the facts in this matter. 

I have been unable to understand how gentlemen can work 
themselves into a fury upon a matter that involves the Gov- 
erument's doing simple justice to those it had authorized and 
directed as its agents to perform certain duties for our citizens, 
and that is what was done here. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield: 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Yes, 


Mr. FESS. With reference to breaking the market, how long 
would it take to break the market if it were announced that 
there were 100,000 tons of sugar in Argentina, and that 70,000 
tons were going to be purchased by our Government? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. A day would do it, and it was 
published to the world that this sugar was on its way to the 
United States, and the price went down. 

Mr. KNUTSON. And was it not implied by this Government 
that infinitely more sugar was on its way from Argentina than 
was actually on its way, in order to depress the market? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I think that was done. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a vote 
on the resolution. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division 
of the questions in the resolution. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. There is but one resolution. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. But one portion of the resolution deals 
with Senate Joint Resolution 12, and another portion of the 
resolution deals with Senate Joint Resolution 79. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
of order that this is not divisible for the reason that it is a 
resolution from the Committee of Rules and becomes a rule of 
the House and does away with the other rules. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on 
Rules for years has brought resolutions in making one, two, 
three, and in some instances a large number of bills in order. 
This is one resolution, and there never has been a division of 
the question in this way to my knowledge within the past 10 
years. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, two distinct claims are 
taken care of in the resolution, Some Members of the House 
think that one claim is just, and some that the other claim 
is just. A man may want to vote for one and not for the 
other, but he would have to vote for the consideration of both 
resolutions if the vote be taken en bloc. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. The same resolution provides 
for the consideration of two separate resolutions. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. But an hour and a half is given to 
re discussion of one and but one hour to the discussion of the 
other. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. We gave an additional hour to 
the discussion of one which had already been discussed for 
three hours, and an hour and a half to the discussion of the 
other. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair finds that there is a precedent 
for dividing the rule, although at first blush the Chair would 
have thought that the statement made by the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Sanvrers] was correct. Therefore, the Chair 
thinks that this is divisible, and the vote will first come upon 
the portion of the rule which applies to Joint Resolution No. 12. 
The question is on that portion of the resolution applying to 
Senate Joint Resolution No, 12. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Branton) there were—ayes 119, noes 54. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote upon 
the ground that there is no quorum present, and I make the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently 
there is not. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the Sergeant 
at Arms will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk will call 
the roll. 

The question is on that portion of the resolution applying 
to Senate Joint Resolution No. 12. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 197, nays 104, 
answered present“ 1, not voting 125, as follows: 


YEAS—197. 
Aberneth Brooks, III. Cole, Ohio Fenn 
Andrew, Mass Brooks, Pa. Colton ess 
Ansorge Brown, Tenn, Connolly, Pa, Fisher 
Appleby Buchanan Copley ocht 
Arentz Bulwinkle Crago Foster 
Aswell Burdick Crowther n 
Bankhead. Berta faa: Garrett, T 
an en urton arre enn. 
Butler le Gernerd 
Be; Byrnes, S. C. Darrow Gifford 
Bell Byrns, Tenn, Doughton Glynn 
Benham mpbell, Kans, ré Gorman 
Blakeney Cant ls Green, Iowa 
Bland, Ind, Carew Elliott Greene, Mass, 
Bland, Va. Ellis Greene, Vt. 
Bond Chindblom Fairchild est 
Bowers Clark, Fla Fairfield Hadley 
Brennan Clarke, N. Y. Faust Hardy, Colo. 
Britten Cole, Iowa vrot Haugen 
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Hawes Linthicum Patterson, Mo. Stedman Mr. Denison with Mr. Tague. 
Hawley raa taki pga N. J. Se . Mr. Graham of Pennsylvania with Mr. Upshaw. 
Henry Luce Perkins Sullivan Mr. Ackerman with Mr. Dominick. 
Hickey Luhring Feriman 3 Wash. Mr. Funk with Mr. Brand. 
CKS c ur etersen W. y 
2 15 123 Pod Swink Mr. Michaelson with Mr. O’Brien. 
Hukriede ek McFadden Pringey Taylor, Tenn. 185 oe with Mr. Stoll. 
umphrey, Nebr. cKenzie urn empile r. . le 
Humphreys, Miss. McLaughlin, Mich Radcliffe Tilson Mr. Winslow with Mr. Hasd e 
Husted McLaughlin, Nebr. Ransley Timberlake 5 Hayden. 
Hutchinson McPherson Recce Tinkham Mr. Cannon with Mr. Garner. 
2 3 98 8 Mr. Bixler with Mr. Drane. 
1 aff T ren ~ 
Jefferis, Nebr. Magee * ped tak Underhi Mr. Cooper of Ohio with Mr. Cockran 
Johnson, S. Dak. Mansfield Roach Vaile, a Kendall with Mr. Thomas. 
earns R es a o 8 
Kelley, Mich. Martin 2 Voigt Mr. 15 ot an E wih pectin inci 
Kennedy Mondell ogers Walters . 5 
less Montague Rossdale Ward, N. Y. Mr. Dunn with Mr. Carter. 
Kindred Moore, III Sanders, Ind Reon Mr. Free with Mr. Kitchin. 
KURE — . — In chal Weite Me. Mr. Longworth with Mr. Taylor of Arkansas. 
Kline, N. v. Mott Siegel ‘ood, In Mr. Rose with Mr. Drewry. 
Bling, Pa. Morphy i Sinnott Wurzbach Mr. Anderson with Mr. Park of Georgia. 
anuon Nolan 1 eee yee Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Lea of California. 
Larson, Minn. Newton, Mo, Snell Zihlman Mr. Cable with Mr. Johnson of Mississippi. 
tayon a Snyder Mr. Dallinger with Mr. Gallivan. 
„Ga. e rou Lan 
Lee, N. Y. Parker, N. Y. Stafford Mr. gley with Mr. Mead. 
RAYS 104 Mr. Lehlbach with Mr. Rainey of Alabama. 
1 gions z — 8 Mr. Graham of Illinois with Mr. Kunz. 
Andrews, Nebr. Frear Leatherwood Bisson Mr. Chandler of New York with Mr. Lyon. 
Anthony Fulmer Lineberger Speaks Mr. Osborne with Mr. Overstreet. 
3 Garrett, Tex. ondon Peaga a The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
Bird Goldsborough McSwain TATANAN The SPEAKER. A quorum is present. The Doorkeeper will 
Black Hammer Maloney trong, Kans. open the doors. The question is on agreeing to the second part 
Blanton Hardy Tex. er — Tex. of the resolution. x 
Bo iin k Hoch M sore Va. Dilman The question was taken ; and the Speaker announced the ayes 
Box Hooker Nelson, J. M. Tucker seemed to have it. 
Briggs 8 8 Norton Tune On a division (demanded by Mr. KINCHELOE and Mr. BLAN- 
Christopherson Hull Parker, N. J. Volstead TON ) there were—ayes 124, noes 60. 
Clague James Parks, Ark, Ward, N. C. Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on 
Gie Rane, ay guay pours 3 account of no quorum being present, and make that point of 
Connally, Tex. Jones, Tex. Rankin Williams, III. order. 
Cooper, Wis. Kelly, Pa. Rayburn Williams, Tex. The SPEAKER. The Chair will count. [After counting.] 
Cramton n iter won Two hundred and twenty-one Members are present, a quorum. 
Deal Lampert l Wingo Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and 
Dew en [ankford Sander, T Mose inf 
we 0 ers, Tex. oodruff The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky demands th 
i Larsen, Ga Sandli s, e 
8 eee S Woods, Va: yeas and nays. Thirty-six gentlemen have arisen, not a suf- 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—1. ficient number, and the yeas and nays are refused, and the 
Reuse motion is agreed to. Under the rule the House automatically 
NOT VOTING—125 resolves itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
FRN ETEN wie 4 5 state of the Union for the consideration of the resolution. 
3 oy wordaey Tansey Roker Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
Atkeson Free Lea, Calif, yan the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Hicks 
Barkley A hae anor Tebach Sanders, N. v. in the chair. 
tier Nn l Saoti ick, The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
Burke Gabn on Shelton ` House on the state of the Union for the further consideration 
Cable i Pi 8 nim A ——.— of Senate Joint Resolution No. 12, which the Clerk will report. 
Come! 8 a Smith, Mich, The Clerk read as follows: 
Efi xix. e ety, Bl 30 
b er, N. I. err to uire n es Sugar Alization Or. . 
858 Okla GENAN a ipa ai Tague A a aad dispose of 13,902 tons of sugar imported Pun the 3 — 
„ . ayior, Ark. 
Clouse Griffin Moore, Ohio Taylor, Colo. Resolved, etc., That the President is authorized to uire the Unit 
a gm Bergen ari meyer, N. J. States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to take oven tom the N 
Cooper, Olio Himes Sonton Mini Thome tion, American Trading Co., and the copartnership, B. H. Howell, Son 
Co hlin Hogan O'Brien 4 iThompe Co., a certain transaction entered into and carried on by said cor- 
Dalinger Hack Ordan Tho pson poration and copartnership at the request, under direction and as 
Baris Minn. Johnson, Miss. Olpp Tincher agents of the Department of Justice and Department of State, which 
pare mean Teknian. Wark e 8 transaction involved the purchase in the Argentine Republic, between 
Downey 1 Overstreet Upalaer the 13th day of May, 1920, and the 22d day of May, 1920, of 13,902 
2 Kahn Paige Voik tons of sugar, the importation thereof into the United States and the 
Dominick Keller Park. Ga Watson distribution of a rtion of the same within the United States, and 
Bean Kendall Porter Wheeler to require the said United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
8 Ketcham Rainey, Ala. Winslow se of any of said an 5 so imported remaining undispo of, and 
at King Rainey, 1 Woodyard to liquidate and adjust the entire transaction in such manner as may 
een Kirkpatrick Ramseyer Yates be deemed by said board to be equitable and proper in the premises, 
Brer Kitehin eber paying to the corporation and copartnership aforesaid such sums as 
Pee Fee Reed, N. e a e e anal tor tele Pertian oh 
Ai WwW . * „ s pu 
Fish Kreider eed, W. Va President is authorized to vote or use the stock or the oo Patton 


Se that portion of the resolution applying to Senate Joint 


Resolution 12 was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following pairs: 


On the vote: 


Mr. Paige (for) with Mr. Rouse (against). 
Mr. Griffin (for) with Mr. Davis of Tennessee (against). 


Mr. McLaughlin of Pennsylvania (for) with Mr. Tincher 


(against). 


Mr. Atkeson (for) with Mr. Little (against), 
General pairs: 
Mr. Shreve with Mr. McClintic. 

Mr. Mudd with Mr. Rainey of Illinois. 


Mr. Kahn with Mr. Barkley. 


held by him, or otherwise exercise or use his control over e said 
United States Sugar ualization Board and its directors, and to con- 
tinue the said corporation for such time as may be necessary to carry 
out the intention of this joint resolution, 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. A parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Under this rule one-half the time is to be 
controlled by those who are against the resolution and one-half 
by those who are in favor of the resolution. I was wondering 


whether it is in order for the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Warp], who is in favor of and in charge of the bill, to ask 
unanimous consent that the time may be divided equally. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels it is not necessary to 
make that unanimous-consent request. The Chair is going to 
recognize the gentleman from New York [Mr. Warp] to control 
the time of those who are in favor of the bill and the gentleman 
from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] to control the time in opposi- 
tion to the bill. Under the rule 60 minutes have been set apart 
for debate on this resolution, 30 minutes in control of those 
who are in favor and 30 minutes for those who are in opposl- 
tion. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Warp] for 30 minutes. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the Chair 
notify me when I have used seven minutes? Mr. Chairman and 
members of the Committee, I am going to make a very brief 
statement, giving the true facts and conditions that made neces- 
sary Senate Joint Resolution No. 12. 

Early in April, 1920, the State Department learned of a 
surplus of sugar in Argentina, which information was com- 
municated to the Department of Justice. An acute shortage 
existed in this country, with sugar retailing from 25 to 30 cents 
per pound. The Department of Justice, with the cooperation of 
the State Department, acting under authority of the Lever Act, 
arranged for the importation of a large part of this surplus 
sugar to relieve this situation and to break the price. 

These departments lacked both funds and an organization to 
promptly carry out such an undertaking. Upon assurances by 
the State Department that the Argentine sugar embargo would 
be lifted on request of the United States Government, the Amer- 
ican Trading Co., of New York, with a branch office in Buenos 
Aires for 30 years, was appointed purchasing agent of the De- 
partment of Justice to buy and import the sugar. The Depart- 
ment of Justice then asked B. H. Howell, Son & Co., of New 
York, to distribute the sugar to a list of purchasers approved 
by it. The commission fixed by the Department of Justice at 
1 cent per pound for each company, the testimony shows, was 
very reasonable. 

The Department of Justice, by letter dated May 11, 1920, in- 
structed the American Trading Co. to immediately buy as much 
sugar as possible, and simultaneously requested, through the 
State Department, the lifting of the Argentine embargo. 
Through inability of these departments to secure the permit 
promptly, the company was delayed more than a month and a 
half in arranging the importation of the total purchase of 
13,902 tons. Meantime much publicity was given the trans- 
action, the market weakened, and when the sugar was offered 
in the United States only 5,000 tons could be sold. 

To avoid any loss, the companies urged the resale in Ar- 
gentina of the unshipped sugar, but the State Department and 
Department of Justice refused this suggestion by letter of 
August 2, 1920, thus preventing such resale, On August 11, 
1920, this Government officially offered the unshipped sugar to 
the Argentine Government at approximate cost, but this offer 
was declined. All of the sugar—13,902 tons—was brought to 
the United States and sold at a loss of approximately $2,500,000. 
The break in the market which this importation is acknowledged 
to have started saved hundreds of millions of dollars to the 
American people, and these Government agents should not be 
required to stand the loss incurred in performing this service. 
This measure only provides reimbursement without compensa- 
tion, and enables these agents to repay the money borrowed to 
finance the transaction. 

During the extensive hearings Attorney General Daugherty 
and Attorney General Palmer appeared and urged, as a matter 
of equity and justice, that relief should be granted these com- 
panies, who acted merely as the agents of the Government. All 
of these facts were established in the hearings by letters, of- 
ficial cables, and other documentary evidence. 

This bill does not require an appropriation, but simply pro- 
vides administrative authority for the liquidation of the trans- 
action from the surplus funds of the United States Sugar Equali- 
vation Board. This board has examined this case and are unani- 
mously in favor of this resolution, [Applause.] 

Mr. SNYDDER. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. WARD of New York. For a question. 

Mr. SNYDER. Just for a question. Is it not a fact those 
nine millions this Government is getting is part of the profit 
the Government made in the sugar business? 

Mr. WARD of New York. Yes. I reserve the remainder of 
my time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the distinguished gentleman from New 
York yield? 

Mr. WARD of New York. I can not yield. 

Mr, KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr, Havucen], chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture. 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from New 
York has referred to the Lever Act lacking in funds. He should 
have added lacking in authority for any official of the Govern- 
ment to enter into a contract to buy or sell sugar, or to guar- 
antee anybody against a loss or to make good any loss. The 
statement of the Attorney General and the statement of Mr. 
Figg, the only ones who had anything to do with the trans- 
action on the part of the Federal Government, so stated. The 
claimants do not claim that there is any legal obligation. In 
fact, the claimants admit they had no agreement or under- 
standing that the losses should be made good. So it resolves 
itself into this: It is merely a moral obligation, as has been 
stated by Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas and other gentlemen—a 
moral obligation. Now, gentlemen, the question is if the Gov- 
ernment or if the Congress is to recognize and to make good 
its millions of moral obligations—if so, why single out this 
particular one, one which has been granted special privileges, 
first to be given a profit of 2 cents a pound, and, as the gentle- 
man will recall, Congress passed an act authorizing the Presi- 
dent of the United States to take over the Cuban sugar. Had 
the President exercised the power suggested by Congress, these 
people would have sold their sugar at a much lower price than 
the price sold at; they were large holders; they would have 
sold their sugar at about 5} cents a pound, instead of the price 
which they were allowed to sell it for—about twice that 
amount. The other privilege was they might be excused from 
the deposit of 30 per cent of pilet sugar, required of other ex- 
porters. The De Ronde people made the deposit, and had no 
difficulty in importing sugar at the time which they desired. 

Mr. HUSTED, Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. HAUGEN, I have only five minutes. Just a question, I 
will yield to the gentleman. 


Mr. HUSTED. I just want to ask the gentleman—— 
Mr. HAUGEN. Iam simply correcting the gentleman's state- 
ment. 


Mr. HUSTED. I want to ask the gentleman if he was aware 
the American Trading Co. purchased every pound of the thir- 
teen thousand and some odd tons of sugar before the pilet em- 
bargo decree was issued in the Argentine? 

Mr. HAUGEN, Oh, they had no trouble in importing after- 
wards—— 

Mr. HUSTED. Oh, no; they bought all their sugar—— 

Mr. HAUGEN. I can not yield further, unless the gentleman 
will give me additional time. 

Let us see about this embargo. The guestion was asked: 

I understood you to say that no agency of the Government or depart- 
ment of the Government was in any way derelict but did srar thing 
they could to assist these people? 

Here is Mr. Figg’s answer: 

I think the Government was trying in every way possible. If there 
was any failure anywhere on the part of the Government, it was due 
to the American ambassador, 

Now, what did he have to say about the sale of the sugar? 
He said it could not be done without creating trouble in Argen- 
tina. Is it suggested that the Government should interest itself 
to accommodate anybody importing sugar, especially after be- 
ing given all these privileges and assistance to the extent of 
causing trouble with another nation? How about the embargo? 
What did Mr. Figg have to say about it? I read from Mr. 
Figg's letter: 


After talking this over with your representatives, Mr. Linn and Mr. 
Giddings, it was deemed advisable that your agent already on the 
ground should be advised to contract for or buy as much of the entire 
surplus as ible before any further request was made that the em- 
bargo be ed, as, of course, the general knowledge that this has 
been done will create a speculative market. 


That was to prevent an inflation of prices to enable these 
people to purchase the sugar at a very low price and make a 

rofit. 

g Now, my friends, if we are to recognize these people, if the 
Government is to recognize these moral obligations, why single 
out these gentlemen who have made profits, these gentlemen 
who went into it, as stated by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
CAMPRELL] and others for the purpose of breaking the price”? 

The The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have three 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman's 
request? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAUGEN. That is stated in the hearings. The only 
purpose was to break the price, to bankrupt the dealers of 
this country who had sugar on hand, to bankrupt the retail 
dealers of this country, All have knowledge of retail dealers 
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all over this country who bought sugar at a cost of 25 or 30 
cents a pound, and as the result of this transaction they were 
compelled to sell their sugar at half the price they paid for it, 
which bankrupted many dealers. 

If we are to these moral obligations, why single 
out these people who have caused the retail dealers to suffer 
loss? 

Mr. MONDELL. Where in the record does the gentleman 
find any statement that these people have made any profit 
at all? 

Mr. HAUGEN. They were in the sugar business. 

Mr. MONDELL. Where is it stated that they made any- 


thing? 

Mr. HAUGEN. They were in the sugar business, and prac- 
tically everybody in the sugar business on a large scale made 
profits, I have pointed out to the gentleman that the Presi- 
dent failed to authorize the purchase of the Cuban sugar crop. 
If the President had authorized the Sugar Equalization Board 
to carry out its policy and purchase the Cuban crop, the price 
of sugar would not have been increased to the consumers in 
this country. 

Mr. MONDELL, Oh, the gentleman is not talking about the 
case that is pending here. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman's time has again expired. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield five min- 
utes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan is recog- 
nized for five minutes, 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, it has been 
said that the American Trading Co., in the line of their busi- 
ness, took this matter up with the Department of Justice; 
that it was their own idea; they started it. The American 
Trading Co. was transacting other business with the State 
Department, and when that was concluded the State Depart- 
ment officials said: “There is a large amount of sugar in the 
Argentine. Why not see if you can buy it? Go and see the 
Department of Justice about it.“ The American Trading Co. 
people went to the Department of Justice, and then the matter 
was taken up. It is said that the American Trading Co, 
bought this sugar secretly and early, thereby implying some- 
thing underhanded or dishonest in their transaction. The 
Department of Justice instructed them to buy secretly, so that 
there could be no influence on the market in the Argentine. 

Now, there is a question as to the authority conferred on the 
American Trading Co. They have been called the purchasing 
agents of the Department of Justice. There is serious doubt 
whether the Department of Justice had authority to employ 
those people or make them its agents. That is a legal question 
that the courts may have to pass upon. But we do find the 
American Trading Co.’s agent going out of the office of the 
Department of Justice announcing that his company had been 
appointed the department’s purchasing agent. We find a letter 
written immediately thereafter by the Department of Justice to 
the Department of State saying that these people would take up 
the purchase of this sugar, and that letter called them the 
purchasing agents of the Department of Justice. We have 
correspondence between our Secretary of State, Mr. Colby, and 
our ambassador in the Argentine, saying over and over again 
that the American Trading Co. was the purchasing agent of 
the Department of Justice. 

Mr, JACOWAY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes. 

Mr. JACOWAY. I want to ask the gentleman if the record 
in the State Department does not disclose the fact that time 
and time again the correspondence between the department 
and our minister abroad referred to this sugar as “our” 
sugar, meaning the sugar of the United States? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I will speak of that. The 
Secretary of State instructed our ambassador in Argentina 
to assist these people as the purchasing agents to buy sugar 
for the Government. They were called “our agents.” There 
was then a total embargo. The lifting of it was promised. 
A few weeks later the embargo was lifted, but on condition 
that pilet sugar, 30 per cent of the amount proposed to be 
exported should be deposited, an inferior quality of sugar in 
Argentina, known as pilet sugar. That demand was made on 
our Government. Our correspondence between the State De- 
partment and the ambassador asked that that restriction be 
removed. The Secretary of State said: “We have no sugar 
of that kind. We have no pilet sugar. Our sugar is of a 
different kind.” $ 

The idea runs all through the correspondence that it was 
the sugar of the Government of the United States; that the 
American Trading Co. was only acting as our agent. Finally 
that restriction was removed by a decree signed by the President 


of Argentina, in which he says: Out of consideration to the 
Government of the United States and as a favor to the United 
States, considering the friendly relations,” and so on, “we 
issue this decree to permit their purchasing agents, the Ameri- 
can Trading Co., to buy and export that sugar without the 
necessity of depositing the 30 per cent.” 

Then prices in this country fell, and the suggestion was 
made that permission be given to sell that sugar in Argentina, 
where the price had gone up. The State Department said: 
“Yes; we will let the American Trading Co. sell the sugar 
down in Argentina.” The State Department corresponded with 
our ambassador down there, and he replied: “No; that will 
not do at all. This is a Government transaction; and when 
the suggestion was made that the sugar be sold here, it was 
said our Government was not keeping faith with the Govern- 
ment and people of Argentina; it will not do at all to permit 
this sugar to be sold in Argentina.” So permission to sell 
was refused by the State Department and by our ambassador 
in Argentina. 

Then the Government of the United States itself wished to 
sell that sugar down there, and the State Department wrote 
to our ambassador asking if he could not get permission to sell 
“our sugar,” and the Argentine Government refused the re- 
Now, in short, that is the situation. There was not a 
moment through all that transaction when it was not under 
the absolute control of the Government. That is why the 
American Trading Co. did not export earlier. There was not 
a moment when it was net controlled by the Government. 
Others brought in sugar. De Ronde & Co. did it. Lamborn & 
Co. did it, because they had no connection with the Govern- 
ment and they were able to.comply with all restrictions. The 
State Department officials testified that the American Trading 
Co. was the only company with which they had anything to do. 
I am not new of the Howell Co., which was author- 
ized to distribute sugar. The American Trading Co. was the 
only company with which we had anything to do. These other 
people, the De Ronde Co. and the Lamborn Co., could do as 
they pleased. They were free agents. It is true they were 
acting at the request of the Federal Government, but there 
was absolutely no control over them by the Federal Govern- 
ment. There was control by the Government from beginning 
to end over all the transactions of the American Trading Co. 
by the State Department and by the Government of the Argen- 


tine. 
The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I yield to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. Cracve] five minutes. 

Mr. CLAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks in the Ręcõοn . 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Minnesota asks 
unanimous consent to revise and extend his remarks. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CLAGUE. Mr. Chairman, being a member of the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture, before which these claims were referred, 
I have heard all the evidence presented before the committee 
since March, 1921. 

Not only have I heard the evidence presented before our com- 
mittee, but a number of Senators have spoken to me regarding 
the evidence that was taken before the Senate Committee, in 
reference not only to this resolution, but to the one that is to 
follow it. After hearing that evidence and after talking to 
men whom I thought had knowledge of this matter, I voted to 
have these claims come before the House, and I also voted in 
favor of reporting the claim that is to follow. Since these claims 
were reported by the committee I have given much stndy and 
further consideration to these resolutions and am now convinced 
that these resolutions should not have been reported favorably, 
I have become so convinced after hearing the evidence of Mr. 
Rily who came before the committee on another claim, At that 
time Mr. Rily's evidence convinced me that the evidence of 
Mr. Glasgow, which tended to support this claim, was abso- 
lutely erroneous, and if the evidence of Mr. Rily had been 
presented before our committee before these claims were re- 
ported, in my opinion they would not have been reported favor- 
ably. I wish to say at this time that in my judgment there is no 
legal nor moral obligation on the part of the Government to 
pay these claims. I say that after a thorough investigation of 
ali the evidence presented before March, 1921, and since, and 
particularly since the Lamborn claim was before our committee, 
that there is no moral or legal obligation of any kind on the 
part of the Government to support these claims, 

Mr. ROACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLAGUE. I yield to the gentleman, 
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Mr. ROACH. I notice that as to Senate Joint Resolution 79, 
which presents the claim of De Ronde & Co., that is to follow 
this one, the gentleman prepared the report of the committee 
in that case, 

Mr. CLAGUE. Les. 

Mr. ROACH. And the gentleman recommended the passage 
of the resolution, and as a matter of equity and justice the gen- 
tleman asked payment of the loss sustained by De Ronde & Co. 

Mr. CLAGUE. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. Since the gentleman prepared that report has 
he had a change of heart on this subject? 

Mr. CLAGUE. Yes. I am convinced that it was a mistake 
that these resolutions were reported favorably by the com- 
mittee, and after hearing Mr. Rily in the Lamborn claim I 
was and am now convinced that none of the claims are either 
legal or moral claims against the Government. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLAGUE. Les. 

Mr. BLANTON. Much has been said about reducing the 
price of sugar from 25 or 30 cents a pound to 8 or 10 cents a 
pound. The gentleman will remember what happened before, 
when they ran sugar up from 8 cents a pound to 25 or 30 cents 
a pound. There was a going up first before there was a coming 
down afterwards. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, CLAGUE, Yes. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Are there other claims of this kind 
pending before the gentleman’s committee? 

Mr. CLAGUE. ‘There are other claims. The Lamborn claim 
is much more meritorious than this one. 
` Mr. J. M. NELSON. So, if we pass this, there will be other 
claims presented before the House? 

Mr. CLAGUE. ‘There is no question but that there are other 
claims, amounting to several million dollars, that will be pre- 
sented if these claims are paid. 

Mr. WARD of New York. I yield three minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Voter]. 

Mr. VOIGT. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, as a member of 
the Committee on Agriculture, I have given very careful con- 
sideration to the claim involved in this resolution. I am 
familiar with all the evidence in the case. While my inclina- 
tion is to be opposed to claims of this nature and to regard 
them with suspicion, a calm and unbiased consideration of 
the evidence drives me to the conclusion that this is as meri- 
torious a claim as could be presented to the Congress of the 
United States. I do not feel at liberty to allow political con- 
siderations to enter into my judgment in passing on the rights 
of these claimants, and I have considered the evidence as 
though I were sitting as a judge or a member of a jury. 

In the short time allotted to me I can not go into many de- 
tails. The Government, through the Department of Justice, 
employed the American Trading Co. as its purchasing agent. 
If you will turn to page 9 of the hearings, you will find a dis- 
patch from Mr. Polk, Acting Secretary of State, to the American 
Embassy at Buenos Aires. This is dated May 13, 1920, and 
therein this sentence occurs: 

The American Trading Co, has been appointed purchasing agent by 
the Department of Justice, and it is being instructed by that depart- 
ment to obtain quietly as many options as possible before the market 
is aware that the embargo has been lifted, in order to avoid unduly 
high prices, otherwise it will be impossible to buy Argentine sugar, 

These people from start to finish were in the hands of the 
Government of the United States, and submitted to and were 
subject to its direction in this transaction, 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOIGT, I can not yield in the short time I have. They 
were not free agents. After they purchased the sugar they could 
not have disposed of one pound of it without the consent of the 
Department of Justice. Before they bought the sugar, and as an 
inducement to enter into the transaction, they were assured by 
the State Department and the Department of Justice that for 
any sugar bought as purchasing agents for the Government, the 
embargo maintained by the Argentine Government against the 
exportation of sugar could be raised. It was agreed that the 
gross profit of the American Trading Co. should be limited to 
1 cent a pound; that the sugar should only be delivered to such 
persons as were designated to receive it by the Department of 
Justice; that Howell & Son were to act as distributers of the 
sugar on behalf of the department; that the distributees and 
the amounts were to be approved by the department. On the 
assurance that the Government could immediately upon the 
purchase of the sugar secure the consent of the Argentine Gov- 
ernment for its export, and with the above understanding the 
American Trading Co. borrowed and furnished between six 
and seven million dollars and purchased about 14,000 tons of 


sugar down there. After they bought the sugar it developed 
that our Government could not get the embargo raised, and it 
took six weeks of negotiation to finally get the consent of the 
Argentine Government to let the sugar out. During these six 
weeks exaggerated storles were published in the United States 
about the large amount of sugar coming here from the Argen- 
tine. As a consequence the price took a tumble. When the 
American Trading Co. realized that on account of the delay 
it probably could not get cost and expenses for all of the sugar 
in the United States, it requested permission of our Government 
to sell the sugar it still had in the Argentine. 

At that time sugar had materially advanced in the Argen- 
tine; and if the American Trading Co. had been free to do 
with the sugar as it pleased, it could have resold down there 
and have realized a profit of a couple of million dollars. How- 
ever, the company was very honorable. It made a proposition 
to our Government that, if permitted, it would resell the sugar 
in the Argentine at 16 cents per pound, when the price then 
was at least 7 or 8 cents more. Our State Department refused 
to permit this course. It seems to me this course should have 
been arranged, but these claimants are not responsible for the 
refusal of the State Department to let them sell. Then these 
parties were obliged to bring all of the sugar to the United 
States and sell it at a loss. They could not even store it, for 
fear of being prosecuted for hoarding. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Was the sugar ever sold? 

Mr. VOIGT. Most of it was afterwards sold at a loss. 

Now, if you will turn to the hearings, page 11, you will find a 
communication from the Argentine Government, stating that 
permission is granted to this company to export the sugar as 
purchasing agent of the Department of Justice. On page 26 you 
will find a letter from Mr. Figg, who was the Assistant At- 
torney General having this transaction in charge, to the Presi- 
dent, urging him to direct the Sugar Equalization Board to take 
over this transaction so as to save these people from loss. 

Mr. Figg says in his letter that the action of these claimants, 
resulting in depressing the price of sugar in the United States, 
which as you may recall was then between 25 and 30 cents 
per pound, resulted in a saving to the American people of a 
billion dollars. I do not believe that, but I do believe that by 
reason of the stories published at the time, concerning the im- 
portation of vast quantities of Argentine sugar, the price went 
down materially, and I believe this venture did save the Ameri- 
can people several hundred million dollars, Even if it did not 
save us a cent, I believe the Government is morally bound to 
save these people from loss. They acted as agents for the 
Government, they acted within the scope of their instructions, 
and it is elementary that in these circumstances the principal 
must back up the agent. Furthermore, our Government failed 
to have the embargo lifted as it agreed, which fact was re- 
sponsible for the loss, and then to cap the climax it refused 
these people permission to resell the sugar in the Argentine 
when there was an opportunity for them to come out whole. 
They do not ask a profit now; they want the Government to 
stand their loss. I am going to hold this Government to the 
same rule of responsibility that I would hold an individual, 
and when that rule is adopted, the Government is absolutely 
bound to reimburse these people. [Applause.] 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, how much time haye I 
remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky has 21 
minutes and the gentleman from New York has 16 minutes. 

Mr. KINCHELOB. We have but one more speech on this 
side. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the 
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN]. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Nebraska? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman and gentle- 
men of the committee, of the many claims against the Fed- 
eral Government growing out of the varied activities of the 
Government departments in the World War, some of them 
undoubtedly are just and meritorious and should be paid, 
while many of them are without sufficient merit and should 
not be paid. Among the claims that have been presented or 
may be presented, that of the American Trading Co. for re- 
imbursement for the actual loss sustained by them in acting 
as the purchasing agent of the Department of Justice for the 
importation of sugar from the Argentine in a successful at- 
tempt to break the sugar market in this country has, in my 
judgment, been established beyond the question of a doubt. 
The resolution has twice passed the Senate by a 2-to-] vote, 


I ask 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2739 


after haying been unanimously reported by the Senate Com- 
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

Hearings have been held in both the Senate and House 
committees, in which men of the highest repute and integrity 
have testified, representing the American Trading Co., the 
Department of Justice, the Department of State, and the 
Sugar Equalization Board. The Good Book says that by the 
mouth of two witnesses a thing shall be established. In sup- 
port of the claim of the American Trading Co. practically all 
of the witnesses who have been called are in complete agree- 
ment as to the merits of the claim. A Democratic Attorney 
General and a Republican Attorney General, as well as a 
Democratic Secretary of State and a Republican Secretary of 
State have assured the Agriculture Committee in the hearings 
that were had that the claim was just and meritorious and 
should be paid. 

Inasmuch as the details of the transaction have been thor- 
oughly covered in the printed hearings and have been discussed 
on the floor of the House, I do not wish to take the time 
of the House, except to review some of the more important 
features of the evidence in support of the claim. 

It is understood that under the Lever Act the President was 
empowered to take such steps and set such machinery in mo- 
tion from time to time as might appear necessary to provide 
an adequate supply of food and feeds of various kinds and to 
facilitate the proper distribution of the same. The question of 
the supply and distribution of sugar was considered early un- 
der the operation of the Lever Act, and finally the United States 
Sugar Equalization Board was established, which, in addition 
to the Cuban sugars imported, imported a little less than 40,000 
tons of other foreign sugars, on which a profit of $39,000,000 
was made in the handling and distribution. Thirty million 
dollars of this amount was turned into the Treasury of the 
United States, and something like $9,000,000 was held back for 
the purpose of adjusting claims growing out of sugar transac- 
tions. 

When the Sugar Equalization Board was created it was not 
in the mind of those arranging to handle the sugar situation 
in this country originally to attempt to control the sugar situ- 
ation at a profit to the United States Government, but a profit 
of $39,000,000 was made. Now, I submit to ise Members of 
the House that it is unfair, most decidedly unfair, that the 
Government of the United States should make a profit of $39,- 
000,000 in handling the sugar situation during the war and 
immediately after the war, and that a private importing com- 
pany, at the solicitation of the Department of State, the De- 
partment of Justice, and acting as the purchasing agent for 
the Department of Justice, as clearly shown in the hearings as 
well as in the large volume of official correspondence passing 
between this Government and the Argentine during the course 
of the transaction, should stand a loss of $2,500,000 while at- 
tempting faithfuliy to cooperate with the Department of Jus- 
tice in their efforts to break the sugar market. 

On or about April 26, 1920, Mr. Walter S. Franklin, vice 
president of the American Trading Co., of New York, while in 
conversation with Mr. Gittings, assistant to the trade adviser 
of the State Department, was advised by Mr. Gittings that a 
cablegram had been received by the State Department indi- 

~ cating that there was a surplus of sugar in the Argentine, and 
Mr. Gittings urged Mr. Franklin to call at the Department of 
Justice and talk with members of the department relative to 
the importation. of sugar from the Argentine. 

Mr. Franklin complied with the request the same day and 
talked with Mr. Newton, assistant to Mr. Figg, on the sugar 
situation. Later, about May 6, Mr. Linn, a Washington rep- 
resentative of the American Trading Co., wired Mr. Franklin 
that Assistant Attorney General Figg desired to see him in 
Washington. Mr. Franklin responded to the request and on 
May 7 interviewed Mr. Figg on the sugar situation. Mr. Figg, 
according to his own testimony in the hearings and the testi- 
mony of Mr. Franklin, informed Mr, Franklin that the Depart- 
ment of Justice desired to have purchased some of the surplus 
sugar in the Argentine and import the same to the United 
States for the express purpose of lowering the price of sugar 
here, and requested the American Trading Co. to act as the 
purchasing agent of the Government in the transaction. No 
definite arrangement was made at that time, beeause Mr. 
Franklin wanted the United States Government to find out def- 
initely that the Argentine Government would modify the exist- 
ing embargo at our Government’s request. However, on May 
12, 1920, Mr. Franklin received a letter from Mr. Figg, from 
which the following quotation is taken: 

Linn, and Mr. 
on the 


e entire 
em- 


bargo be lifted, as, of course, 
has been done will create a speculative market. 


the general knowledge that this 


I have made arrangements with very large interests to handle all or 
any part of this sugar that we may indicate, our principal idea being, 
first, to secure sugar for the United States; second, to secure the sugar 
at the lowest possible price; and, thirdly, to control or indicate the 
channels of distribution after arrival here. 

7 


* * * . . * 
I hope you will give this your immediate attention, as we must work 
very rapidly to beat the speculaters in the market. 


ours very truly, 
Howa4rp Fiee, 
Special Assistant to the Attorney General. 

In answer to this request of the Special Assistant to the 
Attorney General, the American Trading Co. wired their Argen- 
tine office to begin buying sugar at a price not to exceed $300 
a ton, and arranged for the proper credit with their bankers to 
take care of the transaction. 

About this time or later the Department of Justice, entirely 
independent of their dealings with the American Trading Co., 
approached the B. H. Howell, Son & Co. and requested them 
to assist the Department of Justice in the distribution of the 
sugar in the United States, for which importation arrangements 
had been made with the American Trading Co., and later an 
agreement was made with the American Trading Co. that the 
Department of Justice would allow them a commission of 1 
cent a pound for importing the sugar, and an agreement was 
also made with B. H. Howell, Son & Co. that the department 
would allow them a commission of 1 cent a pound for distribut- 
ing the sugar after its arrival. Had these companies been able 
to have carried out their part of the transaction -with the 
greatest expedition and marketed their sugar before the break 
in the price came neither of them would have made a net 
profit on the transaction of to exceed one-half cent a pound 
and probably not more than one-fourth cent a pound, after al- 
lowing for the overhead expenses of handling the business. 

About the middle of May Mr. Franklin, of the American Trad- 
ing Co., conferred with Mr. Figg, of the Department of Justice, 
and Mr. Gittings, of the Department of State, and among other 
things requested them to arrange for the Ufting of the Argen- 
tine embargo so that the sugar purchase could be brought to this 
country. On May 13 Mr. Figg wrote the State Department ask- 
ing them to arrange for the lifting of the sugar embargo, and the 
State Department cabled this message to the American ambas- 
sador in the Argentine: 


The American 8 Co. has been appolnted purchasin 
ce 


agent b. 
the Department of Jus — A 


and is being instructed by that department 
to obtain quietly as many options as ible before the market is 
aware that the embargo has been lifted order to avoid unduly high 
prices; otherwise it will be impossible to buy Argentine sugar. 

Note that in this cablegram, and this same expression is 
contained many times in the official correspondence passing be- 
tween the two Governments, copies of which are in possession 
of the Agriculture Committee, the American Trading Co. was 
designated as the purchasing agent of the Department of Jus- 
tice. On June 8, 1920, the State Department again cabled the 
American ambassador in the Argentine, asking him to confer 
with the President of the Argentine and arrange for a satis- 
factory lifting of the embargo. 

This was finally done, and on June 23 the necessary license 
was issued for the importation of the sugar to this country, 
and in that license the following language was used: 

That the necessary permission be given to the American Trading Co., 
purchasing agent for the Department of Justice of the United States 
of America, to export to the said company 13,909 tons of sugar of 
national production. 

Please obserye that in the permission given to the American 
Trading Co. by the Argentine Government the words are used, 
“ purchasing agent for the Department of Justice of the United 
States of America.” 

Owing to the long delay of the State Department in securing 
the lifting of the Argentine embargo and as a result of the 
large publicity given throughout this country to the pending 
importations of sugar the American Trading Co. was only able 
to sell 5,118 tons of the 14,209 before the break in the sugar 
market came. 

Mr. Zabriskie, president of the United States Sugar Equaliza- 
tion Board and the best informed sugar man in the United 
States, has expressed it as his judgment that the importation 
of this Argentine sugar was one great factor in breaking the 
sugar market in this country which saved the American people 
hundreds of millions of dollars. The same view is expressed 
by Assistant Attorney General Figg and by Judge Glasgow, a 
member of the Sugar Equalization Board and attorney for that 
body. When the sugar market broke the American Trading Co, 
applied to this Government for permission to resell the sugar 
they had been unable to import to this country because of the 
delay in lifting the Argentine embargo back to the Argentine 
Government, as sugar had risen in price there, and offered to 
resell the sugar to the Argentine Government at a price that 
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would not have given them more than the 1 cent profit per 
pound which had been agreed on with the Department of Justice, 

The company was refused permission to resell in the Argen- 
tine and directed to bring all of the sugar to the United States, 
and as a result of the entire transaction these two companies, 
the American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell, Son & Co., have 
lost approximately $2,500,000. 

The Sugar Equalization Board still has several million dol- 
lars that have not been turned in to the United States Treasury, 
and it is the unanimous opinion of that board that the Ameri- 
can Trading Co. should be reimbursed for the loss sustained 
while acting as purchasing agent for the Department of Jus- 
tice, the only question with the members of the board being 
that owing to the time that had elapsed and the attempted 
winding up of the affairs of the board at the time the ques- 
tion of reimbursement of the American Trading Co. and B. H. 
Howell, Son & Co., was proposed the board should have a defi- 
nite authorization from Congress to take over the transaction 
and reimburse these companies for their actual losses. 

The American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell, Son & Co. are 
not asking for any profit on this sugar transaction; they are 
only asking that the Sugar Equalization Board be authorized to 
take over the transaction, audit their accounts, and repay the 
companies for the actual losses sustained. 

It should be borne in mind in the consideration of this 
transaction, that the American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell, 
Son & Co., acted throughout under the instructions of the 
State and Justice Departments, and that they were forbidden 
to make any move on their own account in the matter. When 
it came to the distribution of the sugar, B. H. Howell, Son & 
Co. was not permitted to go into the open market and make 
sales but were authorized by the Department of Justice to sell 
only to such persons and firms as the department might desig- 
nate. Had these companies, after entering into the agreement 
with the Department of Justice to import and distribute Ar- 
gentine sugar, been permitted, when they experienced the de- 
lay on account of the embargo, to go ahead and distribute the 
sugar in any manner that they might discover which would 
make them whole or nearly whole they could have saved a part 
of the loss, but they were restricted and circumscribed on 
every hand by the requirements of the department. 

The testimony shows that all of the witnesses from the 
State and Justice Departments, as well as the attorney for 
the Sugar Equalization Board, testified that the claim of the 
American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell, Son & Co., con- 
stituted the very strongest possible moral obligation on the 
part of the United States Government, and in their judgment 
closely approached, if not fully constituted, a legal obligation 
as well. 

In the case of the United States v. Realty Co., reported in 
One hundred and sixty-third United States, 427, at page 440, 
Mr. Justice Peckham says: 8 

Under the “provisions of the Constitution (Article 1, section 8) 
Congress has power to pay the debts” of the United States 
What are the debts of the United States within the meaning of this 
constitutional provision? It is conceded, and indeed it can not be 
3 that the debts are not limited to those which are evi- 

enced by some written obligation or to those which are otherwise of 
a strictly legal character. The term “debts” includes those debts 
or claims which rest upon a merely equitable or honorary obligation, 
and which would not be recoverable in a court of law if existing 
against an individual. The Nation, speaking broadly, owes a debt 
to an individual when his claim grows out of general principles of 
right and justice; when, in other words, it is based upon considera- 
tions of a moral or merely honorary nature, such as are binding on 
the conscience or the honor of an individual, although the debts could 
obtain no recognition in a court of law. 

Congress followed this decision of the Supreme Court in its 
amendment to section 5 of the act approved March 2, 1919, 
entitled. An act to provide for relief in case of contracts 
connected with the prosecution of the war and for other pur- 
poses,” in providing for the reimbursement of those who pro- 
duced certain ores or minerals needed in the prosecution of 
the war as a result of requests made by the Government, 

I have in my possession 100 pages of copies of letters and 
cablegrams that passed between our State Department and 
the Argentine Goyernment covering the negotiations in this en- 
tire transaction, in which our Government repeatedly refers 
to the American Trading Co. as the purchasing agent of the 
Department of Justice of the United States, and as has already 
been shown the permit issued for the exportation of this sugar 
from the Argentine to the American Trading Co. designates 
them as the purchasing agent of the United States Government, 
showing that both Governments had the understanding through- 
out the transaction that the American Trading Co. was the 
purchasing agent of the Department of Justice. 


The American Trading Co. went ahead in good faith through- 
out the whole transaction in the belief that they were the 
purchasing agents of the United States Government. ‘This 
company had not been in the business of importing sugar before 
entering into this transaction, nor have they been importing 
sugar since that time, but the testimony all shows that they 
entered into the matter in good faith at the request of the 
Government departments for the purpose of assisting the Gov- 
ernment in its efforts to reduce the high prices of sugar that 
were being charged at the time. 

It has been argued by some of those who oppose this reso- 
lution that certain members of B. H. Howell, Son & Co. have 
been prosperous and that they are in possession of considerable 
means. Such argument is entirely irrelevant, as anyone with 
an ordinary sense of justice must agree. The question of the 
right or wrong of a claim, if properly considered, can not 
take into account whether or not the person or persons to 
whom money is justly due are worth $1 or $1,000,000. The 
claim should be settled wholly on its merits, as evidenced by 
the testimony. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me remind the House again 
that the question of the reimbursement of the American Trad- 
ing Co, and B. H. Howell, Son & Co. for the actual losses sus- 
tained in this transaction was unanimously approved by the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, passed twice 
by a 2 to 1 vote in the Senate, has been twice favorably 
reported by the House Committee on Agriculture, has been 
approved, so far as the justice of the claim is concerned, 
unanimously by the Sugar Equalization Board, by the De- 
partments of State and Justice of both the former and the 
present administrations; and when we take into account that 
the United States Government cleared upward of $30,000,000 
on its sugar transactions during the war emergency and that 
this Government called these companies to its assistance in 
an effort to curb the high price of sugar in the Unietd States, 
and that these companies worked faithfully and constantly 
with the departments all through the transaction, and as a 
result of delays occasioned by the Government and restric- 
tions placed on the companies by the Government and sustained 
an actual loss in the neighborhood of $2,500,000, it does not 
seem possible to me that this body can render a decision to the 
effect that these private companies must lose $2,500,000 in 
this transaction when the United States Government has 
cleared between $30,000,000 and $40,000,000 on its sugar transac- 
tions during the war. 

I therefore hope and believe that the House in its effort to 
mete out pure justice to these companies will join with the 
other bodies and departments that have passed on the reso- 
lution favorably im authorizing by a liberal majority the Sugar 
Equalization Board to take over this transaction and reimburse 
the American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell, Son & Co, for 
the losses they have susiained and for which rembursement 
they have waited long and patiently. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield four min- 
utes to the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Fxss]. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, my only caution here is not to 
allow prejudice against a thing that might be a question 
whether it should have been done or not, to determine justice 
in a contract. I was one of the Members of the House that 
thought the dealings in the sugar matter of a prior adminis- 
tration was subject to criticism. Whether there was a mis- 
take on the part of Attorney General Palmer or not is not a 
question to-day as to the obligation of this contract, and 
whether what he did in an earlier day on the sugar dealings 
was the cause of the scaling of the price of sugar upward was 
a subject of criticism or not, this much must be said, that when 
the price was going skyward he took this plan as his method 
by which he could break that sealing price; and if the first 
thing done, including the failure to buy the sugar crop in Cuba, 
was a mistake, certainly this thing of breaking the price was 
not a mistake. He took this method by which when sugar was 
selling at 30 cents a pound and promising to go yet higher the 
price could be brought down. The price was brought down and 
the people got the benefit of it. The mere announcement that 
the United States was about to purchase the Argentine crop 
was enough to break the price. z 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. FESS. No; I can not yield; I have only four minutes. 
My young friend who has just asked me to yield is one of the 
most sincere Members in the House. I always listen to him 
with interest and usually with profit; but I think he has made 
a terrific indictment of a Democratic Attorney General, an 
indictment of a Democratic Secretary of State, an indictment 
of the Republican Attorney General, an indictment of the Re- 
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publican Secretary of State, an indictment of the Sugar Equal- 
ization Board, an indictment of the membership of the Senate, 
which twice passed this bill, and an indictment of the Agri- 
cultural Committee of this House. 

F can not be made to believe that all of the people are either 
purposely wrong or unwittingly in error. I can not believe 
that they are subject not only to the charge of legal misinter- 
pretation but also to the charge of moral turpitude. I started 
in on this matter against it because I did not like the procedure 
at the time. But after an examination of the record I am 
totally convinced that there is but one thing to do. The docu- 
ments prove the Government's obligation. The Government 
ean not afford to repudiate but should fulfill its contract 
whether in the onset it was a bad contract or not, [Applause.] 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I ask the other 
side now to use its time, as I have only one more speaker. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order that there is no quorum present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. [After counting.] One hundred and forty-eight 
Members present, a quorum. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I assure you that I approach the discussion of this sub- 
ject realizing the fact that I have no more responsibility in the 
matter than you have. I do try to discharge my duties and to 
be a faithful and diligent member of the Committee on Agricul- 
ture. If there has been a measure before this great committee 
since I have been a Member of this House that I have studied 
more than any other, it is this. I entered into these hearings 
with an absolutely open mind. I never heard of these gentle- 
men who are interested until they came before that committee. 
I want to present this thing to you as I see it. 

First, what have you to pass upon? Here is a claim of the 
American Trading Co. and B. H. Howell & Co. for $2,500,000, 
to be taken out of the taxpayers’ pockets. Oh, they say it will 
not come out of the taxpayers’ pockets but that it will come out 
of the Sugar Equalization Board. They say that the Sugar 
Equalization Board made $98,000,000. They did. Where did 
that come from? It came out of the pockets of the consumers 
of sugar in this country, and I want that $98,000,000 to go into 
the Treasury of the United States, where it belongs, rather than 
into the pockets of a favored few. They have a claim of 
$2,500,000, De Ronde & Co, have a claim of $1,700,000, and 
Lamborn & Co. have a claim of $570,000. After hearing all of 
the evidence in all of these cases, I want to say to you now that 
the least meritorious of them all is that of the American Trad- 
ing Co. and B. H. Howell & Co., and if you can allow their 
claims—and that is the first vote to be taken—then you will 
pass the least meritorious of the three claims, 

Let us see how this came about. They talk about their 
being an agency of the Government. They were no more an 
agent to the Government than I am, either in law or in fact. 
It is stated here that the Secretary of State told the American 
Trading Co—Mr. Franklin—about this sugar in the Argen- 
tine. These fellows were not amateurs in the business, They 
were not novices; they were not conscripted. They were out 
to make some money, and they took a chance on the assurance 
of the Government paying them 2 cents—one cent for Howell 
& Co. and the other for the American Trading Co.—and they 
lost; and I asked every witness who came before the commit- 
tee, or some of my colleagues did, whether any agents of the 
Government, when they were talking about these contracts, 
ever said a word to the effect that if they lost in this transac- 
tion with the Government the Government would reimburse 
them to the extent of one red cent, and everyone of them said 
that there was nothing said about losses. I challenge you pro- 
ponents of the bill to put your finger on a line of evidence 
where an agent of the Government ever said a word about re- 
imbursing if there was a loss. Let me show you what Mr. 
Franklin said. Mr. Franklin was down here in the State De- 
partment on some other sugar matters 

Mr. WARD of New York. Oh, no sugar matters. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. That is immaterial. He went there on 
private business, 

Mr. WARD of New York rose. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not yield. He was down there on 
other business—it is immaferial what business—and Mr. Me- 
Laughlin asked the question, “ Who first brought up the ques- 
tion of sugar from the Argentine.” Mr. Franklin replied: 


lam unable to say that. It was in connection with a discussion in 
the State Department as to duties, and we were asking about export 
and import duties, and the question came up then. I do not know but 
what I may have said there were sugars in the Argentine and sugars 
in Java, etc., and so on. 
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Mr. WARD of New York. Oh, read it all. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Wait a moment. Mr. Franklin said: 

They suggested that we tell the Department of Justice about it 

Not the State Department. Mr. Franklin continues: 

We told the Department of Justice about that transaction in April 
and then heard nothing from it until May 7, at which time we were 
called down here to the meeting. It was about April 20 when I was 
in Washington in connection with other matters. 

Mr. McLaveurin then asked the question: 

How did this thing start, and how did it develop? 

Mr. Franklin replied: 

Well, it started as I have told you. In April we told the Depart- 
ment of Justice that this sugar was there, because of a conversation 
we had in the State Department. 

Then the contract was made, and there was no agent of the 
Goyernment behind it. They came down here and agreed, not 
like De Ronde or Lamborn, to get 1 cent a pound, but they 
wanted to make a killing. They said, “If you give B. H. 
Howell, Son & Co. 1 cent and the American Trading Co. 1 cent, 
we will go and buy it.” 

Mr. WARD of New York. Who said that? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not yield, and I am not making an 
assed statement. I know what I am talking about in this 
record. 

Mr. WARD of New York. You can not show it in the 
hearings. z 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the gentleman from New York is out of order. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, I am trying to get some 
information before the committee, 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Where did the State Department come 
in? If they had been agents of the Government, would not it 
have bought the sugar in the name of the Government? 

Mr. WARD of New York. They did. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. It did not. Would it not have sold it 
in the name of the Government? These people bought it in 
their own name in the Argentine and they sold it here in 
their own name, What did they do? They made their first 
purchase on the 13th of May, 1920. They made their last pur- 
chase, and here is the gist of this—the contributory negligence 
that I want to show you—they made their last purchase on the 
22d day of May, completed this, 14,000 tons, and that very day, 
May 22, 1920, after they had made their last purchase in the 
Argentine, the Argentine Republic raised their embargo. 

What was that embargo? The State Department never had 
been called in then, no agency up to this time, They raised 
that embargo, saying that anyone could export to the extent 
of 100,000 tons of Argentine sugar to any party in the world, 
provided, what? That those exporters deposited 30 per cent 
of that export amount in pilet sugar there. Why? Because 
if that export caused a rise in sugar the Argentine Republic 
would have 30 per cent to protect their own consumers. 
Sugar did not decline a cent in this country until the 13th 
of July, nearly two months afterwards. If B. F. Howell and 
the American Trading Co. had shipped 14,000 tons prior to the 
22d day of May, the day the Argentine Government raised 
the embargo, they could have taken 70 per cent of that sugar 
and sold it, every dollar’s worth, in the United States and 
got their 2 cents a pound profit. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE, No. They could have-disposed of 30 per 
cent of pilet sugar in Argentina at a bigger price than it 
would have sold here. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the speaker is entitled to protection under the rule. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I am trying to get a comected statement 
before the committee if I can. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Why would they not do that? They 
wanted to make a clean-up. No coalition now with the State 
Department. Why do I say this claim is not as just as De 
Rondo and Lamborn? The De Rondos took advantage of the 
embargo, and so did Lamborn. The way they got stung was 
they did not agree to buy this sugar until several months after 
the American Trading Co. had. To show you, Lamborn did not 
agree to buy this sugar until the last of June, and yet he got 
his sugar at New York eight days before De Rondo & Co.'s 
sugar left the Argentine, four weeks before the American Trad- 
ing Co. shipped a pound. What is it that the American Trad- 
ing Co. and B. F. Howell wanted to do? They wanted to make 
a clean-up. They said, “Oh, no; we will not comply with the 
regulations of the Argentine Republic by the deposit of 30 per 
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cent of pilet sugar. We will go over to the State Department 
and we will get the State Department as an intermediary and 
we will ask them to ask the Argentine Republic to raise the 
embargo, without any restrictions at all, so we can get all of 
our sugar on the market and make a clean-up of 2 cents profit.” 
And they finally got the State Department to intercede. It did 
intercede, and before the embargo was finally raised the crash 
came on July 23. Now, let me show you. Who asked the 
Department of State to intercede? Mr. Franklin, to make this 
clean-up. He wrote a letter on July 29, and in answer to that 
Mr. Figg, of the Department of Justice, who interceded in his 
behalf to the Department of State—let us see about this agency. 
Now, here is what Mr. Figg says: 

He also brought to my attention a matter of seeming interest to 
you, and that was that any portion of this sugar was sold in the 
Argentine it would be a ruimation to the American Co. or 


any other American interests that might be involved as well as a very 
serious thing for the United States Government. 


Further Mr. Figg says: 


I do not feel that there is an opportunity for you or the B. H. 
Howell Co. to lose any money on this transaction, but that you will find 
a ready sale for the sugar on jts arrival here. 
by a great many dealers over the country that t are ready to on 
delivery, but would not contract ahead of time. not only think there 
will not be any loss, but that your profits will be the same as you ex- 
pected from the start. 

So they would still make a profit. Now 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Will the gentleman yield for just one 
question? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Just a question. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON. Is it the gentleman's contention that 
these parties were not the agents, but the Government was 
helping them? 

Mr. KINCHELOE, At their urgent solicitation; yes. The 
man behind the gun was Mr. Post, of the American Trading 
Co. Let me show you. He is interested in 14 sugar companies 
in Cuba, in Java, and in the Argentine. 

He is a member of the B. H. Howell, Son & Co. partnership. 
For months, when raw sugar was selling at 21 cents a pound in 
this country, when they were robbing the American consumers 
to the extent of 35 cents a pound retail for refined sugar, this 
Mr. Post—the brains behind all these concerns, the brains that 
have conducted this lobby in Washington, the mest insidious 
since I have been a Member of Congress [applause]—is a mem- 
ber of 14 companies, companies that made untold millions of 
dollars of profits, which came out of the pockets of the hus- 
bands and housewives of this country, taking advantage of the 
situation and selling the sugar at 35 cents a pound, he comes 
before the committee and says, in substance, that love of coun- 
try caused him to buy this sugar. Let me read to you what 
asked Mr, Post. I read: s 

Mr. KıncHKBLOE. Mr. Post, I want to try to get your viewpoint as a 
business man, if I can, of this transaction. I am frank to say I do not 
understand it. Of course, the purpose of the purchase of this Argentine 
muar to bring to tbis country was to break the market. ‘That con- 

ed here. That was the purpose of it, to break the market for the 
benefit_of the consumers of America. You, of course, knew that? 

Mr. Post. That was the 88 of it; yes. 

Mr. Kixcugpor. Now, with your holdings of sugar in Cuba, and with 
the war over, eliminating the patriotic end of it, knowing that the pur- 
pose of buying this Argentine sugar was to break the market, I can not 
understand your viewpoint as a business man. I can not understand 
ar you should go into an arrangement of that kind unless yon felt 
that the profits vhs would get out of the Argentine purchase would 
yield a greater dividend than you would get from your sugar in Cuba. 
What was really your purpose in 

Mr. Pos. In first place, B. H. Howell, Son & Co. never owned 
any sugar; we are commission merchants, 

Ar. INCHELOE. But the more sugar you handle the more you make? 

Mr. Post. We get a commission; yes. We had not got over the feel- 
ing of loyalty to the Government that we had in the war, and the feel- 
ing that we ought to cooperate in every way we possibly could. That 
may seem very strange to you, but that was our purpose. 

By the eternal - gods, it seems awfully strange to me that the 
man who was making millions out of his 14 other companies 
by robbing the American people would go in for a philanthropic 
purpose of breaking the market on his own ‘sugar, out of which 
he was making those millions. [Applause] Why, of course, 
there are inequalities in war. War is a conglomeration of 
inequalities and a multiplicity of iniquities. Gentlemen, you no 
doubt know men in your districts who were wholesale dealers 
who lost thousands of dollars by buying sugar at a high price 
when this slump came. 

They say this 13,000 tens of sugar brought up here broke the 
sugar market. The American people at that time were con- 
suming 100,000 tons of sugar per week. They were consuming 
over 14,000 tons a day. Yet B. H. Howell, Son & Co. and the 
American Trading Co., with their 13,000 tens—not so much as 
the American people consumed in a day—are said to have 
broken the market, and you must take the money out of the 
Treasury and pay it to them. There were wholesale and retail 
deaters in your districts who lost money and became bankrupt 


I have been assured 


after the slump came. What will you say to them? What will 
you say to the good housewives who bought the sugar at 35 
cents? What will you say to the American consumers who con- 
tributed their untold millions to Post and his 14 sugar owners? 
Will you say, “ Notwithstanding the American people contrib- 
uted to you all these millions, notwithstanding you robbed the 

can people for months and months, notwithstanding you 
went into this scheme at your own risk and lost, notwithstand- 
ing all that, we will not only contribute the millions that we 
gave you when sugar was sold at 35 cents a pound, but we will 
take $2,500,000 of the taxpayers’ money out of the Treasury of 
the United States and make one favorite of you’? 

Gentlemen, these are private bills. They came on the cal- 
endar by a majority vote of the Committee on Agriculture, 
They went on the calendar of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. They hammered and ham- 
mered the Committee on Rules in May until that committee 
brought out a rule. At that time the Committee on Rules 
were kind enough to give us three hours to permit a discussion 
of this matter. These people have had their day in court. 
To my surprise, when those three hours on that day in May 
had been consumed, instead of rising and reporting the reso- 
lution favorably, they rose without taking action on the reso-- 
lution and quit. [Applause.] 

Why did you quit? You knew you were “beaten to a fraz- 
zle.” I can understand where elections change the political 
complexion of the personnel of the House of Representatives 
but I can not understand how elections changing the political 
personnel of the next House will change the settled convic- 
tions of the personnel in this House. { Applause. ] 

I do not believe you will do it. So far as I am concerned, 
I am no better than you are. I am no more honorable than 
you are. I owe no more responsibility to my district than 
you do to yours; but, by the eternal gods, when my service in 
this House ends I am going to hand back the commission that 
the people of that congressional district gave me as unsullied 
as it was when it was placed in my hands, and I believe that 
every other Member of the House wants to do that same thing. 
[Applause.] I ask you, if that is true, how in good conscience 
you can say to these sugar dealers, worth millions, who went 
into the game—who went in for profit—and were unfortunate 
enough to lose, “We will make you whole,” and then say to 
the retail sugar dealers in your districts, “ You have met a loss, 
but let it go“? During the war appeals went out to the farm- 
ers of the country, “ Raise more wheat, raise more hogs, raise 
more foodstuffs.” You went to the retailers and said, “ Buy 
more wheat.” It was then selling at $3 a bushel. Many 
people bought millions of dollars“ worth of it at that price. 
The Government came on—and I am not criticizing anybody— 
and reduced the price to $2.20 a bushel. That difference was 
lost by these men who bought up sugar in order to win the 
war. 

Are you going to say, “Let us treat all alike”; or are 
you going to say, “Let us take these people up and reimburse 
them for their loss 7 

I would like to know upon what meat the B. H. Howell, 
Son & Co. and the American Trading Co. feed that makes them 
so great. How can they come and have the Rules Committee 
bring in a resolution which, after discussion, is beaten, and 
then come back with a rule allowing only 30 minutes to a 
side, to appropriate $2,500,000 of the taxpayers’ money? 

Mr. BLANTON, And this same reaction bankrupted 60 per 
cent of the sheepmen and cattlemen at that time? 

Mr. KINCHELOR. Yes. There had to be sacrifices during 
the war. It applied to every home in this Republic. It left 
a vacant chair at 50,000 firesides in this Republic—50,000 
mothers made the sacrifice of their sons on the altar of their 
country, at the same time paying 35 cents per pound for sugar 
brought to this country by concerns in which Mr. Post was 
interested, and, as one Member of Congress, I am not going 
to vote for this measure that asks those mothers and their 
husbands to dig down in their pockets and help pay these 
concerns $2,250,000 to reimburse them because they took a 
chance to make hundreds of thousands of dollars and lost. 
I ask you, gentlemen, in good conscience, whether you can 
say to the American Trading Co. and to the B. H. Howell Co. 
that you will discriminate in their favor? Let them share 
some of the hardships with the mothers and fathers who are 
mourning by reason of the vacant chairs around their firesides 
as a sacrifice to the war. {Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kentucky asks unani- 


‘mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD, 


Is there objection? 
There was no objection, 
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Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN.. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I yield the re- 
mainder of my time to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. 
MoNpELL], 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Mox- 
DELL] is recognized for 10 minutes. [Applause.]} 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I feel a sense of responsi- 
bility in this matter, because when a resolution similar to this 
was favorably reported in the Sixty-sixth Congress and those 
who favored it and those who opposed it were asking, on the 
one hand, that a rule be given for its consideration, and, on the 
other hand, that there should be no rule, it becume my duty to 
consider the matter, in order that I might advise with the gen- 
tlemen of the Rules Committee who asked my advice. I then 
read all of the testimony carefully. I talked with the members 
of the committee, those who were favorable and those who were 
unfavorable, after which I said to the chairman of the Com- 
mittee on Rules, “I am inclined to think these gentlemen have 
a good case, but I do not believe they have fully established 
their case before the committee.“ I said to Mr. Franklin, “I am 
inclined to believe that there is an obligation on the part of the 
Government that should be met, but I do not believe your case 
has been presented to the committee clearly enough that I may 
properly advise that a rule be given for its consideration.” And 
so the matter was not considered at that time and was again 
presented to the committee and presented logically and clearly. 
The facts were presented from the beginning to the end of the 
transaction in logical sequence. 

I wish to say that it is my deliberate judgment that if there 
is not in this case a moral, equitable, and legal obligation, then 
there is never any obligation on the part of the Federal Gov- 
ernment save under a written contract clearly and beyond all 
question made under a specific provision of law. This is more 
than a moral obligation. It is more than an equitable obliga- 
tion. It is an obligation that unquestionably would be legal if 
the Secretary of State under the Wilson administration, if the 
Secretary of State under this administration, if the Attorney 
General under the Wilson administration, if the Attorney Gen- 
eral under this administration had as the responsible managers 
of a private corporation in behalf of and in the name of the 
corporation done what they did in the name of the Government 
in this case. There is no escape from this obligation unless 
we are willing to say that, so far as we are concerned, no obli- 
gation of this Government should be met and paid unless it is 
so clearly and definitely legal under our form of government 
and law that the claimant may obtain relief in a court of law. 
We know that there are valid obligations which the Government 
ought not to attempt to escape toward the establishment of 
which the claimant can not have recourse to the courts. At the 
close of the war we made valid innumerable informal contracts 
and agreements that had been entered into during the war 
period, and under that legislation hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars of obligations were met. It is possible that in passing upon 
those obligations those charged with responsibility were not al- 
ways wise and were not always sufficiently careful to guard the 
interests of the Government. 

I do not pretend to say. I do know that it was necessary 
for us to pass that law or stand before the world as a Govern- 
ment that repudiated its obligations. Ah, like the gentleman 
who just took his seat [Mr. KI NcRETLORI, I hope that when I 
leave this House after my years of service I can leave it with 
a clear conscience; but I can not leave it with a clear con- 
science if I shall stand here in my place and preach repudia- 
tion of Government obligations. Either this obligation is 
binding upon the Government of the United States or two 
Secretaries of State under two administrations, two Attorneys 
General under two administrations, the men designated by the 
Departments of Justice and of State to study the case under 
two administrations, and those who have been officially brought 
into contact with it are all wrong, all prejudiced, and all con- 
trolled by unworthy motives. I am not ready to say that those 
men, charged with great responsibilities, did not realize their 
obligations to the people of this country under their oaths of 
office, were not sufficiently versed in law and commercial usages 
to recognize what constitutes a national obligation. It is all 
very lovely for gentlemen to be able to say, Oh, well, I do not 
have to vote for a thing of this kind, and I will escape all 
criticism at home if I can just say, ‘No; I had some doubts 
about those sugar claims, and so I voted to turn them down.’” 
I do not desire to return to my constituency laying any such 


unction as that to my soul I prefer to go saying, “ This obli- 
gation was presented to me. It is vouched for by the men 
responsible under my Government to pass judgment on it. I 
have read the record. I know the facts. I believe there is an 
obligation that ought to be met, and I propose to help meet it.” 
[Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wyoming 
has expired. All time has expired. The Clerk will read the 
joint resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the President is authorized to require the United 
States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to take over from the corpora- 
tion, American Trading Co., and the copartnership, B. H. Howell, 
Son & Co., a certain transaction entered into and carried on by said 
corporation and copartnership at the request, under direction, and as 
agents of the Department of Justice and Department of State, which 
transaction involved the purchase in the Argentine Republic, between 
the 13th day of May, 1920, and the 22d day of May, 1920, of 
13,902 tons of sugar, the importation thereof into the United States, 
and the distribution of a portion of the same within the United States, 
and to require the said United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) 
to dispose of any of said sugar so imported remaining undisposed of 
and to liquidate and adjust the entire transaction in such manner as 
may be deemed by said board to be equitable and proper in the 
premises, paying to the corporation and copartnership aforesaid such 
sums as may be found by said board to represent the actual loss sus- 
tained by them, or either of them, in said transaction; and for this 
purpose the President is authorized to vote or use the stock of the 
corporation held by him or otherwise-exercise or use his control over 
the said United States Sugar Equalization Board and its directors and 
to continue the said corporation for such time as may be necessary 
to carry out the intention of this joint resolution. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: On page 2, line 18, after 
the word “resolution,” insert the following proviso: “ Provided, That 
the United States Sugar Equalization Board shall not pay anything in 
the way of profits to the American Trading Co. or to B. H. Howell, 
Son & Co. in such transaction.” 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, there is a provision in 
this resolution that is a little uncertain. It authorizes the 
Sugar Equalization Board to dispose of any of said sugar sọ 
imported remaining undisposed of and to liquidate or adjust 
the entire transaction in such manner as may be deemed by said 
board to be equitable and proper in the premises. 

That is followed by a provision which authorizes the board to 
pay to the corporation and copartnership aforesaid such sums 
as may be found by said board to represent the actual loss 
sustained by them; but that does not limit them in the way of 
profit. It does not limit the previous grant of power to adjust 
it in any way they see fit. It authorizés them to pay the actual 
loss, but it does not prevent their paying profits or commissions. 
It seems to me there should be no doubt in the premises in any 
event, and that it ought to be limited to the actual losses sus- 
tained and authorize them to pay the actual losses only. 

Now, I want to call attention just in this connection to the 
assumption that has been made here all along that this is a 
contractual obligation. Gentlemen, if this were a contractual 
obligation this claim would be in the Court of Claims and not 
before the House of Representatives. The attorney for B. H. 
Howell & Co. admitted that there is no legal obligation. If we 
are to adopt a policy of paying moral obligations, let me call- 
your attention to this: During the war wheat was $2.90 a 
bushel. The elevator men had their elevators filled with wheat 
for which they paid $2.90 a bushel, and the farmers had wheat 
worth that amount. Overnight the Government fixed the price 
at $2 a bushel and turned round and said to the elevator men 
and to the farmers, “ You sell your wheat for $2 a bushel, al- 
though you paid $2.90 a bushel.” The corporation made $89,- 
000,000 in profit. There are millions of dollars in claims in the 
Agricultural Committee in wheat transactions. If you are go- 
ing to pay moral obligations, if you adopt that as a general 
policy, you might as well build a new Treasury Building and 
get your printing presses and go to work printing the bonds. 

Now, as to this proposition involved here, the board is au- 
thorized to adjust the entire transaction in such a manner as 
may be deemed by said board to be equitable and proper. I 
take it that they could award them any kind of a profit they 
thought was just and reasonable. It can award them any actual 
losses that they think was sustained by the companies. They 
might consider commissions and profits to be just and reason- 
able under the circumstances. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 


expired. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I do not know just what the 
purpose of the gentleman from Texas is in offering this amend- 
ment. I assume that he has no thought of endeavoring to make 
the House of Representatives appear ridiculous, and yet that 
is exactly what would be accomplished if his amendment was 
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adopted. The resolution provides that these transactions shall 
be investigated, with a view to paying to the corporations such 
sums as are found to represent actual lesses. I wonder just 
what that board would think if they had a measure presented 
to them that in one line said they should pay the sum which 
represented only actual losses and in another part that they 
were charged to pay no profits. At least, they would not have 
a very high regard for the intelligence of the House of Repre- 
sentatives. X 

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to charge any sinister motive 
to the gentleman from Texas, and I would not do that, for I 
am sure he is perfectly honest, though not wise in this amend- 
ment that he offers. Is it possible that somewhere between the 
actual losses and a denial of profits there is a sum that might 
be paid under this amendment? I am frank to say that offhand 
I can not discover that there is any space between these two 
propositions, but if there is any reason on earth for this amend- 
ment it would be on the theory that there is a sum somewhere 
between actual losses and profits, and under the amendment 
the Trading Co. would get the difference. So that the gentle- 
man from Texas has offered an amendment that seems ridicu- 
lous on its face, and if it means anything at all it means that he 
proposes to give the Sugar Equalization Board authority to 
pay more than could be paid under this resolution, to wit, 
some uncertain sum existing between their tosses and a pos- 
sible profit. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to the 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment to the amendment by Mr. Braxrox: At the end of the 
Jones amendment add the following: “ Provided further, That the 
President shall take into consideration all other sugar holdings and 
2 n controlled by any officer connected with the corpora- 

s mentioned herein in determining any losses sustained.” 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I make a point 
of order. 

Mr. MONDELL. I reserve a point of order. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I make the point of order on 
the ground that he can not add the settlement of other claims 
to the one involved here. 

Mr. BLANTON. It clearly deals with this general subject. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. It deals with sugar, but with 
other sugar claims. This point, Mr. Chairman, has been de- 
cided so many times in the House 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amend- 
ment again reported? 

Mr. BLANTON. I think it is clearly germane and a proper 
limitation. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kanses. It is not a limitation; it pro- 
vides for other sugar claims than the one under consideration. 
It is like an amendment to build another battleship or do other 
similar work which can not be done. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The gentleman from Wisconsin asks that 
the amendment be again reperted. Without objection, the Clerk 
will again read the amendment. 

The Clerk again reported the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, what is the purpose of this 
resolution? It is to pay alleged losses to these two corpora- 
‘tions, which it is alleged were agents of the Government in the 
sugar transaction. It is alleged that these officers by reason 
of the sugar transaction in connection with buying and dis- 
tributing sugar in the United States suffered a loss. Now, if, as 
a matter of fact, these men in other sugar transactions which 
they simultaneously carried on made profits, why should not 
the President take them into consideration? It is clearly ger- 
mane; it is clearly a limitation to the authorization given the 
President, and clearly in order under the precedents of the 
House. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. May I inquire whether the gen- 
tleman from Kansas made his point of order that this is not 
germane to the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas? - 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair so understood the gentleman. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. If that is the point of order it 
seems to me the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Branton] is clearly a matter of entirely different 
transactions than the one mentioned In the amendment of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. It seems to me the gentle- 
man’s amendment would be germane to the resolution, but it 
certainly is not germane to the amendment offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. Mr. Jones’s amendment deals 
with the whole question whether you can take into considera- 
tion the profits. 

The amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] is certainly not germane to that proposition, and 


since it is effered as an amendment to an amendment it must 
not only be germane to the resolution, but it must be germane 
to the particular amendment te which it is offered. 

Mr. BLANTON. It just points out to the President the man- 
ner in which he shall proceed in passing upon both the resolu- 
tion and the amendment offered by my colleague. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. It is very 
clear under the rules of the House that a specifie subject may 
not be amended by a provision general in nature, even when of 
the elass of the specific subject. This amendment deals with 
a class and the resolution deals with a s e item. The 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] pre- 
scribes that the money shall not be paid to these two specific 
claimants, Therefore, in the opinion of the Chair, this second 
amendment, dealing with other subjects, is not germane to the 
amendment of the gentleman from Texas, and the Chair sus- 
tains the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. I can not agree with the distinguished floor leader when 
he says that the amendment of my colleague [Mr. Jones] is 
ridiculous and that he is unwise, that it has not any bearing en 
the subject. It may so appear to the floor leader, but lots of 
things appear to him one way and to other people differently, 
It has been suggested here that the Government promised these 
agents 2 cents per pound profit—1 cent per pound profit to the 
American Trading Co. for buying and 1 cent per pound profit to 
the distributing company for distribution. That is 2 cents per 
pound profit that is claimed they were to receive on this sugar 
transaction. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. When my colleague [Mr. 
JONES] proposes by his amendment that you can not consider 
this 2 cents per pound profit, you can not consider anything but 
paying back actual loss, why is it not a wise proposition? Why 
is it ridiculous? 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Why is there not wisdom in it? What is 
there about it that is ridiculous, except the floor leader’s effort 
in trying to get the amendment out of the way? The truth of 
the matter is that my colleague has proposed an amendment 
that stands in the way of these fellows getting 2 cents per pound 
profit. 

That 1 per cent was, of course, a slip of the tongue. I 
meant 1 cent per pound There is nothing in the hearings 
about this big lobby that has been behind this proposition 
since last May, and yet the lobby is here, and though we 
thought the proposition dead, we find now that it has been 
actively slumbering until the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SNELL] and his Rules Committee have brought it in once more 
with new life, and under the whip and lash they are going te 
pass it here in a few minutes. When you people go home, all of 
you, and face your jobbers in your districts, and face your re- 
tailers, every one of whom were caught with high-priced sugar 
and lost money, try to explain to them if you ean why you gave 
two and a half million dollars to these two corporations and 
left them at home up in the air with the bag to hold. You can 
not explain it to them or to your consumers, and you are going 
to have trouble when you go home. You western fellows, try to 
explain to your sheep men and your cattle men, who when this 
same reaction came, were bankrupted, to the extent of 60 per 
cent af them. Why, there were millionaires then who are now 
not worth a cent. You will have to explain this proposition to 
them, and all of the ingenious argument that the gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] and the distinguished floor leader 
put up here to whip you into line is not going to brush away that 
feeling of dissatisfaction. You. had better think about it before 
you yote for this resolution. g 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr, Chairman, I move that all debate upon 
this paragraph and all amendments thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I am not asking for time for 
the purpose of opposing the amendment, but I desire to correct 
a statement. The statement has been made that the Govern- 
ment should make its contracts good, and that a vote against 
this resolution is a vote of repudiation. I desire to call the 
attention of the House to the fact that there were no contracts, 
The question is, Shall we accept the statement of gentlemen who 
have spoken or shall we accept the statement of the Attorney 
General and of Mr. Figg and the claimants themselves? I de- 
sire to read from the record. Mr. PurNELL asked: 


Was there anything said to you by Mr. Figg or any other resenta- 
tive of the Department of Justice t wo lead you to believe that 
the Government would take care of you in case was a loss sus- 
stained ? 

Mr. FnaxxLIx. No, sir. 


Will you accept Mr. Franklin's statement or the statement 
of the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. Monpett] or the state- 
ment of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Fess]? What does the 
Attorney General have to say? Let us see: 5 — 

y w whe there was any arrangement o 
any kind made whereby thoy were 2 85 protected — 2 any loss. 
the ATTORNEY GENERAL. No, sir. 

Do you accept the statement of the Attorney General or the 
statement of somebody else? 

Here is another: 

8 h ave same profit other men were 
I in handling u ee — vie able to enforce your ideas 
of the Lever food control law? 

nnd en aa GENERAL. That is correct. Of course, we could not 
control all. 

Further, Mr. Franklin was asked by the chairman: 

3 750 you a contract with the Government guaranteeing you against 
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Mr, FRANKLIN. No, sir, 
Mr. Armstrong, attorney for the claimants, stated: 


At the time we undertook the chase of these sugars no arrange- 
ment had been made for compensation for our services. 


That is the statement of the attorney, the statement of the 
claimant, and the statement of Mr. Figg, who represented the 
department, and the statement of the Attorney General, and 
there are numerous other statements. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. If I understood the gentleman who had the 
floor a moment ago, he said the Attorney General stated there 
was no legal liability for these claims. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Absolutely. 

Mr. ROACH. I call the gentleman’s attention to the hear- 
ings, on page 13, to a letter from the Assistant Attorney Gen- 
eral, signed Guy D. Goff, in which he makes this statement, 
and this letter is addressed to the gentleman as chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture: 

The Attorney General expressed the view hefore the committee that 
there was an undeniable moral obligation, and in his opinion a legal 
obligation upen the Government. 

Mr. HAUGEN. But I have just read the statement of Attor- 
ney General Palmer. 

Mr. ROACH. And I am reading the Attorney General's 
letter as addressed to the gentleman. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I am quoting the Attorney General from his 
testimony before the committee. 

Mr. KENCHELOB. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN (reading): 

x wh 2 
„ A0 

Mr. Fido. We did not at any point have the power to guarantee 
against loss by that act. 

The CHAIRMAN. Did the Government have any power to purchase or 
to guarantee against loss? 

Mr. Fidd. I think not; no, sir. 

Mr. KINCHELOB. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Right there. Is it not the fact that 
Attorney General Daugherty came before the committee in 
person? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes; and I am quoting from Attorney Gen- 
eral Palmer. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. And at first he thought probably there 
was a good legal claim, but before he got through and after 
considering it thoroughly he felt that there was no legal obli- 
gation, and he did not know whether there was any moral 
obligation. 

Mr. ASWELL. He never said there was no moral obligation. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The attorney for the Sugar Equalization 
Board, Mr. Glasgow, stated that in his judgment there is 
no legal obligation anywhere though there may be æ moral 
obligation. 

Mr. ASWELL. Does not the gentleman believe that a moral 
obligation of the Government is more binding than a legal obli- 
gation? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I arose to correct a statement made that 
a contract was entered into. 

Mr. ASWELL. And if the Government does not pay its 
moral obligations—— 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment 
which I desire to offer, but before that I ask that the pending 
amendment may be disposed of. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman 
in time after the disposition of this amendment. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, debate is closed at the end 
of 10 minutes, 5 minutes of that time being reserved for the 
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANDERS). 
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The CHAIRMAN, The Chair thought there had been no 

ement made. 

Mr. MONDELL. I made the statement on the floor that the 
gentleman from Iowa and the gentleman from Indiana desired 
to speak in those 10 minutes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Can the gentleman from Indiana get 
along with three minutes? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I will try to do that, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Mr. BANKHEAD, I think we ought to dispose of the pend- 
ing amendment. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I want to speak on the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman from Indiana is entitled to 
time to close discussion. So far the negative has had no oppor- 
tunity to discuss this amendment. Discussion so far has been 
all in favor of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the best way he can 
Solve this question is to allow the gentleman from Indiana to 
speak for three minutes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, of course the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union is not 
going to adopt the Jones amendment. The Jones amendment 
is made by a gentleman who is opposed to any of this legisla- 
tion, and this committee, which favors the legislation, is not 
going in the last minute to adopt an amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] which would confuse the whole 
issue, because the bill in itself makes this provision, and it 
absolutely safeguards every interest the gentleman mentions, in 
that it says: 

To liquidate and adjust the en transa 
be deemed by said — to be — er eo 56838 vag! 

So the Jones amendment would just confuse the whole issue, 
and this resolution ought to be passed in its present form, be- 
cause we are in the closing days of the Congress and we ought 
pet to compel this joint resolution to be taken back to another 

y- 

This resolution ought to be passed. Anyone who has care- 
fully read the hearings must be convinced that there is a 
moral obligation on the part of the Government of the United 
States to see that the board adjusts this claim. Of course, 
there is no legal obligation. If there were, gentlemen need 
not be here with this measure. It is a moral obligation tọ 
provide not for the payment out of the Treasury, but out of 
the funds of the Sugar Equalization Board made by the sugar 
transactions, and it does not come out of the Treasury at all. 
It is a moral obligation of the United States. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] says we can not go back and face 
our constituents if we meet this moral obligation of the United 
States, I do not know what kind of constituents the gentle- 
man has in his district, but I prefer to go back and meet my 
constituents and say to them that in the aftermath of the 
great war a Republican administration which succeeded a 
Democratie administration undertook to carry out the obliga- 
tions which the officers of that Democratic administration 
made during that war, and we did not stop to quibble as to 
whether we are absolutely bound legally to do it or not, but 
we inquired to see if it was a moral obligation made by those 
agents of Democratic administration conducting this great 
war, and when we found it was such an obligation we decided 
promptly to meet it. So, gentlemen, I think we ought promptly 
to vote down the Jones amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
appeared to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. Jones of Texas) there 
were—ayes 56, noes 117, 

So the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr, Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, line 12, after the word “transaction,” insert “if it shall 
appear to said board that such loss constituted an equitable and 
proper claim against the United States. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama is recog- 
nized for two minutes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of offering 
this amendment is to clarify what possibly might be construed 
as an ambiguity in the power given to this board. 

You will observe by the reading of the language that the 
board shall have the power to liquidate and adjust the entire 
transaction in such manner as may be deemed by said board to 
be equitable and proper in the premises, paying to the corpora- 
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tion and copartnership aforesaid such sums as may be found 
by said board to represent the actual loss sustained by them.” 

I do not know but that, by the ordinary rules of interpreta- 
tion, that might be construed as a mandatory provision authoriz- 
ing them to pay such actual loss as they may find they sus- 
tained, whether or not the board determined it was an equitable 
and just claim against the Government. The language sug- 
gested, of course, can do no damage to the spirit and purpose 
of the resolution as it has been framed; but it seems to me it 
ought to be clearly inserted in the language of the provision 
that this shall be paid only in the event that the board, after 
its investigation, shall as a matter of fact find that it consti- 
tutes a just and equitable claim. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. 

Mr. FESS. Is not the gentleman's amendment contained in 
line 10? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Line 9. 

Mr. FESS. Is not the wording in lines 9 and 10 the same as 
the gentleman’s amendment? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. It says the adjustment shall be equitable 
and proper; but it may be construed as requiring them to pay 
the loss, regardless of whether they find it to be equitable and 
proper or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Alabama. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer another amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers another 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: Page 2, line 18, after 
the word “resolution,” insert the following 3 “ Provided, That 
as a condition precedent to the taking over the Sugar ualization 
Board of such transaction, said B. H. Howell, Son & Co. shall be re- 
quired to turn over to the said Sugar Equalization Board 10 per cent 
of all profits made by it on other sugar importations between the 18th 
day of May and the 18th day of July, 1920.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have another amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers another 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: Page 2, line 18, after 
the word “resolution,” insert the following proviso: “ Provided, That 
the amount of losses, if any, which the Sugar Equalization Board is 
hereby authorized to pay such companies, or either of them, shall be 
reduced by the amount of profits which said companies, or either of 
them, made on sugar imported 1 the companies, or either of them, 
between May 22 and August 21, 1920.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the “noes” appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask for a division on 
that. 

The CHAIRMAN. A division is demanded. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 35, noes 115. 
So the amendment was rejected, 

Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Chairman, I move that the 
committee do now rise and report the resolution back to the 
House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have a preferential 
motion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers a pref- 
erential motion, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: Page 2, line 11, after 
the word loss,“ insert exclusive of profits.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
Warp] moves that the committee do now rise and report the 
resolution to the House with the recommendation that it do 
pass. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. N 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Hicks, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having under consideration Senate Joint Resolution 
12 authorizing the President to require the United States Sugar 


Equalization Board (Inc.) to take over and dispose of 18,902 
tons of sugar imported from the Argentine Republic, had di- 
rected him to report the same back with the recommendation 


that the resolution do pass. 
The SPEAKER. By the rule the previous question is con- 
sidered as ordered. 
Mr. HERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the enact- 


ing clause. 


[ Laughter. } 


The SPEAKER. That is not in order. 
that it shall be considered without intervening motion. The 
previous question is ordered. The question is on the third 
reading of the Senate joint resolution. 

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read a third 
time, and was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the 


resolution. 


The rule provides 


Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to re- 


commit. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers a motion 
to recommit, which the Clerk will report. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Jones of Texas moves to recommit the resolution to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture with instructions to report the same back to the 
House forthwith with the following amendment: 
“ Provided, That the United States Sugar Equalization Board shall 
not pay anything in the way of profits to the American Trading Co. or 


to B. 


Howell, Son & Co. in such transaction.” 


Mr. WARD of New York. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the motion to recommit. 


The SPEAKER. 


The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
noes appeared to have it. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I ask for the yeas and 


nays. 


The gentleman from New York moves the 
previous question on the motion to recommit. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks for the 
Those in favor of ordering the yeas and nays 


yeas and nays. 
will rise and stand until counted. 


[After counting.] Thirty- 


eight Members rising. The Chair will count the number pres- 


ent. 
present. 


[After counting.] Two hundred and nineteen Members 
Not a sufficient number rising to second the demand. 


The yeas and nays are refused. The question is on the passage 


of the bill. 


Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand the 


yeas and nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there were—yeas 181, nays 124, 
not voting 122, as follows: 


YEAS—181. 

Abernethy Favrot Lee, N. Y Robertson 
Ansorge nn Logan Rodenberg 
Appleby Fess Luce Rogers 
Arentz Fish Luhring Sanders, Ind. 
Aswell Fisher McArthur Scott, Tenn. 
Bacharach Focht McCormick Shelton 
Begg Fordney McLaughlin, Mich, Siegel 
Benham Foster McLaughlin, Nebr. Sinnott 
Blakeney Freeman McPherson e 
Bland, Ind. Frothingham . Smith, Idaho 
Bond Garrett, Tenn. MacLafferty Snell 
Bowers Gerne Magee Snyder 
Britten Gifford Mansfield Sproul 
Brooks, III. Glynn Ma Stafford 
Brooks, Pa Gorman Martin Stedman 
Brown, Tenn. Green, Iowa Merritt Stephens 
Buchanan Greene, Mass. Mondell Strong, Pa. 
Bulwinkle Greene, Vt. Moore, III Sullivan 
Burdick Griest Moores, Ind Sweet 
Burton Hadley organ Temple 
Butler Hammer Mott Thompson 
Byrnes, S. C Hardy, Colo. Mudd horpe 
Campbell, Kans. Hawley Aurphy Tilson 
Cantrill Henry Nelson, Me. Timberlake 
Carew Hickey Nelson, A. P. Tinkham 
Chalmers Hicks Newton, Mo. Towner 
Chindblom Hill O'Connor Treadwa 
Clark, Fla. Hukriede Oldfield Underhil 
Clarke, N. Y. Humphrey, Nebr. Pai Vaile 

‘ockran Humphreys, Miss. Parker, N. X. Vestal 
Cole, lowa Husted Patterson, Mo. Voi, 
Cole, Ohio Hutchinson Patterson, N. J. Walters 
Colton Ireland Paul Ward. N. X. 
Connolly, Pa. Jacoway Perkins Wason 
Copley Jefferis, Nebr. Petersen Watson 
Crago Kearns Porter Webster 
Cullen Kelley, Mich. Pou White, Me 
Curry Kendall penga Winslow 
Dale Kennedy Purnel Wood. Ind. 
Darrow Kiess Radcliffe Wurzbach 
Dupré Kindred Ransley Wyant 
Elliott Kissel Reece Yates 

is Kline, N. Y. Rhodes Zihlman 
Fairchild Kline, Pa. Riddick 
Fairfield Knutson Riordan 
ust Larson, Minn, Roach 
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NAYS—124. 
Almon Driver Linthicum Sinclair 
Andrew, Mass. ns London Sisson 
Andrews, Nebr. Fields Lowrey Smithwick 
Anthony Frear McClintic 4 
Bankbead h McDuffie Steagall 
Barbour Fulmer McSwain Steenerson 
Beck Garrett, Tex. Maloney Stevenson 
ly ichener Strong, Kans. 
Bird Gilbert Miller Summers, Wash, 
Black Goldsborough Montague Sumners, Tex. 
Bland, Va. ardy, Moore, Va. Swank 
Blanton Haugen Nelson, J. M, Swing 
Boies Herrick Norton Taylor, Tenn. 
Bowling Hoch Ogden h 
Ox Hooker Oliver Tillman 
Frigga Huddleston Parker, N. J. Tucker 
Browne, Wis. James Parks, Ar Turner 
Burtmess Jeffers, Ala. Perlman Vinson 
Christopherson Johnson, Ky. Quin Volstead 
Clague Johnson, S. Dak. Raker eaver 
Codd Jones, Tex. Ramseyer White, Kans, 
Collier Kincheloe Rankin 111 
Collins leczka Rayburn Williams, Tex. 
Connally, Tex. Lampert Ricketts illiamson 
Cooper, Wis. Robsion Wilson 
Cramton Lankford Rosenbloom Wingo 
Cris Larsen, Ga. Rouse Wise 
P Lawrence Sabath Woodruff 
Dickinson Lazaro Sanders, Tex. Wods, Va. 
Dovghton Leatherwood S in rigħt 
Dowell Lineberger Shaw Young 
NOT VOTING—122. 
Ackerman Dyer King Rainey, Ala, 
Anderson Echols Kirkpatrick Rainey, III. 
Barkley Fitzgerald Ruler feed. N.Y 
Barkle tzgera nig eed, N. 
11 z Free Kopp Reed, W. Va. 
Bixler Fuller us se 
Braud Funk Kreider Rossdale 
Brennan Gahn unz Rucker 
Burke Gallivan Langley Ryan 
Byrns, Tenn Ga Layton Sanders, N. X. 
Cable Goodykoonta Lea, Calif, chall 
Campbell, Pa. Goul Lee, Ga. Scott, Mich. 
Cannon Graham, III. Lehlbach Sears 
Carter Graham, Pa. Little Shreve 
Chandler, N. Y. Griffin Longworth Smith, Mich, 
Chsndier, Okla. Hawes Lyon Stiness 
Classon Hayden McFadden Stoll 
Clouse Hays McKenzie Tague 
Cooper, Ohio Hersey McLaughlin, Pa. Taylor, Ark. 
Coughlin Himes Madden ylor, Colo, 
Crowther H Mead Taylor, N. J. 
Dailinger Huck Michaelson n ck 
Davis, Minn. Hudspe Mil incher 
Davis, Tenn. Hull Moore, Ohio Tyson 
Dempsey Johnson, Miss. Mor ‘pshaw 
Denison Johnson, Wash. Newton, Minn, Volk 
Dominick Jones, Pa. O’Brien 5 N. C. 
ane ahn Olpp Wheeler 
Drewry Keller Osborne 
Dunbar Kelly, Pa. Overstreet 7 
Dunn Ketcham Park, Ga. 


So the joint resolution was passed. 

The Clerk announced the following pairs: 

On this vote: 

Mr. Griffin (for) with Mr. Davis of Tennessee (against). 

Mr. McLaughlin of Pennsylvania (for) with Mr. Tincher 
(against). 

Mr. Atkeson (for) with Mr. Little (against). 

Until further notice: 

Mr. Graham of Illinois with Mr. Rucker, 

Mr. Edmonds with Mr. Hayden. 

Mr. Madden with Mr. Kunz. 

Mr. Reed of New York with Mr. Stoll. 

Mr. Brennan with Mr. Bell. 

Mr. Fitzgerald with Mr. Hudspeth, 

Mr. Fuller with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 

Mr. Johnson of Washington with Mr. Rainey of Illinois. 

Mr. Crowther with Mr. Hawes. 

Mr. Sanders of New York with Mr. Taylor of Colorado, 

Mr. Shreve with Mr. Ward of North Carolina. 

Mr. Moore of Ohio with Mr. Sears. 

Mr. Cooper of Ohio with Mr. Byrns of Tennessee. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I desire to vote. 

The SPEAKER. Was the gentleman present and listening 
when his name was called? 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ, I was not. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman does not qualify under the 
rule. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 

On motion of Mr. Warp of New York, a motion to reconsider 
the vote by which the joint resolution was passed was laid on 
the table. 

P. DE RONDE & CO. (INC.). 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the House resolves itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of S. J. Res. 79, and the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Hicks! will resume the chair, 


Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Hicks 
in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the joint resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Resolved, etċ., That the President is authorized to muire the United 
States S Board (Inc.) to take over from the corpo- 
ration P. onde & Co. (Inc.) a certain transaction entered into and 
carried on by said corporation at the request and under the direction 
of the Department of Justice, which transaction involved the purchase 
in the Argentine Republic, between the 15th day of June, 1920, and the 
22d day of June, 1920, of 5,000 tons of sugar, the importation thereof 
into the United States and the distribution of a portion of the same 
within the United States, and to require the said United States Su 
Equalization Board (Inc.) to ag of any of said sugar so imported 
remaining undisposed of and to liquidate and adjust the entire transac- 
tion, 5 g to the corporation aforesaid such sum as may be found 
by said board to represent the actual loss sustained by them in said 
transaction, and for this p the President is authorized to vote or 
use the stock of the corporation held by him, or otherwise exercise or 
use his control over the said United States Sugar Equalization Board 
and its directors, and to continue the said corporation for such time 
as may be necessary to carry out the intention of this joint resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair, under the rule for the division 
of time, will recognize in favor of the resolution the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. PunxxLL] and opposed to the resolution the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE]. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, the same principle is involved in this bill that is in- 
volved in the bill which has just passed. You are all familiar 
with the fact that the Sugar Equalization Board, which was 
analogous to the Grain Corporation, was created for the pur- 
pose of assuring to the people of the country an adequate 
supply of sugar. That stock was held by the President of the 
United States. That board made a profit of $39,000,000. 
Thirty million dollars of that profit was covered into the Treas- 
ury of the United States. The $9,000,000 remaining, which has 
been increased to about $10,000,000, is now held, together with 
the capital stock, in the treasury of the Sugar Equalization 
Board for the specific purpose, as stated to us by the Sugar 
Equalization Board, to take care of edds and ends and such 
claims as this. 

Back in April, 1920, it became very evident to the Depart- 
ment of Justice, to the Attorney General, to whom had been 
given the powers and duties that were theretofore held by the 
Food Administrator, that there was a shortage of sugar in the 
country, or at least that there was a corner in sugar. It 
became necessary to take some drastic steps to break that 
corner to protect the consumers of the country. In the debate 
which has just preceded this you have learned how the De- 
partment of Justice, through the Department of State, secured 
by means of diplomatic channels the raising of the embargo 
that existed in Argentina against the exportation of sugar. 
That was in April, 1920. In May, 1920, just one month later, 
Mr. A. W. Riley, who was the special agent of the Department 
of Justice in these sugar matters, stationed in New York City, 
called together a number of importers of New York City and 
stated to them the purposes of the Department of Justice in 
securing an adequate supply of sugar. 

Among those concerned who were importuned to bring sugar 
into the United States under this plan of the Department of 
Justice was the firm of P. De Ronde & Co. The corporation 
of P. De Ronde & Co. had not at any time been interested in 
the importation of sugar. They were shippers. Their ships 
traveled between the Argentine Republic and the United States 
of America. Mr. De Ronde, a splendid young gentleman, who 
served his country during the war in France, who is president 
of that company, came before our committee and said that he 
had no knowledge about sugar prior to the interview with the 
representative of the Department of Justice, but that he con- 
sidered the matter and finally concluded to undertake the task 
of bringing into the country 5,000 tons of Argentine sugar. 
The department asked him to bring in any amount that he 
could bring. De Ronde had at that time a ship that was par- 
tially loaded at Argentina. De Ronde testified that after he 
made this arrangement, after he had undertaken to help his 
Government at the request of the department agent, he cabled 
to the Argentine Republic and had the ship unloaded of its 
cargo and had the agent in Argentina buy with his money 
5,000 tons of this sugar, for which he paid 193 cents a pound. 
That sugar was loaded on this vessel and brought back to the 
United States, 

Now, you are familiar with the story up to that time. When 
it was announced through the public press, which announce- 
ment was greatly exaggerated, that the Government of the 
United States intended to break the back of this sugar com- 
bination and bring down the price of sugar by going into Argen- 
tina and buying it and selling it to American consumers, the 
price naturally dropped. The report that was carried in the 
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press was exaggerated. It said that the United States Govern- 
ment was going to buy from 64,000 to 140,000 tons of this sugar, 
so that when De Ronde brought his sugar into the United 
States he was subject to the same conditions that confronted 
the American Trading Co, when they attempted to bring back 
the 13,000 tons. 

At the time he entered into the negotiations with Rily, who 
was the duly authorized and acting agent, as Attorney General 
Palmer said in his testimony, of the Department of Justice, 
he was given distinctly to understand that he would be con- 
fined in his profits to 1 cent per pound, and when he brought 
the sugar back to the United States he must distribute it to the 
persons, firms, or corporations, and through the channels desig- 
nated by the Department of Justice. He had no other oppor- 
tunity than this; they were to furnish a list of the customers, 
Upon the arrival of the sugar in New York City it was im- 
possible for the Department of Justice to furnish a list of the 
customers, because the price had fallen by virtue of this whole- 
sale purchase and the exaggerated report in the newspapers. 
The bottom had fallen out of the sugar market and the Ameri- 
can consumers had been saved hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Gentlemen, this claim is on the same footing and the same 
basis as the other claim, and if we are in peace time to recognize 
obligations made by our predecessors during the war, certainly 
we are bound morally if not legally to pay this claim. Now, I 
do not want any member of the committee to be confused about 
the procedure that will follow after the adoption of this resolu- 
tion. We are merely authorizing the President to instruct the 
Sugar Equalization Board that has this $10,000,000 profit made 
out of sugar to pay such losses as may be legally found to be 
due these people. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PURNELL. I prefer not to yield as I have only a few 
minutes. The Committee on Agriculture has given to this claim 
the most careful scrutiny. I signed, at first, the minority re- 
port as I was opposed to it. 

I was opposed to these sugar claims until we sent a special 
subcommittee, composed of the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
McLAvuGHuIn], the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Jacoway], 
and the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Tincuer], down to the 
Department of State and to the Department of Justice, where 
they were permitted to see the secret communications that 
passed between our diplomats in the Argentine and the State 
Department, and upon their statements and upon the docu- 
ments which I saw I became absolutely convinced that these 
transactions were brought about at the instigation and request 
of the Government, and that these men at all times were under 
the jurisdiction of the Government, and, therefore, that the 
claims ought to be allowed. [Applause.] 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, as I stated to the com- 
mittee in the speech I made against the other claim, in my judg- 
ment this is more meritorious as a claim than the one just 
passed, by a good deal. There was no smoke screen put up. 
They bought the sugar and complied with the Argentine regula- 
tions. The reason they lost is because they entered into a 
contract so much later than the American Trading Co. and 
Howell & Co., and they exercised all of the diligence they 
could, and got the sugar here. I am against all of these claims, 
and you gentlemen now have an opportunity to vote $1,170,000 
more out of the Treasury, and I presume you are going to do it. 
I am going to vote against it, but, as I say, I think this is a 
more meritorious claim than the other one. I do not want to 
be understood as saying that I am for it, or that I am mitigating 
the objections that lie against this claim. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. How many of this character of 
claims are pending in Congress? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The American Trading Co., the claim 
just passed, appropriates $2,250,000, about, and this appropriates 
about $1,170,000 more. The Lamborn claim has not yet been 
reported out from the committee, but it appropriates $750,000, 
and there are several other claims. I do not know how many 
wn come in, now that the head has been knocked out of the 

arrel. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ, Is it proposed that we indemnify all 
of these fellows who lost money on these sugar transactions? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The majority of the House seem to in- 
dicate that that is true. I do not. 

Mr. FIELDS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOR. Yes. 

Mr. FIELDS. I think I understood the gentleman to say, 
or some gentleman to say, that there are a lot of claims for 
losses on wheat. 


Mr. KINCHELOE. There is a bill pending before the Ag- 
ricultural Committee to reimburse men for millions of dollars 
who bought up wheat and afterwards the Government put the 
price on it and who lost. 

Moaz FIELDS. So that we do not know where this will 
op 

7255 “KINCHELOE. No; now that the precedent has been 
se 

uate PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yie 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. There are hundreds and thousands 
of claims here, I am informed, on behalf of individuals, men, 
women, and children, who have been injured in some way, 
that are now pending here before Congress. Will the gentle- 
man explain why it is that this particular claim is given 
preference above all of these others? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. No; I could not explain the action of 
the majority of the House. They are not before our com- 
mittee, and I am not acquainted with those claims. So I 
say, so far as I am concerned, I submit to the majority of the 
House— [cries of “ Vote!’]—but as I say, I am not mitigating 
this claim. I think they are all just a swoop on the Treasury, 
and being against the claim I am going to yield to some of 
these gentlemen who are also against these claims. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In the gentleman’s opinion, after inves- 
tigation of the facts in this particular claim, does the gentle- 
man believe that this claimant was induced to take this action 
to his loss by representations or at the request of an author- 
ized agent of the Government? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Absolutely. Mr. Rily was just as much 
a representative of the Department of Justice as was Mr. 
Figg, and the gentleman to whom all the sugar activities were 
turned over afterwards was Mr. Rily, whose headquarters 
were in New York, representing the Department of Justice. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. And this man acted on the suggestion of 
Mr. Rily? 

Mr. KINCHELOR. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In unloading a ship and in going to bring 
the sugar to the United States? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. That is the testimony. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Was Mr. Rily at that time an authorized 
agent of the Government to induce him to do that thing? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not know, He was a member of the 
Department of Justice with headquarters in New York, and I 
will say that after all of the activities of this sugar loading 
and unloading were turned over to Mr. Rily, the testimony 
shows that Mr. Rily went to Mr. Franklin of the American 
Trading Co. to get his activities and to learn what they were 
doing, and Mr. Franklin refused to report to Mr. Rily, and 
reported to Mr. Figg. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER. In the claim just disposed of I understand 
that one of the beneficiaries was a large purchaser and dis- 
tributor. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. Mr. Post, of B. H. Howell & Co., 
was one of the biggest in the country. 

Mr. OLIVER. The gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL], 
who has just spoken, called attention to the fact that there was 
a corner on sugar during the year 1920. I am wondering if 
the investigation of the committee at any time led them to 
make special inquiry into whether either of the beneficiaries, 
under the claims just favorably voted on, could in any wise 
have been a party to such corner on sugar? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Post admitted on cross-examination 
before the committee that his other 14 companies, or a part of 
them, were busy getting it and selling raw sugar at 21 cents 


a pound. 

Mr. OLIVER. So Mr. Post was interested in 14 other com- 

nies? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. OLIVER. They were not only selling in this country 
but raising sugar elsewhere and importing it here? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Oh, yes; Cuba, Java, and the Argentine. 
He was connected with 14 companies. 

Mr. OLIVER. His were among the largest sugar-distributing 
companies in America, were they not? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. I think Mr. Post has the largest 
connection with sugar companies of any man in the United 
States. 


Mr. OLIVER. Is the gentleman aware of the further fact— 


and I believe the gentleman called attention to it—that a 
number of suits have been brought by these large companies 


sae 
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against merchants and wholesalers and retailers who purchased 
sugar in 1920 from them, during the months of June and 
July, 1920, on solicitation and asSurance by these companies 
that there was a scarcity of sugar, that written contracts were 
made for future deliveries on the strength of such assurances, 
that many of these cases are undisposed of, and that the 
defense to such suits will be that these very parties, who are 
beneficiaries under the claim allowed, had knowledge of this 
cornering of sugar, and one of them may have been a party to 
it, yet failed to disclose the fact that there was in truth no 
real scarcity of sugar, but only a pretended scarcity? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I understand that is the defense. Not 
only that but the wholesale sugar dealers throughout the 
country are dependent upon this man Post and the companies 
in which he is interested, and are sending in propaganda by 
way of telegrams because they can not get more sugar from 
these fellows unless they support the bill just passed. 

Mr. ASWELL. I desire to say that the resolution already 
passed in no way affects the De Ronde claim. The gentleman 
whose claim the House is now considering has nothing to do 
with the sugar business, never handled a pound of sugar be- 
fore or since. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. No; De Ronde bought this sugar deliv- 
ered at New York and he had no idea 

Mr. ASWELL. The ship was half loaded with freight, and 
he unloaded at request. He is not and was not a sugar 
dealer at all. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The testimony shows that. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That is the question I asked, because I 
am seeking light on this proposition. I asked if this action 
was taken by De Ronde on the request of an authorization? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I answered that Mr. Rily, who is iden- 
tified with the Department of Justice the same as Mr. Figg 
was with the business of the American Trading Co. and Howell 
& Co., except that Rily had*his headquarters at New York—— 

Mr. BANKHEAD. He was the authorized agent of the de- 
partment? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Absolutely so. To such an extent that 
later on all the sugar activities here were turned over to 
Rily instead of Figg. 

Mr. FESS. If the gentleman will permit, I have looked 
through the hearings and read the report, and I have not 
found anywhere where either the Department of Justice or 
the Secretary of State or other departments indorsed the pay- 
ment of this. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not know about that. But De 
Ronde did not set up a smoke screen that he was an agent of 
the Government, like the other claim, and in my opinion this 
claim is more just and equitable. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I will. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Something was said here this 
afternoon, probably more than once, about the Wilson adminis- 
tration being committed to the payment of these sugar claims. 
I want to ask the gentleman if he does not recall—I am not 
indorsing the attitude of the Wilson administration on this par- 
ticular claim or any of these claims—that Mr. Wilson wrote 
a letter or sent a message to the Congress during the war in 
which he said with regard to the sugar lobby or sugar claims 
or these sugar bills, as he termed it, they had become a national 
scandal, or a public scandal? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I think that is true, bu. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I am against both of these bills. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Palmer knew personally nothing about it 
except what Rily and Figg told him, and Daugherty knew abso- 
lutely nothing except what was told him. They did not have 
half as much knowledge as gentlemen on the floor of the House. 

Mr. PURNELL. If the gentleman will yield just a minute, 
it must not be lost sight of that after all we are dealing with 
a moral obligation and not with a strictly legal obligation. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. We are not dealing with a legal and I 
do not think a moral obligation. 


Mr. PURNELL. The gentleman will remember that there is 


in the record a letter which Attorney General Palmer sent to 
Senator Moses, in which he makes this statement: 

The situation with reference to sugar was by my direction placed 
3 in the hands of Mr. Rily in the spring of 1920, and it became 
his duty to direct all the activities of the department looking to the 
enforcement of the Lever law with relation to sugar and to relieve the 
people from the high prices then prevailing. 

Then later he said that while he was not personally in touch 
at the time with what Mr. Rily did in getting Mr. De Ronde 
to go to Argentina and bring in this sugar, yet what he did— 


Was very clearly within his authority and jurisdiction, 


And he said: 


Therefore I am sure that if I had been advised at the time of the 
details of these transactions on the part of both Mr. Rily and Mr. 
Figg, I would have approved them as being in line with my instructions 
to use proper effort to secure the importation of such sugar with the 
idea of breaking the price in this country. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. That is true; and that is the same Mr. 
Rily that Mr. Franklin would not do business with. 

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 13 minutes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I reserve the balance of my time, and 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Me- 
LAUGHLIN]. - 

Mr. PURNELL. How much time have I consumed? 

The CHAIRMAN. Ten minutes. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentléman from Wyoming moves that 
the committee do now rise. The question is on agreeing to 
that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Hicxs, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consideration Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 79, authorizing the President to require the United States 
Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to take over and dispose of 
5,000 tons of sugar imported from the Argentine Republic, had 
come to no resolution thereon, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Hicks], 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, having under consideration the Senate Joint Reso- 
lution 79, reports that that committee has come to no resolu- 
tion thereon. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to close debate on the 
pending resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves that 
debate on the pending resolution be now closed. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker, I make the 
point of order that no quorum is present. 

The SPEAKER. And on that the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. McLavGurin] makes the point of order that there is no 
quorum present. The Chair will count. [After counting.] It 
is very clear that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to close debate. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
on the motion to close debate, on the ground that the House 
has heretofore—— 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan has made the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I withdraw that, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Mr. STAFFORD. 
quorum present. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present, and the gentle- 
man from Kentucky [Mr. KINCHELOE] moves that the House do 
now adjourn. The question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the gentleman from Kentucky. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that th 
noes appeared to have it. 7 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I call for a division. 

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 44, noes 85. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I ask for tellers, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky demands 
tellers. As many as favor taking this vote by tellers will rise 
and stand until they are counted. [After counting.] Twenty- 
two gentlemen have risen—not a sufficient number. Tellers are 
refused. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I demand the yeas and nays 
on the motion to adjourn. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin demands the 
yeas and nays on the motion to adjourn. As many as favor 
taking this vote by yeas and nays will rise and stand until they 
are counted. [After counting.] ‘Twenty-four gentlemen have 
risen in the affirmative—not a sufficient number. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What was the vote, Mr. Speaker? 

The SPEAKER. Twenty-four. The yeas and nays are re- 
fused. The gentleman from Wisconsin made the point that 
there is no quorum present. It is quite clear that there is no 
quorum present. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 


I make the point of order that there is no 
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves a call 
of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in the absent Members, and the 
Clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. MONDELL. I made a motion to limit debate on the 
resolution before the point of order was made. Is the yote on 
that motion? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not recall if there was a 
@ivision on that. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Before the yeas and nays were called for 
a point of order was made by the gentleman from Michigan 
IMr. McLaventin] that no quorum was present. Then I made 
a point of order on the motion to close debate, and later I called 
for the yeas and nays on the motion to adjourn. 

Tue SPEAKER. The Chair, is advised that there was no 
division on that. Therefore it is not an automatic call. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Ackerman Free Kraus Rainey, III. 
Anderson Frothingham Kunz Ramseyer 
Arentsz Fuller Langley Reber 
Atkeson Funk Layton Reed, N. Y. 
Barkley Gahn Lea, Calif, Reed, W. 
Bixler Gallivan Lee, Ga. Riddick 
Blakeney G Lehlbach Rogers 
rand Garrett, Tex, ttle Rose 
rennan Glynn Longworth Rosenbloom 
Britten Gorman on Rossdale 
Bulwinkle Gould cArthur Rucker 
Burdick Graham, III. McCormick yan 
Burke Graham, Pa. McDuffie th 
Burton Griffin McKenzie nders, N. T. 
Byrus, Tenn ardy, Tex. McLaughlin, Nebr. Schall 
Campbell, Pa awes McLaughlin, Pa. Scott, Mich. 
Cantrill Hayden MacGregor Shreve 
‘arter Hays Madden ep 
ndler, N. Y. Hersey Smith, Mich. 
Chandler, Okla, Himes Mead Smithwick 
Clark, Fla. Ho; Merritt Snell 
Classon Huck Michaelson 
Clouse H th Mills Stoll 
å Hukriede Montague Sweet 
Cooper, Ohio Hull Moore, IN Swing 
Coughlin Husted oore, Ohio Tague 
wW Jefferis, Nebr. Moore, Va. Taylor, Ark. 
Dalin Johnson, Ky, Moores, Ind, Taylor, Colo. 
Davis, Minn Johnson, Miss. Morgan Taylor, N. J. 
Davis, Tenn Johnson, S. Dak. Mor Taylor, Tenn. 
Dempsey Johnson, Wash. Mudd n Eyck 
Denison Jones, Pa. Nelson, J. M. Thomas 
Dickinson un Newton, Minn, Tincher 
Domin Keller O'Brien Towner 
Drane A Ol ‘Tucker 
Drewry Kendall Osborne ‘son 
Dunbar Ketcham Overstreet Upshaw 
Dunn King Volk 
Dyer Kirkpatrick Park, Ga. Weaver 
Edmonds Kitchin Parker, N. J. heeler 
Ells Kleczka Parker, N. Y. Williams, Tex. 
Faust Kline, N, YX. Patterson, Mo. Woodyard 
Fenn Knight Porter ates 
Fitzgerald Kopp Rainey, Ala. Zihlman 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 250 Members have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. The Door- 
keeper will open the doors. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with fur- 
ther proceedings under the call. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves to dis- 
pense with further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to close debate on the 
pending resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moves to 
close debate, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that that motion is not in order, for the reason that the House 
under a rule heretofore submitted by the Committee on Rules 
has fixed the time for which general debate shall be in order in 
the consideration of this resolution. Many Members might have 
voted as I did, for the adoption of that rule, in the expectation 
that there would be an hour and a half of time given for the 
consideration of the resolution, half to be controlled by those in 
favor and half by those opposed. Now, the only way in which 
this House can change that order is by another rule. I believe 
a motion to reconsider does not lie against yotes of the House 
on motions from the Committee on Rules. The House by its 
action having decided on a certain rule, namely, that there 
should be an hour and a half of general debate, it is not within 
the province of any Member to come in the House and try to 
alter that rule by restricting it any more than a Member would 
have the right to come in here now with the previous question 
ordered under the rule and move that the previous question 
should not be considered as ordered. Only the Committee on 
Rules has the right to make that privileged motion to change 


the time already fixed by the House in adopting the report of 
the Committee on Rules. I demand the regular order, and the 
regular order under the rule is to go back into the Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
from Wisconsin yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Is not the provision of the rule 
that there shall be “not to exceed” an hour and a half, rather 
than to fix an hour and a half? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Not to exceed a certain stated time has 
always been considered that if Members did not wish to avail 
themselves of the time it would not have to be used; but in this 
instance the time was desired to be used. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman 
will yield, my understanding of the English language is that 
the phrase “ not to exceed“ means not any greater amount. 

Mr. STAFFORD. But it was not to exceed that time in 
Committee of the Whole. It was not to be by further action 
of the House, but the order of procedure was fixed for the 
Committee of the Whole. 
> 8 GREENE of Vermont. We sought to fix the outside 

t. 

Mr. STAFFORD. We fixed an established order that could 
not be exceeded in the committee. It was a rule for the pro- 
cedure in the Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. Has the gentleman from Wisconsin any 
authority to support his position? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I can cite the Speaker to the authority 
for the jurisdiction of the Committee on Rules, that it is the 
only body which has jurisdiction to present rules of procedure. 
Never before have I seen any such procedure as this; and if 
the Chair is going to hold that after a solemn order of the 
House has been made that there shall be not to exceed an hour 
and a half of debate in committee, the committee after a min- 
ute’s debate can rise without any notice as to the purpose of 
the committee in rising and some Member may make a motion 
which will supersede the province of the Committee on Rules 
in determining the rules of the House, it seems to me that will 
be an unheard-of order of procedure and a new precedent. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks the argument of the 
gentleman would undoubtedly be correct if the resolution had 
fixed definitely a certain time; but as the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. Sanpegs] has pointed out, the resolution says 
that there shall be not to exceed 1 hour and 30 minutes of 
general debate. Now, there is a general rule, of course, that 
the House at any time has the right to close debate in Com- 
mittee of the Whole, The Chair does not think, because the 
Committee on Rules said there should be not to exceed an 
hour and a half, that that takes away from the House the 
power to decide whether there shall be less than that. It does 
not give it to any one gentleman to decide, but it leaves it in 
the power of the House to decide whether there shall be less 
than that time for general debate. The Chair overrules the 
point of order. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to close debate. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 7 

The SPEAKER, The 1 will state it. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, Should not the motion to go 
into Committee of the Whole be made before the gentleman 
moves to close debate? 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule the House will automati- 
cally go into Committee of the Whole. The gentleman from 
Wyoming moves that debate in Committee of the Whole be 
now closed. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON) there were—ayes 125, noes 43. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. 

Pending the count— 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gen- 
tleman from Kentucky withhold his point for a moment? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, may I suggest 
to the gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MoxpELL] that I think 
at the time the rule was adopted the House felt that there 
would be an hour and a half of discussion upon this particular 
bill, and while I think there is no question about the correct- 
ness of the Speaker’s ruling that the House has the right to 
close the debate, yet it seems to me it would save time if the 
gentleman from Wyoming would ask unanimous consent to 
have the order vacated by which debate was closed or ap- 
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peared to be closed and let the rest of the time be taken up in 
the debate. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, personally I should have been 
perfectly willing to have the debate go on for an hour and a 
half, but the gentlemen in control on both sides, after discussing 
the matter, had agreed that, so far as they were concerned, they 
were perfectly willing to close the debate at the close of the 


statements which they should make. Both gentlemen reserved 
the remainder of their time, and under those circumstances it 
has been the almost invariable rule of the House for the Clerk 
to begin to read the bill. In making the motion to close debate 
I was carrying out what I understood to be the desire of gentle- 
men on both sides. Both of the gentlemen stated that this 
claim was in very large measure similar to the one just settled, 
and that, therefore, there was no reason for any extended gen- 
eral debate, but that proposed amendments could be debated 
under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman misunderstood my state- 
ment if he understood me to say what he says. I said that, so 
far as I was personally concerned, I thought this was more 
meritorious than the other bill, but that if any gentleman op- 
posed to the bill wanted time, I proposed to give it to him, and 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. McLAuGHLIN] was desiring 
recognition. 

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KIN- 
CHELOE] reserved his time and the gentleman favoring the bill 
reserved his time, and under the ordinary practice of the House 
that closed the debate. 

Mr. KINCHELOE, I had yielded 10 minutes to the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. McLaucuirn] when the gentleman 
moved to rise. 

Mr. MONDELL, Mr. Speaker, I did not know the gentle- 
man had yielded time to the gentleman from Michigan. If I 
had, I would not have moved to close debate. If there are 
other gentlemen who wish to debate, I think they ought to be 
heard. I suggest that we have 20 minutes additional general 
debate to be divided equally among those for and against the 
measure. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- 
mous consent that an additional 20 minutes of general debate be 
had, to be equally divided among those for and those against 
the measure. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Reserving the right to object, I want to 
say that as far as I am concerned I have no interest in the 
bill, but they came in and gave us scarcely no time under the 
rule, and after debate under the gag rule the majority leader 
comes in and undertakes to cut off debate. 

Mr. MONDELL, As I understood the matter, the gentleman 
from Kentucky, who has just spoken, agreed that so far as he 
was concerned general debate might be closed. 

Mr. KINCHELOR. I did not agree to that. I said positively 
that I proposed to yield time to those against the bill, and I 
had yielded 10 minutes to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
McLavuGHLIN] when the motion was made that the committee 
rise. The Ryconp will show that. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen- 
tleman from Wyoming? 

Mr. HERRICK. I object. 

The SPEAKER. The ayes have it, and the motion of the 
gentleman from Wyoming to close debate prevails. The House 
automatically resolves itself into Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, and the gentleman from New 
York will take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Hicks in the 
chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate joint resolution (S. J. Res. 79) authorizing the President to re- 
quire the United States Sugar Eau tion Board (Inc.) to take over 
and d of 5,000 tons of sugar imported from the Argentine 
Republic. 

Resolved, etc., That the President is authorized to require the United 
States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to take over from the corpora- 
tion P. DeRonde & Co. (Inc.) a certain transaction entered into and 
earried on by said corporation at the request and under the direction 
of the Department of Justice, which transaction involved the purchase 
im the Argentine Republic, between the 15th day of June, 1820, and 
the 22d day of June, 1920, of 5,000 tons of sugar, the importation 
thereof into the United States and the distribution of a portion of the 
same within the United States, and to require the said United States 
Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to dispose of any of said sugar so 
imported remaining undisposed of and to liquidate and adjust the 
entire transaction, paying to the corporation aforesaid such sum as may 
be found by said board to bs digi the actual loss sustained by them 
in said transaction, and for this purpose the President is authorized to 
vote or use the stock of the corporation held by him, or otherwise ex- 
ercise or use his control over the said United States Sugar maliza- 
tion Board and its directors, and to continue the said corporation for 
sun pme as may be necessary to carry out the intention of this joint 
resolution, 


Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Michigan may continue for 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Michigan may proceed for 10 
minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. HERRICK. I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will not recognize any Mem- 


ber who does not stand up and address the Chair. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I object. 

Mr.. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, a few 


minutes ago the House passed a resolution providing for the 
consideration of the claim of the American Trading Co. and 
B. H. Howell & Co. by the Sugar Equalization Board. I was 
strongly in favor of that resolution and so expressed myself. 
It has been said by those who have spoken on this resolution 
relating to the De Ronde claim that it is entirely like the 
American Trading Co. claim. One gentleman went 80 far as 
to say he thinks this claim has more merit than the others. 
I am not able to agree with him. I think the two claims are 
dissimilar. The fact that they relate to sugar, the fact that the 
sugar imported was from Argentina are the only respects in 
which the two claims are alike. I insist that this De Ronde 
Co. was exactly in the position of thousands of others through- 
out the country—farmers, manufacturers, and producers of all 
kinds—receiving, acting upon, and responding to the requests 
of the Government for increased production. In doing so each 
took his chances. There was no guaranty against loss; there 
was nothing said and no circumstances in any way, even re- 
motely, connected with it that would suggest a guaranty. 
There was no employment, no creating of an agency as there 
was in the case that we have just concluded. 

It is true that Mr. Rily, representing the Department of 
Justice, asked the De Ronde Co. to bring sugar from Argentina. 
It is true as the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL] says, 
that Rily had certain authority. There may be some differ- 
ence of opinion as to what his authority was. I do not know 
that he exceeded his authority in any case. 

I presume Attorney General Palmer was right in saying that 
Rily acted properly in these matters and that if the Attorney 
General had known of them he would have approved them. 
What was Rily’s authority, and how did he exercise that 
authority? He had authority over the sugar situation, to do 
what was in his power to increase the supply and induce those 
who were able to bring sugar into the United States. In pur- 
suance of that he asked, among others, the De Ronde Co. to 
bring in sugar. Now, I wish to read some of the hearings, 
and I want you to judge. I think you will come to the con- 
clusion that I reached, that it was simply a request on the part 
of Mr. Rily, a very mild one indeed, that might have been 
complied with or not, just as De Ronde wished. Mr. De Ronde 
says—and this involves a couple of million dollars, and it is 
worth while to give a little time to it. I wish I might have 
discussed it under general debate where the time was not so 
limited. It may be that you will be generous if I take a little 
more time in reading what may seem to be too long an extract 
from the hearings, but it is important and bears directly on 
the matter I am speaking of: 


It was in May of last year, 1920, that the subject of sugar importa- 
tions from the Argentine was first discussed between Mr. Rily, of the 
Department of Justice, and myself in New York. I saw him frequently 
in New York. Sometimes I discussed matters of business with him 
his coal work at times and his sugar work—and at other times I 
simply exchanged the courtesies of the day with him. It was toward 
the end of May when he informed me that through the efforts of hig 
own department, the Department of Justice, and the Department of 
State, the embargo whi up to that time prevailed upon exports of 
Argentine sugar was lifted or was about to be lifted; that if that was 
the case, and knowing that I was interested in Argentine affairs, and 
had been for a good many years, he desired to know whether I would 
not interest myself in such an importation, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman’s time be extended for five minutes, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Indiana asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Michigan be 
extended for five minutes. Is there objection? 

Mr. HERRICK. Mr. Chairman, I object. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. I am sorry that I can not agree with my distin- 
guished colleague from Michigan [Mr. McLaueutrim]. Usually 
I follow him, because I have great respect for his ability and 
integrity. I followed him on the other claim. I filed a mi- 


nority report against the other claim, but when he and the 
other members of the subcommittee came back from the De- 
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partment of Justice and the Department of State and assured 
me, as they did the other members of the committee, that that 
transaction was at all times under the jurisdiction of the 
Government, I followed him. I am unable to see the difference 
between these two claims. When the Department of Justice 
took over the Food Administration and became responsible 
for the distribution of sugar in the country, they set out in 
April, 1920, to find sugar with whieh to break the market. 
They made an agreement with the American Trading Co. to 
go down into the Argentine and bring back some 60,000 tons 
of that sugar. About that time, according to the testimony 
of Attorney General Palmer, he put Mr. A. W. Rily in charge 
of the office in New York City, with what he designated as 
full authority to act. Mr. Rily, acting on that authority, 
called together a number of the importers in New York City, 
explained the existence of this sugar in the Argentine, and 
suggested the advisability of bringing it back to the United 
States for the purpose of breaking the market. Mr. De Ronde 
considered the proposition a number of times, as he states 
in his téstimony, because he was not @ sugar man but a 
shipper. He finally consented to undertake it, but upon what 
terms? Upon these conditions: First, that he should be lim- 
ited to 1 cent profit per pound; second, that the Department 
of Justice would furnish to him a list of those to whom the 
sugar was to be distributed. Mr. De Ronde stated in his 
testimony—it is undisputed—that he was not a sugar man and 
had no facilities for distributing sugar. 

The American Trading Co. had joined hands with B. F. 
Howell & Co., sugar people, who had the facilities for distri- 
bution. De Ronde specifically stated in his testimony that at 
the time of the negotiations with Mr. Rily, representing the 
Department of Justice, he was not so much concerned. about 
the 1 cent profit as he was about distributing it after he got 
it back here. I can not at this moment lay my hand upon 
exactly what Mr. Rily said, but in substance it was this, that 
the Department of Justice was being besieged every day, that 
life was: being made almost unbearable by reason of the fact 
that thousands were soliciting them to furnish sugar, and that 
Mr. De Ronde would have no trouble in finding purchasers, 
and that they would guarantee that. It was upon those con- 
ditions that Mr. De Ronde entered into these arrangements, 
brought the sugar back, and found when he returned that 
there were no persons to whom it could be distributed. He also 
stated at the same time, when the suggestion was made that 
he could take it back to the Argentine and sell it at a profit, 
or at least save his face, that the Government would not permit 
it, and I submit to the House that if that is not as much 
supervision as was exercised in the other ease, then I am 
not able to make a distinction, Here is the difference between 
the two eases. The American Trading Co. blazed the trail. 
They were the first ones to get in toeh with the Department 
of Justice, and naturally their name was linked up with those 
eablegrams. that went frem this Government to the Argentine, 
but does anybody deny that these two companies set about 
to do the same thing, and that they did the same thing? I 
am sorry that I ean not agree with the d shed gentle 
man from Michigan. He is usually right, but in this he is 
decidedly but honestly wrong. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I offer as a substitute to 
strike out the period and insert a colon. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BLAxrox: Page 2, Hne 14, strike out the 
period and insert a colon. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, in the Sixty-seventh Con- 
gress through deaths and resignations the House of Repre- 
sentatives lost some of its most valuable Members. One of 
the greatest losses that it has sustained, in my judgment, is 
the loss of the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Mr. Walsh, whose presence is needed here in-this House every 
day, and whose absence we will not get over for a long time. 

In the closing hours of the Sixty-sixth Congress, when there 
were assaults made with war claim after claim to take large 
sums of money out of the Treasury, the conscience of Joe 
Walsh was shocked to such an extent that he got on this floor 
and accused his colleagues of having broken down the Treas- 
ury doors, so many were the different large sums that were 
being taken out. I imagine if he were here now on just such 
claims as these, one for $2,500,000, which we have just passed, 
and the one now under consideration for $1,700,000, he would 
stand as leading a solid phalanx against such raids upon the 
people’s Treasury. I wish he were back, and I wish there were 
more Hke him to stand up here and keep the money im the 
Treasury, where it belongs. If you take this sum out, you can 


take sums out with equal propriety on hundreds or even thou- 
sands of similar claims. 

I wish we had time to go into them. 
Michigan [Mr. MCLAUGHLIN} has not been given time. We 


The gentleman from 


have been whipped into line here. It is now 10 minutes to 6 
o'clock; it is after quitting time, and yet debate is cut off and 
we are forced te vote here with hardly any consideration what- 
ever being given to this measure. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois and Mr. THORPE rose. 

niet CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Wr- 
LIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, as a member of 
the Committee on Agriculture I gave very careful consideration 
to the evidence submitted in these sugar claims. I came to a 
conclusion directly opposite to that expressed by the gentle- 
man from Michigan [Mr. MeLAudhxl. We must appreciate 
the fact that in the consideration of these claims we are not 
considering legal claims against the Government, although 
Attorney General Daugherty did express the view before our 
committee that those were legal claims. I came to the con- 
elusion from the testimony that the Congress should not recog- 
nize and should not pay these claims, not because it was not 
a contract between these parties and authorized representa- 
tives of the Government but because if we start on the pay- 
ment of moral obligations growing out of the Great War 
there would be no place where Congress could stop. The 
Committee on Agriculture, the Committee on Rules, and the 
House by a very large majority on the roll eall voted a short 
while ago expressed the view that these claims should be 
liquidated by the Government. In my opinion, the claim we 
are now considering has a great deal more moral weight than 
the claim just passed. I voted against the rule. I voted 
against the claim just considered, because I wanted to be 
eonsistent and did not want to take up these claims. But 
here is what we have in this matter: De Ronde & Co. were 
not sugar men. They had no transactions in sugar; they had 
no experience in sugar. They were shipowners operating a 
Iine of ships between the ports of this country and South 
American ports. A representative of the Department of 
Justice, whom the Attorney General, Mitchell Palmer, said had 
authority to act for the department, entered into an arrange- 
ment with De Ronde & Co. to load one of their ships then 
in the harbor at Buenos Aires with sugar for the port of 
New York and agreed that the Department of Justice would 
furnish buyers for that sugar at a profit of 1 cent a pound. 

Remember, this ship that brought the sugar here was half 
loaded with merchandise to be transported to this country, but 
at the request of the Department of Justice under this contract 
and this agreement that cargo was unleaded and a cargo of 
sugar was brought to New York. When it arrived there, as has 
been explained, the market broke, and the agents of the De- 
partment. of Justice who made this contract with De Ronde & 
Co., could not find purchasers for the sugar and they suffered 
loss. In my opinion it would be a monstrosity if the Congress 
of the United States should liquidate a claim that has just 
been allowed, where the record shows that Mr. Post, one of 
those interested in the Howell company, was a large dealer in 
sugar—as I say, to Hquidate their claim and then turn down 
a claim exactly similar when the parties who were in the steam- 
ship business, acting as agents of the Government, loaded one 
of their ships after unloading their cargo in order to bring the 
sugar into this country. That is the reason I intend to vote 
for this claim. Congress has already gone on record as saying 
these contracts entered imto by the Department of Justice to 
break the price of sugar shall be considered as moral obliga- 
tions against the Government and should be paid out of profits 
made out of sugar by the Sugar Equalization Board. I shall 
vote for this claim because, against my vote and my judgment, 

has already said claims of this kind should be paid. 
I see no reason to discriminate against these claimants, 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. I rise in opposition to the motion of 
the gentleman. A few minutes ago I was reading from the 
testimony of Mr. De Ronde. To continue, Mr. De Ronde said: 

I was not cularly keen about it at the time, never having been 
in the sugar ess and knowing very little about it. 

I will not read it all, but he goes on to say he would take 
this under adyisement and think it over and look into it as a 
business proposition ; he came to the conclusion from the stand- 
point of his own interests that it was safe and right for him to 
go into it, and he deeided to do it. He gave instructions to his 
eompany in Argentina to buy 5,000 tons of sugar, which was 
loaded. Before it left Argentina the price had begun to drop, 
and he talked with Mr. Rily about selling it there. Mr. Rily 
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did not exercise any authority over him or issue any orders 
to him; he did not command him, but he said, No, you must 
not do that, you promised to bring that here and should keep 
your promise,” evidencing that he had no control over Mr. De 
Ronde whatever. Mr. Rily said to him that this slump in 
price was only temporary, that the price is going to increase. 
Practically, as he said himself, “I went back and theught it 
over and decided that Riley was right.” I said to myself, | 
guess the thing is going to be all right after all.“ He acted on 
his own judgment and brought that sugar on. Then when the 
boat was half way between Argentina and New York he talked 
with Rily again about the matter, and Rily urged him to let 
the ship come on. Mr. De Ronde was asked by the chairman 
of our committee if he could have interfered and turned the ship 
back to Argentina. He said, Oh, yes; possibly so; possibly I 
could; we are always in touch with our vessels by wireless.” 
He might have sent his ship back and sold the sugar. He was 
free to use his own judgment. He was not in the position of 
the American Trading Co, The Government itself had been 
handling the Trading Co. matter, and it was under obligations 
to the Government of Argentina. Our Government had pledged: 
the matter as its own. It could not sell. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. I wish to ask in regard to this claim now 
under consideration whether the present Attorney General has 
regarded it as both legally and morally binding? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. He did not know any- 
thing about it; anybody listening to him would be satisfied 
that he did not know a blooming thing about it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. COPLEY. What did he say? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. He said he thought there 
was a moral obligation and: perhaps a legal obligation. I read 
a letter written by an Assistant Attorney General in which one 
of these sugar claimants. is described as “agent of the De- 
partment of Justice.” I went to him and asked him what 
authority he had for using those words. He said, Those 
words are used in the resolution presented to the House“ 
that is, they were the words of the claimant himself. I asked 
him if he had made any inquiry or investigation about the 
thing. He did not know as much as the Attorney General, 
and that is going some. Se much for those expressions of 
opinion. as to the force and legality of these claims. 

Now, it is said that the Department of Justice was to eon- 
trol the distribution of the De Ronde sugar. It was to control 
the distribution no more than it controlled the distribution of 
many, many other food products in the United States, direet- 
ing when and where and at what price they should be sold. 
They. were to exercise general supervision ever it and limit 
the price as they limited the price on dozens of articles. I 
said from the first that Mr. De Ronde and his company simply 
brought themselves into line with thousands of producers in 
this country, and that they were not entitled to any more 
consideration than is any one of these thousands of producers. 

Now, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. PURNELL] says he did 
not agree with me as to the merits of the American Trading 
Co.’s claim at first, but when he went to the Department of 
State and looked over the correspondence he was convinced as 
to that claim and also as to the justice of this De Ronde claim. 
I would like to ask him where he found one line, one werd, 
in the office of the Secretary of State in regard to this claim. 
They answered expressly and concisely when asked about 
sugar claims, “The American ‘Trading Co.'s claim is the only 
one we have ever had anything to do with.” ‘There is not a 
line in that department in regard to De Ronde's claim or the 
De Ronde transaction from first to last. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time ef the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. COCKRAN rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York is receg- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. COCKRAN. Mr. Chairman, I have listened to this de- 
bate with considerable interest. I knew nothing about these 
claims until I began to examine this morning the documents 
submitted to the House in connection with them; and, with- 
out undertaking to pass judgment on matters which are in 
dispute, I think the conclusion is plain, to which the House 
should be impelled by honor—I may say by eee ao 
plause] if it has regard to the uncontradicted, conceded facts 
in the case. 

Let me say at the beginning that in transactions with gev- 
ernments all technical questions of legal liability or of the 
difference between contracts and moral obligations can always 
be disregarded. The Government is bound by any contract 


only so far as it wants to be beund by it. We are not dealing 
with this matter as a liability arising under a contract between 
individuals but as representatives ef a sovereign in the exercise 
of sovereignty. 

The circumstances under which this transaction took place— 
all the actions of the Government with respect to it—should 
guide this bedy in its decision. Dees anybody deubt that the 
Government was engaged in the task of lowering the price of 
sugar at that time? Dees anybody doubt that the attempt was 
a meritorious enterprise? 

Does anybody doubt that importations of sugar from abroad 
was the only possible means of breaking down the price except 
by stark confiscation, which in this country would have been 
impossible? When the Government took the only means open 
to it, and when Mr. De Ronde, who never was in the sugar 
trade, whose ships were already loaded with other freight, in 
the course of his ordinary transportation business, unloaded at 
the instance of the Government the goods that were in the holds 
of his vessels and took on sugar and brought it here on the 
promise of the Government to find him customers at a rate 


fixed not by him but by the Government, will anybody doubt 


that there was an agreement, a contract, as far as one could 
be made under such conditions? There was an obligation, both 
moral and legal, from which no decent man would seek to 
escape, and which no honorable Government would contemplate 
evading. [Applnuse.] 

That is not all. The cargo started toward this country, and 
then the price of sugar having fallen here before its arrival, to 
the relief of all our citizens, Mr. De Ronde and others had 
ample opportunity te return the cargo and sell it with a profit, 
or at least without loss, in the Argentine. 

Does anybody doubt that they would have elected to utilize 
that opportunity unless somebody had interfered to prevent 
those capable business men from pursuing the course which 
ordinary business prudence imposed on them? And who did 
interfere to prevent them? It was not an angel from heaven 
that warned these ships away from the Argentine and bade 
them come here. It was this Government, through its law- 
fully appointed officer. 

Now, they say that Mr. Rily had no authority to give them 
this instruction or advice—call it what you will—and that 
Mr. De Ronde in following it was acting upon his own judg- 
ment. It is dificult to treat this contention seriously. Will 
anybody pretend that if Mr. Rily had not been a Govern- 
ment officer Messrs. De Ronde would have paid the 
attention to his representations or would have hesitated a 
moment in seeking safety where safety was to be had; 
that is to say, by sending the sugar back to the Argentine? 
Why did they not seek this safety? Why were they not 
by this obvious measure of precaution saved from the loss 
which it is admitted they sustained? It was because this 
Government stepped in and urged upon them the course 
they pursued. It was at the behest and at the instance of 
the Government that they brought the sugar here and suffered 
the loss from which they now seek to be relieved. On this 
statement of facts, not one ef which has been controverted 
here or is questioned on any side, the course of honor—and 
that is the only course this Nation can afford te follow or even 
to consider—is: certainly clear. The Government that seeks by 
quibbling evasions to avoid making good a loss suffered by its 
citizens in carrying out its policy at its own behest and under 
its own specifie directions, is not a government worthy of 
American traditions or worthy of the flag that floats over our 
heads. [Applause.] 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
the resolution and all amendments thereto be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wyoming moves 
that all debate on the resolution and all amendments thereto 
be now closed. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, Debate on the resolution and all amend- 
ments thereto is closed. The question is on the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. That was pro forma. 

The CHAIRMAN, Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be considered as withdrawn. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I object to withdrawing it. As I 
understand, there is an amendment pending offered by the gen- 
tleman from Texas. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Is that subject to debate? 

The CHAIRMAN. No; debate is closed. 
tr roan of Arkansas, On that amendment as well as all 
others 
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The CHAIRMAN. Debate on the section and all amendments 
thereto is closed. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

The question being taken, on a division (demanded by Mr. 
Parks of Arkansas) there were—ayes 2, noes 125. 

Accordingly the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. PURNELL, Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 
Are there any other amendments? 

The CHAIRMAN, There are no other amendments pending. 

Mr. PURNELL. Then I move that the committee do now 
rise and report the joint resolution to the House with the 
recommendation that it do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the committee do now rise and report the joint resolution to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Hicks, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee having had under consideration S. J. Res. 79, 
authorizing the President to require the United States Sugar 
Equalization Board (Inc.) to take over and dispose of 5,000 
tons of sugar imported from the Argentine Republic, had di- 
rected him to report the same back to the House with the 
recommendation that it do pass. 

The SPEAKER, By the rule the previous question is ordered. 
The question is on the third reading of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to a third reading, and was 
accordingly read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

The question being taken, on a division (demanded by Mr. 
KINCHELOE) there were—ayes 102, noes 83. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote be- 
cause there is no quorum present, and I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 8 

The SPEAKER. Evidently there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, will this be the unfinished busi- 
ness if the House adjourns at this time? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks it would be the unfinished 
business on Thursday. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, 
the Sergeant at Arms will bring in absentees. As many as favor 
the passage of the joint resolution will, as their names are called, 
vote “yea,” those opposed “nay,” and the Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 116, nays 115, 
answered “present” 2, not voting 194, as follows: 
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YEAS—116. 

Abernethy Darrow Knutson Rodenber, 
Ansor, tr Kraus Sanders, Ind. 
Appleby Fairchild Kreider Shelton 
Aswell Faust Larson, Minn, Siegel 
Bacharach Fisher Lee, N. Y. Sinnott 
Begg Focht Logan Smith, Idaho 
Bland, Ind. man Luce Snyder 
Bond Gernerd Luhring proul 
Bowers Gifford McArthur Stedman 
Brooks, III Greene, Mass. McFadden Stephens 
Brooks, Greene, Vt MacGregor Strong, Pa. 
Buchanan Griest Magee Sullivan 
Bulwinkle Hadley Mondell Thorpe 
Burdick Hammer ott Timberlake 
Butler Hawley Nelson, A. P. Tinkham 
8 Kans, Henr; Newton, Mo. Vaile 
Cantril Herrick O'Connor Vestal 
Carew Hickey Oldfield Voigt 
Chindblom Hicks Patterson, N. J. Walters 
Clarke, N. X. Hill Perkins Ward, N. X. 
Cockran Hukriede Perlman ason 
Cole, Ohio Hutchinson Miss. Petersen Watson 
Colton Pou Webster 
Connolly, Pa. Purnell White, Me, 

opley Kelley. Mich, Ransley Williams, III. 

Tago Kenned: Winslow 
Cullen Kindred Riordan Wood, Ind 
Curry Kissel oach Wurzbach 
Dale Kline, Pa. Robertson Wyant 

NAYS—115. 
Almon Chalmers Fess Jeffers, Ala, 
Andrews, Nebr Christopherson Fields Jones, Tex, 
Barbour Clague oster Kincheloe 
Beck Cole, Iowa French Lampert 
Beedy Collier Fulmer Lanham 
rå Collins Garrett, Tenn, Lankford 

Black Connally, Tex, Gensman Larsen, Ga. 
Bland, Va. Cooper, Wis, Gilbert Lawrence 
Blanton Cramton Goldsborough Leatherwood 
Boies Crisp Green, lowa Lineberger 
Bowling al Hardy, Colo. Linthicum 
Box Dickinson Haugen London 
Brennan Doughton Hoch Lowrey 
Briggs well Huddleston McLaughlin, Mich. 
Browne, Wis. Driver Hudspeth 1 Nebr. 
Burtness Echols Humphrey, Nebr. McSw: 
Byrnes, S. C. Eyans Jacoway MacLafferty 
Cable Fairfield James Maloney 


Ma Raker Speaks Underhill 
1 Rankin Stafford Volstead 
Morgan Ricketts Steagall Ward, N. C. 
Nelson, Me Robsion Stevenson Williams, Tex, 
Nelson, J. M. Sanders, Tex, prong Kans. Williamson 
Norton Sandlin Summers, Wash. Wilson 
Ogden Scott, Tenn, Sumners, Tex. Wingo 
Oliver Sears Sw: Woods, Va. 
Parks, Ark, chew ; Syin Wright 
Sinclair emple Youn, 
adcliffe Sisson Turner € 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—2. 
Hooker Rouse 
NOT VOTING—194, 

Ackerman Frear Lazaro hodes 
Anderson Free Lea, Calif, Riddick 
Andrew, Mass. Frothingham Lee, Ga gers 
Anthony Fuller Tedlbnen Rose 
Arentz Funk Little Rosenbloom 
Atkeson Gahn Longworth Rossdale 
Bankhead Gallivan on Rucker 
Barkley Garner cClintic Ryan 
Bell Garrett, Tex, McCormick Sabath 
Benham lynn McDuffie Sanders, N. X. 
Bixler Goodykoontz McKenzie Schall 
Blakeney Gorman McLaughlin, Pa. Scott, Mich. 
Brand Gould McPherson hreve 
Britten Graham, III. Madden Slem 
Brown, Tenn. Graham, Pa. Mansfield Smith, Mich. 
Burke Griffin artin Smithwick 
Burton Hardy, Tex. ead Snell 
Byrns, Tenn. Hawes Merritt Steenerson 
Campbell, Pa. Hayden Michaelson tiness 
Cannon Hays Miller Stoll 
Carter Hersey Mills Sweet 
Chandler, N. Y. Himes Montague Tague 
Chandler, Okla. Hogan Moore, III. Taylor, Ark 
Clark, Fla. Huck Moore, Ohio Taylor, Colo 

lasson Hull Moore, Va. Taylor, N. J 
Clouse Husted Moores, Ind Taylor, Tenn 
Codd Jefferis, Nebr. orin Ten Dyck 
Cooper, Ohio Johnson, Ky. Mudd Thomas 
Coughlin Johnson, Miss. Murphy Thompson 
Crowther Johnson, S. Dak. Newton, Minn. Tillman 
Bari Johnson, Wash. O'Brien Tilson 
Davis, Minn, Jones, Pa. Olpp Tincher 
Davis, Tenn, Kahn Osborne Towner 
Dempsey Kearns 8 Treadway 
Denison Keller Pn ige Tucker 
Dominick Kelly, Pa. Park, Ga Tyson 
Drane Kendall Parker, N. J Upshaw 
Drewry Ketcham Parker, N. Y. *. n 
Dunbar Kiess Patterson, Mo, Volk 
Dunn g Paul Weaver 
Dyer Kirkpatrick Porter Wheeler 
Edmonds Kite Pringey White, Kans, 
Elliott Rleczk: Rainey, Ala. Wise 
Ellis Kline, N. X. Rainey, III. Woodruff 
Favrot Knight Ramseyer Woodyard 
Fenn Kopp Rayburn Yates 
Fish Kunz Reber Zihlman 
Fitzgerald Langley Reed, N. 
Fordney Layton Reed, W. Va. 


So the joint resolution was passed. 
The following additional pairs were announced: 
On the vote: 
Mr. Griffin (for) with Mr. Davis of Tennessee (against). 
Mr. Rainey of Illinois (for) with Mr. Weaver (against). 
Mr. McLaughlin of Pennsylvania (for) with Mr. Tincher 
(against). 
Mr. Paige (for) with Mr. Rouse (against). 
Mr. Treadway (for) with Mr. Fish (against). 
Mr. Graham of Pennsylvania (for) with Mr. 
(against). 
Mr. Brown of Tennessee (for) with Mr. Bankhead (against). 
Mr. Martin (for) with Mr. Lazaro (against). 
Mr. Crowther (for) with Mr. Woodruff (against). 
Mr. Favrot (for) with Mr. Tillman (against). 
Mr. Moore of Illinois (for) with Mr. Johnson of South Da- 
kota (against). 
Mr. Tilson (for) with Mr. Sabath (against). 
Mr. Slemp (for) with Mr. Hooker (against). 
Mr. Atkeson (for) with Mr. Little (against). 
Additional pairs: 
Mr. White of Kansas with Mr. Montague. 
. Kiess with Mr. Lee of Georgia. 
. Anthony with Mr. Clark of Florida. 
Elliott with Mr. Hardy of Texas. 
. Patterson of Missouri with Mr. Mansfield. 
. Moore of Ohio with Mr. Wise. 
. Rosenbloom with Mr. Tucker. 
Snell with Mr. Smithwick. 
. Rhodes with Mr. Moore of Virginia. 
„Morin with Mr. Rayburn. 
Merritt with Mr. Garrett of Texas. 
. Britten with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky. 
. Burton with Mr. McClintic. 
. Fenn with Mr. McDuffie. 
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Iam paired with 


Mr. ROUSE. Mr. Speaker, I vated “no,” 
I wish to 


the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. PAIGE]. 
withdraw my vote of “no” and answer present.“ 
The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. 
On motion of Mr. PURNELL, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS. 


Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the potash situation. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey asks unan- 
imous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, I rise for the purpose of correcting certain statements 
and impressions created by an extension of remarks of the 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. GREENE], appearing in the Rego- 
orD of December 28, 1922, and a speech made in the House on 
January 10, 1923, by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CrowTHes]. In both instances reference is made to potash 
and the price of that commodity since the passage of the 
Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act. 

Many Members have asked me if it is true that potash priees 
have advanced 345 per cent since the passage of the tariff act. 
Such is not the case, because potash prices have been practi- 
cally the same for over a year, and it is not likely there will 
be any serious changes for several months, because most buyers 
have contracted for their requirements for the present season. 

In the first place it might be well to remember that for 
many years potash has been on the free list, and, of course, 
when an effort was made to place a duty of 50 cents a unit or 
$50 per ton of actual potash, on this commodity, that effort was 
met with serious opposition. 

The effort failed, as you all know, and potash was restored 
to the free list by a vote of 177 to 130. 

The tariff act became effective on September 21, 1922, and, 
on November 27, 1922, as president of a cooperative buying 
society, I contracted for 20,000 tons of K20 at a price lower 
than I recall having ever paid, with one exceptien. Several 
years ago during a trade war abroad prices were reduced below 
the cost of production and for a brief period Ameriean buyers 
were able to profit by that condition. But they soon settled 
their trouble and prices returned to normal. 

It is evident the false impression as to-the advance in price 
was created by information contained in a letter from Mr. 
Hoover, Secretary of Commerce, to the gentleman from Vermont, 
[Mr. Greene], and included in the remarks of that gentleman. 

As some of our farmer friends are alarmed at the prospect of 
the eost to them of potash carrying the increase specified in the 
Recorp, I wrote to Mr. Hoover and asked that he state more 
clearly the actual meaning of the price advance reported in his 
letter to the gentleman from Vermont. 

I have since received from Mr. Hoover the following reply: 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 25, 1028. 
The Hon. E. C. HUTCHINSON, 
House of Representatives. 

My Dear MR. HUTCHINSON : I am in receipt of your letter of January 
19th with regard to potash prices. 

1 am afraid the discussion has gone all wrong because of the mis- 
understanding of the term „ imaud potash prices which was the 
term used in publications of this department in reference to the increase 
in German inland prices. 

2 re ae 1 3 from oe to ys in Seman in accord 
e n the mark whereas the expo ces terms of dolla 
cay) N rr ne ap 1 time. ae ie * 
e men in e department here apparently ught at the term 
“inland prices! in Germany would be understood as the price in Paiti 
and neglected to call attention to the fact that such changes in inland 
prices did not n represent a change in terms of dollars. 
Yours faithfuliy, HERBERT HOOVER. 


Mr. Speaker, I should like to say to the farmers and people 
of the country generally that the manufacturers of fertilizers 
have seldom sold a high-grade fertilizer for as low a price as 
is being offered this year. This is due largely to the low cost 
of potash, 

There are some materials higher this year, such as ammonia 
from animal matter, in which the advance figures almost 
double, but that is a market condition over which the manu- 
facturer and dealer has no control, and even that is largely 
nullified by the low cost of potash free of tariff duty. 

There has been considerable talk of a monopoly in potash, 
but as Germany and France are the chief producers of potash 
the prospects of a monopoly are remote. In fact, I predict 
that the keen desire for business in this country will result in 
our farmers being assured low cost of potash for some time to 
come. 


SENATE RILLS REFERRED. $ 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees as indicated below: 

S. 4358. An act to authorize the American Niagara Railroad 
Corporation to build a bridge across the Niagara River between 
the State of New York and the Dominion of Canada; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 4387. An act to authorize the building of a bridge across the 
Tugaloo River, between South Carolina and Georgia; to the 
Committee on Interstae and Foreign Gommerce. 

S. 4898. An act in recognition of the valor of the officers and 
men of the Seventy-ninth Division who were killed in action or 
Aonar wounds ‘received in action; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

; ENROLLED RILES SIGNED. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature ‘to enrolled bilis of 
the following titles: 

S. 2719. An act to reimburse certain persons for loss of pri- 
vate funds while they were patients at the United States Naval 
Hospital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va.: 

S. 2556. An act for the relief of Edwin Gantner; 

S. 2210. An act for the relief of Lucy Paradis; 

S. 1945. An act to reimburse the Navajo Timber Oo., of Dela- 
ware, for a deposit made to cover the purchase of timber; 

S. 4809. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend an 
act entitled ‘An act to provide a government for the Territory 
of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, 1900, as amended, to establish 
an Hawaiian Homes Commission, granting eertain powers to 
the board of harbor commissioners of the Territery of Hawaii, 
and for other purposes,” approved July 9, 1921; 

S. 841. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Marsh Watkins: and 

S. 1690. An act to correct the naval record of John Sullivan. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent the following leave of absence was 
granted: 

To Mr. Scorr of Michigan, indefinitely, on account of iliness, 
at the request of Mr. Mans. 

To Mr. Rosg, at the request of Mr. WALTERS, on account of 
illness. 

To Mr. Fux R, for two days, on aecount of illness. 

To Mr. Funcer, for five days, on account of illness in the 


ly. ` 

To Mr. RAMSEYER, for one week, on account of sickness in 
his family. 

Mr. BOX. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may have leave to file.a minority report within five days on the 
Louis Leavitt claim on the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous 
consent that he may have five days to file a minority report. 
Is there objection? : 

There was no objection. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS, 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man from Wyoming yield for me to inquire about the Order 
of Business? 

Mr. MONDELL. I yield. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. In regard to the tentative 
program which the gentleman has kindly given us, will that be 
carried out on Thursday? 

Mr. MONDELL. I think it should be carried out. I made 
the program on the theory that it was a program that ought to 
be followed. I shall use my best endeavors to follow it. 

‘Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. That includes the conference 
report on the taxation bill as the first Order of Business. 

Mr. MONDELL. Prior to that I think we ought to take up 
the bill that is now on the Speaker’s table on the following day. 

Mr. McFADDEN. ‘The gentleman refers to the bank build- 
ing bill? 

Mr. MONDELL. Yes. However we would leave it with the 
committee to decide, but that would be my thought in regard 
to it. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The trouble with us innecent 
bystanders is that after the Committee on Rules has adopted a 
rule without our suggestion or thought that it will be called up 
on a certain day the chairman of the Committee en Rules 
changes the day, not of his own motion, but it keeps us busy 
answering questions. 

Mr. MONDELL. I think we have been following very closely 
the tentative program that has been announced for a long time 
at least on Saturday morning, and generally Friday morning 
of the week before. I think we have not departed from it in 


any important particular. 
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Do I understand that the con- 
ference report on the bank building bill will probably come up 
first on Thursday? 

Mr. MONDELL. That will depend on the action of the com- 
mittee. That was to have been taken up this morning. It is 
a matter to be disposed of as soon as we can. It is a matter 
of entire indifference to me, but I shall leave it entirely with 
the committee. 

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman from Tennessee refers to 
the bank building bill as a conference report. It is a bill on 
the Speaker’s table which the Senate has passed. It is in lieu 
of the conference report and will be substituted for the con- 
ference report. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. How did it happen that the 
committee requested a rule for the bill? 

Mr. McFADDEN. The request for-the rule came before the 
Senate bill was passed. There has been a cooperation both in 
the Senate and the House to get the legislation through be- 
cause of its urgency, and it would seem that it would come 
a little quicker this way. 

Mr. MONDELL. The bank building bill is a House Calendar 
bill on the Speaker's table. — 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. How did it happen to come to 
the Committee on Rules? 

Mr. MONDELL. I do not know. I had nothing to do with 
that. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I want to have a clear under- 
standing about this. Then that bill can be called up or will be 
called up on Thursday under whatever parliamentary pro- 
cedure is necessary. ; 

Mr. MONDELL. If the gentleman from Tennessee desires 
and it is agreeable to the committee. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I have no disposition or de- 
sire about it. All I want to know is about the program of the 
business. The conference report on the taxation of banks 

Mr. McFADDEN. That is in conference and the conferees 
meet to-morrow. I expect they will disagree to a portion of it 
and make a partial report so that we may submit the valida- 
tion clause, and we hope te have Thursday to consider that. 

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. Will it be called up ahead of 
the privileged business of the Committee on Ways and Means? 

Mr. MONDELL, It is a matter of the highest privilege, and 
my understanding has been that it is the desire of Members of 
the House, generally, that this matter be disposed of. As to 
privileged matters of the Committee on Ways and Means we 
could utilize the balance of the day to dispose of them. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Then the conference report 
will be a partial report, and that will be called up ahead of the 
business reported by the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Mr. McFADDEN. That is my understanding. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. MONDELL, Mr. Speaker, I move that the Hoyse do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 6 o’clock and 40 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednes- 
day, January 31, 1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications 
were taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

926. A letter from the president of the Chesapeake & Poto- 
mac Telephone Co., transmitting a report of the Chesapeake & 
Potomac Telephone Co, for the year 1922. This report is sub- 
stituted for the report submitted January 4, 1923; to the Com- 
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

927, A letter from the First Assistant Secretary of the In- 
terior, transmitting copy of a letter from the Commissioner 
of the General Land Office, transmitting report of the with- 
drawals and restorations of public lands in certain cases; to 
the Committee on the Public Lands. 

928. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting 
a draft of a proposed bill to authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to permit the sale of exterior articles of the uniform to 
honorably discharged enlisted men; to the Committee on 
Naval Affairs, : 

929. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting, with a letter from the Director of the 
Bureau of the Budget, supplemental and deficiency estimates 
of appropriations for the Department of the Interior for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, and for prior fiscal years, 
amounting to $16,452,217.51 (H. Doc. No. 536); to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

930. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Assistant Sec- 


f 


retary of Commerce submitting an estimate of appropriation in 
the sum of $188.25 to pay claims which have been considered 
and adjusted by the Director of the Coast and Geodetic Survey 
under the provisions of the act of June 5, 1920 (41 Stat. 1054), 
and which require an appropriation for their payment (H. Doc. 
No. 537) ; to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to 
be printed. 

931. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Secretary of 
Labor submitting an estimate of appropriation in the sum of 
$495.69 to pay claims which he has adjusted under the provi- 
sions of the act of December 28, 1922 (Public, No. 375, 67th 
Cong.), and which require an appropriation for their payment 
(H. Doc. No. 538); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

932. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Secretary of 
War submitting an estimate of appropriation in the sum of 
$3,672.65 to pay claims which he has adjusted under the provi- 
sions of the act of December 28, 1922 (Public, No. 375, 67th 
Cong.), and which require an appropriation for their payment 
(H. Doc. No. 539); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 

933. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations for 
the Supreme Court of the United States for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1923, for printing and binding, amounting in all to 
$14,000 (H. Doc. No. 540) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

934. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting a 
draft of legislation regarding service rendered by National 
Guard officers during temporary Federal recognition prior to 
December 15, 1922; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. DALLINGER: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 
5699. A bi) providing for the final disposition of the affairs 
of the Eastern Band of Cherokee Indians of North Carolina; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1475). Referred to the Commit- 
tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McFADDEN: Committee on Banking and Currency. 
H. R. 14041. A bill to amend sections 3, 4, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, 
and 25 of the act of Congress approyed July 17, 1916, known 
as the Federal farm loan act; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1478). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. ROGERS: Committee on Foreign Affairs. II. R. 13880. 
A bill for the reorganization and improvement of the foreign 
service of the United States, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 1479). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BURTNESS: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 14000. 
A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior, with the con- 
sent of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, to transfer and 
convey to the State of Minnesota all lands, with the buildings 
thereon, now constituting the White Earth Agency and school 
reserves; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1480). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON : Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 
18993. A bill to amend section 140 of the Criminal Code of 
the United States, relating to obstruction of process and as- 


saulting officers; without amendment (Rept. No. 1481). Re- 
ferred to the House Calendar, 
Mr. RAKER: Committee on the Public Lands. S. J. Res. 226. 


A joint resolution authorizing the acceptance of title to certain 
land within the Shasta National Forest, Calif.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1482). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McKENZIE: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 674. 
An act to provide for the equitable distribution of captured war 
devices and trophies to the States and Territories of the United 
States and to the District of Columbia; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 1483). Referred to the House Calendar, 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: A bill (H. R. 14077) to extend the 
benefits of section 14 of the pay readjustment act of June 10, 
1922, to validate certain payments made to National Guard and 
Reserve officers and warrant officers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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By Mr. JACOWAY: A bill (H. R. 14078) to revive and to 
reenact an act entitled “An act granting the consent of Congress 
for the construction of a bridge and approaches thereto across 
the Arkansas River between the cities of Little Rock and 
-~ Argenta, Ark.,” approved October 6, 1917; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. McSWAIN: A bill (H. R. 14079) to define and punish 
official misconduct of officers of the United States; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. ‘ 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: A bill (H. R. 14080) amending section 
206 of the act of February 28, 1920, known as the transportation 
act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 14081) grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the Valley Transfer Railway Co., 
a corporation, to construct three bridges and approaches thereto 
across the junction of the Minnesota and Mississippi Rivers at 
points suitable to the interests of navigation; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14082) to authorize the Valley Transfer 
Railway Co., a corporation, to construct and operate a line of 
railway in and upon the Fort Snelling Military Reservation, in 
the State of Minnesota; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 14083) to amend the 
act entitled “An act making appropriations for the current and 
contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, for ful- 
filling treaty stipulations with various Indian tribes, and for 
other purposes, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1915,” ap- 
proved August 1, 1914; to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 14084) to amend section 
1025 of the Revised Statutes; to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. A 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14085) to amend section 284 of the Judicial 
Code of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HICKS: A bill (H. R. 14086) authorizing the acquisi- 
tion of certain sites for naval aviation stations; to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. PORTER: A bill (H. R. 14087) for the creation of an 
American battle monuments commission to erect suitable memo- 
rials commemorating the services of the American soldier in 
Europe, and for other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. HUSTED: Joint resolution (II. J. Res. 428) provid- 
ing funds to enable Armenian refugees to avail themselves of 
the offer of asylum made by the Russian Soviet Government; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WASON: Resolution (H. Res. 499) authorizing the 
Clerk of the House to pay out of the contingent fund of the 
House to Ralph B. Pratt and Helen S. Burroughs one month’s 
salary as clerks to the late Hon. Sherman E. Burroughs; to the 
Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: Resolution (H. Res, 500) for the 
immediate consideration of H. R. 14038; to the Committee on 
Rules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS, 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills und resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr, BECK: A bill (H. R. 14088) granting a pension to 
Elizabeth Grover; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CODD: A bill (H. R. 14089) granting six months’ pay 
to Harriet B. Castle; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. DENISON: A bill (H. R. 14090) granting an increase 
of pension to Harriet Wicks; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. EDMONDS: A bill (H. R. 14091) for the relief of the 
Compagnie Francaise des Cables Telegraphiques; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. FESS: A bill (H. R. 14092) granting a pension to 
George Hurtt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. > 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14093) granting a pension to Ada M. 
Young; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HOGAN: A bill (H. R. 14094) for the relief of var- 
ious owners of vessels and cargoes damaged by the U. S. S. 
Lamberton; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. JEFFERIS: A bill (H. R. 14095) for the relief of 
George F. Wooley, jr.; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: A bill (H. R. 14096) granting a pen- 
sion to Euphamia Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. LAYTON: A bill (H. R. 14097) for the relief of 
Horace G. Knowles; to the Committee ọn Claims. 

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 14098) granting an increase 
of pension to Anne E. Black; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 
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By Mr. PATTERSON of New Jersey: A bill (H. R. 14099) 
granting a pension to Emma A. Bradfield; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. ? 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14100) granting an increase of pension to 
Ellen Thompson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. RAMSEYER: A bill (H. R. 14101) granting a pen- 
sion to Hannah Hughes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. RHODES: A bill (H. R. 14102) granting a pension to 
William E. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A bill (H. R. 14103) for the relief 
of Erve W. Johnson; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14104) for the relief of Nora B. Sherrier 
Johnson ; to the Committee on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. SWING: A bill (H. R. 14105) granting a pension to 
Alan George MacArthur; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WARD of New York: A bill (H. R. 14106) granting 
a pension to Edward Carpenter; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14107) granting an increase of pension to 
Celynda Werner Ford; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. WOOD of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 14108) to correct 
the military record of Daniel C. Darroch; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14109) granting an increase of pension ti 
L. Anna Mavity; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. , 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7094. By Mr. ARENTZ: Petition of the Lyon County (Nev.) 
Farm Bureau, indorsing the Capper amendment to the Esch- 
Cummins Act; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

7095. Also, petition of the Lyon County (Nev.) Farm Bureau, 
favoring the proposed revision of the farm credits system by 
the new Capper bill; to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

7096. Also, petition of the Lyon County (Nev.) Farm Bureau, 
urging the passage of the Smith-McNary bill, or some similar 
measure, providing for the completion of western reclamation 
projects; to the Committee on Irrigation of Arid Lands. 

7097. By Mr. BARBOUR: Petition of sundry citizens. of 
Shafter, Kern County, Calif., urging support of joint resolution 
for the extension of aid to the people of the German and Aus- 
trian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7098. By Mr. CLAGUE: Petition of sundry citizens of Blue 
Earth County, Minn., for aid to the peoples of the German and 
Austrian Republics in famine-stricken districts; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

7099. Also, petition of sundry citizens of Blue Earth County, 
Minn., for aid to the peoples of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics in famine-stricken districts; to the Committee on For- 
eign Affairs. 

7100. Also, petition of sundry citizens of Cottonwood, Fari- 
bault, and Martin Counties, Minn., for aid to the peoples of 
the German and Austrian Republics in famine-stricken dis- 
tricts; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7101. By Mr. FAUST: Petition of numerous citizens of St. 
Joseph, Mo., for extension of aid to the German and Austrian 
Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7102. By Mr. KELLER: Petition signed by F. A. Carroll and 
28 citizens, by Carl O. Ruecker and 26 citizens, and by J. 
Riehle and 48 other citizens, all of St. Paul, Minn., urging im- 
mediate action upon H. J. Res. 412, proposing to extend aid to 
the people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 8 

7103. By Mr. KIESS: Petition of sundry citizens of Williams- 
port, Pa., with reference to tax on small-arms ammunition and 
firearms; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7104. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of the American Cotton 
Growers’ Exchange, Dallas, Tex., favoring the enactment of a 
rural credits act, to be intreduced by the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency, in such way as the committee may deem ad- 
visable; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7105. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of Charles I. Craig, 
comptroller of the city of New York, favoring an amendment 
to the national bank act; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

7106. Also, petition of sundry citizens of the forty-first con- 
gressional district, New York, favoring a joint resolution provid- 
ing for the extension of aid to the people of the German and 
Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7107. Also, petition of the Federation of Polish Hebrews of 
America, favoring an amendment to the immigration law per- 
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mitting the wives and children in foreign countries whose hus- 
bands are now in the United States to enter this country re- 
gardless of the quota allowed for the country in which they re- 
side: to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

7108. By Mr. MICHENER: Petition of sundry citizens of 
Michigan, petitioning for immediate aid to the people of Ger- 
man and Austrian Republies, ete. ; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7109. By Mr. PERKINS: Petition signed by Mr. David C. 
Boswell and several others, of Lyndhurst, N. J., urging imme- 
diate aid to the people of the German and Austrian Republics; 
to the Committee en Foreign Affairs. 

7110. By Mr. SPEAKS; Papers to accompany H. R. 13802, 
granting a pension to Resa Gatterdum; to the Committee on 
Pensions. i 

7111. By Mr. STRONG of Pennsylvania: Petition of sundry 
citizens, of Leechburg, Pa., to abolish the tax on smalk arms and 
ammunition; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7112. By Mr. TEMPLE: Petition of a number of residents 
of Woodlawn, Beaver County, Pu., to abolish discriminatory 
tax on small-arms ammunition and firearms (internal revenue 
act, sec. 900, par, 7); to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

7113. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of Rey. H. Elster and others, 
of Enderlin, N. Dak., urging the passage of the joint resolution 
now pending in Congress proposing te extend immediate aid 
to the people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7114. Also, petition of Mr. Fritz Mutschler and others, of 
Jamestown, N. Dak., urging the passage of the joint resolution 
now pending in Congress proposing to extend immediate aid to 
the people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

7115. Also, memorial of the National Farm Loan Association 
of Velva, N. Dak., protesting the passage of the Strong, Nor- 
beck, and Green bills bearing on the Federal farm loan system; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7116. Also, petition of Joseph Niebler and others, of Hague, 
N. Dak., urging the passage of the joint resolution now pend- 
ing to extend immediate aid to the people of the German and 
‘Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7117. Also, petition of T3 residents of Pierce County, N. Dak., 
requesting the passage of the joint resolution now pending in 
Congress to extend immediate relief to the people of the German 
and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


7118. Also, petition of the Young Men's Christian Association j 


of Fargo, N. Dak., urging strengthening of prohibition laws and 
enforcement of same; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


SENATE, 


WEDNESDAY, January 31, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES: 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
eonsideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States; te amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the 
Federal reserve act; and for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is as in Committee of the 
Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. McKHLEAR, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
uorum. 

8 The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the rofl, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst George McKellar Smoot 
Ball Gerry. McLean meer 
Rorah Glass MeNary Stanfield 
Brookhart Gooding Nelson Sterlin 
Bursum Hale w Sutherland 
Calder Harris Nicholson Swanson 

ron Heftin Norbeck Trammell 
Capper Johnson Oddie Underwood. 
Caraway Jones, Wash, Overman Wadsworth 
Colt b ‘alsh, Mass. 
Couzens Kendrick Pepper Walsh, Mont. 
Culberson. Ladd Phipps arren 
Curtis Lenroot Pomereng Watson 

t 3 Ransdell Weller 
Fernald ‘ormick Reed, Pa. Wiliams 
Fletcher McCumber Smith 


sence of the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] on 
account of illness, 


Mr. SMITH. I wish to state that my colleague [Mr. Dra] 
is. absent on account of illness. 

Mr. CURTIS. I was requested to announce that the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] is absent on official business. 

I was also requested to announce that the senior Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses], the junior Senator from 
New Hampshire [Mr. Kryes], the Senator from IIlinois [Mr. 
McKrxtey], and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Hanni! 
are absent on business of the Senate. 

Mr. McNARY. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. La Forzetre] is absent on official business. 

Mr. OVERMAN, I desire to announce that my colleague 
[Mr. Smrarons] is absent on account of illness, I Will let this 


announcement stand for the day. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-three Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. k 
-Mr. LENROOT. Mr: President, I merely wish to announce 
again that if the pending bill is not disposed of during the day 
I shall ask the Senate to continue in session to-night. 

DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the Attorney General in response to Senate Resolu- 
tion 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, reporting relative to the 
number and cost of maintenance of passenger-carrying automo- 
biles in use by the Department of Justice, which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

REPORT OF THE CAPITAL TRACTION co. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the president of the Capital Traction Co., transmit- 


ting, pursuant to law, a report of the company for the year 


ended December 31, 1922, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 


- REPORT OF THE GEORGETOWN GAS LIGHT CO. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the President of the Georgetown Gas Light Co,, trans- 
mitting, pursuant to law, a detailed statement of the business 
of the company for the year ended December 31, 1922, together 
with a list of stockholders, which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on the District of Columbia. 


PETITIONS, 


Mr. WARREN presented resolutions adopted by the Fort Me- 
Kinney National Farm Loan Association, of Buffalo, Wyo., 
favoring certain proposed amendments to the Federal farm loan 
act, which were referred to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, 

Mr. ODDIE presented resolutions of the Rene Central Trades 


and Labor Couneil, of Reno, Nev., favoring suspension of im- 


migratiem for a period of five years and the deporting of suc 
aliens as have not demonstrated their fitness to become matu- 
ralized citizens of the United States, which was referred to the 
Committee on Immigration. 

Mr. McLEAN presented petitions of the Meriden Woman's 
Club of Meriden, and the League of Women Voters of New 
Haven County, both in the State ef Connecticut, praying an 
amendment of the Constitution regulating child labor, which 
were referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

He also presented a petition of the Chamber of Commerce 
of Greenwich, Conn., praying for the passage of Senate Joint 
Resolution 269, autherizing the United States to pay just and 
meritorious claims for loss of or damage to freight in trans- 
portation while the railreads were under Federal control, 
ete, which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Com- 
merce, 

REPORTS’ OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. BURSUM, from the Committee on Pensions, to which 
was referred the bill (S. 4305) granting an increase of pension 
to certain soldiers of the Mexican War and Civil War and 
their widows and minor children, widows of the War of 1812, 
Army nurses, and for other purposes, reported it with amend- 
ments and submitted a report (No. 1076) thereon. 

Mr. GAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which was 
referred the bill (H. R. 3499) for the relief of the Atlas Lumber 
Co., Babcock & Willcox, Johnson, Jackson & Corning Oo., 
and the C. H. Klein Brick Co., reported it without amendment 
and submitted. a report (No. 1077) thereon. 

Mr. KENDRICK, from the Committee on Public Lands 
and Surveys, to which was referred the bill (S. 4146) granting 
certain lands to Natrona County, Wyo., for a public park, re- 
ported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 1079) 
thereon, 


1923. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. | 


2759 


BILLS INTRODUCED, 


S. 4309. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous | & act entitled ‘An act to provide a government for the Ter- 


consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts: 

A bill (S. 4447) to establish standards for anthracite coal 
shipped in interstate or foreign commerce; to the Committee 
on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. KENDRICK: 

A bill (S. 4448) for the relief of certain disbursing officers; 
to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads. 

By Mr. ODDIE: 

A bill (S. 4449) granting a pension to Thomas Rea; and 

A bill (S. 4450) granting a pension to James S. Kelley; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. McNARY: 

A bill (S. 4451) to renew and extend certain letters patent; 
to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. CURTIS: 

A bill (S. 4452) for the establishment of a United States in- 
dustrial home for women at Mount Weather, Va.; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NQRBECK: 

A bill (S. 4453) to amend sections 3, 4, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, and 
25 of the act of Congress approved July 17, 1916, known as the 
Federal farm loan act; to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

By Mr. POINDEXTER: 

A bill (S. 4454) authorizing an appropriation of $25,000 for 
aid in the construction of a wagon road between Omak and 
Nespelem on the Colville Indian Reservation in the State of 
Washington ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


Mr. TRAMMELL submitted three amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facili- 
ties for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States, to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Fed- 
eral reserve act, and for other purposes, which were ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

AMENDMENT OF WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL, 


Mr. POINDEXTER submitted an amendment proposing that 
the President be authorized to nominate and, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, to appoint any commissioned 
officer of the Army not above the grade of colonel who served 
in the Army during the World War whose service has been 
creditable, and who has been or may hereafter be retired ac- 
cording to law, to an advanced grade on the retired list at the 
highest grade held by him during the World War, etc., intended 
to be proposed by him to House bill 13793, the War Department 
appropriation bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to 
be printed, 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, - 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the following joint resolutions: 

S. J. Res. 12. Joint resolution authorizing the President to 
require the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take oyer and dispose of 13,902 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic; and 

S. J. Res. 79. Joint resolution authorizing the President to 
require the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 5,000 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H. R. 8921. An act for the relief of Ellen McNamara ; and 

II. R. 11397. An act to authorize appropriations for the relief 
of certain officers of the Army of the United States, and for 
other purposes. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED, 


The message further announced that the Speaker of the 
House had signed the following enrolled bills and joint resolu- 
tions, and they were thereupon signed by the Vice President: 

J. 472. An act for the relief of William B. Lancaster; 

S. 841. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Marsh Watkins; 

S. 1690. An act to correct the naval record of John Sullivan; 

S. 1945. An act to reimburse the Navajo Timber Co., of 
Delaware, for a deposit made to cover the purchase of timber ; 

S. 2210. An act for the relief of Lucy Paradis; 

S. 2556. An act for the relief of Edwin Gantner; 

S. 2719. An act to reimburse certain persons for loss of pri- 
vate funds while they were patients at the United States Navai 
Hospitel, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va.; 


ritory of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, 1900, as amended, to 
establish an Hawaiian Homes Commission, granting certain 
powers to the board of harbor commissioners of the Territory 
of Hawaii, and for other purposes,” approved July 9, 1921; and 

H. R. 6294. An act promoting civilization and self-support 
among the Indians of the Mescalero Reservation, in New 
Mexico. 

S. J. Res. 12. Joint resolution authorizing the President to re- 
quire the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 13,902 tons of sugar imported from 
the Argentine Republic; and $ 8 

S. J. Res. 79. A joint resolution authorizing the President to 
require the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 5,000 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic. 

“HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were each read twice by their titles and 
referred as indicated below: 

H. R. 8921. An act for the relief of Ellen McNamara; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs; and 

H. R. 11397. An act to authorize appropriations for the relief 
of certain officers of the Army of the United States, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Claims. 


INVESTIGATION OF MEMBERSHIP IN FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM. 


Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the unfinished business may be temporarily laid aside and 
that the Senate proceed to the consideration of the concurrent 
resolution (S. Con. Res. 33) providing for the appointment of a 
joint committee for the purpose of ascertaining the reason why 
eligible State banks do not join the Federal reserve system. 
If it leads to any debate, I shall not press its consideration at 
this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request of 
the Senator from Connecticut? . 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I shall not object if it is 
Soh, without debate, but if debate should arise then I shall 
object. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask for order. We can not 
hear what is going on upon the other side. 

Mr. McLEAN, I ask that the Secretary report the resolu- 
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the con- 
current resolution, 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Con. Res. 33) sub- 
mitted by Mr. McLean on the 25th instant, as follows: 


Whereas the Federal reserve system was established by the Congress 
for the benefit of all sections of the country and of all agricultural as 
well as commercial and industrial interests; and 

Whereas it appears from the last annual report of the Federal 
Reserve Board that 9,640 State banks and trust companies, constituting 
over 85 — cent of the eligible State banks and trust companies in the 
8 tates, have failed to become members of the Federal reserve 
system: 

Resolved, etc., That a joint committee be appointed, to consist of 
three Members of the Senate, to be appointed by the President thereof, 
and three Members of the House of Representatives, to be appointed by 
the Speaker thereof. Vacancies occurring in the membership of the 
committee shall be filled in the same manner as the original appoint- 
ment. 

2. That said joint committee is authorized to inquire into the effect 
of the present limited membership of State banks and trust companies 
in the Federal reserve system upon financial conditions in the agri- 
cultural sections of the United States; the reasons which actuate 
eligible State banks and trust companies in failing to become members 
of the Federal reserve system; what administrative measures have 
been taken and are being taken to increase such membership; and 
whether or not any change should be made in existing law, or in rules 
and regulations of the Federal Reserve Board, or in methods of admin- 
istration, to bring about in the agricultural districts a larger member- 
ship of such banks or trust companies in the Federal reserve system. 

4. That said committee is authorized to sit at ay time during the 
sessions or recesses of the Congress and conduct its hearings at Wash- 
ington or at any other place in the United States, to send for persons, 
books, and papers, to administer oaths, and to employ experts deemed 
necessary by such committee, a clerk, and a stenographer to report 
such hearings as may be had in connection with any subject which ma. 
be before said committee, such stenographer’s services to be render 
at a cost not exceeding $1.25 pa printed page, the expenses involyed 
in carrying out this resolution to be paid in equal parts out of the con- 
tingent funds of the Senate and House of Representatives. 

4. The committee shall from time to time report to both the Senate 
and the House of Representatives the results of its inquiries, together 
with its recommendations, and Mer peter and submit bills or resolu- 
tions embodying such recommendations, and the final report of said 
committee shall be submited not later than January 31, 1924. 


Mr. McLEAN. I understand that the rate of compensation of 
stenographers has been changed from $1.25 per printed page 
to 25 cents per 100 words. I therefore move that the resolution 
be amended on page 2, in lines 23 and 24, by striking out the 
words 
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Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, we can not hear a word that is | S. C., and known as “Trustees of Columbia Cantonment Lands,” ap- 


being said. 

Mr. McLEAN. I did not understand that there was any ob- 
jection to the consideration of the concurrent resolution. 

Mr. GLASS. I would like to inquire if there has been unani- 
mous consent given for the consideration of the concurrent 
resolution at this time? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has not yet ascertained. 
Is there objection to the present consideration of the concur- 
rent resolution? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As I said a moment ago, If it 
can be passed without discussion, I shall not object; but if any- 
one desires to discuss it, then I shall object. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to have an opportunity to look into 
it and to have it explained. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I object to the consideration of 
the resolution at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is objection. 


CUSTOMHOUSE AT MOBILE, ALA. 


Mr. FERNALD. Mr. President, out of order, I desire to re- 
port favorably and without amendment from the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds the bill (H. R. 11731) to provide 
for the renting of the first floor of the customhouse at Mobile, 
Ala., to the Mobile Chamber of Commerce. I am sure there 
will be no discussion of the bill if it shall be considered, and I 
ask unanimous consent for its present consideration. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, if I may say just one 
word, I desire to state that there is a space on the first floor of 
the customhouse building at Mobile, Ala., which is unoccupied. 
The Chamber of Commerce of Mobile wish to rent and to pay 
for that space. Should the bill be passed, there will be nothing 
going out from the Government, but something will be coming 
in. The bill proposes to authorize the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to rent the space referred to on such terms as he may ap- 
prove, and he has given his indorsement to the bill. 

Mr. JONES of Washington.. If there is to be no further dis- 
cussion on the bill, I shall make no objection to its considera- 


on. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill; which was read, as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the eee is authorized 
to rent, under such terms and conditions and for su yee: as he 
may prescribe, to the Chamber of Commerce of Mobile, , the first 
floor of the customhouse, situated at the corner of Royal and St. 
Francis Streets, in the city of Mobile, Ala., or such parts of the first 
floor of the above-mentioned Federal building as may be used by the 
said chamber of commerce. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL NOON TO-MOEROW. 


Mr. LENROOT. I ask unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate concludes its business to-day it take a recess until 12 o’clock 
noon to-morrow. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

LANDS AT CAMP JACKSON, 8. c. 


Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent, out of 
order, to have considered Senate bill 4404, which relates merely 
to the transfer of land back to certain parties in my State. Those 
lands were donated to Camp Jackson. The bill has been re- 
ported unanimously by the Committee on Military Affairs. Now 
that Camp Jackson has been abandoned, it Is proposed that the 
lands which were donated by certain parties to that camp may 
be returned to them. I ask unanimous consent for its consid- 
eration and passage. I am sure it will create no debate, for 
there is nothing involved in the bill except merely a return of 
the lands to the parties who heretofore donated them to Camp 
Jackson. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If it will create no further dis- 
cussion, I shall make no objection to the consideration of the bill. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not think there will be any further dis- 
cussion. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (S. 4404) authorizing the 
Secretary of War to transfer to trustees to be named by the 
Chamber of Commerce of Columbia, S. C., certain lands at 
Camp Jackson, S. C., which was read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of War be, and he is eby, 


her 
authorized to convey by appropriate 8 deed to nine trustees and 
amber of Commerce of Columbia, 


their successors to be selected by the 


proximately 1,192 acres of land within the United States military res- 
er vation at Camp Jackson, S. C., to wit: 

The following two tracts of land: 

Tract No. 1: Beginning at a stone corner of the Powell, nempur; 
and United States Government lands, thence along the Hampton lands 
north 61 45 minutes west 3,024 feet to a stone; thence north 
47 minutes west 1,956 feet to a stone; thence north 61 de- 
40 minutes west 740 feet to a stone; thence north 27 degrees 

O minutes east across Government lands 2,000 feet to a stone; thence 
south 87 degrees 40 minutes east 385 feet to a stone; near southeast 
corner of Camp Jackson incinerator ; thence north 6 degrees 20 minutes 
east 975.5 feet to a stone; thence north 42 degrees 20 minutes east 
815 feet to a stone; thence north 82 degrees 20 minutes east 828 feet 
to a stone; thence north 61 degrees 35 minutes east 1,430 feet to a 
stone at intersection of old roads; thence south 72 degrees 40 min- 
utes east 1,355 feet to a stone; thence south 85 degrees 40 minutes east 
2,798.5 feet to a stone; thence south 27 degrees 50 minutes west 2,654 
feet to a stone; corner Powell lands; thence along Powell lands south 
79 degrees 35 minutes west 1,290 feet to a stone; thence south 11 de- 
grees 40 minutes west 4,102 feet to a stone, point of beginning, con- 
taining in all 705.12 acres. 

Tract No. 2: Beginning at a stone on the eastern side of the Camden 
public road near the 6-mile post; thence along Camden public road 
south 89 degrees 45 minutes west 800 feet to a stone; thence along 
the Camden public road south 87 ees 35 minutes west 985 feet to 
a stone; thence along the Camden public road south 78 degrees 45 min- 
utes west 184 feet to a stone; thence south 12 degrees 50 minutes east 
985 feet to a stone; thence north 85 degrees 45 minutes east 1,240 feet 
to a stone; thence south 63 degrees 5 minutes east 1,984 feet to a stone 
6 feet from paved road; thence in an easterly and northerly direction 
922 feet along paved road to a stone 6 feet from paving; thence south 
82 degrees 20 minutes east 1,050 feet to a stone; thence north 73 de- 
grees 50 minutes east 1,325 feet to a stone; thence north 8 degrees 20 
minutes east 270 feet to a stone; thence south 86 degrees east 408 feet 
to a stone; thence south 7 degrees 30 minutes west 217 feet to a stone; 
thence south 64 degrees 25 minutes west 570 feet to a stone; thence 
south 53 de 25 minutes west 1,460 feet to a stone; thence south 
50 degrees minutes east 323 feet to a stone; thence north 71 degrees 
55 minutes east 1,300 feet to a stone; thence north 52 degrees 15 min- 
utes east 2,131 feet to a stone on the north side of the Ancrum Ferry 
Road; thence north 3 degrees 40 minutes east 4,315 feet to a stone on 
the eastern side of the Camden public road; thence along said Camden 
ponis road south 38 degrees 30 minutes west 211 feet tọ a stone; 

ence south 36 de 5 minutes west 1,039 feet to a stone; thence 
south 55 degrees minutes west 620 feet to a stone near the 7-mile 
posts thence south 87 degrees 55 minutes west 779 feet to a stone; 

ee south 69 degrees 40 minutes west 498 feet to a stone; thence 

south 55 degrees 55 minutes west 1,330 feet to a stone on the southerly 

side of the Ancrum Road; thence south 75 degrees 20 minutes 

west 811 feet to a stone near branch; thence south 70 degrees 15 min- 

utes west 1,265 feet to a stone; thence south 68 degrees 25 minutes 

to a stone near branch; thence north 89 degrees 2 
a 


486.88 acres; the lands so conveyed being oy Setar am Bet Se n area 


the rights of way and other rights reserved in the aforementioned deeds 
of donation to the United States to the extent that the Secretary of War 
may require. 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of War is hereby further autho in 
his discretion, to grant by revocable license to the said trustees, their 
successors or assigns, subject to such conditions and restrictions as he 
may deem necessary to protect the interests of the United States and 
to such regulations as he may from time to time prescribe, the right to 
use, in common with the United States, the existing roadways and 
railway lines of the United States, steam or electric, now located upon 
and extending over and across the reservation, and also the right to 
oceupy and use such other lands within the said reservation as he may 
designate for the construction and o; tion thereon of steam or elec- 
tric railway lines to extend to the lands to be conveyed to the said 
trustees as hereinabove described, the United States to have the right 
to use without charge any railway lines or tracks so constructed on the 
reservation: Provided, That the said existing roadways and railway 
lines on the reservation so occupied and used and the 2 lines 80 
constructed and operated thereon shall be maintained and kept in a 
good state of repair, to the satisfaction of the Secretary of War, at 
the sole expense of the said trustees, successors or a 

Sec. 3. That the sald trustees shall hold, use, manage, lease, sell, and 
convey, or otherwise dispose of said lands, or any portion thereof, and 
of the proceeds and hse < the pam, 70% re et pes ae bie 
owt urposes as may deem best, to wit: cultural. indus- 
ia ‘charitable, and educational urposes: Provided, however, That 
no sale or conveyance shall be made =i; the said trustees of the lands 
conveyed by the 8 War under this act until the Secretary 
of War shall have given eonsent in each instance to such sale or 


e te General avant dania Su 
ounty, e pro e judge o Cc „ a 0 
Faen Mdg JudlelaL circuit of South Carolina embracing Rich- 


The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and 
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STANDARD OF BUTTER. 


Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
for the present consideration of the bill (S. 3858) to define 
butter and to provide a standard therefor. It is a short bill, 
and I think if it be considered there will be no discussion of it. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, of course, I do not desire to 
object to the consideration of the bill, but Senators now see 
the situation which has arisen by reason of our frittering 
away Calendar Monday. I was entirely to blame, for I should 
have objected on Monday morning to everything proposed, so 
that we might have reached the calendar. The Senate needs a 
Calendar Monday or at least a calendar day once a week. 
When Senators fritter away that morning, then necessity drives 
us and drives them to interfere with the routine business. I 
shall not object to the consideration of the bill which is asked 
for by the Senator from South Dakota, but I hope that here- 
after we may at least have Calendar Monday, for there are 
bills on the calendar to which, in my judgment, there is no 
objection. But when the calendar is not considered on Mon- 
day, as the rule provides, we are required to rise, as Senators 
are now rising, and to ask unanimous consent for the con- 
sideration of bills In this instance I shall not object, but I 
hope this may be a lesson to us and that we shall not here- 
after fritter away Calendar Monday. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask for the regular order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT ‘The regular order is demanded. 


RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the 
consideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities 
for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States; to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the 
Federal reserve act; and for other pu 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to discuss the 
pending bill and matters in general in reference to farm legis- 
lation and the farmers’ program. 

I think some confusion has arisen in the situation here, and 
Iam going to see what I can do to straighten it out from the 
farmer’s standpoint. I have had some communication with the 
farmers, and I know something about their idea of the legisla- 
tion proposed at this session of Congress. I think the first idea 
of all the farmers everywhere all over the United States is that 
the ship subsidy bill should be defeated. I think that is the 
first thing they are considering everywhere. 

We have heard discussion about the farm bloe being respon- 
sible for the delay in the enactment of farm legislation, and all 
of that; but I will tell Senators that I do not think there ought 
to be anybody in the farm bloc who believes in the ship subsidy 
bill, and when matters settle down a little I think we shall have 
to prefer charges against some of them and have a heresy trial 
and clear the farm bloc up a little. 

The farmers wanted to increase the loan limit of the Federal 
land banks. That was one little act of legislation for which 
they stood and the Senate has provided for that by the passage 
of the Capper bill. i 

They wanted to extend the time of rediscounting paper by 
the Federal reserve banks so that it would fit the farming 
business. The biggest business in this country is farming. 
The farmers are contributing the greatest percentage to the 
bank deposits of the country, and yet the business of farming 
is not recognized in the great Federal reserve bank system. 
The bill which is now before us merely proposes to raise the 
limit of agricultural loans to nine months when the farmers 
need three years. The idea has grown in the minds of many 
men that the money of the farmers deposited in banks is taken, 
put in a reserve, mobilized, moved around over the country as 
it pleases certain interests, used to back up loans of other 
business in the country, but the farmer is denied a line of 
credit that will fit his own business; in other words, he fs 
denied the use of his own money in his own business The 
authorization of nine months’ paper instead of six months 
would be some little advantage to the farmers, but not much. 
So the pending bill is wholly inadequate in that respect. 

The only bill which has been presented here that will give 
the farmers immediate relief in any way is the Norris bill, 
consideration of which has been refused because my friend 
from Mississippi [Mr. Wirrtams] and other Senators claim it 
is socialism or communism or some other kind of ism. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mir. President, the Senator is making a 
mistake. I said it was a pawnbroking proposal. I never 
accused it of having the dignity of socialism or communism. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator from Mississippi corrects 
me and says it is a “ pawnbroking” measure. In reply I ean 
only say that we had better enact that kind of a pawnbroking 


measure than some of the other measures which have been 
enacted by Congress. 

Another measure which the farmers would like fo see en- 
acted-is the Voigt filled milk bill. I understand from the 
newspapers that as a result of a conference held the other 
night that bill is to be sidetracked so that we may get back 
to the shipping bill. f 

Another measure the farmers would like to have enacted is 
the truth in fabric bill, but I understand the switch has been 
opened for that measure, so that it, too, will go on the sidetrack 
and will not receive consideration at this session of Congress. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. To what conference does the Senator refer 
as having agreed to sidetrack these meritorious measures? 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Baltimore Sun contained an ac- 
count to the effect that a number of distinguished Senators 
slipped around to the White House after the newspaper men 
had all gone away to arrange these matters. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Does the Sun tell who composed the party 
of Senators referred to? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think probably it does, but I think the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] or the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Jones} could give the Senator more accurate 
information than does the Baltimore Sun. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Does the Senator think those two Senators 
inspired the meeting? A 

Mr. BROOKHART. No; I do not say that; I do not recall 
that the article so stated, and I do not think they knew who 
inspired the meeting. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The opinion of the Senator from Iowa is 
that the advoeates of ship subsidy inspired the meeting? 

Mr. BROOKHART, Yes; that is my opinion; that the ship 
subsidy bill was getting on dangerous rocks and something had 
to be done. The United States Chamber of Commerce seems 
to be of the same opinion, beeause it is filling all the papers 
with editorials and articles to the effect that a vote must be 
had on the shipping bill in some way or other immediately. 

In this situation, in addition to the legislative proposals 
referred to, the farmers and their organizations are all the time 
teaching the doctrine of cooperation. They believe it ought 
to be taught to everybody. That is why they are for the bill 
of the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NOERBECK], instead 
of the pending bill, because it is really a cooperative bill. 

For that reason I wish to say to the Senate that I have 
rather welcomed the night-school suggestion which has been 
made by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lennoor}. I think 
we ought to start a night school of cooperation. I have had 
quite a good deal to do with night schools in my time I 
have been a teacher all my life, and have had a great many 
night schools with the farmers and a good many with the la- 
boring people and quite a good many with the soldiers, so 
that I rather welcome the proposal to have a night school 
in the Senate. I talked to the farm bloc members about that, 
and told them I had some subjects to present to the school 
and I thought we could organize the Senate into a sehool on 
cooperation. I am sure there is nothing could happen 
in the United States that the farmers would approve more 
than that; in fact, I was talking to some farmers this morn- 
ing and they were blaming the Senator from Wisconsin and 
the Senator from Washington for not starting the proposed 
night school three or four weeks ago. So far as I am con- 
cerned, I can tell the Senate something about what I would 
suggest in reference to that school I have a little volume 
here on the subject of cooperation the world over with special 
relation to the subject of cooperation in credits. 

I have agreed that at these night schools I will take up 
some of these propositions with the Senate myself. I told 
them I thought I would need about two weeks of nights to 
present all of this to the Senate, but they objected to that. 
They thought seven or eight nights were enough for me. I 
am only going to present the kindergarten phases of this propo- 
sition myself, but I think they need to be studied most care- 
fully. After I get through with that we are going then to 
turn the big guns loose and give them a high-school course 
and a university course; so I really believe that this night 
school may become the greatest cooperative school that has 
ever been conducted in the world. 

I got a letter from the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Lope] and the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Currts]} about this 
matter. They say that Republican Senators are advised that 
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January 31, and each night thereafter until the Lenroot rural 
credits bill is passed. Of course, you notice that the sessions 
will continue until it is passed, so we can run this school 
quite a while if we can get an attendance. It says their at- 
tendance is urgently needed, to the end that a quorum may 
be available both day and evening. 

In reference to the attendance, I think that all the Repub- 
lican Senators who are in favor of the ship subsidy bill surely 
ought to attend this school. I think they ought to be here 
all the time. So far as the other Senators are concerned—a 
large number of Republicans and the Democrats who are op- 
posed—it does not matter so much about them. They prob- 
ably do not need the instruction so badly, anyhow; and if the 
yery distinguished Senator from Massachusetts can attend the 
school all the time—and I understand that a school like this 
can not succeed unless there is a quorum present; they need 
to be there all the time—if he can attend it all the time we 
can probably make him, in view of his distinguished record 
in letters, the historian of this school; and I think it will 
really make a chapter in the history of the American Republic 
that will meet the approval of every farmer and every laboring 
man and every soldier and every mother of our land. 

Now I desire to point out something of the big issue in this 
discussion. We have a bill before us. There is something 
very remarkable about that bill. You notice it goes down 
into the Treasury of the United States, first, for $60,000,000 
and then for $120,000,000, under certain conditions, That 
money is to be used to issue certain debentures to certain 
banks and things. No loans are proposed to be made to any 
farmer. Of course, I can remember a very short time ago 
when the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] and the Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] and the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] would be denouncing a bill like that as 
socialistic and as communistic and all that sort of thing, so 
I would at first thought be inclined to congratulate the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin on the fact that he has turned these erst- 
while ultraconservatives into such a radical channel; but on 
second thought, you know, there is a little more than that. 
As soon as we get out of the way this $120,009,000 or $60,- 
000,000, or whatever it is, which is to take care of 7,000,000 
farmers and their families, to take care of the business grow- 
ing out of an $80,000,000,0000 investment, or thereabouts, with 
an annual turnover of from ten to fifteen billion dollars— 
as soon as this little sixty or one hundred and twenty million 
dollars, with certain debentures subject to the approval of 
the banks, can be raised there is something bigger in sight, 
and, of course, that is not socialistic. It is not communistic. 
It never was, in the language of the conservatives. The other 
proposition is that we will give to a few fellows, just a small 
number of them, in a shipping trust, $750,000,000 out of the 
National Treasury. 

The little sixty or one hundred and twenty millions that is 
provided here to start with is all to be paid back by the farmers 
of the United States. They are promising to pay it back. 
Every Senator, everybody, knows that they will pay it back. 
So the Government is not taking much chance in that little 
socialistic venture; but the $750,000,000 which is to be turned 
over to the Shipping Trust under this bill never will be paid 
back. It will always stand. 

You can see in that one of the reasons why the farmers of 
the United States are saying, “ First, defeat the shipping bill.“ 
That is of most importance in this session to the farmers, be- 
cause the relief that is offered to them fs inadequate. It does 
not amount to much in comparison to the tax in this other line 
that will be put on them forever, because the farmers are ulti- 
mate consumers that pay taxes. 

The Senator from Wisconsin made the point that we were 
delaying immediate relief to the farmers; but it was the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin, among others, who opposed and defeated 
the consideration of the Norris bill, the only bill that has been 
proposed here that would give immediate relief to the farming 
interests of the United States, Not only that, but the Senator 
delayed this little, inadequate bill; it was not reported in here 
until the farmers had disposed of most of their grain and crops. 
Most of that crop is now in the hands of the speculator, so that 
the title of his bill ought to be changed, perhaps, to a bill for 
the relief of the speculators. I think it would do them at this 
late day—or the date even at which it was reported—far more 
good than it would the farmers. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Les. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is the Senator in favor of the Norris bill? 
Would he like to see it enacted now? 

Mr. BROOKHART, Yes, 


Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator, then, think that the 
farmer would get the benefit, if he has sold his crops, and 
they are all in the hands of speculators? Whom would the 
Senator benefit by the Norris bill? 

Mr. BROOKHART. If we enact it now, we would lose a 
good deal of the benefit we would have had if it had been 
enacted earlier. 

Mr. LENROOT. And who would be benefited by it—the 
speculator or the farmer? 

Mr. BROOKHART. If we had come here and opened up 
this Congress with the consideration of that bill, instead of 
having a special session to consider ship subsidy for the 
shipping trust, that bill would have gone through in time to 
do the farmers some good. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; but the Senator said he was in favor 
of the enactment of the Norris bill now. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. LENROOT. He also said the farmers’ product was in 
the hands of the speculator. Therefore, it necessarily follows 
that the Senator from Iowa is in favor of a bill taking im- 
mense moneys out of the Treasury of the United States for 
the benefit of the speculators of the United States. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I did not say I would use those funds 
to benefit any speculators, either, and I know how to fix those 
funds so that they will help the farmers next year and not 
help the speculators; and that is what I favor now, if the 
Senator wants to know. The speculator has no calling cards 
on my desk. 

I want to get in some way a credit system that will give 
the farmers some voice in its control. I want to get a credit 
system that will back agriculture. I say to you that the 
greatest development of this age is the cooperative movement. 
It is the greatest in every line of business all over the world. 
It is the greatest development of the last two or three years 
in the United States. 

It has more sound business principles and sound business 
reasons behind it than any other system of business that has 
ever been inaugurated in this world. Every position I take 
and every movement I make is with the idea of developing the 
great cooperative idea. That is why I have offered this amend- 
ment to this bill to provide for permission now—just permis- 
Slon—to organize cooperative banks, The amendment which I 
have offered does not interfere with the present banking sys- 
tem, does not interfere with any established business, but it 
does give the farmer permission, if he wants to, to organize a 
cooperative bank. 

Why should he want that? I have talked to members of the 
Federal Reserve Board; I have talked to Eugene Meyer, of the 
War Finance Corporation; and I have talked to other big finan- 
ciers in New York, and I have asked them to determine what 
proportion of bank deposits the farmers of this country furnish 
to the banks. I never have been able to get an authoritative 
answer or estimate from any source. I took an estimate out 
in my own State, and there the bankers’ associations admit 
that the farmers in that State make more than 75 per cent 
of all the deposits in all the banks of the State. My own 
belief is that it is nearly 85 per cent. That being true, I took 
that as a basis, took the proportion of agricultural business 
in Iowa to other business, and took a percentage from that 
relation. Then I took the total farming business of the United 
States and multiplied it by that percentage, and upon that 
estimate it gives something like 40 per cent that the farmers 
deposit in all the banks of all the United States. That may be 
too high, but nobody has ever estimated it lower than 25 per 
cent to me. 

The Senator from Wisconsin in his presentation of this bill 
discussed that proposition. He said: 


In that connection I wish to say just a word with reference to 
what has been so often repeated upon the floor in debate upon the 
so-called Capper bill ana in the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
of which I am not a member. It has been repeatedly stated that the 
farmers of the country have furnished 40 per cent of the deposits of 
the member banks of the Federal reserve system and that the im- 
plication therefore follows, or it is tried to haye it follow, that because 
of that fact the farmers were entitled to 40 per cent of the total 
available credit. Mr. President, a farmer who deposits money in a 
bank is just as anxious for the protection of that deposit as is a mer- 
chant or anyone else. The farmer who deposits money in a bank is 
just as interested as any other depositor in having loans of that bank 
either liquid or of such character that should he want his deposit back 
he is going to be sure to get it. So, when an attempt is made to create 
a distinction between the farmers’ deposits and other deposits, it is 
simply absurd, The interest of both classes of depositors is exactly the 
same in that connection. 


I think that comment of the Senator from Wisconsin raises 
the basic issue about the control of these deposits. The Sena- 
tor’s conclusion is based upon the theory that when a farmer 
puts deposits in a bank he has not sense enough to know how 
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he wants those deposits to be used; that he must submit to some 
superior knowledge or some superior business idea outside of 
this greatest of all our businesses, and must have his deposits 
and the credit built upon them controlled by some one else. 

The Senator says he wants the farmer’s deposits safe, but he 
is not willing to concede that he should have any voice or any 
power in the control of those deposits to make them safe. It is 
the theory that is coming down from the top everywhere. 
Everyone of the big bankers whispers to you, “Go ahead with 
your cooperative movement, but do not touch the banks. Do not 
touch them; they are the friends of cooperation. Keep away 
from the banks.” 

I want to combat that theory completely. I want to say that 
every cooperative movement in the world that is succeeding has 
control of its own cooperative credit. There is not an excep- 
tion where there has been success, and this theory that the 
farmers, furnishing this vast amount of deposits, shall have no 
voice in their use is wrong. 

What is the purpose of a bank anyway? A bank is the agent 
of the depositors. A bank is employed by the depositors and 
the borrower. It is the middleman. It is not the dominant 
agency; it is the servient agency in all of these relations, and 
the depositors have the right to control and to say how the 
bank will use those funds. They exercise that right sometimes 
by withdrawing their deposits when the bank is not managed 
to suit them. 

The farmers have just wakened up to this great fact, which 
has been concealed from them all these years. They have just 
found out that their total deposits amount to this vast sum, and 
they have said, “ We have reached the time when we want to 
organize those deposits under our own control.” 

If it be true that the farmers deposit even 25 per cent in the 
banks of the country, then they deposited more than $4,000,- 
000,000 in the national banks in 1920. John Skelton Williams 
in his report as comptroller shows that agriculture received 
back for use in its own business only $1,998,000,000, and that 
occurred at the time of the great contraction of credit. 

We find that under the banking system at that time the 
Beef Trust, Armour & Co., went out in the spring of 1920 and 
floated $60,000,000 of 10-year loans at 8 per cent. I have 
talked to Members of Congress since I came to the Senate 
who bought some of that paper. Swift & Co. got $50,000,000 
in that way, and the other day in investigating the Sinclair 
Oil Co. we found that at the same time it got $46,000,000, 
My understanding is that all of the great concerns came in 
and made provision for their financing and their credit ahead 
of the defiation which occurred in the fall of 1920. 

They were directors in these banks; they were in close 
touch with the Federal Reserve Board and the governing 
boards of the branch banks. They knew what was going to 
happen, and they provided accordingly, and the banks assisted 
them. They sent out the inspiration, the dope,“ that this 
paper was good, and the farmers’ own money was used to 
finance those institutions, when, in fact, it should have been 
conserved for use in agriculture. Then followed the deflation 
and the losses which we have discussed so much. 

I say in the first place that the farmer not only has a right 
to have his representation on that board but he has a right to 
have a proportion of membership on that board equal to his 
proportion of deposits. That would mean three members of 
the board instead of one member. 

For the same reason labor, which deposits more than 25 per 
cent in the banks of the country, would be entitled to two mem- 
bers of that board, and I say that if that board were con- 
trolled by people looking out first for the interests of the farm- 
ers and the laboring people, the great producers of this country, 
this speculative control would end and this speculative system 
would cease. 

That is not sufficient. That would help, but the farmers 
come at this time and say: We would like permission to 
organize a cooperative bank in our own way. You can put 
all the restrictions for safety and inspection around it you 
want—we have no objection to anything of that kind—but we 
want a system that will give us control of our own deposits.” 
Then the Senator from Wisconsin says that if the farmers 
start out for a thing like that it is going to defeat this whole 
bill. I would like to inquire of the Senator who has said the 
bill would be defeated if we adopted this amendment? 

Mr. LENROOT. If we were going to enter into that sub- 
ject, it is one on which the Senate, under any kind of normal 
consideration, would desire to spend a great deal of time. In 
view of the fact that this bill must go to the House and be 
considered there, it would, in the opinion of the Senator from 
Wisconsin, have the effect of defeating the bill. 
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Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator think anybody in the 
House will dispute the farmer’s natural right te organize his 
= 8 in which to deposit his own funds on a cooperative. 
plan 

Mr. LENROOT. No; but I would expect that Members of 
the House and Members of the Senate would hardly be willing 
to take only the judgment of the Senator from Iowa upon a 
very comprehensive matter of that kind, without each Senator 
and each Representative having an opportunity to give it 
serious consideration. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator insist that the farm- 
ers are not for this proposition? 3 

Mr. LENROOT, I do not know whether they are or not. I 
never heard of it until this morning, in the form presented by 
the Senator from Iowa. No farmers’ organization has pre- 
sented it to any committee of Congress; no farmers’ organiza- 
tion has ever made its demand upon anybody in either House 
of Congress, so far as I know, in regard to it. It may be that 
the Senator from Iowa solely represents the farmers of the 
United States. It may be that he has superior knowledge of 
what they desire. But I will assume, until I know the con- 
trary, that the farmers, through their authorized representa- 
tives appearing here before the various committees, are present- 
ing the real demands of the farmers. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator from Wisconsin stated in 
the first part of his statement that he did not know whether 
the farmers were for it or not, and I feel quite sure that is 
accurate. President Barrett, of the National Board of Farm 
Organizations, called me this morning and suggested that he 
wanted to support this amendment as strongly as possible. 
The National Farmers’ Union adopted resolutions in its na- 
tional convention for cooperative banking. The ex-president of 
the American Farm Bureau Federation recently spoke in New 
York in favor of cooperative banking for the farmer. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does that mean they indorse the Senator’s 
bill? Because a farmers’ organization indorses rural-credit 
legislation, does that mean they indorse every bill that is in- 
troduced upon that subject? 

Mr. BROOKHART. There is only one cooperative banking 
proposition. Whenever a cooperative banking bill is intro- 
duced, it may differ somewhat in minor details from others, 
but in the fundamental proposition they will all be the same 
if they are cooperative; so they have indorsed it to that extent. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator contends that all wisdom with 
reference to the subject is centered in the Senator from Iowa 
and the bill he has introduced. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The cooperative idea is centered in it, 
and that is the reason why I think we should have a coopera- 
tive school here in the Senate. I think these Senators who go 
around and talk to bankers who are opposed to cooperation 
fail to get the cooperative angle on things, and I think the time 
has come when we will have to do something so they will un- 
derstand what cooperation really means. 

I do not know much about it, but I am very firm in what 
little I do know. I can not be sidetracked easily from that. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President f 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FERNALD in the chair), 
Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. 

Mr, KING. I was compelied to be absent from the session 
this morning on official business and I have not had the pleas- 
ure of hearing the Senator’s address. For information, has the 
Senator introduced a bill embodying his views and the coopera- 
tive plan to which he has just referred? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I have offered an addition to the Len- 
root bill simply giving permission to farmers to organize these 
cooperative banks. I think, in order that we may get an un- 
derstanding of its provisions, I will read it. It is not very 
long. 

Mr. KING. Of course, the Senator will understand I do not 
want to divert him from the line of his argument, and I hope 
he will not permit me to do so. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am glad to be interrupted; I always 
am; and am glad to answer the Senator's questions if possible. 
Mr. President, may we have the amendment read? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is no amendment pending. 

Mr. LENROOT. I suggest that the Senator offer his amend- 
ment and have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator offer his 
amendment? - 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; I offer the amendment which I send 
to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
amendment, 
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The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 18, after line 22, the 
Senator from Iowa proposes to add the following: 

Sec. 12. That section 5133 of the Revised Statutes relating to the 
Yormation of national banking associations be amended by adding 
thereto the following: “ Provided, That associations for carrying on 
the business of banking under this title may be formed by any 
number of natural pion, not less in any case than 200, with a 
capital stock subscription of not less than $15,000 to be known as 
cooperative national banks.” 

Ee. 13. That section 5134 of the Revised Statutes be amended by 
adding thereto the following: 

“Persons uniting to form a cooperative national. bank shall under 
their hands make an organization certificate which shall specifically 
state: 

“ First, each and all of the five statements required for other bank- 
ing associations under the section. 

Second. That each share shall be $10 par value and each share- 
holder shall have one vote and no more, and the capital stock shall 
not vote, and proxies shall not be allowed. 

“Third. That the capital stock shall receive dividends not ex- 
ceeding the legal interest rate in the State where the bank is located, 
and in no event exceeding 8 per cent per annum, and subject to the 
provision that the net earnings of the bank are first sufficient to pay 
such dividends. 

“Fourth. That one-fourth of all other net earnings shall be passed 
to surplus until the surplus is equal to the capital stock. That the 
other three-fourths and thereafter all other net earnings shall be 
distributed to the depositors and to the borrowers from the bank who 
are stockholders in proportion to the amount of interest received by 
the 3 and the amount of interest paid by the borrowers. 

“Fifth. Upon liquidation, after payment of liabilities, the capital 
stock shall be redeemed at par with dividends as before provided and 
all other assets of the bank shall be distributed to the depositors 
and borrowers then stockholders of the bank in the same propor- 
tions provided for the distribution of dividends.” 

Sec. 14, That the amount which a cooperative national bank may 
Joan to one person or corporation shall not exceed 5 per cent of its 
deposits, and loans for productive purposes shall have preference, and 
no loans shall be made for purely epocale purposes. 

Sec. 15. That all provisions of the Federal reserve act and of the 
national banking act not inconsistent herewith shall be applicable to 
the cooperative national banks; and it is further provided that after 
1,000 cooperative national banks have been organized they may estab- 
lish a cooperative reserve of their own and become members thereof 
by subscribing for capital stock therein equal to 5 per cent of their 
own capital stock. Such cooperative reserve bank may also admit as 
members cooperative State banks organized substantially upon the 
Same plan as cooperative national banks, and the plan of such co- 
operative reserve bank shall be substantially the same as cooperative 
national banks, except that its stockholders and members shall be 
only cooperative banks as herein provided. 

Sec. 16. That a tax of one-tenth of 1 per cent per annum shall be 
levied upon the total deposits of each cooperative national bank and 
paid into the Treasury of the United States, to be known as the 8 
guaranty fund, and the same shall be used by the Treasurer of the 
United States to immediately pay depositors in the cooperative national 
banks the full amount of their deposits upon the liquidation of any 
such bank. That such tax shall cease when its accumulations amount 
to 3 per cent of the total deposits of all cooperative national banks 
and shall be automatically relieved to maintain said 3 per cent. That 
after a cooperative reserve Is organized, as herein provided, the said 
tax for guarantee of depositors shall be d to said cooperative reserve 
bank Instead of the Treasurer of the United States, and shall be dis- 
posed of by it as herein prona: 

Sec. 17. That cooperative national banks shall use the words “ co- 
operative“ and “ national” in their title, and no other banks shall use 
the word „cooperative“ except State banks which are organized upon 
substantially the principles as herein provided. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa. The Senator from 
Iowa will proceed. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Now, Mr. President, I desire to review 
the situation of cooperative banking throughout the world where 
cooperative enterprises have met with such great success. As I 
have said, in many countries cooperative business of every kind 
is hecoming the leading business. In Great Britain now one- 
third of all the business is through the Rochdale Cooperative 
Association and its branches. Its banking turnover in 1919 was 

2,500,000,000, being next to the Bank of England in importance. 

Tt had an increase of 26 per cent in the first six months of 1920, 
and the increase, while perhaps not at that great rate, continues. 
The association now has 108 factories, many of them the great- 
est in the world, all operated cooperatively. It owns its own 
steamships. It needs no ship subsidy. It is the biggest pur- 
chaser of Canadian wheat. It has started upon the big estates 
of England and now has 40,000 acres, worth perhaps £3,000,000, 
all operated cooperatively. It writes one-half of the life in- 
surance and accident insurance in all Great Britain. This great 
cooperative association, through its branches, has brought about 
a turnover of more than $1,000,000,000 a year. Mr. Thorpe, 
perhaps the merehant prince of the world, is its manager. 
There is no one equal to him in the business world in these 
times, unless it would be Henry Ford. He manages that busi- 
ness on a salary of £850. He is a cooperator and would not 
change his place with any business man in the world. He has 
a higher place than any mere money-making business proposi- 
tion, where profits are taken from the people without their 
consent. 

This great system is growing so fast and so soundly that in 
perhaps less than 20 years there will be nothing but cooperative 
business in Great Britain. It has succeeded—why? Because it 


has established a banking department of its own under its own 
control. It has never borrowed money from outside banks. It 
has money to lend them. Its money is comprised of the deposits 
of workers who started the institution, because that great co- 
operative institution was started by 28 flannel weavers away 
back in 1843. It took them a year and a half to save their 
pennies to raise a pound apiece, and with that $140 they started 
the little store in December, 1844. It has grown to its present 
great proportions because it early established its own credit 
system which would back its own enterprises. I think there 
is no capitalist or anybody else who would deny the right of 
these men to mobilize their own funds under their own control 
in their own banks, Having done that, it has reached these 
vast proportions, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an inquiry? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Warsa of Massachusetts 
in the chair). Does the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator 
from Utah? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. 

Mr. KING. My recollection of the organization to which the 
Senator refers is that it is a series of corporations orgunized 
under what might be denominated private statutes in contra- 
distinction to a general charter granted organizations by Par- 
liament. If Iam in error, I should be glad to be corrected. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator is substantially cor- 
rect in the statement. It is an organization under what they 
call the cooperative corporation act. They all embody the same 
principles that are included in my amendment to the Lenroot 
bill now under consideration. 

Mr. KING. May I invite the Senator's attention, if he will 
pardon me, to the fact that in legislating in Congress we 
should bear in mind the fact that we are somewhat different 
from Great Britain. I do not mean to say I am antagonizing 
the Senator's proposition at all. It has very much to commend 
itself. It has just been brought to my attention. 

As I was about to observe, in legislating here we should bear 
in mind the fact that we have a dual form of government; 
that, generally speaking, the States look after domestic cor- 
porations under their police and under their sovereign powers, 
and the corporations which are organized under the laws of a 
State may not confine their activities solely to the State, They 
are interstate rather than intrastate. It is very seldom now 
that we have a purely intrastate corporation. The activities of 
our railroad corporations and even our State banking corpora- 
tions and our State insurance corporations extend beyond the 
boundaries of the States in which they have been incorporated. 

The point I want to make is this: May not the Senator's 
plan be executed by the various cooperative organizations 
organizing under State laws and then consolidating and mobi- 
lizing, as they would have the right to do, as I recall the 
statutes of most of the States, for the purpose of establishing 
the large reservoir of reserve which the Senator's proposition 
involves? I hope the Senator will not think I want him to 
digress from the continuity of his remarks, but if he can 
discuss that feature later on I shall be very glad. , 

Mr. BROOKHART. I shall be very glad to discuss it at this 
time. This is as good a time as any to consider the proposition, 
and I am glad the Senator asked the question. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] has informed me 
that about’ one-third of the banks in the United States are na- 
tional banks. The other two-thirds would be State banks. I 
thought it was a little nearer half-and-half, but possibly not. 
Therefore our banking business is divided into two parts, Na- 
tional and State. The banks are working along side by sitle 
without interference one with another. Therefore the best 
way to promote the cooperative idea would be to start with a 
national law. My proposition is only an amendment of the na- ' 
tional bank act itself, permitting the organization, under the 
regulations and restrictions of the national bank act, of coopera- 
tive national banks also. It would not disturb the State banks, 
nor would it disturb the national banks, except that in the farm- 
ing and laboring communities I think very many of them would 
reorganize and consolidate under the provisions of my amend- 
ment, if they had permission to do so. But we can not now 
organize a cooperative national bank and get a charter or cer- 
tificate for that purpose. 

A cooperative State bank can not be organized except in a 
few States. I believe some of the States have laws under which 
mutual banking compunies may be organized. Therefore the 
great help the amendment will afford will be in giving a gen- 
eral permission to the farmers and the laboring people of the 
country to develop their cooperative ideas. It does not propose 
to take a dollar out of the United States Treasury; it does not 
call on the Federal Government for help in any way. It leaves 


it to those people to do it all themselves as individuals, and in 


that way to organize a cooperative system. The trouble is that 
nobody thought about this in the beginning, or, if they did think 
about it, they carefully avoided putting anything in our na- 
tional laws that would permit the organization of cooperative 
societies of any kind. There is nothing we need more in the 
United States now, nothing more urgent that the Congress 
should do, than to enact a whole cooperative code, something 
such as that under which the Rochdale system is organized in 
England; at least a code that would permit such things to be 
done, 

Now, I wish to call attention to the cooperative credit sys- 
tems of some of the other countries of the world. 

The Commonwealth Bank of Australia, which, with one small excep- 
tion, is the only known bank in the world without a cent of sto 
outstanding, reports for the six months ending January 1, 1922, net 
profits of $1,50 988 par. 

Before I proceed further along that line, however, let me say 
to the Senator from Utah that the Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers have organized what they call a cooperative national 
bank; in fact, they organized a national bank the same as any 
other national bank, with the stock held the same way as that 
of any other national bank. Then their stockholders signed an 
agreement to operate the bank under cooperative by-laws. Sena- 
tors will see the disadvantage under which the locomotive engi- 
neers labored in organizing a bank of that kind. They can not 
secure a cooperative charter, but they have to go to all of the 
trouble to secure an agreement on the part of all of their mem- 
bers everywhere, and then they do not know how legal it is 
going to be when some stockholder may come in and claim the 
dividends. 

So my amendment is designed to give them permission to do 
the things which they are already trying to do under the pres- 
ent law, which is not broad enough. 

I know the grand chief of the Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers. He was a farm boy a few years ago in my home 
county. I have known him always. He is a big man in every 
way—one of the biggest men in our country, for that matter, 
That locomotive engineers’ bank has grown until its resources 
are now some $19,000,000. It has caused the consolidation of 
21 other banks into three banks, and the demand for the coop- 
erative idea has developed there in the most remarkable degree. 
Then recently they have gone into New York and have acquired 
control of another large bank, which will be changed by these 
same cooperative agreements and be operated cooperatively. 
Some of the big financiers of New York—TI talked to some of 
theni—are convinced that the cooperative plan is the safest 
and the best for banking generally, although most of them, of 
course, take the other view. 

Now, in further reference to the Australian bank— 


The Commonwealth Bank was established on January 20, 1913, by 
the Government of Australia and is owned and controlled by the peo- 
ple of the Commonwealth. Its purpose is to protect the people from 
usury and exploitation by the big bankers. It started without capital 
on a loan adyanced by the Government, and has not only completely 
repaid the loan from its profits but has, in addition, piled up a large 
surplus. The bank has branches in the larger cities of the 5 
und has succeeded in keeping interest rates down to the minimum while 
lending money for productive papoose and agricultural development. 
Its deposits now exceed $374,000,000. 


That bank is encouraging every cooperative organization, It 
is really a Goyernment operated bank all the way through. 
In. reference to Bulgaria 


Nearly half of the cooperative societies in Bulgaria are people's banks 
or cooperative credit unions modeled on the iffeisen and Schulze- 
Delitsch credit societies of Europe. The 993 peasant banks have 
liberated the Bulgarian people from the scourge of auty, and are 
financing and developing other forms of cooperation. The Central Co- 
operative Bank of Sofia has a capital of $2,446,000 par, representing a 
100 per cent increase over 1919. The annual turnover of the bank is 
nearly $300,000,000 par, of which $15,500,000 represents money loaned 
to cooperative societies. 

In Canada— 

Early in the present year the Province of Ontario adopted a cooper- 
ative code and created a democratic banking system which places it in 
the lead of cooperative progress on this continent. The tario law 
specifically defines what constitutes honest cooperation, and makes 
utterly impossible the existence of fake cooperators. 


Such a feature in a cooperative law is very necessary, and in 
the amendment I have limited the use of the word “ coopera- 
tive“ in the United States as applied to barks. 

All organizations calling themselyes cooperative must be conducted 
on the sound principle of one member one vote, regardless of the 
amount of stock held. Proxy voting is not permitted. Surplus sayings 
arising from the business must be distributed cooperatively, provided 2 
cent of the annual surplus may be placed In a reserve fund and 


per cent may be expended for educational or social pu ý 

In addition to this Magna Charta cf honest cooperation, the On- 
tario Government has just taken steps to solve the farm-credit problem 
on the cooperative basis. Brauch treasury offices are being opened in 
the leading towns, where the people can deposit their savings, the 
resulting funds to be used for agricultural development and other public 
improvements. Four of these treasury offices are already opened and 
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12 others are being organized. It is a principle of the government not 
only to promote thrift by this means but to cut the interest rate below 
that charged by the private banks. i 

As to Czechoslovakia— 


Of the 12,386 cooperative societies in Czechoslovakia 5,186, or nearly 
one-half, are cooperative banks and credit societies. Since agriculture 
is the main industry of the country, two-thirds of these people’s banks 
serve the farmers. They do more than a mere banking business for 
the farmer. They supply him with capital to re a farm, erect build- 
ings, purchase implements, stock, seed, fodder, and coal, and to market 
or manufacture his produce. £ 

Contrast a system like that with the restricted system we 
have in the United States, where I know not of a single bank 
anywhere organized under the old plan that even pretends to 
accommodate the farming business as it ought to be accom- 
modated, and that regardless of the value of the security be- 
hind the loan. The time limit and all other conditions look in 
the commercial direction, They turn their backs upon the 
farmer all the time. 

They promote and finance all other forms of cooperation, including 
cooperative stores, home-building societies, linen factories, and cream- 
eries. These agricultural banks are called 3 after the name 
of the founder. They are modeled on the Raiffeisen plan, so successful 
in Germany. There are both local and district banks, the former 
with 400, members and Soe San exceeding 1,000,000,000 kronen; 


and the district banks with 210,000 members and one-half billion 
kronen in deposits. 


The city workers’ cooperative bank, patterned after the Schulze- 
Delitsch workers’ banks of Germany, were introduced about 1870, and 
by 1917 numbered 902 banks. Since the war their growth has been 
rapid, reaching 1,450 banks on January 1, 1921, with 1,500,000 de- 

osits, a capital of 50,000,000 kronen. and about 100,000,000 kronen 
n the reserve funds. 

I think the figures “1,500,000 deposits“ are a clerical error. 


For the 8 of unifying the financial strength of the local credit 
societies, the general cooperative bank was established at Prague July 
1, 1920. Its capital is now 5,000,000 kronen and its 2 more 
than 20,000,000 kronen. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me for a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BROOKHART, Yes. 

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator is now speaking of coopera- 
tive banks as they are operated in Germany. Is the Senator 
advised as to whether or not those cooperative banking institu- 
tions during and since the war have served the farming com- 
munity satisfactorily? 

Mr. BROOKHART, Let me correct the Senator slightly. I 
was sneaking of Czechoslovakia at that particular time. I may 
say in answer to the Senator’s question, I have a large amount 
of information on that subject to the effect that those banks 
are really serving the farmer's needs. The banks are controlled 
by the farmers themselves through the cooperative system; 
their reserve is controlled by the farmers themselves; so that 
they have the right to say how tle credit shall be used, and 
while the banks back every kind of productive enterprise they 
also kill off every kind of speculative enterprise. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
how they were enabled to obtain sufficient capital to support the 
enterprises, or back the enterprises, to use the Senator’s expres- 
sion, which are promoted in the respective districts? We all 
know that Czechoslovakia, under the wise administration of 
President Masarak, perhaps is forging ahead more rapidly than 
any other country of Europe to-day, measured by its resources 
and its size and its population. However, Czechoslovakia dur- 
ing the war was inundated by the warring factions; first, the 
armies of Austria-Hungary would pass over it and then some 
parts of it were inundated by the Russian forces, and it was 
greatly devastated. I was wondering how, rising on the ruins 
of the past, it was able so quickly to supply funds and how its 
farmers were able out of the ruins of their country so quickly 
to organize the banks and companies referred to by the Senator 
and supply the needed capital for themselves and those who 
joined the associations. 

Really, if the plan has worked there, it is a tribute to the 
genius of the plan, to its efficiency, and to its effectiveness as 
well as to the people who have put it into operation and who 
are controlling it. : 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the elements suggested by the 
Senator are all included. I think the big element is the 
efficiency and, you might say, the magie of the plan itself. 
You see, all of our business development is backed, after all, 
by the little deposits collected by little people here and there 
and everywhere; and in the cooperative system these little 
people are simply obtaining managers of their own, and con- 
trolling their own finances through banks and various enter- 
‘prises in that way. 

Take the great Rochdale system in England, which is the 
greatest of all. All that vast capital has been furnished by 
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laboring men in little amounts. They buy 1 share of stock, 2 
shares, or 10 shares, whatever their savings will permit. By 
combining them all together they not only have this vast 
volume of deposits for use in their business, but they are the 
owners of all that stock, also. In our country we could develop 
it much more rapidly than any other country if the capitalists 
would assist us in doing if. They would only have to submit 
to two propositions to do that. One is that capital should have 
its wages fixed, the same as men, and the other is that one man 
should have one vote in all these enterprises, and that capital 
should not vote. Those are the two basic principles of co- 
operation, whether in a bank, a factory, a shop, a coal mine, or 
whatever it may be; and those principles are governing and 
conducting and carrying on every line of business in the world 
to-day. I think you can hardly name anything that they are 
not doing now, and doing successfully, on the cooperative plan. 
Not only that, but they are more enterprising than private 
business; they are more progressive; they are more philan- 
thropic; thev do averything in the spirit of the advancement 
of human civilization better than the corporations ever have 
done anywhere in the world. 

Mr. KING: Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. KING. I want to inquire whether, from the Senator's 
investigations, he has discovered that there have been any 
centralizing tendencies there which have eliminated the smaller 
units, the smaller holders, and concentrated in fewer hands 
year by year the assets, the stocks, the surplus, and so forth, 
of these organizations? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. In the Rochdale system the units 
have all grown to a size dictated by the greatest efficiency. 
They never compete, you understand. They always cooperate 
or affiliate one with another. That is one of the basic prin- 
ciples of cooperation. They are never fighting each other. If 
there are two or three cooperative enterprises running in the 
same line and they decide that it is more economical, more 
efficient, to combine them into one, that is done. They all go 
in on the same cooperative idea. If we had in the United 
States the cooperative plan we would have no need for anti- 
trust laws. The restriction that the capital earnings should 
be only the usual interest rate and that one man should have 
only one vote are much more far-reaching than any antitrust 
laws that can be conceived. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield. 

Mr, FLETCHER. In response to the question of the Senator 
from Utah about the possibility of a few associated in these 
cooperative organizations getting control of the whole institu- 
tion, that is prevented, that is made impossible by reason of the 
very basis of the true cooperative principle; namely, that every 
member has a vote, no matter how much stock he holds. The 
member holding one share has just the same vote and voice in 
the management of the affairs of the association as the member 
holding a thousand shares, so that there is no danger of cen- 
tralizing control in a few people who may-hold a majority of 
the stock. Is not that the fact? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator is absolutely cor- 
rect; and there is no guaranty equal to that. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before the Senator leaves the 
question of these cooperative banking organizations I want 
to ask him this question: We have here a bill which in its nature 
is very similar to the operation of the War Finance Corporation 
in relation to the cooperative farm organizations; but, if you 
will notice, in this bill the farmers are permitted to organize 
these cooperative organizations, and are exempt by statute 
from the operation of the Sherman antitrust law, and yet 
when it comes to the question of controlling the very vital 
principle that was hoped to be enlarged or made operative— 
namely, the principle of marketing and sharing in the profits 
that would acerue from proper marketing—under the operation 
of this law and under the operation of the War Finance Cor- 
poration those who hold the purse-strings of the credit can 
determine the time and quantity and manner in which the 
cooperative organization may dispose of its holdings. I should 
like to know if the Senator thinks there is any benefit whatever 
to the cooperative organizations in this country if it is left 
discretionary with the financial institutions that we set up 
ostensibly to help them if we leave with those financial in- 
stitutions, with their close connection with the great banking 
system of this country, discretion as to how and under what 
terms they will let this money go? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I should say that the chance of any 
substantial benefit was very small indeed. I believe that the 
banking organizations, with here and there notable exceptions, 
are opposed to the cooperative idea, and I think they tolerate 


it and encourage it only as they are practically forced to do so. 
This bill is not a farm bloc bill at all; it is a bankers’ bloc bill. 
I think there is no question about that. It deals with bankers, 
and leaves the power in their hands, exactly as it is now. 

Mr. SMITH. I was very much disappointed to find that one 
of the cooperative associations that had organized in a great 
number of States to market a great product in this country has 
utilized the War Finance Corporation for its loans, in part, at 
least. I have not seen the contract, but I am confident that I 
am approximating the terms of that contract in the following 
statement: The cooperative marketing units throughout the 
several States having charge of this farm product signed an 
agreement or entered into a contract that in consideration of 
the loan extended by the War Finance Corporation, or other 
financial institutions that provided them with money through 
the influence of the War Finance Corporation, they obligated 
themselves to dispose of one-eighth of the pooled product a 
month, regardless, of course, in a manner, of the law of supply 
and demand or the price. I believe it was admitted that one 
of the units that did not sell an eighth each month must, when 
its attention was called to it, upon notice, sell at that time the 
deferred amount in sufficient quantity to constitute an eighth. 
Under such conditions the cooperative concern was in a worse 
situation than the individual, because the individual might 
negotiate a loan, hold his stuff, and sell it within the time of 
his loan in such quantities and for such, sum as he saw fit. 
If, however, the cooperative concern must enter into a contract 
that they must dispose of an eighth, or an average of an eighth, 
each month, all that the buyer of that article and those who 
desire to speculate in It would have to do would be, by manipu- 
lation, to depress the market and get the article at the de- 
pressed price. 

In addition to that, in the rehabilitation of the War Finance 
Corporation. we provided for a 12 months’ loan. Our idea— 
because I was very industrious in trying to get a rehabilitation 
of the War Finance Corporation act, believing as I did that 
under the conditions we had to set aside and specifically name 
some kind of a fund that would be available for agriculture 
alone—was that there should be a 12 months’ extension of time 
in whieh the borrower might dispose of his holdings, and we 
so specified in the bill; but under the form of this contract 
the borrower had only eight months, because, if he disposed 
of an eighth each month, at the end of eight months he would 
have disposed of his entire holdings. 

Therefore he was obligated to stand in the presence of his 
commercial enemy, so to speak—the buyer, who naturally 
wanted to get his product as low as possible—with it known 
of all men that he had to dispose of an eighth of his product 
each month, and all of it in eight months, four months less 
time than we intended to give him. There is the danger of 
inviting agricultural cooperative organizations to be formed 
and then not providing some system by which they can get ‘the 
full benefit in the sale and management of their product when 
they have produced it. 

I shall have more to say about this matter later on; but I 
just wanted to call the attention of the Senator to what is 
actually in operation now under the form of relief that we 
have attempted to extend to the farmer in such bills as this. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I quite agree with what the Senator 
says upon that proposition; and I can cite one additional in- 
stance in my own State. The farmers out there organized, 
with the help of the bankers, a finance corporation. It was not 
cooperative, because we had no law for it, so we followed the 
plan of the locomotive engineers’ cooperative national bank 
and adopted cooperative by-laws. The bankers have entirely 
abandoned it now. The War Finance Corporation arranged at 
first to do business with it, and then turned around and said 
they must get the approval of the bankers’ committee out in Iowa 
before they would make loans for them or transact business 
with them. The result was that it could not function and has 
not functioned to any extent through the War Finance Corpo- 
ration, although it had a million dollars of good capital paid in, 
as solid as any capital ever was in the world. 

Now we come back to this credit system. It is going to work 
in the United States as it has everywhere else when the farmers 
get a cooperative system which they control and are able to 
say how credit shall be used. Then we will have loans for 
three years if we want them, or for one year if we want them. 
We will have the system fit the farming business, because 
farmers will be determining the rules under which those loans 
are made. At the present time the rules are being determined 
by those who want rapid, sudden-turnovers, big profits, and 
big earnings for a few stockholders. 

Mr. KING. If the Senator will yield, I presume the Senator 


will analyze the amendment which he has offered, and discuss 
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it; and if he intends doing that, I shall pretermit the asking of 
a question I have in mind; but I suggest it now, so that when 
he comes to it he may answer it if he thinks proper. I was 
wondering why the Senator, with his firm belief in coopera- 
tion and entertaining the views which he has expressed, which 
I think are quite rational and in conformity with commercial 
laws and our industrial system, attempted to attach his amend- 
ment to the national-bank law, because, as the Senator knows, 
the national banks have many limitations placed upon them, 
especially as to time. Their paper is all commercial. The 
theory is that they are commercial banks, and what the Senator 
designs is to extend the credit to the farmers under this coop- 
erative banking system for indefinite periods, such periods as 
will help them in their undertakings. If the Senator attaches 
it to the national-bank system per se, then will he not be ham- 
pering the execution of his plan and limit the period of credit 
in the plan which he proposes to the periods of credit provided 
in the national banking law? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Is there a period provided by statute? 

Mr. KING. If not, at least by custom. 

Mr. McKELLAR. By banking usage. 

Mr. KING. The theory of liquidity is paramount and domi- 
nating; the paper must always be liquid. 

Mr. BROOKHART, I think that is true; but I was under the 
impression that it was a regulation of the banks and not pro- 
vided by statute. 

Mr. KING. I am inclined to think the Senator is right. 

Mr. BROOKHART. But I want to call the Senator's atten- 
tion to this: If new banks are organized under this amend- 
ment—a thousand of them, we will say—they will then organize 
their own reserve, also cooperative, and the talk of liquidity 
disappears. New people who will have a different idea of 
what is liquid will be in control, and those people will be 
farmers or those representing farmers’ ideas of things. I 
insist that the same idea should go into the Federal reserve 
system by having three farmers put on the Federal Reserve 
Board, or three men representing farmers’ ideas. I also insist 
that labor is entitled to two members on that board for the 
same reason. That would change some of these rules. I insist 
all the time that that regulation is an arbitrary thing, and, 
being arbitrary, it ignores the greatest business in the United 
States—the agricultural industry, 

It is said they want funds to pay off the deposits; but if a 
bank is solvent and sound, even though its deposits may be 
in the bank for only six months, many loans will be for that 
time, too; but as deposits go out others come in, and the fact 
that a loan is for three years does not endanger the bank or 
the deposits or anything else, except that this commercial 
idea that you must have a three months’ turnover or a 30 days’ 
turnover has distorted the idea of business and the view of 
people upon that proposition. The farmer has wakened up to 
that and sees and knows now the advantage to him in having 
a turnover that will fit his business, and I say that he is here 
demanding it and is demanding it all over the United States. 

Mr. President, I desire now to go further into the organiza- 
tion of cooperative credit throughout the world. It is a won- 
derful story. It is the most hopeful story in the world. I think 
it is the one chance to settle all this unrest in the world. Per- 
haps more can be said for Denmark because of cooperative 
organization than any other country in the world. 

Denmark acted on a little different principle from the 
English. In England the cooperative idea grew of its own 
force and its own power; it had no help of government at 
any time; it had to fight its way against the competitive sys- 
tem. It had to fight its way against unfavorable laws and 
regulations for a long time, and in the face and in spite of 
that it has won out. Its growth under those conditions was 
necessarily very slow. 

In Denmark the story is different. In Denmark the farmers 
went in and elected a majority of both houses of their con- 
gress, and that is what I think they are going to do in this 
country, with the help of the laboring people. I think that 
is going to happen pretty soon. 

That farmers’ government then gave government aid to the 
cooperative system, and they did in 10 years what it took 50 
years to do in Great Britain. I am not going to review the 
situation in Denmark fully. I want to quote something about 
their credit system, which is backing these coopérative enter- 
prises. 

The farmers have 46 cooperative packing plants in that 
country, all under their own control, and producing the best 
packing products in the world. They can outsell our Beef 
Trust in the competitive markets of the world because their 
product is better than ours, 


They could not succeed in all that, with all of their co- 
operative marketing and all of their cooperative processing, 
without also cooperative credit, and that is the phase we are 
discussing. 

I now read from the Locomotive Engineers’ Journal for De- 
cember, 1922: 

The great Danish 8 Bank of Copenhagen shows a net 
profit for 1921 of 2,500,000 kroner, or 33 per cent more than the 
previous year. After paying 5 per cent interest on capital, the 
Danish Cooperative Bank placed 1,000,000 kroner in its reserve fund 
and left the balance of its earnings to be distributed to its depositors 
and customers on a cooperative basis. In addition 701,403 kroner 
were deducted from the assets of the bank because of fallin prices, 
Besides its central office in Copenhagen, occupying a whole city block, 
the Danish 88 Bank has 47 district branch offices and 59 
suboffices throughout the country. 


The Danish Cooperative Wholesale Society reports total sales ex- 


ceeding 210,300,000 kroner for the st year, of which 35,700,000 
kroner represents goods produced by the society's cooperative factories, 
The Cooperative holesale is composed of 1,800 local cooperatives 
with nearly 350,000 members. Even this splendid record is surpassed 
oy the Danish Agricultural Cooperatives, the Milk Distributors’ So- 

hf doing a business of 750,000,000 kroner, the Cooperative Cattla 
Society, 268,300,000 kroner, and the two farmers’ purchasing societies 
a combined turnover of 367,000,000 kroner. The combined business 
of the Danish cooperative societles reached the huge sum of 1,470,- 
300,000 kroner ($476,900,000 par). 

The extensive building program of the Danish cooperators has led 
them to found their own cooperative cement works, the business of 
which has increased during the past year by 48,000 casks. The 
capacity of the works was. not only extended to supply the entire 
domestic cooperative need but large quantities were 2120 exported to 
the West Indies, Brazil, Africa, and the East Indies by the Danish 
cooperaters. H 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
if he can give us any figures as to what proportion of the agri- 
cultural products of that country are sold through this coop- 
erative system. 

Mr. BROOKHART. As I recollect it, it is about 93 per cent, 
but I would not say that is absolutely accurate. It is a very 
high percentage, at any rate. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Then, I will ask the Senator if he does not 
believe that such a system would probably give the farmer his 
best opportunity to have something to say about the price of 
his own products? 

Mr. BROOKHART, I am in absolute accord with that sug- 
gestion. Upon that proposition, I will say that I believe one 
of the greatest troubles with the farmer in peace, as well as 
in war times, even before the war, was the fact that so much 
of his product had to be sold, or “dumped,” as we say, at 
harvest time. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, I believe it is coming to be 
understood, and I ask the Senator if it is not his opinion, that 
the chief difficulty with the agricultural interests of the country 
to-day is the fact that they buy everything in something at least 
approaching a fairly well controlled price condition, and sell 
everything they produce in the same open competition that has 
prevailed for hundreds of years. In other words, when the sale 
of its products is involved, agriculture is the only industry 
operating on a purely competitive basis. 

Mr. BROOKHART, Yes; Mr. President, it is even worse 
than a competitive basis both ways. The farmer has no voice 
whatever in fixing the price he will get for his products. It 
is determined by the particular combinations which exist at the 
time he must sell. The vast proportion of the farm products 
must be sold at harvest time every year, because the farmer is 
not financed to hold his products. That forces more onto the 
market than the demand; it creates an excess supply, and the 
farmers’ prices are always depressed at that time of the year. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Referring again to the prices of Danish 
products, I understood the Senator to say that they com- 
manded a premium in the markets over similar products in 
our country. $ 

Mr. BROOKHART. I was speaking of packing products; 
but I think the same is true of butter and cheese. I am sure 
it is true of packing products. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Does the Senator believe that some of 
the increased prices is due to this cooperative system of selling? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Altogether due to that, because under 
the cooperative system they have been careful about their 
grading and standardizing everything with the idea of getting 
the benefit of the extra value. It has stimulated farming in 
that way, made it better, and made the farmer more careful 
than has any other system that has ever been used. 

There are 7,000,000 farmers in the United States who are 
unorganized, we will say, but who are becoming organized. 
Heretofore each farmer was out for himself, and many of them 
owing six months’ obligations at the bank, all of which they 
have to pay at harvest time, and in order to settle which they 
have to dispose of some of their product. As I said, that 
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always brings a big lot of farm products on the market at 
that time. 

Why buys those products? The speculator. Where do they 
get the money? They get it through our credit system. They 
will be backed by the Lenroot bill. They are now backed, and 
would be backed, by the present banking system. They are 
able to get the money and hold those products and distribute 
them throughout the year to fit the demand, but at a very 
greatly advanced price. The farmers lose all of that benefit. 

The Agricultural Commission of Inquiry of Congress, which 
reported a little over a year ago, found that out of the dollar 
which the consumer pays for farm products the farmer gets 
37 cents. That is the official report of a commission ap- 
pointed by the Congress. In Denmark, under the system con- 
trolled by the farmers themselves, out of the dollar which the 
consumer pays for the products of the farm, the farmer is 
getting from 72 to 75 cents. The cost of distribution has been 
reduced that much. 

The cost of distribution ought to be less in the United States 
than it is in Denmark in percentage. Why do I say that? Be- 
cause so much of our production is large in volume. Our great 
volume of grain, our great volume of liye stock, in comparison 
to the little chicken-feed stuff of Denmark, ought to cost less in 
proportion for distribution than does their production over 
there. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sen- 
ator again? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Certainly. 

Mr. KENDRICK. I want to ask the Senator if he does not 
believe that before we have proceeded very far in working out 
the problems of distribution it is going to be necessary for us to 
have some system under which freight rates applying to the 
heavy tonnage of agricultural products will be based more nearly 
upon the value of those products than is the principle applied 
to-day. In other words, we have every day letters from our con- 
stituents showing the ruinous prices they have been compelled 
to take for their products shipped to market, and also showing 
in almost every case a situation in which the railroad receives 
twice as much for the freight on the product as the farmer 
received for the product itself. 

The question I want to ask the Senator is if he is not im- 
pressed with the convietion and the belief that some solution of 
the problem should be found under which the freight might be 
more nearly based upon the value of the product when it is 
delivered to the consumer? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think that is true. Of course, it is on 
that basis somewhat now, but perhaps there ought to be a 
greater consideration given to the value of the product in 
making rates than is given now. I am sure that is true. How- 
ever, there are some other vital questions in the railroad problem. 
Our volume of farm freights is so very great that unless we can 
reform the capitalization and management of the roads we are 
not going to get much reduction in freight rates. 

Now, I want to call the Senator’s attention to the fact that 
he is treading on dangerous ground when he suggests that 
freight rates are so high that the farmers have nothing left 
for their stuff. In pamphlets cirenlated all over the United 
States by railroad managers I have been called a Bolshevist, 
a communist, a socialist, an anarchist, and almost everything 
else for making a similar statement recently. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, does not the Senator think that 
if the farmer were tn position to treat his produets like other 
producers or manufacturers treat their products, namely, to 
add all the cost to the article and then fix his profit, we would 
have the railroad problem solved so far as farm products are 
concerned? In other words, if the farmer were se organized, 
both as to capital and cohesiveness, that he could name the 
price of his stuff and add the freight to that, so that those who 
get the product would pay the farmer his price plus a profit 
plus the freight, we would have had the problem settled. But 
under present conditions the producer of farm products sub- 
tracts the freight from the price, and the farmer loses it. If 
he had the power to reverse it and add the freight, we would 
have had the question settled, because the consumer would have 
had to pay the freight rather than the farmer having to pay it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I believe there is very much in the 
Senator’s suggestion. 

Mr. KENDRICK. Mr. President, in the first place, in con- 
nection with the statement of the Senator from Iowa about 
the dangerous ground, I think almost everyone who has lately 
given the subject any thought or attention at all must have 
come to the conclusion that, without regard to what is thought 
about it on the part of those who operate the railroads, they 
have an interest in common with the farmer. If the farmer 
does not receive something like fair remuneration for his prod: 


ucts, he, by that very fact, becomes unable to buy and patronize 
the roads. and so the only haul or service to the farmer is the 
one of taking his farm products to market, because he can not 
buy anything in lieu of that product to be hauled back to 
him. In one instance which 1 have recently had reported to 
me, one of the farmers of my State sold 668 bushels of potatoes 
for $156. That was his net received for the carload of potatoes, 
The railway freight on the same carload of potatoes was $276, 
1 — 50 BROOKHART. Was the freight paid before his net or 
er 

Mr. KENDRICK. It was paid before, of course. 

Mr. BROOKHART. He had about as much left as the con- 
stituent referred to by the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
Jones] the other day, who sold his apples and had so little left. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
from Iowa? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not like ito remain quiet when these sug- 
gestions are made about freight rates first, that the freight 
rates ought to be changed continually as the value of the 
property shifts. I would take it that would mean that if the 
Senator from Wyoming shipped a carload of eatile to Chicago 
on the Ist of January he would pay a certain freight, and on 
the Ist of February, with the same kind of shipment, the freight 
e either go up or down, depending on how much the eattle 
sold for. 

On the other hand, the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
SmrrH] suggests that if we had things arranged differently 
we would have the freight added to the farmer's price, and the 
A would be paying it and the farmer getting the benefit 
of it. 

I do not want to interrupt unnecessarily the Senator’s 
remarks, Perhaps he did not intend to discuss the railroad 
freight question. But I do want to say that I do not by my 
silence want to be understood as acquiescing in either one of 
those propositions. We ought to consider the consumer as 
well as the producer. We must consider the consumer. The 
freight question will never be settled right in my opinion until 
we take out of the railroad valuation proposition the several 
billions of dollars that have been injected into it from the 
time we began the railroad business up to the present time. 
Probably half or nearly half of the alleged value is nothing 
but water, and ought not to be involved in it. It ought to be 
excluded entirely. 

Mr. KENDRICK. May I say in answer to the statement 
made by the Senator from Nebraska that I had no such 
thought in mind as having the freight values follow the valua- 
tion literally, but the idea I have entertained for some time 
in connection with this question is best explained as follows: 
All over the western country, as the Senator knows, there is a 
superabundance of different kinds of farm products, fruits, 
vegetables, and grain, which in many cases remain unharvested 
and are allowed to deeay and waste because, under present 
conditions, the producers fail to receive in the markets but 
little, if anything, over and above the cost of production, 
It is my thought that there might be authority lodged with 
the Interstate Commerce Commission to use discretion in ad- 
justing rates for emergency purposes so that such products 
might be marketed to the benefit of the producer, the railroads, 
and the consumer. Such a plan would not penalize the rail- 
roads. It is easily conceivable that it would be to their in- 
terest to accept in an emergency the reduced rates in lieu of 
no business at. all. As stated before, further comment is un- 
necessary to show the real community of interest between the 
transportation lines and their patrons, and no satisfactory ad- 
justment of the question will ever be found that does not in- 
volve this fact in its solution. 

Mr. BROOCKHART. Mr. President, there are certain provi- 
sions of the law now that allow that element to be considered to 
u certain extent. It is also true that in making the rates the 
value of the commodity is considered now. That has been the 
rule of rate making for many years. That is a technical ques- 
tion and before I would give a final opinion on it I would want 
a summary of values and movements and volume and a good 
many other things that enter into a determination of the ques- 
tion of rate making. 

In any event if we had our marketing under cooperative con- 
trol we could give the farmers all over the country advice about 
their production, about what crop there would be in demand 
and what the demand would be for it. We would know. We 
would not depend upon the haphazard system that exists now. 
When we come to market the crops, if we have our own credit 
system and our own money under our own control, the coopera- 
tive system would hold the products and dispose of them as the 
demand for them arose. In that way it would prevent the 
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dumping on the market and a general fall of prices every year at 
harvest time. The farmer would get the benefit of it, whereas 
at this time the speculator gets the benefit of it, and the specu- 
lator in turn is mainly protected by the Lenroot bill or similar 
eredit bills, which are dealing with banks and not with farmers, 

Now, I want to go a little further, because I want the Senate 
to know that there has been a development of the cooperative 
Proposition in the world and in the United States, too. I have 
been in farm organizations, among the real farmers themselves, 
and there is little trouble in talking cooperation to them be- 
cause they have been studying it and they know what it means. 
The laboring people are beginning to deeply study the same 
question. It is from a labor journal that I am reading these 
matters, the journal of the locomotive engineers. 

I will next take up Finland, that new country which grew out 
of the war. With reference to Finland I read as follows: 


The rapid extension of the cooperative moyement in Finland since the 
war promises to make it, like Denmark, one of the strongest cooperative 
countries in the world. Reports received during the past year show a 
remarkable growth of cooperation in that country, rising from a total of 
592 enterp: in 1905 to 3,422 in 1921. 

The most significant increases haye occurred in the producers’ and 
credit cooperatives. Credit societies in Finland have increased from 140 
to 775 during the above period; dairy societies, from 225 to 515; socie- 
ties for the purchase of agricultural machinery, from 4 to 333; coopera- 
tives for fuel supply, from 7 to 195. Other agricultural societies have 
increased from 50 to 816. Distributive cooperatives have also shown a 
rapid, though not so striking, growth, from 166 to 788, 


In France— 


A national cooperative bank has been created at Marseille during 
1922, which is known as the Banque des Cooperatives de France. The 
initial capital of the bank is fixed at 12,000, francs, owned by 1,600 
cooperative societies and the wholesale organization. Interest on capi- 
tal stock is limited to 6 per cent, all earnings in excess of which, after 
meeting the legal reserve, are to be distributed among the shareholding 
societies in proportion to deposits, as well as interest d on sums 
borrowed from the central bank. Its deposits in June, 1922, amounted 
to 16,287,000 franes from cooperative societies and more that 51,000,000 
francs from individuals, groups, and trade-unlons. 

So Senators see that in France they are establishing not only 
mutual cooperative banks and credit societies, but the big over- 
head cooperative societies or reserve banks, 

The German Cooperative Wholesale Bank shows a similar ot gies 

t year. Its turnover increased from 3,361, 000 to 
marks, its deposits likewise doubling to 211,900,000 
to 3,440, 000. By low 


e 
t together 12,000 delegates, representing 


growth 
Eighteenth National ought of Cooperative Societies held in July 
2,850,000 cooperators throughout the country. e d ed report 


e 

and farmers but also mobilize the funds of the people under their 
own control for ir use in cooperative productive enterprises as well 
as consumers’ stores. The congress passed a resolution declaring for 
a central cooperative bank in Tokyo. 


Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Iowa 
yield to me for a moment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Iowa yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I do. 

Mr. SWANSON. I wish to submit a request for unanimous 
consent, and in order that it may be presented I make the 
point that there is no quorum present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Gooding Nelson Smith 
Ball Hale New Smoot 
Borah Harris Nicholson Spencer 
Heflin Norbeck Stanfield 
Bursum Hitcheock Norris Sterling 
Cameron Johnson Oddie Sutherland 
Capper Jones, Wash, Overman Swanson 
Caraway ell ge Trammell 
Couzens Kendrick Pepper Underwood 
Culberson g Phipps Wadsworth 
Curtis Ladd Pomerene Walsh, Mont. 
Ernst Lenroot Ransdell Weller 
Fernald 125 eed, Pa. 
Fletcher McKellar Shields 
George McNary Shortridge 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-seven Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present, 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I desire to offer a request 
for unanimous consent. I have submitted the proposal to most 
of the Senators interested in the pending bill who contemplate 
speaking on it, and I am satisfied, after talking with them, that 
probably all who desire to speak may find time to do so be- 
tween now and 4 o'clock Friday afternoon, I therefore offer 


for the consideration of the Senate the proposed unanimous- 
consent agreement which I send to the desk in the hope that 
the Senate may enter into the agreement. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The request for unanimous con- 
sent presented by the Senator from Virginia will be stated. 

Tue reading clerk read as follows: 


It is a by unanimous consent that at 4 o'clock p. m. on the 
calendar = die Le February 2, 1923, the Senate will proceed to vote 
without further debate upon any amendment that may be pending, any 


amendment that may be offered, and upon the bill (S. 4287) to pro- 
vide credit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock industries of 
the United States, etc., through the regular parliamentary stages to its 
final disposition, and that in the time intervening no other legislation 
3 considered by the Senate unless unanimous consent is first given 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I should like to say that, in 
addition, it is understood, though it is not necessary to put it 
in the agreement, that on Friday there will be a motion to take 
a recess or to adjourn, as Senators on the other side who have 
charge of legislation may think proper, to 12 o’clock on Sat- 
urday, and that on Saturday at not later than 4 o'clock an 
adjournment will be taken until 12 o’clock on Monday, so that 
the calendar may be considered on that day. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. As to the last portion of the 
statement of the Senator from Virginia that on Saturday at 
not later than 4 o'clock the Senate shall adjourn, I should not 
desire to have that limitation provided, but let it be under- 
stood that the Senate will adjourn on Saturday whet it con- 
cludes its business for that day. 

Mr. SWANSON. I understood that the Senate would prob- 
ably adjourn about 4 o’clock on Saturday afternoon. 

Mr, JONES of Washington. I do not know how long the 
Senate may desire to continue in session on Saturday. It is 
desired to take up the Army appropriation bill and to proceed 
with it as far as we can. 

Mr. SWANSON. On Saturday, at any rate, whether at 4 
o'clock or 5 o'clock, an adjournment will be taken to 12 
coe on Monday, so that the calendar may be considered on 

at day. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, am I to understand, 
if the pending bill is disposed of on Friday, Saturday will be 
what might be termed a normal session? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes. : 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It will last into the afternoon the 
usual length of time? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. SWANSON, And an adjournment will then be taken 
until Monday. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection to entering into 
the agreement proposed by the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I very much regret that 
the Senator has not provided in his proposal that after a given 
hour a Member may speak, say, five minutes upon any amend- 
ment that is pending or that may be offered. It is possible 
that there may not be any offered; but it is a very great handi- 
cap to a Senator who wants to propose an amendment to be 
obliged to do so after debate is absolutely closed, with no 
opportunity to explain it; or, if some one else proposes an 
amendment, he may desire to offer an amendment to that 
amendment or to offer a substitute for it, and yet he has abso- 
lutely no opportunity to explain his amendment or his substi- 
tute. I have seen that contingency arise here a number of 
times. 

Mr. SWANSON. I have no objection to such a modification. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I should like to suggest an 
amendment to the effect that after 1 o’clock on Friday all 
speeches shall be limited to five minutes. 

Mr. SWANSON, I have no objection to that. 

Mr. LODGE. If the vote is taken tha. day. 

Mr. LENROOT. And conclude the consideration of the bill 
that day. 

Mr. HEFLIN. At 4 o'clock. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That does not change the hour. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would rather have that than have nothing, 
but I should like to make this as a suggestion: I should be 
willing to commence sooner, if no one objects. I should be 
willing to say that, beginning at 12 o’clock Friday, all speeches 
shall be limited to five minutes, and let it run itself out; then 
include the condition which the Senator ‘rom Florida men- 
tioned, and agree, as the Senator from Wisconsin says, that 
we will conclude the bill before we adjourn. 

Mr. SWANSON. I have no objection. I think that will be 
agreeable, 

Mr, TRAMMELL. That would meet the objection I have of- 
fered, but I think the limitation should not begin, say, before 
1 o'clock. The possibilities are that we will not meet until 12; 
and if we put the limitation at 2 o’clock, in all probability the 
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‘ debate will have exhausted itself before 3 o’clock—certainly be- 
fore 4—and it would not delay the matter of getting a vote on 
Friday afternoon. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; here is what will probably happen; it 
almost always does happen. There are exceptions to it, and 
this may be one of them; but the thing I object to is that when 
we fix a final time to vote there are a dozen amendments of- 
fered afterwards, and a Senator who wants to vote conscien- 
tiously and fairly on those amendments is absolutely prohibited 
from doing so because no consideration can Le given to them 
and no explanation can be made of them. To be sure, they are 
read by the Secretary, but usually, when that time comes, every- 
body knows that there can be no debate, no explanation, and 
there is confusion in the Chamber and we can not even hear the 
amendments read. If we postpone this until 2 o’clock before 
the five-minute rule begins, it will probably run too late, The 
probabilities are that there will be general debate up to the 
time either of a final vote on the bill or up until the agreement 
to commence under the five-minute rule. f it is 2. o'clock, it 
will run too late. The general debate will be considerable. 
Let us say, then, that all speeches after 2 o’clock on Friday 
will be limited to five minutes and that the Senate will take 
a recess on Thursday until 11 o'clock on Friday—that will 
meet all the propositions—and that we will conclude the bill 
and vote finally before we adjourn on Friday. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is all right. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. That is agreeable to me, Mr. President. 

Mr. SWANSON, I have no objection. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, let me suggest to the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska that I. think his modification is not quite 
clear. He made the statement that all speeches after 2 o'clock 
should be limited to five minutes. I assume he meant all 
speeches on the bill or on any amendment that might be pre- 
sented. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; and, of course, that will entitle a Sena- 
tor to speak on every amendment, if he wants to. It does not 
exciude that. 

Mr. SWANSON. Now, may the Secretary state the unani- 
mous-consent agreement as amended? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the pro- 
posed agreement as amended. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

It is agreed by unanimous consent that on the calendar day of Fri- 
day, February, 2, 1923, the Senate will proceed to vote upon the bill 
(8. 4287) to provide credit facilities for the agricultural and live- 
stock industries of the United States; to amend the Federal farm loan 
act; to amend the Federal reserve act; and for other purposes, through 
the regular parliamentary stages to its final disposition, and that after 
the hour of 2 o'clock p. m. on said calendar day no Senator shall 
speak more than once or longer than five minutes upon the bill, or 
more than once or longer than fiye minutes upon any amendment of- 
fered thereto; and that in the time intervening no other legislation 
shall be considered by the Senate unless unanimous consent is first 
given therefor. 

Mr. NORRIS. And that on Thursday the Senate will take a 
recess, when it concludes its business, until 11 o'clock on Friday. 

Mr. SWANSON. That can be understood. There is no use 
of including that. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is understood, is it? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I was going to 
suggest that we might understand that if any Senator would 
like to have us recess to 11 o'clock, in order to get more time, 
we would do it, but if nobody desires it we would not bind 
ourselves to do it. 

Mr. KING. That is better. 

Mr. SWANSON. That is satisfactory to me. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. On Thursday evening if any 
Senator expresses a desire to meet at 11 o’clock the next day, 
in order to have more time, that would be all right. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well. That understanding is agreeable 
to me. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands, then, that 
all reference to voting at 4 o’clock comes out. 

Mr. SWANSON. No. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; there is not any limit of time. 

Mr. LENROOT. We are to vote on that calendar day; no 
hour is named, 

Mr. SWANSON. No. 

Mr. KING. Why, of course, that is to be eliminated. 

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand, the unanimous-consent 
agreement is that we shall vote at 4 o’clock, but that com- 
mencing at 1 o'clock debate shall be limited to five minutes. 

Mr. NORRIS. No. > 

Mr. KING. No; that is to be eliminated. 

Mr. SWANSON. I have no objection to that, if we dispose 
of it upon that calendar day. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JANUARY 31, 


Mr. KING. Commencing at 2 o’clock, the speeches are to be 
limited to five minutes upon the bill or any amendment; and 
if the debate proceeds beyond 4 o'clock it shall so proceed, but 
shall be completed that calendar day. 

Mr. LODGE. But it shall be voted on on that calendar day. 

Mr. SWANSON. That is satisfactory to me. 

Mr. NORRIS. We shall vote on it on that ealendar day. 

Mr. KING. Absolutely. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the agree- 
ment again, so that there may be no misunderstanding. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that on the calendar day of 
Friday, February 2, 1923, the Senate will proceed to vote upon the 
bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for the agricultural and live- 
stock industries of the United States; to amend the Federal farm 
loan act; to amend the Federal reserve act; and for other purposes 
through the regular parliamentary stages to its final disposition, an 
that after the hour of 2 o'clock p. m. on said calendar day no Sen- 
ator shall speak more than once or longer than five minutes upon the 
bill, or more than once or longer than five minutes upon any amend- 
ment offered thereto; and that in the time intervening no other legisla- 
tion shall be considered by the Senate unless unanimous consent is 
first given therefor. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I want to ask 
whether there is any significance to the word “first” in the 
last clause of the proposed agreement—in other words, whether 
we would have to get unanimous consent to consider a bill 
without any explanation of the necessity for considering it? 
I think we had better leave out the word “ first,” and have 
it read “unless unanimous consent is given therefor.” 

Mr. SWANSON. I do not object to the word “ first” going 
out. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to entering into 
the unanimous-consent agreement as stated by the Secretary? 
The Chair hears none, and the unanimous-consent agreement is 
entered into. 

The agreement is as follows: 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT. 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that on the calendar day of 
Friday, February 2, 1923, the Senate will proceed to vote, without 
further debate, upon any amendment that may be pending, any amend- 
ment that may be offered, and upon the bill (S. 4287) to pro- 
vide credit facilities for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the 
United States, etc., through the regular parliamentary stages to its 
final disposition; and that after the hour of 2 o'clock p. m. on said 
calendar day no Senator shall A bine more than once or longer than five 
minutes upon the bill, or more than once or longer than 5 minutes upon 
any amendment offered thereto; and that in the time intervening no 
other legislation shall be considered by the Senate unless unanimous 
consent is given therefor. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, this agreement having been 
made, I wish to state that I shall not ask the Senate to sit in 
an evening session. 


REGULATION OF COTTON INDUSTRY. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I think the understanding was 
that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrookHArt] should finish 
his remarks now; but since he has been interrupted thus far, I 
want to ask him if he will not permit me to report a resolution 
and ask for its consideration at this time? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield for that purpose. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, some time ago the Senute 
passed a resolution directing the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry to make certain investigations in regard to the cotton 
situation. Among other things, they were authorized to use 
any means or any instrumentality they saw fit in making that 
investigation. The committee, after due consideration and 
considerable investigation, reached the conclusion that they 
wanted that investigation made by the Federa# Trade Commis- 
sion, and in the judgment of the committee the resolution that 
passed the Senate did not give to the commission sufficient au- 
thority; so I have been directed by the committee to report 
back to the Senate a resolution asking that this investigation 
be made by the Federal Trade Commission. I report the reso- 
lution and submit a report (No. 1078) thereon, and I ask 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the resolu- 
tion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Secretary will read the resolu- 
tion. 

The Reaping CLERK. From the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, the Senator from Nebraska reports favorably the 
following resolution (S. Res. 429): 


Resolved, That for the purpose of 
formation to serve as a basis for such legislation as may In its opinion 
be found necessary for the regulation of the cotton industry, the 
Federal Trade Commission is authorized and directed to investigaie (in 
pursuance of the powers conferred upon it by subdivision (d) of 
section 6 of the act entitled “An act to create a Federal Trade Commis- 


roviding the Congress with in- 


sion, to define its powers and duties, and for other purposes,” approved 
September 26, 1914, as amended, and in pursuance of any other power 
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fı b ch act) the facts rela to (a) all cor- 
conferred upon it by su ) £ zosis & ee 


on to such for cotton 
and the supply and m 


it in interstate and foreign 
commerce. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the immediate 
consideration of the resolution? The Chair hears none. 
The resolution was considered by the Senate and agreed to. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I submit a report of the com- 
mittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13696) 
making appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry in- 
dependent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

I do not ask for action upon it at this time, but that it may 
lie on the table. 

The report was ordered to lie on the table. s 

RURAL CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal re- 
serve act, and for other p 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I regret very much that 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] has withdrawn his 
statement that he will ask for night sessions. I counted a 
great deal on those, but I suppose they will not be held now. 

The Senator seemed to question the statement that any 
farmers were supporting this cooperative banking idea. I 
have this letter, dated to-day: 

WASHINGTON OFFICE NATIONAL FARMERS’ UNION, 
January 3i, 1923. 
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Hon. S. W. BROOKHART, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


ber of other farmer grou 
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cooperation. 

merchants, many others o learned that they must protect 
their interests by entering into 3 where by out- 
right stock ownership or interlocking sympathies they could protect 


themselves against financial embarrassment. 
In the resolution adopted by our national convention at Lynchburg, 
BL pe pared 23, 1922, less than three ago, our delegates, te 
art, 2 
ver. In order that the farmers may be enabled to control their own 


be established in every 
carry on the agricultural business of the country.” 

This determination of the farmers to go into banking as a means to 
further the business of oa and with it to insure pr 


t numbers to 


rity t 
all is no more startling was the farmers’ idea for — 5 pied 
strenuously fought by certain vested interests and now so universally 


y 
Since our national convention at Lynchburg I have travel 
roximately 14,000 miles, visiting farmers’ meetings and — aU 


r. 
Needless to say, we are in entire sympathy with your efforts to clarify 
the legislative mind regarding the subject of agricultural ene 
If Congress would look into the hearts and minds of the people they 
would often find a variance what is lying deep and powerful 
pore 8 and what is floating upon the current or washed 
y the tide. 


Sincerely yours, C. S. BARRETT. 
P. 8.—I attach herewith a copy of the report of our committ 
the National Farmers’ Union as adopted at Lynchburg. N 8 
C. S. B. 


In conclusion, I want to say that the farmers of the United 
States, in asking the Congress for an amendment like this, are 
asking nothing but permission to organize their own funds 
under their own control. They are not asking anything that 
would compel anybody to do anything. It is for permission 
merely to do something. 

This is not a wild and extravagant idea. It is nothing new. 
It is something that is world-wide, something that has been 
tried out, and has been successful wherever tried. Is this Con- 


gress going to deny to the 7,000,000 farmers of the United 
States the right to do this simple thing with their own bank- 
ing organizations? I think they will not when they really 
understand the situation. I think when they appreciate what 
it means to agriculture, what it means to cooperative develop- 
ment, the amendment will be accepted, even by the Senator 
from Wisconsin, and then we will not have to have any trial 
about whe belongs to the farm bloc. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield for a question before he takes his seat? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I am glad to yield. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Several times in the course of 
his address the Senator has mentioned the farm bloc. I am 
ignorant, perhaps, but I do not know what the farm bloc is, 
or who it is, and I wondered if the Senator would not en- 
lighten me as to what constitutes the farm bloc; and, if it is 
a group of Members of Congress, tell us who they are and 
what their avowed purpose is. I come from a State that is 
very important in agricultural production, but I do not remem- 
ber receiving any inyitation to meet with this farm bloc, or to 
cooperate with them, and I would be much obliged if the Sena- 
tor would enlighten us on those things. 

Mr. CARAWAY, Will the Senator from Iowa yield to me 
just a moment? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. ‘The Senator from Pennsylvania says he 
comes from an agricultural State. I recently read an advertise- 
ment published in one of the papers in his city by a farmer 
who wanted a man who could milk and drive a Ford. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That may be a good definition of a 
farm blocker in Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I say, I saw that advertisement in a Pitts- 
burgh paper. a 

Mr. BROOKHART. Oh, yes; in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator from Pennsylvania was so 
anxious to know what the farm bloc was, I was just showing 
the kind of farmers they have in Pennsylvania. I read that 
in an advertisement in a Pennsylvania paper. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I will say to the Senator from Pennsyl- 
vania that he had better look up that farm bloc out in his 
State. If he does not, he might have a chance to see somebody 
else in the Senate some of these days, because this farm bloc 
means business, and there are a lot of them in Pennsylvania. 

As for the members of that bloc in the Senate, I would be 
glad to give the Senator an invitation, as far as I can, to 
come into the farm bloc. I want to see everybody in the farm 
bloc and the labor bloc. I also belong to the soldier bloc 
myself, and those, together with the mothers’ bloc, are the 
principal blocs in this country. I think there are enough in 
those blocs to entitle them to elect a majority of Senators and 
Representatives, and I think they are going to do it in the 
very near future. So the Senator has asked a question of a 
good deal of importance, and I hope he will look it up quickly 
and become informed upon that proposition. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I suppose the Senator’s words 
about my reelection should strike terror to my heart, but as 
that occurrence is some six years distant I beg leave to post- 
pone my shivers for a few years. 

I call the Senator’s attention to the fact that he has not 
answered either of my questions, except that he has told us 
that he is in the farm bloc. 

Mr. BROOKHART. What were the other points of the ques- 
tion? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I would like to know who else 
is in the farm bloc, and I would like to know what the farm 
bloc is and what its avowed purpose is. From some remarks 
the Senator has dropped I infer that it is to promote legisla- 
tion favoring the farmer, We are all in favor of that. We 
want the farmer to get a square deal. Does the farm bloc 
propose that he shall get more than a square deal? I would 
like to have the Senator answer those questions. 

Mr. BROOKHART. As far as the members of the farm 
bloc are concerned, I have no roster of it and I can not name 
them all. I met quite a lot of them at the office of the Sena- 
tor from Kansas awhile ago, and they seemed to be pretty good 
farm blockers. 

As to the purpose of this farm bloc, 40 per cent of the people 
of the United States are farmers. As things are organized in 
the United States now, they have little voice in either its eco- 
nomic affairs or its political affairs. The farmer has no voice 
in the price he receives for his product. Farmers are the great- 
est capitalists in the country, taken collectively. They have 
around $80,000,000,000 invested in great ral enter- 


prises. They have no voice in fixing the price of the supplies 
they must buy for their business. Bankers fix their rates of 
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interest and manufacturers fix the price they must pay for 
their machinery. 

The price he will receive for his product is being fixed by 
the boards of trade and the gamblers and the speculators, and 
he has no voice in any of that. The farmer can add in no cost 
of production, The farmer can add in no profit. The farmer 
works without assurance of any wage, 

I want to say that the farm bloc means to join with the 
other producing labor of this country, 35 per cent more of the 
people of this country, and then perhaps about 15 per cent more 
who also earn their living by brain work, as honest a living 
as hand work. They, too, are in the same condition. They, 
too, are discriminated against by the great organizations of 
capital in the United States. 

We see combinations of capital able to charge whatever 
profit they choose to charge. They never ask the farmer, they 
never ask the laborer, they never ask the common people of 
this country. They accumulate their profits in great sur- 
pluses and then declare enormous stock dividends in order 
to avoid the payment of their income taxes. 

I want to say to the Senator from Pennsylvania that the 
farm bloc, the labor bloc, the common soldier bloc, and the 
mothers’ bloc of this country mean to have equal rights and 
equal economic and equal political power with these other 
combinations, which are now able to put this overhead charge 
upon the people of this country with such power, both politi- 
cally and economically, that it amounts to taxation without 
representation. Have I made myself clear? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. The Senator has declared in 
favor of equality among these various occupations; but all of 
us believe in that. Every member of both parties believes in 
equality of opportunity, equality of burdens, and equality be- 
fore the law. If that is what the farm bloc represents, then, 
Mr. President, we will all belong to the farm bloc. Both 
Democrats and Republicans realize that the farmer has borne 
the brunt of the adjustment after the war. Both Democrats 
and Republicans want to help as far as legislation properly can 
help; and I am wondering whether the Senator does not ascribe 
to himself, and perhaps to some of his colleagues, a monopoly 
of good intentions, which are shared, in fact, by all of us. If 
any occupational group is protected to-day in the United States 
so that it is given special privileges, we are all agreed that it 
ought to be struck down, that that special privilege ought to be 
ended. I am wondering if the Senator is not describing the 
whole Senate when he is trying to describe his own feelings 
toward the farmer’s present distress. 

But if the Senator means that Congress, or the Senate of the 
United States, is to be divided up into occupational groups— 
groups owing allegiance to persons following particular occupa- 
tions—so that we will have farmers’ Senators and dentists’ 
Senators and railroad men’s Senators, and groups of that sort, 
then I hope the day will never come when the Senate shall 
become a soviet of that description. It has been tried in Rus- 
sia; the experiment has been given a full trial, and it has 
-eollapsed with the collapse that is inevitable for any such effort. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Let me ask the Senator a question. If 
he is in favor of all this equality, is he not in favor of giving 
the farmer a chance to organize a cooperative national bank, 
the same as any other banker? 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I am in favor of giving the 
farmer an equal right with any other citizen to organize any 
kind of a bank, of course. He has it to-day, if I correctly under- 
stand our law. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Then the Senator will vote for my amend- 
ment providing for cooperative banks. 

Mr, REED of Pennsylvania. I do not expect to vote for the 
Senator’s amendment, because I think it outlines a peculiarly 
dangerous method of bank organization, which has been tried 
by the Non-Partisan League in North Dakota, if I understand 
their history, and in each case with failure. I might say, since 
the Senator has mentioned the subject, that I do not think he 
could get any Sane man to subscribe to the capital stock of such 
a bank as is described in his amendment if their return is 
limited to the legal rate of interest in case of the success of 
their enterprise, and they lose their capital in case of its fail- 
ure, I do not see why in the world anybody would put money in 
the stock of such an organization, when he can get a legal rate 
of interest, and get it surely, by lending money on a mortgage. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I regret more than ever that our night 
school of cooperation has been killed by this unanimous-consent 
agreement. I believe the Senator is not a hopeless case, but it 
will take some time to explain the cooperative principle to him. 

In the first place, that has not been tried in North Dakota, 
and I am sorry the Senator from North Dakota is not present. 
The only fellows who are in the way of it are the nonpartisan 


league of Wall Street. They are the fellows who are not will- 
ing to give us a chance. If the Senator's observations are cor- 
rect, there would be no bank organized under this law, and it 
would do no harm; yet I have just read a letter from one of 
the greatest farm leaders in the United States, a man who has 
talked cooperation to perhaps more people of the United States 
than any other man in it, a man who has been longer in it and 
knows what it is, and he would like to have it. Farmers every- 
where would like to have it. They have a lot of money now on 
deposit on which they are getting only 4 per cent interest. 
They would gladly buy a share of stock that would yield them 
6 or maybe 8 per cent. The reason there is a difference be- 
tween the farm bloc and the capitalist bloc is because the 
farmer can not earn 3 per cent, or 2 per cent, or 1 per cent, on 
his investment. They want to hold him down to that rate by 
this system, and they are not willing even to be limited to 8 
per cent in their own business, as I have provided in this 
amendment they shall be. They want 100 per cent, or 200 
per cent, and then declare other hundred per cent stock divi- 
dends in order to avoid payment of taxes. The farmer has a 
complaint, and it is coming, and I do not care whether Senators 
call it a group or what they call it; the farmers are going to 
have their yoice in this United States and in this Congress. 
I believe that it is at hand. I believe we can call them groups 
or what not, but we are going to elect men who will fight for 
the farmer principles and not raise some technical objection 
whenever anyone comes forward with something to do for the 
farmer. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, before the Senator from Iowa 
takes his seat may I make a further inquiry, with his permis- 
sion, with respect to the question which I propounded to him 
some time ago when he was discussing his amendment? 

As I understand the amendment of the Senator from Towa, 
it is to amend the national banking law so as to permit co- 
operative banking associations. I suggest to the Senator now, 
for his consideration perhaps a little more than he has ex- 
plained it upon the floor, what difficulty there would be in hav- 
ing the organizations effected under State laws? I am familiar 
more or less with the general incorporation laws and banking 
laws of some of the States of the Nation. I think there would 
be a general disposition upon the part of the States and the 
people within the States to permit all forms of cooperative en- 
terprise, whether those cooperative organizations dealt with 
agriculture, agricultural products, the processing, sale, and dis- 
tribution of the same, or with institutions that might be de- 
nominated cognate to them or entirely separate from them. 

I can see no objection to a State banking law permitting 
farmers, laborers, or anybody for that matter, forming co- 
operative institutions or corporations even to deal with bank- 
ing. I see no reason why men may not as well be permitted 
to cooperate to organize a bank and limit the amount to be 
paid as dividends, as to permit them to organize for the pur- 
pose of operating a gristmill or sheep herd or any other legiti- 
mate industrial enterprise. 

With the power of the States which is plenary over those 
police and domestic questions and matters, their unlimited 
power to create corporations, whether for banking purposes or 
any purpose, why could not the States, if their laws are not 
sufficiently broad now, change or modify existing statutes to 
authorize any number of individuals to form cooperative banks 
under State supervision? Of course, there should be some 
supervision, either State or National, with respect to all banks. 

Now, I think, if the Senator will pardon me, that with the 
interest which is felt and justly felt in agriculture, in view of 
the awakened feeling throughout the country that agriculture 
has not had a fair deal during the past two years, that any rea- 
sonable appeal which the farmers might make to the legisla- 
tures to amend their corporate laws to permit cooperative bank 
organizations would be met with a most hearty and ready re- 
sponse by the legislatures. 

May I make one further observation? The amendment of 
the Senator provides for the localization .of the resources of a 
large number of banks. The suggestion may be made that if the 
State of Iowa, say, should pass a suitable law, one in harmony 
with the views of the Senator from Iowa, the State of Hlinois 
might interpose obstacles to the unification of the banks of 
Illinois with the banks of Iowa or other States. I repeat that 
in my judgment the State of Illinois and other States would 
modify their laws so as to permit not only the organization, 
in the first place, of the cooperative banks, but to permit the co- 
ordination or unification or consolidation of banks, or merging 
of their assets even though the assets were in other States and 
belonged to other corporations. 

Does the Senator think, in other words, that there is any 
insuperable objection to a realization of his desires through 
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State organizations or through State banks organized under 
State statutes? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I do. We have the same reason for 
having national cooperative banks that we have for any kind 
of national banks. Why have a national banking system at all? 
Why not leave it all to the States, on that theory? Iam for co- 
operative banks in the States and under the national banking 
law both, and I have provided in my amendment that they can 
cooperate together. A State bank is permitted to affiliate with 
the national cooperative reserve that is provided for in my 
amendment. It is simply giving the farmer permission to or- 
ganize on this basis if he wants to do it. Other business has a 
right to organize a bank the way it wants to. It is not taking 
any right away from other business. It is permissive through- 
out. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sen- 
ator whether the amendment he has proposed has been in- 
dorset by the farm bloc? 

Mr. BROOKHART. It has not been presented to the farm 
bloc. 

Mr. LENROOT. Not presented? 

Mr. BROOKHART. It came up recently. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is it possible such a burning issue as this, 
which the Senator says is the most important thing for the 
farmer, was not presented by him to the farm bloc? 

Mr. BROOKHART. The idea was presented to the farm 
bloc at its first meeting and was approved even by Eugene 
Meyer, who appeared before that meeting, But when we came 
to get anything done we got the Lenroot bill, which is not a co- 
operative bill. Does the Senator see the difference? 

Mr. LENROOT. Then if the farm bloc has not considered 
this burning issue, what rural-credit measure has the farm 
bloc agreed upon? 

Mr. BROOKHART. We had too many ship subsidy farm 
blockers in our meeting, and we were not able to get an agree- 
ment on anything. It went to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency without any farm bloc approval. 

Mr. LENROOT. So there are renegades even in the farm 
bloc? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I have not presented the amendment as 
anything but my own amendment, which is based on what I 
know of cooperative banking. I have tried to explain it on its 
merits, and not because somebody held a caucus or a meeting 
and ruled it in or ruled it out. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator then does not expect that Sen- 
ators will accept an important measure of this kind as an 
amendment to the bill? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I do. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator does expect that? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I do. 

Mr. LENROOT. And yet he has not presented it to the farm 
bloc, which, according to him, has especially in its care the 
interests of the farmer? È 

Mr. BROOKHART. There are some Senators in that farm 
bloc who do not seem to be in it very deep. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I yield to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. FLETCHER. With reference to the farm bfoc, in order 
that the record may be kept straight, it accomplished some 
things before we had the benefit of the presence and service of 
the Senator from lowa. I regard him as a most important 
acquisition to the farm bloc, but before he came to the Senate 
there was such a thing here designated as the farm bloc. I 
make no claim that the name was properly given or that the 
designation was entirely such as might have distinguished those 
who were cooperating on the other side and on this side of the 
Chamber in respect to measures for the benefit of the agricul- 
tural interests of the country. 

I want to say to the Senator from Iowa that if it had not 
been for the so-called farm bloc, if it had not been for the 
efforts of Senators on the other side and on this side of the 
aisle, cooperating, not on party lines or with reference to politi- 
cal questions at all, but with reference to measures to meet the 
needs of agriculture in the country, we never would have passed 
during this Congress either the packer control bill or the Capper 
bill for marketing or the bill for the revival or extension of the 
life of the War Finance Corporation. 

None of those things would have been accomplished if it had 
not been for the unrelenting energy and effort of the members 
of what was known as the farm bloc. That might as well be 
written here and now. As the old saying is, we can judge 
something of the pudding by the eating thereof. We have the 
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submit, are sufficient answer to any slurs or aspersions at- 
tempted to be cast upon what is known as the farm bloc. 

I wanted to say that so the Senator would know that back 
of the farm bloc, as it may or may not exist to-day—we believe 
that it still does exist to some extent—is a record of achieve- 
ment for the benefit of agriculture which never would have 
been accomplished but for the cooperative efforts of those feel- 
ing that agriculture especially needed attention at the hands of 
Congress. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I can fully indorse the statement of the 
Senator from Florida. The fighting members of the farm bloc 
like himself and like the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
Lapp], and like my distinguished predecessor, former Senator 
Kenyon, helped to make these things possible. I am proud of 
the achievements of the farm bloc so far as it has gone. I 
think the farm bloc is going to be strengthened very materially 
in the Senate of the United States and in the other House of 
Congress. I think it is going to command a good deal of re- 
spect. It is going to stand for the rights of the farmer and 
bring him to a position of equality. He has not had that 
equality. 

The sort of bloc that has been ruling in this country has been 
the Wall Street bloc, the United States Chamber of Commerce 
bloe, the railroad bloc, the coal bloc, the steel bloc. That is 
a sort of bloc that has had power in every department of our 
Government. The farmers are united now for the purpose of 
seeing that that power shall go. A free government can not 
exist with a little bunch of blocs of that kind wielding all the 
power under the Constitution. For that reason the farmer is 
a potent factor in the situation, He is thinking some on his 
own account. He is thinking things out from his own view- 
point. He no longer has to ask the banker what is right about 
credits. He figures it out for himself. He no longer has to 
ask any of the other enterprises. He is figuring it out in line 
with the rights of the great agricultural enterprise itself. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I deplore seeing the question of 
the so-called farm bloc being so misunderstood as the speecies 
of some Senators seem to indicate. I was one of the four or 
five who had what I consider the honor of bringing about the 
organization, The first meeting was held in my office. The 
object that we had in view then was the object that every 
proper Representative of his State in part and of the Nation 
in part on this floor ought to have in mind—that is, fully to 
understand the basic principles which underlie every great 
industry and, so far as possible, intelligently to understand the 
problems and legislate accordingly. I was persuaded then, as 
I am persuaded now, that the most misunderstood question was 
and is the question of agriculture as related to the market and 
as related to the question of profits accruing to the producer. 
It was necessarily involved in the banking question. 

The banking law, which was framed by the best thought we 
had, was designed to meet the exigencies of all commerce. 
Of course, the framers of the law included incidentally what- 
ever part of agricultural products went into the commercial 
system, but as the years went by it became manifest that the 
law then framed for the accommodation of industry and com- 
merce, under the same administration and under the same 
rules, did not meet and could not meet the requirements of 
agriculture, There were other questions, involving production 
and the markets of the world, which it became apparent were 
legitimate objects of concentration of thought on the part of 
those who have been intrusted with legislation. There were 
men then here whose environment, whose upbringing, and 
whose associations made them almost incapable of understand- 
ing the problem and totally incapable of appreciating it in ail 
of its aspects. It was for the purpose of trying to find the lines 
along which the best development of agriculture might be 
assisted so far as national legislation could aid the farmer 
that the farm bloc was organized. It was not for the purpose 
of taking away from others certain legitimate rights, but it was 
for the purpose of defining squarely the natural lines along 
which agriculture might prosper and enjoy its share of the 
wealth that it produced. We therefore addressed ourselves to 
the subject, and we made headway here when there were intro- 
duced and enacted certain measures for the benefit of agricul- 
ture. We have before us this afternoon such a bill; but I in- 
vite the attention of the Senators and the public to a sugges- 
tion which after study I am convinced is almost brand new to 
everyone. 

It has been said that it takes 12 months for the turnover 
of an agricultural investment, but I submit that it takes 24 
months. It takes 12 months to produce an agricultural com- 
modity, and it takes 12 months to consume the commodity 
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which has been produced in 12 months. Therefore the farmer 
has got to be financed for the 12 months which it takes him 
te produce, but that which he has produced in 12 months con- 
stitutes an aggregate to be consumed in the next 12 months. 
Se, when it is said that the farmer has a turnover in 12 
months, I wish anyone would cite me to amy great staple agri- 
cultural product, be it grain, cotton, or wool, that is produced 
in 12 months and consumed in the same 12 months. So the 
farmer must have 24 months in order to complete the turnover 
on his investment. 

The manufacturer, on the other hand, will produce every day 
an amount which is consumed probably the next day. The 
great absorbing public takes the finished goods, the product of 
the manufacturers of the country, and daily converts them into 
consumption, while it takes 12 months for the man in the field 
to produce a erop which is his finished product, and it takes 
the following 12 months to absorb it. Therefore when we come 
to legislate for the farmer and provide a credit of only 12 
months, we have simply legislated to enable him to produce, to 
get into marketable shape an aggregate commodity which it 
takes the next 12 months to dispose of; and if, after he has 
had extended to him a 12 months’ credit for the production of 
his crop, liquidation is then foreed upon him, he will be left 
in worse condition than he was in originally, because he has 
assumed obligations in producing the crop, and when his assets 
shall be put into commercial form, if he is forced to sell within 
that 12 months the commodity which he has produced in the 
Same 12 months, the very object for which we are now striving 
will have been destroyed. 

Yet Senators solemnly attempt to pass a bill which proposes 
to utilize the instrumentality of the farm loan bank system, 
to put in conjunction with the farm loan bank system or the 
farm land bank system a commodity system, so that the farmer 
net only ean go to the land banks and get an almost unlimited 
time loan on his land at a reasonable rate of interest, but we 
are led to believe that, using that same instrumentality, with- 
out setting up any more machinery, we can provide a depart- 
ment of farm-product credits. 

What do we find? We have met almost ideally the farm- 
loan needs of the farmer; we have amortized his indebtedness 
with the interest and given him 30 years, so long as he pays 
the interest, in which to liquidate the entire loan in the form 
of interest. I say we have met the requirements of the land 
as an asset rather than as a Liability in the farm land banks. 
Now, it is proposed to ereate a fund to lend the farmer on the 
product of the land, and a period of nine months has been 
written into the bill as the limit of credit which will be ex- 
tended to the farmer in making, harvesting, and disposing of 
the crop which he produces on the land. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from South 
Carolina yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. There is no such provision in the bill as 
that which the Senator cites. A period of three years is the 


limit. 

Mr. SMITH. As I read the modification which is found on 
page 17, line 3, the limit is nine months. The clause on page 16, 
section 3a, where the Federal reserve act is proposed to be 
amended, specifically provides that— 
notes, drafts, and bills of exchange Issued or drawn for an a Itural 

H tock, and have a maturity, at time of 
——— eee Gaye of grace, not — pine: months. s 

Mr. LENROOT. That is a proposition for amending the 
Federal reserve act. 

Mr. SMITH. That is the point I am getting at. 

Mr. LENROOT. But the Federal land bank may loan up to 


three years. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; but I am speaking about amending the 
Federal reserve law. In a speeeh which I made on the floor of 
the Senate a few days ago I called attention to the fact that the 
present Federal reserve act should be so amended as to meet 
the requirements of agriculture. In this bill as it has been 
framed, although credits based on notes, bills, and drafts for 
agricultural purposes may be unlimited, yet under the provision 
to which the Senator from Wisconsin refers the credit is limited 
to $5,000,000 for each one of the banks, er $60,000,000 in all; 
and if an emergency arises, $120,000,000 more as a basis to issue 
debentures, and ten times their capital; or a total of about 
$1,200,000,000. That is the limitation that is really imposed. 

I am speaking now of provision being made by the bill to 
insure as unlimited credit so far as the farmers’ products are 
concerned as has been provided when his land is used as the 
basis. The existing Federal reserve act, as I showed the other 
day, allows 30, 60, and 90 days’ credit to ordinary artificial 
production, and the farmer has been restricted to nine months, 


Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator will yield to me again, he 
does not mean we have restricted the farmer, but we have ex- 
tended the time three months over existing law. 

Mr. SMIFH. That is true. The limitation has been extended 
three months, but the aggregate of nine months is as inadequate 
as the six months was. The point I wish to make is this: The 
Senator knows as well as I do that under the Federal reserve 
act commodities, actually existing wealth, become the basis of 
the issuance of a temporary currency based upon that wealth 
in order to enable the possessor of that wealth to enjoy a 
flexible currency and to aid him in meeting his ordinary obli- 
gations in the production and disposition of it under the usual 
marketing methods, So if a manufacturer carries his accept- 
ances for 90-day fulfillment to a bank he can have those accept- 
ances liquefied into Federal reserve notes. It does not jeopard- 
ize a dollar of the depositor’s money ; in fact, he gets an additional 
currency for the length of time that it takes to buy the raw 
material and convert it and put it upon the market. Then when 
the commodity shall have been disposed of in final consump- 
tion, that amount of Federal reserve notes is retired and 
canceled. 

The farmer who produces wheat or raises cattle or cotton or 
wool has provided a commodity basis for the issuance of these 
clearing-house certificates—reserve notes—that should have a 
length of time to accommodate the peculiar marketing and turn- 
over condition that confronts him. If we can issue Federal 
reserve notes in order to enable the different branches of in- 
dustry to manufacture and put upon the market their com- 
modities, whom would we jeopardize, what business is there 
that we would extract a dollar from, what deposits would we 
jeopardize if we should make the same provision for the products 
of agriculture? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I think I can answer the 
Senator's question, if he will allow me to do so. 

Mr. SMITH. Very well. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The business of the man who expects to 
buy farm products for half what it cost to produce them would 
be disturbed if farm credit were extended until the producer 
could realize their worth. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Senator is right; it is just 
such facts as that which the Senator from Arkansas has called 
attention to which are causing certain acts of Congress to be 
viewed suspiciously in the minds of the toiling masses of this 
country. Some man has a fortune and has deposited it in 
banks and trust companies for investment purposes; under the 
system which we have inaugurated, under which Federal re- 
Serve notes are issued, those notes come in competition with 
privately owned capital, and then pressure is brought to bear 
to restrict the output of Federal reserve notes issued to en- 
courage expansion and production, thus making high rates 
of interest possible to private capital and give to it the control 
of the money market. I submit to the Senate that it is a sus- 
picious circumstance that before the Federal reserve system 
was three years old, although it had demonstrated its marvelous 
flexibility and adaptation to capitalize and liquefy the great 
commercial products of the country, the blighting hand of re- 
striction was laid upon it and Federal reserve notes disap- 
peared from circulation and the producers of wealth were re- 
stricted to those who privately owned what is known as lawful 
money. j 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
further? 

Mr. SMITH. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator asked the question, if I under- 
stood him, if adequate credit was granted to the producer of 
agricultural products so that he might hold and market his 
products in the wisest and best way, who would be hurt? Was 
not that the Senator’s question? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I tried to suggest that the business of the 
man who wanted to buy his products at half price would be 
destroyed to a certain extent if the farmer were giyen credit 
enough to carry him until he may sell his products himself. 

Mr. SMITH. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the Senator was taking issue 
with me. . 

Mr. SMITH. Oh, no. I said that it was just such questions 
asked in good faith and embodying a fact that have brought 
acts of Congress under suspicion. 

The Senator from Arkansas asked whose business would be 
hurt. Now, where we get this matter confused is this: Upon 
the commodity basis, the issuance of temporary security to 
aceommodate actual existing wealth from the time of finishing 
it for the market to the sale of it—we have provided in this 
law that there could be issued a form of currency to take 
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care of that period. I submit that if the farmers of this 
country produce cotton, wool, and foodstuffs to the value of 
$1,000,000,000, and the law provides that from the date of 
production and harvest until the sale and distribution of it, 
upon its hypothecation in proper form, the farmer may be 
extended credit in the form of Federal reserve notes, whose 
money, what volume of currency, is jeopardized? The volume 
of currency is increased by that much, and there is where the 
difficulty arises. We say it is expansion. It is a temporary 
expansion, but a necessary temporary expansion to meet the 
exigencies of our industrial and productive world. 

Why do you want to mulct one of the producers, the greatest 
individual producer in America—namely, the farmer, with his 
billions of production each year, necessarily forced to consume 
12 months in the production, and another 12 months in the dis- 
tribution thereof—why do you want to mulct him by trying to 
force him into the category of an artificial producer who makes 
a crop every day and disposes of it the next day? He has a 
right to complain. We say we can not tie up our commercial 
circulation in long-time paper. The farmer, under the Federal 
reserve act, produces the basis of the currency that he is asking 
you to grant him. He produces wealth that can be hypothe- 
cated for the issuance of a sufficient volume of currency to 
take care of his business. Then why restrict him to nine months? 
What danger is there? Why not extend his paper and allow 
it to become the basis of the issuance of Federal reserve notes 
as long as we keep the gold reserve necessary to redeem it? 

During this time of deflation we had nearly a billion dollars 
of what was known as free gold in excess of the outstanding 
obligations in the form of Federal reserve notes, bank notes, 
and gold certificates. We had a billion dollars in excess of 
the 40 per cent required as against circulation, and the 35 
per cent required as against deposits; and we can have the 
gold indefinitely, because we provide in the law that when 
the gold shall begin to disappear we allow them to put a cer- 
tain premium on the circulation in order to create a fund to 
purchase the gold and bring it back, just as the Bank of Eng- 
land and every other banking system based upon a gold re- 
serve does. So I challenge any man on the floor of this body 
to deny that if we take the Federal reserve system, put it 
side by side with the customs and practices of England or 
France or Germany, and honestly adhere to the principle of the 
Federal reserve law, we will have the most prosperous country 
on the globe. It is the best adapted to meet the exigencies 
of production, marketing, and sale of any system that has been 
devised by civilized people up to the present time; and yet it 
has been distorted to a point where it became an enginery of 
the most appalling destruction. 

I ask the Senator who has the bill in charge, as we are going 
to amend the fundamental banking and currency law, namely, 
the Federal reserve law, in place of putting the language that 
you have in section 18a, “Upon the indorsement,” and so 
forth, “ exclusive of days of grace, not exceeding nine months,” 
why not write in “12 months”? I will guarantee that if the 
Senator has interviewed our board of governors—I have not 
talked to them, but, knowing something about the banking busi- 
ness and about this law, I will guarantee that there is not 
one of them who would hesitate between 9 months and 12 
months. If he did he could not give you any reason for it; and 
I am informed—I have not interviewed them—by some of 
those who are best posted on this matter that those who have 
charge of our banking and currency laws say that there is no 
difference so far as concerns its effect upon the so-called yolume 
of currency, or the danger of jeopardy thereto. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, the Senator is evidently go- 
ing upon the assumption that this nine months’ paper is eligible 
for discount only if secured. I wish to call the Senator's at- 
tention to the fact that this extension to nine months is made 
utterly regardless of security. The security is effective and 
applies only in case it is proposed to issue Federal reserve 
notes upon that class of paper. 

Mr. SMITH. That is the very point I am making. You 
require certain form of security, but if it is unsecured it has 
six months, 

Mr. KING. It has the member bank’s indorsement. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, of course it has the member bank’s 
indorsement. I wish to say to the Senator, as he knows, that 
the Capper bill provided for the securing in all cases of nine 
months’ paper, any paper in excess of six months. 

Mr. SMITH. I know, but the Senator from Wisconsin un- 
derstands this law sufficiently to know that we do not jeopar- 
dize anything except the money in the hands of private indi- 
viduals when we say that we can not afford to tie up the 
circulating medium, or jeopardize it, by long-time paper. That 
was eminently true under the old banking and currency law, 
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for the amount of currency that could be put into circulation 
was as rigid as a rock. The source, the basis of the issuance 
of that currency, was so restricted and so limited that we 
dared not go much beyond 90-day paper, because we might 
have our actual liquid money tied up in such a form that a 
panic would be precipitated and disaster would result; but 
under this Federal reserve law we can not have it, because 
they have the right, if the circulating medium grows insuffi- 
cient, to issue to a certain per cent of its value Federal reserve 
notes during the time of its transformation from the raw 
into the finished state, or from the date of harvest until dis- 
posed of. That is the point I have tried to impress my col- 
leagues with—that we have a flexible system; that we can 
meet the needs of all business without jeopardizing the volume 
necessary for any other business, Of course, when we begin 
to issue these notes, we increase the volume of currency and 
have a tendency to lessen the rate of interest that private 
individuals get for the accommodation that they heretofore 
have extended. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator this question in that connection: Is currency to-day 
anything more than a mere convenience? In other words, what 
is the difference between credit and currency, so far as the 
great volume of transactions are concerned? 

Mr. SMITH. Practically none; and we have extended the 
basis of credit to a point where it is ample if we will use it; 
that is all. The question which the Senator asks me answers 
itself. We have made possible the liquefying temporarily of 
all the commercial products of America, and yet we hesitate 
to give the proper time on the wealth produced by the farmer. 
We have failed to recognize that he is producing, under this 
law, the basis of the issuance of the temporary currency that 
will take care of his business, 

Great as is the need of agriculture, so dependent is every 
other business upon the farmer’s production, that I would 
hesitate, in the organized form of our commercial industrial 
life as it is, to grant such length of time for the tying up of 
capital as would jeopardize all the other forms of business. 

We would have to have a distinct system to accommodat? 
the one if by putting them all together one had to die. We 
would then have to provide for the life of each one separately; 
but under the possibility of the Federal reserve act it is flexible 
enough to take care of all, in that it provides that the com- 
modity produced is the basis of the issuance of currency tr 
represent that commodity. If the manufacturer who manufac 
tures 30-day goods wants 30 days, his goods stand for the 30 
days, because within the 30 days he has disposed of them and 
retired the note for the 30 days; if he wants 60 days, then 60 
days; but the money that is advanced to him upon the value 
of his goods is the money based upon the goods that he manu- 
factures, and by the same token why can you not do the same 
thing for agriculture? Whom do you jeopardize? What vol- 
ume of currency do you restrict? 

Mr. President, I wish some Senator would explain what diffi- 
culty would be occasioned to the commercial world by writing 
into the bill a provision that the producer of wealth that it 
takes 12 months to produce and 12 months to dispose of should 
have a 12 months’ credit. 

It is just such problems as these that called the farm bloc 
together. I am sure that there is not a Senator here who is 
uncharitable enough to believe that a majority on this side 
and on the other side, if they understood the problem thor- 
oughly, would not unite to help solve the problem. I should 
hate to think that any Senator on this floor would be so bound 
up in a desire that the little class he might represent should 
profiteer upon others at the expense of the others that he would 
not vote for a broad principle that would deal fairly with all. 

Mr. President, in view of the fact that I have stated, which 
no Senator on the floor can contradict, that the agriculturists 
of this country who produce the basis of credit are entitled to 
the issuance of that credit for the length of time it takes them 
to produce and dispose thereof, I am going to move to amend 
the bill on page 17, line 4, after the word “exceeding,” by 
substituting 12“ in place of “9.” 

Mr. LENROOT. I will say to the Senator that there is an 
amendment pending now. 

Mr. SMITH. I understand that, but I am just giving notice 
so that it will not be necessary for me to go over this matter 
again. 

I see, Mr. President, that the framers of this bill have added 
a new section. I want to ask the Senator having the bill in 
charge if he means that in substitution for or in modification 
of the second paragraph of section 13 of the Federal reserve 
act as it now stands? 

Mr. LENROOT. What provision does the Senator refer to? 


2776 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


JANUARY 31, 


Mr. SMITH. Section 18 of the original bill, which has to do 
with agricultural loans. The last proviso of the second para- 
graph of section 13 says: 

The notes, drafts, and bills drawn or issued for agricultural pur- 
poses or based on live stock and haying a maturity not exceeding six 
months, exclusive of duys of grace, may be discounted in an amount 
to be limited to a percentage of the assets of the Federal reserve bank, 
to be as and fixed by the Federal Reserve Board. 

The Senator is proposing an entirely new paragraph, known 
as section 18a. ‘The Senator does not mean that that is to be 
in lieu of the present section 13, because he would not have 
put in “a” if he had meant that. 

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator will look at section 10, at the 
bottom of page 16, he will find that we strike out the fourth 
paragraph of section 13. 

Mr. SMITH. I thonght perhaps this amendment was in modi- 
fication of the same paragraph from which I have read, 

Mr. LENROOT. It is. 

Mr. SMITH. But in the upper part of that second paragraph 
the language is as follows: 

Upon the indorsement of cor of its member banks, which shall be 
deemed a waiver of demand, notice, and protest by such bank as to tts 
own indorsement exclusively, any Federal reserve bank may discount 
notes—that is, notes, drafts and bills of exchange issued for agricul- 
tural, industrial, and commercial purposes, 

That language is almost identical with section 13a as pro- 
posed, and yet the Senator does not propose to repeal any por- 
tion of section 13. Therefore, it must be in addition to section 
13a, untouched, 

Mr. LENROOT. I again call the Senator’s attention to sec- 
tion 10, which strikes out paragraph 4 and inserts the language 
therein designated, and then a new section is added. 

Mr. SMITH. That is what I mean. The Federal reserve act 
is to be amended by the insertion of an entirely new section, to 
be known as section 13a. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. 

Mr. SMITH. Is that in addition and supplementary to sec- 
tion 13 as it now stands? 

Mr. LENROOT. It is. 

Mr. SMITH. Very well. Then, at the proper time I shall 
offer an amendment to section 13 of the present Federal reserve 
act to strike out the word “six” in the proviso which I have 
just read—‘“Prorided, That notes, drafts, bills, and so forth, 
shall have a maturity not exceeding six months — and insert in 
lien thereof 12,“ so that the section 13 may be harmonious in 
case the amendment prevails. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in view of the discus- 
sion which has taken place in connection with the so-called 
Lenroot bill, and in view of the fact that the State of New 
York stands fifth or sixth, according to my recollection, among 
all the States of the Union in agricultural production, I beg 
leave to present for printing in the Recorp a resolution adopted 
by the New York State Agricultural Society on January 17 last. 
It is very brief, and I would like to have it read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the resolu- 
tion. 

The Assistant Secretary read as follows: 


Resolution adopted at the ninety-first annual meeting of the New York 
State Agricultural Society, January 17, 1923. 

Whereas there is pending in the Congress of the United States legis- 
lation looking to the granting of funds from the National Treasury 
to agricultural enterprises and as an aid to farmers in various parts of 
the country; and 

Whereas there seems to be no satisfactory evidence that ample credit 
facilities are not 2 available for those legitimately entitled 
thereto from sources readily available: Therefore be it : 

Resolved, That the New York State Agricultural Society records 
itself as opposed to the le; tion now pending, and urges that same 
be not passed upon favorably by the Congress of the United States. 


Mr. COUZENS obtained the floor. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


Ball Harris Nelson Ster 
Brookhart Heflin y Sutherland 
Cameron Jones, N. Mex. Norbeck Swanson 
Capper Jones, Wash. Norris Trammell 
Caraway Kellogg die Underwood 
Conzens Kendrick Overman Wadsworth 
Curtis King ge Waish, Mass. 
Ernst Ladd Pepper Walsh, Mont. 
Fernald Lenroot Phipps Warren 
Fletcher Lodge Ransdell Watson 
George McCumber Smith Williams 
Gooding McLean Smoot 

Hale McNary Stanfield 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty Senators having answered to 


Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I would like to take a few 
moments of the time of the Senate with respect to the so-called 
Lenroot bill. 

I have been informed by Senators who have been here many 
years that talking upon the floor accomplishes nothing. I am 
told that all the discussion which takes place on the floor is 
wasted. But, in spite of that, I am going to have the temerity 
to say a few words with respect to the pending bill and farm 
credit legislation in the hope that it may carry some weight 
at this particular time. 

I want to draw the Senate's attention to the fact that by the. 
passage of the so-called Capper bill, which extended the time 
for rediscounting the farmer's paper and also extended the time 
of the expiration of the life of the War Finance Corporation, 
everything was accomplished that was necessary to accomplish ` 
at this particular session of Congress. There is nothing pro- 
vided for in the Lenroot bill that the War Finance Corporation 
can not do until March, 1924. I desire te point out that in 
a resolution introduced by the chairman of the Committee on 
Banking and Currency [Mr. McLean] it is provided that there 
shall be an investigation as to why a large number of State 
banks are not members of the Federal reserve system. It is 
my judgment that when that has been ascertained Congress 
will be in a much better position to determine what kind of 
agricultural credit we need than we are in a position to de- 
termine now. 

Then, again, I want to find some fault with the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, of which I am a member. Two 
distinct principles were submitted to the Banking and Currency 
Committee—one represented by the Lenroot bill and the other 
represented by the Norbeck bill. The Lenroot bill, as Senators 
know, provides for a decentralization of the capital which the 
Government is to put up to finance agriculture. It provides, 
as Senators will remember, $5,000,000 for each of 12 Federal 
land banks, with a possible increase to $10,000,000 per bank. 
The Norbeck bill provides for the capital to be centralized so 
that it may be distributed by a board wherever agriculture may 
need it. At the present time, of the 12 Federal land bank 
districts there are districts where the money is not needed. I 
want to point out that there would be throughout the entire 
life of the measure many districts which would never need the 
extension of credit, as provided in the Lenroot bill. So that, I 
believe it is better to have the capital, which the Federal Goy- 
ernment is to provide out of the Treasury, centralized so that 
it may be placed where needed by agriculture. 

I am not definitely committed to the Norbeck bill, but I con- 
tend that the Committee on Banking and Currency gave no 
hearing and no heed to the Nerbeck bill. That committee never 
gave any heed or consideration to the two distinct policies, one 
the policy of decentralizing the capital so that it goes to each 
district, whether it is wanted or not, and the other the system 
of providing centralization, so that it might be put where it is 
most needed by agriculture. It seems to me the Banking and 
Currency Committee were remiss in not properly considering 
both of the bills because of the two distinct principles involved 
in the matter of distributing credit for agriculture. 

With the extension of the life of the War Finance Corpora- 
tion until March, 1924, as provided in the Capper bill, agricul- 
ture would get everything that it could possibly get under the 
Lenroot bill. I submit that this Congress is not sufliciently 
informed as to the best method of providing credit for farmers. 
I believe that by the time the next session of Congress con- 
venes not only will we have had the full and complete ex- 
perience of the activities of the War Finance Corporation, but 
we also will have had the complete experience of the liquidation 
as to which the country has found so much fault. So I can 
see nothing lost to the farmer, but a great deal to be gained by 
Congress in delaying or postponing any legislation along the 
lines of either the Norbeck bill or the Lenroot bill until the next 
session of Congress. We will have three months after the con- 
vening of the next Congress, if there is no special session in 
the meantime, to determine what kind of a bill we want to pass 
to take the place of the War Finance Corporation act. 

Mr. President, I am not sufficiently versed in parliamentary 
procedure to know whether it is in order or not, but I would 
like to submit a motion that the bill be recommitted to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency with instructions to study 
it in conjunction with the Norbeck bill or any other bill which 
may properly provide for the agricultural needs of the country. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, does the Senator make that 
motion now? 


their names, a quorum is present. The Senator from Michigan Mr. COUZENS. Yes; I make the motion now. 


will proceed. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 
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Mr. COUZENS. 


I would like to make one more comment 
before I yield. The Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooxHarr] has 
offered an amendment providing for cooperative banking. A 
number of Senators have given no thought and no considera- 
tion to the matter of cooperative banking. I myself am not 
committed to cooperative banking, yet I think that with proper 
restrictions and proper regulation there is merit to the sug- 


gestien. It may be proper to incorporate a provision for co- 
operative banking in any new measure which is proposed to 
finance agriculture. 

In addition, there are other amendments which will. be 
offered from the floor hy Senators which are vital to the whole 
credit system for agriculture. The amendment to extend the 
time from 9 to 12 months is a very important matter; it has a 
great deal of bearing on the whole situation, and yet I submit 
that the Committee on Banking and Currency have not con- 
sidered properly whether there should be a 9 or 12 months’ 
period of time for agricultural paper. So that with all the 
amendments proposed which are so vital to agriculture, noth- 
ing could possibly be lost by sending the whole matter of agri- 
cultural credits back to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency, together with all the amendments and everything else 
connected with it, in order that we may learn as to the desires 
and needs of agriculture, so that we may be definitely prepared 
to take it up at the next session of the Congress. 

I now yield to the Senator from Utah, 

Mr. KING. The Senator has just submitted, as I understand, 
a motion to recommit the bill. 
understand parliamentary procedure, at this time. But I 
suggest to the Senator that many Senators have gone for the 
day in view of the unanimous-consent agreement which was 
entered into and which calls for a vote on Friday next. Many 
of them doubtless intend to speak upon the bill. The Norbeck 
bill has not been fully explained or at least explained to the 
satisfaction of all, and doubtless some will desire to discuss 
that further. Could not the Senator accomplish the same 
thing if he deferred pressing his motion until some time after 
2 o'clock on Friday, at which time the various amendments 
suggested will be called up for consideration and for vote? 

Mr. COUZENS. I have no objection to deferring action on 
the motion. I merely wish to give notice of it at this time. 

Mr, KING. The Senator can renew his motion at that time. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. The Senator from Michigan 
gives notice that he will present the motion on Friday. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I understood the motion 
was more or less accompanied with instructions to the com- 
mittee. It would not be voted on anyway until Friday under 
the unan!mous-consent agreement. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr, President, will the Senator from Michigan 
yield? 

Mr. COUZENS. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would like to call the attention of the 
Chair to the fact that the motion is not in order at this time, 
in my opinion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppte in the chair). The 
present occupant of the chair understands that under the 
unanimous-consent agreement the motion is not in order at 
this time. 

Mr. LENROOT., 
at any time. 

Mr. COUZENS. Then I merely give notice that I am go- 
ing to present the motion at the proper time, 

Mr. LENROOT. A motion to recommit has preference over 
a motion to,amend. If the motion is not in order now it will 
not be in order next Friday. That is the proposition I submit 
to the Chair, that the motion will not then be in order by reason 
of the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from Wisconsin if he thinks the motion to recommit is cut off 
by the language of the unanimous-consent agreement. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will have to examine it before I express 
an opinion. 

Mr. LODGE. My own impression is that it is not cut off by 
the wording of this unanimous consent. - 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, no; the unanimous-consent agreement 
does not cut it off. 

Mr. COUZENS. I should hope not. It would be a peculiar 
state of affairs if, under a unanimous-consent agreement, we 
could not present a motion to recommit a bill to the committee, 

Mr. LENROOT. ‘The precedents are unbroken that a motion 
to recommit is not in order when there is a unanimous-consent 
agreement for the final disposition of the bill. 

Mr. COUZENS. I would like to have a ruling from the Chair 
on the question. 


If it is not in order now, it is not in order 
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Mr. FLETCHER. I understood the Senator from Michigan 
to withdraw his motion for the present. 

Mr. COUZENS. I want to have the ruling of the Chair on 
the matter. Is a motion to recommit to the committee in order 
at any time before the unanimous-consent agreement becomes 
operative? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. As I understand, the Sen- 
ator from Michigan wants a ruling from the Chair now as to 
whether or not he can make the motion now or, in case he so 
desires can he make it after 2 o'clock on Friday. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Michi- 
gan yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. COUZENS. I am trying to ascertain what is the ruling 
of the Chair, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair has ruled that the 
motion is not in order. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to make a parliamentary inquiry. The 
motion of the Senator from Michigan, if made at that time, 
wowa be in order, would it not, after the third reading of 

e bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state that a 
recommittal would not be a final disposition of the bill, and 
8 has ægreed to the final disposition of the bill on 

Yr è 

Mr. COUZENS. At no time between now and then would a 
motion to recommit the bill to the committee be in order? Is 
that the ruling of the Chair? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, That is the ruling. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator from Michigan 
desires now to make the motion to recommit the bill, in order 
that we may now dispose of the question, I shall be very glad 
to ask unanimous consent that that may be done. 

Mr. COUZENS. It will be entirely agreeable to me to vote 
now or at any time on the question of whether the Senate 
wishes to recommit the bill for proper study. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

Mr. LENROOT. I am willing to have that done now, but I 
should not wish to say what I should be willing to do later. 

Mr. COUZENS. I will agree that that may be done now. 

Mr. NORRIS. I should like to suggest that the unanimous- 
consent agreement haying been made, if it is out of order— 
and that, I understand, is the ruling of the Chair—to make a 
motion to recommit after the third reading of the bill, then, 
for the same reason, it is out of order now. If a unanimous- 
consent agreement may be made now that will make the motion 
in order at this time, then a unanimous-consent agreement 
could be entered into which would make it in order after the 
third reading of the bill, 

Mr. LENROOT. There is no doubt about that. 

Mr. LODGE. There is no doubt about it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to suggest both to the Senate and the 
Senator from Michigan that the rule providing that a motion 
to recommit shall not be in order until the third reading of a 
bill has a real reason behind it. At that time all the amend- 
ments to a bill have been disposed of and Senators in voting 
whether they desire that the bill shall be recommitted or not 
will be guided to a great extent very likely by the condition in 
which the bill may then be. When the third reading of the 
pending bill comes it may be an entirely different bill from 
what it is now. That is the reason for the parliamentary rule. 
It may be that Senators who would vote against the bill would 
then vote for it, or it may be the other way; in other words, 
under the parliamentary situation if we are now called upon 
to vote on the motion to recommit the bill, we will vote on the 
metion to recommit before we know what the condition of the 
bill is going to be before it comes to a final vote. 

Mr, LENROOT. To what parliamentary rule does the Sena- 
tor from Nebraska refer to the effect that a motion to recommit 
is only in order after the third reading of a bill? 

Mr. NORRIS. I think there is such a rule. At any rate, I 
think there are such precedents in the previous practice of the 
Senate. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; it is expressly provided in the rule that 
the motion te recommit has a privilege over the motion to 
amend, and that it is in order at any time unless some agree- 
ment to the contrary shall have been made. 

Mr. NORRIS. When the bill comes to a third reading is the 
time we ought to vote on the motion to recommit. I have never 
known an instance where the vote was not taken in that way. 
When all the amendments to the bill shall have been acted on 
a Senator then knows whether he favors the bill or whether he 
desires that it shall be recommitted ; whether he desires to pas3 
it as it then-is or not, 
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Mr. COUZENS. Has the Senator from Wisconsin any objec- 
tion to unanimous consent that we take a vote on the motion 
to recommit after the third reading of the bill? 

Mr. LENROOT. I will decide that question when it is pre- 
sented. I have no objection to the vote being taken now or to 
the Senator bringing up the question later. Of course, the 
Senator may then make his request, but I will not indicate now 
what I shall do. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, as I understand—I have not 
the printed unanimous-consent agreement before me—all that 
stands in the way of the motion to recommit is the fact that 
the unanimous-consent agreement provides for a final dispo- 
sition of the bill and the adoption of such a motion would 
not be final disposition. That difficulty, however, may be met 
by a unanimous-consent agreement. Although I do not think 
there is any rule about making the motion to recommit after 
the third reading of a bill, certainly that motion is the motion 
which is always made last, for the reason which the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris].has stated. I think that has cer- 
tainly been the custom and the practice of the Senate. As I 
have no objection to giving unanimous consent to take a vote on 
the motion at any time, and, as it is presented now, I do not 
know why we should not vote on it now. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, is it not a fact that a mo- 
tion to recommit a bill, if agreed to, is the final disposition of 
the bill? 

Mr. LODGE. No; it has been held that it is not. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It strikes me when we come to the ques- 
tion of the final disposition of a bill that the motion to recom- 
mit would be in order, and action on that motion, if it be agreed 
to, would mean the final disposition of the bill. 

Mr. LODGE. That question has been argued here many times. 
Though I can not undertake to cite all the decisions, I know 
that former Vice President Marshall decided that the adoption 
of a motion to recommit a bill was not a final disposition of 
a bill. Under the unanimous-consent agreement the bill has got 
to come to a final disposition, and it has been held that a re- 
committal is not a final disposition. > 

Mr. NORRIS. I think it has been so held, although I am 
inclined to think it has been held both ways. I should like to 
read to the Senate a portion of the rule of the Senate. I refer 
to clause 2 of Rule XV. While the rule does not say, in so 
many words, that the motion to recommit shall be made after 
amendments are disposed of, it clearly leads in that direction, 
and, as everybody concedes, that is the most logical way to pro- 
ceed. The rule reads: 

2. When a bill or resolution shall have been ordered to be read a third 
time, it shall not be in order to propose amendments, unless by unani- 
mous consent, but it shall be in order at any time before the passage of 
any bill or resolution to move its commitment. 

Mr. LODGE. That is the time when the motion to recommit 
a bill is usually made. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; and that is the logical time to make the 
motion. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator from Nebraska 
will look at Rule XXII he will see that a motion to commit is 
expressly named as being in order and privileged only ahead of 
a motion to amend. 

Mr. LODGE. Under the terms of the unanimous-consent 
agreement and under the rulings, as I récall them, it seems to 
nie that the only way to meet this situation and to allow the 
Senator from Michigan to have a vote on this motion is by 
unanimous consent, which I think ought to be given. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to taking a 
vote on the motion of the Senator from Michigan at this time? 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I think there is not a quorum 
now present, and I doubt if we could secure the presence of a 
quorum at this time, because only 50 Senators answered to their 
names when the roll was last called, Of course, unless a 
quorum can be secured, we will not be able to have a vote at 
this time, and, I repeat, I doubt if the presence of a quorum 
can be secured. 3 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That would be determined by 
a call of the Senate. 

Mr. COUZENS. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Borah Fletcher Jones, Wash. McLean 
Brookhart George Kello, McNary 
Capper Glass Kendrick Nelson 
Caraway Gooding dd New 
Couzens Hale Lenroot Norbeck 
Curtis Harris Norris 
Ernst Heflin McCumber Oddie 
Fernald Jones, N. Mex, McKellar Overman 
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Bopper Smith Sutherland Walsh, Mass. 
Phipps Smoot Swanson Walsh, Mont. 
Poindexter Spencer Trammell Warren 
Ransdell Stanfield Underwood Watson 
Reed, Pa. Sterling Wadsworth 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-one Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if the Senator desires to take 
a vote now, I ask unanimous consent that that motion shfll be 
in order at this time, notwithstanding the unanimous-consent 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there any objection? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, pending that request I do not 
think it is necessary to have unanimous consent. When the 
Senate agrees that it will vote at a certain time on a bill and all 
amendments thereto, that means if the bill is before the Senate 
at that time. If we are going to cut off all other motions that 
might be made except by unanimous consent we will have to 
state that in unanimous-consent requests hereafter. 

Here is a Senator who has reached the point in the consid- 
eration of this bill where he wants to haye it recommitted, in 
order that certain things may be put on it in the committee, 
and then it may be brought back. Does the Chair hold that he 
shall not have the right to move that it shall go back to the 
committee for certain purposes because that unanimous-censent 
arrangement has been reached in the Senate? 

I do not think it is necessary to have unanimous consent to 


put the Senator’s motion to the Senate. It seems to me that a 


motion to recommit a bill should be in order at any time, so 
that the Senate could have the opportunity to say whether or 
not it desired to recommit it. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr, President, I dislike to differ from the Sen- 
ator from Alabama; I know his parliamentary skill; but the 
rulings that have been made, the last one by Vice President 
Marshall, are to the effect that a motion to recommit can not 
be made when the agreement is that the bill shall go to a final 
disposition; and he ruled out even a motion to lay on the table, 
on the ground that it was not a final disposition. He said: 

The Chair may be mistaken about it; that would be quite natural; 
but the present recollection of the Chair is that he ruled that it could 
not be recommitted to the committee; that that was not a final dispo- 
sition at all, but the measure would simply go back to the committee 
and again be reported to the Senate, and that such a course was a viola- 
tion of the unanimous-consent agreement. That is the Chair's recollec- 
tion of the ruling he made, although he may be mistaken, and it might 
be well to take a moment to look it up. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair finds, through the courtesy of the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. TOWNSEND], that substantially the same 
question was ruled upon by the Chair on the 17th of October, 1914, 
where, under a unanimous-consent agreement, I ruled that a motion to 
lay the bill on the table was not in order, not being a final determina- 
tion; that although it nany and ordinarily constituted a disposition 
of the measure, still it might be again taken from the table. The 
Chair sustains the point of order of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Hard- 
ing] and rules that the joint resolution can not be recommitted to the 
committee. 

That is the last ruling, aud I think there are previous rulings 
to the sume effect. 
Mr. WATSON, 

ever. 

Mr. LODGE. Certainly; that is what we are trying to get, 
but the Senator from Alabama contends that those rulings re 
wrong. 

Mr. HEFLIN. My contention is that a unanimous-consent 
agreement is reached for the purpose of stopping debate upon a 
bill at a certain time. 

Mr. LODGE. That is not the language of it. 
is, “to final disposition.” 

Mr. HEFLIN. Well, it is to vote upon the bill and alt 
amendments thereto if it is then before the Senate; but sup- 
pose some Senator desires to have it recommitted and the Sen- 
ate wants to recommit it, will we not be permitted to vote upon 
that question until we have debated it for two days longer, 
when, perhaps, we do not want to debate it for two days 
longer? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to putting the 
motion to recommit made by the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have no objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair hears no objection. 

Mr. LENROOT. Now I ask for the yeas and nays upon the 
motion. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COUZENS. Will the Chair state the question before the 
roll is called? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion to 
recommit. On that question the yeas and nays have been de- 
manded and ordered. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. FERNALD (when his name was called). 


It could be done by unanimous consent, liow- 


The language 


I have a gen- 


eral pair with the senior Senator from New Mexico IMr. 


1923. 
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Jones]. I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Mary- | Moses 


land [Mr. France] and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. KENDRICK (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the Senator from Illinois [Mr. McCormick]. 
í transfer that pair to the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD] 
and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DIAL] 
to the senior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE] and 
will vote. I vote “ nay.” 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when his name was called). I 
transfer my general pair with the junior Senator from Dela- 
ware [Mr. BAayarp] to the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. CUm- 
MINS] and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). I trans- 
fer my pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas IMr. 
Rorinson} to the junior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
Keyes] and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. WALSH of Montana (when his name was called). I 
transfer my general pair with the Senator from New Jersey 
(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN] to the Senator from Montana [Mr, 
Myers] and will vate. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). Transferring my 
pair with the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WILLIAMS] to the 
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace], I vote nay,” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I transfer 
my general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
STANLEY] to the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. HARRELD] 
and will permit my vote to stand, 

Mr. HARRIS. I transfer my pair with the junior Senator 
from New York [Mr. CALDER] to the senior Senator from Mis- 
souri [Mr. Reen] and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. KELLOGG. I transfer my general pair with the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Simacons] to the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. TowNseNnp] and will vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HALE (after having voted in the negative). I am in- 
formed that my pair, the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
Surecps], would vote as I have voted; and I will therefore 
allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. CARAWAY (after having voted in the negative). I 
transfer my pair with the junior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
McKrytex] to the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrrman], 
and will let my vote stand. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to announce the necessary ab- 
sence of the Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD], on account 
of illness. | 

Mr. McCUMBER (after having voted in the negative). I 
transfer my general pair with the junior Senator from Utah 
[Mr. Kuve] to the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLING- 
HAM], and will allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. GLASS (after having voted in the negative). I should 
like to explain that I have a general pair with the senior Sen- 
ator from Vermont [Mr. DirrinecHam], but I have his permis- 
sion to vote if I please, and therefore I will let my vote stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have been requested to announce the follow- 
ing pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Ence] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]; 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] with the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] ; 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Moses] with the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. BROUSSARD]; and 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Writs] with the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. POMERENE]. 

The result was announced—yeas 4, nays 51, as follows: 


YEAS—4. 
Couzens La Follette Norbeck Walsh, Mass, 

NAYS-—-51. 
Ball Gooding McNary Spencer 
Borab ale Nelson Stanfield 
Brookhart Harris New Sterlin. 
Bursum Hefin Norris Sutherland 
Cameron Jones, Wash, Oddie Swanson 
Capper Kellogg Overman Trammell 
Caraway Kendrick Pepper Underwood 
Curtis Ladd Phipps Wadsworth 
Ernst Lenroot Poindexter Walsh, Mont. 
Fernald Lodge Ransdell Warren 
Fletcher McCumber Reed, Pa. Watson 
George McKellar Smith Weller 
Glass McLean Smoot 

NOT VOTING—41, 

Ashurst Culberson France Johnson 
Bayard Cummins Frelinghuysen Jones, N. Mex. 
Brandegee a Gerry Keyes 
Broussard Dillingham Harreld King 
Calder Edge Harrison McCormick 
Colt Elkins Hiteheock McKinley 


Pittman Shields Wilhams 
Myers Pomerene Shortridge Willis 
Nicholson Reed, Mo. Simmons 
Owen Robinson ey 
Page ppard Townsend 


So Mr. Couzxxs's motion was rejected. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I send to the desk certain 
amendments which I ask to have printed and lie upon the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments will be received, 
printed, and lie on the table. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATIONS—CONFERENCE REPORT. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
call up the conference report on House bill 13696, which I sub- 
mitted earlier in the day. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the report will 
be read. ; 

The reading clerk read the report, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
13696) making appropriations for the Executive Office and 
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and 
offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free conference have agreed 


to recommend and do recommend to their respective Houses as 


follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 2, 15, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, and 28. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 4, 9, 12, 13, 14, and 34, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11, and 
agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu of 
the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the following: 
“ $2,139,360, and no part of this sum shall be available for the 
care, maintenance, protection, fuel, light, ete., for the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission Building”; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon amend- 
ments numbered 3, 5, & 7, 8, 10, 16, 25, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 83. 

F. E. Warren, 

REED Soor, 

WX. J. HARRIS, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 

Witt R. Woop, 

Epwarp H. Wason, 

L. J. DICKINSON, 

JOSEPH W. BYRNS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. McKELLAR, May I ask the Senator if the conferees 
have agreed? 

Mr. WARREN. The conferees agreed as to certain items, 
and there are certain items which have to go back to the House. | 
That is why I wish to have the report considered now, so that 
we can adopt the part of it upon which the conferees have 
agreed. As I said, the other items still in disagreement will go 
back to the House for action. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report, 

The report was agreed to. 

STANDARD FOR BUTTER. 


Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate proceed to the immediate consideration of Sen- 
ate bill 3858, to define butter and to provide a standard there- 
for. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. CURTIS. With the understanding that there will be 
no debate, I shall not object. 

Mr. STERLING, I do not think there will be any debate. 
It is a short bill, of nine lines, defining a standard for butter. 
It is a measure of great importance to the dairymen and creamery 
men throughout the country. They are asking for its passage. 

Mr. McKELLAR. What is the nature of the bill? I did not 
hear the Senator’s request. 

Mr. STERLING. It is to define a standard of butter, the 
amount of butter fat or milk fat that shall be in butter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the bill. 

The reading clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That for the purposes of the food and drug act of 
Tune 30, 1906 134 Stats. L., p. 768), butter“ shall be understood to 
mean the food product usually known as butter, and which is made 
es danse ead from milk or cream, or both, with or without common salt 


an th or without additional coloring matter, and containing not 
Jess than 80 per cent by weight of milk fat. 
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Mr. STERLING. 
bill. 


Mr. SMOOT. I wish to ask the Senator a question before 
I give consent to the consideration of the bill. Does the bill 
mean that in every manufactory of butter in the United States 
there must be a man representing the Government to see that 
the butter tests 80 per cent? 

Mr. STERLING. No; I do not think it means that at all. 

Mr. McKELLAR, What is the purpose of it? 

Mr. STERLING. The purpose is to fix 80 per cent as the 
standard as against a standard that was fixed by a joint com- 
mittee which fixed 82 per cent as the amount of butter fat or 
milk fat that should be contained in butter. That is imprac- 
tieable and unworkable, as found by the Department of Agri- 
culture itself. Nearly all the States fix 80 per cent as the 
amount of butter fat necessary. This is to interpret the pure 
food law, as it were, and fix 80 per cent as the standard. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the department recommend it? 

Mr. STERLING. The Committee on Agriculture recommends 
it, and I understand that the department itself is in favor of 
the bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think if the bill provides for the over- 
turning of a standard that has already been set up, it is 
important enough to be passed over for the day. 

Mr. STERLING. If the Senator will just withhold the 
objection until I read a word or two from the report of the 
committee, I think he will be satisfied. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I withhold the objection. 

Mr. STERLING. The report states that— 

These standards or requirements originate in the joint committee on 
definitions and standards, which committee is composed of three mem- 
bers of the Department of Agriculture, three members of the Association 
of Official Agricultural Chemists, and three members of the Association 
of the American Dairy, Food, and Drug Officials. Any standard pro- 
posed by this joint committee must first receive the approval of both 
of the associations represented on the committee before it is submitted 
to the Department of Agriculture. If spproven by the Secretary it is 
then proa by him as a standard which the department proposes 
tO ese ptandarda or definitions do not have the force and effect of 
law, but merely serve as a guide. Failure to comply with the standard 
results in action being brought by the department in the proper court 
for violation of the food and drugs act. This requires the collection 
of that proof which is necessary, and which would be required to be 
collected whether or not a standard had been promulgated, as, for 
instance, proof to show the custom of the trade, the general practice 
of the industry, and the like. 

In the enforcement of the State food and drugs acts, the State com- 
missioner or enforcement agency in mapy States is authorized by 
law to adopt the standards of the United States Department of Agri- 


culture. 

This provision requiring 82 per cent of milk or butter fat, 
as I have said, has been found unworkable. I read further 
from the, report: 

This was soon found to be an impractical standard and unenforce- 
able, being out of line with the existing custom in the trade, which 
is almost universally on the basis of 80 per cent butter fat. 

That has been demonstrated in several States; and they are 
protesting against the requirement of 82 per cent butter fat, 
which the Secretary of Agriculture admits is impracticable. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But the Secretary does not recommend 
the passage of the bill, nor does the Department of Agriculture 
recommend it? 

Mr. STERLING. I think, by inference anyhow, it is very 
plain that they are in favor of it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think if a commission has passed upon 
it and fixed 82 per cent as the test, and it is sought without 
referring to that committee and without the direction of the De- 
partment of Agriculture to change it, it is important enough to 
be looked into. My State is one of the greatest butter States 
in the Union, and I do not know how this bill would affect 
Tennessee’s butter interests. If it would affect our butter 
interests favorably, I should support the measure; but if not, I 
should oppose it. Not knowing how it would affect those inter- 
ests, I shall be compelled to object to the consideration of the 
bill this afternoon. 

Mr. STERLING. If the Senator desires to object, let him 
object. It is a very simple bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 
I move that the Senate proceed to the consid- 


I desire to offer an amendment to the 


Mr. CURTIS. 


eration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o'clock 
p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously made, took a 
recess until to-morrow, Thursday, February 1, 1923, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 


Į NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate January 31 (leg- 
islative day of January 29), 1923. 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE. 

Charles C. Simons, of Michigan, to be United States district 
judge, eastern district of Michigan. (An additional position 
created by the act approved September 14, 1922.) 

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
QUARTERMASTER CORPS. 
To be colonel. 

Lieut. Col. Grayson Villard Heidt, Quartermaster Corps, from 
January 29, 1923. 

To be lieutenant colonel. ; 

Maj. Walter Herbert Neill, Quartermaster Corps, from Janu- 
ary 29, 1923. 

VETERINARY CORPS. 
To be lieutenant colonels, 

Maj. William Adalbert Sproule, Veterinary Corps, from Jan- 
vary 27, 1923. 

Maj. Walter Fraser, Veterinary Corps, from January 29, 1923. 

DENTAL CORPS. 
To be captain. 

First Lieut, Rufus Wood Leigh, Dental Corps, from Janu- 
ary 28, 1923. 

MEDICAL ADMINISTRATIVE CORPS, 
To be first lieutenant. 
Second Lieut. Benjamin Ralph Luscomb, Medical Administra- 
tive Corps, from January 20, 1923. 
APPOINTMENT IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 
FIELD ARTILLERY. 
To be major with rank from January 29, 1923. 
Fred Hayes Gallup, late captain, Field Artillery, Regular Army, 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate January $1 
(legislative day of January 29), 1923. 
POSTMASTERS, 


ALABAMA. 
Lillie C. Hays, Abbeville. 
CALIFORNIA, 
Daniel W. MeGowan, Arcata. 
Mary A. Dempsey, Colusa. 
Bert W. Miller, Hilts. 
Rea D. Votaw, Kingsburg. 
Emerson B. Herrick, Lodi. 
DELAWARE. 
Frederick J. Dodson, Smyrna. 
INDIANA, 
William D. Moss, Marion. 
Jesse E. Harvey, Markle. 
MASSACHUSETTS, 
Clarence E. Deane, Athol. 
Joseph E. Herrick, Beverly. 
Charles E. Goodhue, Ipswich. 
Albert Pierce, Salem. 
Robert H. Howes, Southboro. 
William K. Kaynor, Springfield. 
George H. Lochman, Winchester. 
NEBRASKA, 
Alfred W. Saville, Collegeview. 
Elmer E. Gockley, Edison. 
Herbert C. Wilkinson, Weeping Water. 
Harry H. Jordan, Wilcox. 
NEW YORK, 
Etta Merritt, Brewerton. 
Walter F. Hawkes, Buchanan. 
Max J. Lahr, Fillmore. 
George F. Yaple, Loch Sheldrake. 
Henry S. Whitney, Manlius. 
Charles A. Gaylord, North Tonawanda. 
George W. Harris, Richmondville. 
Charles C. Allen, Schuylerville. 
Thomas S. Spear, Sinclairville. 
Henry Neddo, Whitehall. 
OKLAHOMA. 
Hubbard A. Babb, Hugo. 
Thomas W. Kelly, Stillwater. 
George Logsdon, Taloga. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


Wepnespay, January 31, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o’elock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Heavenly Father, our faith has been justified; Thy mercy 
has come to pass. Whether as a cherished anticipation or 
as a glad, sweet surprise, it is upon us, and we thank Thee. 
Some things stay only a little while, but Thou wilt never leave 
nor forsake us. O teach us again: Blessed are they who carry 
forward life’s broken ministries; blessed are they who renew the 
light of a day that is dark; blessed are they who hold on to 
their better selves; blessed are they who take their places in the 
counsels of a great Nation to serve and to bless a land that is 
the providence of an infinitely wise and holy God, We pray in 
the name of Jesus. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved, 
CALENDAR WEDNESDAY. 


The SPEAKER. This is Calendar Wednesday and the call 
rests with the Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 


RADIO COMMUNICATION, 


Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. 
bill H. R. 18773, to amend an act to regulate radio communica- 
tion, approved August 13, 1912, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts calls 
up the bill H. R. 13773. This bill is on the Union Calendar. 
The House will resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill, and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Starrorp] will 
resume the chair. 3 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
cons'deration of the bill H. R. 13773, to regulate radio com- 
munication, with Mr. Starrorp in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the committee rose on Wednesday 
last the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] was asking recogni- 
tion to offer an amendment. Before the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman, with his indulgence, the Chair wishes to correct a 
ruling which he made offhand in respect to the timeliness of 
points of order to provisions of bills carrying appropriations. 

The Chair ruled just before the committee rose that under 
the language of clause 5 of Rule XXI the point of order could 
be made at any time. On subsequent consideration the Chair 
wishes to change that ruling. All rules are for the purpose of 
orderly procedure. If a Member of the House should be 
granted the privilege at any time to rise to a point of order 
on a provision of a bill with more than one section before it is 
read it would cause considerable disarrangement in the orderly 
consideration of bills. No rights are lost by a Member being 
denied the privilege to raise that point of order until the para- 
graph to which he wishes to make the point of order is read. 

An illustration of the rather loose procedure attendant upon 
the strict interpretation of this rule, that it may be raised at 
any time, was shown in the consideration of this bill on Wed- 
nesday last. A point of order was raised to a section that was 
quite distant from where the Clerk was reading. The Chair, 
on the spur of the moment, gave a literal construction to the 
rule, which says that it may be raised at any time. At the 
request of the Chair it was temporarily withdrawn so as to 
give opportunity to the Chair to consider the parliamentary 
question, only to have it presented again, rather abruptly, a 
few minutes later. 

The present occupant of the Chair will hold that the phrase 
“may be raised at any time“ means that no Member loses his 
rights by withholding the making of the point of order when 
the House resolves itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House to consider the bill, or even when introduced. It is 
placed there so as to protect the Member, in order that he may 
raise it at the proper time, and the Chair will hold that when 
the committee is considering a bill by paragraphs or sections, 
and the bill contains a paragraph which some Member claims 
is violative of clause 5 of Rule XXI, to which the Chair refers, 
it will not be in order to raise that point of order until the 
section is read. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLANTON. This is an important matter, because the 
decision of the Chair will set aside a rule of the House, if it 
be followed. The point of order under clause 5 of Rule XXI is 
not made to any particular section of a bill. It is made to the 


Mr. Speaker, I call up the 


entire bill or resolution, because of some section, and that is 
the reason for the rule which provides that it may be raised at 
any time, because it is raised against the whole measure. The 
whole measure is at fault whenever any section of it attempts 
to appropriate money in violation of Rule XXI. 

The CHAIRMAN. In reply to the objection raised by the 
gentleman from Texas, the Chair would state that the point of 
order to any paragraph or section of a bill because it con- 
tains an appropriation which the committee has no authority to 
report does not vitiate the entire bill. It merely destroys that 
part of the bill, so far as the appropriating feature is concerned. 
Mr. Speaker Gimrrr, in a ruling made at the instance of our 
late parliamentary leader, Mr. James R. Mann, who raised the 
question so as to have a ruling, decided as to the opportune- 
ness of pressing a point of order that it was akin to points 
of order raised on appropriation bills, that the appropriating 
committee has no authority to carry legislation on an appro- 
priation bill, and that in the consideration of appropriation 
bills a Member is not privileged to rise to make a point of order 
at any time to some subsequent provision merely because the 
bill carries a paragraph embodying legislation which violates 
the rule. The Chair follows the logic of that ruling and of the 
practice of the House in connection with points of order on 
appropriation bills which carry legislation, and so far as the 
present occupant of the chair is concerned he wishes to modify 
the ruling he made last week when this bill was under con- 
sideration, that the point of order could be raised at any time 
at the pleasure of the Member who wishes to raise it. Such 
a practice would cause confusion in the orderly procedure of 
the House and of the committee. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, it occurs to me there is a 
great distinction in the ruling referred to by the Chairman or 
the Speaker and the question in this case. This is one com- 
plete amendment. The rule is, if any part of an amendment is 
subject to a point of order then all the amendment is subject 
to the point of order; that is, it is all out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will say, to bring this to a close, 
that the Chair has ruled; this is not one amendment. There 
are 11 sections—— 

Mr. DOWELL. Eleven sections, but it is offered as one 
amendment to a certain section and so considered by the House 
when it comes to amend this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to inform the gentleman 
from Iowa that he is in error when he says it is one amend- 
ment offered to one section, It is several amendments offered to 
three sections of the existing law. There was some discussion 
as to that and a decision by the Chair at the last session of 
the committee. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I think we ought to have 
regular order. The Chair has decided. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has ruled. The Chair recog- 
nizes the gentleman from Texas to offer an amendment. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 6, line 7, after the word “hereby,” strike out the word 
“authorized” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ directed.” 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the only place in this 
bill where any effort is made to curb the tendency to monopoly 
in this business is in this immediate paragraph, and in this 
paragraph the Secretary of Commerce is not directed to refuse 
or revoke a license when he finds companies are trying to 
monopolize, but he is simply authorized to do so. It seems to 
me that if the Secretary of Commerce finds that, in his judg- 
ment, a company is trying to secure a monopoly in this business 
he should be directed to say that they proceed no further. And 
this is not a mere idle chance that there may be a monopoly, It 
is readily recognized that there is a grave danger of monopoly 
in the business, and my information is that the American Tele- 
graph & Telephone Co., the Western Electrie Co., the Westing- 
house Electric Co., and the American Radio Corporation are to- 
day endeavoring to get a monopoly in this business. The West- 
ern Electric Co. monopolizes all broadcasting telephone appa- 
ratus that are recognized by the telephone company. In other 
words, it manufactures the apparatus that is used in the broad- 
casting stations in that connection. The American Telegraph & 
Telephone Co. owns 100 per cent stock in the Western Electric 
Co. These big four companies have gone into a combination by 
means of which they seem to have divided the business up. The 
Western Electric Co. is to manufacture all broadeasting apparatus 
that is used in connection with telephone transmission. The 
other companies agree not to manufacture that. The Radio 


Corporation sells receiving sets, but they have agreed to sell 
only receiving sets that are manufactured by the Westinghouse 


— 
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Electric Co. and by the General Electric Co., so they are all in 
cahoots. Only a short time ago the American Telegraph & Tele- 
phone Co. owned a million dollars’ worth of stock in the Radio 
Corporation, and so much public pressure was brought to bear 
on them they transferred their stock, but retained a contract of 
such a nature that it enabled them to bar the Radio Corpora- 
jon from entering the field of commercial communication within 
the United States. 

The most important thing in connection with the proposed 
legislation is to try to curb monopoly in this business. We 
have considerable regulatory powers under the present law if 
they are used, but there is a grave danger of a monopoly. It 
is mentioned in the Popular Radio Magazine that the American 
Telegraph & Telephone Co. refused to furnish its wires and 
service for the purpose of broadcasting an entertainment from 
the Century Theater in New York, which has been giving 
radio concerts. There was talk about it all over the country, 
but they did not purchase the apparatus from these big four, 
and the American Telegraph & Telephone Co. said: “We will 
not let you transmit your entertainment over our wires.” That 
is the situation with which we are confronted to-day, and with 
that situation prevailing does not this House think when the 
Secretary of Commerce, in view of the immense powers granted 
under this bill, finds that the companies are undertaking to 
monopolize the situation he should be directed to refuse or 
revoke—— 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, to my mind there would 
be very little difference in the effect of the language even if 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas were 
adopted. But I wish to call attention to the fact that the ac- 
tion of the Secretary of Commerce in refusing a station license 
under the conditions mentioned in this paragraph is dependent 
upon the judgment of the Secretary of Commerce as to whether 
the person, company, or corporation which is the subject of 
the action by the Secretary is monopolizing or seeking to 
monopolize radio communication, directly or indirectly, through 
the control of the manufacture or the sale of radio apparatus 
or by any other means. In other words, the action of the 
Secretary resis within the discretion and judgment of the 
Secretary. Your committee does not believe under such cir- 
cumstances that it is wise, from a practical standpoint or from 
a legislative standpoint, to incorporate a mandatory provision 
upon an executive officer to perform a specific act. 

There can be no doubt as to what the action of the Secretary 
of Commerce would be when a situation arises which in his 
judgment is of a character to produce monopoly vr monopoliza- 
tion. There is no doubt but that some of the things to which 
the gentleman from Texas has referred are threatening in the 
manner he has indicated. There is a tendency toward monop- 
olization of an art of this sort, which is based so largely upon 
constantly occurring inventions and improvements. 

However, the committee believes that, within the purposes 
of this legislation, within the purposes of this bill, the use of 
the word “authorized” is better, will probably lead to less 
complication and less confusion than the use of the word 
„directed“; and, speaking for myself, I want to say I am op- 
posed to the proposition suggested by the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentieman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will yield to my colleague on the 
committee. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I want to say I do not see any particu- 
lar potency in the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Brack], and I hope it will be rejected, because in 
my opinion the word “authorized” is for these purposes tan- 
tamount to the word “ directed.” 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on the amendment and all amendments thereto be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois moves that 
all debate on the pending section and all amendments thereto 
be now closed. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The question was taken, and the Chairman announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WINGO. A division, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Askansas calls for 
a division. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. How was my motion put? 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I object te the interruption of 
the proceedings in that way. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. All right. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is advised that the motion of 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM] did not extend 


to the pending section and all amendments thereto, but to the 
pending amendment and amendments thereto. The Chair put 
it erroneously. The motion is to close debate on the pending 
amendment and all amendments thereto. The gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. WI Ngo] calls for a division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 36, noes 12. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, if we are not to have a dis- 
cussion, I think we ought to have a quorum. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise, and on that I ask for tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois moves that 
the committee do now rise, and on that he requests tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chairman appointed Mr. 
CHINDBLOM and Mr. Wrneo to act as tellers. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the mo- 
tion to rise. 

3 divided; and the tellers reported—ayes 21, 
noes 47. 

The CHAIRMAN. On this vote the ayes are 21, and the 
noes are 47, and the committee decides not to rise. Did the 
gentleman from Arkansas make the point of no quorum? 

R Mr. WINGO. I thougħt I dià. I repeated it three or four 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas makes 
the point that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. WINGO. I suggest that the point of no quorum was 
made, and on that the motion to rise was made. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that the lack of a 
quorum is not necessarily determined by the taking of the vote 
by tellers. 

Some Members have not passed between the tellers. The 
Chair will count. [After counting.] Eighty Members are pres- 
ent, not a quorum. The Clerk will call the roll to develop a 
quorum. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Anderson Faust Lea, Calif, Riddick 
Ansorge sh Lec, Ga. Riordan 
Atkeson Fitzgerald Lehlbach Rose 
Barkley Free Lineberger Rossdale 
Bixler Fuller Linthicom Rucker 
Blakeney Funk Longworth Ryan 
Bland, Gahn Lowrey Sand N. Y. 
Boies Garner Luhring Scott, Mich. 
Box Glynn Lyon Shreve 
Brand Gould cArthur Slemp 
Brennan Graham, III. Mebufe Smith, Mich. 
Britten Graham, Pa. McLaughlin, Pa. Smithwick p 
Burke Griffin Madden der 
Campbell, Pa. Hardy, Colo ead Stiness 
‘antrill Hersey Merritt Stoll 
Carew Himes Michaelson 8. 
er Hogan ills 
Chandler, N. X. Huck Montague Taylor, Ark 
ndler, Okla. Hun Moore, Ohio Taylor, Colo 
Clark, Fla. Jacoway Morin Taylor, N. J. 
sson James Mudd Ten Eyck 
Cockran Jefferis, Nebr. Nelson, Me. Thorpe 
Cooper, Ohio Johuson, Wash. Newton, Minn. Tincher 
Čonghlin Jones, Pa. Newton, Mo. Treadway 
C Kahn O'Brien 
Dallinger Kearns Olpp Volk 
Davis, Minn Keller Osborne Volstead 
Davis, Tenn. Kelley, Mich. Overstreet Ward. N. X. 
Dempsey Ketcham Park, Ga. Vheeler 
Denison Kindred Perkins Willlams, Tex. 
Dominick ng Perlman ‘inslow 
Drane Kirkpatrick e 
Drewry Kitchin Rainey, Ala. Wood, Ind. 
Dunbar Rainey, Woodyard 
Dunn Knight Reber Wright 
Dyer Kunz Reed, N. Y. Wurzbach 
Evans Langley Reed, W. Va. Yates 


The committee rose; and the Speaker having resumed the 
chair, Mr. Starrorp, Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union, reported that that committee, 
having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 13773) to amend 
an act to regulate radio communication, approved August 13, 
1912, and for other purposes, found itself without a quorum, 
whereupon he caused the roll to be called, when 279 Members, 
a quorum, answered to their names; and he handed in the 
names of the absentees to be entered on the Journal and 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The committee will resume its session. 


Accordingly the committee resumed its session, with Mr. —— 


Srarroxrp in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

The question being taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr, Chairman, I have another amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers another 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: Page 8. line 25, after 
the word interest,“ insert the following: Or whenever the re- 
tary of Commerce shall find that in his 8 any person or cor- 

ration is monopolizing or seeking to monopolize radio communication 
Greet or indirectly Karonga the control of the manufacture or sale 
of radio apparatus or by other means.” 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I think the committee should accept this amendment, 
and in that connection I want to call your attention to the fact 
that on page 6, where the Secretary of Commerce is authorized 
to refuse a station license to any person or corporation seeking 
to obtain a monopoly, that limitation simply applies to refusing 
a license. Now, over here is this other paragraph, to which I 
have offered an amendment, is the place where authority is 
granted to revoke a license. A 

Mr. BANKHEAD, Will the gentleman yield for a question 
for information? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes; I will be glad to yield to the 
gentleman when I have finished this brief statement. I have 
followed the language of the committee on the question of re- 
fusing a license. I have also made it apply to the authority 
of the Secretary to cancel a license, if one has already been 
issued. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. That was the information I was seeking. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That is exactly what I tried to do. 
At the only place in the bill where the question of monopoly is 
treated you have authorized the Secretary of Commerce to re- 
fuse a station license to a company or corporation which is 
seeking to obtain a monopoly. Over here in a subsequent para- 
graph you authorize the Secretary of Commerce under certain 
conditions to cancel a license already issued. I am seeking to 
give the Secretary the same right to cancel a license already 
issued to a company or corporation in the event of monopoly. 
I think the committee should accept that amendment, because 
a company after it has gotten its license is more likely to ob- 
tain a monopoly than it is to obtain a monopoly before it se- 
cures the license, The committee recognizes in its report the 
danger of monopoly in connection with this matter. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Unless somebody desires to discuss 
the amendment further, I think I am authorized to say that 
the committee are agreeable to accepting it. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Then I have nothing further to say 
on it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

The question being taken, the amendment was agreed to. 

r. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. At 
what point in the bill did the Clerk stop reading when we last 
had it under consideration? 

Mr. STAFFORD. The Clerk is reading at line 15, page 9. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I want to offer an amendment, 
which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Missouri offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Roach: On page 4, after the word “ act,” 
in line 20—— 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, a point of order. 

Mr. ROACH. Let the amendment be reported, and then the 
gentleman can make his point of order. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The reading has proceeded far enough to 
show on its face that it is subject to a point of order. Per- 
haps the gentleman can make it in order at some other place. 

Mr. ROACH. I suggest that the amendment be reported 
and then the gentleman can make his point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the amendment 
being reported reserving all points of order? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Roach: On page 4, after the word “act,” 
in line 20, add the following: “Any person, company, or corporation 
affected by any decision, order, rule, or regulation made or issued by 
the Secretary of Commerce under the provisions of this act may have 
such decision, rule, order, or regulation reviewed by the advisory 
board created by this act by filing with the Secretary of Commerce a 
written uest for such review with an assignment of the reasons 
therefor. Said advisory board is hereby given power to make such 
review, and by a majority vote of said board to confirm, modify, or 
reverse the action of the Secretary of Commerce with respect to any 
such decision, order, rule, or regulation, and it shall thereupon imme- 
diately certify the results of such review to the Secretary of Commerce, 
which shall stand as the decision in any such case.” 


Mr. BANKHEAD. A point of order. 
Mr. WHITE of Maine. I reserve a point of order against 
the amendment, 


Mr. BANKHEAD. I make the point of order that we have 
passed the section to which this amendment is offered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order is sustained. 

Mr. ROACH. I should like to be heard briefly on the point 
of order. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
few minutes, 

Mr. ROACH. I appreciate that we could not return to a sec- 
tion already passed in the bill except by unanimous consent, 
I think, however, the amendment I have offered is particularly 
pertinent at the point where I have offered it, and I believe it 
is in order, for the reason that this bill if properly construed 
consists of only one section, and that is section 1; or, to say the 
least of the matter, section 1 of the bill does not properly end 
until you reach the end of line 16, at page 11 of the bill. In 
other words, I present this amendment believing that it is in 
order for the reason that section 1 does not end until at the end 
of line 16, page 11, notwithstanding the fact that the committee 
reporting the bill have numbered it as they have. In other 
words, it is improperly numbered. A section of a bill must be 
complete in itself and contain, as it were, an independent sub- 
ject matter. It is clear from the reading of this bill that it is 
improperly numbered by sections. The rule, as I understand it, 
provides that appropriation bills shall be read by paragraphs 
and that all other bills shall be read by sections. That means, 
to my mind, that if the Chair should judicially determine that 
this bill has only one section, then this amendment is in order, 
and the point of order should be overruled, and it is my conten- 
tion that this puts the matter up to the Chair, and that the 
Chair should judicially determine whether this bill is improp- 
erly numbered by the committee reporting it and whether the 
entire bill is one section. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair wishes to state for the benetit 
of the gentleman from Missouri and the committee that when 
this bill was last under consideration the question was raised 
whether the bill was one section or whether it was 11 sections. 
Technically it is one section. There is no rule, as the Chair 
has stated, providing that appropriation bills and revenue bills 
should be considered by paragraphs. It is a mere practice of 
the House, based upon the fundamental idea that what is best 
for orderly procedure should be followed, and recently that 
ruling has been extended to include omnibus lighthouse bills 
at the suggestion of the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Mann. 
The Chair held at the last session that it would be best for the 
orderly consideration of this bill that the usual practice be fol- 
lowed by considering it by sections, and so ruled. The Chair 
does not care in this particular instance to reverse his ruling 
of last week, and sustains the point of order. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. Now, Mr. Chairman, there is no desire upon the part of 
anyone to delay consideration of the bill. Here is a point that 
is worrying a good many of us who have tried to study this bill, 
yet handicapped by lack of technical information. Frankly, I 
have relied for all the information I have on a gentleman who, 
I think, is qualified to judge the merits of the bill and of the 
dangers which threaten radio; communication at the present 
time. I am afraid the paragraph on page 6, lines 7 to 16, is 
not sufficient, and I am afraid the provisions of it will not 
reach the thing that now threatens a real monopoly of communi- 
eation. I think it is unfortunate that the committee took the 
position it would oppose the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas. In other words, I do, not believe you ought to give to 
the Secretary any discretion to grant a license to men whom 
the Secretary himself might come to the conclusion were trying 
to monopolize communication. That would authorize him to do 
a thing which, according to his own judgment, would be uncon- 
scionable and wrong. Now, here is where the trouble comes in 
reference to the question of trying to reach it merely by either 
withholding or revoking a license. We will take for illustration 
those who are now seeking—and they are working indirectly 
in conjunction with those who have apparatus for sale—take, 
for illustration, those who have the control of copyright music 
as one illustration. My information is that there is now a work- 
ing agreement—a gentleman’s agreement, or whatever you call 
it—under which there is going to be this kind of demand made 
upon broadcasting stations throughout the country, and that is 
that before the station, say, in my city of Fort Smith would 
be permitted to take some local musician, some lady there who 
in her home now without any question is singing for friends a 
piece of copyright music—no question has ever been raised be- 
fore that she should be- permitted to play the score upon the 
piano and with her melodious voice entertain her friends with 
singing the words of something which was copyrighted, but 
the suggestion is now being made that if she were to go down 


The Chair will reserve his decision for a 
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to a radio broadcasting station and seek to do that, that before 
that broadcasting station would do that, or permit her to do 
that, they would have to pay to the holders of that copyright 
an exorbitant fee. Now, gentlemen—— 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. 

Mr. WINGO. I will. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does not the gentleman think that would 
be a question altogether within the purview of the law relating 
to copyrights, and that if any rights have been acquired under 
the copyrights we could not now legislate so as to affect these 
rights? 

Mr. WINGO. Well, now, if the gentleman would eliminate 
the last expression, I think I would agree. That is the answer I 
made to a friend of mine who presented that theory to me. I 
said, of course, if that question comes up as to the rights of a 
person under the copyright law that law had been judicially 
determined; but here is the point: Even though they may not 
have any rights under the copyright law to make such an exac- 
tion, yet by some kind of working arrangement with those who 
sell the instruments or apparatus you get yourself in an attitude 
where they get a complete monopoly along the line suggested, 
and you could not get any protection by appealing to the courts 
and saying that under the copyright law you are not permitted 
to do this; but if you went into court I think the gentleman 
will agree—this is my information—that no court has deter- 
mined whether or not communication of a radio character comes 
within the provisions of these statutes affecting monopolies in 
restraint of trade. It is an unsettled question. The gentleman 
will appreciate the difficulty. I am not here just to criticize the 
committee, but I want to urge upon the committee before 
they pass this bill to see if they can not prevent this threatened 
evil other than by the two provisions that are conceded are the 
only two in the bill—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. I will ask for five additional minutes; I may 
not need that much time. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause. ] The 
Chair hears none. f 

Mr. WINGO. So that we will not be in the attitude of wait- 
ing until a monopoly is built up here before we then undertake 
to regulate and cut out its evils. Now, I bave great confidence 
in the gentleman from Maine, who is in charge of this bill. I 
have talked about this matter and showed some telegrams I 
have received. The only object I had in discussing this matter 
was to urge upon the committee the recognition of the fact that 
there is now a practical movement backed by big capital, which 
will mean, in the judgment of one man, a toll of about $20,- 
000,000 a year, which will be levied in such a way that it will 
make it absolutely impossible to maintain a broadcasting station 
with unlimited facilities in other than 15 or 20 of the great 
cities of this Nation; and you do not want to do that. I hope 
the gentleman can find some provision in this bill that will check 
that present movement in its incipiency, and not wait until it 
becomes an accomplished fact and then compel us to muddle 
along for several years trying to regulate a monopoly which we 
should prevent now at its inception. 


Will the gentleman yield? 


— Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 


ment, which I send to the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn and the Clerk will report the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Roacn: Page 9, after the word “ revo- 
cation,” in line 15, add the following: Rae person, company, or cor 

ation affected by any decision, order, rule, or lation, made or 
ssued by the Secretary of Commerce under the provisions of this act, 
may have such d on, rule, order, or regulation reviewed by the 
advisory board created by this act by filing with the Secretary of Com- 
merce a written west for s review, with an assignment of the 
reasons therefor. id advisory board is hereby given power to make 
such review and by a majority vote of said board to confirm, modify, 
or revert the action of the Secretary of Commerce with respect to 
any such decision, order, rule, or regulation, and it shall thereupon 
immediately certify the results of such review to the Secretary of 
Commerce, which shall stand as the decision in any such case.” 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the amendment is not germane at this place in the con- 
sideration of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman on the 
point of order. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, section 5, on page 13, 
provides for the organization of an advisory committee. Until 
that section has been passed upon there is no advisory com- 
mittee, and we certainly would have an anomalous situation 
if we should now agree upon an amendment which would give 
powers to an advisory committee, and when we reach section 5 
that section should go out of the bill, 


The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is inclined to think that the 
point of order is well taken. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I concede the gentleman's point 
of order to be well taken for the present, and I ask unanimous 
consent to withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROACH. I shall offer the amendment when we reach 
section 5. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike ont the last 
word in order to call the attention of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri to the fact that the advisory committee takes no action 
in this matter. It merely makes suggestions. He would have 
to reach the action of the Secretary of Commerce himself. 

Mr. ROACH, Mr. Chairman, by this amendment the advisory 
committee is given authority to take action on review from 
decisions of the Secretary or any rule or regulation he may 
make under the provisions of this bill. That is the purpose 
of it. When this bill was last under consideration the com- 
mittee voted down the amendment to give the courts jurisdic- 
tion. Here is an arbitrary power placed in the hands of one 
man to control this great radio enterprise. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am with the gentleman in having a proper 
court review, but I do not think he would reach it in the way 
he suggests. 

Mr. ROACH. This gives the advisory committee the power 
of review. 

Mr. BLANTON. I call the attention of the gentleman to 
the fact that I have understood it is the intention of the 
chairman to strike that entire paragraph out of the bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Oh, not the advisory committee; only 
that which relates to the payment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, then I was mistaken in that. 

Mr. ROACH. It will be my purpose to put it back in, if it 
should be stricken out. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following 
amendment, which I send to the desk, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Jones of Texas: Page 9, line 15, after 
the word “revocation,” insert: “From any order of the Secreta 
of Commrerce refusing, suspen or rev g a license or permit, 
the person or corporation whose license or permit is refused or re- 
voked or suspended sball have the right to apps to a court of 
competent jurisdiction or review, which court all have the power 
to affirm, modify, or revoke å order: Provided, The order of the 
Secretary of Commerce in refusing, suspending, or revoking such 
5 52 or permit shall not be suspended pending final action by such 
court, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of 
order, and in making the point I concede that the present 
occupant of the chair has heretofore said that the change of 
a single word in an amendment renders the amendment in 
order. I do not think that ought to be the established prac- 
tice, This same matter was practically disposed of a week ago. 

Mr. ROACH. But it was to a different section of the bill 
that this amendment was offered when we considered the bill 
last week, and not to this section. 

Mr. JONES of Texas, This amendment covers the whole 
field of revoking licenses. The other was limited. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the Chair adheres to the view pre- 
viously expressed that the change of a single word renders it 
in order, I shall not press this point of order, but otherwise 
I would like to show that substantially the same amendment 
was acted upon a week ago when this bill was under consid- 
eration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is crediting 
the present occupant of the chair with a decision that he has 
not been heretofore advised of. The present occupant of the 
chair does not recall ever haying made such a ruling, but has 
taken occasion on the floor to argue the very position that the 
gentleman from Illinois has now stated. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Then, I beg the Chair's pardon. My rec- 
ollection is at fault. I do remember that the Chair cited a de- 
cision from ex-Speaker Clark to the effect that the change of 
a single word rendered an amendment in order. My memory 
is very badly at fault if it was not this present occupant of the 
chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ask the gentleman offer- 
ing the amendment if this amendment was substantially of- 
fered to a prior section in the consideration of this bill? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I will state that it was not. A por- 
tion of the amendment covered in this amendment was covered 
in the previous amendment, but there was no question in the 
other amendment about the suspension of a license or the grant- 
ing of a license. It was a mere question of refusing or revok- 
ing a license. This also applies to another section granting 
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further power of revocation on the part of the Secretary of 
Commerce. 

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman acquaint the Chair 
with the difference in phraseology between this and the prior 
section? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Under the previous amendment there 
was no question raised about the suspension of licenses. I will 
call the attention of the Chair to the paragraph that we have 
under consideration on the next page, page 11 of the bill: 

An operator's license shall be in such form as the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall prescribe, and may be suspended by him for a period not 
exceeding two years. 

That begins on page 10 of the bill. That is the paragraph un- 
der consideration, No reference was made in my previous 
amendment to the question of suspending licenses. That is one 
phase of the question. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. I believe the gentleman is in error there. I 
have the gentleman’s former amendment before me. 

The CHAIRMAN, Will the gentleman from Missouri please 
cite the page of the Recorp? 

Mr. ROACH. It is on page 2352. Here is the enactment as 
offered by the gentleman from Texas, as printed in the Recorp: 

Provided, That from any action of the Seeretary of Commerce in 
refusing or . a license, the person whose license is revoked or 
3 shall have the right to appeal to a court of competent juris- 

And so forth. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. It does not say anything about sus- 
pending a license. 

Mr. ROACH. The amendment further provides 
which court shall have the power to confirm, modify, or reverse the 
decision of the Secretary, but the decision of the Secretary of Commerce 
shall not be suspended pending the decision of such court. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. The amendment which the gentleman 
has read bears out the very point I was making, that the 
amendment says nothing about suspending a license. On page 
10 of the bill the Secretary of Commerce is given authority to 
suspend licenses for a period of two years. Now, that is one 
difference in the amendment. If the Chair wants to hear an- 
other, I will give him another. 

The CHAIRMAN. Unless the gentleman from Texas can 
cite to the Chair some ruling which will hold that this amend- 
ment is in order, the Chair will rule 

Mr. JONES of Texas. If the Chair will let me call his fur- 
ther attention—I do not know whether the Chair was listening 
or not—I will say the other amendment did not refer to sus- 
pending licenses at all. I call the Chair's attention to the 
bottom of page 10, where it is provided— 

An operator's license shall be in such form as the Secretary of Com- 
merce shall prescribe, and may be suspended by him for a period not 
exceeding two years. 

That suspension is an entirely different thing. 
is at the bottom of page 10 of the bill: 

An operator's license shall be in such form as the Secretary of 
Commerce shall p: and may be suspended by him for a period 
not exceeding two years— 

And it gives the grounds for that suspension. Now, the sus- 
pension for two years is an entirely different thing from revok- 
ing or refusing a license. The previous amendment simply re- 
ferred to the refusing or revoking of a license. This amend- 
ment coyers not only the refusing and revoking but also the 
suspension, That is involved in this paragraph at the bottom 
of page 10. 

The CHAIRMAN, What prevented the gentleman from in- 
cluding the word “suspension” when offering his amendment 
under the previous section? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. We had not reached that point then, 
We had read down to section 4, 

The CHAIRMAN, No; you have only read to section 8 on 
page 9. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. However, that may, be, the principle 
is the same, The amendment is different, and part of it is 
germane to the section. 

I want to call the attention of the Chair to this other propo- 
sition: In the first paragraph, where the amendment was 
offered before, it was a general provision with reference to 
granting and revoking licenses. Under section (f), on page 8, 
there are a number of different grounds granted to the Secretary 
which were not included under the first section. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, let me talk a 
while. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear from the gentleman 
from Indiana who, the Chair understands, entertains a different 
idea from that of the present occupant of the chair. 


That language 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
it, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] offered an amend- 
Ment on page 4 which contained very similar language to 
the present amendment, but was different in some slight 


Mr. Chairman, as I understand 


respects. The committee voted it down. Now the amendment 
is offered on page 9 to another subsection, and a point of 
order is made that the amendment is not in order. The gentle- 
man who has made the point of order has not indicated what 
rule of the House or of the committee such a proposition 
violates. 

I just want the Chair to notice the position that such course 
would place the committee or the House in if the Chair should 
hold that the amendment is not in order because substantially 
that kind of an amendment was offered before. It would put 
the committee and the House in this situation: If we had read 
section 4 of a bill and some gentleman on the floor should 
offer an amendment to that section or that subdivision and the 
committee should determine that it ought to be voted down 
because if ought to go somewhere else in the bill—it might 
be appropriate in either place, but in the view of the Committee 
of the Whole it would be more appropriate under section 8—then 
if we are to establish, Mr. Chairman, the proposition that the 
Chair can hold an amendment out of order, offered to a subse- 
quent section, because the committee has voted it down on a 
prior section, that lets the Chair arbitrarily decide that the 
committee has no right to choose where it shall place an 
amendment. 

If such a proposition were to be held to be the rule of this 
House, it would take out of the Committee of the Whole and 
of the House the power that the committee has and that the 
House has to determine the order of legislation. Suppose an 
amendment is offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] 
to section 4, but the committee wants to strike out section 4 
altogether. The committee votes down Mr. Jonrs’s amendment 
and votes out section 4. Then suppose at section 6 the commit- 
tee wants to embody the amendment in the bill. If the Chair 
Should hold the amendment out of order, because it is sub- 
stantially the same thing that was rejected by the committee 
before, offered at a former place in the bill, it would rob the 
committee of the right to put it in at any time. 

In addition to that, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Speaker Clark, in a 
very well-considered decision, held specifically that when an 
amendment is offered and somebody offers another amendment, 
which is a change of one word, the Chair can not determine, as 
a matter of law and as a matter of rule, that the same thing 
has been passed upon. It is for the committee to determine the 
value and meaning of the legislative words used by the com- 
mittee, 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, a moment ago I apolo- 
gized to the Chair for having misquoted him as having made 
substantially the statement which the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. Sanpers] just quoted from ex-Speaker Clark. I find that 
I was in error. On January 23 of this year a situation arose 
in which I made the same point of order, and the matter was 
then determined by another occupant of the chair. 

Mr. BUTLER. Was it the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
TOWNER]? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; it was the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. MCARTHUER]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. A distinction 
should be made in passing upon the question whether the same 
provision has been acted upon heretofore, as to whether the 
amendment has been voted up or voted down. If it has been 
voted into the bill and then it is offered again, with a slight 
modification by the addition of a word or two or a phrase or 
clause, that would not entitle it to be held in order for the 
reason that the subject matter was under consideration and 
opportunity had been given to offer and haye adopted any ger- 
mane amendment. But where an amendment is voted down, as 
in this case, and it is again proposed with a modification which 
makes it different from the form in which it was offered before, 
the Chair holds that it is within the province of the Member to 
offer the amendment in the changed form. Therefore the Chair 
overrules the point of order, 

Mr. McARTHUR. That is a righteous decision. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I am very much in 
earnest in offering this amendment. It protects all the activi- 
ties of the Secretary of Commerce. It provides that if a man 
has his business condemned or his license revoked, and he 
thinks he has been wronged by that action on the part of the 
Secretary of Commerce, he may go into the courts to have the 
matter adjudicated. It further protects the activities of the 
Secretary of Commerce by providing that his orders shall re- 
main in full force and effect until final action by the courts. 
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Gentlemen of the House, one of the proudest things in con- 
nection with the institutions of this country is the fact that we 
have always given even the humblest citizen the right to his 


day in court. I have always thought that one of the chief 
glories of the Constitution is the fact that you can not take the 
shirt from the back of the ragged street urchin without either 
securing the lad’s consent or giving him compensation for the 
rags. But under the terms of this bill the say of Mr. Hoover 
is final, and even though a man may have his station nearly 
completed and may have devoted years of study to the mastery 
of his business, his property rights and his life business may be 
confiscated and destroyed without any right of review by or 
appeal to the courts. Gentlemen of the House, that is a mon- 
strous proposition. It runs counter to all our traditions and 
all our history. An appeal was allowed in the packers bill, the 
grain futures bill, and in all of the other important measures 
by the terms of which tremendous power has been placed in 
the hands of one bureau or one man. Thus for the first time 
in all the glorious history of this country we are asked to sur- 
render this great principle. I have great confidence in the 
judgment of this House, and I appeal to the sober second 
thought and fine intelligence of this body of representative men. 
I appeal to a principle that is older than this Government in be- 
half of one of the most highly prized rights of the Anglo-Saxon 
race, the right to a man’s day in court. I appeal to you in 
behalf of the man far away in the interior of this country who 
has trusted you as his Representative to protect him in his 
liberty of action and his property rights. Will you deny him 
his privilege of asking that his right be passed upon by an 
impartial tribunal? This is a broad, big country, and I—— 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I am heartily in favor of the 
gentleman's amendment or some similar amendment, and if the 
gentleman will permit me I will make this observation, that 
it not only makes the decision of the Secretary of Commerce 
final in the matter, but it is final as to a subject that is in its 
infancy, undeveloped, scarcely understood by anyone at this 
time. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I am glad the gentleman makes that 
suggestion. This is a subject that is in its infancy. A lot of 
people are interested in it, and of course in the confusion 
that arises some men are going to make mistakes. Sometimes 
they are going to violate regulations; and if a man has spent a 
lot of money in getting facilities ready, what harm can there 
be in giving that man his day in court before his property 
rights are destroyed? Why, gentlemen, that is one of the 
things that has made this country what it is. It is one of the 
distinctive things of the American Government and the Ameri- 
can people, that they have always seen that if a man is 
wronged he has his right to go into court and have the ques- 
tion adjudicated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I trust that the com- 
mittee will not adopt the amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Jones]. I was not here last Wednesday 
when we had this bill up for discussion, but I understand— 
in fact, I read in the Recorp—that this identical proposition 
was raised on another feature of the bill and at that time it 
was the judgment of the committee that it should not be agreed 
to. I think the committee was right in reaching that conclusion 
at that time after a full and fair consideration of the merits 
of this proposition. This is only an opportunity which the 
gentleman from Texas is seeking to bring this identical ques- 
tion before the committee again. 

I want to say to the members of the Committee of the Whole 
that your subcommittee on radio, of which I had the honor to 
be a member, as well as the full committee, gave this entire 
subject of the amendment of the law of 1912 a very full and 
very free consideration, We considered this question in the 
committee, of the propriety of incorporating a right to appeal 
from the decision of the Secretary, and our judgment, based 
upon what we believed to be sound reason, was that it was 
an unwise provision to insert. 

The gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] made a pathetic 
appeal and referred to the boy and his ragged jacket and to the 
old Anglo-Saxon tradition of a man having his day in court. 
That principle is not violated here with reference to this 
matter of executive regulation. It is no new thing in the 
laws of the country to clothe executive officials, especially 
members of the Cabinet, with plenary power to fix rules and 
regulations governing some specific branch of the Government's 
business, and that is what is done here. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I can not at this time; I ill in a moment 
if I get through. I fear if the gentleman’s amendment be in- 


corporated into the law which we are now seeking to write 
that the advantage and benefit of it would not be sought by 
those whom the gentleman from Texas is apparently seeking 
to protect, but. on the contrary, that it would give the power- 
ful, the wanton, and the willful violators of the spirit and pur- 
pose of the law an advantage, although the Secretary after fair 
investigation had reached the conclusion that they were vio- 
lators of the law, engaging in a monopoly, and should issue an 
order revoking their license after a fair opportunity to prepare 
their case. It would give them an advantage by which they 
could gain an indefinite time in which to continue in violation 
of the law itself until the slow and tedious processes of the 
courts should be fought out to final decision. Mr. Hoover is 
not a member of my party. I am in no wise responsible for his 
elevation to his present exalted station in publie life, but 
from the man’s character and achieyements in the past, I do 
have a profound confidence, certainly in his integrity and hon- 
esty, as well as in his ability; and he very nature of the situa- 
tion with which we were confronted made it necessary for us 
to confer upon one man some absolute and plenary power in 
order to regulate this situation and get it out of the dissatis- 
faction and confusion in which it is now, of which the whole 
country is complaining, amateurs as well as professional opera- 
tors of these radio outfits. We believe that the Secretary will 
conscientiously, intelligently, wisely administer the powers with 
which he is clothed in this bill, and if he sees fit on fair con- 
sideration to revoke a license of a man who has willfully dis- 
obeyed the law or the regulations which have Leen suggested 
by a conference composed of those who are interested in all 
fields of this art, then the matter should rest; and there is no- 
where else to correct it, unless you diversify the matter and 
scatter it somewhere, and then, certainly, we would have a ccn- 
tinuation of this same confusion from which we are suffering. 
I do not think any substantial right would be denied any cor- 
poration or citizen under this provision. I believe they would 
be fairly and equitably administered by the present Secretary 
or any other Secretary who should be exalted to that distin- 
guished position of trust and honor in our Government, I think 
it is very unwise to give these recalcitrant violators of the regu- 
lations and the law an opportunity to drag out their misfea- 
sunce in the tedious processes of the courts; and I hope, in 
line with many other regulations not subject to review in the 
exercise of executive discretion, that this power will be vested 
in the Secretary, and that this amendment will be rejected by 
the committee. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr, Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. I find myself in complete harmony with the 
views expressed by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANK- 
HEAD]. I think the adoption of this amendment would be a 
grievous mistake, because its adoption will undo practically 
everything that the committee has sought to do and would make 
possible again the conditions which the committee think it 
absolutely necessary to cure in the public interest. This right 
to operate radio stations, transmit these messages, send this 
energy out in the air, is not an absolute right in the citizen of 
the United States, to be exercised by him without leave or con- 
trol by any governmental body. At most it is a qualified right, 
to be exercised under the rules and conditions Congress lays 
down. We undertake here to lay down the rules, and we create 
in this legislation the body to determine the application of those 
rules to the facts in every case. We do create a court, and 
that court is the Secretary of Commerce, clothed with plenary 
powers to consider facts, to pass on the merits, and then to 
render a decision according to the public interests. 

What is the situation that we are undertaking to correct? 
I can illustrate it by a specific case. There was a concern over 
in New York which obtained a license away back in May, 1920, 
It was found in the operation of that station that it inter- 
fered with communications between ships at sea, between ship 
and shore, and it was complained of by a number of people. 
It was complained of by the postal authorities, by the naval 
authorities, by numerous private users, and by the press of the 
country, located in New York. Ultimately the question came 
up to the Secretary as to whether he should revoke that license, 
For weeks and weeks and month after month that matter had 
been kept in the air. That station continued to operate in 
violation of the interests of the public, endangering every day 
it operated the lives of people at sea on the Atlantic coast. 
Finally the Secretary of Commerce issued an order revoking 
that license, and then the holder of that license came into court, 
petitioned for a mandamus directing the Secretary of Commerce 
to issue to him a license, and a court finally issued the order 
of mandamus to the Secretary of Commerce directing him to 
issue a license to that station, which had flagrantly violated the 
rights of the Nation and of the people of the country. 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —- HOUSE. 


2787 


Mr. JONES of Texas. But that ease is now on appeal, is 
it not? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes; it has not been finally decided; 
but that decision has beem rendered: by a court of competent 
jurisdiction, and this condition has been going an for well- 
nigh two years. The committee recognizes that if there is to 
be any semblance of order brought out of this ehaos there must 
be a decision of these questions, and a decision speedily, and 
we have created as a tribunal whieh is to determine these mat- 
ters the Secretary of Commerce, who knows about it better than 
any other governmental agency. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Does the gentleman know of any other 
bill of importance that has ever been passed by this body, 
except in time of war, where tremendous powers are placed 
in the hands of any one man, where the right of appeal to a 
court has not been given? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Oh, we never give a right of appeal 
from the exercise of discretion upon the part of an official 
of the Government. 

Mr. JONES. of Texas. Oh, the Federal Trade Commission 
and all these other matters that have regulative powers are all 
made subject to a provision of that kind. 

Now, let me make another suggestion concerning this mat- 
ter: I say to the members of this committee there has not 
been a single user of radio except one of the great interests, 
an interest that you men are complaining against, who has 
come before this committee and urged a review of the deci- 
sions of the Secretary by the courts. Every small user, every 
amateur, all the other users of radio are content to leave the 
decision in this matter to the Secretary of Commerce, and it 
is only this one great interest which came before us and urged 
that there may be an appeal to the court. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Chairman, I want to begin where 
my colleague from Maine left off. I want to say to this com- 
mittee that right this very day the gentleman representing 
the particular organization to which the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. Waite] referred is the man who has been going around 
to your offices talking to you on this subject and complaining 
about this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. There has been no man coming to my 
oftice. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No; but some of you gentlemen know 
where he has been. Now, Mr. Chairman, it is very easy to 
make a pathetic plea about a man getting a day in court. 
This bill, so far as the revocation of licenses is concerned, 
gives a man his day in court. Many people have a mistaken 
idea that a day in court means getting a right to appeal. The 
fact is that the common law required nothing but one trial. 
A writ of error or a prayer for an appeal never was a funda- 
mental right. It is merely a right granted by statute. A 
hearing before a court of competent jurisdiction is all our 
institutions have ever considered absolutely necessary for the 
granting of that which we sometimes call a day in court. 

Mr. JONES of Texas, Will the gentleman yield for a sug- 
gestion? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. On this subject? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Does not the gentleman the 
fact that my amendment gives him the right to one trial in 
a court of competent jurisdiction and you are denying it? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Why, this section provides a hearing 
before the Secretary of Commerce before a license is re 
voked 

Mr. JONES of Texas. But not before a court. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. It does not have to be before a court. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. But the gentleman was talking about 
a court. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, In this case the Secretary of Commerce 
is the court. We do not have to call him a judge. We de not 
have to designate him by any particular name. He is empow- 
ered under the act to take testimony; he is directed to take 
testimony and ascertain the facts and act upon an ascertain- 
ment of the facts. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. If the gentleman will permit, in 
levee and ditch proceedings frequently a board passes both 
upon the question of condemnation and the question of dam- 
ages and no right of appeal has been given, and —— 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I want to call attention also to the 
fact that in cases involving the proving up of land, proceedings 
are held before the Secretary of the Interior without appeal. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And actions under the navigation laws 
are not subject to review by the court. Why, Mr. Chairman, 
the position of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] is most 
anomalous. He started this morning by complaining that this 
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bill did not give ample protection against monopolies. He 
now proposes a procedure which is going further than any- 
thing I can conceive of to assist those who would monopolize 
the use of the air. Yow give them the right to an appeal to 
the courts. You let them go into a nisi prius or trial court 
and then a court of appeals and then te the Supreme Court 
of the United States, running the gamut of all possible judicial 
proceedings, and you are taking the very best step possible 
to maintain them in their monopoly. That is the one thing 
this committee has wanted to avoid. 

Mr. BUTLER, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. An act of Congress prevides that under 
certain conditions a pension may be granted to a soldier who 
served in the Army? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. : 

Mr. BUTLER. Suppose the pension is takem away from 
him, is there an appeal? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. No. 

ren re ar Who has the right to do that, the commis- 
sioner 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The Commissioner of Pensions. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. The Secretary of the Interior: 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. He has an appeal to the Secretary of 
the Interior. s 

Mr. BUTLER. But not to a court? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Not te a court. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. ; 

Mr. BLANTON. That affects only that one particular sol- 
dier’s rights. But the rights of all the individuals of the United 
States are affected if they have no redress in court—— 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the gentleman mean to Say that 
all the people of the United States are going into court seeking 
redress? Why, the converse is true. This amendment will not 
provide any redress for all the people of the United States or 
for the general public, but it will provide redress only for the 
individual owners and operators of radio communieation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, I am sorry to see the dis- 
position shown on the part of the committee to rush this bill 
through just as it was framed without giving a proper day in 
court to aggrieved parties. It is my opinion that above every 
other question radio transmission is going to do more to solve 
the marketing problem of our farmers than anything else now 
promising hope to them. 

Now, as I mentioned the other day, in the State where I 
live, Texas, we have un agricultural experiment station. There 
eould arise this kind of a situation there: It could perfect a 
marketing system for farmers with radio transmission, advis- 
ing them of markets where they could sell their products, 
That might be run in an intrastate manner so that it might 
not interfere in any way whatever with interstate control. Yet 
the Secretary of Commerce here in Washington, under the 
terms of this bill, could say that it constituted interference with 
the national control. He could, in passing upon the license 
question, after our agricultural experiment station had pro- 
cured a license under this very provision, suspend that license 
for two years without giving our State authorities a hearing 
in court—an arbitrary transaction. 

Let me say this, that eventually the Secretary of Agriculture, 
through a perfected Bureau of Markets, is going to furnish the 
farmers with a most valuable service, through radio transmis- 
sion, telling them where markets may be found for the sale of 
their products. The Seeretary of Agriculture now is using only 
four broadeasting stations in the United States. He is not 
operating them; they are not operated by him but for him. 
Vet this bill excepts only such stations as are owned and oper- 
ated by the Government, It does not except stations that are 
operated for the Government. These four transmitting sta- 
tions now are all operated on behalf of the Department of 
Agriculture, are operated, not by it, but for it. Yet their 
licenses could be suspended and the great work of furnishing 
information as to the markets of the country to the farmers 
throughout this land could be stopped arbitrarily. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Under this bill the Secretary of Com- 
merce would have authority to establish priorities, and the 
recommendation of the conference is that the first right shall 
be to the Government station for the distribution of just such 
matter as the gentleman from Texas is now concerned in. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but to-morrow he might change his 
mind. We do not want to put this power absolutely in the 
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hands of any one man. It should be reviewable. 
it not be reviewed in the courts? 

My friend from Illinois [Mr. CHINDBLOM] talked about the 
day in court, meaning before the Secretary of Commerce. A 
day in court is presumed to be before a legal tribunal. Is the 
Secretary of Commerce a lawyer? Is he familiar with the 
legal rights of individuals as they should be administered in 
the courthouses of the land? No. So how could a man have 
a day in court? Nota day in a justice's court, where the jus- 
tice of the peace is not a lawyer, but a day in court where there 
is a judge to administer the law of the land, to see that a man’s 
legal rights are protected. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. : 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Does the gentleman conceive of any ad- 
ministrative function that under his theory should not be placed 
for review before a court? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, this is one of the biggest questions of 
the day. It is a question of transmitting intelligence from one 
community to another. It is the question of transmitting by 
radio, which is greater than the telegraph or the telephone. 
Would you bring in here a law that would place under the con- 
trol of one man all the telegraph and telephone systems of the 
country without redress in court? No. This is a new ques- 
tion. The gentlemen of this committee want to get this bill 
through as they have written it. They do not want to accept 
an amendment from anybody, no matter how meritorious it 
may be. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I have been making a 
study of this matter as well as I could in the brief time of a 
week, I am going to support this bill without the present 
amendment if the committee votes down the amendment. 
seriously, I want to bring to the attention of the committee a 
few ideas with reference to this amendment. 
any very serious objection to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones], because it leaves the order 
of the Secretary of Commerce in force and effect until final 
decision of the courts. 

Now, I would like very much if the amendment of the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] should stay in the bill. But, 
as I say, I have determined to support the bill whether it is in 
or not, because I feel that there should be regulation of radio. 

And in that connection I desire the unanimous consent of the 
committee here to have inserted in my remarks a telegram and 
letters which I have received from gentlemen in my district 
who are interested in this bill and who desire me to favor the 
bill. 

I say I shall favor the bill whether this amendment is put 
in or not, but I really think it would be more in accordance 
with the general idea of the fundamental form of our Govern- 
ment if we would give a man a right in court. While I have 
great respect for the Secretary of Commerce and I do not be- 
lieve we can put this authority in better hands at the present 
time ; ; 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Has the gentleman received any appeals 
from users of radio, people interested in the manufacture or 
operation of radio, asking for this particular amendment? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I have not. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I thought not, 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I say I am going to support the commit- 
tee’s bill as they have reported it, whether the amendment is 
adopted or not, but I am going to vote for the amendment of 
the gentleman from Texas, because I believe it is based on cor- 
rect principles. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Carolina asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by in- 
corporating certain letters and telegram received by him. IS 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Following are the letters and telegram referred to: 

NEWBERN, N. C., January 30, 1923. 


Why should 


Hon. C. L. ABERNETHY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0.: 
I most earnestly urge you to vote for the White bill, H. R. 13773, 
when it comes up for action. It is a good bill and will go a long way 
in relieving present congestion and chaotic conditions in the radio 


game. 
With sincere personal regards, 
ALGERT W. PARKER. 
RICHLANDS, N. C., January 28, 1923. 
Mr. Cuas. L. ABERNETHY, 
Washington, D. O. 


My DEAR MR. ABERNETHY : I have your letter in regard to the pro- 


sed radio legislation: you failed to inclose the debate and report on 
he bill. But you state that you want my letter by Wednesday, so 
I am writing you. 1 am sorry 1 did not get this report. 
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| more seat, Charlie. 


But, 


I can not see 


| public and of other transmitting stations. 


| 
| 


JANUARY 31, 


But as the matter stands it is up to Congress to do something alon 
this line, It is too big a question and too many people are affect 
to not do so, 

It has been conservatively estimated that there are over a million 
and a half receiving radio sets in the country. Every set represents 
a home, and these homes have invited guests every night. So picture 
in your mind the number of people this legislation will reach. 

ere is an instance T will relate to you: There are several hundred 
receiving sets in the city of Wilmington. When e revenue cutter 
Modock is there they are greatly interfered with—in fact, drowned out, 
so to speak—from the wireless of boat transmitting, and it is 
claimed over one-half to two-thirds of this work could be sent by 
land wire and in this way give these people in Wilmington relief; but 
they do not do it. The Navy claims a nearly absolute monopoly 
on this business, holding the large transmitting stations to a low 
meter band. 

We want this thing so regulated so the hundreds of thousands of 
listeners can receive the entertainment without this useless interference 
from the amateur sending stations and the naval stations. 

Somebody might claim to raise the meter band would cause the now 
owners of receiving apparatus a hardship. Not at all. The only thing 
they would have to do would be to place a coil in the line, only five 
minutes’ work, and at a cost of not exceeding $5. 

Before this year is gone I expect to have the pleasure of listening 
ou in Washington over the radio, What do you say to that? 

ere is the situation now: Here is a long seat; e Nav 
“ You boys can have only one little end, you can only sit so 
have all the rest of the seat. If you have trouble in sitting com- 
fortably, why just sit on each others lap; we don't care, its not 
bothering us.“ mely that A about the way things are now, We want 
jet me 
I am voicing the sentiments of at least 5,000,000 people. 

With my kindest regards, I am, respectfully yours, 


A. M. MCCUISTON. 


to 
says 
‘ar, we 


„ JaNvaARY 30, 1923. 
Hon. CHARLES L. ABERNETHY, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dran COLLEAGUE: I have read with much interest the letter of 
Dr. A. M. McCuiston to you relative to the pending radio bill. 

I find myself very much in sympathy with the doctor's criticism of 
present conditions. In my opinion, some of the departments of the 
Government have been absolutely selfish in their own use of the radio. 
They have taken to themselves whatever wave lengths they saw fit 
and bave operated in utter disregard of the rights of the listening 
In the present situation 
there is no restraint upon them. 

The pending bill does not go to the extent I personally would have 
it, but it does hold out some promise of bettered conditions. As you 
know from your study of the matter, paragraph D of section 1 pro- 
vides that Government stations, except on board naval and other Gov- 
ernment vessels while at sea, when transmitting any messages other 
than messages relating to Government business must conform to such 
rules and regulations designed to prevent interference as the Secre- 
tary of Commerce may 5 t is hoped and believed that this 
paragraph of the bill will do much to relieve from such unwarranted 
transmitting by vessels as Doctor McCuiston specifically complains of. 

Under existing law, because of conditions which gou well understand, 
practically all broadcasting is limited to the wave lengths between 300 
and 600 meters. By existing law the wave lengths between 600 and 
1,600 meters are reserved for naval and military purposes. The pran: 
ing bill repeals this allocation to these Army an avy stations of this 
ban between 600 and 1,600 meters and makes is possible to utilize 
them for broadcasting and other private uses. 

It is believed that it broadcasting stations are permitted to utilize 
wave lengths above 600 meters that it will greatly relieve the present 
situation and yastly Improve the service. 

It may take some little time to readjust transmitting and receiving 
sets to these longer wave lengths, but it is entirely practicable to do 
so. This is directly in line with Doctor McCuiston's suggestion. 

I skould be very glad to have the benefit of any further suggestions 
that the doctor may make to you in the future on this subject. 

With assurances of regards I am, yours very truly, 


WALLACE H. Waite, Ir. 


Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be 
now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania that all debate on this section 
and all amendments thereto do now close? 

Mr. BARBOUR. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 
What is the section referred to? 

The CHAIRMAN, Section 2. 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I ask that the amendment be again 
reported, 

The CHAIRMAN. 
again reported. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Joxes of Texas: Page 9, line 15, after 
“revocation Insert “from any order of the Secretary of Commerce 
refusing, suspending, or revoking a license or permit the person or 
corporation whose license or permit is refused or revoked or suspended 
shall have the right to mses to a court of competent jurisdiction for 
review, which court shall have the power to affirm, modify, or revoke 
such order: Provided, The order of the Secretary of Commerce in 
refusing, suspending, or revoking such license or permit shall not be 
suspended pending final action by such court.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentieman from Texas, which has just been read. 

The question being taken, the amendment was rejected. 


Is there objection? 


Without objection, the amendment will be 
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The Clerk read as follows: 


Src. 3. A. The actual operation of all transmitting apparatus in any 
radio station for which a station license is required by this act shall be 
carried on only by a person holding an operator's license issued here- 
under. No person shall operate any such apparatus in such station 
except under and in accordance with an operator’s license issued to 
him by the Secretary of Commerce, 

he Secretary of Commerce, in his discretion, may grant special 
temporary operators’ licenses to operators of radio apparatus under 
such regulations, in such form and under such conditions as he may 
prescribe, wheneyer an emergency arises requiring prompt employment 
of such an operator. 

C. An operator's license shall be issued by the Secretary of Commerce 
in response to a written application therefor, addressed to him, which 
shall set forth (a) the name, age, and address of the applicant; (b) 
the date and place of birth; tr tbe country of which he is a citizen 
and, if a naturalized citizen of the United States, the date and place, o 
naturalization ; (d) the proyiona experience of the applicant in operat- 
ing radio apparatus; and (e) such other facts or information as may 
be required by the Secretary of Commerce. Every application shall be 
signed by the applicant under oath or affirmation. 

D. An operator’s license shall be issued only to a person who, in the 
judgment of the e of Commerce, is proficient in the use and 
operation of radio apparatus and in the transmission and reception of 
radiograms by telegraphy and telephony. Except in an emergenc 
found by the Secretary of Commerce to exist, an operator's license sha 
not be granted to any alien, nor shall such a license be granted to a 
R of a foreign government. 

„An operator’s license shall be in such form as the Secretary of 
Commerce shall prescribe and may be 1 by him for a period 
not exceeding two years upon proof sufficient to satisfy him that the 
licensee (a) has violated any provision of any act or treaty binding on 
the United States which the Secretary of Commerce is authorized by 
this act to administer, or of any regulation made by the Secretary 
under any such act or treaty; or (b) has failed to compel compliance 
therewith by any unlicensed person under his supervision; or (c) has 
failed to carry out the lawful orders of the master of the vessel on 
which he is employed; or (d) has willfully damaged or permitted ap- 
paratus to be damaged ; or (e) has transmitted superfluous signals or 
signals containing profane or obscene words or language. 

A license may be revoked by the Secretary of Commerce upon 
pot sufficient to satisfy him that the licensee was at the date his 
icense was granted to him, or is at the time of revocation, ineligible 
or unfit for a license. 


Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Ramseyer). The gentleman from 
California offers an amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. BARBOUR : Page 10, line 19. strike out the 
period and insert a semicolon and the words: Provided, That opor 
ators engaged in the emergency operation of radio telephones used solely 
in the private business of any person, company, or corporation as in- 
cidental to such business shall not be required to be proficient in the 
transmission and reception of radiograms by telegraphy.” 


Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I offer this amendment for 
the reason that I think the requirements specified in paragraph 
D on page 10 are too strict to cover all cases, Paragraph D 
provides as follows: 

An operator’s license shall be issued only to a person who, in the 
judgment of the Secretary of Commerce, is proficient in the use and 
9 of radio apparatus and in the transmission and reception 
of radiograms by telegraphy and telephony. 

1 will state that I had a talk with che author of the bill 
yesterday and suggested to him that the bill be amended by 
permitting operators of radiotelephones in private business to 
have licenses issued to them without the requirement that they 
be proficient in radiotelegraphy. The author of the bill stated 
to me a very good reason why that should not be permitted in 
all cases, so I have limited my amendment to emergency cases. 
The particular enterprises that I have in mind are the power 
companies of the West. Those of you who are familiar with the 
operations of our power companies in that section know that 
a large part of our power is hydroelectric and is developed back 
in the high mountains. They string their telephone lines along 
on the power poles back to their substations in the mountains. 
Frequently storms occur in those sections. Lightning will 
strike a wire, ice and sleet will form, or one of the power lines 
will become broken and hang across the telephone line, break- 
ing it down, If the power lines are down, the service which 
the company is able to give is seriously interfered with. These 
companies have installed radio broadcasting machines and are 
using them in these emergencies to communicate with their 
substations back in the mountains. It is only in cases of this 
kind that my amendment would apply—to the emergency use 
of radiotelephones by private companies or persons in their 
private business. The amendment simply provides that opera- 
tors of radiophones in such cases shall not be required to be 
proficient in radiotelegraphy. 

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to ask the gentleman a question. 

Mr, BARBOUR. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BUTLER. I notice that subsection D says that an op- 
erator's license shall be issued only to a person who, in the 
judgment of the Secretary of Commerce, is proficient in the use 
and operation of radio apparatus. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes. 
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Mr. BUTLER. Does that require any special instruction be- 
fore he is able to use it? 

Mr. BARBOUR. I think it does. 

Mr. BUTLER, I have no knowledge at all of radio. I have 
an apparatus in my house where I am receiving. 

Mr. BARBOUR. If you are only receiving you are not re- 
quired to have an operator's license. 

Mr. BUTLER. Let us see. It says: 

Proficient in the use an t i 
transmission and reception 6 „ 

Mr. BARBOUR. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman knows what he is talking 
about, and I am not informed on this subject. 

Mr. BARBOUR. If you are merely operating a receiving set 
you are not required to have a license. 

Mr. BUTLER. Why is the word“ reception” in there? 

- 8 BARBOUR. I do not know, unless it applies to teleg- 
aphy. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Will the gentleman yield? ` 

Mr. BARBOUR. I yield to the gentleman from Maine. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. The bill does not contemplate that 
there shall be any license required of a person who is only 
receiving, That is, you may have in your home a receiving set 
and you may hear all you please or as little as you are able to 
without any license from anybody, 

Mr. BUTLER. And, therefore, it would not interfere with the 
privilege I have in mind, of a person having a receiving set in 
his home? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. No. 

Mr. BUTLER. I wondered why they used the word “ recep- 
tion,” and whether it refers to the whole bill or not. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Does that amendment obviate the ne- 
cessity of these companies getting a license from the Secretary 
of Commerce? 

Mr. BARBOUR. No; it provides that the operators or li- 
censees shall not be required to be proficient in telegraphy 
where they are using private phone outfits only in cases of 
emergency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Califor- 
nia has expired. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARBOUR, During that time I shall ask the Clerk 
to read an excerpt from an article which recently appeared 
in the Journal of Electricity bearing upon this very subject, 
covering my amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the Clerk will read. 

There was no objection, and the Clerk read as follows: 

{From the Journal of Electricity.] 
REGULATIONS HAMPERING USE OF RADIO BY POWER COMPANIES, 


One of the most useful applications to which the radiotelephone 
has been adapted is for purposes of emergency communication or load 
dispatchers in generating stations in case of failure of pole line tele- 
phones. Western power companies are all alive to the possibilities 
of the radiotelephone for emergency-system dispatching; and when 
conditions are right and the way is clear, considerable use will un- 
doubtedly be made of this method of communication. 

Were it not for certain existing Government radio regulations, the 
problenrs relating to radiotelephone operators or opera personnel 
would be quite simple. While there is no particular difficulty at- 
tached to the procuring of station licenses or the allotment of wave 
lengths for this class of communication which comes under the lim- 
ited commercial classification, the operators requirements are some- 
what stringent, being originally intended for operators of radiotele- 
graph stations, 

roficiency in the telegraph code is required, as well as an examl- 
nation in both medit and application of radiotelegra h apparatus, 
before an operating license can be secured. The imposition of these 
requirements on a telephone operator does not seem warranted, and 
it would seem that a revision of the requirements is advisable. The 
suggestion has been made that the private use of the radiotelephone 
for emergency dispatching on power systems could very well be 
handled by licensing one competent engineer to have complete super- 
yision over the licensed stations of his particular system. 

It is to be hoped that in the interest of public service some provision 
will be made to permit the more general use of the radiotelephone 
for dispatching purposes, as well as for communication with remotely 
situated construction camps, 


Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I will state that my amend- 
ment would simply in case of emergency permit these power 
companies or apy other companies operating a similar business, 
or any business wherein radiotelephones are used, to have 
the broadcasting apparatus operated by a man who is not 
necessarily proficient in telegraphy, which has nothing to do 
with the operation of a radiotelephone. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. I have no quarrel with the gentleman's 
purpose, but I think the effect of his amendment might be very 
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harmful. Of course, it does not make much difference what the 
purpose of the originator of a message is. We are concerned 
with the effect of that message when it gets into the ether. 
This particular provision was put in the bill out of a regard 
for safety of life and property at sea. That was the primary 
purpose of it. If you are familiar at all with the international 
conventions, with the act of 1912 and the regulations thereun- 
der, you will know that there are yarious provisions requiring 
operators to listen in at specified times for S O S messages 
from ships at sea. Here is the situation: At the power com- 
pany which the gentleman from California [Mr. BARBOUR} has 
in mind, the minute it starts its message out into the ether it 
has no control over where it is going; it has no control over 
what it is to interfere with. The conference originally thought, 
and the committee agreed, that it was absolutely essential if 
other provisions of the law were to be observed with respect 
to listening in and stopping the sending of other messages 
when S O S messages come in, that the station transmitting 
messages must be also able to listen in and hear distress signals, 
whether they come by telephone or by the Morse code, so that 
the station may obey other provisions of the law designed to 
promote safety at sea. If the sender of this power company 
is not able to listen, to hear, and to understand messages com- 
ing both by telegraph and telephone, then he can not meet the 
other provisions of law designed to promote safety at sea. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I assume that the Secretary of Com- 
merce could allocate wave lengths to these different stations. 
What difference does it make whether the man at an emer- 
gency station could understand an S O S or not? He would 
not be able to help in any event. Could they not give him wave 
lengths. that would not interfere? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Let me ilfustrate what I have in mind. 
The particular instance I shall now relate was told to me by a 
distinguished Member of the House within a very few short 
hours. A couple of boys got an amateur license for transmitting. 
They were told that their instrument would carry only 30 
miles. They learned the S O S signals of the Morse code, and, 
thinking they were far inland, away from the coast, and that 
it would do no harm, they began to transmit the S O S signal 

| with their amateur instrument. 

The S O S message was heard by a station many miles 
away. It was relayed to the coast, and three or four or five 
destroyers traversed the coast for a number of hours looking 
for the senders of that S O S message. It might just as 
well have been a bona fide S O S as one sent out 
frivolously by some boys, and it is absolutely vital that all 
people transmitting may hear and understand these messages. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, It seems to me hardly conceivable that 
a man stationed at a point in the interior, at an emergency 
station, would send out that kind of a message. 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. It does not make any difference what 
the character of his message may be, it may interfere with a 
bona fide S O S message, or a bona fide S O S message may 
be coming in, and if he does not stop transmitting he may 
prevent the reception of it by the station for which it was in- 
tended. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Even though using different wave 
lengths? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes; within limits, 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. BARBOUR. I would like to have the gentleman tell me 
whether a radio telephone operator, for instance, in one of 
these stores in Washington—— 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Maine 
has expired. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that his time be extended for two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BARBOUR. Suppose an operator were operating a 
radio telephone in one of these stores in Washington that 
gives concerts and sends out radiograms. Would he be able 
to hear, would he have the necessary apparatus, or would his 
apparatus convey to him a di message sent out by a 
ship at sea? 


Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes; and in any event he ought to, 


because he can directly interfere with all S O S messages at 
sea all along this coast, and that is the purpose of this pro- 
vision, and of a.subsequent provision in the bill, to make sure 
that a station transmitting, whether by telegraph or telephone, 
is so equipped that it cam hear S O S messages and stop 
transmitting. 


Mr. BARBOUR. When he is broadcasting is he also listen- 
9 


Mr. WHITE of Maine. He must be listening, he must have 
an operator listening in so that he may stop his transmitting 
in order to comply with the provisions of the law in order that 
S O S messages may be effective. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from California. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I offer the following amendment: 
Page 10, line 25, strike out the words “two years” and insert 
“one year.” 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 10, line 25, strike out the words two years” and insert in 
lieu thereof one year.” 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I was surprised be- 
yond expression at the view which some of the committee, and 
especially some of the lawyers on the committee, took in refer- 
ence to the amendment relating to the right of a man to have 
his day in court. My amendment simply provided if a man had 
his license refused or had his license canceled he should have 
the right to have it reviewed by a court of competent jurisdic- 
tion, and in the meantime that the Secretary’s orders should 
remain in full force and effect. Now if I had said if he vio- 
lated a regulation of the department, that would have been a 
different proposition. The instances which the gentleman 
cited were instances in which regulations had been violated. 
Of course, that should be a matter for the discretion of the 
Secretary. In the grain futures bill the Secretary of agricul- 
ture is permitted to make general regulations, and there is no 
appeal from those regulations; but if peradventure the Secre- 
tary should say that the grain exchanges shall close, that bill 
gives the right on the part of the grain exchanges to go into 
court and challenge the Secretary’s order. Likewise in the 
packers’ bill the regulations are purely in the discretion of the 
Secretary of Agriculture. The Secretary of Agriculture in no 
place is given power absolutely to say the packers shall not 
operate. When he says that, the bill provides the packer may 
go into a ceurt—go into an impartial tribunal where every 
man is supposed to meet on a common level—and have his 
rights adjudicated. In other words, it was the purpose of the 
provisions that we put in those two bills to see that we did 
not confiscate a man’s property or right to do business without 
the privilege of being heard in court. The of the 
Interior simply on the violation of a little regulation as, for 
instance, the transmission of superfluous signals, may say that 
a man who has deyoted his life to the radio business may not 
have the right to pursue his occupation for a period of two 
years. Not only that; if you turn over to section 4, page 11, 
it reads: f 

After the approval of this act the construction of a station for 
which a license is required by this act shall not be begun 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that that section has not been read. 

Mr. JONES of Texas (reading)— 

Nor shall the construction of a station already begun be continued— 


If the gentleman desires to make that point, I shall make 
the point of no quorum. 


Mr. HICKS. The gentleman is only reading that for infor- 


mation; it is part of his argument. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Illinois make 
the point ef order? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I withdraw the point of order. 

Mr. JONES of Texas (reading)— 

Nor shall the construction of a station 9 be continued 
until after a permit for its construction has n granted by the 
Secretary of Commerce upon written application therefor. 

Here may be a bunch of four or five men who have gone in 
together, forming an organization, perhaps a little corporation 
or a partnership, and they have spent $100,000 and have their 
station nearly completed, yet we are putting the power in the 
hands of the Secretary of Commerce to say they shall not 
complete that station and shall not send out a message and 
there is no appeal. By that very act, if the Secretary of Com- 
merce in his busy operation should be imposed on or if some 
clerk should make a mistake, the men or corporation would 
have their rights confiscated without the right of review by a 


court. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. JONES of Texas. I ask manimous consent that I may 
proceed for five additional minutes. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 
Mr. KNUTSON. What is the gentleman's request? 


1923. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent 
to proceed for five minutes. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I shall object to any more extensions after 
the gentleman has finished. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas has the floor 
and he has been granted an extension of five minutes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I shall object to any further extension. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Gentlemen of the committee, I would 
not make an effort to say that if some regulation might be vio- 
lated a man should have the right to carry up matters in court. 
That is a different proposition altogether, but there are men 
all over this broad, big country who have put money into this 
thing. There are men all over this country who have devoted 
years of study to a mastery of the radio business. Now you are 
placing in the hands of the Secretary of Commerce the right 
to say to that man who has spent years of his life in the 
mastery of the business, Lou shall no longer conduct the 
business of your choice. You shall not have the right to go 
to any court to have my edict reviewed. I am settling this 
matter fully and finally.” That is the matter that you placed 
in the hands of the Secretary of Commerce, who is already a 
busy man and who can not perform the functions of a court 
and in many instances may not even be a lawyer. 

I understand the present Secretary of Commerce is not a 
judge; he is not capable of passing on the legal rights of a 
man or a set of men. Here is a proposition that means con- 
fiscation and ruin to a man if it should be imposed upon him. 
I again suggest that the illustration that the gentleman gave 
of the Bureau of Navigation was purely a question of regula- 
tion, not the destruction of a man’s business. I purposely 
limited the amendment which I offered before to the simple 
question of refusing or revoking a license to a person to 
operate and refusing a license to a station to operate. Surely, 
if a man has a station in which he may have invested $5,000 
or $100,000, and some man who is in the position of Secretary 
of Commerce should make an error or commit a wrong, that 
man should have the right to appeal to a court of competent 
jurisdiction. We may not always in the future have in the 
office of Secretary of Commerce a man who is so wise and so de- 
pendable as the one we have now. We do not know. But a 
man should have the right to appeal to a court of competent 
jurisdiction which would determine his rights in accordance 
with the rules and regulations based upon the procedure in a 
court. Gentlemen, law is based on reason, It is based on 
human experience. It is the result of centuries of effort on the 
part of the brightest men whom the race has produced to pro- 
duce legal rules of procedure that will deal justice between 
man and man, and that right should be given to a man under 
these circumstances. 

Now, in view of the fact that the committee has voted down 
my amendment, I am offering an amendment to the effect that 
if an operator shall violate one of these provisions, the Secre- 
tary may suspend him for only one year, instead of two years. 
Here might be a man who violated some regulation laid down 
in this paragraph, and the Secretary decides te suspend him 
for an indefinite period. I think, in view of the fact that you 
are putting the determination finally in the hands of the Sec- 
retary of Commerce, one year would be a reasonable time for 
the limit of suspension. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, in view of the fact that 
debate has already spread over the next section, I move that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be now 
closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be now 
closed, The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Jones]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec, 4. A. After the approval of this act the construction of a station 
for which a license is required by this act shall not be begun, nor shall 
the construction of a station already begun be continued until after a 
permit for its construction has been granted by the Secretary of Com- 
2 upon written application therefor. This application shall set 
orth such facts as the Secretary of Commerce by regulation ma 
prescribe as to the citizenship, character, and the financial, technical, 
and other ability of the applicant to construct and operate the station, 
the ownership and location of the proposed station and of the station 
or stations with which it is proposed to communicate, the wave length 
or wave lengths desired to be used, the hours of the day or other 
periods of time during which it is proposed to operate the station, the 


purpose for which the station is to be used, the type of transmitting 
apparatus to be used, the power to be used, the date upon which the 
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station is expected to be completed and in operation, and such other 
information as the Secretary of Commerce may require. Such applica- 
tion shall be signed by the applicant under oath or affirmation. 

B. Such porai for construction shall show specifically the earliest 
and latest dates between which the actual operation of such station is 
expected to begin and shall provide that said permit will be auto- 
matically forfeited if the station is not ready for operation within the 
time specified, unless prevented by strikes, riots, acts of God, or other 
causes not under the control of the grantee. The rights granted under 
any such permit shall not be assigned, or otherwise transferred to any 
person, persons, company, or corporation, without the approval of the 

ecretary of Commerce: Provided, That a permit for construction shall 

not be required for Government stations or for private stations as 
1 1 87 for in section 4, fifteenth regulation, of the act of August 13, 
912. The re of this permit to construct a station as herein 
required shall not of itself be construed to impose any duty or obliga- 
3 the Secretary to issue a license for the operation of such 
station, 

Mr. TILSON. 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut moves to 


strike out the last word. 


Mr, TILSON. I do so for the purpose of propounding a 
unanimous-consent request. I called the attention of the com- 
mittee the other day to the fact that there is a real difficulty 
in regard to the numbering of the sections of this bill. It 
can not be entirely adjusted until we reach the last paragraph, 
but there are certain changes that ought to be made here, which 
reach back to the very beginning of the bill. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent that for the purpose of properly numbering 
the sections, or, if necessary, changing the numbering of the 
sections of the bill, we be permitted to return to any part of 
the bill that has been read without losing the right to do so. 
I have gone into this matter with the enrolling clerk and with 
the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Wuire], and I think we have 
contrived a plan whereby we arrange the section numbers as 
they should be. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I wish to inquire of the gentleman if 
the gentleman has gone over the matter with the ranking Mem- 
bers of the majority? 

Mr, TILSON. Yes; with the gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
Ware] and with the enrolling clerk. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why not ask unanimous consent that the 
Clerk be authorized to number the sections in accordance with 
the established precedents? 

Mr. TILSON, It would not be in order until the last section 
is reached, unless by unanimous consent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks 
unanimous consent that at the conclusion of the reading of the 
bill it shall be in order to return to any section or any part 
of the bill for the purpose of offering amendments only as to 
the numbering thereof. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 
Connecticut has very kindly given this matter his personal 
attention, why should it not be done now? 

Mr. BLANTON, It can be done now, and should be. 

Mr. TILSON, I will avail of the opportunity suggested by 
the gentleman from Illinois, and will send to the Clerk’s desk 
a unauimous-consent request that we be permitted to rearrange 
the numbering of the section, if necessary, or at least correctly 
numbering the sections of the bill, and for that purpose to re- 
turn to the earlier portions of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks 
unanimous consent to offer amendments to change the number- 
ing of the sections, and for that purpose to return to the prior 
portions of the bill. Is there objection? 

Mr. ROACH. Reserving the right to object, I will not object, 
because I can see that the bill is improperly numbered by sec- 
tions, and that is the point I made a moment ago, and that rea- 
son justifies me, in my opinion, in offering an amendment. 

Mr. TILSON. As the Chairman has said, it is technically 
all one section, and that was not the intention of the authors 
of the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr, Chairman, I ask by way of amending 
the gentleman’s request that the Clerk be authorized to change 
the numbering of the sections of the bill in accordance with 
the agreement reached by the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. 
Tirson] and the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Warre], which is 
in accordance with the precedents. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Connecticut 
accept the substitute motion of the gentleman from Texas? 

Mr. TILSON. I do not. I think the amendment I have pre- 
pared will settle it. 

The CHAIRMAN. 


Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 


Is there objection to the request of the 


gentleman from Connecticut? 

Mr. TOWNER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to ask the gentleman from Connecticut if action 
taken now would not possibly make it necessary to take subse- 
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quent action regarding subsequent paragraphs? Would it not 
be better to wait until the whole bill is completed, so that it 
can all be done at one time? 

Mr. TILSON. It will not change anything except the quo- 
tation marks throughout the bill, except in the last paragraph 
where it refers to repealing of certain sections. I am offer- 
ing two amendments, one now, by unanimous consent, to clear 
up all of the bill except the last section. The other will be of- 
fered to the last section when we reach it, That will straighten 
out the entire matter. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Reserving the right to object, how 
much time will it take? 

Mr, TILSON. About one minute, if the gentleman from 
Texas will allow us to proceed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN., The clerk will report the proposed amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. TILSON 1, after line 2, after the 
word “assembled” strike out the amendment heretofore inserted. Also 
strike out Section 1” in line 7, and the quotation marks before each 


Paragraph of the bill. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if 
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Tmson] will not modify 
his amendment by inserting “the words” before “ Section 1”? 

Mr. TILSON, That is the purpose of the amendment. The 
words Section 1” are in quotation marks, Gentlemen, that 
will do what we are attempting to do, except as to the last 

aph, which will receive proper attention when reached. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana, I was not asking merely that it 
be in quotation marks, 

Mr. TILSON. The words “Section 1” in quotation marks 
should come out, and the quotation marks at the beginning of 
the paragraphs all the way through the bill should come out. 
That is what my amendment accomplishes, 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The question being taken, the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. JONES of Texas: On page 13. line 1, after 
the figures “ 1912,” strike out the remainder of the paragraph. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask 
the chairman of the committee in charge of this bill if he 
thinks it would be quite right to authorize a man or a com- 
pany to construct a station and then say that there would not 
be any obligation on his part to consider that fact in passing 
on whether to grant a license to operate that station. Does 
that seem fair? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I think the language is right as it 
now is. The man is in a better condition with this provision 
adopted than he is under existing law. The situation is this: 
A man might be granted a permit to construct a station 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. Let us assume that that is 
done. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Let us assume that that is done. 
Then, between the time of that permit and the completion of 
that station and the time for the consideration of his case the 
man might have violated all manner of rules and regulations 
and provisions, and it might be apparent to everybody that it 
was absolutely undesirable and improper that he should have a 
license, We want to determine the question as of that time, 
and we might not want to permit him to proceed. 

Mr. JONES of Texas, To strike out this provision will not 
prevent the Secretary from determining it as of that time. All 
that I am trying to do is to strike out that provision which 
says: 

The granting of this permit to construct a station as herein required 
shall not of itself be construed to impose any duty or obligation upon 
the Secretary to issue a license for the operation of such station. 

That language can go out and the Secretary still has full power 
to license or revoke, and I can not see any good purpose to be 
served in having such language follow the provision which au- 
thorizes the Secretary to grant the power to construct. Here 
you turn around and say that that fact shall not be construed 
as any obligation. You can strike that out and the Secretary 
will still have his full power of passing on the merits of the 
case. j 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I may say for the information of 
the gentleman that that was put in there by the committee, 
and the words “ of itself” in line 2 were put in at the request 
of people who now have stations. 


Mr. JONES of Texas. Why do they want the provision in 
there at all? Do they want to keep somebody else from build- 
ing stations? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. The situation is just this—of course, 
this whole paragraph is intended to relieve the Secretary from 
undue and what we consider improper pressure. As the situa- 
tion now is, a man or a group of men 

Mr. JONES of Texas. It is to give further rights to the 
Secretary. It is not to protect the radio man but to protect 
the Secretary. : 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. It is to protect the public. As the 
situation now is, any corporation may go ahead and spend an 
indefinite amount of money in the erection of a station, in the 
assembling of the physical part of the plant, and in the assem- 
bling of its technical body of employees 

Mr. JONES of Texas. And then 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I should like to finish my statement, 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I do not want the gentleman to take 
all my time. The very statement of the gentleman is to the 
effect that here may be a man who has built his plant, has 
constructed it under a permit from the Secretary of Com- 
merce; and yet the gentleman wants not only to give the full 
power in the hands of the Secretary but to say that the grant- 
ing of that permit to build shall not impose any obligation or 
duty whatever to consider that fact in connection with grant- 
ing a license to operate. It does seem to me that if the Secre- 
tary under these broad powers has given a company or a man 
notice that they may go ahead, that he may construct a sta- 
tion, that ought to be some persuasive argument, to say the 
least, that he should be granted a license to operate that sta- 
tion. Here is the point I am making—that if you do not give 
them that leeway, you certainly will put this in the hands of 
those people who have already tried to get control of the situ- 
ation, and who have already constructed stations; because with 
that provision in the law no man is going to put any more 
money into a proposition of this kind if even when he builds 
a station under a permit he can not have any assurance that 
he will be permitted to operate. 

May I suggest in this connection that there are very serious 
doubts as to the constitutionality of certain powers conferred in 
this bill. There is no doubt of the power of Congress to regu- 
late interstate commerce, but that does not authorize legislation 
that would destroy that commerce or business. There is a 
distinction in legislation forbiding interstate shipments of liquors 
and narcotics—businesses that have inherent vices—and in 
prohibiting interstate business that is in its nature and essence 
legitimate. Here are broad powers in the exercise of which the 
Secretary might, if he saw fit, refuse any or all licenses and 
permits, and thus totally destroy all interstate activities in radio 
broadcasting. This, it seems to me, goes beyond the mere ques- 
tion of regulation. 

Mr. EDMONDS. If a man could get a license to build a 
station anywhere he pleased, what would prevent one of these 
big corporations from seizing all the available localities and 
taking out permits and keeping them perpetually in their con- 
trol? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. The Secretary is given broad powers 
in other places of the bill to control who shall have a permit 
and who shall have a license; but here is the proposition: 
Here are the four big companies I mentioned awhile ago, which 
have a practical monopoly of this situation at the present time, 
apparently. You are putting a provision in the bill by the terms 
of which no man will dare enter into a business of this kind, 
no banker will dare advance money to a man who desires to go 
into the business, because, even though he does all he can, even 
though he goes down to the Secretary of Commerce and gets 
permission to construct this building, that fact is not-persuasive, 
according to the language of the bill, on the Secretary of Com- 
merce; but he can go ahead and say that it does not make any 
difference whatever. In fact, he is instructed to say that. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. If the gentleman's amendment be adopted, 
would it as a matter of fact change the situation any? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes; it would leave the persuasive 
facts in this way: Suppose you gave me permission to construct 
a building. You are in control. I go ahead and construct it. 
If there are no instructions to you under the terms of the bill 
not to consider that fact when I go to get my license, you will 
be persuaded to some extent by the fact that you have licensed 
me; but now they instruct the Secretary that the granting of a 
permit to construct a station shall not of itself be construed to 
impose any duty at all. The fact that he may have constructed 
a station does not impose any duty whatever to consider that. 


Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
the amendment. This general provision was inserted in the 
bill, as I undertook to say a moment ago, in order to prevent 
ill-considered and unwise and unrestramed construction. As 
the law now is, any group of persons, any corporation, may 
proceed to erect a station wheresoever they see fit; they may 
spend an unlimited amount of money in the construction of the 
station itself; they may put into it the physical apparatus 
essential for the operation of a station, gather together their 
technical force, and then after having spent anywhere from 
$1,000 to $1,000,000 they can come down here to the Secretary 
of Commerce and say, Here is what we have done; we have 
spent this money; we are ruined unless you give us this license,” 
and they can practically force the hand of the Secretary of 
Commerce to grant a license, This provision is put in here 
so that there shall be some preliminary check, as I said, on 
II- considered construction and so that in the first instance 
they may not go ahead and make these expenditures and get 
the Secretary into a position where he must as a matter of 
course yield to their importunities for a Hcense. We recognize 
that the Secretary might grant a permit for a license, the 
station might be co and then intervening events may 
happen which would make it impossible or improper for the 
Secretary to act further in the matter, and we simply put in 
this last clause as a saving clause so that there would be no 
presumption" of obligation resting on the Secretary to go further 
in the matter, unless he then thought it was proper to issue the 
license, and that is all this does. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am supporting the bill, and my 
view is the same the gentleman entertains, so far as the ques- 
tion of appeal is concerned. Aside from the particular point 
to which the gentleman has just referred I call the attention 
of the gentleman te the provision in subsection (b), on page 12, 
to the effect that if the construction of the plant is not com- 
pleted within the date specified automatically the permit shall 
expire, except in certain contingencies. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It seems to me that is a very 
drastic provision, and that the Secretary himself would wish to 
have a more liberal provision, one which would permit him to 
extend the time for comstruction in cases which in his opinion 
would justify him in doing so. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. The purpose of the committee was 
this: We did not want these permits kicking around underfoot 
indefinitely. We wanted them to have a definite life, and so 
we incorporated this provision in the bill. I think the situation 
may be met by a new application and a new permit. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Looking at the provision, the diffi- 
culty is that a man gets a permit, and, exceeding the time a 
little bit, is in default through causes which may have been 
technically within his controt and yet not actually within his 
control, and he forfeits his permit automatically. He has to 
start over again. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. That is the provision; and we think 
he will be taken care of in the first instance by setting the last 
date far enough ahead into the future. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. 

_ Mr. BURTNESS. If I understand it, the gentleman's conten- 
tion is that even with the language as the committee has car- 
ried it, and especially with the words “of itself,” the fact of 
granting a permit would still be a persuasive argument in favor 
of granting a license, and that the only purpose is that it shall 
not be conclusive. 

Mr. WHITH of Maine. Absolutely; and we assume that 
where a permit has been granted and there has been no radical 
change in the situation that the license will follow as a matter 
of course. But we do recognize that there maybe a change in 
the situation of the parties or a change in the art or some other 
circumstance that would make it absolutely improper for the 
license to be granted. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Of course, if the words were omitted, I 
presume that the situation would not be conclusive. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. No; but we are putting these in out 
of an abundance of caution. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Yes. , 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If we now drop out this provision, it 
might be argued that the House disagreed with the purpose of 
these lines and intended that the Secretary of Commerce 
should feel some obligation to grant a license, and I think that 
would be dangerous. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Maine 
has expired. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
Sent to proceed for three minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, if seems to me that 
this is of very great importance. If the position of the gentle- 
man from Maine [Mr. Warre] is correct, then you do not need 
the language, because the Secretary would have all that power 
without the language which I offer to strike out. Under the 
terms as written, we are practically instructing the Secretary 
of Commerce that even though he may have issued a permit 
to construct a station or a building, that that fact shall not be 
considered by him in determining whether he will permit its 
operation. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Not at all. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. That is the practical meaning of the 
language. If you strike out this language he still has all the 
powers to grant or refuse the license or permit that he now 
has, but after you authorize him to control licenses and permits 


Fou put this provision in the bill: 


The 3 5 tq a a Fratton as herein requera 
the Secretary to issue a license for the operat — „ 1 
With that provision in the bill no new concern can afford 
to go into the radio business. The American Telegraph & 
Telephone Co., through its arrangement with the General Elec- 
tric, the Westinghouse Co., and the Radio Corporation are try- 


ing to get control of this situation. No doubt they would like 


a law so worded that nobody else would engage in the business. 
If we put in a provision to the effect that if a man builds a 
station with a permit from the Secretary of Commerce that fact 
shall not be considered in his favor in passing on the question 
of licensing him, there is not anybody who will go into the 
business. A man would be a fool, a consummate fool, if he 
put money into a radio corporation or plant or into any kind 
of a station if he knew he would operate under a law which 
instructed the Secretary of Commerce that the fact that he 
had constructed a plant with the permission of the Secretary 
of Commerce should not militate in his favor. It is a monstrous 
proposition, it seems to me. Of course you can not get money 
unless you have credit. What institution would advance money 
on such uncertainties? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
on this section and all amendments thereto do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment of- 


fered by the gentleman from Texas. 


The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I offer the follow- 
ing amendment. ; 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
t offered by Mr. Moons of Virginia: After the word 


Amendmen 
unless,“ in line 18, page 12, strike out the remainder of line 18 and 


all of line 19 to the end of the sentence and insert: prevented by 
causes which in the opinion of the Secretary justify him in extending 


the time.“ 
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 


The Clerk read as follows: 
Sec, 5. An advisory committee fs hereby established to whom the 


y 8 of Commerce shall refer for examination aud report such mat- 
ters as 
changes in the laws, regulations, and treaties of the United States 


e may deem proper relating to: (a) The administration or 


relating to radio communication; (b) the study of the scientific prob- 
lems involved in radio communication, with the view of furthering its 
development; (c) the scientific progress in radio communication and 


use of radio communication. 


The advisory committee shall consist of 15 members, of whom one 
shall be designated by the Secretary of State, one by the Secretary o 
the Treasury, one by the Secretary of War, one by the Secretary of the 
Navy, one by the Secretary of Agriculture, one by the Postmaster Gen- 
eral, one by the Secretary of Commerce, and one by the c an of 
the United States Shipping Board, to represent these tments, 
respectively, and seven members of recognized attainment in radio 
communication not otherwise employed in the Government service, to 
be designated by the Secretury of Commerce. 

The necessary expenses of the members of the committee in going 
to, returning from, and while ae meetings of the committee, in- 
cluding clerical expenses and supplies, together with a per diem of $25 
to each of the six members not otherwise employed in the Government 
service, for attendance at the meetings, shall be paid from the appro- 
priation made to the Department of Commerce for this purpose. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make a point of order 


against the paragraph on the top of page 14, for the reason, 


indirectly, it is an appropriation in direct conflict with section 
5 of Rule XXI of this House 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state that if there was an 
appropriation existing for this character of activity it would 
be a very close question, indeed, whether the paragraph would 
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not be violative of the rule forbidding any appropriations to 
be reported on a bill from a legislative committee. But as this 
advisory committee is a new institution entirely, for which no 
appropriation could have been carried heretofore, the Chair has 
no difficulty whatever in holding that it is not subject to the 
objection raised by the gentleman from Texas, If there had 
been in existence an advisory committee and an appropriation 
carried in existing law from which this fund could be paid, 
then it would be an indirect appropriation; but as there is no 
advisory committee existing and no appropriation available at 
the present time for that purpose it will require a distinctive 
appropriation to entitle these persons to their per diem as 
provided in this paragraph 


Mr. BLANTON. The Chair has not heard me. I am sure the, 


Chair will let me finish. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair may not allow the gentleman 
to finish but will accord a respectful hearing to the gentleman 
if the gentleman so desires. 

Mr. BLANTON. I would like to be heard for a moment 
further. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be glad to hear the gentle- 
man further. i 

Mr. HICKS. Did the Chair render his decision? 

Mr. BLANTON. The Secretary of Commerce now grants 
radio licenses; the Secretary of Commerce now has an advisory 
committee on the radio question; the Secretary of Commerce 
has an appropriation from which he pays that advisory com- 
mittee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman call the attention of 
the Chair to the appropriation which authorizes the Secretary 
of Commerce to pay any advisory committee? 2 

Mr. BLANTON. He is paying it out of a lump-sum appro- 
priation now granted in the appropriation bill making appro- 
priations for the present fiscal year for the Department of Com- 
merce. Now I want to call the attention of the Chair to the 
language. It does not say appropriations “to be made” for 
this department, something which would be an authorization in 
the future, but it says appropriation “ made“ to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce for this purpose, which is in the past tense, 
something which has been already done, an appropriation that 
is in existence, not something that is in the future, which 
makes it an indirect appropriation; and I call the attention 
of the Chair to this, that it Involves a broader question than 
this particular bill. There is another bill to come from this 
committee that is in the same identical fix that makes an indi- 
rect appropriation of $50,000 out of money that is now in a 
revolving fund, and I want to submit to the Chair that his deci- 
sion goes further than this bill and should have careful con- 
sideration. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair would be inclined to hold that 
it would be subject to the rule prohibiting appropriations being 
carried on a legislative bill if there was an appropriation now 
existing authorizing the expenditure of this fund. But as this 
is a new activity that has not been heretofore authorized by 
law, the Chair concludes that there is no such appropriation, 
and therefore overrules the point of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
paragraph. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the word “six” at the end of line 4, on page 14, and insert 
the word “seven.” That is a clerical error. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will. report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE of Maine: Page 14, line 4, at the 
end of the line, strike out the word “six” and insert in lieu thereof 
the word “seven.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment, which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Tinson: Page 14, line 3, after the word 


“ committee,” strike Out all the remainder of line 3, all of lines 4 and 
5, and all of line 6 down to an including the word “ meetings.” 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, this amendment simply cuts 
out the provision for clerical expenses, supplies, and the per 
diem of $25 each to seven members not otherwise employed in 
the Government service, and leaves in the provision for the 
payment of the necessary expenses of the committee in going 
to and returning from and while attending the meetings. It 
seems to me that this is-fair, and that we ought to pay such 
expenses, 
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Mr. BLANTON, I suggest to the gentleman from Maine that 
he accept that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered: by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment, which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Missouri. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Roach; Strike out all of section 5 down 
to and Including the word “to” in line 8, page 18, and in lieu thereof 
insert the following: “An advisory committee is hereby established. 
Said 9 committee is hereby given full power and authority to 
review any decision, order, rule, or regulation made or issued by the 
Secretary of Commerce under the provisions of this act upon the written 
request so to do of any person, company, or corporation affected 
thereby, and upon such review the said advisory committee is hereby 
given full power and authority to confirm, modify, or reverse the action 
of the Secretary of Commerce with respect to any such decision, order, 
rule, or regulation. It shall be the duty of the Secretary of Commerce 
when 8 review is requested in writing to immediately refer to 
said ad ry committee the decision, rule, or regulation made or issued 
upon which a review is requested. Said advisory committee shall have 
full power and authority to and then shall immediately make such 
review and coreey the results thereof to the Secretary of Commerce, 
and the decision therein made ns! said advisory committee shall be final, 
The Secretary of Commerce shall also refer to said advisory committee 
for examination and report such matters as he may*deem proper 
relating to.” 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, I am going to take only a moment of the committee's time 
in discussing this amendment. I want to say to the committee 
that I am for this legislation, and I shall be for it whether this 
amendment is adopted or not but I want to call the attention 
of the committee to the fact that we are dealing now with legis- 
lation that covers a great, big subject and affects a multitude of 
people—subject that is just in its infancy, undeveloped—and 
yet we are placing in the hands of one man arbitrary power 
and control over that vast subject, the subject of radio through- 
out the United States and its control. 

Attention has been called to a recent act of this Congress, 
known as the packers’ bill, subjecting the five great packing 
concerns of this country to regulation, supervision, and control, 
and that the right of appeal was granted in that instance. 
That is true. But here we have a subject affecting 110,000,000 
people of this country, and we are placing the final decision of 
all questions relating to that subject—a new and undeveloped 
subject—in the hands of one man, with absolutely no appeal or 
review from any decision that he might render or any rule or 
regulation that he might issue affecting this matter. I believe 
that is going too far. 

It seems to me that if the committee was willing to have an 
advisory committee as provided in this bill, and intrust to its 
consideration certain matters which are authorized to be re- 
ferred to the committee for its consideration, they would like- 
wise be willing for the committee to review and consider de- 
cisions, rules, and regulations made by the Secretary of Com- 
merce, because no harm can certainly be done by it, as under 
the terms of the bill they are to be men who are informed on the 
subject that we are now legislating upon, and of which we our- 
selves know but very little, and I doubt if the Secretary of 
Commerce knows much more about it than we do. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, will it annoy the gentlema: 
for me to ask him a question? r 

Mr. ROACH. No; not at all. 

Mr. BUTLER. Under the amendment offered by the gentle- 
man from Connecticut [Mr. Tinson] no compensation is allowed 
to these men, although they might sit all the time. The com- 
mittee has agreed to pay them their expenses. 

Mr. ROACH. If we have an advisory committee, and it has 
proper functions and powers, it will take cognizance of all this 
subject. The bill so provides. It seems to me there are certain 
matters that the Secretary of Commerce should refer to the 
committee from time to time. I am leaving that in the bill, 
namely, that the Secretary shall refer to this committee the 
study of scientific problems involyed in radio communication, 
with a view to its further development; scientific progress in 
radio communication and its use, and so forth. 

This particularly fits and qualifies the advisory committee 
to go into the question of any decision that the Secretary of 
Commerce may render. This particularly fits and qualifies the 
advisory committee to pass upon the wisdom of any rule or 
regulation that the Secretary of Commerce may issue, because 
they are studying the subject from a scientific standpoint. 
They are men who are qualified to study the subject to begin 
with, and they are peculiarly fitted and qualified to say whether 
the decision or rule or regulation issued by the Secretary of 
Commerce is a wise one. Here is a subject that covers the 


air of the United States, that affects 110,000,000 people. New 
conditions are constantly arising. Developments are being 
made in this subject every day. Yet we are looking into the 
future and saying that this one man, who knows no more 
about it perhaps than we know, shall be allowed to make a 
final decision, and that his decision, whether arbitrary or not, 
shall be conclusive. It has been my experience and observation 
that when final and arbitrary power is placed in the hands of 
one man it is a mistake, no matter who that man is, and I am 
not willing to do that. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. BANKHEAD, Under the gentleman's amendment, would 
any of these members of the advisory committee be appointed 
by the Secretary himself? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes; one member is to be appointed by the 
Secretary. Here are the members of the advisory committee, 
as now provided for in the bill. They are set forth in the bill, 
one to be appointed by the Secretary of State, one by the 
Secretary of the Treasury, one by the Secretary of War, one 
by the Secretary of the Navy, one by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, one by the Postmaster General, one by the Secretary 
of Commerce, and one by the chairman of the United States 
Shipping Board. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri has expired. 

Mr. ROACH. These departments are all now operating 
great radio stations, and the men to be named on the advisory 
committee are peculiarly qualified to pass upon the wisdom of 
the decisions of the Secretary. e : 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Mis- 
souri has expired. : 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment. It proposes an advisory committee of 15 
men. I submit to the members of this House that if we give 
to that body of 15 men the power to review every action of 
the Seeretary of Commerce, then we will never see anything 
done. It is absolutely necessary that there shall be action, and 
speedy action—I have said this over and over again—if we 
are to bring order out of the intolerable condition that exists 
to-day; and if every act of the Secretary must be reviewed 
by 15 men, who may have to be brought here from all sec- 
tions of the country, then you will get nothing done. 

Mr. ROACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I yield to the gentleman from 
Missouri. 

Mr. ROACH. This only requires the act of the Secretary 
from which an appeal is taken to be reviewed by the advisory 
committee, 

Mr. BUTLER. But they will have to sit all the time. You 
can not get anybody to serve. 

Mr. ROACH. I do not assume that every act of the Sec- 
retary is subject to review by this board, unless it is request 
by the party affected. 5 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. I move that all debate on this sec- 
tion and ali amendments thereto close in two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentieman from Maine moves that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close 
in two minutes. Is there objection? : 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, I think that the commit- 
tee on reflection will agree with me that if it had been decided 
to be advisable to have any board of review or appellate juris- 
diction in matters of the discretion of the Secretary, it cer- 
tainly would have been infinitely better to have had an appeal 
to the courts of the country rather than to this nondescript, 
nonjudicial organization that is proposed here by the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Roacx}. 
chinery is provided; no rules and regulations or provisions are 
made for this organization, and in view of the apparent judg- 
ment of the committee already expressed to have no review I 
think it would be particularly unwise to grant that power of 
review to such an organization as is here proposed. I hope the 
amendment will be rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Roach]. ` 

The amendment was rejected. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


- BEC. 6. Radio telephone stations, the signals of which can Interfere 
with ship communication, are ed to keep a licen: 


Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. I do this for the purpose of saying just a word, 


and I think I am through when I have finished these remarks. 
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I am very anxious, as every one of us is, to see the radio 
business developed as rapidly as possible and as freely as pos- 
sible. It seems to me that gentlemen have rushed into legisla- 
tion in the hope of curing a situation by legislation that is not 
curable in that manner. Under the law as we have it to-day 
we have a licensing system, so that any person or company de- 
siring to engage in the business under the act of 1912 must 
Secure a license. Under the powers granted in that bill, in 
section 2, every license shall be in such form and under such 
regulations as the Secretaries of Commerce and Labor may 
make. They can regulate the wave lengths and make any other 
regulations they see fit, and revoke the license of anybody who 
violates those regulations. They have issued a hundred pages 
of regulations. Now, the trouble has not been a matter of 
legislation. They have more power now in the hands of the 
Secretaries of Commerce and Labor than they are exercising. 
The trouble with this situation has been the confusion that has 
arisen over the tremendous growth of this business. This busi- 
ness has just gotten top-heavy by virtue of its tremendous 
growth. You can not clear up this confusion simply by passing 
a lot of legislation, especially when it is in line with powers 
heretofore that are not even now being exercised in full by the 
departments now in power. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In view of the universal protests that 
we are receiving from all the people of the country who are 
interested in this matter, is the gentleman content—— 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Not at all. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Wait a moment until I ask my question. 
Is the gentleman content that this Congress, and possibly the 
next Congress, shall sit supinely by and make no effort to 
correct it by legislation, but that we shall wait until we have 
the ultimate last word in radio legislation? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. If the gentleman had been here the 
other day, he would have seen most clearly that that is not 
what I want to do. But we have legislation now giving more 
power than they are exercising, The committee, in their re- 
port, confess that this bill does not cover the situation; that 
they have not the facts by which they can cover the field; that 
they must bring in a makeshift measure here in the closing 
days of Congress, when it can not be given thorough considera- 
tion. When you once get a bill through which, according to its 
terms, will practically permit monopoly, then it is going to be 
hard to secure legislation of a proper kind. What I advocated 
the other day was that we let this go over until the next 
Session, and in the meantime get all the facts we can which 
will enable us to handle the bill in a reasonable way, and in a 
way that will clear up this confusion. You are not going to 
clear up the confusion that has arisen under one bill by simply 
passing ansther bill which more or less elaborates what you 
have in the first bill, and, in addition thereto, has more strings 
around it and will tend to make confusion worse. Of course, 
I do not want the confusion to continue, but I want legislation 
passed here after the facts are fully developed. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. Does not the gentleman think that this gives 
human life greater security? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Oh, I do not think any such question 
as that is involved here. Here is the trouble with this measure. 
Under several sections I have read you are tending to dis- 
courage anybody from investing anything in the radio busi- 
ness. You are going to blanket it around in such a way 
that a man can not afford to engage in this business; an inde- 
pendent concern ean not, and, at the same time, you have a 
measure that I do not believe will clear up the confusion, but 
will simply further the efforts of some of those trying to get 
control of the situation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that all debate upon this section and all amendments thereto 
do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


EXCHANGE OF PROPERTY. 


Mr, HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask wnanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by printing therein a pro- 
posed amendment to a bill which is to be considered to-morrow, 
the amendment being prepared by the committee, to be offered 
as a committee amendment, of which there has been no print. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon asks unani- 
mots consent to extend his remarks in the Record in the man- 
ner indicated, Is there objection? : 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, is that something that can 
be done in Committee of the Whole? Should not that be done 
in the House? I have no objection to it myself. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair would state that just as a 
Member may proceed out of order in debate in Committee of 
the Whole, so may he extend his remarks out of order, by 
unanimous consent. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the following is a committee 
amendment to section 202, subdivision (c), paragraph (1), in- 
tended to be offered to H. R. 13774 in lieu of lines 6, 7, 8, and 
9, on page 1. 

The part printed in 8-point type is the existing law; the part 
printed in small capitals is the amendment proposed to the 
existing law, and is submitted for the convenience of the Mem- 


Ts. 

“(1) When any such property, held for investment or for 
productive use in trade or business (not including stock in trade 
or other property held primarily for sale, AND IN THE CASE OF 
PROPERTY HELD FOR INVESTMENT, NOT INCLUDING STOCKS, BONDS, 
NOTES, CHOSES IN ACTION, CERTIFICATES OF TRUST OR BENEFICIAL 
INTEREST, OR OTHER SECURITIES OR EVIDENCES OF INDEBTEDNESS OR 
INTEREST), is exchanged for property of a like kind or use.” 


RADIO COMMUNICATION. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 9. That the Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized and 
directed to charge, and through the imposition of stamp taxes on 
applications, licenses, or other documents, or in other appropriate 
manner, to collect the fees specified in the schedule following. The 
Secretary shall collect said fees through the collectors of customs or 
other officers designated by him, and he may make such regulations as 
may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 


SCHEDULE OF FEES TO BE COLLECTED FOR TRANSMITTING STATIONS AND 
OPERATORS’ LICENSES. 


For transoceanic radio station license, $300 per annum; for commer- 
cial land station license, other than transoceanic, 1 kilowatt trans- 
mitter input or less, $50 per annum; and for each kilowatt or fraction 
thereof, $5 per annum; for ship station license, $25 per annum; for 
experiment station license, $25 per annum; for technical and training 
school station license, $15 per annum; for special amateur station 
license, 12 per annum; for general and restricted amateur station 
license, $2.50 per annum; for commercial extra first-class operator's 
license, $2.50 per annum; for commercial first-class 8 license, 
$1.50 per annum; for commercial second-class operator's license, $1 
per annum; for commercial cargo grade operator's license, 50 cents 

r annum; for experiment and instruction grade operator's license, 

1 per annum; for amateur first-grade operator's license, 50 cents per 
annum; for amateur 8 operator's license, 50 cents per an- 
num; for commercial extra first-class radio operator's examination for 
license, $2.50 for each examination; for comme first-class radio 
operator's examination for license, $2 for each examination; for com- 
mercial second-class radio operator’s examination for license, $1.50 for 
each examination; for commercial cargo grade radio operator's exam. 
ination for license, $1 for each examination; for experiment and 
instruction grade radio operator's examination for license, $1 for each 
examination; for amateur first-grade radio operator's examination for 
license, $1 for each examination; for amateur second-grade radio opera- 
tor’s examination for license, 50 cents for each examination. 

In the event that other classes of station and operators’ licenses or 
other examinations shall hereafter be prescribed in ony lawful manner, 
the Secretary of Commerce is hereby authorized and directed to charge 
and collect in the same manner as herein provided fees for such new 
classes of licenses and of examinations, which fees shall be substan- 
tially of the amount herein specified for the license and examination 
nearest in character and purpose to the new license or examination so 
prescribed. : 

For failure to pay at the time and in the manner specified by the 
Secretary of Commerce any of the above fees the Secretary of Com- 
merce is authorized to refuse to issue such licenses; or, if issued, to 
suspend or revoke the same, as he may deem proper. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. We will pass this bill, I presume, in about 5 or 10 min- 
utes, but before it passes I think we ought to wipe away a few 
of the cobwebs that our friends have interwoven into the argu- 
ment. It has been suggested here that because certain ordinary 
Members of Congress who have sought to take part in this de- 
bate have insisted that there should be a court review for 
aggrieved parties where licenses have been revoked, denied, or 
suspended, they were operating in conjunction with certain big 
corporations simply because the corporations were the only ones 
to ask for that relief. Who else has had a chance to ask for the 
relief? Who among the thousands of amateurs—— 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Does the gentleman want an answer to 
that question? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a minute—who among the thou- 
sands of amateurs in the State of Texas have had an oppor- 
tunity to appear before the committee and ask for any such 
relief. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The amateurs are represented before the 
committee by the heads of their organizations. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, the gentleman’s mind immediately goes 
to organizations. There are thousands and thousands of ama- 

-teurs who have no connection whatever with any organization, 


It is the great unorganized mass in the United States that I 
try to speak for here day after day, men who are not connected 
with any organization at all. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Does the gentleman know how many 
amateurs there are and how many of them are in this organiza- 
tion which appeared before the committee? 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine.. I thought not. 

Mr. BLANTON. But I know this: I know there are ama- 
teurs in Maine, that there are amateurs in Illinois, who are not 
represented by any organization and who are not represented 
when certain members of an organization appear before the 
committee. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Does the gentleman contend that the com- 
mittee should hear some sixteen or eighteen thousand of these 
people? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; but that does not keep a Member of 
Congress from speaking for them. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Oh, I realize they have lots of votes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, whenever one speaks of anything in the 
presence of the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Knutson] his 
mind immediately reverts to the question of votes. There is 
something besides votes to be thought of. I never think of 
votes. The votes in my district take care of themselves, and we 
ought to get our minds away from that subject. 

The point I am trying to make is that there is a large num- 
ber of unorganized citizens in the United States who are inter- 
ested in the subject, who are going to have their rights taken 
away from them by this bill, and they will have to sneak up 
here to the Secretary of Commerce every time they want to turn 
around, and will then have no recourse to the courts in appeal- 
ing from his decisions, which might be arbitrary. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, Chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Jones] on several occasions during the course of this de- 
bate has, in a measure at least, reflected upon the character of 
consideration our committee gave this bill by asserting that we 
had rushed in here with a piece of ill-advised and makeshift 
legislation. I do not resent that on my own account because I 
am a member of the committee; but, lest his statement might 
find lodgment somewhere and leave a wrong impression, I think 
it is due to the committee and the membership of it, and espe- 
cially to the subcommittee, to say that this whole question of 
revision of radio laws was first suggested by the President of 
the United States. He requested the Secretary of Commerce to 
eall a conference of those who are interested in this great 
problem and who are seeking to remedy the present intolerable 
situation. That conference met in Washington, sat for a num- 
ber of days, The personnel of that conference represented every 
possible element of public interest in this great activity, and 
they made recommendations to the Secretary of Commerce with 
reference to an amendment to the existing law of 1912. Instead 
of giving hasty consideration to this question, our committee 
held rather exhaustive hearings, to which all men in the coun- 
try who are interested in this problem were invited to give 
their suggestions and to make their criticisms of the proposed 
bill—a bill, mark you, which had found its origin in the recom- 
mendations of these interested and public-spirited citizens who 
met in public conference held under the auspices of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce. 

After we had given these hearings, after all parties had had 
the right to be heard, the subcommittee gave consideration to 
the framing up of this bill. It was subsequently ratified by the 
full committee; so that, instead of being subject to criticism of 
my friend from Texas, it seems to me that, taking the usual 
course of fair and conservative consideration, the committee, 
acting unanimously, desiring only to serve the public all over 
the country, have brought in a bill which, in our judgment, will 
in a measure remedy but not, of course, necessarily solve all 
the perplexing problems involved in this radio business. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. For a brief question. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. If I left the impression the com- 
mittee did not try to get the facts 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman did not only leave the 
impression but my friend made the charge—— 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Here is what I tried to say, and the 
committee itself in its report said, that the facts had not fully 
developed, that this was a growing business and had not been 
fully developed : 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Does not the gentleman think the com- 
mittee should be commended for its candor in that statement? 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I certainly do; but they should not 
have presented a bill of this character in the closing days unless 
they had all the facts 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. The closing days, when legislation is 
necessary, are as good days as any in which to pass such a 
measure . 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I will. 

Mr. KNUTSON. This measure is more or less technical. I 
am sure the committee drafted it after having given months of 
hearings. Now, would it not be dangerous to try to change the 
main features of this bill by amendments offered by men who 
merely had read the bill and who had practically no knowledge 
of what it contained? i 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In answer I will say to the gentleman I 
think the committee has shown pretty fair judgment in de- 
clining to accept amendments which were proposed. Now, just 
this: I am not usually given to indulge in flattery, but I know 
my friend the genial and able gentleman from Maine [Mr. 
Wuire}], will accept what I am going to say. I feel that when 
a man in the public service here, on whichever side of the aisle 
he may be, has demonstrated by his toil and by his faithfulness 
and by his ability that he has wrought a real constructive serv- 
ice to his country that acknowledgement of it should properly 
be made, and I feel sure that I voice the sentiment of this 
side of the House, especially those who are much interested 
in this question, when I say that the country, I feel, is indebted 
to the gentleman from Maine, chairman of this subcommittee, 
for the fine attention [applause] that he has given to this sub- 
ject and to this bill, which in a measurable degree at least 
reflects his zeal and his good judgment in reference to this legis- 
lation. [Applause.] 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
two words. Mr. Chairman, I wish to supplement what the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] has just said re- 
garding the perhaps unintentional reflection made by the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. Jones] in regard to this bill. It 
seems to me that if there ever was a bill brought into this 
House that had the right kind of consideration, this bill has 
had it. These gentlemen do not pretend to have arrived at the 
very last word on radio. Who has? It is greatly to their 
credit that they have candidly admitted that there is much 
yet to be learned on the subject. Who among us know more 
about it? With an earnestness and an industry most com- 
mendable this committee has gone to work. Both the majority 
and minority members, it has made no difference, have worked 
hand in hand and they have brought in a bill that reflects the 
very greatest credit upon all members of that committee who 
had any hand in the preparation of the bill. In addition to 
this the minority members have come into the House and here 
on the floor have helped to put this bill through against any 
opposition that might be brought against it. It seems to me, 
Mr. Chairman, that instead of being hasty legislation it has 
been very well advised. So far as its consideration has been 
concerned we have spent almost two entire days on it, al- 
though it is a short bill. Very few of its provisions have been 
contested at all. In fact, there have been only a few very 
minor matters that have been even suggested, after two whole 
days of debate, and none of these have commended themselves to 
the better judgment of the Committee of the Whole. It seems 
to me that the members of the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries, and especially of the subcommittee in charge 
of this bill are entitled to the most sincere congratulation of 
every Member of this House for the fine work they have done 
on this bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate 
upon this section and all amendments thereto close in three 
minutes. 

Mr. KNUTSON. We are having too much talk altogether. 

The CHAIRMAN. Let the Chair state the motion of the 
gentleman from IIlinois. The gentleman from Illinois moves 
that all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close 
in three minutes. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I just want to rise in 
view of some things that have been stated. I do not think there 
is anyone who has more regard for the committee which re- 
ported this bill or for their efforts than I have. If in the heat 
of debate I said anything that reflected upon their activity, I 
assure them now it was not intentional, and the reference I 
made to hasty legislation was not intended to convey the im- 
pression that the committee did not prepare or did not go into 
the facts, but I used the word “ hasty ” in the sense that all the 
facts of the business have not developed to a point where legis- 
lation could be complete; that the facts were now in confusion, 
that the business was growing at a tremendous rate, and. 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. JONES of Texas. I regret I have not the time: other- 
wise I would yield. The business is growing at a tremendous 
rate, and I thought it was hasty to present legislation at this 
time. I am sure that the members of this committee, who are 
always earnest and hard working, gave thorough consideration 
to the measure, and found out all the facts that were obtainable 
and available at the present time, and have presented a bill that 
was perhaps the best that could be presented under the facts - 
that are known at the present time. The point I was making 
was that in view of the tremendous growth and interest in this 
country of this new art the facts would probably clarify by the 
next session and a more complete bill could be presented by this 
committee, which I think is as well qualified as any committee 
in the House to do that work. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman’s time has expired. The 
pro forma amendment will be withdrawn. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 10. Wherever the words FA 
in the act to regulate radio 5 2 9 15127 
said words “naval and military” shall be stricken out and the wor 
Government substituted in place thereof, 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amend- 
ment on page 18, line 4. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Wut : 
the word “ stations,” fars “and i Toy MIAS EN ne 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I offer another 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WH f S 
beginning of the line, inaent “ Sha narah OTE n 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WHITE of Maine. Mr. Chairman, I offer another 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Maine. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITE of Maine: Page 18, line 6, after 
the word “ Government,” insert “ owned or operated.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Maine. $ 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr, Chairman, there is a matter of cor- 
rection of a word in line 6, page 18, to strike out the word 
word“ and insert in lieu thereof the word “ words.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Illinois. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr, CHINDBLOM: 5 18, Une 6, strike out 
the word * word“ and insert in lieu thereof the word“ words.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 11. All acts or parts of acts in conflict with this act are hereby 
repealed. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 5 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. TILSON : Page 18, lines 8 and 9, strike out 
all of section 11 and insert the following: 

“Spe. 11. Sections 1, 2, and 3 of an act to regulate radio communica- 
tion, approved August 18, 1912, and all other acts or parts of acts in 
eonflict with this act, are hereby repealed.” 


Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, this completes what I under- 
took to do earlier in the consideration of the bill so far as 
correcting the numbering of the sections is concerned. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. À 

Mr. TILSON. Now, Mr. Chairman, there remains the ques- 
tion of interior quotes. As printed, all the sections of the bill 
appear in quotation marks, as if quoted from some other act. 
As a matter of fact, except sections 1, 2, and 3, they were: not 
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quoted from any other act. All the exterior quotation marks 
have been eliminated. It seems to me that the enrolling clerk 
should be authorized to put the proper quotation marks on the 
quotations actually made as the bill now stands. In other 
words, those are not now interior quotations and therefore 
should be inclosed within double quotes. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Clerk be authorized to 
make the proper corrections in punctuation, so far as the quo- 
tation marks are concerned. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks 
unanimous consent that the Clerk be authorized to make the 
proper punctuation, so far as quotation marks are concerned 
only, throughout the bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the committee do now rise and report the bill and amendments 
to the House, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts moves 
that the committee rise and report the bill back to the House 
with the amendments, with the recommendation that the amend- 
ments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. The 
question is on agreeing te that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Starrorp, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 13773) 
to amend an act to regulate radio communication, approved 
August 13. 1912, and for other purposes, had directed him to re- 
port the same back to the House with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amendments be agreed te and that 
the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The SPEAKER.’ The gentleman moves the previous question 
on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote demanded on any amend- 
ment? If not, the Chair will put the amendments in gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, will this bill be the first 
thing in order to-morrow, after the previous question is or- 
dered, if a demand is made for the reading of the engrossed 
copy of the bill? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks so; yes. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. I have a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
‘and was accordingly read the third time. 

Mr. JONES of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I wish to offer a motion 
to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers a motion 
to recommit, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Jones of Texas moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on 
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries with the instruction to report the 
same back to the House forthwith with the following amendment: Page 
2 —.— 15, after the word “ revoention,“ insert a new paragraph as 
‘ollows : 

“From any order of the Secretary of Commerce refusing, suspend- 
ing, or revoking a license or permit, the person or corporation whose 
license or permit is refused, 9 or revoked shall have the right 
to apron to a court of competent jurisdiction for review, which court 
shall have the power to affirm, modify, or revoke such order: Provided, 


1 

e nth ‘te e e ee e ina 
action by such court.“ 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I move the previous ques- 
tion on the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts moves 
the previous question on the motion to recommit, 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recommit. 

The question being taken, the motion to recommit was re- 

ed 


jected. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 
The bill was passed. 
On motion of Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, a motio to recon- 
sider the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. We have two other bills 
from the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 
9 SPEAKER. The gentleman can call up any bill that he 
res, 


FUEL STATION, VIRGIN ISLANDS, 


Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I move that the House re- 
solve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill S. 1771. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman calls up S. 1771, which the 
Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill (S. 1771) to authorize 
the United States, through the United States Shipping Board, 
to acquire a site on Hazzell Island, St. Thomas, Virgin Islands, 
for a fuel and fuel-oil station and fresh-water reservoir for 
Shipping Board and other merchant vessels, as well as United 
States naval vessels, and for other purposes. 


Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. The bill is on the Union 
Calendar. 
Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 


that this bill contains a paragraph which is in violation of 
clause 5 of Rule XXI, in that it makes an indirect appropria- 
tion of money. 

The SPEAKER. Of course, the only question is whether 
an appropriation out of the funds of the Shipping Board is an 
appropriation within the meaning of the rule. 

Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, this is not an appropriation 
out of the funds of the Shipping Board, but it is a direction to 
the Shipping Board to use certain funds already appropriated 
to the board for the purpose of acquiring the site of an oil- 
fuel station on the Virgin Islands. In the first place, E should 
like to call the attention of the Speaker to the fact that this is 
a Senate bill. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman state that the appro- 
priation has already been made? 

Mr. EDMONDS. A revolving fund for the operation of 
ships has been placed in the hands of the Shipping Board by 
Congress. This bill allows them to take a certain sum of 
money out of that revolving fund to purchase a fuel station on 
the Virgin Islands. It authorizes them to utilize the money for 
that purpose. It is an authorization te them. 

The contention is that there would be a question as to the 
use of the appropriation for the purchase or permanent acquisi- 
tion of a piece of ground. Not knowing themselves as to whether 
they have authority to utilize this money already appropriated 
for the purpose of buying a piece of ground, they came before 
Congress with this bill; and we are giving them the authority. 

The SPEAKER. If the money has already been apprepriated 
for that purpose it does not require any more legislation. 

Mr. EDMONDS. It has been appropriated for operating 
ships; and the question in their minds is whether they can use 
that money, appropriated for the operation of ships, for the 
purchase or permanent acquisition of a piece of ground, 

The SPEAKER. If it is already appropriated for the pur- 
chase of this ground, then this is unnecessary; and if it has not 
been appropriated, then why is not this an appropriation? 

Mr. DOWELL. A reappropriation. 

Mr. EDMONDS. There seems to be confusion in the minds 
of the Shipping Board as to whether they have the power to 
authorize the use of the money for the purchase of ground. 

The SPEAKER. It seems to the Chair at first blush that we 
are facing this alternative: The gentleman says there is con- 
fusion. If the money has already been appropriated, this legis- 
lation is not necessary. If it has not been appropriated, why 
is not this an appropriation, and therefore against the rule? 
The Chair does not know whether it has been appropriated or 
not. The gentleman seems to think nobody knows. 

Mr. EDMONDS. To my mind, the establishment of fuel sta- 
tions around the world is a necessary part of the operation of 


a ship. 
Mr. BLANTON. Will the Chair hear me a moment? 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker 


Mr. EDMONDS. I agree with the Chair, but the Treasury 
Department do not agree with the Chair. They think it is neces- 
sary to have some further authorization. 

Mr. MADDEN. The Shipping Board have a fuel station there 
now, and all they want to do is to buy the station which they 
already have. 

Mr. EDMONDS. That is true. 

Mr. MADDEN. There is no money authorized by that law. 
They have been before our committee trying to get authority to 
buy the land, and we would not give it to them. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Illinois mean that 
his committee would not give it to them because they had no 

t to it? 
se MADDEN. Yes; and, besides that, we did not think 
they ought to buy this land. They have land there now. 

The SPEAKER. Unless some one desires to argue the ques- 
tion further, the Chair sustains the point of order, 
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My impres- 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. One inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 
sion is that the rule to which reference is now made applies as 
well to Senate bills which have been reported by a House com- 
mittee as to House bills. 

The SPEAKER. Certainly. 


Mr. CHINDBLOM. 
make, 

Mr. KNUTSON. As I understand it, the money has already 
been appropriated, a lump sum, for the operation of the Ship- 
ping Board. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; but not to buy land with. : 

Mr. KNUTSON. This would be an authorization to the Ship- 
ping Board to purchase land which they have leased. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that would be an appro- 
priation. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Has the Chair ruled? , 

The SPEAKER. The Chair sustains the point of order. 


ANOLITION OF CERTAIN OFFICES—STEAMBOAT INSPECTION SERVICE. 


Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I call up the 
bill (H. R. 12368) to abolish the inspection districts of Apa- 
lachicola, Fla., and Burlington, Vt., and the office of one super- 
vising inspector, Steamboat Inspection Service. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Massachusetts calls up 
the bill H. R. 12368. This bill is on the Union Calendar. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may be considered in the House as in Committee 
of the Whole. I do not think it will proyoke any debate what- 
ever. 

Mr. BLANTON. There will be some debate upon it. The gen- 
tleman is mistaken about that. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Very well. 

The SPEAKER. The House will automatically resolve itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of this bill, and the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp] will resume the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill H. R. 12368, with Mr. Starrorp in the chair. 

The Clerk reported the title of the bill. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the first reading of the bill may be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he desires to the gentleman from IIlinois [Mr. 
CHINDBLOM ]. - 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, the title of this bill explains its purpose. It is a bill 
to abolish the inspection districts of Apalachicola, Fla., and 
Burlington, Vt., and the office of one supervising inspector in 
the Steamboat Inspection Service. I dare say that it is rather 
unusual for the House to be requested to pass a bill abolishing 
offices and officers, but that is actually what is occurring in 
this instance, and the committee has reported the bill upon the 
recommendation of the Secretary of Commerce as well as of 
the President of the United States. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. If that is all there is to the bill there 
would be no objection from anyone, but by reason of the 
various paragraphs of the bill I for one want to be sure that 
that is all there is to it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I will say to the gentleman that this bill 
is an exact reproduction of the present law, with the changes 
which I have stated, that these two inspection districts are 
omitted and this one supervising inspector is dropped from the 
present law. 

Mr. BLANTON. These provisions here, that in a number of 
collection districts named, covering part of page 2 and most of 
page 3, there shall be one inspector of hulls and one inspector of 
boilers, are all in the present law. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is correct. There is no change in 
existing law at all, except as I have stated. 5 

Mr. BANKHEAD, Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
for a moment, it will be necessary for me to retire from the 
Chamber before we dispose of this bill, in all probability. Speak- 
ing for the minority, I would say that this is a unanimous 
report from the committee. I took the matter up, as far as 
Apalachicola was concerned, with the Representative of that 


If that is so, I have no suggestion to 


district, Mr. SMITHWICK, who informed me that he had made 
careful investigation of the facts and that the bill ought to 
be passed, as far as that district is concerned. Of course, I 
can not speak for the Vermont office. It seems to be a matter 


of economy, and I hope there will be no trouble about passing 
the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. On page 4 of the bill, in lines 6 and 7, there 
is a provision that each local inspector shall receive $2,100 a 
year. Is that any change from the present law? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. That is the present law. 

Mr. BLANTON. There is no change in the matter of salary? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. None whatever. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then the only change in the present law in 
this entire bill is the abolishing of these two districts mentioned 
and of one supervising inspector, 

Mr. CHINDBLOM,. Those are the only changes. We thought 
it better to reenact the present law than merely to strike out 
certain words of it. $ 

Mr. BLANTON. So far as I am concerned, the chairman 
may move to rise at any time. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I want to make this further statement : 
The enactment of this legislation will bring about a saving of 
$4,200 per year for the salaries of two local inspectors and 
$3,450 per year for the salary of one supervising inspector, 
besides the incidental expenses of maintaining the offices of the 
two collection districts. The Department of Commerce and the 
Steamboat Inspection Service have advised the committee that 
these offices and officers can be abolished without impairment 
of the service. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Burlington, Vt., happens to be in 
my district, or I happen to be representing the district in which 
Burlington, Vt., is situated—perhaps that is a better way to 
put it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Perhaps the committee should apologize 
for not conferring with the gentleman, but we understood there 
was no objection. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont. Will the gentleman be kind 
enough to have the Recorp show in his remarks somewhere 
some reference to the reason why the activity at Burlington 
should cease? It might satisfy some people not presently in- 
formed about it, because up to within a very short time they 
were more or less active there, as I understand it. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. I read from a letter dated August 29, 
1922, addressed to myself, from Mr. D. N. Hoover, deputy 
supervising inspector general, Steamboat Inspection Service, 
on page 2 of the report of the committee, as follows: 


In the Burlington, Vt., district there were inspected only 20 vessels, 
with a total gross tonnage of 3,825, and there were licensed only 27 
men, of whom only 11 were examined, 16 being operators of motor 
vessels not requiring examination. 


Then the letter goes on to say: 

In the case of both of these districts it may be stated, first, with 
reference to Apalachicola, Fla., that no hardship was worked to the 
incumbents of the positions as local inspector, because one was placed 
as an assistant inspector of hulls at Galveston, Tex., and the other was 
placed as an assistant in: tor of boilers at Mobile, Ala.; and in the 
case of the Burlington office, the 3 there were entirely vacant, 
the position of local inspector of boilers being made vacant by the re- 
tirement of Mr. Andrew I. Goodhue, and the postion of local inspector 
of hulls being made vacant by the death of Capt. Charles A. Potter, so 
that no personal hardship was worked in either instance. 


No “deserving” gentlemen, whether such personally, politi- 
cally, or officially, have lost their positions. 

Mr, GREENE of Vermont. May I suggest to the gentleman, 
that as a further confirmation of his always intelligent remarks 
on subjects like this, the fact is that this gentleman, Mr. Good- 
hue, consenting by his resignation to this economy of Govern- 
ment, is the father-in-law of the Vice President of the United 
States. [Applause.] The administration is behind this in more 
ways than one. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Here is a letter, set out in the report, 
from the President, dated Washington, August 8, 1922, and ad- 
dressed to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GREENE] : 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, August 8, 1922, 
Hon. WILLIAM S. GREENE, 


Chairman Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 

My DEAR CONGRESSMAN GREENE: I am inclosing herewith a bill sub- 
mitted to me by the Department of Commerce, with the recommenda- 
tion of that department that it be enacted by the Congress. The bill 
abolishes two steamboat-inspection offices, one at Apalachicola, Fla., 
and the other at Burlington, Vt., and abolishes the office of one super- 
vising inspector located under the existing statutes at Pittsburgh. This 
office, however, is now vacant, and there are no incumbents in any of 
the offices which it is proposed to abolish. I am very glad to recom- 
mend the enactment to the favorable consideration of Congress. It is 
quite in line with abolishing needless offices and confirming the program 

of economy. 
Very truly yours, 


Mr. SEARS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. I Will. 


WARREN G. HARDING. 
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Mr. SEARS. Was a similar letter written to my colleague 
from Florida; I do not see it in the report. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do not know; maybe it was. Mr. 
BANKHEAD, of Alabama, stated a little while ago that he con- 
ferred with Mr. SmMrrawick, who was familiar with this bill 
and was agreeable to the passage of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. No gentleman desiring recognition, the 
Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 4404 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States, as amended by the act of Congress approved July 2, 
1918, be, and is hereby, amended by striking out the word “eleven” in 
the first line of the section and substituting therefor the word “ ten,” 
so that the section as amended shall read as follows: 

“Spc. 4404. There shall be 10 supervising inspectors, who shall be 
appointed by the President, by and with the advice and consent of the 
Senate. Each of them shall be selected for his knowledge, skill, and 
practical experience in the uses of steam for navigation, and shall be 
a competent judge of the character and qualities of m vessels and 
of all parts of the machinery employed in steaming. Each are Dylan, 
inspector shall be entitled to a salary of $3,450 Popes and his 
necessary traveling expenses while traveling on official business a 
him by competent authority, together with his actual and reasonable 
expenses for transportation of instruments, which shall be certified 
and sworn to under such instructions as shall be given by the Secre- 


say of Commerce.” 
ec, 2. That the first ragraph of section 4414 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States, as amended by the act of Congress 
approved July 2, 1918, be, and is hereby, amended by striking out the 
words “Apalachicola, Fla.;" and “and Burlington, Vt.;" and by in- 
serting the word “and” immediately before the words “ Point Pleas- 
ant,” so that the said paragraph as amended shall read as follows: 

“Sxc, 4414. There shall be in each of the following collection dis- 
tricts, namely, the districts of Philadelphia, Pa.; San cisco, Calif. ; 
New London, nn. ; timore, Md.; Detroit, Mich.; Chicago, III.; 
Bangor, Me.; New Haven, Conn.; Michigan, Mich.; Milwaukee, Wis. ; 
Willamette, Oreg.; Puget Sound, Wash.; Savannah, Ga.; Pittsburgh, 
Pa. ; Oswego. N. Y.; Charleston, S. C.; Duluth, Minn.; Superior, Mich. ; 
Galveston, Tex.; Mobile, Ala.; Providence, R. I.; and in each of the 
followin rts: New York, N. V.; Jacksonville, Fla.; Tampa, Fla.; 
Portland, Me.; Boston, Mass.; Buffalo, N. I.: Cleve Ohio ; Toledo, 
Ohio; Norfolk, Va.; Evansville, Ind.; Dubuque, Iowa; misville, Ky. ; 
‘Albany, N. X.; Cincinnati, Ohio; Memphis, Tenn. ; Nashyille, Tenn. : 
St. Louis, Mo.; Port Huron, Mich.; New Orleans, La.; Los Angeles, 
Calif.; Juneau, Alaska; St. Michael, Alaska; and Point Pleasan 
W. Va.; Honolulu, Hawaii; and San Juan, P. R.; one inspector o 
hulls and one ins r of boilers.” 

8 5 of section 4414 of the Revised 

as amended by the act of Congress 

uly 2, 1918, be, and is hereby, amended by striking out the 
‘and Apalachicola, Fla.;" and Burlington, Vt.; and b; 
g the word “and” immediately before the word “ Bangor,” 
so that the said paragraph as amended shall read as follows: 

“For the districts o 


oint t, W. Vi 
Ky.; and Cincinnati, 
local inspector.” 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the committee do now rise and report the bill to the House, 
with the recommendation that the bill do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Starroxp, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee having had under consideration the bill H. R. 
12368 had directed him to report the same back without amend- 
ment, with the recommendation that the bill do pass. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Greene of Massachusetts, a motion to re- 
consider the vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the 

table, 


Tampa, Fla.; Louisville, 
per year for each 


ENROLLED BILL SIGNED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, the Committee on Enrolled Bills 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bill 
of the following title, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 6294. An act promoting civilization and self-support 
among the Indians of the Mescalero Reservation in New Mexico. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled joint 
resolutions and bill of the following titles: 

S. J. Res. 79. Joint resolution authorizing the President to re- 
quire the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 5,000 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic; „ 

S. J. Res. 12. Joint resolution authorizing the President to re- 
quire the United States Sugar Edualization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 13,902 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic; and 

S. 472. An act for the relief of William B. Lancaster. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, Mr. Box was granted leave of absence 
for three days, on account of personal illness, 


ADJOUBN MENT. 


The SPEAKER. Has the Committee on the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries any further business? 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 23 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned to meet to-morrow, Thurs- 
day, February 1, 1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV. executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

935. A letter from the president of the Capital Traction Co., 
transmitting a report of receipts and disbursements of the 
Capital Traction Co. for the year 1922; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

936. A letter from the president of the Georgetown Gas Light 
Co., transmitting a detailed statement of the business of the 
Georgetown Gas Light Co., together with a list of stockholders, 
for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont: Committee on Military Affairs. 
S. 4036. An act to prohibit the unauthorized wearing, manu- 
facture, or sale of medals and badges awarded by the War De- 
partment; without amendment (Rept. No. 1484), Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. MAPES: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 13032. A bill to authorize the sale of the Mon- 
treal River Lighthouse Reservation, Mich., to the Gogebic 
County Board of the American Legion, Bessemer, Mich.; with 
amendments (Rept. No. 1485). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SINNOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3702. 
An act providing for the acquirement by the United States of 
privately owned lands situated within certain townships in the 
Lincoln National Forest, in the State of New Mexico, by ex- 
changing therefor lands on the public domain also within such 
State; without amendment (Rept. No. 1486). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HULL: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 3332. An act 
to provide for a grant to the city of Boise, in the State of 
Idaho, of the use of a certain part of the Boise Barracks Mili- 
tary Reservation under certain conditions; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1493). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 14069. 
A bill to increase the efficiency of the United States Navy, and 
for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 1494). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. HICKS: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 14086. A 
bill authorizing the acquisition of certain sites for naval 
aviation stations; without amendment (Rept. No. 1495). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 
13927. A bill for the establishment of a United States Indus- 
trial Home for Women at Mount Weather, Va.; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1496).. Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. - 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. SINNOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 
10041. A bill for the relief of certain ex-service men; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1487). Referred to the Committee on 
the Whole House. 

Mr. BURTNESS: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 
6577. A bill authorizing the conveyance of certain land in the 
State of South Dakota to the Robert E. Kelley Post No. 79, 
American Legion, South Dakota; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1488). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 8871. A bill 
for the relief of Richard Andrews; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1489). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House, 


1923. 


Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 1227. A bill 
for the relief of Frank G. Emmes; with an amendment (Rept, 


No. 1490). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 14091. A bill 


for the relief of the Compagnie Francaise des Cables Telegra- 
phiques; without amendment (Rept. No. 1491). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. BULWINKLE:.Committee on Claims. S. 2294. An act 
to confer jurisdiction upon the Court of Claims to ascertain the 
cost to the Alaska Commercial Co., a corporation, and the 
amount expended by it from November 5, 1920, to April 18, 1921, 
in repairing and rebuilding the wharf belonging to said com- 
pany at Dutch Harbor, Alaska, which wharf was damaged and 
partially destroyed on or about November 5, 1920, through eol- 
lision therewith of the United States steamship Saturn, United 
States Navy, and to render judgment therefor; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1492). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ALMON: A bill (H. R. 14110) to amend the tariff 
act of 1922; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LAMPERT: A bill (H. R. 14111) to amend the patent 
and trade-mark laws, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Patents. 


By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 14112) to} 


repeal the transportation act of 1920; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14113) to repeal the interstate commerce 
net; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 14114) to amend the proviso 
touching qualification as aircraft pilot or observer in section 
13a of the national defense act, as amended; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14115) to amend the national defense act 
approved June 13, 1916, as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, 
relating to retirement, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. R. 14116) to control the pos- 
seSsion, sale, and use of pistols and revolvers in the District 
of Columbia, to provide penalties, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. WYANT: A bill (H. R. 14117) to provide for the 
acquisition of a site and the erection of a post-office building 
in the borough’ of Scottdale, Westmoreland County, Pa.; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. ROUSE: A bill (H. R. 14118) to amend an act en- 
titled “ An act to reclassify postmasters and employees of the 
Postal Service and readjust their salaries and compensation on 
an equitable basis,” approved June 5, 1920, as amended June 
19, 1922, providing for leaves of absence; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. BUTLER: A bill (H. R. 14119) to repeal section 1481 
of the Revised Statutes; to the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: A bill (H. R. 14120) to Hmit 
and fix the time within which suits may be brought or rights 
asserted in court arising out of the provisions of subdivision 
8 of section 302 of the soldiers and sailors’ civil relief act 
approved March 18, 1918, being chapter 20, volume 40, General 
Statutes of the United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee: A resolution (H. J. Res. 
429) proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. PORTER: A resolution (H. J. Res, 430) requesting 
the President to urge upon the governments of certain nations 
the immediate necessity of limiting the production of habit- 
forming narcotic drugs and the raw materials from which they 
are made to the amount actually required for strictly medicinal 
and scientific purposes; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

By Mr. RAMSEYER: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Iowa urging certain amendments to the Federal farm 
loan act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Iowa rela- 
tive to the valuation of railroads; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. SABATH: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oregon urging that Congress submit a constitutional amend- 
ment which will prohibit the further issuance of tax-exempt 
securities; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII. private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BULWINKLE: A bill (H. R. 14121) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Patterson Reese; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 14122) granting a pension to 
Charles Fuhr; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14123) granting an increase of pension to 
William C. McCally ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14124) granting a pension to Leota Dell 
Sharp; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (H. R. 14125) for the relief of 
Michael J. Leo; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FOSTER: A bill (H. R. 14126) granting a pension to 
Mary Jane Elson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. KELLER: A bill (H. R. 14127) for the relief of John 
Adolph Danielson; to the Committee on Naval Affairs, 

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 14128) granting an increase 
of pension to John P. Arnett; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. MacGREGOR: A bill (H. R. 14129) granting a pen- 
0 to Calvin E. Champlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R. 14130) granting an increase of 
pension to Sarah Brown; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 14131) granting a pension 
to Joseph W. Storer; to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETG. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7119. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Congress of Mothers and Parent-Teachers 
Associations, Washington, D. C., favoring the enactment into 
law of the teacher's salary bill and the compulsory education 
bill; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

7120. By Mr. CULLEN. Petition of Illinois Manufacturers’ 
Association, opposing the cancellation of any of the debts owed 
to the United States by European countries; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

7121. Also, petition of Alfred E. Smith, Governor of the State 
of New York, favoring a Senate bill amending the national 
banking act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7122. By Mr. HICKEY: Petition signed by Mr. C. A. Faherty 
and others, of Notre Dame, Ind., in support of the resolution 
pending before Congress to provide food supplies for the people 
of the famine regions of the German and Austrian Republics; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7123. Also, petition of A. G. Fischer and others, of Michigan 
City, Ind., asking that sufficient food supplies be furnished by 
the United States Government for the immediate use of people 
in the famine regions of the German and Austrian Republics; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7124. Also, petition from Rev. J. M. Scherer and other citi- 
zens, of South Bend, Ind., asking the United States Government 
to provide for the purchase of sufficient food supplies for the 
immediate use of people in the famine-stricken regions of the 
German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs . 

7125. Also, petition by Women’s Missionary Society and 
Women’s Literary Society, of Winona Lake, Ind., against the 
passage by the House of Senate bill 8855; to the Committee on 
Indian Affairs. 

7126. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of 71 citizens of Sturgis, 
Mich., favoring purchase of food supplies for starving people of 
the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

7127. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Civil Employees’ Associa- 
tion of the World War Veterans of the State of New York 
(Inc.), New York City, N. X., urging the members of the House 
Military Affairs Committee to report the Bursum bill, S. 1565; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

7128. By Mr. MaoGREGOR: Petition of the Chicago Turn Ge- 
meinde, urging that the President of the United States be re- 
quested to intervene with France in its occupation of Germany 
and take such steps as will produce normal conditions again; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7129. Also, petition of the city council of Buffalo, N. V., 
favoring the immediate enactment of Senate bill 3695 or House 
bill 11939, the latter, however, so amended as to validate, or 
permit the validation of, taxes already levied; to the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency. 
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7130. Also, petition of citizens of the forty-first congressional 
district of New York, urging that aid be granted to the indigent 
people of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7131. Also, petition of the National Protective Life Associa- 
tion, East Side Legion 899, favoring aid being extended to the 
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

7132. By Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan: Petition of mem- 
bers of the Rural Letter Carriers’ Association of Wexford 
County, Mich., favoring the adoption of House bill 13297 rela- 
tive to the salaries and extra allowance for maintenance of 
equipment of rural carrriers; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

7133. Also, petition of 94 citizens of Michigan, favoring the 
extension of aid to the people of the German and Austrian 
Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7134. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition of Hall Hard- 
ware Co., of Minneapolis, and other residents of Minnesota, 
petitioning the Congress for removal of ammunition-tax pro- 
vision from internal revenue act; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 


SENATE, 
Tuurspay, February 1, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 


THE WASHINGTON RAILWAY & ELECTRIC CO, 


Mr. BALL. Mr. President, the junior Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. McKetrar], in discussing an amendment to the District 
of Columbia appropriation bill a few days ago, made some 
statements relative to the Washington Railway & Electric Co. 
and their fares. I have a communication from the president of 
the company which I ask may be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the 
communication. P 

The communication was read as follows: 

WASHINGTON RAILWAY & ELECTRIC CO., 
Washington, D. C., January 29, 1923. 
Hon. L. HEISLER BALL, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: With reference to the discussions that have re- 
cont taken place on the floor of the Senate with regard to 5-cent 
car fare and tickets at the rate of six for 25 cents, thought you 
might be interested to know that our expenses within the District of 
Columbia, without any interest charges or return upon investment, 
833 during the year 1922 to 6.26 cents per pay passenger, divided 
as follows: 


Maintenance way and structures. 
Feet... xxx.. 
r peers ae presen a e age weak a n s a G 


Conducting transportation——— ~~~ 
General and miscellaneous 
Taxes_._--.---..-----~---~-------~ 2 e 
Miscellaneous item „„ i 03 
TTTT—T—T—T—T————T———VV—V—V—V—V—————— 6. 26 


With an S-cent fare and tickets at the rate of six for 40 cents, the 
average fare per pay passenger is slightly less than 7 cents, leaving, 
as you see, a very small margin for return upon investment, and, of 
course, establishing beyond peradventure that any reduction in fare 
under existing conditions is out of the question, much less a return 
to the pre-war rates of fare. Wages, coal, and substantially all ma- 
terials and supplies cost us about 100 per cent more than before the 


war. 

Noting that the Senators from Tennessee and Alabama have been 
outspoken in their criticism of existing conditions, you might be inter- 
ested to know that in the four largest cities in Tennessee and the two 
largest in Alabama the fares are as follows: 


TENNESSEE. 


re Nashville: Fare, 7 cents straight; wages, 38 cents to 48 cents per 
our. 
Memphis: Fare, 7 cents straight; wages, 38 to 48 cents per hour. 
Chattanooga : Fare, 7 cents straight; wages, 41 cents to 46 cents per 


0 
Knoxville: Fare, 6 cents straight; wages 41 to 47 cents per hour. 
WASHINGTON. 


Fare, 8 cents straight, six tokens for 40 cents; wages, 51 cents to 
61 cents per hour, 
ALABAMA, 


Birmingham: Fare, 8 cents cash, 15 tickets $1, transfer charge 
2 cents; wages, 40 cents to 50 cents per hour. 

Mobile: re, 8 cents cash, ticket rate 7 cents, transfer charge 1 
cent; wages, 39 cents to 46 cents per hour. 

All of the above cities have overhead trolley construction, whereas we 
have underground construction, which, as you know, costs two or three 
times as much to construct and maintain, and besides have a wage 
scale for trainmen from 51 cents to 56 cents per hour, 


I am also taking the liberty of forwarding you a copy of our report 
to stockholders for the year 1922. 

Would like to ask if you think an 
ested in recelying the above information or repor 


other Srna tere would be inter- 
Sincerely yours, 
W. F. Hau, President. 
DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Secretary of the Navy, in response to Senate 
Resolution 399, agreed to January 6, 1923, reporting relative. 
to the number and cost of maintenance of passenger-carrying 
automobiles in use by the Navy Department and the Marine 
Corps, which was ordered to lie on the table. 

WASHINGTON GAS LIGHT co. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the vice president of the Washington Gas Light Co., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a detailed statement of the busi- 
ness of the company for the year ended December 31, 1922, to- 
gether with a list of its stockholders, which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

POTOMAC ELECTRIC POWER co. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the president of the Potomac Electric Power Co., 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the company for 
the year ended December 31, 1922, which was referred to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

WASHINGTON RAILWAY & ELECTRIC co. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the president of the Washington Railway & Elec- 
trie Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the com- 
pany for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was referred 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

WASHINGTON INTERURBAN RAILROAD co. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the president of the Washington Interurban Rail- 
road Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
company for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

CITY & SUBURBAN RAILWAY OF WASHINGTON. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the president of the City & Suburban Railway of 
Washington, transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
company for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

GEORGETOWN & TENNALLYTOWN RAILWAY CO. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the president of the Georgetown & Tennallytown 
Railway Co., transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of the 
company for the year ended December 31, 1922, which was 
referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

WASHINGTON & OLD DOMINION RAILWAY. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
eation from the president of the Washington & Old Dominion 
Railway, stating that the annual report, as required by law, of 
the railway for the year 1922 is delayed owing to the illness 
of the treasurer, but that it will be submitted at the earliest 
possible moment, which was referred to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

PETITIONS. 


Mr. ROBINSON presented petitions of sundry citizens of 
Scranton, Coal Hill, and Hartman, all in the State of Arkansas, 
praying for the passage of legislation extending immediate aid 
to the famine-stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Re- 
publies, which were referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. NELSON presented a resolution of the Parent-Teacher 
Association of the school of East Lake, Ga., favoring an amend- 
ment to the Constitution regulating child labor, which .was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 

ELEPHANT BUTTE IRRIGATION DISTRICT, 


Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Irrigation and Recla- 
mation, to which was referred the bill (S. 4232) authorizing 
the Secretary of the Interior to enter into a contract with 
the Elephant Butte irrigation district of New Mexico and the 
El Paso County improvement district No. 1 o° Texas for 
the carrying out of the provisions of the convention between 
the United States and Mexico, proclaimed January 16, 1907, 
and providing compensation therefor, reported it with amend- 
ments and submitted a report (No. 1080) thereon. 


ACCOUNTS OF ARMY DISBURSING OFFICERS. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The bill (H. R. 11528) to allow credits 
in the accounts of certain disbursing officers of the Army of 
the United States has been referred to the Committce on Mili- 
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tary Affairs. I think the unbroken custom of the Senate has 
been that a bill of this character should be referred to the 
Committee on Claims. I therefore, out of order, ask unani- 
mous consent that the Committee on Military Affairs be dis- 
charged from the further consideration of the bill and that it 
be referred to the Committee on Claims. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BrooxHanrt in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 


ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED. 


Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that on January 31, 1923, they presented to the Presi- 
dent of the United States the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolutions : 

S. 472. An act for the relief of William B. Lancaster; 

S. 841. An act for the relief of Elizabeth Marsh Watkins; 

S. 1690. An act to correct the naval record of John Sullivan; 

S. 1945. An act to reimburse the Navajo Timber Co., of Dela- 
ware, for a deposit made to cover the purchase of timber; 

S. 2210. An act for the relief of Lucy Paradis; 

S. 2556. An act for the relief of Edwin Gantner; 

S. 2719. An act to reimburse certain persons for loss of pri- 
vate funds while they were patients at the United States 
Naval Hospital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va.; 

S. 4309. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend an 
act entitled ‘An act to provide a government for the Territory 
of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, 1900, as amended, to establish 
a Hawaiian homes commission, granting certain powers to the 
board of harbor commissioners of the Territory of Hawaii, and 
for other purposes,” approved July 9, 1921; 

S. J. Res. 12. Joint resolution authorizing the President to re- 
quire the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 13,902 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic; and 

S. J. Res. 79. Joint resolution authorizing the President to 
require the United States Sugar Equalization Board (Inc.) to 
take over and dispose of 5,000 tons of sugar imported from the 
Argentine Republic. A 
BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. SMOOT: 

A bill (S. 4455) granting an increase of pension to Mary L. 
Grovenor (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions, 

By Mr. SHIELDS: 

A bill (S. 4456) to provide for the establishment and main- 
tenance of a forest experiment station in cooperation with the 
University of Tennessee, Knoxville, Tenn. ; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. RANSDELL: 

A bill (S. 4457) for the relief of Joseph William Hanley; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 

A bill (S. 4458) for the relief of Joy Bright Little; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4459) for the relief of Allan MaeRossie, Jr.; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. NORRIS: 

A bill (S. 4466) for the relief of Moses Y. Starbuck; to the 
Committee on Civil Service. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: 

A bill (S. 4461) authorizing a preliminary examination of 
the Illinois River; and 

A bill (S. 4462) to continue the improvement of the Missis- 
sippi River and for the control of its floods; to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S. 4468) to authorize the erection of a memorial 
monument or fountain as a gift to the people of the United 
States by the Henry B. F. Macfarland Memorial Committee; 
to the Committee on the Library. 


JURISDICTION OF THE COURT OF CLATALS. : 
Mr. SHIELDS submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 2228) to amend certain sec- 
tions of the Judicial Code relating to the Court of Claims, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed, 
RUERAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 
Mr. HARRIS, Mr. SMITH, and Mr. ROBINSON submitted 


amendments intended to be proposed by them to the bill (S. 
4287) to provide credit facilities for the agricultural and live- 


stock industries of the United States, to amend the Federal farm 
loan act, to amend the Federal reserve act, and for other 
eon which were ordered to lie on the table and to be 
p 

Mr. TRAMMELL submitted two amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facili- 
ties for the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United 
States, to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the 
Federal reserve act, and for other purposes, which were 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


AMENDMENTS TO WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. STERLING submitted an amendment proposing to strike 
from the bill the additional proviso that hereafter civilians 
employed in the hostess and library services and paid from the 
appropriation for military post exchanges may be appointed 
by the Secretary of War without reference to civil-service rules 
and regulations, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 
18793, the War Department appropriation bill, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

Mr. SPENCER submitted an amendment providing that here- 
after the Engineer officer in charge of public buildings and 
grounds shall, during the term of his office, have the rank, pay, 
and allowance of a brigadier general, intended to be proposed 
by him to House bill 13798, the War Department appropriation 
bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


RATES OF TAXATION ON EARNED AND UNEARNED INCOME. 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, when the revenue bill was 
before the Senate I offered an amendment providing a differ- 
ence in the rate of taxation on earned and unearned incomes. 
A man who labors to earn an income which barely supports 
his family should not be taxed as much as one whose income 
is from bonds and rents and who does not have to labor. I 
desire to place in the Record at this time a letter from the 
committee of manufacturers and merchants on Federal taxation 
in regard to the matter. 

I want to quote Theodore Roosevelt, who, in the Century 
Magazine of October, 1913, said: 


We believe In a heavily graded income tax that discriminates sharply 
in favor of the earned as compared with the tmearned incomes. 


William G. McAdoo, Secretary of the Treasury at the time 
the income tax law was put into force, said: 


The time has arrived when earned incomes should be distinguished 
from the unearned and taxed at a lower rate. 


I realize we can do nothing about the matter at this session, 
but at the next session of Congress I shall offer some measure 
of relief in the hope that something may be done. 

I ask that the letter to which I have referred may be printed 
in the RECORD, 

There being no objection, the letter was ordered to be printed 
in the Recorp, as follows: 


COMMITTEE OF MANUFACTURERS AND 
MERCHANTS ON FEDERAL TAXATION (IKxc.), 
Chicago. * 
QUESTION: SHOULD EARNED INCOMES BE TAXED AT THE SAME RATE AS 
UNEARNED INCOMES? 


Drean Senator HARRIS: This organization believes that the time has 
come when, in addition to the graduated feature of our present income 
tax, a distinction must be made between incomes that are earned and 
incomes that are unearned, and the earned incomes taxed at a lower 
rate than the unearned. 

We believe that unless this is done the whole industrial organism will 
eventually go on the rocks. 

It is now clear that our present income tax, which makes no dis- 
tinction between the two kinds of incomes, but which taxes both 
— 9 77 and unearned at the same rate, produces three very grave 
results: 

(1) It penalizes the “ producers" and rewards the “ nonproducers.” 

(2) It subtracts from 3 power of the large majority, de- 
creases the market and cripples business and industry. 

(3) It tends to concentrate wealth instead of distributing it. 

That the income tax law as it now stands penalizes the “ producers“ 
and rewards the “ nonproducers is clear, because it taxes the earnings 
of the farmer, the earnings of the laborer, the earnings of the mer- 
chant, manufacturer, lumberman, mine operator, and professional 
man—in short, the earnings of all “workers,” dollar for dollar, as 
heavily as it taxes the incomes of t who render no service in re- 
turn—such as the receivers of our ever-increasing rents of ground 
annuities, royalties of natural resources, and interest on stocks and 
bonds based upon the rich gifts of nature. 

That our present income tax also cripples business and industry is 
evident, because, falling heavily as it does upon all laboring, agricul- 
tural, commercial, industrial, and professional classes, it cuts down the 

urechasing power of the vast majority of our consumers and thereby 
minishes the market for all goods produced. 

Finally, that our present income tax tends to concentrate wealth in- 
stead of distributing it is true, because its effect is to impoverish those 
who are already poor and to enrich still more those who are already 


Earned incomes are not the basis of “big fortunes”; 
incomes are. overtaxing our farming, lumbering, 
chandizing, manufacturing, 


the unearned 
mining, mer- 


professional classes, therefore, the 
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resent law tends to discourage production and to cut down still fur- 
ther the already insufficient incomes of these yarious classes, 


On the other hand, by undertaxing the beneficiaries of monopoly 
and special privilege—the receivers of ground rents, royalties, and in- 
terest on stocks and bonds based upon the free gifts of nature, the pres- 
ent law tends to foster monopoly, stimulate the spread of vast estates, 
and add still more to the overgrown fortunes of a favored few. 

We repeat, therefore, the time has come when, in our opinion, the 
pront income tax law should be so amended as to distinguish between 
neomes that are earned and incomes that are unearned, and the earned 
incomes taxed at a very substantially lower rate than the unearned, 

We believe that this is not only desirable but absolutely necessary if 
social and economic prosperity is to continue, 

We believe that such an amendment will furnish both . and 
indirectly an immense relief to the now overburdened agricultural, 
8 business, and professional classes of the Nation. and, more- 
over, that it will meet with the overwhelming approval of the Amer- 
ican electorate, 

Will you be so kind as to let us hear from ry on the attached sheet 
whether or not you are in harmony with the idea exp above? 
Self-addressed and stamped envelope is inclosed for your convenience. 

Very cordially yours, 
COMMITTEE OF MANUFACTURERS AND 
MERCHANTS ON PEDERAL TAXATION (INC.). 
OTTO CULLMAN, Chairman, 


Theodore Roosevelt says (Century Magazine, October, 1913): “We 
believe in a 3 graded income tax that discriminates sharply in 
favor of the earned as compared with the unearned incomes.” 


William G. McAdoo says (speech at Newton, Kans., 1921): “The 
time has arrived when earned incomes should be distinguished from the 
unearned and taxed at a lower rate.“ 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
the bill (S. 4890) to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of 
the Federal reserve act, as amended by the act of June 3, 1922, 
with amendments, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had passed bills 
of the following titles, in which it requested the concurrence 
of the Senate: 

H. R. 12368. An act to abolish the inspection districts of 
Apalachicola, Fla., and Burlington, Vt., and the office of one 
supervising inspector, Steamboat Inspection Service; and 

H. R. 13773. An act to amend an act to regulate radio com- 
munication, approved August 13, 1912, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 

The bill (H. R. 12368) to abolish the inspection districts of 
Apalachicola, Fla., und Burlington, Vit., and the office of one 
supervising inspector, Steamboat Inspection Service, was read 
twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of tle bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal 
reserve act, and for other purposes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I shall vote for this bill, 
because I believe that in some sections of the country by giving 
to agricultural paper a greater degree of liquidity it will assist 
some few would-be borrowers. 

But I do not want my vote to be taken as an indication that 
I lave any confidence that the bill will materially help those 
agricultural sections that most badly need help. And who are 
they who need the assisting arm of the Government to-day? 
The cotton grower is receiving a price for his cotton very 
much above the pre-war value. The corn raiser is receiving a 
good price for his corn. No one can complain of the price re- 
ceived for wool, sheep, cattle, or hogs. The main trouble that 
is besetting these classes which I have mentioned to-day is the 
heavy increase in the cost of labor in production and the still 
greater increase in the cost of the land on which the crops 
are produced and the cattle fed. The greatest sufferers, how- 
ever, of the agricultural class are those whose location or situa- 
tion compels them to continue the raising of wheat, oats, bar- 
ley, rye, and similar small grains. The prices received by the 
producers of these crops are less than pre-war prices, while the 
cost of production and transportation has more than doubled, 
and the taxes levied upon producing lands have trebled. 

Under the impetus of war values for farm products the prices 
of all lands soared to the skies. Farms were sold and resold 
at inflated values and mortgages given for the purchase price. 
To-day the product, after paying the cost of producing, will not 
pay the interest on the investment. The farmer cries out 
against this. We answer, We will make it easier for you 
to borrow money.“ He replies,“ What is the use of my borrow- 
ing when my crop will not pay the interest on what I now 


owe?” That is the real situation in my State, and T think 
generally in the Northwest. That is also true in many other 
Sections of the country. There is money enough in my State 
to-day to take care of all the borrowing demand provided the 
farmers can give safe security. 

I have here a statement of the condition of a small bank in 
that section of the country where there have been several crop 
failures. It is a small bank, and it is to the proportion of 
deposits carried to the amount of loans made that I especially 
call attention. I notice that the individual deposits are $133, 
749.43; time-certificate deposits are $70,295.92, making a total 
of $204,044.35. 

Now, turning to the resource side of the ledger we find: 
Loans and discounts, $87,327 ; other stocks and bonds, $16,866.24, 
or a total investment of $104,193.66 in the shape of loans and 
stocks and bonds owned. 

In other words, the loanable fund of the bank is just double 
what is actually loaned out. The balance lies idle. What is 
the cause of this? Banks would like to have every cent they 
have in deposits, within the line of reasonable safety, to be 
employed. It is not employed in this case because either there 
is no demand or else there is no safe farm paper that can be 
secured; and what I mean by “ safe” is paper that will be paid 
when it becomes due, 

That there is no safe farm paper can be shown from another 
statement which I received from the same section from a splen- 
did farmer, a hard worker, honest and conscientious. He owns 
a half section of land, on which there is a mortgage of only 
$2,500. This statement shows, although he has not paid any 
interest on this mortgage since 1918, sometimes on account of 
failure of crop, that even this year with a full crop he is 
unable to pay any interest on his mortgage. This may be inter- 
esting to those who want to know the real condition of the 
farmer, for whom we are to legislate, He had to purchase seed 
for his crop, and the following are the main items of his 


expenses: 
% LRH CAINS ae SELLE Aa EAL Od a $100, 00 
r ea eae eons ce ete 275. 00 
Interest on notes given therefor „„ 25. 00 
De :.:. part a en ne AP Coat HES 60. 00 
HR TTT 55. 00 
Binder extras 23. 85 
Threshing ate 397. 88 
Taxes e 469. 00 
TO Saena a A E A nA 1, 405. 73 


He reserved for seed wheat 300 bushels; for seed rye 100 
bushels. The balance of the wheat which he raised, 1.342 bushels, 
he sold for 82 cents per bushel, receiving $1,100.41. The balance 
of the rye, 1,012 bushels, he sold for 46 cents per bushel, receiv- 
ing $465.62. The total received was $1,562.95. His principal 
items of expense totaled $1,405.73, which left a balance of 
$160.20. 

Now, this balance must pay for the grocery bills, doctor bills, 
and clothing for quite a large family for a whole year, and 
yet he has not paid one penny on the interest on his mortgage 
indebtedness. 

Now, when this good farmer shows such a condition when 
he raised a fair crop, is it any wonder that the banker must 
say to him: “I can’t see how you can make ends meet.” Is 
it any wonder that this farmer says: “I don’t want to borrow 
any money; I have borrowed all I can afford to borrow. What 
I want is a price for my product that will enable me to pay 
these enormous expenses,” This bill, Mr. President, will not 
help that farmer any; no other bill before the Congress is going 
to help him. 

The other day, in a somewhat more lengthy address, I pre- 
sented what I believe to be the farmer’s remedy, and his only 
remedy. I diagnosed the cause of his trouble. The value of 
his products, although much increased in some lines above 
pre-war prices, when the value of his land is taken into con- 
sideration, the added taxes, and the enormous added cost of 
labor, is disjointed and not properly related in reference to 
the prices which he must pay for the commodities which he 
purchases. 

Mr. President, on a building being erected in Philadelphia, 
whieh I think was finished a short time ago, I am informed 
that plasterers received $33 a day. Allowing 300 days for a 
working year, that would amount to $9,900 per year. While 
this, of course, is above the normal, nevertheless the wages 
range from $16 to $24 per day in our great cities for this kind 
of labor. Now, all kinds of business is done, not under the 
open sky, but in buildings. Products are manufactured 
in buildings. People must live in homes or in the stalls 
of apartment houses. On account of excessive prices of 
real estate in the cities, nearly all of these buildings are 
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erected on foundations of gold. The public must pay the price 
in rentals. The clerk, the great mass of human beings in the 
country who must earn their daily bread, are being ground to 
death because of the combinations of labor on one hand and of 
capital on the other. Whenever we have had a great railway 
strike, the question has never presented itself, What ought the 
public to pay for freight, but how much can the public still 
stand and live? Wages have been increased and freights have 
been increased with no consideration except for the interests 
of the railroad operators on one hand and railway employees 
on the other. The public that must pay the freight have never 
been given a fair hearing. I recall that in the coal strike 
during President Roosevelt's administration the striking miners 
insisted that there was nothing whatever to prevent the op- 
erators from paying the additional demand of the strikers. 
They stated that a mere additional charge of 50 cents per ton 
would fully compensate the operators for the added cost of 
production. The coal strike was settled along that basis. 
Many subsequent strikes have taken place and each time have 
been settled upon the same basis, until to-day we are paying $18 
per ton for coal that is scarcely fit to burn in our furnaces, 

Learned Senators tell us the remedy is a coalition between 
the farmer and the laborer. I can imagine the response the 
farmer would receive if the price of his product was raised to 
correspond with the added cost of our city labor. 

Mr. President, there is just one remedy. The remedy is in 
the hands of the farmer, if he only knew how to organize and 
how to make use of it. He does not know how to go about doing 
it. The field seems too varied and too large for him. What 
he needs is some kind of a nation-wide law under which he can 
begin and consummate his organization. That nation-wide law 
should be a law providing for cooperative selling. Now, mere 
cooperative selling will not alone meet the farmer's require- 
ments. Back of the power to cooperate in selling his products, 
back of the joint selling of his product, must be the power to 
cooperate in the joint holding of his product until he can get 
his own price for it. He must meet force with force, He 
must meet all of the combinations against his interest with a 
combination for his interest. He must say to the laborers who 
want his assistance, and whose compensation is from $8 to $30 
a day, and which added compensation increases the cost of 
everything on earth he purchases, “ You can not have a bushel 
of iny wheat, a pound of my beef, a bale of my cotton, until 
you are willing to pay me a sum that will allow me a compensa- 
tion that will equal your own, until I can live just as well as 
you live, until 1 can pay my debts and the interest on my 
mortgages.” 

Mr. President, I again call attention to the fact that there has 
been introduced such a bill for a comprehensive system of 
cooperative selling of all farm products, a bill that will allow 
the farmer to do just what all others have done—strike against 
the inequality, the wrong and injustice he has suffered, until 
that inequality has been righted. The remedy is in his own 
hands to a certain extent. We can assist him, however, in 
placing. the remedy in his hands more effectively by enacting 
the right kind of a law. It is no answer to say that he can 
perfect that organization without any general law. He could 
have formed farmers’ banks and rural-credits organizations with- 
out any general law, but he never formed them until we passed a 
law under which he could organize. He will never have a 
system of complete and satisfactory cooperative marketing and 
cooperative withholding of products from the market for a 
just and fair price until he has a general law under which he 
can operate. Congress can pass thousands of laws for rural 
credits, but they are not going to meet the situation—they will 
only scratch the surface. 

The only other remedy that has been proposed here is that of 
the Government purchasing the farmer's products, but even that 
proposed remedy will fix no price for his commodities and will 
not overcome the law of supply and demand. In the end such 
a course would be far worse for the country as a whole than 
the disease from which we are now suffering. Cooperative sell- 
ing and, above all, cooperative and combined withholding from 
the market alone can cure the eyil from which agriculture is 
suffering. 

That is the only plan which will equalize the great difference 
between the earning power, the wage power, the standard of 
living in the cities, and the low wage and the low standard of 
living in the rural districts, 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr, President, before the Senator takes 
his seat will he permit me to ask him a question? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly, 

Mr. BROOKHART, I think the Senator has stated quite 
fairly the situation of the farmer; but he leaves the intimation 
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that the laboring man is getting about $9,900 a year, because 
some plasterer or persons engaged in other forms of labor 
receive $33 a day in Philadelphia. Is that a fair illustration of 
the condition of the laboring man at this time? 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; I said that it was not; but I stated 
that the cost of labor engaged in the construction of buildings is 
enormous as compared with other kinds of labor, and that these 
extremely high wages are responsible for high rents and high 
cost of production of the things which the farmer must purchase. 
In this city alone but a short time ago on a building being 
erected $24 a day was being paid to plasterers; in the city of 
New York the rate is over $16 a day; and in Chicago it is 
about the same. Those rates of wage are so disproportionate 
and increase the price of rents and everything that is produced 
and must be produced in those buildings to such an extent that 
it disjoints the proper relation between conditions in the coun- 
try and those of the city. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Has the Senator information as to how 
many days on an average a plasterer is able to work in the 
United States? 

Mr. McCUMBER. In Washington, in this part of the coun- 
try, he is able to work all the time. In the far northern 
States, in my section of the country, not very much plastering 
is done in the wintertime; but there are not any plasterers 
there. They are in the great cities, where they can receive these 
large, these excessive wages. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator has no accurate informa- 
tion as to what the actual average employment of plasterers 18 
throughout the United States? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I have no accurate information as to what 
it is in some sections. I say in the city of Washington it lasts 
the year round. That is true probably in the city of New York, 
in the city of Philadelphia, and in most of the States until you 
get into Minnesota and probably northern New York and the 
smaller States of the Union, where, instead of remaining in the 
wintertime, perhaps, many of them go to the larger cities. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but I have been in Washington 
when the plasterers were all idle, too. Now, let me submit this 
proposition: We have just developed in the Standard Oil hear- 
ings that the Standard Oil Co. of Indiana, which had the 
biggest profits and the biggest stock dividends and everything 
else, paid its 13,000 employees who got less than $5,000 a year 
an average of $1,080 a year. Would the Senator consider that 
an excessive wage to be paid to those men? 

Mr. McCUMBER. No, Mr. President; on the contrary, I 
am not discussing that class at all, I am discussing those 
that are connected with the building trades, whose high wages 
increase the cost of production of everything that is done in- 
side of those buildings, and increase rents. Does not the 
Senator understand that when, in building a hotel here, $24 a 
day is paid for a plasterer, the guests of that hotel will have 
to pay the bill? The Senator understands that there are 
thousands of workers, thousands of girls and young men here 
in the city who are not receiving proper nourishment because 
they must pay out most of their salary for a little room in 
which they can shelter themselves from the cold. The wrong 
is against those breadwinners and every one of these people 
that the Senator is talking about. There is an improper corre- 
lation between the several classes of labor in the United 
States, whereby the great mass of the people are being held 
by the throat as between—and I stated this before—the com- 
bination of capital on the one side, and the combination of 
the building trades on the other side. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I observed that the Senator included 
capital in that combination. I Was glad to note that; but 
the Senator gave no instances to illustrate how much capital 
was taking as compared to labor. 

Mr. McCUMBER, I have given those instances a great 
many times, and I have mentioned a great many times the 
fact that the farmer is suffering from a combination which 
has gradually increased the cost of producing everything that 
the farmer must purchase, while as a rule he is getting no 
additional price for the thing which they produce. 

Mr. BROOKHART, To me, the unfair part of the Senator's 
proposition is that he does not deal in the averages of what 
labor is getting. On the whole, if he will look it up, I think 
in hardly any line, outside at least of the building line, would 
he even criticize the wages paid. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; on the contrary, I say that there is 
a great middle class—and I stated that to-day—of bread- 
winners, including other classes of laborers, and the Ameri- 
can people are all breadwinners, who suffer from the exces- 
sive cost of buildings and consequent costs of houses and 
rentals. Many are merely clerks who are not receiving even 
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the wage the Senator mentions. They are laboring in and they 
have to live in the cities. They have to pay these big rents, and 
it is an awful imposition upon them. They are obliged to a 
great extent to live on canned goods, which they must purchase 
to save the expense of going to a restaurant and paying for 
meals there. It is an imposition upon them. What we most 
need in this country is a readjustment of wages and profits 
of all kinds to the end that every class, including our farmers, 
may have a just remuneration for his toll. At the present 
time the farmer is the great sufferer in this maladjustment of 
earnings, brought about by combinations which year after 
year has widened the breach between rural and urban popu- 
lations, and, as I see it, the only remedy for the farmer is to 
meet combinations with countercombinations. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The farmer does not stop at these high- 
priced hotels or these high-priced buildings. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No, indeed; he does not. 

Mr. BROOKHART. He stays away from them, 

Mr. McCUMBER. Indeed, he does. He does not stop at 
them; but indirectly he suffers because of those high prices, 
because, in the general balancing of the scale, all of them must 
be paid by some one, and the burden always seems to be loaded 
upon the agricultural section of the country. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator mentioned the coal busi- 
ness; but the coal miners on an average do not get as much 
wages in a year as do the Standard Oil employees, and they 
have to live the year around. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The earnings of the coal miners who 
have been striking, and who are laboring only three or four or 
five days out of a week, naturally are not as great as they 
would be if they were laboring for such a price that all the 
important mines could be opened up and produce and sell coal 
so that the rest of us could purchase it at a living price. 

Mr. BROOKHART. But the plan of the operators is to keep 
enough miners on hand so that when the peak of the business 
comes they can fill the cars without storing or anything of 
that kind. The result is that during three or four months 
of the year they have employment for labor, and the rest of 
the time they get only two or three days’ work a week, and 
the operators will only allow them two or three days’ work. 

Mr. McCUMBER. That is the reason why I have stated 
that the interest of the public has always been lost sight of. 
The question determined in each settlement is, How much can 
the operators make and how much can they pay employees and 
still maintain their profits? And so the public pays the bill, 
whatever it is. That seems to be the situation. 

Mr. BROOKHART. One more proposition and I will desist. 
The joint commission of Congress found that the farmer gets 
only 37 cents out of the dollar that the laboring man pays for 
his product, and the laboring men claim that they get only 35 
cents out of the dollar which the farmer pays for the products 
of labor. If those things are true, does it not indicate that the 
distribution both ways is what is taxing both labor and the 
farmer in the United States? 

Mr. McCUMBER. That is true. There is not any question 
about the faultiness of our distribution system; but if I take 
the average retailer in the cities, outside of a few great depart- 
ment stores, I can not find that he is making any great profit. 
If you will look at the rents he has to pay, you will find that 
they are enormous. Take a man dealing in meat products. 
He has a little corner where he has to turn over his capital 
about three times a month to pay the rent alone. That is the 
trouble; it is these high rents, this high cost of living in the 
cities, that has been so disproportionate as compared with what 

the farmer receives for his product. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but does not this exorbitant cost 
of distribution increase the expenses of the laboring man, and 
make higher wages necessary for him to live at all? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly; and so when one class of 
people get $30 a day for erecting a house, it means that every 
other laborer who must either buy or rent that house has to 
pay that extra rental, even though he may not receive for his 
labor a price that would justify such high rentals. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I shall be very brief. 

I have read the measure before the Senate, which is to be 
voted upon to-morrow. I am sure it will be helpful to agricul- 
ture. I do not think it has gone as far as the Congress might 
have gone to meet the situation. Inasmuch as the farmers have 
insisted, year in and year out, that they were entitled to some 
financial redress of grievances and that their credit system was 
not adapted to their needs, I had thought that when Congress 
should finally recognize that they were correct in this conten- 
tion it would try to give the farmers the system that they, the 
farmers themselves, believe would meet their situation, unless 
the Congress should decide first that the farmers seek an un- 


fair advantage over other classes of American citizens or else 
that the farmer is so ignorant that he does not know what it 
is that he needs. I feel certain that one or the other of those 
theories actuated the framers of this measure—that they 
thought the farmer asked more than he was entitled to receive 
or else that he was too ignorant to know what his needs are 
and what the remedy for those needs is. It is to be regretted 
that the framers of this legislation had not more knowledge of 
the farmer’s needs and more sympathy with his wishes. 


There are good features about the bill. It does not go, 1 


take it, as far as the Congress could have gone and been abso- 
lutely fair to other classes of American citizens. I believe that 
the Congress will go further in the years that are to come; and 
hoping, at least, that that will be true, I shall vote for the 
Measure when the opportunity is presented. There are some 
provisions of the measure that I wish particularly to commend, 
VVV amendments 
2 

In the first place, I think the Congress did wisely to recognize 
that personal credits were as essential to agricultural produc- 
tion as land credits, and therefore that it is important to give 
the farmer these credits without weighting them down with 
taxation; in other words, to give him a tax-exempt evidence of 
indebtedness, so that he might procure reasonably cheap money. 
I am tempted to discuss that feature of the matter, Mr. Presi- 
dent, because in to-day’s paper is a renewal of the attack by 
the Secretary of the Treasury on tax-exempt bonds. It seems 
to be the idea of the Secretary, and evidently the idea of the 
administration, as recorded in a proposed constitutional amend- 
ment which passed the House recently, that you can create 
wealth by taxation; that if any resources escape taxes it dimin- 
ishes the wealth of the country by reason of the fact that it is 
tax exempt. The argument is put forth, Mr. President, that 
certain wealth is escaping taxation; that if you could tax the 
credit of the State, the credit of the county, the credit of the 
municipality, you would create wealth. As strange as that idea 
seems, Mr, President, I am convinced that the Secretary of the 
Treasury, great financier though he be, entertained that view: 
That if you could lay your hands upon the credits of the States, 
counties, and municipalities, and all their activities, you could 
create wealth. The impression seems to exist that if a thing 
is taxed, if you can collect money from the people under a tax- 
ing scheme, the whole people are that much richer. 

The proposed amendment to the Constitution, which, of 
course, has nothing to do with this measure except inciden- 
tally as it affects tax-exempt securities, was presented upon the 
theory that if you would permit the Federal Government to tax 
the credit of the State through all its various organizations, 
and in return give the State the right to tax securities of the 
United States, the people would be richer, when, as a matter 
of fact, everyone knows, and the Secretary of the Treasury 
ought to know as well as anyone else, that the Government has 
not a dollar of its own; that whatever it has within its keep- 
ing is what it has taken from somebody else; that it never cre- 
ated a dollar and can not create one; that wealth must be 
created by the brawn and sweat of individuals. Whateter the 
Government may have it must take from the people, and they 
have correspondingly less. 

Strange to say, intelligent people, patriotic people, have been 
misled by this propaganda that has swept over the country that 
wealth is escaping taxation by reason of tax-exempt securities, 
Wealth does not escape taxation in that way. It finds much 
more profitable means of tax dodging. It is so elementary that 
anyone ought to be able to see that granting the State the right 
to tax Federal bonds would not produce any benefit to the 
State, because the very people who tax the Federal bonds must 
be taxed to raise the money to pay the increased interest which 
the Federal bonds draw. In other words, it is a taxation of 
one by himself for the benefit of himself, when all of us know 
that it costs considerable money to levy and collect a tax, 
Therefore, the man who enjoys this advantage which the Sec- 
retary this morning so insists on must tax himself for the privi- 
lege. He does not create a dollar. He can not be the richer 
by reason of the privilege, but must be the poorer by reason of 
the cost of assessing and collecting and distributing. 

That feature of the bill which allows these banks to issue 
tax-exempt securities I heartily indorse. It would be a trav- 
esty not to have included that provision. I want to answer an 
insinuation which arose from a question asked by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Reen] yesterday, when he wanted to 
know, in effect, what the farm bloc was and who were the 
members of the farm bloc and, incidentally, what a farmer is, 
for I think that was the question in the back of his mind, He 
was afraid some kind of legislation was about to slip through 
the Senate that would be of advantage to the farmer, when the 
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steel“ producers in Pennsylvania, however you may spell the 
word, did not share the larger returns. 

To start with, these “farmers” who live in the cities might 
as well recognize now, as well as any other time, that eventually 
the farmer must sell his products for enough to meet the cost of 
production. They might as well know that the cost of produc- 
tion is enhanced by the rate of interest the farmer must pay 
for the credit he must have to enable him to produce. There- 
fore, whenever the farmer is finally compensated for the thing 
he produces, the cost of his credit must be added, and since 
everybody must eat, however his profits may be derived from 
some other occupation, everybody is concerned in the cost of 
production of the things we eat. Wherever, therefore, you 
cheapen the cost of production of farm products, it eventually 
will be reflected in the cheaper cost of living to all other classes 
of people. They thus obtain equal benefits with the farmer, 
because the benefit is distributed throughout the entire popula- 
tion through the diminishing of the cost of production of that 
thing which everybody must consume. ‘Therefore, those Sen- 
ators who feel so apprehensive that steel and railreads and spe- 
cial interests may be discriminated against by reason of some 
kind of legislation for the farmers may take heart and remem- 
ber that if the farmers produce at less cost they will eat at less 
cost, 

I want to suggest an amendment, and I shall later offer it. 
On page 6 of the measure, in the first paragraph, which com- 
mences on page 5, there is a provision that notes given for agri- 
cultural purposes are not subject to rediscount if the rate of 
interest is in excess of 14 per cent. I suggest that there should 
be an amendment at that point providing that if a bonus or any- 
thing of value is given to procure the loan the paper shall not 
be subject to rediscount. It sometimes happens, where rates of 
i_terest are fixed, to require the borrower to pay a bonus in 
order to procure the loan. I imagine all of us are acquainted 
with the practice. I know I have, and very recently. Therefore, 
in order to make the bill do what the proponents of it wish, I 
should like to make it read that the paper shall not be subject 
to rediscount if the rate of interest is in excess of 1} per cent 
of the prevailing rate of discount on commercial paper or if the 
banks have required a bonus from the borrower. Otherwise the 
provision of itself is without any effect. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. I quite appreciate the point the Senator 
makes. I want to call his attention, however, to the diffieulty 
in the administration of the bill in the form in which he pre- 
sents it. It would prohibit any land bank from making any dis- 
count if there be any bonus or commission; but how is that to 
be determined? Those things are always secret, as the Senator 
knows. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I concede the difficulty. In many cases it 
might be impossible ever to ascertain that fact. 

Mr. LENROOT, The point is that, it being impossible to 
ascertain it, in order to be sure that they would not violate 
the law the banks would refuse to discount in many cases 
where they wanted to. I want to make this suggestion to the 
Senator, which occurred to me yesterday in thinking this over, 
that it would be feasible, I think, to require that no dis- 
count should be made unless there should be an affidavit accom- 
panying the application. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should not object to that. 

Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator will prepare his amendment 
in that form, I shall have no criticism of it; but I think the 
Senator sees the point. 

Mr, CARAWAY. I see the Senator's position. I was not 
aware that the Senator was in the Chamber, and I wish to call 
his attention to another provision which I should like to have 
him consider. 

Mr. SMITH. Before the Senator calls attention to that; 
he spoke a moment ago of 14 per cent. He means 13 per 
cent in excess of the rate fixed. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes. I realize that my statement was 
rather a loose way of expressing the idea I had in mind. 

Mr. SMITH. Those who were trying to follow the Senator 
might get the impression 

Mr. CARAWAY. That the rate of interest was 14 per cent? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I call the attention of the Senator 
from Wisconsin to a provision on page 7, in the second para- 
graph, where it reads: 

If at any time the capital stock provided for in the first paragraph 
of this section shall be found by the Federal Farm Loan Board to 


be insufficient to enable any farm credits department in a Federal 
land bank to meet the credit needs of the agricultural and live- 


Stock industries in its district, intended to bé served by the facilities 
provided under Title II of this act, such capital shall, upon applica- 
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tion of the Federal Farm Loan Board, if approved by the President 
85 r States, be increased by an amount not to exceed 

The thing I had in mind was this, that under the provisions 
of the bill it seems that you must take into consideration the 
whole system—the 12 regional banks. It might be that in 
New England, we will say, there is not much demand for 
these farm credits, while in Wisconsin or Minnesota or down 
in my section of the country there might be great demand. 
That being true as between the two, there might be no demand 
for an increase of capital. What I would like to see, if possible, 
is the insertion of a provision to enable the President to in- 
crease the capital stock of the bank in the particular region 
where it might be required, without being required to increase 
the capital stock of a regional bank where there was no demand 
for an increase of credits. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is not that what the bill does now? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Iam a little bit doubtful about it. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is certainly the intention. If there 
is any question about it, I should be very glad to have it 
cleared up. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The intention was to make that possible? 

Mr. LENROOT. Les. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am glad to know that. 
was some doubt about it. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is the intention. There may be one 
district where $5,000,000 is ample, and another district where 
it is not, and it may be increased in the one district. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Without the President being compelled 
to increase in the other. That was the idea I had in mind. 

Mr. LENROOT. It is clear, I think. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I thought the language was not clear on 
that point. These are the only amendments I intended to 
suggest. 4 

I shall now discuss briefly the amendment suggested on yes- 
terday by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surru with 
reference to increasing the length of time commodity paper 
might be rediscounted in the Federal reserve system. The law 
now provides that it may be rediscounted up to six months. 
The amendment, as it appears in the bill, purposes to make it 
nine months. The amendment suggested by the Senator from 
South Carolina was to change it from 9 months to 12 months. 
I wanted, by a simple statement, to support the suggested 
amendment of the Senator from South Carolina. 

I am not as familiar with the growing of grain and the live- 
stock industry as most Senators who had to do with the 
framing of this measure, 1 dare say. I am very familiar, in 
a modest way, with the production of cotton and its market- 
ing. To give us a nine months’ credit is to deny us credit 
altogether. It does not do one much good to have a credit 
extended to him to produce something and have it withdrawn 
before he can market it. In other words, it frequently happens 
that it is an invitation to ruin. If you give a man credit to 
produce an article and demand payment of the obligation be- 
fore he may market that product in an orderly way, you invite 
his destruction. 

It can not hurt anyone; it will help many; and therefore I 
hope the amendment of the Senator from South Carolina in- 
creasing the time from 9 months to 12 months will be adopted. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I present two amendments 
to the pending measure, which I ask may be printed and lie 
on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppie in the chair). The 
amendments will be received, printed, and lie on the table. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, referring to the bill under 
consideration and to some of the suggested amendments, I desire 
to submit a few observations. I shall begin with reference 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. 
Brook HART]. 

His amendment involves a very considerable undertaking. 
He offers an amendment which means the establishment of a 
system of cooperative banks. Now, I have always been a sincere 
friend of the cooperative idea, I believe in it fully, especially 
with reference to marketing and, so far as possible, coopera- 
tion in the matter of acquiring supplies, and purposes of that 
kind; for instance, as cooperative societies for the purchase of 
fertilizer and machinery. But I have never had occasion to work 
out any plan in my own mind looking to a financial scheme 
based upon that principle. 

My disposition is to be favorable to the idea, but I regret 
that the Senator from Iowa did not offer the matter before we 
reached this stage in the consideration of the bill. I wish it 
might have been feasible for him to have proposed it earlier in 
the session, so as to have it take its usual course by being 
referred either to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
or to the Committee on Banking and Currency or to some 


I thought there 
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committee which would have given careful consideration to 
it, had hearings upon it, thoroughly investigated the whole 
subject, and had expert advice also as to the phraseology and 
the language to be employed to meet the views intended to be 
carried into execution by the proposed legislation. 

Up to this time I have not had the opportunity to consider 
thoroughly all the details of the proposed amendment and to 
arrive at a conclusion as to whether it would be wise to support 
it as an amendment to the pending bill or not. As I said, my 
inclination would be to favor the idea, and if the matter as- 
sumed shape so that we could be fully confident that it would 
accomplish what the intention and purpose apparently is, I 
might support it. But we might make a very serious mistake. 

The whole matter of banking is a delicate subject, as it is an 
important subject. It is rather technical in many of its details, 
especially when we attempt to express in statutory form the 
precise plan and system which we are endeavoring to put into 
effect. If we should undertake here to provide a scheme and a 
system that would prove to be unworkable, it would be a futile 
thing to do. If it should be workable and we found afterwards 
that it was not scientific and not economically sound in any re- 
spect, however much we might have endeavored to make it so, 
we would have committed an,error and might thus do very 
great harm instead of good. I would be glad if we had a little 
more time and opportunity to consider thoroughly all the details 
of the proposal. I propose even yet to give further thought and 
study to it, so that when the time comes we may be able to vote 
more intelligently upon it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President. 

Mr. FLETCHER. As it is now, I feel that we would be 
rather voting in the dark on the question, because I confess I 
do not quite thoroughly understand it, and I have not had the 
opportunity yet, up to this time, to digest it and work it out in 
my own mind. I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I will state to the Senator from Florida 
that the amendment interferes with none of the provisions of 
the present banking laws. On the contrary, it is safeguarded 
by the national banking act, which would protect this kind 
of an organization. It involves no new idea whatever except 
the cooperative idea. i 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator just how 
the cooperative idea is intended to be put into operation under 
his amendment? 

Mr. BROOKHART, Under the national bank laws gener- 
ally as they now exist, with the same supervision. All through 
the proposition it is to remain under the control of the na- 
tional bank act. The national bank act is made applicable to 
this proposition. 

Mr. LENROOT. What does the Senator from Iowa say 
about capitalization? 

Mr. BROOKHART. The capitalization in the cooperative 
bank? 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It often has no capital at all. The 
amendment which I have proposed provides for a capitaliza- 
tion with a minimum of $15,000. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is contrary to the present banking 
law. - ‘ 

Mr. BROOKHART. It modifies it to that extent; but at 
every point where it is modified it is mentioned specifically 
in the amendment. The general law applies to it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I shall consider the matter further. I 
am not taking a position for or against it at present. I am 
simply referring in this general way to the subject, intending 
to convey the idea that it is a very important subject and one 
that is more or less technical and involves really what I would 
consider a very considerable task in framing precisely the 
language in order to establish a new plan of that sort, new 
in all important respects. 

Now, with particular reference to the bill before us, I may 
be pardoned a personal allusion just to this extent. I do not 
claim to be a farmer. However, I grew up on a farm. I 
went through all the stages of farm work from the planting 
of the crops, harvesting the various crops, splitting rails, build- 
ing fences, digging ditches, hauling, ginning, packing, and 
all the various activities with which the farmer has to do. 

I was on a farm until I was 21 years of age, except the 
months I was at school. I began work on the farm when I was 
6 years of age. I remember very distinctly the first work I 
undertook. In those days we had a man who would lay off 
a furrow for corn, and then we had a boy follow and drop the 
corn in the furrow. Then we had another man to cover it with 
a double-shovel plow, straddling the furrow behind the boy, 
covering the corn, As I said, beginning at that point I pro- 
ceeded through all the toil and labor and struggle that the 


average farmer has to go through. Incidentally, I am satisfied 
this work, beginning as early as it did, never did me any harm. 
It may be this experience which preserves my calm and with- 
holds my indignation when I hear repeated the alleged horrors 
of child labor. So I know something from actual experience 
about the farmer’s difficulties, his tasks, and his returns, I 
know from actual observation respecting the neighbors and 
those engaged in agriculture in that portion of Georgia where 
I then lived. What I am saying is not based upon mere theory, 
but what the actual conditions were as I found them and as I 
went through them. 

I said then in those days that if the time ever came when 
I could be of any service to the farmers of the country, it 
would afford me the highest gratification to be able to render 
that service. I feel as sincerely that way to-day as I did when 
I was actually engaged in that occupation. I have always felt 
that way; not that I am opposed to any measure which looks to 
the general welfare of the entire people of the whole country ; 
not that I am disposed to confine my energies solely to bene- 
fiting the farmers of the country; not that I am centering upon 
one particular industry in the effort to do what I can to serve 
the interests of that industry as against any other; but be- 
cause I feel and have always felt that agriculture lies at the 
very foundation of all our prosperity, and that in order to 
build wisely and well we should first build the foundation secure 
and lasting and upon that foundation construct whatever we 
feel ought to be constructed for the whole country; in other 
words, not to begin to build at the top, not to put up a super- 
structure by legislative enactment or otherwise that will be 
founded upon sand or upon insecure and unsubstantial ground- 
work, but, beginning with the foundation, to build upon that 
foundation and proceed with the other developments. I con- 
ceive that to legislate to properly serve and promote a healthy, 
sound agriculture, upon which all people must depend for 
their food and their clothes, is the wise course to pursue. For 
that reason our primary concern is with this basic industry. 

I believe that we can not revive business until we first re- 
vive agriculture, Therefore, it is important, it seems to me, 
to look first to this foundation; not, as I have said, sacrificing 
other things at all. In all the work which I have had to do 
and in all my relations with the farm bloe, if you please, I and 
they have never insisted that other things must be neglected 
or that other subjects be put to one side or that other measures 
of general good to the whole country must not be considered, 
but, on the other hand, we have cheerfully assisted in every- 
thing that was considered to be wise and proper and helpful, 
at the same time keeping in view the importance of this great 
industry. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Rrep] on yesterday 
desired to know something about the membership of the farm 
bloc. I have not endeavored to keep in mind such details, 
but I find in the Congressional Digest of January, on page 112, 
a list of names which purports to be the membership of the 
farm bloc. Hence one reason for making the allusion I have 
as to my own experience is by way of showing, perhaps, some 
qualifications for membership in that cooperative effort on the 
part of certain Members of this body. However, I need not 
dwell upon that. Their work speaks for itself. Others have 
sought to claim credit for what that “bloc” accomplished in 
the last Congress in spite of their criticism and opposition. 

Based upon my own observation and experience with ref- 
erence to farming, I believe that one of the chief difficulties 
with which the farmer has to contend is that usually he is 
obliged in these days and has been all along to purchase the 
things he needs on time. That statement applies to the pur- 
chase of his supplies, beginning with his fertilizer and con- 
tinuing clear through the year, even the supplies for his tenants 
and for all the labor. Everything that is needed on the farm, 
whether he actually works it himself or rents it out to others, 
to whom he must furnish the necessary supplies, including 
those essential to cultivating the farm and harvesting the 
crop and all that sort of thing, is ordinarily bought on time. 
That means he must pay for them 10, 15, and 25 per cent more 
than he would pay if he were able to buy them for cash. The 
problem then is to furnish facilities by which the farmer— 
and I am talking now particularly with reference to the small 
farmer—can have cash so that he may purchase on a cash 
basis what he needs throughout the year while cultivating and 
harvesting his crop and before putting it on the market, and 
thus save to him the enormous burden of time charges which 
extends through the whole of the 12 months while he is pro- 
ducing, harvesting, and marketing his crop. 

I do not mean to say that the retail merchant profiteers at 
the expense of the farmer. The retail merchant when he sells 
on time must go without his money until the crop is ready for 
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market. When he furnishes supplies to the farmer he knows 
that his only chance of getting his money for them is from 
what the farmer produces from the soil, and he runs some risk 
of a crop failure, of breakdown somewhere, of mismanage- 
ment or losses or misfortunes, or what not, and he is without 
his money during this time. So he has to go to the bank and 
borrow money in order to finance his business. Therefore we 
can not properly find fault with the merchant for charging the 
borrower, under those circumstances, what might be called an 
extra high profit on the credits which he extends to the farmer. 
At the same time, that 10 or 15 or 25 or more per cent addi- 
tional in the cost of everything the farmer must have in order 
to produce his crop is a tremendous burden to him. 

I do not know of any industry in the country that could have 
stood the high interest rates and the high cost of all supplies 
pyramided by these charges for time credits except agricul- 
ture, and it has been depressed on that account. 

The idea is—and that is one purpose intended to be reached 
by this bill, I think—to afford a facility whereby the farmer 
can get cash with which he may purchase his supplies and 
save the enormous expense which is attached to their cost 
now by reason of having to purchase upon time. Hence it 
seems to me important that we should in this bill somewhere 
and somehow limit the rate of interest which can be charged 
the borrower when he obtains accommodation through the 
Federal land bank. 

The limitation now, as I see it, is simply the State rate of 
interest. The State rate of interest is more than the farmer 
ought to pay in these circumstances. The Federal land banks 
have been established to meet his needs in a broad and general 
way. They afford a system that is peculiarly adapted to the 
industry of agriculture, and by reason of the fact that the 
system is superintended by the Government through its proper 
officers and the securities supporting the bond issues are passed 
upon by Government agents and must be ample fully to pro- 
tect the bond issues, which are exempt from all taxes, the 
farmer is benefited by the low rate of interest which the bonds 
bear. In the farm loan act we have provided that the bor- 
rower shall not be called upon to pay in excess of 1 per cent 
more than the rate of interest which the bonds bear, and we 
say that rate shall not exceed 5} per cent, so that if the bonds, 
the proceeds of which are loaned to individual borrowers under 
the law, bear a rate of interest of 43 per cent, then the bor- 
rower can not be called upon to pay more than 51 per cent 
for the money which he obtains. That 1 per cent leeway was 
intended to cover the cost of administration; but, as a matter 
of fact, we find that the cost of administering the system is 
not over one-half of 1 per cent and, consequently, the farmer, 
when the bonds sell at a rate of 43 per cent, ought to get his 
money at 5 per cent. We have so provided in the farm loan 
act which has reference to mortgage loans; but there is no 
provision in this bill limiting the rate of interest which the 
debentures shall bear. 

The thought throughout this bill and the Capper bill, which 
we have passed, is that the State rate shall control and gov- 
ern. The State rate is too high. It is proposed to provide 
here a system for the benefit of agriculture, for the benefit of 
those whe produce the Nation's food, and it ought to afford 
them a rate of interest based on the securities which they 
offer which would be advantageous to them. We are not giving 
them any great advantage when we say that after the system 
shall be inaugurated they must still pay the same rate of 
interest which they would pay if they were to go now to any 
bank in the respective States and obtain accommodation. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President—— 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator from South Caro- 


lina. 

Mr. SMITH. Did I understand the Senator to say that the 
rate of interest that these bonds and debentures may bear is 
left to the exigencies of the public as they may bid on them? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Precisely. No limitation as to the inter- 
est they shall bear is fixed in this bill; and I am going to pro- 
pose an amendment—the Senator from Wisconsin does not ap- 
pear to be here now—on page 4, line 8, after the word “ Board,” 
to strike out the period and insert the words “not exceeding 
6 per cent per annum,” so that if amended it will read: 

Rates of interest or discount aes by the Federal land banks 1 


such loans and discounts shall be subject to the approval of the 
eral Farm Loan Board, not exceeding 6 per cent per annum. 


Uniess you do that, you have no limitation at all; and where 
does the farmer get any benefit from establishing a financial 
system here, issuing debentures under the supervision of the 
Government, with Government capital back of it—you are put- 
ting up $5,000,000 for each of these banks—and yet leaving 
these debentures wide open, to be offered at any rate of interest 


at which the Farm Loan Board may see fit to offer them, and 
require the borrower to pay not exceeding 1} per cent more 
than the discount rate of the Federal land bank, as mentioned 
on page 6, without the consent of the Farm Loan Board. Sup- 
pose the debentures bear 7 per cent, where is there benefit to the 
borrowers of the proceeds? Where is there any special benefit 
to the farmer if he has to pay on the money which he obtains 
through this system, furnishing the security which he is obliged 
to furnish, the same rate of interest that the banks charge in 
their commercial transactions? 

Mr. SMITH. Does not the Senator think 6 per cent is high? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I grant that 6 per cent is high. I merely 
put it at that because if I made it less there would be more 
objection to it, possibly. As it is now, the rate may be anything 
within the usury laws of the State. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I suggest to the Senator that as 
these bonds and debentures are made nontaxable, it seems to me 
they would be taken up readily at 5 per cent. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I should think so. The farm-loan bonds 
are selling readily at 4} per cent, and I see no reason why these 
debentures should not sell at 5 per cent; but, as I say, 6 per 
cent is merely suggested at this place as the rate of interest or 
discount charged by the bank. I think there ought to be some 
limitation there. 

Mr. SMITH. The wording of the Senator's proposed amend- 
ment is that it shall not exceed 6 per cent. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; not exceeding 6 per cent.” 

Upon some investigation it appears that 10 States now allow 
12 per cent by contract, 23 States up to 10 per cent, and 33 
States up to 8 per cent; so that in 10 States the rate might be 
as high as 12 per cent, and in 23 States as high as 10 per cent, 
and in 83 States as high as 8 per cent under this bill. I submit 
that if you are exempting from taxation these debentures and 
providing this system for the benefit, as you claim, of agricul- 
ture—and that is the purpose of it—then you are not benefit- 
ing the farmer unless you give him this accommodation at a 
rate of interest which he can reasonably meet; and I think you 
should set that out in the law, as we have done in the farm 
loan act. The farm loan act expressly provides that the banks 
shall not charge a borrower exceeding 1 per cent above the 
rate which the bonds bear; and here why not limit the rate at 
which these debentures shall be issued and then say that the 
farmer shall not pay over 14 per cent—TI think it ought to be 
1 per cent instead of 14—above the rediscount rate as provided 
on page 6 of the bill? That is the thing we are trying to 
reach here—the accommodation of the farmer upon terms and 
at a rate of interest which his industry will warrant and 
justify and can stand. If we do not accomplish that we have 
gotten nowhere under this system. 

The fact is that the system is going to be cumbersome, no 
matter how it is administered. Its success is going to depend 
upon its administration. If these departments of the Federal 
land banks do not function property, efficiently, and promptly, 
they will do no good at all to agriculture. The real need here 
is a local need. For instance, take the Columbia bank district, 
composed of North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and 
Florida. A farmer needing this accommodation—personal 
loans—may live seven or eight hundred miles from the Colum- 
bia bank. He needs to borrow some money for the purpose of 
avoiding these excessive charges, as I have indicated, on sup- 
plies where otherwise he would have to buy them on time, and 
when he buys them he wants cash. This system is supposed to 
provide a means for his obtaining cash, so that he can go and 
purchase for cash these things that he needs to produce his 
crop. That is one of the purposes of it. Living seven or eight 
hundred miles away from the bank at Columbia, S. C., he has 
to make his application and send it up there to be considered, 
and they refer it down to an appraiser, and that appraiser is 
two or three weeks in getting around to look over the security. 
Two or three weeks more elapse before the application is con- 
sidered by the bank, and perhaps two or three weeks more 
elapse before he hears from his application. That is not going 
to meet the situation at all. A farmer is not only engaged in 
toiling and struggling behind the dangerous end of a mule but 
he is engaged in a business. You must treat him somewhat as 
a business man, because his occupation is a business occupation 
in the broad sense of the term. He wants to know what accom- 
modation he is going to get, and he wants to know it promptly. 
He can not afford to sit and wait for weeks and weeks and 
weeks for it to be decided whether or not he is to have any 
accommodation at all, and, if so, perhaps only a part of what 
he has applied for. He has to make his arrangements, 

That is one great drawback to this whole scheme here. You 
have not arranged it so that he ean have his needs promptly 
considered and so that the facilities will be adapted to the 
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local demand; and in the final analysis I do not believe you 
will find that this system is going to be of any vast benefit to 
the farmers of the country. Those living right in the vicinity 
of the bank, where they can have their matters looked after 
just as others might who go to the towns in the counties where 
they live and have their business attended to, will be accom- 
modated, perhaps, to some extent; but in the case of the farm- 
ers living some distance from the bank, two or three hundred 
miles, from that to seven or eight hundred miles away, having 
to pass their applications on and have them referred and wait 
on appraisers and wait on this, that, and the other, the system 
is not going to be attractive or useful to them. They will 
want to go to the town near which they live, and go to their 
banker or their merchant, and know the same day what they 
are able to accomplish in the way of financial accommodations, 
or at least within a very few days; so that even under the 
most favorable circumstances, when this system is put in oper- 
ation, what it will supply probably will be the communities 
immediately adjacent to the town or city in which the bank is 
located, and I am afraid they will not reach out to the wider 
areas extending some distance away from the location of the 
Federal land bank. In order to be efficacious it must meet 
those two prime necessities—promptness and adaptation to 
local needs. 

It has been pointed out by the Secretary of the Treasury, in 
discussing this bill, that only a fraction of agricultural re- 
discounts could be handled, because there are only $60,000,000 
provided as capital, with a possible addition of $60,000,000 
more, whereas the indebtedness on farm property in the 
country amounts to $12,000,000,000; the mortgages outstand- 
ing now amount to $7,000,000,000, and the bank loans to 
farmers amounts to $3,750,000,000, and the private personal 
loans to farmers amount to $1,250,000,000; so that at most 
here you have a capital of $120,000,000 to endeavor to meet the 
urgent needs of the farmers. It is wholly inadequate, in the 
first place. It will, I hope, accomplish some good; but, as I 
see it, it will be beneficial mainly to those who will be immedi- 
ately adjacent to and in touch with the Federal land banks. 
There are only 12 of those throughout the whole country, 
and there will be farmers living some distance away from them 
who, I think, will be very greatly disappointed when it comes 
to putting into operation the system provided in this bill. 

There are other items in the bill to which I wanted to draw 
attention. The Senator from Wisconsin said that on page 7 
he proposed to offer an amendment—I am not advised whether 
he has done so or not—dealing, as I understood, with the 
question of the meaning of the word “solely” where the bill 
says, “the surplus earnings of such department shall be applied 
solely to meet obligations and losses.” I think that clause 
ought to be cleared up, so that it may be made perfectly plain 
that this capital can be used in financing the operation, in 
actually making the discount. There should be inserted after 
the word “solely” the words “to extend credit facilities as 
provided under Title II of this act and.” 

There are a few verbal changes which I will suggest as 
we go along, but at present I need not dwell upon them, since 
the Senator in charge of the bill does not seem to be present. 
I want, however, to insist that we must, in my judgment, in 
order to make this bill approach the benefit we are hoping to 
accomplish under it, fix some limit of the interest which 
these debentures shall bear. 

I am inclined to think that the amendment which I have 
suggested on page 4 should be inserted so as to make it read: 

Rates of interest or discount charged by the Federal land banks 
upon such loans and discounts shall be subject to the approval of the 
Federal Farm Loan Board, not exceeding per cent per annum, 

And on page 5, at the end of line 12, to insert, “ not exceeding 
5 per cent per annum,” so as to read: 

Rates of interest upon debentures and other such obligations issued 
under this subdivision shall, subject to the approval of the Federal 
Farm Loan Board, he fixed by the Federal land bank making the 
issue, not exceeding 5 per cent per annum, 

That is the rate I had in mind in the discussion with the 
Senator from South Carolina, and I think that is where he in- 
tended to have the 5 per cent apply. In other words, the rates 
upon debentures should not exceed 5 per cent, and the rate of 
interest or discount should not exceed 6 per cent. 

I will offer those amendments when they are in order, and 
submit them for the consideration of the Senate. That is all 
I care to say on the subject at this time. 


PRICE OF COTTON AND FINANCIAL CONDITION OF FARMERS. 
Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to call to the attention 
of the Senate a report appearing in the Washington Post this 
morning from the Cotton Exchange of New York yesterday, 


where a bear raid was made upon the market and the price of 
cotton broke ‘several dollars a bale. I read: 


New York, January 31.—The market opened barely steady at a 
decline of 18 to 30 points in response to relatively cab Liverpont 
cables, reports of a less active demand for cotton goods in Sranchester: 
Mae foreign exchange rates, and nervousness over foreign political 


a 

Those are some of the reasons given for the break in the 
price of cotton yesterday. With the shortest cotton crop except 
one that we have produced in many, many years, with a 
cotton famine threatening the world by June of this year, 
when cotton may be bringing 50 cents a pound, and probably 
can not be obtained at all by July, these market manipulators 
are combining to hold the price down until the last pound of 
cotton is taken away from the producer, the man who invested 
his money and who toiled through the year 1922 to produce it, 
with some of his ‘debts still hanging over him. They are 
manipulating the market so as to get the cotton away from 
him so that they can hold it until the price goes up to 35 cents, 
maybe 40 cents, and they will make $50 a bale. What good 
will it do the farmer to see cotton selling at 40 cents when he 
has been forced to throw his cotton upon the market at a price 
below the cost of production? That is what happened with 
more than half of the crop of 1922. More than half of the 
crop of last year has been disposed of at a price below the 
cost of production. 

I am in receipt of a letter from the commissioner of agricul- 
ture of the State of Texas, the biggest cotton-growing State in 
the Union. He gives it as his judgment that it cost 26 cents 
a pound to produce the cotton crop of 1922. Think of that; 
two-thirds of the crop sold below that figure, and to-day the 
price is about 27} cents a pound, The farmer is getting just 
$7.50 a bale more than it cost him to produce; he is making 5 
bales where he used to make 15, and he has planted 40 acres 
where he used to plant 18, in the boll-weevil infected area. 
He has to cultivate more land, as the yield is smaller per acre 
than formerly, The cost of production is greater, and after he 
has gone through the year battling with the boll weevil, buying 
fertilizer to put on his land, paying a good price for labor, and 
all that, he comes up in the market place at the end of the year 
and recevies for his entire crop a price which yields him less 
than $50 profit on his one-horse cotton crop. Senators, the 
eotton farmers of the South can not continue this business 
under such conditions. They must have a living profit or they 
must go out of the business of producing cotton. 

I want to read what a little cotton paper, called the Cotton 
Planter, published at Montgomery, Ala., has to say upon this 
subject. I read: 


In August, 1918, cotton sold at 38.20 cents a 

in New York. This was at the rate of $191 a 

— . the pata A 8 Were Ba hin en is $148.50 a 
e. e farmer who sold—who pro ad to se th 

iine rice rales ioa: iry $42.50 pa on bale, ie a da 
n the next month—that is, September, 1918—the price again reach 

38.20, and two months later was down to 27.75. th . 

difference in price amounted to $52.25 a bale. 


The difference in this instance on 1 bale of cotton in three 
month's time was greater than the one-horse farmer of 1922 
made as a profit on his whole crop of 5 bales. Was there ever 
such a dangerous and destructive fluctuation in a product? 
I read further: 

The following Februa the same cotton was quoted 
flat and five months later at 36.60 cents. A bale worth $128 rip re 
ary was worth $191 five months before and $183 five months later. 

. * * * „ . * 

Middling cotton in New York was worth 14.10 cents a pound in 


5 1917. That is $70.50 a bale. Six months later it was 
worth 27.85 cents, which is 8139.25. The difference is $68.75. 


Mr. President, Senators may notice that it lacked only $1.75 
of being just exactly twice as much. I continue the reading: 


In September, 1919, cotton sold for 28.45 cents—$142.25 a bale. 
In less than 30 days it sold for $192.75 a bale. Within another 30 
days it sold for $201 a bale. Three months later it was worth only 
$187.55 a bale, and within 30 days was quoted at $216.25 a bale. 

In July, 1920, when middling was officially quoted at 43.75, 
buyers were frantically offering 45 cents, which is $225 a bale. A 
month later nobody would buy when the price was 31.75, or 111 bd 
a bale. Thirty days more and it was quoted at 25.50, or $127.50; 
another month and it was 20.50, or $102.50; then next month it was 
15.50, or $77.50, and three months later it was 11.20, or $56 a bale. 

„ 


pogod, basis middling, 
ale. But during the 


There is no excuse for such swings in price. No set of men in 
the world except the patient southern farmer, slow tọ change, would 
stand for it. , 

Where, pray, is the manufacturer who would run a plant producing 
a commodity which was likely to sell for $191 on one dày and only 
$148.50 on another day during the same month, his cost of produc- 
tion being unchanged? 


That is the situation the cotton farmer is up against. Now, 
I want to read other reasons for the break in the price of 
cotton yesterday. 


Listen to this: 
Reports of further good rains in the South were considered a factor 
decline, 


on the 

Think of that! I want to bring these remarks I am making 
to-day to the attention of the Federal Trade Commission. The 
resolution we passed throngh this body yesterday has teeth 
in it. There is going to be an investigation, and in the speech 
I am now making I call upon every Member of this body from 
the cotton-growing States and every Member in the other 
branch of Congress from the cotton-growing States to make 
any suggestions that they think will help the Federal Trade 
Commission in the investigation of the conduct of the New 
York and New Orleans Cotton Exchanges. Certain things have 
got to stop. They must stop, or these exchanges are doomed. 
The cotton industry of the United States can not stand such 
fluctuations in prices. It can not stand such manipulation. 
It ought not to stand such manipulation, and it will not 
stand it. 

“Mr. President, something has got to be done to prevent losses 
to those who produce that which helps to clothe the world. 
The cotton speculators of the country, backed by certain 
spinners here and abroad, go in and bear the market and beat 
down the price when they are ready to buy a little of the raw 
material for the spinning interests. Then in a few days the 
price will go up again a little, and then when they get ready 
for another supply of cotton they go on the exchanges and put 
out a report that there has been rain in the cotton-producing 
section, and that is stated to be a reason for the break in the 
price of cotton three months ‘before planting time. It is the 
most ridiculous thing I ‘have every heard. 

I want to comment briefly on rain. What a blessing it is. 
How helpful and indispensable it is. But the rain all over 
the Cotton Belt to-day does not amount to the popping of my 
finger in its effect upon the cotton crop of this year which will 
be planted in April and early in May. We do not begin to 
plant cotton until April, and they are solemnly talking about 
Showers in the Cotton Belt being reasons for breaking the price 
of cotton already in existence, using the fact that there has 
been rain in the South as an excuse for breaking down the 
price of the farmer’s product. It is very ridiculous. Think 
of rain in January being an excuse for breaking the price of 
cotton already in existence. These are some of the flimsy ex- 
cuses that are given out by speculators as to why the price 
should go down. ‘The business of the cotton producer must be 
delivered from such a situation. If they will not comply with 
the law, they must be closed. 

Listen to this one: 

Liverpool also reported southern hedge selling during the day. 

Now, what do you think of that, Senators? Liverpool, Eng- 
land, reporting to New York that there was hedge selling in 
Alabama, South Carolina, and Texas, Is it not strange that in 
New York somebody could not have said that the news came 
there that there was hedge selling in the Sonth? Why go 
such a roundabout way to put out the propaganda? Nobody 
sent out that report but New York. It was hatched in New 
York. That report was written right in the cotton exchange 
in New York. No cable ever brought that statement from 
Liverpool. That is another one of the ridiculous things we 
come across in the manipulation of the exchanges in the United 
States. How ridiculous that a Liverpool cablegram should 
‘bring the intelligence to the New York Cotton Exchange in 
tue United States that hedge selling is being indulged in in 
my State and in the other Southern States. Mr. President, 
they must think the reading public of the United States knows 
very little about the cotton business. 

Here is another one: : 

Situation got little better in the afternoon. Market firmer during the 
middle of the day on the r that the British Government would 
agree to the Anglo-American debt-fanding proposal. 

Now, is not that refreshing? How sweet it is to hear that 
about Great Britain's proposal that she was able to put over on 
‘the American commissioners, postponing the payment of the 
debt until two generations come and go before it is paid, at 
'8 per cent and 34 per cent, while the farmers of the United 
Stutes pay anywhere, have paid, from 15 to 20 per cent and 
up to 871 per cent in my State. Great Britain is to get her 
money at an interest rate of 3 and 31 per cent, while here on 
the cotton exchange the price is “firmed up” because of the 
British acceptance of the American proposal. Is it not a mag- 
nificent piece of diplomacy fer Great Britain that eur com- 
missioners were able to put ever such a fine deal? Sixty-two 
years, two generations and a little more, before the debt will 
be paid, and that is given as an excuse for giving the farmer 30 
cents à bale more than they were giving him two hours before 
that intelligence reached the exchange. 
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Who is doing this work, Mr, President? How are the ex- 
changes being run? I want te submit this information, and I 
Shall then send a copy of my remarks to the Federal Trade 
Commission. Who is handling the exchange? Is the law of 
supply and demand to operate? Is the scarcity of 
cotton permitted to make itself felt upon the exchange? No. 
If the law of supply and demand controlled, the price of cotton 
to-day would be from 50 to 75 cents a pound. 

The law of supply and demand is suspended under the raid 
of these bear gamblers, backed by certain spinners here and 
abroad. Is the exchange being manipulated so as to enable cer- 
tain interests to hold the price down? 

Let me read another headline from New York: 

Special to the Washington Post. New York, January 28— 

3 This was printed in the Washington Post of January 29, 

Fluctuations are of no significance. 

Here is the important statement: 

Steady hands are operating on exchange to prevent any new wild 


There it is. But what will they do to the fellow who wrote 
that when they find out who he is? He told the secret. He let 
the thing out. 

“Steady hands are operating on exchange!" Selling short, 
maybe, and manipulating the market so as to prevent the 
farmer from getting the price warranted by the law of sup- 
ply and demand. The law of supply and demand would say, 
“Give him 30 and 35 cents and more. He has not got much 
cotton. He has debts still hanging over him from the defla- 
tion of 1920. Let him have the good price. He is entitled to it. 
His crop is short. The cotton supply is small and the world 
demand is great. Get out of the way and let him have the 
price warranted by supply and demand.” But no. Who con- 
stitutes the steady hands? Certain spinners here and abroad. 
The speculator here manipulates the market so that he can get 
the cotton, and then a little later on when the price goes to 35 
cents, it being to-day about 27 cents, he will have made about $40 
a bale in two or three months’ time. The farmer can stand off 
and look at it, and say, If I had been permitted to hold my 
cotton and keep it off the market, I would have had that $40 a 
bale additional“; which on a little 10-bale crop would have 
amounted’ te 5400, a nice little sum for him. And God knows 
he needs it. But does he get it? Oh, no! He must be aided 
in holding his cotton until the price will yield a profit. 

I have received some letters from commissioners of agricul- 
ture telling me about the debts left on the farmers by the de- 
flat ion of 1920. Here is one from the State of Mississippi: 

In order for the farmer to get a living profit, cotton has to bring 
from 30 to 50 cents. 

He said further: 

I should say it would take from two to five years for the farmers 
to recover Eesi from their losses following the deflation period 
of 1920 and 1922. 

Mr. President, this is a serious thing with our people. The 
debt is still hanging over the farmer and the commissioner of 
agriculture says it will take from two to five years to get out 
from under the debts left on him or unloaded on him by the 
deflation policy in 1920 and 1921. 

The commissioner of agriculture of the State of Seuth Caro- 
lina wrote: 

In angwer to your question: In order to give fhe farmer a fair 
profit, cotton should now be selling tor from to 35 cents a pound. 
Tou ask how long it would take the farmers of my State to finish 
paying the debt caused yas the deflation of 1920? Under the present 
8 So 3 “the eee eten of the 
United States is controlled as it is, I see no real hope for the farmer, 

This mournful note comes from one of the hitherto greatest 
cotton-producing States in the Union—South Carolina. While 
we are figuring on the debts of foreign governments at an in- 
terest rate of 3 per cent and giving them 62 years in which to 
pay, the commissioner of agriculture of one of the great cotton 
States writes that unless the situation is changed very ma- 
terially there is no hope for the cotton farmers of the United 
States. 

The North Carolina commissioner of agriculture, speaking 
of defiation, said: 

Many of the farmers were hopelessly broke and many others will 
be years recovering from the effects of deflation of 1920 and 1921. 


Mr. President, I simply wanted to bring these suggestions 
to the attention of the Senate this morning. 

Mr. President, I wish te read the headlines of another 
article appearing in the Washington Post of this morning, as 
follows: S R 

Buying of implements shows farm prosperity. 
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No wonder that makes the present occupant of the chair 
[Mr. Brooxnarr] smile. He is a friend of the farmer and 
comes from a State which is in dire financial distress right 
now. The headlines continue. 

Buying of implements shows farm prosperity, Sales in December 
reported as double those in same month in 1921. 

Mr. President, those of us who know the condition of the 
farmers of the United States look with pity upon those who 
print such headlines. They are not true. The farmers of the 
United States have never, in my recollection, been as hard 
pressed financially as they are to-day. Of course, they have 
to buy implements, Those they have had are worn out. They 
have to buy new implements and when they go deeper into 
debt in buying them the propagandists come out and say The 
country is prosperous, the farmer has gone to buying more 
tools to work with.” That is the sort of propaganda we 
have going on, and yet it has been said 25 cents a pound for 
cotton is enough when it costs that much and a little more 
to produce it. 

The cotton and grain farmers have got to have a stronger 
regulatory hand laid against the hand of the speculating 
marauders of the East. The farmer has got to have some 
steadying influence that will help make the price of his product 
more stable. Nearly everyone else, when he goes into busi- 
ness, knows what the year’s work is going to bring. 

The man who goes to work for wages as a rule knows, for he 
has a contract. The great manufacturers know. They contract 
in the spring of the year to sell their goods to be delivered in 
the fall at a certain price. They know they are going to get 
that figure. That is a certainty. That enables them to carry 
on their business. But the farmer goes in, hoping and praying 
that he will have a fair chance. While he is walking down the 
cool, moist furrow of his field, “ solemn and reflective,” as the 
former Senator from Georgia, Mr. Watson, once said, thinking 
of his business and how he is going to manage to come out on 
top, here comes a scheme into operation to fleece him, to take 
from him the commodity which he is producing. When he is 
forced in the market place to sell his products at unprofitable 
prices he goes back home with an empty wagon and an empty 
purse to a disappointed wife and disappointed children, to whom 
he promised to bring gifts, wearing apparel, shoes, hats, and 
clothes, that he is unable to furnish because of the low price 
which he receives for his produce. Senators, this situation has 
got to_change. 

Mr. President, something has got to be done, and I expect 
from time to time to contribute to the discussion of this im- 
portant subject. These exchanges have got to be regulated; 
they have got to be made to reflect the law of supply and de- 
mand, or they have got to be put out of business. There is one 
of two courses open for them: They will obey the law as it is 
upon the statute books, or they will find the law so tight that 
they can not move. The cotton industry has got to live and 
prosper, and if the exchanges could be regulated so that they 
would help to distribute the cotton crop, so that they would 
respond to the law of supply and demand, I should have no 
objection to them; but I am not in favor of the exchanges if 
they are to be run to the hurt and injury of the cotton producer. 
As between these institutions, as to which one shall survive, I 
am for the cotton-producing industry; I am for sounding the 
death knell of the exchange, if that be necessary, to give to the 
cotton producer a fair price and a good profit. Let the Federal 
Trade Commission, under the resolution which was reported by 
the committee of which I am a member and which we passed 
on yesterday, go to the bottom of the subject. The exchanges 
can put their houses in order or prepare to go out of business. 
That is all I have to say on the subject this morning. 

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL RESERVE ACT. 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask the Chair to lay before the Senate the 
amendments of the House to Senate bill 4390. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Brooxuart in the chair) 
laid before the Senate the amendments of the House of Rep- 
resentatives to the bill (S. 4890) to amend the last paragraph 
of section 10 of the Federal reserve act, as amended by the 
act of June 3, 1922, which were, on page 2, line 2, to strike 
out the word now“ and, on the same page and line, after the 
word “ construction,” to insert “ prior to June 3, 1922.” 

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate concur in the House 
amendments. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I understand that an amendment takes 
care of the branch bank at Jacksonville. 

Mr. SMOOT. It takes care of the Jacksonville branch-bank 
building which was started prior to the time fixed. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is my understanding; and there is 
another amendment striking out the word “now,” which was 
surplusage. I think both amendments should be concurred in. 


Mr. SMOOT. 
moved. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, the amend- 
ments of the House are concurred in. 


RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal re- 
serve act, and for other purposes. 

Mr. LENROOT obtained the floor. 

Mr. FERNALD. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to me? ; 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. FERNALD. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The absence of a quorum being 
suggested, the Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names; 


I agree with the Senator, and I hate so 


Ball George McCumber Reed, Pa. 
Bayard Glass McKellar Robinson 
Borah Harreld McKinley Smith 
Brookhart Harris McNary Spencer 
Broussard Heflin Nelson Sterlin 
Cameron Hitchcock New Sutherland 
Capper Johnson Nicholson Swanson 
Caraway Jones, N. Mex. Norris Trammell 
Couzens Jones, Wash. Oddie Underwood 
Culberson Kellog Page Wadsworth 
Ernst Kendrick Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Fernald Lenroot Pittman Willis. 
Fletcher roage Pomerene 

Frelinghuysen MeCormick Ransdell 


Mr. BROOKHART. I desire to announce that the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La FoLLETTE] is detained from the Senate 
on account of hearings before the Committee on Manufactures, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Fifty-four Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum of the Senate is present. The 
question is on the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. Bnook HART]. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I desire to address myself 
to the pending amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa, 
but more particularly, perhaps, to the general subject to which 
it relates and concerning which he addressed the Senate yes- 
terday. 

I do not know how many Senators may have had the oppor- 
tunity to examine the amendment, or have done so whether they 
had the opportunity or not. I am going to be very greatly in- 
terested, Mr. President, when a roll call is had upon the amend- 
ment to ascertain how many Senators there shall be who will 
vote in favor of a proposition of this kind, so important, so far- 
reaching; a proposition that has not been considered by any 
committee of the Senate and one which has not been indorsed 
by any farm organization or any other organization, so far as 
I know, but for which the Senator from Iowa himself acknowl- 
edges he alone stands sponsor. Nevertheless, he said that he 
expected the Senate, or at least he hoped the Senate would 
adopt it; and yet the Senator from Iowa has complained that 
there has not been given sufficient time for the consideration 
of the provisions of the pending bill, although it has been con- 
sidered by two committees, by the farm bloc, and has been be- 
fore Senators for several weeks, if not months. 

I am not going to undertake to address myself at any length 
to the provisions of the amendment, because I can not assume, 
Mr. President, that Senators are willing to act affirmatively 
upon such a subject as this without full consideration. I only 
wish to say in passing that on its face it affords privileges to 
the class of people who come under it that are not afforded 
to any other class of people in the United States under our 
banking laws; that it creates a Federal reserve bank for the 
special use and benefit of the class of people to whom its pro- 
visions are directed, and that, too, in one short paragraph, the 
full effect of which no one can foresee, 

Mr. President, I am in sympathy with cooperative organiza- 
tions, and it may surprise some Senators to know, after lis- 
tening to the speech of the Senator from Iowa, that the bill that 
is now before us expressly provides that the paper of coopera- 
tive banks shall have the same privileges as the paper of any 
other kind of a bank. This bill, however, seeks to establish un- 
der national charter a system of cooperative banks; and it 
seems to me that when the Senate comes to consider that ques- 
tion seriously, if the present law is not sufficient to authorize 
and permit it, the easy and the simple thing to do would be to 
amend the present law in the particulars that prevent the full 
functioning of a cooperative bank exactly as any other bank 
functions. More than that the farmers have not the right to 
ask; and here is a curious circumstance, Mr. President: 
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Some of the friends of the farmer are always denouncing 
special privilege, and yet we almost always find those same 
alleged friends of the farmer asking for the farmer special 
privilege that they would deny to anybody else. Mr. President, 
special privilege in itself may be to the public benefit. Gen- 
erally it is to the public injury; yet there are times when con- 
ditions and circumstances are such that a special privilege to 
this class or that class may be to the public benefit. For in- 
stance, the pending bill before us, reported by the committee, 
confers a special privilege for the benefit of the farmers in 
that it has the Government furnish $60,000,000 of capital, and, 
under certain circumstances, an additional $60,000,000, or, in all, 
$120,000,000 capital for the organization of personal-credit de- 
partments in farm land banks for the benefit of the farmers 
of the United States. That is a privilege that we do not extend 
to any other kind of a bank, and I think it is entirely proper; 
and I merely wish to say that those who denounce special 
privilege always in general terms and then every day come 
and ask for some special privilege in behalf of those whom they 
pretend to represent are not very consistent in doing so. 

Mr. President, that is all I am going to say about this 
amendment. Senators, of course, will vote as they see fit upon 
it; but I do want to say a word with reference to the general 
subject of cooperation. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. : 

Mr. BROOKHART. The Senator says the paper of coopera- 
tive banks has the same privilege under this law as the paper 
of other banks. Since there are no cooperative banks, what 
advantage is that to the farmer? 

Mr. LENROOT. I understood that the Cleveland bank is in 
fact, whatever its form may be, a cooperative bank, organized 
by the brotherhood of railway employees. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is a labor cooperative. 

Mr. LENROOT. Well, it is a cooperative bank. If a labor 
cooperative can do it, a farmers’ cooperative can do it. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That bank is operating under coopera- 
tive by-laws by special agreement with its stockholders, It is 
organized under the regular national banking act. 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. That is what I said. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I had a letter from the organizer of 
that bank this morning indorsing my bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. Well, supposing he has—what of it? 

Mr. BROOKHART. He wants the privilege of organizing a 
cooperative bank. the same as any other folks have the 
privilege of organizing a corporation bank. 

Mr. LENROOT, He has that privilege now—the same privi- 
lege that anybody else has of organizing a bank. 

Mr. BROOKHART. He has not. 

Mr. LENROOT. He is now asking for some special privilege 
for himself or those whom he represents, is he? 

Mr. BROOKHART. The amendment that I offered, if the 
Senator will notice, is not confined to farmers or laborers or 
anybody else. Anybody can organize a cooperative banking con- 
cern. There is no special privilege asked in it in that way. 
` Mr. LENROOT. Is it or not confined to producers? 

Mr. BROOKHART. It says: 

Provided, That associations for carrying on the business of banking 
under this title may be formed by ahy number of natural persons, 
not less in any case than 200. 

Mr. LENROOT. And who may be members of the coopera- 
tive organization? 

Mr. BROOKHART. There is no limitation on it, as I re- 
member. 

Mr. LENROOT. Perhaps it is one of the other bills in which 
it was limited to producers. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator was in error on 
that. Now, the Senator suggested that if we wanted cooperative 
banks, the way to get them was to amend the banking law itself. 
That is exactly what this amendment proposes to do. It does 
not propose to change the national banking system. It simply 
puts the cooperative banks under the national banking act. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator knows that this 
amendment of his relates to stock subscription, and they must 
have capital stock. He does provide that this kind of a cor- 
poration shall have a privilege that no other bark has, in that 
the minimum capital is very much less than in the case of any 
other kind of a bank. He also knows that the difficulty, if there 
be any, of organizing through stock subscription under the pres- 
ent law, as this amendment provides that stock must be taken, 
is with regard to the distribution of earnings to stockholders, 
depositors, and borrowers. Some simple amendment might be 
made to the present national banking act that would obviate 
that difficulty, if difficulty it be, without amending the law so 
as to give a special privilege, a special exemption, to one class 
of people organizing banks under the law. 


Mr. BROOKHART. But those are the ‘provisions that make 
it cooperative. Without that it would not be cooperative. 
Those are the things necessary to make it cooperative. 

Mr. LENROOT. Can not 200 persons subscribe to stock in a 
national bank now and become stockholders in it? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes; but that would be a corporation, 
and not a cooperative. 

Mr. LENROOT. What is the difference? 

Mr. BROOKHART. The difference is that in the cooperative 
you limit the earnings of the capital, to start with. The next 
is, one man one vote, regardless of the amount of capital he 
owns; and the third is, the earnings are distributed to the 
depositors and the borrowers. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is the chief thing of course, as the 
Senator knows—the distribution of earnings—and our present 
national banking laws could very easily be amended so as to 
give to officers of national banks the privilege of distributing the 
once earnings in that way if they saw fit. The Senator knows 
that. 

Mr. BROOKHART. If the Senator will prepare that simple 
amendment, I will accept it. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Wisconsin is not cumber 
ing up this farm credit legislation with legislation that has no 
place upon this bill and that may tend to defeat it. I happen to 
be a friend of rural credit legislation. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa yesterday again charged, 
as I understood him, that there had been delay in the con- 
sideration of this bill, and so much delay that I do not know 
whether he said it ought to go over until the next session or not, 
but, at any rate, that other propositions should have further 
consideration. The only reference to the farm bloc in this 
debate, so far as I am concerned, arose over the fact that the 
other day the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. NORBECK] 
charged that somebody had delayed this legislation, and implied 
that I at least was one of the parties responsible for doing so, 
and that it had now become so late in the session that adequate 
consideration could not be given to that important question. 
In reply, I stated that if there was delay anywhere with refer- 
ence to this farm credit legislation the responsibility was with 
the farm bloc, and I related the exact facts with reference to it. 

Mr. President, I do not happen to be a member of the farm 
bloc. I have not criticized it in any way. I have stated the 
facts with reference to it; and, to remind the Senator from 
Iowa, I will state them again. 

It is over a year ago that this legislation was introduced. 
It is nearly a year ago that I asked the Banking and Currency 
Committee to appoint a subcommittee to consider it. It is 
nearly a year ago that I argued this bill before the subcom- 
mittee. Shortly thereafter members of the farm bloc informed 
me that the farm bloc was considering this matter of credit legis- 
lation, and asked me not to press this legislation until the farm 
bloc could have an opportunity to examine, investigate, and con- 
sider not only the bill that I had introduced but other bills upon 
the same subject. I, having great respect for the farm bloc, 
acquiesced and agreed to the request. It was not very long 
after that before I was invited by the chairman of the farm 
bloc to appear before it and address myself to the provisions of 
the bill which I had introduced. I did so. I remained after my 
remarks were over. The Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Sranaons] addressed the farm bloc. I think the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. Norseck] did so. Anyway several Senators 
spoke, and I was informed that at that meeting a committee 
was appointed to consider all rural credit legislation that had 
been proposed. I inquired many times, and each time I learned 
that that committee had not made a report to the farm bloc. 
They did make a report in December. I again was invited to 
appear and be present at a meeting of the farm bloc when the 
committee had made its report, and I was informed that the 
farm bloc could not agree among themselves upon any measure 
relating to rural credits. That being so, I pressed to the fullest 
extent of my power the consideration of this bill. 

The Committee on Banking and Currency immediately com- 
menced hearings upon it, and I do not think anyone who was 
present can charge that committee with any delay for a single 
moment. The Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens] sits be- 
fore me, and he knows how they sat day after day in continu- 
ous session until they disposed of the bill. 

So, I repeat, if there is any delay in this rural ¢redit legisla- 
tion, the farm bloc are responsible for the delay; but I do not 
criticize the farm bloc for that. I have not criticized them in 
any way with respect to this or any other matter. The farnr 
bloc have done many good things, but it is not necessary in 
defense of the farm bloc to attempt to give them credit for 
things for which they were not responsible. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, my principal complaint 
in the matter was that the Senator from Wisconsin was fili- 
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bustering the bill through too fast, to get back onto ship. sub- 
sidy. 

Mr. LENROOT. Again the Senator from Iowa, while pre- 
tending to be a friend of the farmer, may be willing to delay 
this legislation so that the farmer will not get any benefit from 
it. I am not. x 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr, President, will the Senator yield? 


Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is it not a fact that if this legislation 
were unduly delayed it would be quite impossible to pass it 
through the House of Representatives before March 4? 

Mr. LENROOT. I have stated that, and I have also stated 
that the farmers are commencing to prepare for their crops; 
and I should suppose that anyone who really wanted to help the 
farmers, rather than have political issues to talk to them about, 
would be interested in getting through at the earliest possible 
moment legislation for their relief. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. In other words, every day is vital. 

Mr. LENROOT. Every single day is vital, of course. ; 

Mr. President, I stated that it is no criticism upon the farm 
bloc to show that they had not done all of the things that the Sena- 
tor from Iowa attempted to give them credit for; and upon this 
very subject of cooperative organization among farmers—the 
Senator from Iowa may not know, because he was not here— 
with reference to the cooperative marketing bill that we passed 
at the last session, I think even the Senator from Iowa, loath 
as he ts to admit that anything is good that is done for the 
farmer unless it bears his name or that of some of his close 
associates, will admit that that bill, passed at the last session 
of Congress, was of the very greatest value to the farmer, and 
if cooperative organization was to succeed in the future it was 
absolutely necessary that that legislation should pass. The 
Senator from Iowa may not know that that bill was sleeping 
the sleep of death, never to be resurrected so far as the farm 
bloc was concerned, until two Members of this body, neither of 
whom was a member of the farm bloc, got it resurrected, called 
a meeting with the chairman of the farm bloc, asked repre- 
sentatives of different farm organizations to meet with them, 
and agreed upon a bill that was put through and is a law to- 
day, but which would not have been upon the statute books if 
Senators had been willing to let it rest there as the members 
of the farm bloc at that time seemed to be willing it should. 

Remember, Mr. President, I am not criticizing members of 
the farm bloc; I am simply saying that the Senator from 
Iowa should not attempt to give them credit for things they 
will not take credit for themselves. They have done good 
things. I think they were responsible, in very large degree, 
for the packers bill, for the grain futures bill, and for some 
other legislation. Another piece ‘of legislation the Senator 
from Iowa attempted to give them credit for was the law en- 
larging the powers of the War Finance Corporation, which 
I think every Senator, unless he be the Senator from Iowa, 
will admit saved thousands of farmers of the United States 
from going into bankruptcy. I do not know whether the 
Senator from Iowa is willing to admit that or not. But what 
are the facts concerning that measure? The farm bloc in- 
dorsed a bill which could not have passed this body, that could 
not have passed the House, because it would have put the 
Government into the business of buying and selling farm 
products, and some gentlemen seem to have the idea that 
there is a very simple way to restore prosperity in the United 
States, and that is to have the Government buy everything 
that is produced at a high price, and then sell it to the con- 
sumer at a low price, and everybody will be happy. That was 
the status of that bill. 

There were some other Senators who were not members of 
the farm bloc—— 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. < 

Mr. POMERENE. The Senator has just referred to the 
purchase by the Government of large quantities of farm 
products for the purpose of improving the prices, Let me re- 
mind the Senator that during the period of the war large 
quantities of wool were bought, and were held in warehouses. 
Those large purchases were made in part by the Government 
and in part by private enterprise, and then the very moment 
the Government sought to sell the wool it had, and at one 
time placed $85,000,000 worth of wool on the market, the 
natural effect was to depress the price of wool in the hands 
ef the farmers; and that would be the effect of legislation 
of that kind. 

Mr. LENROOT. ‘The difficulties the Senator speaks of are 
easily met. The Senator forgets that most of the gentlemen 
who urged that kind of a proposition were also of the opinion 


that the Government should in such case continue to buy at 
a high price. 

Mr. POMERENE. And hold the goods, without limit. 

Mr, LENROOT. Oh, yes; I was on the point of saying 
that there were some Members of this body who believed 
that the farmers should have some relief in the emergency 
which then existed, and Senators who had no connection with 
the farm bloc drafted the legislation which is now upon the 
statute books enlarging the powers of the War Finance Cor- 
poration, which, it is admitted, was of very great benefit to 
the farmers of the United States. 

I merely make these statements to correct the Recorp, and 
to assure the Senator from Iowa that, notwithstanding his 
own skepticism upon the subject, there are some friends of 
the farmer in this body who have not the honor to belong to 
the farm bloc, and there are some friends of the farmer who 
try to be helpful in constructive legislation, and do not think 
it necessary, on the stump and on this floor, to be constantly 
parading their friendship for the farmer. 

I want now to refer to just one other thing that has to do 
with this general subject of cooperative organization. I be- 
lieve, with the Senator from Iowa, that the solution of most 
of the economic troubles which confront the farmer lies in 
cooperation, cooperative marketing and cooperative buying; 
and may I say to the Senator from Iowa that the farmers have 
learned more in the last five years with reference to that 
subject than they had learned in 50 years previous to that 
time. There was one lesson the farmer had to learn with 
reference to cooperative marketing and cooperative buying, 
and that was that if it was to be a success, they could not 
simply regard the management of it as a white-collar job 
which anyone could fill, but if it was to be a success there 
must be efficient management, and they must be willing to 
pay for efficient management just the same as a private busi- 
ness would pay. They are learning that, and wherever they 
have learned it cooperative marketing is a success and has a 
future before it. 

But let us see for a moment what kind of a future the 
Senator from Iowa has in mind for cooperative marketing. This 
is not my idea. The Senator from Iowa and I are as far 
apart as the poles upon the subject of farmers’ cooperative 
associations, or consumers’ cooperative associations, because 
the aims and purposes of the Senator from Iowa in the full 
development of cooperative associations are not one whit 
different from the aims and purposes of Soviet Russia, and 
Lenin and Trotski. He has a right to advocate his ideas, 
of course. Any Senator has a right to; but it is interesting 
to know just what the ultimate aim and purpose is, 

I would not make that statement concerning the Senator 
from Iowa, of course, even though he has the right to take 
that position, were it not for the fact that he very frankly 
stated his position not long ago. I do not think he has stated 
it on the floor of the Senate yet, but a very short time ago, 
in a speech in New York City, he very frankly set forth just 
what his idea of the future and purpose of cooperative or- 
ganizations was, and I want to quote a paragraph of that 
speech, made last week, I think, before the Council of Foreign 
Relations of New York City. I will quote just one paragraph. 
He said: \ 

I want to make this council a specific proposition. I say to you 
it is within your power to lead this movement 

Having discussed the cooperative moyement— 
to a speedy and world-wide success. Under the Constitution Congress 
regulates commerce with forelgn nations and anong, the States. 
If th council would Congress to require that all business in 
interstate and foreign commerce shall be transacted under a Federal 
charter; that the terms of the charter shall be the Rochdale co- 
d ee e soon de in eMecied’ every farmer; aroy laboring 

n as 4 $ 
— and 998 would join in that a ies Lanes 5 

Think of that, Mr. President. He undertakes to speak for 
every farmer, every laboring man, and every soldier, in the 
request that Congress pass legislation providing that no one 
shall engage in interstate commerce in the United States un- 
less he has a Federal charter, and the Federal charter shall 
provide that they must be members of a consumers and pro- 
ducers’ association, otherwise the privilege of interstate com- 
merce shall be denied them. I challenge the Senator from 
Iowa to point out any distinction between the doctrine of 
Soviet Russia in its beginning and the proposition he now 
advances. There is a distinction to-day, because Lenin him- 
self would not think of advocating such a proposition as the 
Senator from Iowa asked that body in New York the other 
night to request Congress to enact. 

Then, in making that request, the Senator from Iowa seemed 
to forget for the time being that there is a little instrument 
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in writing, not very long, which it does not take very long to 
read, but which has been in existence something like 146 
years, which happens to be known as the Constitution of the 
United States, and the Senator from Iowa seems to have for- 
gotten that the Constitution of the United States prohibits the 
passage of any such legislation as he asked the Farmers’ 
Council to request Congress to enact. * 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I would like to inquire 
what section and article of the Constitution of the United 
States prohibits the Congress from regulating commerce among 
the States, and also foreign commerce. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am very glad the Senator asked that ques- 
tion, because I should be very sorry to think that the Senator 
from Iowa would make such propositions as he does if he 
knew what the constitutional provisions were as construed by 
the Supreme Court. Yet I am surprised. The Senator is a 
lawyer. The Senator must know—surely the Senator from 
Iowa can not be ignorant of the fact—that Congress has no 
power to deny the privileges of interstate commerce to one 
class of persons and say they shall be granted to another. 
According to the doctrine of the Senator from Iowa, Congress 
could say that no one who had red hair should engage in inter- 
state commerce, that only those who did not have red hair 
might do so. Does the Senator think that kind of a regula- 
tion would be valid? $ j 

Mr, BROOKHART, I should like to ask the Senator what 
class of our people would be prohibited from entering into 
interstate commerce under the Rochdale cooperative system 
of producers and consumers? 

Mr. LENROOT. The class of men who love liberty in the 
United States, who are not prohibited by the Constitution or 
by law from joining or refraining from joining any organiza- 
tion, The class that would be prohibited from engaging in 
interstate commerce, under the Senator’s suggestion, is the 
citizen of America who would say, “I am an American citi- 
zen, but I do not care to join a cooperative consumers or 
producers’ society.” Have I answered the Senator? 

Mr. President, I thought it well worth while to take a little 
of the time of the Senate in setting before the Senate what 
the aims and purposes of the Senator from Iowa seem to be 
in the development of cooperative organizations. 

I repeat, I doubt if there are any who do not believe in 
cooperative organization, who do not believe that cooperative 
organization will do more for the farmer than any kind of 
legislation can possibly do. But, Mr. President, I hope the 
time has come—no, I will retract that. I will say I hope 
there is not another Senator and not a Member of the other 
House who holds the idea that the Senator from Iowa appar- 
ently does—that not another Senator could be found who 
would say “ We will by law compel you to join one of these 
associations, under penalty, if you do not, of denying to you 
the privileges of interstate commerce.” 

Mr. President, there are many attacks upon the Constitution 
these days. The Constitution, I think, should be amended in 
some particulars. But when doctrines like these are pro- 
pounded by a Senator of the United States I say, Thank God 
for the Constitution. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield? I wish to ask him a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Min- 
nesota? . 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I invite the Senater's attention and also 
the attention of the Banking and Currency Committee to one 
clause of the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa 
upon which the Senator from Wisconsin has not commented— 
at least I did not hear him—and that is section 15, which pro- 
vides as follows: 

And it is provided further that after 1,000 cooperative national 
banks have been organized they may establish a cooperative reserve 
of their own and become members thereof by subscribing for capital 
stock therein equal to 5 per cent of their own capital stock, 

Then it provides that— 


Such cooperative reserve bank may also admit as members co- 


operative State banks organized substantially upon the same plan 
as cooperative national banks. 

Now, under that language, I take it, we are to have two 
Federal reserve systems in the country independent of each 
other. Everybody knows the object of the Federal reserve sys- 
tem. It has a great influence not only upon the rates of 
discount and credits to be given member banks, but upon the 
amount and flexibility of the currency of the United States 
on which business is done. Are we to have an unlimited right 
to establish another reserve system, apparently without any 


limitations whatever? I should like to hear the Senator 
comment on the proposition. 

Mr. LENROOT. I had referred to it. I did not care to go 
into it at any length because I think it must be readily seen 
by any Senator who would take the trouble to examine the 
amendment, and particularly that section, that if any plan of 
cooperative banking is to be set up as a part of the national 
system, the provision would have to be very carefully worked 
out and drawn. But may I say that I suppose what the Sena- 
tor from Iowa had in mind, although it is not expressed, is 
that this would be merely an additional Federal reserve bank. 
I suppose that is what it is. I do not know. But if it is a 
Federal reserve bank, the Senator from Iowa has perhaps for- 
gotten that provision of the Federal banking law which would 
permit the Federal Reserve Board to order the transfer of 
funds from that cooperative bank and put them in the vile 
commercial banks he speaks of. 

Mr. KELLOGG. The language, on its face, I suggest to the 
Senator from Wisconsin, seems to establish an independent 
Federal reserve system. It does not say it is a part of the 
Federal reserve system we now haye, or subject to the control 
of the Federal Reserve Board. 

Mr. LENROOT. It does not, except that the Senator from 
Iowa has provided that the provisions of the Federal reserve 
act and the national bank law shall apply in so far as they 
are applicable. 

Mr. KELLOGG. So far as not inconsistent with his amend- 
ment; but the language of the amendment is that the coopera- 
tive banks shall establish for themselves a cooperative reserve 
of their own—not a Federal reserve, but a separate reserve of 
their own. ; 

- Mr. LENROOT. I would like to say to the Senator from 
Minnesota that when the Senator from Iowa has had more 
time to reflect upon it and reintroduces the amendment at the 
next session, as I expect he will, I am very sure he will very 
radically revise it himself. N 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I regret more than ever 
that the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] withdrew his 
demand for a night session. I see more than ever the need of 
a cooperative school here in the Senate of the United States, 
especially among the standpatters. 

First, I want to refer to the cooperative reserve proposition. 
We have two reserve systems in the United States right now. 
It has been stated over and again in this Chamber that some- 
thing more than 8,000 banks are now eligible to the Federal 
reserve system and not in it. Where are they doing their re- 
serve business? They are making their own reserve right 
now. They are selecting their own reserve bank and doing 
business with it as they please. Yet here comes a howl from 
Minnesota that it sounds like Lenin and Trotski, echoing the 
other howl from Wisconsin. I think most of the people of 
Wisconsin are on Lenin and Trotski’s side, judging from the 
way they are voting up there lately, if that is the theory of it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. BROOKHART. I think the Senator will learn, when he 
goes back to the people in Wisconsin, that they know what a 
cooperative bank is and that they know what cooperation in 
interstate commerce means. I yield to the Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. The people of Wisconsin have perhaps much 
to answer for, but the people of Wisconsin thus far, radical as 
they may have been, have never even dreamed of such a propo- 
sition as that proposed by the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. BROOKHART. We will discuss that proposition a little 
later. I agree that the people of Wisconsin have much to 
answer for. Perhaps the chief of those things is the junior 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

But in any event I want to explain the situation a little. 
We will hold a little bit of the school right now. I am ready 
to face any American on the proposition of the right to organize 
cooperative societies. I said to the leaders of finance in Wall 
Street, to that council of foreign relations, the biggest leaders 
up there, “If you would come to Congress and ask this regu- 
lation of interstate commerce, the farmers, the laborers, and 
the soldiers would join you,” and they would do so. I so said 
to them that I did not expect them to come, because they are 
not ready to yield the profit system which they have fastened 
on interstate commerce and which enables them to take such 
enormous profits without the consent of the people of the United 
States and to declare such enormous dividends to avoid the 
payment of taxes. 

Now, would Congress have the right to provide a Federal 
charter for the transaction of interstate commerce? I know 
of no lawyer who ever disputed that fact. The farmer himself 
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knows better than that. He does not have to ask a lawyer, 
because the Constitution says that Congress shall regulate com- 
merce among the States and also foreign commeree. If Con- 
gress provided that those engaged in interstate commerce should 
take out a Federal charter it would be constitutional. No one 
would dispute it. If Congress then further provided that they 
had to earn 200 per cent on their capital, the Senator from 
Wisconsin would never dispute the constitutionality of that sort 
of provision in the charter. But if Congress would provide 
that those profits should be restricted by the cooperative prin- 
ciple, then it would be bolshevism and anarchy, as has been 
stated by the junior Senator from Wisconsin. 

Oh, we need a little bit of education on some of these ideas. 
The farmers and laboring men and soldiers of the country are 
wakening up to them and are talking of this proposition. I 
have not the slightest doubt of the power of Congress to enact 
such a law. I have not the slightest doubt that the most reac- 
tionary court in the country would hold it constitutional, be- 
cause the plain terms of the Constitution say that Congress 
shall regulate foreign commerce and ecommerce among the 
States. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I asked for the section or article that is 
violated and the Senator from Wisconsin got eloquent, leaned 
back on his dignity, and shot off some hot air, but he never 
stated it. I now yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT: I will say to the Senator that if he will 
read the decision in the child-labor case, rendered in a case in- 
volving the first child labor law, he will not thereafter, because 
he is a lawyer, repeat the statement he has just made. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I know something about that, too. That 
was a proposition that we could not invade the States with 
the interstate commerce clause. I am only talking about inter- 
state commerce. 

Mr. LENROOT. That was interstate commerce. We at- 
tempted in that law—and I had something to do with it—to 
deny the privilege of interstate ecommerce in order to protect 
the child labor within the State, but the Supreme Court of the 
United States held that Congress had no power to do that thing 
under the interstate commerce clause of the Constitution. 

Mr, BROOKHART. To do certain acts wholly within the 
State, which they held were not within interstate commerce. I 
have not proposed anywhere that there be included any pro- 
vision that was not interstate commerce. I understand that 
distinetion perfectly well. No; there is always a reactionary 
always ready to find some reason to halt the advance. He is 
always ready to cite the Constitution, if that will do; if not, 
then he cites something else. He never sees the light of prog- 
gress. He never sees the interest of the common man. That 
is the trouble. That is the reason why we are going to pass 
farm legislation that amounts to nothing for the farmer. 

Now, the little simple amendment which I have proposed to 
the pending bill does not force anything on anybody. It does 
not attempt even to do the things that I asked the big finan- 
ciers of New York to support. It gives a permissive right to 
organize a simple cooperative bank. There are thousands and 
tens of thousands of them organized and in successful opera- 
tion in the world right new, organized every time by the com- 
mon, plain people of the different countries. They are serving 
the needs of the agricultural people in every country where 
they are in operation. But the Senator, who does not belong 
to the farm bloc, who speaks for the banker bloc, the Wall 
Street bloc, the United States Chamber of Commerce bloc, and 
all those bloes, is opposed to giving to this great class of our 
people, the 7,000,000 farmers, the 6,000,000 laboring men, the 
several other millions of brain workers who earn their living 
in the country by brain work, authority to form an organiza- 
tion that would enable them to organize their own little savings 
under their own control, to be used for their own benefit. No; 
he wants to continue a system which by the structure of its 
organization takes those little savings, piles them up. ulti- 
mately in the big Wall Street banks, and leaves in the hands 
of a few men the economic power that goes with the control 
of all that vast capital. 

I do not know in how many wars he served. I do not know 
how many times he has volunteered to defend his flag, but 
the Senator comes back and intimates against the man who 
is willing to stand for these people against him and against 
Wall Street or other crowd that that man belongs with 
Lenin and Tro All right; I do not care. I have been 
called those names ten thousand times. That is the reason I 
carried every county but five in my State. The common people 
af this country have got past all of that stuff I was told 
when I first came down here that I would have to face a con- 
spiracy of this kind of charges, and it has appeared to-day 


on the floor of the Senate of the United States, I am ready 
to face it here or anywhere else. 

I say that the men who are trying to subvert the Constitu- 
tution of the United States are this same combination of 
capitalists who recognize no rights of the common man, who 
ignore and care for nothing except to take exorbitant profits 
at the expense of the farmer and laborer and the common 
man of this country. 

I did not come to the Senate to represent those men and 
those combinations. I came to fight them, and I will be here 
doing it as long as I have breath to do it, I think this is a 
Government of the people, by the people, and for the people, 
I think the Republican Party, to which I belong, is the party 
of that idea, and if it has strayed away under the leadership 
of the ideas advocated by the Senator from Wisconsin I am 
ready to fight to bring it back. It came back in Iowa, and it 
came back in Wisconsin. No longer by calling names, no longer 
by denouncing somebody, can the thoughtful people of the 
United States be turned from the real question at issue, 

Vote down this amendment if you wish and say to the farmers 
and the laboring people and the common people, You shall not 
have an organization within which to mobilize your own little 
savings; we propose to take those savings and handle them for 
you whether you wish it or not”—do that if you like, but I 
will be here fighting it at the next session of Congress, There 
will be a somewhat different tone of voice in the Senate at the 
next session, and it may be we shall fare better. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am going to say merely a 
word with reference to the remarks of the Senator from Towa. 
I wish to read but a line of the bill as reported by the com- 
mittee, as originally introduced by me, and as I am asking the 
Senate to pass it to-day. As to those who shall have the privi- 
leges of the bill, it covers— 


any national bank, State bank, trust company, rural credit corporation, 


omar sare Uve-stock loan or farm eredit company, savings institu- 
n— 

Now, note 
e tive bank, or cooperative credit or marketing association of 


agricultural producers. 


Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Iowa is so careless in his 
statement of faet that I do not care to go further with that. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I wish to concede, as I 
have stated all the time, that the Senator’s bill recognizes the 
belligerency of a cooperative association, but that is all. 

Mr. LENROOT. No. 

Mr. BROOKHART. The bilk recognizes that there is such 
a thing and that business will be transacted with it, but that 
is all. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator said I was trying in this bill to 
prevent the organization of cooperative banks and insisted on 
taking the money away from them. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I still say that it does not create such a 
bank er provide any way of creating it. 

Mr. LENROOT. It does create such banks, They may be 
created just as many thousands of State banks to-day are 
created. It is State banks mostly that will be affected by the 
bill. In any State, with the permission of the State gov- 
ernment, cooperative banks may be organized, and when organ- 
ized this bill gives cooperative banks the benefit of its provi- 
sions. The Senator knows that, and yet he made the statement 
he did a few moments ago. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I know this bill as it was orginally 
prepared did not authorize the organization of any cooperative 
bank or of any other cooperative society. 

Mr. LENROOT. No; nor of any other kind of bank. 

Mr. BROOKHART. It proposes to transact business with 
them; that is all. That amounts to but very little I am will- 
ing, however, to give credit to the bill for that; it helps that 
much; but this whole proposition is worthy as well as one 
little corner of it. 

Mr. President, I desire at this time to withdraw the amend- 
ment to the pending bill providing for cooperative banking, but 
give notice that I shall offer it again before the final vote is 
taken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the amend- 
ment is withdrawn, 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I concede that the meas- 
ure before us indicates at least some response to the demand 
of the great agricultural interests of the country that Congress 
enact laws governing the financial system that will be suitable 
to conditions surrounding that great industry. I do not feel 


that the measure in its present form is entirely void of helpful 
provisions. It is, to a large extent, copied after the act reviv- 
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ing the War Finance Corporation, and, placing within it cer- 

tain authority and power to make loans in order to assist in 

carrying on our agricultural industries. 
In some localities of our country the pending 

extend additional relief to that already provided by the War 

Finance Corporation act under which we are operating at the 


measure will 


present time. In other localities, considering the character of 
the agricultural industries within those sections, the measure 
will afford no greater relief than, and probably not so much 
relief as, is now enjoyed under the existing law governing the 
administration of the War Finance Corporation. 

I have thought as I read over this bill that the members of 
the committee, however good may have been their intentions, 
were familiar only with that portion of our country in which 
staple agricultural cemmodities are produced. They do mot 
seem to take into account to any marked extent the vast domain 
in this country in which the production of perishables consti- 
tute agriculture in a major proportion at least. In localities 
where the preduction of staple commodities constitute princi- 
pally the agricultural industry it is provided that upen the 
indorsement of a bank credit may be obtained from the farm- 
loan banks. It is also provided that credit may be obtaimed 
upon security based upon chattel mortgages or warehouse re- 
ceipts upon those staple products from the farm-loan banks, 
provided the farmer utilizes the banks in the country as the 
intermediary or the underwriter, for it is necessary, in order 
for any farmer to have his security used, provided it is not the 
security of a cooperative association, for that security, before 
it is eligible for an advance or a discount in a farmlean bank, 
to bear the indorsement of the bank from which the lean is 
negotiated. It is provided, however, that farm organizations, 
farm-oan associations, or marketing associations composed of 
farmers engaged in the production of staple products, may 
transact business directly with the farm-loan banks. The re- 
striction provided by the use of the words “staple agricultural 
products precludes from the advantage of any direct negotia- 
tion with the farm-doan banks the farmers of any section of the 
country engaged in the production of perishables, because the 
privilege is not extended to the farmers, even when 
in an association, to secure advances from the farm-loan banks, 
except in the event that they are engaged in the preduction 
of staple agricultural products, Im consequence, this measure 
absolutely precludes the thousands and the millions of the farm- 
ers and growers in this country who are engaged in the produc- 
tion of perishable commodities from the privilege of obtaining 
advances or discounts frem the farm-loan banks directly. 

This class of our farmers are expected to go into their local 
banks, arrange for loans with their local banks, and then the 
local bank, if it sees proper to do so, may, with its indorsement, 
use that security for the purpose of obtaining a rediscount or 
an advance from the farm-loan bank under the provisions of 
this measure. In consequence, this bill provides no further 
relief whatever for the fruit grower or the truck farmer of 
my State and other States than is provided for him under the 
existing law governing the operations of the War Finance 
Corporation. 

Mr. President, I come from one of the most thrifty and pro- 
gressive and, from the standpoint of the investor, as well as 
from many other viewpoints, one of the most attractive States 
in the Union; yet within my State the citrus-fruit industry, the 
truck-farming operations, and agricultural endeavers of similar 
character constitute in a major proportion, at least, its agricul- 
ture. In the northern part, which is a most excellent farming 
section, we produce staples very largely—cotten, corn, and 
crops of that character—and this extends into the central part 
te quite an extent; but in a considerable portion of my State 
agriculture centers very largely around the production of cit- 
rus fruits and the production of perishables. This bill applies 
to staple farm products. Of course, I should like very much 
to have that character of agriculture included under the head 
of the term “staple farm products,” but, as I understand, it 
was not the purpose and intention of the committee, in put- 
ting that restriction upon the security, that it should include 
perishable products. The imtention was rather that it should 
be restricted to nonperishable products. 

There is a way whereby those engaged in the fruit industries 
and in truck farming can have an opportunity to obtain ad- 
vances and loans just the same as those engaged in the so- 
called staple agricultural activities—that is, to make eligible 
for loans and for advances from the farm-loan banks securities 
that are based upon mortgages upon real property. In order 
to try to correct this objectionable feature of the measure as 
it exists at present, I have proposed an amendment making a 
mortgage upon real property used for producing and in connee- 
tion with producing agricultural crops eligible as a security for 


advances and for rediscount purposes. There is no better class 
of security than that. The committee, when it wrote into the 
bill that mortgages upon cattle should be acceptable, recog- 
nized the policy of accepting mortgages and collateral of that 
character. As a matter of fact, I think that in the mind of the 
average financier or person who is well informed upon the 
question of securities ‘the soil upon which the crop is produced 
and the buildings and improvements located upon a farm 
would be recognized as certainly as staple and as dependable 
security as a mortgage upon cattle or live stock. 

I do not want to question anybody's motives, and I do not 
question them; but when I read this bill I am impressed that 
those who drafted the bill were thinking about wheat, were 
thinking about corn, they had to think about cotton, and then 
the cattle people of the West said, “Why, we must have some 
provision under which we can receive the benefits of this bill 
for our cattle industry,” so in a mumber of Instances they spe- 
cifically wrote into the measure that these privileges should be 
extended to live stock, and that a chattel mortgage upon live 
stock should be eligible for advances and for discount purposes; 
but it seems that nobody happened to think about the man who, 
with his apple orchard or his orange grove or his truck farm, 
may require seme financial assistance. It seems that nobody 
was there looking after the interests of those engaged in this 
character of agriculture. Certainly the man engaged, in fruit 
preduction and in vegetable production should be afforded the 
Same opportunity and privilege of obtaining credits for the 
planting, the production, the harvesting, and the marketing of 
his crops as those engaged in the production of staple agricul- 
tural products, provided, of course, that he can furnish ample 
and safe security. This he can do. This can be easily accom- 
plished by having him furnish, if the sees fit to do it—and he 
should have that privilege—a mortgage upon his real estate; 
and there is no better security. 

Under the provisions of this bill a farmers’ organization or 
association whose members are engaged in the production of 
agricultural products of a staple character can go to the farm- 
jean bank and obtain money without any collateral other than 
the notes of the association, as I recall, just so they say ‘that 
the money was advanced or is being used in carrying on staple 
farming. The farmer has to belong to an association, however, 
to enjoy that privilege. On the other hand, under the provi- 
sions of the bill an association of which a fruit grower in my 
State is a member who has property worth prebably $25,000, 
requiring for the purpose of fertilizing, working, and caring 
fer his grove and the production of a n’s crop perhaps 
$2,500, has absolutely no privilege to apply te a farm-loan bank 
and obtain loans, even though that grower is willing to give a 
mortgage upon his property for $2,500, and his property is 
worth 525,000. 

I do not think a prepesed system that denies this privilege 
to a great class of those engaged in the agriculture of our 
country fully meets the situation and the requirements. What 
is this farmer to do? His only remedy is to go to his bank. He 
knocks at the door of the bank and says, “I want to borrow 
$2,500. My next crop probably will amount to four or five 
thousand dollars, but I need money to buy fertilizer; I need 
money for spraying; I need money for plowing and hoeing, and 
so on. I want to borrow $2,500.” 

If the bank sees fit to loan him the $2,500, then as soon as 
his obligation gets into the hands of the bank it constitutes a 
collateral upon which the bank, with its indorsement, can nego- 
tiate an advance or can negotiate for a rediscount with the 
farm-loan bank or with the Federal reserve bank. It just 
facilitates matters a little as far as the banking facilities are 
concerned, and aids the banker, and the farmer indirectly ob- 
tains some benefit; but that is not all. You deny this great 
class of our people engaged in agriculture the privilege of nego- 
tiating directly, either through associations or otherwise, with 
the farm-loan bank. 

Of course, I appreciate, and the farmers of my section appre- 
ciate, the privilege of a bank having the opportunity, as it now 
has—it already has that opportunity under the present war 
fmance law—of taking the farmers’ security and of using 
it for the purpose of reinforcing the funds of the bank. 
That necessarily, especially in times of stress, gives the bank 
more funds with which to eperate. It not only helps the farmer 
in that way, although his benefits have to come by a circuitous 
route, but it helps to strengthen and to fortify the bank, and it 
gives the bank greater latitude in meeting the commercial de- 
mands upon it. So I am heartily in sympathy with that pro- 
vision of the law as it now exists; and when the War Finance 
Corporation bill was pending here it was my pleasure to sug- 
gest and have adopted one or two amendments to that bill, 
which extended or enlarged the scope of the banks in the ac. 
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ceptánce of securities that would be considered eligible for 
rediscount purposes; but the contention I make is that the law 
ought to go a little further and make it possible for an associa- 
tion of growers engaged in truck farming or an association of 
growers engaged in citrus-fruit production to have the same 
privilege to go to the farm-loan bank and obtain advances in 
the form of loans that the farmers and the growers engaged in 
staple-crop production in an association may have. Coming 
from a section where this is to a great extent the character of 
farming that is engaged in, I resent the discrimination against 
the citrus-fruit producer and against those engaged in vege- 
table production; and what I say in regard to my own State 
will apply to other States where they produce apples, peaches, 
grapes, and other perishables. 

Take the condition in the State of California. In California, 
in a very large part of the State, those engaged in agriculture 
will haye absolutely no privileges under this bill except to carry 
on their transactions through their local banks. Their ex- 
changes, their cooperative organizations and associations, are 
absolutely barred from any direct transactions with the farm- 
loan banks under the provisions of this bill, although those en- 
gaged in the production of grain or wheat—their neighbors, if 
it should happen that they are their neighbors—through their 
organizations can ask for loans, and under the law their securi- 
ties would be eligible for loans. 

My criticism and complaint is that the bill has discriminated 
against those who are engaged in the production of perishables, 
and there is no occasion and no reason why that discrimination 
should exist. I suggest the remedy to correct that discrimina- 
tion by proposing that a mortgage upon real property used for 
producing and in connection with the production of agricultural 
products shall be made eligible as a collateral along with the 
other character of securities enumerated in the measure. This 
bill does not go so very much further than the Federal reserve 
law at the present time on the question of making eligible for 
rediscount farmers’ securities. 

Under the present Federal reserve law notes based upon 
advances for agricultural purposes, which are made payable 
within six months, are eligible for rediscount by the Federal 
reserve banks, That is the law at the present time. What 
does the pending bill propose? The pending bill proposes that 
if warehouse receipts are appended, or there is a chattel 
mortgage upon staple agricultural products, then the security 
will be acceptable if it is not made payable for a period of not 
exceeding nine months, but unless the security furnished to 
obtain a loan for agricultural purposes is secured by warehouse 
receipts, by chattel mortgage upon staple agricultural products, 
or upon cattle—and provisions making cattle good security are 
always put into such bills, and I am glad of it—unless that 
condition exists, then the securities are not eligible; they are 
not eligible under the provisions amending the Federal re- 
serve law for rediscount purposes, and certainly are not 
eligible for the bank to use upon which to obtain the issuance 
of Federal reserve bank notes. It is provided that if this 
character of securities has with it a mortgage or a warehouse 
receipt, or a chattel mortgage upon live stock, then it is eligible 
for a period of not exceeding nine months and can be used as 
a basis for obtaining the issuance of Federal reserve bank 
notes, 

I propose an amendment, now on the desk, adding another 
clause, to the effect that a mortgage upon real estate used for 
the producing, or in connection with the producing, of agri- 
cultural products shall come within the same class of securi- 
ties. If we adopt that, then we will extend a credit to those 
engaged in the production of perishable products, and it will 
in no wise jeopardize the stability of our financial institu- 
tions or impair the usefulness of the system, but, on the con- 
trary, it will help to stabilize the securities, in so far as ad- 
vances to the fruit grower or to the truck farmer are con- 
cerned, and it will help to stabilize and to make more useful 
the system of credits proposed. Without it, we have not pro- 
vided ample relief to those engaged in the production of 
perishable products, 

We can gain a little idea from comparisons in discussing this 
question of the stability of credits. Just think of the provision 
of the Federal reserve bank law dealing with what may be 
ordinarily termed “ commercial” paper. Under the present law 
all that is necessary is for the bank to pass upon the security 
offered in connection with ordinary commercial transactions, 
and that security, when accepted by the bank and offered by 
the bank, is eligible for rediscount, provided it is for a period of 
not oyer 90 days, in certain transactions, and six months in 
transactions affecting agriculture. Those securities at present 
under the Federal reserve bank law are eligible for rediscount 
and constitute security upon which Federal reserve bank notes 


may be issued, and no mortgage or warehouse receipt is re- 
quired. But when you come to consider the financial needs of 
agriculture some say that you are departing from safe financial 
paths whenever you say that even a mortgage upon real prop- 
erty for advances or loans made to carry on agriculture is not 
secure and should not be made eligible for rediscount at your 
farm loan bank. 

I am at a loss to understand why it is that if this character 
of security is good for six months, even to be used for the pur- 
pose of obtaining an issuance of Federal reserve notes, which, 
of course, are money, the next day afterwards, or seven months, 
or eight months, or nine months afterwards, the same security 
is not stable and should not be recognized. That is what the 
pending bill means, however. 

A fruit grower or truck farmer can go to the bank, without 
this bill becoming a law, and can borrow $1,000 for six months, 
if the bank is willing to lend it to him. He does not have to 
give a mortgage. His note for the $1,000, payable in six 
months, in the hands of the bank is eligible under the existing 
law for rediscount purposes with the Federal reserve bank. It 
is also eligible as security upon which the bank may obtain an 
issue of Federal reserve bank notes. If that security is stable 
for six months, then I can see no logical reason why the farmer 
should have no privilege of having it used for the interval be- 
tween six months and nine months, as is prohibited by the bill 
now pending. 

This bill denies to him nine months’ credit unless he gives 
warehouse receipts or chattel mortgages upon staple products 
or live stock. But where he is engaged in the production of 
nonperishables he is barred against a nine months’ loan, even 
upon a mortgage. 

It is plain this bill extends to him no benefits or privileges 
which he does not enjoy under the existing law, and I agree 
with the Senator from South Carolina that the time should be 
extended to 12 months as the maximum limitation upon loans 
instead of limited to nine months, as now provided in this bill. 
No system is provided which will accommodate itself to the 
needs of agriculture when loans are limited to nine months. 
Every farmer will agree with my statement. Many farmers de- 
sire loans for 12 months. Some of them might borrow two or 
three months before it is absolutely necessary; but the farmer 
does not want to go along, groping in the dark for two or three 
or four months, not knowing whether he is going to have money 
to carry on his farm operations or not; and a great majority of 
the farmers try to make their financial arrangements, where 
they have not means of their own with which to operate, at 
the beginning of the planting season, Yet, under this bill they 
are restricted to nine months, 

I could not help noticing a difference when it came to the 
question of writing a clause in the bill to take care of bills of 
lading, bills of exchange, drafts, and securities of that char- 
acter, based upon exports and imports, used in foreign trade. 
The period is six months in the case of that class of paper on 
a character of business that is constantly going on, day in and 
day out, and in which they should have several turnovers in 
six months, you might say. Yet they give them a credit of 
six months and make their paper eligible, but want to restrict 
the farmer’s paper to nine months when in all reason he needs 
credit for a longer period. If that character of paper is en- 
titled to six months’ credit, then a farmer is certainly entitled 
to 12 months’ credit. I am heartily in favor of the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surrg! 
and feel that it should be adopted. If we do not adopt it, we 
will not be meeting the needs of agriculture; we will not be en- 
deavoring to our uttermost to establish a system of finance that 
will be applicable to the status and condition of the farmer, and 
why should we not do so? I have not heard anybody upon this 
floor give a good, sound, logical reason why we should fail in 
doing our duty by America’s millions of farmers. 

I think the farmers of this country—call their friends 
“blocs” or whatever you want to call them—are entitled to 
make some suggestions and give some advice and counsel re- 
garding what they need in their industry, and I do not think 
there is any reason why their friends should be criticized be- 
cause they stand up and try to bring about legislation which 
will meet the demands of the industry in which they are en- 
gaged. I find others representing the railroads—the big cor- 
porations and the big interests of the country. To what bloc 
do they belong? 

Mr, SMITH. Mr. President, if the Senator from Florida will 
allow me, if the notes secured by the things the farmer produces 
in the form of staple agricultural products are eligible as the 
basis for the issuance of Federal reserve notes, why should the 
farmer not be entitled to a lifetime for those Federal reserve 
notes commensurate with the peculiar character of his business, 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2819 


in view of the fact that he produces the commodities upon which 
the currency can. be issued? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. He produces the commodities, and what- 
ever prosperity we enjoy in this country comes first through 
the industry and the labor and toil of the man who tills the 


soil. He is the creator in the development of wealth, and with- 
out him we could have no prosperity, we could have no indus- 
tries in which others could engage and accumulate and make 
their fortunes and others obtain a livelihood. 

It is a very peculiar thing that the farmer has been neglected 
so long. I do not say that we should do anything for the farmer 
but treat him fairly and justly. Give him a fair deal is all I 
ask. A few years ago if one talked about doing justice by the 
farmer, there was always a cry of paternalism, and even yet 
some would ignore the rights of those who produce the food 
and the raiment for the more than a hundred million citizens 
of the Republic. 

My position is that we should formulate a financial system 
that would meet the conditions surrounding the farmer's busi- 
ness, just the same as we do when we come to deal with the 
commercial or manufacturing interests of the country. I have 
found that the commercial and manufacturing interests of the 
country and the bankers to a large extent usually get what 
they want in the way of legislation. Legislation to a very large 
extent is written in accordance with their suggestions. In deal- 
ing with the transportation companies of the United States the 
railroad law, which a majority of Congress passed in 1920, met 
very largely with their approbation. They were busy looking 
after the situation and finally had a law enacted that met to a 
very large extent their wishes. I am proud to say I voted 
against this law. 

At that time when it came to the question of providing finan- 
cial assistance, there was no restriction, no suggestion that the 
railroads should not have more than $1,000,000 for each road 
or $2,000,000 for each road, and that the money should be used 
only for the purpose of meeting losses. 

The Congress very beneficently extended loans to the rail- 
roads of the country out of the Public Treasury amounting to 
something like $700,000,000 or $800,000,000, and yet some people 
do not want us to provide for, say, $120,000,000, $150,000,000, 
or $200,000,000 of credit—not providing the money, but merely 
providing the credit—to make secure a banking system for the 
purpose of aiding the agriculture of the country. No one 
offered any criticism particularly about loaning the railroads 
of the country $700,000,000 or $800,000,000 based upon col- 
lateral that was not as good collateral and not as good security 
as that which would be furnished by the average farmer of the 
country when negotiating a loan, 

I have proposed an amendment to the provision providing 
that $5,000,000 shall be authorized for each of the farm loan 
banks. I have proposed that it be amended to increase the 
amount to $15,000,000 for each bank. My idea is to fix a liberal 
latitude or margin in the amount. The capital stock is not to 
be paid for by the Government except as the money is needed, 
therefore if we fix it at $15,000,000 instead of $5,000,000, and 
the bank only needs $5,000,000, the Government would not be 
ealled upon to finance to the extent of more than the amount 
needed. On the other hand, if under the provisions of the bill 
there should be a demand for $12,000,000 by a given bank, and 
if we have restricted the capitalization, so far as the Govern- 
ment taking stock in it is concerned, to $5,000,000, then the 
bank would be absolutely unable to meet the demands and 
requirements upon it which have been authorized under the 
bill. So I have proposed an amendment providing that the 
capital which is to be secured for it by the Government shall 
be $15,000,000, 

Mr. President, I approve of the purpose und the object of a 
system to provide farm credit. For many years I have advo- 
eated a revision of our banking laws looking to the expanding 
and enlarging of our banking system to such an extent that 
it would accommodate the agricultural interests of the country 
just the same as it has accommodated and facilitated the com- 
merce of the country. I do not feel that the pending measure 
has gone as far as the conditions of agriculture require, but half 
a loaf is better than none at all. I realize that even in its 
present form the bill will accomplish a limited amount of good. 
For that reason, while I have criticized and suggested improv- 
ing several of the provisions of the bill, it is my purpose to sup- 
port the measure on account of the limited benefit that will 
result to our agricultural interests. But I think there is no 
reason why the bill should not be perfected so as to meet the 
conditions of those who are engaged in the production of 
perishable products when ample security can be given. 

I trust that Senators will seriously consider the point I 
have raised upon this particular feature of the bill. If we 


leave it unamended, the fruit growers: and truck farmers 
will be barred absolutely from any opportunity to get eredit, 
through a cooperative association or any organization of 
their own, directly from a farm-loan bank. They would be 
left exclusively to the facilities afforded them through the 
local bank and could only obtain such indirect benefit under 
the provisions of the bill as might come to them through their 
local bank. 

Mr. President, I have no criticism to make of our banks 
in general. I think that the banks of the country, consider- 
ing the demands upon them—I know in my State it is true 
have displayed a spirit of cooperation and sympathy to a 
very large extent for agriculture, and within all reason most 
of them have tried to assist agriculture by giving the necessary 
credits, I do not anticipate that under the bill there would 
be any disposition other than that of cooperation and assist- 
ance toward agriculture on the part of local banks in Florida. 
But it does seem, if we are trying to establish a system to 
furnish farm credits, that we should not leave without the 
provisions of that system a very large and necessary class 
of those engaged in agriculture, and that we should not deny 
them, when they are in associations and cooperating, the privi- 
lege of furnishing their credits to the farm-loan banks. 

I have proposed not only the amendment which I sent to 
the desk on yesterday but several others to-day, with the hope 
that they may be adopted and that we will give to all engaged 
in the agricultural industry, whether producers of perishable 
y nonperishable products, the same fair and just considera- 

on. 

RAILROAD BATES, 


Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I desire to present for the con- 
sideration of Senators this joint resolution of the houses of the 
Kansas Legislature, now in session: 

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Commission in its various de- 
cisions has construed the transportation act as enlarging its jurisdic- 
tion over oe involving intrastate rates, fares, and charges, and 
has recogn as the contro element in such decisions the revenue 
needs of the carriers in a particular group without partie tion or 
definiteness as to the extent of discrimination between persons, com- 

firms, corporations, or localities, which was the extent of its 
jurisdiction prior to the transportation act, as evidenced by court de- 
cisions: Now therefore be it 

Resolved the Legislature of the State of Kansas, That we urge our 
Senators and Members of C to use their ence and best en- 
denvor to have the transportation act amended, restricting 


ip 
state commerce act and prior to 


passage of the tra m act. 
Resolved ther, That we urge our Senators and bers of Con- 
gress and all other Members of the Congress of the United States to 


support Senate bill 1150, introduced 5 Senator Carrer, and House bill 
7947, introduced by Representative Hoch, which bills provide for the 
ame mt of the transportation act and limit the power of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission over matters ee intrastate rates, 
fares, and charges to that formerly exercised by that body prior to the 
passage of the transportation act. 


I also desire to present a resolution adopted by the Kansas- 
Missouri Hardware and cr ar Dealers’ Association, Kansas 
City, Kans., January 18, 1923: 

Resolved, That freight rates on farm products should be reduced to 
pre-war levels, and increased credits and lower rates of interest would 
enable the farmer to refund his indebtedness, liquidate his losses, and 
finally pay out. 

I am aware, Mr. President, that it is unlikely that this Con- 
gress will be able to turn its attention to the transportation 
problem. I am also aware, Mr. President, as everyone in the 
least advised as to our domestic economic situation must be, 
that the next Congress must not only consider the transporta- 
tion question but must find a solution for it in the interest of 
the Whole people. In my opinion transportation will be the 
big question before the Sixty-eighth Congress. The present 
high plane of transportation rates is an embargo on the pros- 
perity of a vast majority of our people. 

Mr. President, railroads rank second to agriculture in the 
industrial procession of the United States. A small second 
at that. Both outrank manufacturing. Railroads and manu- 
facturers prosper. Agriculture fights for its life. 

In 1922 railway net operating incomes increased $145,000,000. 
Operating expenses decreased nearly $140,000,000. Julius H. 
Parmelee, director of the bureau of railway economics, is 
authority for this statement. Forty railroad systems show 
earnings in excess of the 6 per cent fair-return standard fixed 
by the transportation act. The Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, responding to a resolution of inquiry introduced by me, 
so reports, 

Last year the people of the United States paid the railroads 
$5,500,000,000. This is almost twice as much as the National 
Government cost them. 

As for the manufacturers and corporations, the flood of 
stock dividends, the usual cash dividends, and the more than 
a few extra dividends prove their prosperity. 
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During this time and for more than two years and a half 
the farming industry, biggest industry of all, has been fight- 
ing for existence. It has been producing, usually. at a loss, 
sometimes at almost a total loss, selling at next to pre-war 
prices, and paying higher-than-war freight tolls to reach its 
markets. 

In some quarters we are blamed for insisting that the tail 
has been wagging the dog long enough; that freight rate re- 
ductions not only are necessary to get agriculture on its feet 
but that the roads can not longer afford to refuse rate reduc- 
tions in the interest of general prosperity. We are also blamed 
for insisting that we can not have fair and equitable rate 
making until section 15a, the rate-making clause in the Cum- 
mins-Esch Act, is repealed. Yet this is absolutely the case. 

Mr. President, I am not a railroad baiter. I want the roads 
to prosper and to obtain a fair return on their capital. But I 
know they are endangering their own welfare and the coun- 
try’s so long as they delay these reductions. Some one must 
keep this truth before Congress and must talk plain talk 
about it. 

My recent remarks in this Chamber on rate reduction and 
the repeal of the rate-making clause brought a storm of criti- 
cism from that section of the press which holds a brief for 
the railroads—the railroad magazines and a few of the big 
city papers. While these criticize, excessive rates are driving 
farmers to the wall. These unjust rates stand between the 
farmer and his markets, between the farmers and the only 
means a majority of them have for obtaining ready money. 
Knowing this, the American Farm Bureau Federation said at 
Its recent annual convention in Chicago: 

We demand the further reduction of freight rates until they shall be 
brought into proper working relation to the purchasing power of farm 
crops, 

One of these critics, the New York Commercial, attempts to 
show that a substantial reduction of rates would benefit farm- 
ers to the extent of only 1 per cent of their expenses, 

A farmer’s returns come from what he gets for his output. 
This is what militates so viciously against him now. When 
freight charges alone take 10 to 20 per cent from gross prices, 
which scarcely meet the cost of production, no sort of juggling 
with figures can soften the blow. Freight charges do this and 
often more on long hauls. The farmer more-often than not is 
a long-haul shipper. Kansas, for instance, produces more than 
a bushel of wheat for every man, woman, and child in the 
United States. The price the Kansas wheat raiser gets for his 
wheat delivered is the market price at destination less the 
freight he has paid. What is left is what he gets for his grain. 
Often he does not get the cost of production. 

It costs a farmer twice as much to ship a carload of apples 
as it does a coal operator to ship a carload of coal the same 
distance. The farmer receives for his apples less than the cost 
of production, while consumers in cities pay 10 cents each for 
the fruit. 

Here is a commission man’s table showing what the apple and 
potato grower get out of the selling price of their crop and 
how much more the railroads charge for shipping it. Figures 
also ure given for coal. It is a highly instructive table: 


Prominent among those who have taken issue with my posi- 
tion on this vital question of transportation and the need of 
rate reduction is W. B. Storey, president of the Santa Fe. In 
a letter to me taking exception to my remarks in the Senate a 
few weeks ago on this question, Mr. Storey suggests that heavy 
traffic does not necessarily imply heavy earnings. Mr. Storey’s 
letter was given to the Associated Press and was widely pub- 
lished. In this letter Mr. Storey goes on to say: 

You speak of enormous business being done by the railroads and sug- 
gest that they divide their prosperity with the farmer. 1 can 
say definitely that if 4 per cent is all that can be earned in a year of 
heavy business like this the railroads will necessarily have to postpone 
still further the day when they can furnish adequate facilities to move 
the farm products of the country. 


In my remarks a few weeks ago I cited a number of roads in 
the same class as the 40 since reported by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission that were earning more than their regular 
dividends. The Wall Street Journal of December 14 announced 
that the Michigan Central had declared an additional dividend 
of 6 per cent and its regular semiannual dividend of 4 per cent. 


This road declared dividends of 14 per cent net for 1922, com- 
pared with 6 per cent for 1921, although that year it earned 
41.23 per cent net on its capital stock. 

Regular dividends of 7 per cent annually are being paid by 
the Great Northern Railway. I learn from a circular adver- 
tising an issue of gold bonds by this company that in no year 
during the last 10 has this road’s income been less than twice 
the charges, and that it has averaged about 2} times all charges. 
As stated, its income from its Burlington holdings includes only 
the cash dividends received on the company’s holdings of Chi- 
cago, Burlington & Quincy stock, “although the Burlington's 
thea were more than 50 per cent in excess of the dividends 
pa pee 

The income of the Southern Pacific is reported to have aver- 
aged more than twice all charges for the last 10 years and to 
have amounted to 2.24 times the charges in 1921, In the year 
1922 the net railway operating income of this road was nearly 
$10,000,000 greater than in its highly prosperous preceding year. 

The Delaware, Lackawanna & Western has paid dividends of 
20 per cent or more for many years, and is still paying them. 

In addition to the 40 or more railroads reported by the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission as earning more than the 6 per 
cent fair-return rate, the big Pennsylvania system, Wall Street 
reports, will show earnings for 1922 in excess of 6 per cent on 
its capital stock, exclusive of a special dividend of 20 per cent 
declared by the Pennsylvania Co. in December, amounting to 
$16,000,000. The Pennsylvania was included among the roads 
whose returns did not show any excess earnings based on 
claimed valuation in the recent report of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to the Senate. 

Another road, the Richmond, Fredericksburg & Potomac, de- 
clares a 100 per cent “dividend obligation,” a form of stock 
dividend. 

The roads have done the biggest year’s business in their his- 
tory despite the high rates. Business could pass these costs 
on. The farmer could not. He had to suffer. The number of 
cars loaded with all commodities other than coal during 1922 
was the greatest in railroad history, exceeding by 16 per cent 
the total for 1921 and surpassing by 34 per cent that for 
1920. This statement is made by the car-service division of 
the American Railway Association. 

The roads handled 36,265,178 cars of revenue freight other 
than coal, compared with 31,347,816 in 1921, and 35,036,022 
cars in 1920, hitherto the biggest year's business ever done by 
the railroads. 

Leading of agricultural products also was the heaviest on 
record. Two million four hundred and sixty-seven thousand 
three hundred and fifty-eight cars were loaded with grain and 
grain products alone. This is an increase of 7.61 per cent over 
1921 and 34 per cent over 1920. 

Live-stock loadings for 1922 were 1,637,923 cars, which is 
9.42 per cent more than 1921 and 5.44 per cent over 1920. 

In shipments of merchandise and miscellaneous freight 1922 
established a new record, with a total of 27,143,591 cars. This 
is an increase of 3,297,193 cars over 1921 and of 1,619,674 cars 
more than 1920. 

The five months’ mine strike cut coal tonnage to 93 per cent 
of the year before—a good showing for the roads. Their rev- 
enue coal shipments totaled 7,448,341 cars for the year. This 
effort of the railroads to meet the needs of the country for coal 
during the time the autumn grain movement was on cost the 
farmer dearly. 

Although in normal years freight traffic on railroads shows 
a marked decline after October 15, the roads did a record- 
breaking business all fall. And for the month of December, 
1922, as reported by the ear-service division, the loading of all 
classes of revenue freight, including coal, was the greatest for 
that month in railroad history, and exceeded by nearly 25 per 
cent the total for December, 1921. Coal loadings for the 
month showed an increase of 46.2 per cent over December, 
1921, while merchandise and miscellaneous freight increased 
nearly 14 per cent. This followed the heaviest November traf- 
fic in railroad history. 

President Storey criticizes my reference to the rapid growth 
of the Santa Fe's surplus, saying I did not say “this surplus 
was not cash, but had been put into enlargements and into 
additional lines of equipment.” 

What I did say was that the Santa Fe in 1921 put $4,000,000 
more out of that year’s earnings into maintenance of the 
system and its equipment than was actually spent in operat- 
ing the road, and still had earnings after deducting all charges, 
taxes, and interest, of 13 per cent on the common stock, I 
also said that in seven or eight years the Santa Fe had 
trebled its surplus, after regular dividend payments, notwith- 
standing its prodigious expenditures for upkeep. For 1922 it 
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looks as if the Santa Fe will have put $100,000,000 out of 
earnings into upkeep alone, besides paying its dividends and 
adding a neat sum to its surplus. 

Mr. President, since Mr. Storey is disposed to take exception 
to my previous remarks about excessive maintenance ex- 
penditures by his road, a splendid system, one of the best 
eguipped and most efficiently managed railways in the country, 
let us examine briefly these maintenance charges. The facts 
I present are taken from the records of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission and from the records of the Public Utilities 
Commission of the State of Kansas. Mr. Storey nor any 
railway adyocate or apologist can impugn the record obtained 
by these public fact-finding agencies. These commissions have 
but two sources of information. These are railroad records 
and books of account and the testimony of railway officials. 
During the first nine months of 1922 the Santa Fe spent 53.48 
per cent of its entire total operating expense on maintenance. 
In the like period of the years 1914, 1915, 1916, and 1917 it 
spent 47.35 per cent on maintenance. The Santa Fe is and 
was at all times during the period under review one of the 
best managed and efficiently operated systems in the country. 
The conclusion is logical that this increase in maintenance is 
a cover for excessive earnings. The Santa Fe frankly says 
it has no intention of paying the Government a cent of these 
excess profits. It says that the part of the Cummins-Esch Act 
which requires such payment is unconstitutional. The pro- 
vision of the act which enables the roads to mulct the farmer 
and the shipper of excessive toll that make these excess 
profits possible is, of course, entirely constitutional—good law, 
and above all else good business—for the railroads. These 
maintenance figures showing the increase in such charges by 
Mr. Storey’s road lead to the conclusion that the Santa Fe 
is determined to play safe and defeat a possible court deci- 
sion upholding the provision of the Cummins-Esch Act that 
requires payment to the Government of half the excess above 
the fair-return standard. It plays safe by charging these 
excesses to maintenance. In an illuminating address on Jan- 
uary 11 before the Kansas State Board of Agriculture, Clyde 
M. Reed, chairman of the Kansas Public Utilities Commission, 
discussing the need of reduced transportation charges and par- 
ticularly this question of maintenance, confirmed everything 
I have claimed as to the increased earnings of the carriers 
and the conditions which justify a material reduction in 
rates. He said: j 


The most prominent example of abnormal and extraordinary, not to 
say unreasonable and extravagant, maintenance expenditures among 
the western roads was on thè Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe. During the 
first nine months of 1922 the Santa Fe spent 53.48 per cent of the 
total operating expenses on maintenance, as compared with 42.82 per 
cent during the same period in 1921, and as compared with 47.35 
cent during the years 1914, 1915, 1916, and 1917. The Santa Fe Ras 
been for many years a well-managed and well-maintained railroad. The 
simple fact is that at this time its earnings are so great that it is 
hiding them in every conceivable manner as against the danger of 

ssible e apg by the Government under the provisions of the Esch- 

mmins bill. The Santa Fe Railway very frankly states that it has 
no intention of giving in any portion of its earnings to the Government, 
There is no secret made of its intention. It believes and claims that 
that provision of the law is unconstitutional. Of course, all of the 
rovisions which are in its favor are constitutional. This provision 
ha ns to be in favor of the public, and measures in favor of the 
public are more dys Su “unconstitutional” than those which are 
not, The Santa Fe, however, is taking no chances. When the Goyern- 
ment finally gets around to trying out the question of excess earnings 
there won't be no excess earnings” on the Santa Fe any more than 
there was to be a core in the little boy's apple. 

This is not a new experience for the Santa Fe Railroad. In 1920 it 
charged $11,000,000 more against operating expenses for “ mainte- 
nance” than it spent. The 1920 figures, month by month, as repre- 
sented by the Santa Fe Railroad to the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion were as follows: 

$1, 678, 004 


$2,638, 157 
23 


1, 996, 378 . 

2, 743, 980 3. 788. ait 
2, 682, 650 3, 795, 040 
2, 715, 320 8, 795, 040 
2; 700, 185 795. 041 


One has only to look at those figures to understand that something 
is wrong. When you bear in mind that August, 1920, was the last 
month of the Government guaranty, and this was not a so-called but 
an actual guaranty, the motive of the railroad becomes apparent. 

It may be in accordance with railroad ethics to make wack dutragsocs 
charges under a Government guaranty, but it leaves the impression 
upon the average citizen that something is radically wrong. 

Some of the roads, Mr. President, are spending so much 
for improvements that the charge is made they are silver 
plating” their properties. For instance, the Union Pacifie 
spent $45,000,000 last year and will spend $20,000,000 this 
year for equipment and improvements alone. This year 27 
roads are to spend more than $350,000,000 on these two items. 
The New York Central will expend $83,000,000. 

Mr. President, I am not criticizing such expenditures. The 
point is simply this, that whether these large earnings are put 
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back into the system or invested in securities or deposited in 
cash they are earnings none the lets, and they are excessive 


earnings. If the surplus is invested in “enlargements and 
additional lines and equipment,” the surplus then participates 
in producing still more earnings. 

Not a dollar of these excess earnings above the 6 per cent 
fair-return standard, netted by probably 60 railway systems 
under the rate clause of the Cummins-Esch law, has been paid 
to the Government. This law expressly provides that half of 
the excess aboye 6 per cent must be paid into the Federal 
Treasury for the benefit of the weaker roads. 

Commenting on that part of my remarks in which I specifi- 
cally mentioned a number of roads that were handsomely ex- 
ceeding their dividend requirements, the New York Herald says 
the roads have not earned even 4 per cent under the so-called 
guaranty. 

The Herald refers to the earnings of all the roads, which 
under the valuation fixed by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission show a net return of 4.05 for the old year. The com- 
mission itself says that 40 railroads have reported earnings 
in excess of the 6 per cent fair-return standard, and intimates 
when actual valuation of all the roads is arrived at the number 
may be larger. The commission also says that not one of the 
40 big roads, nor a number of the smaller roads whose earn- 
ings are in excess of the fair-return standard, have paid any 
of this surplus to the Government. This is required by the 
law to equalize the returns of the poorer roads. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN in the 
chair). Does the Senator from Kansas yield to the Senator 
from South Carolina? x 

Mr. CAPPER. I do. 

Mr. SMITH. Has the Senator a tabulation showing the 
total mileage of the 40 roads which have earned in excess of 
the 6 per cent? 

Mr. CAPPER. No; I have not that information, I will 
say to the Senator from South Carolina. The Interstate 
Commerce Commission submitted to the Senate about two 
weeks ago a very interesting report as to the excess earnings 
of the railroads and the failure of the carriers, even though 
it is three years since that provision of the law became ef- 
fective, to make any return to the Government under the fair- 
return standard. x 

Mr. SMITH. I have not seen the report to which the 
Senator refers. Does it give the names of the roads that 
have made excess earnings? 

Mr. CAPPER. It does. The report has been printed as 
a Senate document, and the Senator from South Carolina will 
find it exceedingly illuminating upon this subject. ó 

Mr. SMITH. I am sorry the Senator did not incorporate at 
the point where he has discussed the subject the total per 
cent of railroad mileage operated by the 40 roads which have 
earned in excess of 6 per cent. Those who have the privilege 
of reading his remarks naturally will want to know what per 
cent of the total railroad mileage in this country was earning 
that rate. 

Mr. CAPPER. The trouble is the Interstate Commerce 
Commission made a report only as to those roads for which 
it has completed the valuation figures, The other informa- 
tion is still to be obtained. It states, however, that there 
are at least 40 roads which have earned in excess of 6 per 
cent and have failed to make return to the Government. 

Mr. SMITH. I do not recall the exact provision of the 
law, and will ask the Senator whether it requires that the 
valuation of the roads shall be completed before the esti- 
mate of earnings shall be made public? 

Mr. CAPPER. The law says that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission shall take into consideration the valuation fixed 
by that body. 

Mr. SMITH. I thought, perhaps, that was true, and that 
would cause some delay in the case of some roads the valua- 
tion of which has not as yet been completed by the commis- 
sion. I believe the Senator said that the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission indicates that it may appear that other 
roads, in addition to the 40 reported, have also exceeded the 
6 per cent? 

Mr. CAPPER. The report of the commission does indicate 
that fact. It is but a partial showing. None the less it serves 
conclusively to sustain my contention that freight rates are ex- 
cessive and can be reduced in the larger interest of the roads 
themselves and the country at large, and the great agricultural 
industry in particular. The commission reported only on roads 
which it has tentatively valued under the valuation act. Among 
these it makes plain that 40 roads have made earnings in excess 
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of the fair-return standard. Of these but 12 are class 1 roads. 
These 12, according to the commission’s report, show excess 
earnings of more than $15,000,000. The really big roads of the 
country, Mr. President, are not included in the report. The 
amount due the Government will be increased many times when 
we get the reports of the big roads, like the Santa Fe, the Bur- 
lington, the Union Pacific, and the Lackawanna. 

This is a frank confession that the farmers of the great pro- 
ductive regions of the United States, taking into consideration 
the prices received by them, are heavily overcharged for trans- 
portation. It is an admission that the entire agricultural, 
prosperity making area of this country is under the blight of 
excessive and, in many eases, prohibitive freight rates. These 
regions are compelled to pay this excessive toll to overpaid, 
highly prosperous railway systems, so that the much less im- 
portant, poorly conducted, or inefficiently managed roads may 
be sustained in their inefficiency. 

Some few of the smaller roads have paid a paltry $42,000 into 
the Treasury under this clause of the act. These payments 
came from some of the smaller roads, roads which apparently 
are not equipped with legal departments to tell them this part 
of the law is unconstitutional. In the main this provision of 
the law is openly violated and nothing is done about it. 

The repeal of section 15a of the Cummins-Esch Act, says an- 
other one of my newspaper critics, would remove the limitation 
of railroad profits. We have just seen how this section of the 
transportation act utterly fails to limit profits and how com- 
pletely it works to an exactly opposite end. 

Mr. President, the vice of section 15a lies in the fact that it 
attempts to provide a fixed return to be earned upon the aggre- 
gate value of all railroad properties, good, bad, and indifferent. 
Virtually this valuation is based upon the present cost of repro- 
ducing the lines. The result is that no matter how worthless a 
road may be, it is considered entitled to earn 5} per cent on 
what it would now cost to rebuild it. For example, the Atlanta, 
Birmingham & Atlantic, now passing through its second re- 
celvership in less than 10 years, can not earn its operating 
expenses; but the Interstate Commerce Commission announces 
a tentative valuation of $25,000,000 for this road. Under sec- 
tion 15a that $25,000,000 is added to the valuation on which 
the public must pay a return in the shape of freight rates. This 
means that all the southern roads in that rate group are permit- 
ted to charge rates based on their own value, plus the 825,000, 
000 valuation put on this worthless road. 

This road was built, as many other such roads were built, for 
speculation and stock jobbing. So that these worthless roads 
may earn what they never have been able to earn and never will 
be able to earn, the Interstate Commerce Commission in sey- 
eral instances has refused the requests of prosperous roads to 
lower their rates. 

The railways are entitled to credit for economies they have 
effected during the past year or two, but still further saving 
can be made. Reports to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
show that five railroad executives are receiving a combined 
salary of $424,670, or an average of $84,984 each per year. I 
believe these salaries are too high. 

Depriving the State railway commissions of virtually all 
control over State rates has led to increasing State rates which 
already were giving a State’s carriers an ample return to a 
higher figure, so that they might earn dividends for several 
lame-duck, stock-jobbed roads in another State. 

In most instances these “ lame-duck ” roads are notorious for 
their financial failure. In some cases they were originally built 
to serve some mining or lumbering areas, and the mines have 
been worked out and the regions denuded of saw timber, and the 
traffic now originating in the territory served is inadequate to 
provide profitable operation of the roads. To care for these 
roads the rest of the country must endure rate extortion. Then, 
as we have seen, these strong, profitable carriers refuse to give 
any part of these surplus earnings to the Government for the 
support of these “lame-duck “ roads. 

This rate-making farce is proving costly to the country. It 
places an embargo on free movement of the products of the 
'Nation’s greatest producing industry. Thousands upon thou- 
sands of acres of crops have rotted, instead of being added to 
and increasing the country’s prosperity. Neither can an In- 
terstate Commerce Commission immured in Washington, and 
completely out of touch with State and local conditions, by any 
possibility act promptly or fairly on the innumerable rate prob- 
Jems constantly arising in 48 States. It is swamped with work 
at this moment, with no possibility of adjudicating a hundredth 
part of the transportation questions continually arising. 

Mr. President, section 15a of the Cummins-Esch Act has 
proved a dangerous and impossible makeshift. The sooner we 
repeal it and give State railroad commissions more control over 


intrastate rates and coordinate power to adjust such rates 
fairly, the better it will be for the roads and for the country. 
It will end most of these excessive rates and make possible the 
return of prosperity. 


RURAL-CREDIT FACILITIES, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States; 
to amend the Federal farm loan act; to amend the Federal 
reserve act; and for other purposes. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment to the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reapixe Crerk. On page 7, line 20, after the word 
“increased,” it is proposed to strike out “by an amount not 
to exceed $5,000,000"; and on page 8, line 2, after the word 
“capital,” it is proposed to insert the following: 

Provided, That the sub: 
half of the United States tall ot ae "tine poe 1 
to all said banks $60,000,000, and no farm-loan bank shall receive 
an Increase in capital of more than $10,000,000, 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, the purpose sought to be 
accomplished by this amendment is this: 

Under the pending bill, $5,000,000 capital is required for 
each bank. That is made imperative. Then there is an addi- 
tional fund of $5,000,000 which under certain conditions can be 
subscribed to its capital stock. That additional $5,000,000 
will not be needed in some sections. I doubt whether in four 
or five of the sections the increase will be asked for. This 
amendment is to allow the money to be subscribed in the 
sections of the country where it is needed for agricultural 
purposes, and the amendment would permit the banks in some 
of the districts in the agricultural sections of the West and 
South to have a capital stock of $15,000,000 out of this fund. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the Senator provides in his 
amendment that out of this practical reserve fund, as we 
may call it, a bank, instead of having a maximum of $10,000,000 
capital stock, as the law now provides, may in an emergency 
go as high as $15,000,000? 

Mr. SWANSON. That is correct. I understand that the 

junior Senator from Wisconsin is willing to accept the amend- 
ment. 
Mr. LENROOT. Yes, Mr. President. As I understand the 
amendment, it leaves the maximum increased subscription ex- 
actly as it is in the bill; but under the bill no single bank 
could receive an increase of more than $5,000,000. The effect 
of this amendment is to make the total possible capitalization 
of a land bank $15,000,000, in the discretion of the Farm Loan 
Board and the President of the United States; but in no 
event can the total subscription exceed the amount now named 
in the bill. 

Mr. SWANSON, That is true. That is the purpose of the 
amendment. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, did the Senator from Wisconsin 
exactly state the case? 

Mr. LENROOT. As I understood it, I have. If I have been 
misinformed, I may not have done so. 

Mr. GLASS. As I understand, the bill-as reported authorizes 
an increase in the capital of these divisions of the land banks 
aggregating $60,000,000, which is apportioned in the bill $5,000,- 
000 to each bank. The amendment proposed by my colleague 
is designed to mobilize the entire $60,000,000, so that as much 
as $10,000,000 in addition to the original capital may be ap- 
portioned to any one of these banks which requires that fund 
for its purposes. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is true; but the entire $60,000,000 ad- 
ditional does not need to be subscribed at all. 

Mr. GLASS. No. It may be, for example, that a land bank 
at Springfield, Mass,, would not need a dollar of the fund, and 
that a land bank somewhere else in the agricultural districts 
of the country would need, say, $10,000,000 additional; so that 
the bank where the need is greatest might get this $10,000,000 
in addition to its $5,000,000 of capital, making $15,000,000. 

Mr. LENROOT. So I understand it. That is the way I 
thought I stated it. 

Mr. SWANSON. That is what the amendment accomplishes. 
I understand that the Senator accepts it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; I have no objection to it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I shall not ask for a vote on 
these amendments this afternoon; but I offer the amendments 
which I send to the desk, one to the present Federal reserve 
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act, to be incorporated in this bill—it is an amendment to this 
bill, and the place is indicated—and also an amendment to the 
text of the present bill, in the last paragraph. I ask that they 
be printed and lie on the table, because I want to take them up, 
if possible, when we come to vote on the amendments, as I pre- 
sume we will do to-morrow, and repeat what I said in my talk 
of yesterday. I think it is a mere gesture to talk about nine 
months, because, if it is necessary to have a pole 10 feet long 
to knock down a persimmon, an 8-foot pole is just as ineffectual 
as a 1-foot pole would be. If you do not get the persimmon, 
you have no use for the pole. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendments will be printed 
and lie on the table. 


WAR DEBT OF GREAT BRITAIN TO THE UNITED STATES. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this morning for the first 
time, I believe, an exact statement was published as to the 
proposed terms of the debt-funding transaction: 

First. Interest on the debt from the time the loans were 
made in 1917 up to the present time to be reduced from 5 to 
44 per cent, the minimum rate prescribed under the debt- 
funding act. 

Second. Interest on the principal and accrued interest due 
at this time for the first 10 years shall be 3 per cent and there- 
after 34 per cent until the debt is liquidated. 

Third. Interest shall be paid each year as it accrues on the 
full amount of the debt remaining due. 

Fourth. Annual payments shall be made on the principal, 
beginning at $20,000,000 to $25,000,000 a year and increasing 
in amount every three to five years, so that the entire debt will 
be liquidated in 60 years. 

Mr. President, assuming that this debt is $4,700,000,000, as is 
commonly reported—and it is about that amount—it will be 
remembered that we now hold obligations of Great Britain 
for the entire indebtedness, bearing 5 per cent interest. Mr. 
Baldwin on his return home said that this was a double-riveted 
obligation, or words to that effect. The interest on that at 5 
per cent, by a simple calculation, is $235,000,000 per year. The 
Congress has already made a proposition—and, by the way, it 
is the only proposition that has been made or could be made— 
permitting its reduction from 5 per cent to 4} per cent, which 
is giving to Great Britain $35,250,000 a year, assuming the 
debt to run without payments on account of the principal. 

That is absolutely right and fair, because in our original 
contract with Great Britain we agreed that the interest rate 
to be charged Great Britain would be exaetly the same interest 
rate this Government had to pay for the money it borrowed; 
and of course no fault can be found with reducing it to 4} per 
cent, the average amount we have to pay. Congress has done 
that, and this is the only proposal Congress has made. 

I now call attention to the fact that the yearly interest rate 
on the entire indebtedness, at 4} per cent, is $199,750,000 per 
year. At 34 per cent, after the 10 years, it amounts to $164,- 
500,000 a year. Assuming that the principal debt runs along, 
therefore, we will be taxing the American people, after 10 
years, $35,250,000 a year for the benefit of Great Britain if 
this proposal goes through. For the first 10 years, when the 
debt bears only 3 per cent, it brings $141,000,000, and therefore 
we are taxing the American people during the first 10 years 
the sum of $58,750,000 a year for the benefit of Great Britain. 
In other words, we are to-day paying, on this identical indebted- 
ness, $199,750,000, and during the first 10 years we will receive 
from Great Britain only $141,000,000 per year on it, a difference 
of $58,750,000 per year against the United States. 

I want to know whether we, as representatives of the Amert- 
can people, have the right to give this bonus, to give this annual 
subsidy, to Great Britain, assuming that the principal is not 
paid—and anyone can see that the proposal in that regard is 
exceedingly indefinite—and whether we ought to tax the Ameri- 
can people to the extent of $58,750,000 a year for the next 10 
years for that purpose. Then I want to know whether we ought 
to tax the American people after that time to the extent of 
$35,250,000 a year for the remaining 52 years for the benefit of 
Great Britain, and especially when we now have a contract with 
them providing for.5 per cent interest and when we agreed in 
the act under which we borrowed this money that Great Britain 
should pay an average of 4} per cent interest, that being the 
average rate at which we borrowed. I am assuming all along 
that the principal debt will not be paid in the meantime. 

There is a suggestion in the fourth paragraph of this pro- 
posed settlement that some of the principal will be paid as time 
goes on; but assuming that none is paid and that the bonds run 
62 years, we will be taxing the American people during that 
entire period in these enormous sum „750,000 a year for 


the first 10 years, and thereafter $35,250,000 a year for the 


remainder of the period—in order to make up the difference 
between what we pay and what is received from Great Britain. 
Of course, if payments are made on the principal, the interest 
Payments will be proportionately reduced. 

We went to war and won our independence on taxation far 
less onerous than that. We are not represented in the British 
Parliament, but under this agreement we are indirectly allow- 
ing the British Government to tax the American people in these 
enormous sums yearly, and I say taxing them, because every- 
body knows that the obligations we hold from Great Britain 
to-day are absolutely good. They are as good as wheat, as good 
as any nation’s obligation. British bonds are selling around 
par, and there is no reason why this debt can not be collected 
in the future, and it will be collected. 

As I said before, I have no desire whatever that we should 
collect any greater rate than that we originally agreed to charge 
Great Britain for the money. In the act of Congress under 
which we loaned the money to her we agreed that we would not 
ask more than we had to pay for it ourselves. Surely she can 
not object to that. We have been liberal with her in reducing 
it $35,350,000 a year, namely, from 5 per cent to 4} per cent, 
even after she has given us 5 per cent paper. Some say she is 
not able to pay it. Of course, we all know she is. Some say 
that this is a good settlement. If she is going to back out of 
a 5 per cent interest rate, and if she is not willing to pay 44 
per cent, how do we know she is going to pay the 3 per cent 
when the time rolls around, or 34 per cent? If she repudiates 
a part of it, do we not know that if she has an opportunity 
she will repudiate more than that? I do not believe she will 
repudiate any of it. 

It is said over in Great Britain that our commission made 
this proposition. Our commission had no such authority. 
They went into that conference under terms of an act of Con- 
gress. They knew exactly that they had to remain within 
those terms in order to reach a settlement, and they had no 
authority to make such a proposition as this, and no authority 
but this Congress has the right to make any proposition. The 
only proposition that has been made to Great Britain is the 
proposition made by Congress itself, and that is to fix the rate 
of interest at 4} per cent, just exactly what we pay for the 
money. 

Mr, LENROOT. I do not want to enter into a discussion 
of that proposition, whatever it may be, although I think the 
Senator will find that the commission has never made any 
Proposition 

Mr. McKELLAR. I sincerely hope our commission did not 
make that proposition. As the Senator knows, I have been try- 
ing day after day to get a statement from the commission as 
to what they have done. If they have not made this proposi- 
tion, they ought to tell the American people that they have not 
made it. I hope they have not made it. They should not have 
made it. My judgment is that it came from Great Britain. 
But the American people have a right to know. Our five com- 
missioners are not dumb men. They are all able to express 
themselves. They all know what took place there, and I think 
they ought to come forward and give us the facts about it, 
There has been too much secrecy in the negotiations. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator of course knows 
that nothing can be done without action by Congress. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course. 

Mr. LENROOT. And the Senator of course knows that when 
the matter comes to Congress full information will come with 
it, and does not the Senator think that will be the time to 
discuss that part of it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; I do not for this reason: That propa- 
ganda is being spread around now; propaganda went out from 
this city last night that the Congress was going to agree to 
this proposed settlement. I do not know whether the Congress 
is going to agree to this proposed settlement or not. I think 
it will be some time before this Congress will agree to any 
such settlement. 

Mr. LENROOT. That was not what I wished to interrupt 
for. I wanted to ask the Senator whether he would make the 
same demands upon France and upon Belgium and upon the 
other countries of Europe? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Indeed, I think the settlements ought to 
be precisely the same for all nations borrowing from us. 

Mr. LENROOT. How does the Senator propose to enforce 
the collection of the claims against those countries? 

Mr. McKELLAR. We can not enforce collection, but Great 
Britain will certainly pay. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator say that because he 
thinks Great Britain is more honorable than the other nations? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; Great Britain is able to pay now, 
and has so stated time and again. 
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Mr. LENROOT. Then does the Senator think that neither 
France nor any other country is able to pay anything? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am inclined to think they are able to 
pay and will pay. I make no distinction between our former 
allies. We ought to make exactly the same terms with France 
and Belgium and the other countries that we make with 
Great Britain; but the indebtedness of Great Britain is more 
important, because the settlement is imminent as between us 
aud Great Britain, and in addition to that, Great Britain is 
now paying the interest on her indebtedness. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator then take the position, 
with reference to the other countries of Europe, that he would 
prefer to make a demand of 41 per cent and get nothing or 
adjust the difference and get money? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. There is no question about that at all, for 
the reason that their obligations to us now bear 5 per cent, and 
they are paying it. 

Mr. LENROOT. What countries are paying 5 per cent? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Great Britain. 

Mr, LENROOT. What other countries? 

Mr. McKELLAR. None; but it does not make any difference 
about the settlements of the others; Great Britain is paying 
hers. 

Mr. LENROOT. Then, the Senator thinks no other countries 
can pay anything? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I imagine that other countries can do it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Why are they not doing it? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I do not know. The Senator is just as 
able to explain that as I am, I do not know whether they have 
been requested. I understand our present administration, of 
which the Senator is part, has never made a request on any 
other Government for payment. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator well understands that it was 
the previous administration which gave them three years’ time 
without the payment of any interest, does he not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know that. That has been a mat- 
ter in dispute, and I do not know whether it is so or not. It 
should not have done it if it did. I will join the Senator on 
that proposition. In this connection, I want to read a state- 
ment that has just been given out, so the newspaper men tell 
me, by the British Embassy. I read it as it was handed to me: 

The British Embassy requests publicity for the following statement 
with regard to the interview reported in the press as having been 
pan by Mr. Stanley Baldwin, the Chancellor of the Exchequer, at 

uthampton on his arrival there week: 

Telegraphic inquiries made by this embassy in London show “ that 
Mr. Baldwin did not grant any interview to any representative of the 
Dr On arrival he was surrounded, however, by ten or a dozen report- 
ers, who asked innumerable questions, to some of which Mr. Baldwin 
replied informally. The impression which his answers created in the 
mind of the editor of an important London daily newspaper is indicated 
by the following editorial comment: 

„The Chancellor of the Exchequer has made a statement to the 
mission to the United States. We do not 


although it makes him look more like an 
If he would do as much 


ene remarks attributed to Mr. Baldwin in certain organs of the 
American press—that the debt had got on the nerves of the American 

ple and that Congress would not be willing to eat its own legisla- 
toner without discoverable foundation. 

“Mr. Baldwin neither criticized nor rsed any section of the 
American people. On the contrary, he sought to express his great ap- 
preciation of the kindness and courtesy which were extended to him 
throughout his recent visit to this country.” 

I have read the statement. If any public man talks to news- 
Paper reporters on one of the most important subjects in all the 
world to-day and does not know that he is giving out a state- 
ment, that man needs psychiatric attention. I see no difference 
between giving out a statement calling Americans of the West 
“hog raisers” and “ignorant of international debt questions,” 
and calling all western Senators “ politicians,” and saying the 
same thing informally. It is worse to say it informally, because 
it conveys just what the speaker really thinks. No doubt now 
Mr. Baldwin wishes he had given out a “statement,” and in 
such “statement” concealed his real views. The explanation 
merely emphasizes the original statement given out by Mr. 
Baldwin. So much for that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Tennessee 
yield to the Senator from New York? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I was going to ask the Senator earlier 


in his remarks whether he understood that the average rate 
of interest to be paid on the United States debt would be 4} 
per cent until the maturity of the debt. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is, as fixed by Congress? 


Mr. WADSWORTH. No; will the average rate of interest 
paid on the bonds of the American Government run about 4} 
per cent for the entire period? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator wants to know whether, in 
future funding transactions, it may not be possible for the 
American Government to fund its present obligations, which 
average 4} per cent, at a lower rate of interest. Is that the 
question? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That was one of the first questions I 
had to ask. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I wish to say this in answer to that: 
That if we are able to do it, we should at the same time, in 
the same measure, reduce the rate of interest on the British 
obligations. We ought to be absolutely fair to our British 
friends. We ought to see to it that they get the money on 
exactly the same terms the American Government gets it, 
and I for one would be willing to have a provision in the 
contract to the effect that whenever at any time this Govern- 
ment is enabled to fund its bonds at a lower rate of interest, 
the British Government should have the advantage of that 
lower rate of interest on the bonds given us. 

I am glad the Senator asked the question, because I had 
intended to say that in the course of what I have had to say 
this afternoon about the matter. 

ü Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator another ques- 
on? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is our average rate of interest to-day 
4ł per cent? 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I only say that I have had it so stated 
to me by a number of men in whom I have great confidence. 
My distinct recollection is that the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Smoor], who is an expert in such matters, told me that the 
average rate of interest was 4} per cent and that was the 
reason why it was fixed at that amount in the act. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] 
could no doubt tell us. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have not given the matter my per- 
sonal attention, but my recollection is that a very large part 
of the bonded indebtedness of the United States Government 
brings 33 per cent interest, and how the general average could 
be 44 per cent passes my comprehension. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator will remember that nearly 
a billion dollars of the $4,700,000,000 was loaned to Great 
Britain after the war was over. It came in part from Vic- 
tory bonds, as I recall. I think they have been refunded 
now, but taking the entire bonded debt from which we se- 
cured the money, part of it was gotten at 33 per cent, part 
at 33 per cent, part at 4 per cent, part at 4} per cent, I think 
a part at 4} per cent, and a part at 43 per cent. I think some 
of the Victory obligations were even as high as 4} per cent. 
I will not be positive about it, but I am positive about the 
fact that the bonded indebtedness caused by the war ran from 
3} per cent minimum to 4} per cent maximum. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not mean to interrupt the Senator 
unduly; but I think he will have to revise his figures on the 
average rate of interest, and they will be revised downward. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If that is correct, Great Britain ought to 
have the advantage of it. She ought not to be charged one sou 
more than the amount which the money costs the American 
people. But my proposition is that the American people ought 
not to be taxed an additional sum to pay the difference between 
the rates that we have to pay and that which Great Britain has 
to 8 i 

Ur JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator for a question, but 
I am anxious to get through. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. I haye no question to ask. I 
simply wanted to state my recollection of the rate of interest 
which our obligations bear. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be very glad to have the Senator 
doit. I have not looked it up. I am taking the newspaper state- 
ments made about it and the statement made to me by the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], who is very accurate about 
such matters. 

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The first liberty bonds is- 
sued were tax exempt and they were floated at 32 per cent. 
The next Liberty loan bore 4} per cent with the privilege that 
if the Government should at a subsequent period issue bonds 
bearing a higher rate of interest, the purchasers of the sec- 
ond Liberty loan should have the right to exchange them, and 
most of the second Liberty loan bonds have been exchanged for 
44 per cent bonds. I think there is no doubt that the rate 
of interest may well be said to be not less than 44 per cent 


1923. 
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now, with the exception of the first Liberty loan, which is 
tax exempt and which bears 34 per cent. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am quite confident in my own mind 
that the Senator from New Mexico is correct about it, But 
it is easily ascertainable and whatever the amount may be, 
whether it is 4 or less than 4 or more than 4 per cent, we 
ought to see to it that Great Britain pays us no more and no 
less than the amount the American Government had to pay. 

Lest we forget, Mr. President, I want to quote from a re- 
cent political work written by a newspaper reporter here in 
Washington, by the name of Arthur Wallace Dunn. The book 
is in two volumes and is called From Harrison te Hard- 
ing.” Mr. Dunn is evidently a Republican, and he writes 
from the Republican viewpoint, but it is a most delightful 
and entertaining book. If Senators have not read it, I sug- 
gest to them that they will pass some very pleasant and 
profitable hours if they will read Mr. Dunn’s book in con- 
nection with the history of the recent affairs in this country. 
They will hardly be able to lay it down after they have started 
to read it. 

I want to quote from pages 277 to 279 of Mr. Dunn's book 
very briefly, reflecting light on the particular subject as to 
whether we are doing the right thing by Great Britain: 

About the middle of June, 1915— 

Wrote Mr. Dunn— 


our people learned that Great Britain our mails and that 
our commerce had been detained. n restricted from 
dealing with neutral countries in noncontraband articles. By orders 
in council Great Britain was making or unmaking international law 
as best suited her designs. Goods which United States merchants 
were not permitted to deliver in Holland, Sweden, and Denmark were 
paced ftom Great Britain, and British merchants were making large 
profits. 

Besides rifling our mails Great Britain had been making use of 
our flag, hoisting it over merchant ships in order to deceive enemy 
ships and thus escape capture or destruction. The seizure of American 
ships and their detention, while mails, not only te Germany but 
neutral nations as well, were opened and their contents disclosed 


was riflin 
Ve had 


became a regular practice. American merchants began to complain 
that their trade secrets were thus obtained and that their customers 
were being taken away and turned over to British merchants, By Jul 
18, 1915, it was shown that more than 2,000 American ships ha 
been seized and taken into British ports. 

Notes of protest were sent on several occasions, but in every case, 
whether concerning the seizure of ships or concerning the mails, 
Great Britain rejected the demands of the United States and main- 
tained that all her acts were a war necessity, 

Dollar chasers.” 


Just like they are now hissing the American flag in the 
theaters in London, just like they are new calling Americans 
“money sharks“ because we are not willing to reduce the rate 
of Interest to less than Great Britain has ever paid in her his- 
tory and less than was ever paid in the history of any nation 
in the time of war. 


Dollar chasers was what Americans were called in the British and 
Canadian press, use objection was made to the interference with 
the neutral rights of American citizens engaged in on gear com- 
merce. Every act which was against Germany was loudly applauded 
and every demand upon England was denounced. 

By the middle of September American cargoes valued at $15,000,000 
had been confiscated. Meanwhile Great Britain was successfully float- 
ing a loan in this country and raising $500,000,000 to pay for t 
su . e citizens of the United States. 

H e manner in i 
was notorious. She stopped our and confiscated their cargoes; 
she blacklisted our business men and arrogantly supervised our trade 
with the world, particularly in South America. Altogether it seemed 
that our grievances against Great Britain were almost as great as 
those against Germany, but while the English captured and confiscated 
American property the Germans destroyed not only American property 
but also American lives. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator believe all that? 
The Senator has advised other Senators to read the book. It 
all has a very familiar tone. It is the exact language and the 
exact kind of sermon that was preached te the United States 
by every pro-German. 
was hashed out time and time again. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator deny that Great Britain | 


did any such thing? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. To no such extent as described in that 
book. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Does the Senator deny that Great Britain 
took thousands of our ships? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. To no such extent as described in that 
book. The confiscation did net occur. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am giving what is in the book. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is giving what the man 
Dunn said, and that is an old story. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is a historical yolume. Of course, I do 
not vouch for its accuracy. I merely submit it to the Senate. 


war 
ch Great Britain outraged our commercial rights | 


It is the same old story. The thing 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I advise Mr. Dunn and the Senator 
from Tennessee to read the letters of Mr. Page, late ambassa- 
dor to London, on that very peint. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It looks sometimes as if when our am- 
bassadors get to London they rapidly become more British than 
they are American. I refer especially to the present ambassa- 
dor. I think his views are to-day largely more British than 
they are American, 

Mr. GLASS. May I inquire of the Senator from Tennessee 
whether he is under the impression that Great Britain is going 
to repudiate her indebtedness to the United States? 

Mr. McKELLAR, I have not the slightest idea Great Brit- 
ain will repudiate her debt. What I am asking is that the 
American Congress shall not tax the American people to pay a 
portion of the interest on the debt of Great Britain. 

Mr. GLASS. If the American Congress should conclude to 
do that, which I do not think the American Congress will do, 
does that form any basis for a rather severe, if not savage, 
attack upon Great Britain? 

Mr, McKELLAR. I say that when it comes to the state- 
ments that are being publicly made that this Congress is going 
to ratify before the 4th of March, without proper deliberation 
and consideration, as it seems to me, a proposal that we do 
not yet know whence it came or whether it came from Great 
Britain or from our own commission, a proposal wholly be- 
yond the proposal that was made by Congress by act duly 
passed—when I see statements like that coming out in the 
press of the country, propaganda everywhere that the American 
people ought to tax themselves somewhere between $35,000,000 
and $68,000,000 a year rather indefinitely to pay difference in 
interest charged, 1 think it is time for somebody to speak up 
for American rights, 

Mr. GLASS. If the Congress should do that, and any criti- 
cism might properly lie against that process, it seems to me 
the criticism should be directed at Congress and not against 
Great Britain. . 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Congress has not yet done that thing. 

Mr. GLASS. Therefore, I wonder why the Senator should 
make a savage attack on Great Britain. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. I have made no savage attack on Great 
Britain. I have spoken about this matter for the reason that 
the emissary from Great Britain to this country has made a 
most savage attack upon this body and the Members of it. 

Mr. GLASS, I do not so construe what he said. I think 
what he said might have been more diplomatically said, but 
I do not think it might have been more truthfully said. 

Mr. McKELLAR, It was very much more savage than any- 
thing I have said. What I have said is backed up by reports 
given to the press from time to time and by what we all know 
to be the facts, I believe Baldwin's statement wholly in- 
correct, 

Mr. GLASS. When it comes to casting up accounts and con- 
trasting matters of indebtedness, I feel that there is a good 
deal to be said on the other side of the question. I had two 
boys on the firing lines in France, and I can not exactly re- 
press a feeling of indebtedness to Great Britain that she 
buried about 1,500,000 of her sons to save the lives of my 
boys and other American boys. In short, the British fought 
three years for civilization before we took our place beside 
them in identically the same cause. 

Mr, FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Of course, the Senator has in- 
formed himself on the transaction, Does he know whether the 
present rate of interest, which is 5 per cent, as I believe he 
stated, is added to the principal in the negotiations? 

Mr. McKELLAR. My understanding is that the accrued 
interest is to be calculated and added at the rate of 4} per 
cent in the proposal. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Under the present obligation? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; instead of the present obligation, 
which bears 5 per cent. They are going to calculate the 
present principal with interest at 4} per cent up to the date 
of settlement and add that to the principal. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Senator understands, does he 
not, that this, of course, would be subject to the approval of 
Congress? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Congress will have the final say? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and that is exactly why I am draw- 
ing it to the attention of Congress now. I do not think that 
Congress ought to permit the proposed settlement or any settle- 
ment such as we have understood would be made to be effected. 
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. It is to be brought before Con- 
gress for final settlement in proper manner, is it not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I suppose so. The Senator from New 
Jersey may be on the inside and he can give us some infor- 
mation. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am not on the inside. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Debt Funding Commission has been 
in existence for some time; it has been engaged in attempting 
to fund this indebtedness for some time. I have tried in 
every way possible to get some expression from the commission 
as to what has been going on, but they have made no statement. 
So I do not know what the commission has done. The only 
news that we get about the settlement comes from London. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am not on the inside; but the 
Senator from Tennessee professes to know all about this trans- 
action. He has stated that England intends to repudiate some 
part of her debt. Does the Senator believe that England in 
the proposition submitted intends to repudiate or has repudi- 
ated any of her just debts? She has honorably come here try- 


ing to settle them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, Mr. President, the Senator misunder- 
stood me entirely. He did not hear me say anything of the 
kind. 


. FRELINGHUYSEN. The Senator did not say that? 
. McKELLAR. Of course I did not say anything of the 


. FRELINGHUYSEN. 
tor's denial. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from New Jersey is merely 
mistaken about my having said anything of the kind. I said 
that I believed Great Britain would settle her indebtedness, 
She is a debt-paying nation; she can not continue to be the 
great nation she is unless she continues to pay her debts, and 
she will pay them. I have, however, said that Congress has 
already, of its own motion, remitted three-fourths of 1 per 
cent from the obligations which we held—$35,250,000 a year on 
the debt as it stands. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I think if the Senator from Ten- 
nessee will review what he has said he will find that he did 
state that England would repudiate her just indebtedness, or 
was trying to do so. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, if I said that, I must have been 
dreaming, and I am not dreaming about this matter. If I find 
I have made such a statement I certainly shall make the vor- 
rection, and I will let the Senator know about it, because I 
never intended to make any such statement. 

I have since examined the stenographer’s report and find I 
made no such statement. Indeed, I said exactly the contrary. 

I do not believe that Great Britain intends to repudiate her 
indebtedness, but I think she is trying to make the best trade 
possible, and if she can get the American Congress to assume 
a part of her obligations and to devote the sum of $58,750,000 
a year for 10 years and $35,250,000 a year for 52 years to aid 
her in paying off her indebtedness, of course she is going to do 
it. It would be to her interest to do it, for she wants to make 
the best trade she can. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, does the Senator from Tennes- 
see think it would be exactly fair savagely to assail Great 
Britain if the Congress should do that? What evil thing has 
Great Britain done to provoke this bitter criticism? She has 
not sought to escape the payment of a dollar of her honorable 
indebtedness to this Nation. She has held her head high in 
peace, just as she carried her arms gallantly in triumph in 
war. I do not appreciate or relish these constant attacks upon 
the people who were in concert with us against a common 
enemy. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, I am sorry that the Senator 
can not relish them, but that is not my fault, one way or the 
other. What I am trying to do is to give the American 
view of it. 

Mr. GLASS. As I think, Mr, President, the Senator is not 
giving the American view of it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think I am. 
other view than the American view. 

Mr. GLASS. I think the Senator is presenting a view that is 
hostile to the people with whom we fought the war in concert. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, Mr. President, remarks like that are 
unworthy of the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. The Senator is savagely assailing Great Britain 
merely because he apprehends that the Congress of the United 
States may cancel a part of the interest charge against that 
nation, Great Britain is no suppliant; she has not asked Con- 
gress to cancel anything. Great Britain is going to pay her in- 
debtedness in dollars, just as she paid her obligation in blood 


I am very glad to hear the Sena- 


I know I am. I know no 


for the cause which we assume at one time to be our cause, but 
which now we seem to have forgotten, 

Mr. MeKELLAR. No; we have not forgotten anything of the 
kind. Of course, it is unworthy of the Senator from Virginia to 
talk about my expressions being pro-German or my being pro- 
German. The Senator knows that I have no pro-German feeling 
of any kind and never have had. The Senator understands that, 
I am sure, and I regret that he was willing to make any such 
statement. 

Mr. GLASS, Of course, I know the Senator from Tennessee 
has not been pro-German; the more am I distressed that he 
now has been betrayed into unfriendly criticism of our former 
ally in the war. What has Great Britain done to invite this 
sort of comment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Great Britain has sent a commission—— 

Mr. GLASS. From the first she has stated her purpose to 
pay her indebtedness to the United States. Of course, she has 
sent a commission here to make as reasonable terms as may 
be made. Is there any offense in that? The commission came 
at our invitation. And is the Senator going to blame Britain 
if the Congress of the United States shall make terms more 
bere than the Senator from Tennessee thinks ought to be 
made 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. GLASS. It seems to me the criticism ought to be di- 
rected against the Congress of the United States and not 
against Great Britain. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Let me ask the Senator this question: 
Under the Senator’s administration of the Treasury Depart- 
ment, did he not take the obligations of Great Britain at 5 
per cent? 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Do not the very obligations which the 
Senator as Secretary of the Treasury took measure the indebt- 
edness of Great Britain to us? 

Now, when she sends a commission over to us to secure 
better terms than those which her obligations already allow, 
why is not that seeking to get out of paying in part her in- 
debtedness to this country? 

Mr, GLASS. As a matter of fact, Mr. President, the moral 
obligation of Great Britain to this country under the text of 
the Liberty loan acts was to pay us no higher rate of in- 
terest than the charge at which we floated our indebtedness 
from the proceeds of which we made this loan; and the Sena- 
tor himself has said that the Congress of the United States 
has reduced that rate from 5 to 44 per cent. 

Mr. McKELLAR, In absolute accord with the act of Con- 
gress under which this money was borrowed, and that is all 
I maintain—I want a settlement under these acts of Congress. 

Mr. GLASS. If the Senator—— 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Just a moment. I maintain that that is 
the measure of the obligation of Great Britain to us, and that 
if Great Britain asks for a different measurement now she 
is asking to repudiate in part the interest which she has al- 
ready agreed to pay and for which we hold her obligations, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, Great Britain is not propos- 
ing to repudiate one farthing of her indebtedness to the United 
States. Great Britain, following the example of the United 
States, designated a commission to take these matters under 
advisement and to reach terms of adjustment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Within certain limitations but, accord- 
ing to reports from London, our commission have disregarded 
the limitations that were fixed by Congress. 

Mr. GLASS. Then why does not the Senator assail our com- 
mission instead of assailing Great Britain. The Senator has 
revived all the pre-war bitterness by putting in the Recorp the 
very pro-German stuff that was disseminated in this country to 
keep us from going in on the side of Britain and France and 
Belgium. He is reviving the talk about the “ravages of our 
commerce on the seas” and the interruption by Great Britain 
of our business activities with central Europe. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and I know our commerce was ray- 
aged. Everybody knows it was done. No one can deny it. 

Mr. GLASS. What has that got to do with the debt question 
any more than the fact that our commerce was also ravaged by 
Germany and our women and children drowned in the seas? 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. In regard to England’s seizure of 


contraband vessels, I happen to know something about it; I 
have some familiarity with marine insurance, and I merely 
wish to say that wherever England seized vessels as contraband 
or interfered with commerce she took those vessels into the 
admiralty courts; the cases were duly tried, and England, I 


know, has been extremely fair in her settlement where she did 
nee seize the vessels in accord with international and admiralty 

W. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Yes; but she never thought that she was 
doing anything that was not in accord with international and 
admiralty law. She absolutely disregarded our rights on the 
seas. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the 
Senator why it is that he condemns so severely the nation 
that offers to adjust and pay its indebtedness and has no word 
of condemnation for other nations that have like obligations 
and that neither offer to settle or to pay? 

Mr. McKELLAR. It ought to be obvious to anybody in the 
world. This is the only settlement just now before the 
American people or before the Congress. When we come to 
other settlements, then they may be discussed. When the 
Senator’s administration brings before us other settlements, 
as it ought to do, then we will discuss those settlements. 

Mr. LENROOT. Then, weuld the Senator be content, in the 
ease of England, if she paid nothing and remained silent? 
Would he have no word of criticism then? Why does he not 
eriticize those nations that have paid nothing? 

Mr. McKELLAR. On the contrary, the Senator knows that 
ever since 1919 I have been vigorously and actively seeking 
to get some settlement with the foreign governments that owe 
us money. It is no new thing with me. I am just as much 
in favor of eollecting the indebtedness: due us from other na- 
tions as I am of collecting from Great Britain. They owe us 
money, and they ought to fund it according to the terms of 
Congress to pay the interest. The only difference is that the 
question of the British indebtedness is now before the Ameri- 
ean people and before the American Congress. Whenever a 
proposed settlement of the indebtedness of other nations comes 
before us, that will be discussed, too. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator condemns a nation because 
they offer to settle and pay, but the Senator has no word 
of condemnation of a nation that does not offer to pay a dollar 
on a just debt. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Republican administration announced 
a day or two ago that they had not asked and would not ask 
the other nations to pay a dollar at the present time. 

Mr. LENROOT. In view of the Senator’s attitude, I should 
like to ask him another question. 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. An amendment is pending, and more of 
them will be offered, to the bill now under consideration ex- 
tending further credits to foreign governments—‘n one ease, a 
maximum of $250,000,000 for the purchase of cotton and other 
agricultural products. In view of the Senator's attitude, I as- 
sume he is against all of those measures, 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am against them, absolutely. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am glad to know that. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me, not 
only are there measures pending here proposing to loan $250,- 
000,000 to various nations but there is a bill pending, upon 
which a hearing is being seriously had, to Ioan, not Great 
Britain or France or Italy, whose troops fought with our troops 
in the war, but to loan to Germany $1,000,000,000 of the tax- 
payers’ money of the United States. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and I am just as much opposed to 
that, and more so, than I am opposed to any of the others. 
J am opposed to lending any more money to Europe. It is high 
time they were paying back what they borrowed, and thus help 
relieve us of our heavy burden of taxation. 

Mr. GLASS. Nobody has heard the Senator get up here and 
say anything unkind about Germany when it is proposed to 
loan her $1,000,000,000 of the taxpayers’ money. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator probably has not been in the 
Chamber, for it has been only a very short time since I got up 
here and made a very severe criticism about the failure of 
Germany to pay the charges for maintaining our troops over 
there as she agreed to do. I have brought that question up 
on the floor time and time again. I can not help it if the 
Senater from Virginia has not been present and has not heard 
what I said. 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, well, if the Senator from Virginia was 
not present he was occupied with more serious matters some- 
where else. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am quite sure of that. 

Mr. GLASS. He was transacting the business of the Senate 
in committee. 

Mr. President, I hate to lose poise; but I confess to some 


cently in this Chamber. I wish I might hear one kind word 
said of the people who we joined, rather belatedly some think, 
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in winning the World War. Instead we are treated day in and 
day out to “poor Germany” this and “poor Germany” that, 
and told how the people of Germany are suffering, as if no 
other people are suffering. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator will certainly 
do me the justice to say that he never heard me utter any such 
sentiments, : 

Mr. GLASS. I regret yery much to have heard my friend 
and colleague assail this afternoon, as I conceive without proper 
warrant, our great ally in the recent war and .undertake to 
prejudice the Congress and people of the United States against 
Great Britain because when, with her back to the wall she was 
fighting for civilization, for our eause as well as for her own, 
she interrupted momentarily our commerce on the seas. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I believe America’s part 
in the war was just as honorable as that of Great Britain, and 
that we helped Britain far more than Britain helped us. Speak- 
ing about the soldiers, I reeali that it has been but a short time 
ago when a measure for the relief of our own soldiers was 
before the Senate, and that measure, costing as much as it 
would, would not have cost as much as the proposed subsidy 
to Great Britain if this proposed trade goes through; and yet 
my recollection is that some of us—not I, because I was very 
much in favor of it, but quite a number of us—voted against 
the measure in favor of the soldiers. It does seem to me that 
we ought to be willing to treat the soldiers of our own war 
as fairly as we are willing to treat the soldiers of Great Britain 
or the Government of Great Britain; and I, for one, would 
infinitely prefer to vote for a benus for our own soldiers, 
many of whom have been without employment, rather than to 
vote this bonus or subsidy for Great Britain at this time. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. The bills to which I referred—I did not 
have in mind the one to which the Senator from Virginia re- 
ferred, that is pending in committee—the bills to which I 
referred that propose to extend further credits to Europe upon 
the credit of foreign governments have been reported, and are 
on the calendar of the Senate, and I have not heard the Senator 
from Tennessee denounce any of those bills. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Mr. President, if the Senator will just 
listen whenever they come up, he will find the Senator from 
Tennessee not. only denouncing them but voting against them. 
I am absolutely opposed to them. I do not think any other 
credits: ought to be given to European countries until they begin 
to pay us, at any rate 

Mr. LENROOT. I am very glad to hear it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And I shall certainly vote against them; 
and, if it will do the Senator any good, though I do not like 
to talk much, I will certainly make speeches against them, 
and in the same emphatic way that I am making a speech 
against giving this enormous subsidy to Great Britain. 

Mr. LENROOT. I merely wanted to ask the Senator if I 
was incorrect in my recollection—and he will correct me if I 
am—if he did not vote to take up the Norris bill, which pro- 
vided for that very thing, as against the rural credit bill? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Norris bill? I ean not say, Mr: 
President. 

Mr. LENROOT. 
that subject. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. I think the Senator is wrong, but I should 
have to look at the record myself to see. I do not recall 
what the facts were with reference to it. I have no independ- 
ent recollection about my vote en that proposal. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, just a word. 

The Senator from Tennessee very obviously made a refer- 
ence a while ago to my attitude on the soldiers’ bonus: I 
have never made any concealment of my feeling on that sub- 
ject. I was against the soldiers“ bonus. I always will be 
against it. I was against it upon economic considerations, 
and against it upon sentimental considerations. I do not 
think the Federal Treasury could bear the tax at this time; 
I do not think that the tax-burdened: people of the country 
should be subjected to that additional exaction. 

I do not think the financial, commercial, and industrial inter- 
ests of the country should be distressed by embarkation on any 
such economie policy. Moreover, I am against having the 
patriotie services of American boys computed in dollars and 
cents and so commercialized as that hereafter when we may 
have to fight a war for the protection of civilization we muy 


I may be wrong in my recollection upon 


have to stop and inquire what it is going to cost in dollars and 
cents. 

degree of irritation at certain things that have happened re- 
of the Senator’s iniagination. Great Britain is too proud a 
nation to suggest to the United States or any other nation the 


As to voting any subsidy for Great Britain, that is a figment 
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idea of voting her a subsidy. She has not asked for a subsidy. 
There is no proposition pending to vote her a subsidy of any 
description. She has simply appointed a debt commission, at 
our invitation, to discuss the adjustment of her indebtedness to 
the United States, with statements from her responsible states- 
men that she proposes to pay the last dollar of it. 

What I fail to understand, what seems most singular to me, is 
that at this stage of the proceedings any Senator should feel 
called upon to stand in his place and raspingly criticize this 
nation that was our ally, this nation whose Navy protected 
us from the ravages of the enemy for the preliminary months 
of the war in which we were engaged, and whose million and 
a half dead soldiers died in the very cause that we made our 
own. 

Yes; I am not a little exasperated that we seem so soon to 
have forgotten the men and nations with whom we were associ- 
ated in the war as to direct all our thought and all our gener- 
ous sentiment to aiding and helping those who a little while 
ago were trying to destroy our civilization. All our criticisms 
seem now directed against those with whom we were comrades 
in arms. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it is quite as exasperating 
to me that the people of Great Britain and the Government 
of Great Britain have so soon forgotten the great help that 
this Nation was to her, not only in saving civilization but in 
saving her empire. She may be too proud to ask for conces- 
sions on this debt, but she is making powerful efforts to ob- 
tain them just the same. 

Mr. GLASS. In what sense has she forgotten our help, and 
in what manner is she seeking to evade her financial obliga- 
tions? 

Mr. McKELLAR. By sending her commission over here to 
get terms of settlement less than those to which she had 
agreed. 

Mr. GLASS. How does the Senator know that? 

Mr. MCKELLAR, I judge it by the fact that the commission 
has been over here and by the statements given out in the 
newspapers on both sides. 

Mr. GLASS. Does not the Senator know perfectly well 
that the loan of this country to Great Britain is now in such 
shape as tbat it can not be paid but must be funded under the 
terms of the act? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Quite the contrary; Great Britain is 
already making her interest payments on the loan, and under 
the terms of the act for which the Senator voted; but this 
proposal is to disregard the terms of that act, and it is of 
that that I am complaining. 

Mr. GLASS. Whose proposal is it to disregard the terms 
of the act? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The British commission says that it is 
the American commission's proposal. 

Mr. GLASS. Then why not assail the American commis- 
sion? Why assail the British commission? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not understand why the Senator 
can not see that my criticisms have been just as much against 
the American commission for having proposed it, if they did 
propose it, as against Great Britain for having accepted it. 
I have criticized that commission. I have been on my feet 
almost daily criticizing the commission for not giving the 
American people the facts about it. 

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator seriously think that Great 
Britain would dishonor herself, or any one of our allies would 
dishonor herself, if she should accept terms of adjustment more 
favorable than those originally proposed? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I can not say that, of 
course. 

Mr. GLASS. That is what the Senator did say. 

Mr. McKELLAR, No; here is what I say: That that com- 
mission has been over here in secret session with a commission 
appointed by this Government for the past several weeks, a 
month or more, and we find that the result is that the terms 
laid down by the Congress, which were in accordance with the 
terms under which this money was borrowed from us, have been 
disregarded, according to the newspapers; and I am addressing 
myself to that. 

Mr. GLASS. Disregarded by whom, may I ask the Senator? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Disregarded both by the British Govern- 
ment, who borrowed the money, and by the commission which 
is acting for the American Government. 

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator seriously think that the 
British commission ought not to accept terms proposed by the 
American commission that are less onerous than the original 
terms of the loan? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course I do. If the British commission 
knows anything about the American Government, it knows that 
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the members of the American commission have no authority 
whatsoever to make such a proposal; that the members of the 
American commission are limited by law and by their oaths of 
office to carrying out the statute of fhe United States already 
passed. They are governed by that statute. 

Mr. GLASS. Oh, Mr. President, I understand that, of course, 
and therefore, being limited and being required to report back 
to Congress, and Congress itself having to act finally upon the 
proposition, I wonder why the Senator should abuse Great 
Britain for sending a commission over here at our own invita- 
tion to confer with a commission appointed by Congress. 

Mr. McKELLAR, I do not know whether the Senator caught 
what I intended to convey, or not, but my purpose was to say 
this in unmistakable language: If this proposed settlement is 
as the newspapers give it, the members of the American com- 
mission have violated the law under which they were appointed. 
The British commission ought to know that the American com- 
mission had not any right to make such a proposal, and I doubt 
very much whether they have made such a proposal. I will 
never believe it until they come forward here and say they have 
made such a proposal. 

Mr. GLASS. But the Senator has premised everything he 
said upon the assumption that the thing had been done. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; the proposal has no doubt been 
made by somebody, and somebody has accepted it in some way. 
There is no doubt in the world but that a tentative agreement 
has been entered into between these two commissions, which 
tentative agreement is at war with the act of Congress under 
which our commission was appointed; and I am opposed to 
Congress agreeing to any proposal different from what we 
originally agreed to, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I think I now clearly understand 
what the Senator from Tennessee intended. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am sorry I have been unable to make 
myself plain. I thought I was able to make myself plain. 

Mr. GLASS. Well, it was my fault; it was my stupidity, 
but 

Mr. McKELLAR. No; quite the contrary. It was my fault 
in not expressing myself clearly. 

Mr. GLASS. I have now reached the conclusion that the 
Senator from Tennessee thinks that because our American Debt 
Commission is supposed to have proposed a different settlement 
of these foreign debts from that which the Congress had in 
mind, therefore it is expedient to twist the lion's tail. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. Oh, well, if the Senator wants to indulge 
in that kind of statement, that is entirely all right. It is not 
what I said at all. 

Mr. LENROOT and Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair, 

Mr. McKELLAR, I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. As I understand the Senator’s viewpoint, 
his criticism is that England entered into a solemn contract, as 
did the others, to pay 5 per cent, and now they should not, 
according to his view, make any proposition different from that? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, no; the Senator did not understand 
me that way at all—could not have done so; it is absolutely 
impossible. 

Mr. LENROOT. It was the sacredness of the obligation to 
which the Senator referred. 

Mr. McKELLAR. This is what I said; I said that Great 
Britain borrowed this money under the terms of an act of 
Congress which provided that Great Britain should pay the 
same rate of interest which the American Government had to 
pay for the money, and that any reduction in that rate was a 
violation of the contract which Great Britain made. 

Mr. LENROOT. That was not the contract. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Oh, yes; it was. It was the original con- 
tract. I don’t know when, why, or how she gave us the 5 per 
cent obligations, but it is a fact she gave them to us and we 
now hold them, 

Mr. LENROOT. 
it not? 

Mr, McKELLAR. That was subsequently entered into. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is the existing contract, is it not? 

Mr. McKELLAR, That is the existing contract. 

Mr. LENROOT. Now, the Senator complains over any pro- 
posal to modify that contract? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Oh, no. I have never complained that the 
Congress was wrong in fixing the rate the same as we had to 
pay. I voted for that act. 

Mr. LENROOT. What is it the Senator complains of? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I voted for the measure, and so did the 


The contract was to pay 5 per cent, was 


Senator, voluntarily, to make the interest agreement conform 
precisely, or as nearly as possible, to the original agreement 
under which the money was borrowed. 
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Mr. LENROOT. Then it was the Congress which first pro- 
posed, not only to England but all the other European coun- 
tries, that their existing contracts be modified? 

Mr. McKELLAR, Yes. 

Mr. LENROOT. And the Senator complains that the United 
States itself, proposing to modify an existing contract, is sub- 
ject to this severe attack, if they suggest that there be a differ- 
ent modification than that proposed by our Government? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; because Congress has solemnly gone 
on record setting out the limitations under which the American 
commission could act. The commission had no power or au- 
thority to make a different proposal to the British commission. 

Mr. LENROOT. I know; but can they not address their 
proposals to this Government, which includes Congress? 

Mr. McKELLAR. They can, but they are so silent about it 
that it does not look like we will ever get it from them. 

Mr. LENROOT. Has anyone ever proposed that the Debt 
Commission shall accept this proposal and yiolate the act of 
Congress? 

Mr. McKELLAR. The English commission affirm, over on 
the other side, when they get back, that the American commis- 
sion had made this proposal, which is beyond any authority 
which it had. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator think the American Debt 
Commission proposes, without action of Congress, to carry out 
the proposal that is in question? i 

Mr. McKELLAR. Being absolutely in the dark, being abso- 
lutely unable to get any expression from the members of the 
American Debt Commission, I can not tell the Senator what the 
American Debt Commission proposes. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator know that no action 
can be taken without action by Congress? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I imagine not, though I do not know what 
action may be attempted. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator does not know? I did not 
want to do the Senator any injustice with reference to his 
record on the vote to which I have referred, and I want to 
clear that up. I find that the record on the motion to take up 
the Norris bill shows that the Senator was present but did 
not vote; that he was paired, and stated, in announcing his 
pair, “ I have a pair with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. New]. 
I do not see him in the Chamber, so I withhold my vote.” But 
the Senator did not state what his position was. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not recall now what my position was. 
I do not know whether I would have voted for it or against it. 
Probably that was why I did not express myself, I do not 
remember just exactly what the issue at stake at that particu- 
lar time was, but I was quite confident I had not voted as the 
Senator stated. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I am not going to enter into a 
discussion of this debt settlement proposition, It is evident to 
my mind that there were a good many people in the Congress 
who intended to cancel all this indebtedness, and this partial 
arrangement they have made, I think, came from the British 
Government. It is suggested in the newspapers that they have 
accepted a proposition made by us. I think it is a proposition 
they made themselves, for 3 per cent and 31 per cent, with 
nearly three-fourths of a century to pay the money. Two gen- 
erations will come and go before that debt is wiped out. 

The Senator from Tennessee has stirred up a hornet's nest by 
his protest against taxing the American people and giving to 
Great Britain or any other foreign country, when sixty-odd 
million of the American people are in distress. to-day. Some 
people may not know that, but that is the truth. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I suppose the Senator saw 
yesterday that two prominent American diplomats, some time 
ago, made a proposal at a banquet at No. 10 Downing Street 
to settle this debt at from 2 to 23 per cent; that the British 
people felt greatly outraged that the word of those two diplo- 
mats had not been carried out by the American Government, 
and that they were very greatly disappointed because it had not 
been carried out. I asked the names of those diplomats, but 
I could not get them; that is, I have not been able to get them. 
But I find in an editorial in a good Republican paper, by the 
way, as I understand it, the Waukegan Daily Sun 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Where is Waukegan? 

Mr. McKBLLAR. In Illinois. I will read from the edi- 
torial. Waukegan is out there where Mr. Baldwin says the 
people are all “hog raisers.” I will read what he says about 
this first commission: 

It was reported from abroad that at a London tea party Taft and 
Harvey promised Bonar Law that the United States would give a 
refunding period of some sixty-odd years at an interest rate of er 


cent. This means a gift of billions of dollars. In regard to inter- 
national debts, Taft and Harvey represent none other than themselves 


Personally. However, if they attempted to defeat the debt refunding 
act they are sworn to enforce, Harvey should be recalled by Harding, 
and Taft is open to impeachment charges if upon investigation Con- 
— finds an international conspiracy to defy and defeat the will of 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the Senator ever asked Chief 
Justice Taft whether there was any truth in that? 

Mr. McKELLAR. No. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Why does he not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I had no idea who it was. I stated in 
my speech here the other day that I had no idea who the 
diplomats were. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just a moment ago the Senator said 
he had been trying to find out who those two diplomats were. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yet one of the men named could be 
found in the Supreme Court Chamber, which is about 150 feet 
away, and the Senator could find out at any time if he had 
the courage to ask him. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There was no question of courage, I 
assure you. I never saw the paper giving names until to-day. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator a 
question. Was that before Chief Justice Taft made a visit to 
London last summer? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am just reading from the newspaper. 

Mr. LODGE. Will not the Senator kindly tell us who the 
thinker is who makes that admirable statement? 

Mr. McKELLAR. W. J. Smith is the editor of the paper— 
the Waukegan Daily Sun, of Waukegan, III. 

Mr. LODGE. A newspaper I am afraid I never heard of. 

Mr. MeKkELLAR. Perhaps so; and yet there are some people 
out West and some newspapers. 

Mr. LODGE. There ure. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Quite a number out there, who, perhaps, 
have something to think occasionally and to say about inter- 
national affairs. 

Mr. HEFLIN. They at least have votes out there. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I am so informed. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Does the Senator know what Chief Justice 
Taft went to London for last year? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no knowledge on the subject at 
all, and did not even know he was there, and knew nothing in 
the world about it, except what I saw in this paper. 

Mr. HEFLIN. He made a trip over there. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I say that if Mr. Taft and Mr. Harvey 
made any such proposition as that to the British Government, 
they did it purely as individuals; they did not bind anybody, 
and could not bind anybody, and should not bind anybody. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I hope I may be permitted to 
submit a few observations myself. Mr. Taft, before he was ap- 
pointed Chief Justice, I believe, went to London. I do not 
know what he went for, but he went over there since the elec- 
tion of 1920. Several newspaper editors of the United States 
went over there, too, last year. I do not know what they went 
for. I have heard that some of them were interested in debt 
eancellation. I think that is true. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator what reason 
he has for thinking that is true? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think it is true for several reasons, one 
because I have heard it talked about the Capitol, and I believe 
it is true, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is that all the ground the Senator has? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Because I believe it is true? 

Mr. WADSWORH. The Senator has heard it “ talked.” 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not have to tell the Senator in detail all 
the reasons I have for it. I make the statement. I think it is 
true. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then the Senator is responsible for the 
statement itself? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am responsible for the statement I made. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. All right. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I think the Senator represents a State that 
has a good many obligations owing to it by Great Britain and 
by other foreign countries, which it would like to collect and could 
quickly collect if this whole debt could be canceled. I think 
the propaganda is in Wall Street to cancel the whole thing, and 
the Senator represents in part the State in which Wall Street 
is located. I never saw a covey of birds so flushed as the Sen- 
ator from Tennessee seemed to flush them this afternoon. He 
was talking for the American people. He is trying to represent 
this Government here in the Senate and not Great Britain. 
There are some of us here who do that, and we are going to 
continue to do it. We are going to have a house cleaning on 
the other side of the Chamber and a little on this side next 
year, and bring people here who speak for the American people 
and not for Great Britain or any other foreign power, when the 
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issue is whether America’s side shall be presented or Great 
Britain’s or some other country’s side shall be presented. 


I want to treat Great Britain fairly. I am the friend of 
the mother country. I am glad that her soldiers fought side 
by side with our soldiers, but it has been said, and one would 
think that there is a great deal of truth in it, that England 
possesses the greatest diplomats in the world. England 
knows how to handle things in a diplomatic way for her 
special good and general welfare, and it is her business to 
look out for that just as it is our business and the business 
of the Chief Executive of our country and the business of 
the diplomats of our country to handle the situation to the 
very best interest of the American people. While I am a 
friend of Great Britain, I am on the side of my own country 
in this matter. 

I want to treat Great Britain fairly, but I want this money 
paid to the American people. It belongs to them. I speak 
for a part of the country which has a farming population 
nine-tenths of whom are under mortgage to-day, bound hand 
and foot to pay debts unloaded on them by the deflation of 
1920 and 1921, carried on by the Republican Party, promised 
in its national platform in 1920 and promised by the Republi- 
can President in his acceptance speech, and carried out under 
Republican direction without the protest of a single leading 
Republican in either branch of Congress. This Government 
does not belong to the greedy special interests in this country. 
You can always tell, though, when you step on the toes of those 
interests. You can spot them. Ah, they come to the rescue. 

Oh, Mr. President, we are not offending Great Britain. 
Stanley Baldwin, the Englishman, can go back and reflect 
upon the intelligence of the great grain-growing West, from 
whose broad plains came a million American boys to fight and 
die on foreign soil for Great Britain’s liberty and the liberty 
of the world. None of these Senators here criticized him. 
They do not say anything against him. The Senator from 
Tennessee took him to task, and properly so, and now, when a 
Senator in this body speaks for his own country, for the debt- 
ridden, tax-burdened people of America, he is taken severely to 
task for what some call arraigning Great Britain. He comes 
from Tennessee, the great State of Old Hickory Jackson. We 
need more of his kind in this body, who will talk for his own 
country when his own country’s rights are involved. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Not only did Baldwin reflect upon the 
people of the West but he reflected upon the Senators from the 
West. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Certainly. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have invited them to respond as to 


what they thought about his reflections upon them and they: 


are silent. 

Mr. HEFLIN. There have been a good many couriers to 
London, doubtless, who went out from New York. They said, 
I imagine, “ We think we can handle this foreign indebtedness 
all right. We can probably get the whole debt canceled.” I 
think a promise was made by the Republican Party leaders in 
1920 that these debts would be canceled. I have a suspicion 
of that sort. I think there is ground for it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the Senator as much ground for 
that assertion as he had for the assertion that Judge Taft went 
over there on a private mission to cancel the debts? 

Mr. HEFLIN, Does the Senator deny that Judge Taft went 
over there? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not that he went over there; no. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator admits that Judge Taft went 
over there? ` 

Mr. WADSWORTH., Yes. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Does the Senator admit that he [Mr. Waps- 
WORTH] represents Wall Street? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No, 

Mr. HEFLIN. Then, I have no further questions for the 
Senator just now. 

Mr. President, of course I have my opinion about whether 
he does or not. The Senator said he does not, and I must ac- 
cept his statement. But I want to get back to the issue here. 

I am satisfied that over there in those nice little secret cir- 
cles in London they have said,“ We think we can arrange debt 
cancellation, Get us in power, and maybe we can wipe out 
the whole debt. Good! Fill em up again.” When they got 
over here they found some Democrats here with backbone and 
some few Republicans, and some in the House, who took the 
American view of the thing and put some restrictions around 
the commission on our part, although it was a partisan com- 
mission. They could not go the limit, as they probably thought 
they would be able to go. They were disappointed. I think 


when they got in secret council over here that probably our 


commissioners told them, “ We would like to do this or that, 
but our hands are tied. We would like to cancel the whole 
thing, so far as we are concerned, but let us not say anything 
about that. Our hands are tied. It may be we can get addi- 
tional powers.” One of them came up here one day and said 
on the floor of the Senate they would have to have additional 
powers. ‘ 

Now Great Britain has gone back, having brought down the 
interest rate from 5 per cent to 3 and 34 per cent. The farmers 
of the United States are paying to-day 5 and 6 per cent to lift 
the mortgage from the roofs where their wives and children 
dwell. But you have provided for Great Britain 3 per cent and 
34 per cent, with 62 years’ time in which to pay it. The baby 
born to-day will be 62 years old when it is paid under your plan, 
So they went back and jumped on the United States. Wall 
Street is a very nice spot in their minds. They do not like the 
western country or the western crowd. They raise hogs and 
sell beeves, they tell us. Thank God they have intelligence and 
votes, and they can use them and did use them right effectively 
in the last election. Next year there is going to be a perfect 
cyclone. Some of the Senators I see over yonder—the places 
that know them now will know them no more forever. The 
cyclone is going to take them up and sweep them out. We are 
going to have a whole-hearted American sentiment expressed in 
this Chamber. The time should come when an American who 
would preach American doctrine will not be arraigned for as- 
sailing Great Britain for simply asking that Great Britain pay 
the debt due us, and that she be not allowed to obtain money 
here at interest rates below those which the people who are 
supporting this Government with their substance in time of 
peace and fighting for its preservation in time of war have to 
pay. That is what we have—3 and 3} per cent to a foreign 
nation, 5 and 6 per cent to our own people who pay the taxes 
and fight for the Government in the hour of its peril. 

Is the Senator who protests against such as that to be criti- 
cized and condemned in this Chamber? 

In the debate the bonus question has been brought up, and 
it has been said that the soldiers were commercializing their 
patriotism and that we have to pay them for their valor, and 
that when we come to have another war we will have to figure 
up how much it will cost. 

Mr. President, I do not ever expect to permit any Senator 
in this body—I do not care whether he calls himself a Demo- 
crat or whether he is a Republican—to insult the soldiers of 
America who have asked for adjusted compensation by saying 
that they are putting a price on their patriotism, commer- 
clalizing it, when they ask for simple justice at the hands of 
the Government they love and for which they were willing 
to die. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Alabama 
has reference to me—has he? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have reference to part of the statement I 
heard the Senator make, 

Mr. GLASS. I did not say the soldiers wanted to com- 
mercialize themselves. What I tried to say was that the 
politicians wanted to commercialize them. 

Mr. McKELLAR. There is a good big body in both Houses 
that must plead guilty to Mr. Baldwin's statement that they 
were politicians, As I recall, there are more than two-thirds 
of the Members of the House and lacking but two or three 
of being two-thirds of the Senate, and before another session 
of Congress rolls around there will be more than two-thirds 
of both bodies*in favor of doing the right thing for the sol- 
diers, and a bill will pass, the President to the contrary not- 
withstanding. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, Mr. President, as to the politicians seeking 
to commercialize the soldier, let me say if I had to take my 
choice between playing politics and defending the mistreated, 
neglected, and sometimes starving soldier who had nowhere to 
lay his head, no decent clothes to wear, nothing with which to 
feed his body, or vote to give to the profiteers $450,000,000 a 
year, as was done here, and exempt the big income-tax payers 
$90,000,000 a year, as was done here, and give to the ship sub- 
sidy $50,000,000 a year, as is proposed here, I would take my 
stand on the side of the soldier of my country and demand 
simple justice for him. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator who votes for adjusted compen- 
sation is the friend of the soldier. The Senator who voted to 
call the soldier to the colors and then permitted him to go to 
the battle front and come back and be discharged in a land 
panic stricken, industrially and commercially dead, labor un- 
employed and roaming the streets, and that poor fellow with no 
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place to eat or sleep—do you say that those who want to help 
him are trying to commercialize him? No; that is not the situa- 
tion at all. It is indifference and ingratitude on the part of 
some to the soldier who offered his life, his all, for his country. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator knows that I supported the 
bonus bill and took the attitude that the soldier should be 
awarded a very generous bonus. I would like to ask the 
Senator how much his State of Alabama has paid in the way 
of a bonus to the hungry, starving soldiers of the State of 
Alabama? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know. 

Mr. LENROOT. Ob, surely the Senator knows. 

Mr. HEFLIN. No; I do not know, and, Mr. President, that 
is not a question for the State. No State in the Union ought 
to be burdened as a State to pay this debt to a soldier who 
fought in the Union Army to fight on foreign soil. That is a 
national question and in no sense a State question. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. Every State government that has done it 
did it because the Republican Party here at the Capitol re- 
fused in the National Congress to provide a dollar of adjusted 
compensation for the boys. It was tax the State or starve. 
That is why the States did it; not because they wanted to 
do it. They did it because the national Republican Party 
refused to do it and these boys were about to starve. 

Mr. LENROOT. But the State of Alabama did not. The 
State of Alabama preferred to let them starve, according to the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Not at all. In the State of Alabama our 
people took them in and fed them and cared for those who 
needed aid somehow, but in the Senator's State and in some 
other States in the North where there are large cities there is 
where they suffered. I have helped some of them here out of 
my own pocket. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator on more than one occa- 
sion has seemed to delight in saying something about the 
North and the East. He has brought in sectional questions. 
He has undertaken to tell us something about the State of New 
York and a certain portion of that State. Does the Senator 
recollect the fact that the State of New York, by a majority 
of 500,000, in popular referendum voted a bond issue of 
$40,000,000 for the veterans? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am glad to hear it. 
the credit of New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Where was Alabama when that was 
being done? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Being robbed by New York! [Laughter.] 
The big speculators, financiers of New York City, robbed the 
people of my State through deflation in one year of $103,000,000 
on the Alabama cotton crop of 1920. Talk about where we 
were! We were trying to keep from starving ourselves under 
Republican deflation. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is that why the State of Alabama let her 
soldiers starve? 

Mr, HEFLIN. The State of Alabama has not let her sol- 
diers starve. The people of Alabama want justice for the 
American soldier. The State of Alabama knows that this is 
a national question. When the people of Alabama give any- 
thing to the soldier they give it to him quietly and say noth- 
ing about it, but every time you give him a dollar you stand on 
the housetop and crow like a rooster. [Laughter.] 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator know what year it 
was that the people of New York made that decision for the 
soldier? $ 

Mr. HEFLIN. No. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is light-hearted and reck- 
less somewhat in his statements. He said, just by way of 
crawling out of the corner—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am painstaking and accurate enough to tell 
the truth about the State of New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I understand what the truth is. The 
Senator does not have to endeavor to enlighten me about the 
truth. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Under deflation it took $1,625,000,000 from the 
cotton-growing States on one cotton crop in 1920. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator probably does not know, 
as he knows nothing about what the people of New York have 
done, in spite of his reckless statements 

Mr. HEFLIN. I have not time to yield for a defense of that 
conduct of New York in my time. If the Senator wants to ask 
a question—— 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have asked a question, and the Sena- 
tor could not answer it. I asked when it was the people of 
New York voted on that referendum? 


That is very much to 


Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know and I do not care. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. But it has something to do with the 
Senator's rejoinder that the people of New York had taken 
money from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is no uncommon thing. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. As a matter of fact, at that time the 
people of Alabama were immensely prosperous, with the highest 
cotton prices probably ever known. 

Mr. HEFLIN. When was it you did that? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. In 1920. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Why, that is the year they robbed us in 
Alabama of $103,000,000 on the cotton crop. [Laughter.] 

No, Mr. President, I can see these upstanding men now, 
as brave and patriotic as ever drew the breath of life. I see 
them going away with that flag. I see them going out upon 
the seas, and I see them coming back, but I see them forgotten 
by some Senators just a little while after they return. But 
I have not seen the profiteers forgotten. I have not seen 
those who fed upon the Government in the hour of its dis- 
tress forgotten, and I have not heard them arraigned by any- 
body who fights the soldiers’ bonus. 

I stood for adjusted compensation. I am for them because 
it is right, it is just, it is honest to be for them. When I 
hear talk about commercializing patriotism, and the soldier 
being played upon by politicians, I intend to resent it and I 
do resent it. 

Now, Mr. President, that is about all I care to say this 
evening. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I merely wanted to go on record as saying a 
word in behalf of some of the statements of my friend, the Sena- 
tor from Tennessee [Mr. McKettar]—I did not hear all of his 
speech—and to speak for the American people somewhat about 
a debt that is due to them. Does Wall Street want to collect 
her money from Great Britain and have this whole debt held 
up until she can collect it? She did have it held up, it seems, 
until she collected $1,700,000,000 from France and Great Brit- 
ain. Does she want to have this debt held up for 62 years so 
she can go on undisturbed and collect the other money due her 
from the various countries? I am here to represent the people, 
to represent in part my State; I am not here to represent the 
bond sharks, the big financiers of Wall Street. I want the 
American people to have a fair deal, This is not a court where 
men are employed 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I de not—— 

Mr. LODGE. I rise to a question of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the point 
of order. 

Mr. LODGE. I make the point of order that no Senator 
has a right to charge other Senators with representing bond 
sharks and gamblers. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I made no such charge. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator just made it by inference. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Not at all. I mentioned bond sharks in 
New York, the bond sharks and financiers of Wall Street. 

Mr. LODGE. But the Senator contrasted the rest of the 
Senate with himself naturally. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Let the notes be read. ; 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that the reporter's notes be read. 
- Mr. HEFLIN. I made no such statement. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The notes will be read. 

The Official Reporter read as follows: 

2 nt the people, to represen 7 
I 8 8 the ‘bond 83 r N. 
Wall Street. 

Mr. LODGE. That is a direct reference to other Senators, of 
course. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It was an inference. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I said I was not representing them here; 
that I was going to speak for the people. 

Mr. LENROOT. And what about the other Senators? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I did not say anything about other Senators. 
The Senator from Massachusetts will next make a point of 
order against what he imagines. That is all his present polut 
of order is founded on. I did not make the charge—— 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. LODGE. I thought the Senator would stand by what 
he said. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes. The notes show what I said, and just 
what I said I do stand by. 

Mr. LODGE. Of course, that means that the other Senators 
here do not represent the American people—— 

Mr. HEFLIN, I did not say that. 
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Mr. LODGE. But do represent the bond sharks of Wall 
Street. It is perfectly clear. 


Mr. HEFLIN. I did not say that. The Senator can not put 
words in my mouth. He can think what he pleases, and I can 
think what I please. . 

Mr. LODGE. But I can put them in the RECORD. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator can put them in the RECORD, but 
he can not change what I think or what I say. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Alabama yield? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator said a little while back 
that the Chief Justice of the United States represented Wall 
Street? 

Mr. HEFLIN. No; I did not. 

Mr. LENROOT. I appeal to the RECORD. 


Mr, HEFLIN. Let the Recorp be read, but I did not say 
that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The statement was made 20 minutes or 
80 ago. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think it ought to be read. 

Mr. LODGE. I also think the notes should be read. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. The matter is so serious that I insist 
that it be ascertained whether or not the Senator from Ala- 
bama asserted upon the floor of the United States Senate that 
the Chief Justice of the United States represented Wall Street. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from Alabama did not say any 
such thing, and there is no one else in the Senate except the 
Senator from New York and one or two other Republicans who 
think so. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Let the Recor be brought in. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Bring it in. I said “when he went to Lon- 
don”; and he went to London before he was Chief Justice, I 
think. 

Mr. MOSES. No; he did not; he went as Chief Justice. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; he went as Chief Justice. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Did he? 

Mr, MOSES. He went as Chief Justice to deliver some lec- 
tures on our political system. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That makes it still stronger. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Again the Senator has offended. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Alabama 
should take his seat until this matter is determined. 

Mr. HEFLIN. While it is being determined, I will proceed. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No. 

Mr. LENROOT. I ask that the Senator be required to take 
his seat. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama has 
been called to order. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator from Alabama has been 
called to order and under the rule he has to take his seat. 
Mr. President, I ask that the Reporter may read the remarks 
referred to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I will take my seat and will proceed when 
the Senator is through. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No debate is in order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And then I will proceed at length. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I did not hear any state- 
ment made by the Senator from Alabama with reference to 
the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States. 
I heard the statement made by the Senator from Alabama, 
which was quoted a moment ago from the notes, and I main- 
tain that, under the rule of the Senate, it did not charge or 
impute to any Senator unworthy motives or conduct. In or- 
der to come within the rule of the Senate it is necessary that 
the Senator called to order shall use language which directly 
or indirectly imputes “to another Senator or to other Senators 
any conduct or motive unworthy or unbecoming a Senator.” 
The language of the Senator from Alabama read by the Re- 
porter and for which he has been called to order was substan- 
tially, “I do not represent bond sharks or gamblers.” It 
would be an infringement of the freedom of debate for the 
Presiding Officer of this body to hold that a declaration of that 
character imputes an unworthy motive or misconduct to an- 
other Senator. 

It may be true that in the manner of expression, in the 
general attitude of the Senator from Alabama, in the subcon- 


scious mind of Senators that implication is justified, but the 


Chair in determining points of order made in the Senate must 
determine the question from the language employed by the 
Senator called to order. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, if the Senator will allow me, 
I think before deciding upon the matter the Senator ought to 
read the whole context of and connection in which the state- 
ment of the Senator from Alabama was made. 


Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Massachusetts would 
not be so unkind as to require me to read the entire speech 
of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. LODGE. I did not intend that. I intended merely that 
pe yee statement from the notes of the Reporter should be 
read. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Massachusetts would 
not, in justice, impose any such obligation upon the Presiding 
Officer. When a Senator objects to language employed by an- 
other Senator upon this floor he specifies the language to which 
he objects and he calls the Senator to order for the employ- 
ment of that language. That is exactly what occurred a few 
moments ago. 

The Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from New 
York jointly objected to a statement made by the Senator from 
Alabama as violative of the rules of the Senate governing 
debate in this body. The language employed does not impute 
to any Senator conduct or motive unworthy of a Senator. If 
it be held that implications or inferences arrived at by Sen- 
ators from the general context of a speech delivered by a 
Senator warrant the conclusion that there is in the mind of 
the Senator something that he has not expressed obnoxious 
to the rule, freedom of debate will be destroyed, 

Mr. LODGE. [If the Senator will allow me, far be it from 
me to suggest that he shall read the whole speech; that I 
would not willingly inflict on anybody; but I wanted read the 
whole of what the Reporter read, because that shows the mean- 
ing, in my judgment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the Senator has not made a 
point of order against the language except that already read by 
the Reporter. I do not know what other utterances may be in 
the speech of the Senator from Alabama which may give offense 
to the Senator from Massachusetts or to other Senators, but 
my discussion is, of course, confined to the point of order 
raised, 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, the words that I objected to 
were read by the Reporter. The Senator from Arkansas has 
only stated a part of them. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator can repeat them in his own 
language, 

Mr. LODGE. I do not want to repeat them, but I want them 
read from the notes of the Reporter. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Reporter has read the statement once, 
although I have no objection to having it read again. 

Mr. LODGE. I think the whole sentence and context ought 
to be understood. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Very well. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Arkansas only quoted a 
few words which were detached from the statement. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I quoted, as I think, the substance of the 
language employed by the Senator from Alabama, as read by 
the Reporter. What is the language read by the Reporter that 
has not been quoted which the Senator thinks brings the stute- 
ment within the rule of the Senate? 

Mr. LODGE. The Reporter may read the words which he 
previously read, from which the Senator from Arkansas partly 

noted. 

. The VICE PRESIDENT. The notes will be read as soon as 
the Reporter can return to the Chamber. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Alabama said, “I do not 
represent the bond sharks and gamblers.” Of course, I do 
not think anybody does, certainly not the Senator from Ala- 
bama. That statement by itself is of minor consequence. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What is the remainder of the language? 

Mr. LODGE. The remainder of the language was, “I rep- 
resent the American people "—I do not remember all of it 
pointing to Senators generally. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well, Mr. President. 

Mr. LODGE. I think the inference was plain, and that the 
Senator from Arkansas agrees with me. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If a Senator can not assert on this floor 
that he represents the American people, it has come to a piti- 
able state in the progress of debate in the American Congress. 

Mr. LODGE. Although it is a large representation, still I 
have no objection to that statement standing alone. It is a 
combination of the two sentences to which I object and the way 
in which they were uttered. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. Mr. President, then, the state- 
ment objected to, as the Senator from Massachusetts remem- 
bers it, is, “I do not represent bond sharks and gamblers; I 
represent the American people.” 

Mr. LODGE. No; that is not it. I want the words read as 
they were uttered, not as the Senator from Arkansas or I 
may repeat them from memory. 


1923. i 


| 
Mr. McKELLAR. Let them be read. | 
Mr. ROBINSON. I have just quoted the language as the 

Senator from Massachusetts remembers it. 
Mr. LODGE. I ask that it be read | 
Mr. ROBINSON. Very well; let it be read again and again. 
Mr. LODGE. Not as I remember it. | 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Reporter will read the lan- 


guage. 
The Official Reporter read as follows: 


I am here to represent the 
am not here to represent the 
Street. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is a perfectly legitimate statement. 

It the Senator from Alabama said anything about his State at 
all and made any contrary statement he would not long repre- | 
sent a constituency from Alabama or anywhere else. I repeat 
that the language under the rules of the Senate is not obnox- 
ious. 

In this connection let me point out the fact that during the 
course of this debate, while the Senator from Alabama pre- 
sumably was proceeding in order, for no Senator had called him 
to order, a Senator upon the other side made a remark which 
provoked language from the Senator from Alabama that more 
nearly transgressed the rule than the language objected to by | 
the Senator from Massachusetts and the Senator from New 
York. The Senator from Wisconsin, describing the action of 
the State which he so ably represents, touching the subject of 
the bonus, inquired derisively as to what action Alabama had 
taken. If implication and inferences render statements by Sen- 
ators obnoxious to the rule, then it would appear that the ques- 
tion of the Senator from Wisconsin, and the words of the Sen- 
ator from New York, for that matter, in the language that he 
used in the same connection, reflected upon the State of Ala- | 
bama. The references to New York by the Senator from Ala- 
bama and to the latter State by the Senator from New York 
and the Senator from Wisconsin, however, were not objected to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. Let us see about the analogy. Would the 
Senator say, if it were charged by a Senator that another Sena- 
tor did represent the bond sharks of Wall Street, that it would 
be out of order or not? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think, if the intention were to impute 
unworthy conduct or misconduct, it would be out of order. 

Mr, LENROOT. Then a statement, if it had been made di- 
rectly, that the Senator from New York, for instance, repre- 
sented the bond sharks of Wall Street would have been out of 
order. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I think so. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am sure if would. Then, with reference 
to the question I asked, namely, “ Where did Alabama stand?” 
if the answer had been that Alabama had not voted a bonus, 
does the Senator think that would have been a reflection on the 
State of Alabama? 

Mr, ROBINSON. I think it is entirely true, Mr. President, 
that the inguiry of the Senator from Wisconsin was provoked 
by the discussion between the Senator from Alabama and the 
Senator from New York. It is not my province to pass judg- 
ment upon either the allusion to New York or the reference to 
Alabama, although both might well have been omitted. ‘The 
point I am making is that the language for which the Senator 
from Alabama was called to order, under the plain rule ef the 
Senate and the common-sense construction that must be given 
to the rule of the Senate, is not obnoxious. Perhaps I might 
also add that in debates of this character Senators by inter- 
ruption frequently provoke one another te statements that are 
net proper within the strict letter of the rule; but as to the 
particular statement objected to, the point of order made by the 
Senator from Massachusetts does not lie. The Senator from 
Alabama had a right to use the language that he did employ. 


people, to represent in part my State, 1 
md sharks, the big financiers of Wall | 


He did not impute unworthy motives or misconduct to any Sena- | 


tor; the effect of his words was to vindicate his own motives 
and conduct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. LENROOT rose. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 
desire to address the Chair? 

Mr. LENROOT. I was merely going to suggest to the Sena- 
tor from Massachusetts that he withdraw the point of order 
and let us go on. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I think the Chair might just as well rule, 
inasmuch as the point of order has been made and the Chair is 
ready to rule, 
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The VICH PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule. 
The language of the rule is that— 


No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form of 


|| Words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any conduct or 


we unworthy or un a Senator. 


If it were merely the words spoken by the Senator, the 
Chair would be inclined to rule that no such imputation was 
intended ; but with the context, the attitude, and the expression 
that went with them, the Chair is of the opinion that they did 


| contain an imputation to other Senators unworthy and un- 


becoming, and that the words were not in order. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I respectfully appeal from 
the decision of the Chair. n 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the ruling 
of the Chair stand as the judgment of the Senate? 

Mr. ROBINSON. I shall have to have the yeas and nays on 

Mr. HEFLIN. I call for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Unless the Senator from Massachusetts 
desire 

Mr. LODGE. I was just going to move to lay the appeal on 
the table. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest, then, the absence of a quorum, 
if the Senator wants to do that. 

Mr. LODGE. I make that motion. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it is so late that I was going 
to suggest that we want a short executive session, and we 
might have an executive session and let this question go over 
and vote on it in the morning. 

Mr. LODGE. It is too late now. 

Mr. ROBINSON. We can vacate the proceedings. 

Mr. CURTIS. By unanimous consent, we can vacate the 
proceedings. There will be a quorum present in the morning. 
I ask unanimous consent that the proceedings under the 
quorum call be vacated, that the Senate may proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? ‘The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION, 


Mr. CURTIS. I move that the Senate proceed to the con- 
sideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After three minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock 
and 38 minutes p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, 
Friday, February 2, 1923, at 11 o'clock a. m. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 1 
(legislative day of January 29), 1923. 
RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS, 
Raymond B. Lewis to be receiver of public moneys at Boze- 
man, Mont. 
PosTMASTERS. 
ALABAMA, 
Arnold R. Woodham, Opp. 
KANSAS. 
Winifred Hamilton, Solomon. 
MINNESOTA. 
Thomas R. Ohmstad, Cannon Falls. 
NORTH DAKOTA. 
William R. Jordan, Luverne. 
Carl E. Knutson, Portland. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 


James C. Whitby, Bryn Mawr. 

‘George R. Fleming, Haverford. 

Robert H. Stickler, Lansford. 

Samuel F. Williams, Le Raysville. 2 
William E. Housel, Lewisburg. 

John ©. Sullivan, Ogontz. 

William M. O. Edwards, Pencoyd. 

Edgar Matthews, Royersford. 


WEST VIRGINIA, 
Ralph L. Teter, Belington. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
THURSDAY, February 1, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order 
by the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


O God, the Father of us all, so long as time shall last Thou 
art the refuge for all minds that think and for all hearts that 
feel. O richly endow us with faith and gratitude. Set us out 
to-day upon our errands with Thy blessing, and may all tasks 
be borne with patience and wisdom. Ever impress us with the 
high value of time and privilege, and may we trust Thee and 
not be afraid, for the best is yet to be. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed without amendment bill 
of the following title: 

H. R. 11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first 
floor of the customhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Cham- 
ber of Commerce. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
of the following title, in which the concurrence of the House of 
Representatives was requested: 

S. 4404. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to transfer 
to trustees to be named by the Chamber of Commerce of Co- 
lumbia, S. C., certain lands at Camp Jackson, S. C. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two House on the amendment of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for the Executive Of- 
fice and sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, com- 
missions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, 
and for other purposes. The committee of conference have not 
agreed upon amendments Nos, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 25, 29, 30, 31, 
32, and 33. 

The message also announced that the Senate had concurred 
in the amendment of the House to the bill (S. 472) for the relief 
of William B. Lancaster, 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL— CONFERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana, from the Committee on Appropria- 
tions, presented for printing under the rule a conference report 
(H. Rept. 1497) and accompanying statement on the bill (H. R. 
13696) making appropriations for the Executive Office and for 
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other 
purposes. 

AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency, I ask that there be taken from 
the Speaker's table the Senate bill 4390. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent to take from the Speaker’s table Senate bill 
4390, a similar House bill having been reported from the House 
committee before the Senate bill was received from the Senate. 
The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 4390) to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of the 
Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 1922. 

Be it enacted, eto., That the last paragraph of section 10 of the 
Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 1922, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“No Federal reserve bank shall have authority hereafter to enter into 
any contract or contracts for the erection of any branch bank building 
of any kind or character, or to authorize the erection of any such build- 
ing, if the cost of the building pro 


vaults, permanent See gee furnis a, 
$250, : Provided, That nothing here 


r, exclusive of the cost of the 
and fixtures, is in excess of 
shall apply to any building 


now under construction.” 


The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Pennsylvania is recog- 
nized. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. Sears], I believe, wants to amend this bill. 

Mr. SEARS. Yes. 

Mr. McFADDEN, I yield to the gentleman from Florida for 
the purpose of offering his amendment. 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend, on page 2, line 2, 
by striking out the word “now” and after the word “ construc- 
tion“ inserting the words “ prior to June 3, 1922.” 

In that connection I would like to state that 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. SEARS: Amend page 2, line 2, after the 
word 3 building,” by striking out the word “now” and after the word 
4 1522 0m. in the same line, inserting the words prior to June 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, I simply desire to say to the 
Members of the House that when this bill passed the Senate 
Senator FLETCHER asked the question whether this bill took care 
of the branch bank at Jacksonville, Fla. He was assured that 
it did, but it seems the department has some doubt about the 
question. I have gone over the matter carefully with the 
chairman of the committee [Mr. McFappEN] and also with the 
ranking Democratic Member [Mr. Wrxco], and they have agreed 
to this amendment in order that there may be no doubt about. 
Jacksonville being provided for. 

Mr, SNELL. Will the gentleman tell us what this does? 

Mr. SEARS. This simply allows the branch bank at Jackson- 
ville to come in under the Senate bill which we are now con- 
sidering. 

Mr. SNELL. What does it do? 

Mr. SEARS. This allows the bank to expend not exceeding 
$250,000 on the building. 

Mr. SNELL. How much additional do they intend spending? 

Mr. SEARS. I have not the figures, but my recollection is 
the building, office fixtures, vault, and so forth, will not cost 
more than $375,000, which I assure the gentleman is very 
reasonable. Plans and specifications have already been agreed 
upon and the cost estimated. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEARS. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. The amendment of the gentleman from Florida 
means the same thing as the language of the bill; but here is 
the reason why we thought best to have him offer the amend- 
ment: We are rewriting a provision of the present statute; 
we make no change on the matter covered by his amendment. 
The proviso is now in the existing law. But one member of 
the Federal Reserve Board can not catch the point that this 
bill does not change that provision at all, and we are afraid 
some question might arise from a wrong technical construction. 
It means the same thing as the present language, but it will 
satisfy the viewpoint of one member of the board. 

Mr. SNELL. I understand there is a limitation now on the 


-| cost of any branch-bank building. 


Mr. WINGO. Yes. Under the present law the limit is 
$250,000, but it does not exclude vaults and permanent fixtures 
and equipment. 

Mr. SNELL. That is the amount that could be expended on 
one of these branch banks? 

Mr, WINGO. Yes. This bill leaves the amount identically 
the same, but it is the interpretation of the board that it would 
include the permanent vaults and fixtures as a part of the build- 
ing. The original idea was that the building itself should not 
cost over $250,000 without a specific act of Congress in each 
ease. This construes it to mean that the building proper should 
not exceed that amount. This puts in the language, “ exclusive 
of the cost of thé vaults, permanent equipment, furnishings, 
and fixtures.” 

Mr. SNELL. In some buildings those fixtures might be very 
expensive. 

Mr, STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEARS. Yes; for the purpose of asking a question. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I do not intend to offer an amendment or 
take the floor away from the gentleman who has the floor now. 
Will the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. WIxdo] or the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. McFappen] inform the House 
how many buildings are now in course of construction to which 
this amendment applies? 

Mr. WINGO. The only one that I recall would be just the 
starting of the Jacksonville building. The building at Detroit, 
the building at Salt Lake, the building at Little Rock, and the 
branch-bank building of Jacksonville that it is contemplated 
will be erected in the immediate future—as soon as this bill 
is passed. 

Mr. SNELL. Why is not Jacksonville in the same class as 
the others? 

Mr. WINGO. It is. 

Mr. SEARS. To be frank with my colleague, I will say 
they have started the excavation there, and the department 
said they might construe that as having begun work. If this 
bill passes without amendment, Jacksonville is out. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SEARS. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. I understand from the gentleman from 


Arkansas that this proposed amendment does not increase the 
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opportunity to spend money for erecting bank buildings. 1 


am: inclined te think that it does. 

Mr. SNELL. That is the part I can not get clear. 

Mr. GARNER. Lou can build a $500,000 vault and build 
a $250,000 house around it. 

Mr. SNELL. What do they usually put into these vaults 
and fixtures? 

Mr. GARNER. I do not think the bank should spend too 
much money, part of it what I consider the people’s money, 
in building buildings: Under this condition could they not 
build a $500,000 vault and a $250,000 building around it? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes; if they wanted to do that, but I do 
not think the gentleman will deny that if there is anybody 
who has been insisting on economy in these things it has been 
myself. I will tell you why I am for this. I think this will 
save the bank some money. I thing if you permit them to 
come in with popgun bills, of which there are three pending in 
our committee now, they will spend twice as much before they 
get through, because if you allow every branch a special authori- 
zation to build a building, with the Congressman from that 
district coming and asking for it, I believe it will mean that 
not only will the time of the House be taken up, but these banks 
will spend more than they will under the general limitation 
provided by this bill. That is the reason why I want a gen- 
eral limitation. 

Mr. SNELL. Why not put the limitation upon the amount 
they may spend for vaults and physical equipment? 

Mr. WINGO. Because it is physically impossible te de- 
termine the amount of the cost of the vaults and the basements 
in buildings that might be erected in different parts of the 
country with different ground and different vault requirements. 

Mr. SNELL. I understand that, but ought you not to put on 
a limit, so that they could not put a $500,000 vault in a 
$250,000: building? 

Mr. WINGO. I have heard no proposition to build a $500,000 
vault. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. I have not control of the floor. The gentle- 
man from Florida has the floor. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I want to put a question to the 
gentleman who just made that statement. 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, this is simply a question of 
whether or not Jacksonville shall be permitted to come in 
under the same provisions as other branch banks. If my 
amendment is adopted, then the Federal Reserve Board, I am 
satisfied, will provide or authorize the Jacksonville building, 
as both the House and Senate have indicated it was their 
desire this should be done. This is shown by the fact that 
last year Senator FLETCHER secured the passage of a resolution 
- authorizing the expenditure of $400,000 by the branch of Jack- 
sonville, but we have been unable to reach this resolution, and 
the bill now before us is a compromise, and is entirely satis- 
factory if my amendment is adopted. 

My colleagues, Jacksonville is a thriving, rapidly-growing, 
and progressive city, with a population of about 150,000. This 
branch bank must take care of the State of Florida and also 
Cuba. 

The directors are safe, sane, and conservative. They could 
have built a costly building before the law of 1922 limiting 
the cost was passed, but then labor was high and the price 
of material was almost if not prohibitorx, and they would not 
do so. Now, I am satisfied my colleagues will not punish 
them for being conservative. To ereet a building for a sum 
less tham provided in this bill will be false economy, for the 
building will barely be completed before they will need and 
must have a larger and better building and better facilities 
for handling the business. 

T am satisfied the Federal Reserve Board, broad-minded and 
farsighted business men that they are, will appreciate the re- 
quirements of Jacksonville and will permit them to construct 
the building which will meet the requirements and which Con- 
gress has said they find is absolutely necessary. 

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman’s amendment is entirely 
satisfactory to the eommittee, and I hope it will be adopted. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield to me five minutes? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I ask for a vote first on the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend 
ment.. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Will the gentleman yield to me 
to offer an amendment? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I have promised to yield to the gentle- 
man from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN ]. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Just so I am not cut off I would 
like to offer an amendment, 


Mr. McFADDEN.. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Ilinois [Mr. MADDEN]. 
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I think we ought to have a 


‘pretty fair understanding about the Federal reserve bank 


system. It was never intended that the Federal reserve banks 


‘of the United States were going to make a lot of money, but 


they have made fabulous profits, and they have invested fabu- 
lous sums of money in buildings out of those profits. Instead 
of amending bills to authorize them to put up buildings when- 
ever and wherever they want to put them up, we should amend 
the law to limit the amount that they may earn. That is what 
we ought to do. [Applause.] That is what should have been 
done long since. Every time the banks show an excess amount 
of earnings they should be compelled to reduce the rediscount 
rate so as to keep their earnings within reason and thereby give 
to the borrowing public of the country an opportunity to get 
money at cheaper rates than they have been able to get it. 
[Applause.] The purpose of the creation of the Federal reserve 
system was to facilitate the transaction of the business of the 
country and to furnish credit at the least possible cost. Now, 
what do we find? We find that the Federal reserve system has 
been allowed to earn unlimited profits, to the very great disad- 
vantage of the country, and it ought not to be permitted to con- 
tinue to do that longer. The business people of the United 
States have gone through a serious period. They have had to 
struggle to make both ends meet, but the cost of money has 
continued to keep up, and the Federal reserve system has been 
allowed to make profits that are unjustifiable. They have in- 
vested these profits in monumental buildings which they are 
using in many cases for other purposes than those of banking. 
Now, since we have not had the foresight or the vision to enact 
legislation which will enable the business people of the country 
to borrow money on reasonable terms, the question arises 
whether we are still going to adhere to the policy that is per- 
mitting excessive profits to be made by the Federal reserve 
system, or whether we have sufficient patriotism to see not only 
the present but the future needs of the country. Every time 
the banks charge higher interest rates those increased rates are 
reflected in the cost of transacting business, and it should be 
our business to do everything that legislation ean do to prevent 
the continuation of what I believe to be a very unjust practice. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. McFADDEN, I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Arkansas [Mr. Winco]. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I am much gratified to have the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. Mappen] express himself so 
strongly in favor of the view which I have long held, namely, 
that the affairs of the Federal reserve bank should be handled 
from the standpeint of service instead of profit. The gentle- 
man is correct. The original intention was that they should 
be banks of service and not banks of profit, I have been 
charged as the author of the original limitation of a 6 per cent 
dividend that they might earn. I will say to the House that 
the situation is such new that I do not think there is going to 
be the enormous profit in the future that some gentlemen 
think. If the gentleman has an amendment to the Federal 
reserve act that he can get by the administration leaders, I 
assure him he will have the hearty cooperation of myself and 
the other Democratic members of the committee, and some of 
the Republican members. That is neither here nor there, how- 
ever. We are not now undertaking to do what some gentle- 
men think we are. I think gentlemen will remember that the 
thing that precipitated the law which we are amending to-day 
was extravagant expenditures in Chicago, New York, and else- 
where for these buildings. I condemned it then and I con- 
demn it now. I do not say it boastingly, but those who differ 
with me have bitterly aecused me of being responsible for this 
restrictive statute which you are about to amend. That is, we 
took away from the Federal Reserve Board the right to fix 
the cost of buildings whenever they wish to expend above 
$250,000. Congress having taken that discretion away from the 
beard, then the duty devolves upon Congress to exercise that 
discretion and meet the responsibility, does it not? Has Con- 
gress done that? Ever sinee that was enacted there has been 
some contention about it, and we find that in the instance of 
some of these branch banks the $250,000 limitation, as ruled 
by the attorney of the board, will not permit them to ereet a 
building that is necessary, if you include the vaults and the 
fixtures. The attorney for the board holds that they are a 
part of the limitation. All on earth this does is to exciude the 
cost of the permanent vaults and fixtures from the limitation 
of $250,000. I will tell you why I have agreed to this compro- 
mise. I know that one of these branch banks, which is power- 
ful in this House, will have back of it one of the s 7 
blocs in this House, and I believe that if you do not make this 
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correction in the general limitation there will be a logrolling 
process in the next House that will cause branch bank build- 
ings to be erected all over this country at at least twice the 
sum that is fixed in the limit in this bill, I believe it is an 
economy proposition, because we simply meet the one objec- 
tion that is raised and we still hold the building proper down 
to $250,000. There is a difference in the cost of vault require- 
ments. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINGO. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MADDEN. I think the limitation is all right. I think 
the legislation which limited the amount which should be put 
into a building was beneficent, but while we are going on with 
this we ought to think about the other thing and pass proper 


legislation. 
Mr. WINGO. I will say to the gentleman that we are work- 
ing on that. We have that very question pending in hearings 


on a bill, and probably some legislation along that line may 
be reported in some of these bills that amend the Federal re- 
serve act. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. May I ask the gentleman when 
it will be reported? We have had two years on it, have we 
not? 

Mr. WINGO. On what? 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. 
about. 

Mr. WINGO. No; 
Senate the other day. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Oh, I am talking about the princi- 
ple; I am not talking about the bill. 

Mr. WINGO. Of course, my colleague ought to be familiar 
with what I have been doing along that line. I have been 
abused enough in my State for the fight I have made to limit 
extravagant expenditures by these banks, and I have agreed 
to the pending bill for the sole reason that I am convinced 
it will prevent larger sums in specific building bills for each 
branch passed separately. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania yield? 

Mr. McFADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. SNELL. Can the gentleman give me any information 
as to when he expects to call up the validating tax proposi- 
tion conference report? 

Mr. McFADDEN, The conferees have been working dili- 
gently on that proposition. The gentleman realizes what a 
complex problem it is. The conferees are making considerable 
headway. We had hoped to get the matter before the House 
to-day, and I regret exceedingly that it has not been possible 
to do so, I believe that within a few days the conferees will 
complete their work and report an agreement to the House. 

Mr. SNELL. The gentleman will not call it before the first 
of next week? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I would think that it will be physically 
impossible to call it up before that time. 

Mr. SNELL. I would like to have an understanding that 
we could have a reasonable notice before it will be called up. 

Mr. McFADDEN,. I shall be very glad to cooperate with 
the gentleman in that respect and to see that sufficient notice 
is given so that those interested may be here when the report 
is called up. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield to me to offer an amendment to a section of the bill and 
to offer a new section? 

Mr. McFADDEN. I shall be very glad to yield to the gentle- 
man to make an explanation, but I do not want to lose the floor. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas, I have never seen explanations 
yet cut very much ice here. It is an amendment that I desire 
to offer. 

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman has not consulted me con- 
cerning his amendment, and I do not know what he proposes, 
and we are anxious to expedite the passage of this measure. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. All I want to know is whether 
the gentleman will or will not. 

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman is opposed to the passage 
of the bill, as I understand it. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Then the gentleman understands 
something that I have not said, as far as that is concerned. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Is the gentleman in favor of the bill? 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I want to offer an amendment to 
the present bill, and I want to offer a new section to it. All I 
want to do is to get an answer to my question. I have no way 
of having the gentleman do it. 

Mr. McFADDEN. The gentleman is aware of the parlia- 
mentary situation. If I yield to the gentleman to offer an 
amendment I lose the floor. 


On what the gentleman is talking 
the bill I referred to just passed the 


Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I do not want the floor. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I am willing that the sennoman shall 
discuss his amendment. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. That is not what I want to do. 
I do not want to fire blank out in the air. All I want to do is 
to offer an amendment to strike out one word in the bill, and 
then I want to offer a new section to the bill. I do not want 
to discuss it. I am not playing to the galleries, and I have no 
disposition to do that. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I regret that I can not yield to the gen- 
tleman for an amendment. I would have been very glad to 
discuss the matter with the gentleman had he come to me and 
given me an opportunity, but in the absence of any informa- 
tion in respect to his amendment I do not feel that I can yield 
to him for that purpose. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I have trotted around here like a 
poor boy at a cash auction for a good while, trying to find out 
what you are going to do about this. Nobody told me that the 
gentleman was going to take up this matter to-day, except what 
I found from the Recorp. I realize that I ought to have gone 
to the gentleman, but I went to him so much that I did not 
want to worry him any more. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I do not think that anybody was 
notified. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania as to the interpretation of the language. 
The bill provides— 


If the cost of the building proper, exclusive of the vaults, perma- 
nent equipment, furnishings, and fixtures is in excess of $250,000. 


Mr. McFADDEN. Yes; the cost of the building proper shall 
not exceed $250,000. 

Mr. BEGG. Will it be interpreted that the four walls are the 
cost of the building? 

Mr. McFADDEN. Not exclusively. It will inelude the 
foundation and building proper. We interpret that the inten- 
tion of the Congress was to limit “lavish expenditure” for 
bank buildings. 

Mr. BEGG. Well, do the inside fixtures represent the excess 
of $250,000? 

Mr. McFADDEN. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG, One further question. Is it not entirely possible 
to raise the limit of cost of these buildings four or five hundred 
thousand dollars? 

Mr. McFADDEN. Well, I hardly think so. What we are 
trying to do is to put on the brakes but at the same time to 
permit adequate banking quarters without extravagance. 

Mr. BEGG. I am in sympathy with the gentleman’s idea, 
but I am fearful that he is taking the brakes off. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I do not believe so. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time have I remaining? 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman has 35 minutes remaining. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I yield two minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. APPLEBY]. 

Mr. APPLEBY. Mr. Speaker and Members of the House of 
Representatives, as a member of the Banking and Currency 
Committee I favor the amendment now before this body. Prior 
to the adoption of the bill limiting the costs of branch Federal 
reserve bank buildings the sky was the limit for such buildings, 
I want to concur in the statement of Mr. Mappen that the Fed- 
eral reserve system has been earning too much money and, in 
my opinion, returning too little to the stockholders of the 
Federal reserve banks, To remedy that situation, last July I 
introduced an amendment to the Federal reserve act, calling 
for a 50-50 division of the net profits of the system, this equal 
division to be paid in addition to the 6 per cent now received 
by the member banks. 

When you take into consideration that banks who are now 
members of the Federal reserve system in the various cities 
and towns are the only people who ever put any actual money 
in the Federal reserve system, they are entitled to more than 
$6,000,000 dividends out of the $60,000,000 earned by the Fed- 
eral reserve system in 1921. 

I further believe that the rates of rediscounting can be 
further reduced as suggested by Mr. MADDEN. 

I am hopeful that my bill will become incorporated in the 
Capper bill. Hearings upon both bills are now being held by 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. Should the measure 
be reported to the House I will present facts and figures to 
show that a more equitable division of the net profits should 
be made between the Federal reserve system and the individual 
stockholders of that system. 

I thank you. [Applause.] 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker—— 

Mr. MCFADDEN. I move the previous question on the bill 
and amendment. 
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Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I make the point 
of order of no quorum. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves 
the previous question on the bill and amendment, and the gen- 
tleman from Arkansas makes the point of order there is no 
quorum present. It is clear there is no quorum present. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of 
the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER, The Doorkeeper will close the doors, and 
the Clerk will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Abernethy Frear Knight Riddick 
Anderson Kop Rodenberg 
Ansorge Fuller Kreider Rose 
Anthony Funk unz Rossdale 
Atkeson Gabn Langley Rucker 
Barkley Glynn Larsen, Ga. Ryan 
Benham Goodykoontz Layton Sanders, N, Y. 
Bixler Gould. Lehlbach Scott, Nich. 
Bland, Ind Graham, Pa. Lyon Scott, Tenn. 
oies Griest McLaughlin, Pa. Shreve 
Box Hawes Mead Sisson 
Brand Hays Merritt Slem 
Brennan Herrick Michaelson Smith, Mich. 
Britten Himes Mills Stiness 
Burke Hogan Mudd Stoll 
Cantril Huck Newton, Minn. Sweet 
Carew Hull O'Brien Tague 
Chandler, N. X. Hutchinson Olpp Taylor, Ark. 
Classon James Osborne Taylor, Colo. 
Clouse Johnson, Miss. Overstreet Taylor, N. J. 
Connolly, Pa. Johnson, S. Dak. Park, Ga. Ten Eyck 
Copley Johnson, Wash. Perkins horpe 
Davis, Minn. Jones, Pa. Pou Tillman 
Dempsey Kahn Purnell Voigt 
Drane Keller Rainey, Ala. Volk 
Drewry Kiess Rainey, III. Ward, N. Y 
Dunbar Kindred Ramseyer Wheeler 
Dunn King Ransley Winslow 
Dyer Kirkpatrick Reber Wise 
Echols Kitchin eed, N. Y. Wood, Ind. 
Fitzgerald Kleczka Reed, W. Va. Woodyard 


The SPRAKER. Three hundred and three Members have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move that fur- 
ther proceedings under the call be dispensed with. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. 


CONTESTED-ELECTION CASE OF GOLOMBIEWSKI b. RAINEY. 


Mr. LUCE. Mr. Speaker, I present a privileged report from 
the Committee on Elections No. 2. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report it by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Lucs, from the Committee on Elections No. 2, submitted a report 
on the contested-election case of John Golombiewski v. John W. 
Rainey from the fourth congressional district of the State of Illinois, 
(Rept. No. 1500.) 


The SPEAKER. Referred to the House Calendar. 
RESIGNATION FROM COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE. 


Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky. Mr. Speaker, several days ago 
when the time came for the appointment of conferees on the 
legislative appropriation bill the name of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. GALLIVAN] was suggested by the Speaker 
for one of those positions, At that time the gentleman from 
Massachusetts was ill and in consequence absent from the 
House. Because of that fact I was put on in his place. As the 
gentleman has now sufficiently recovered to be present and as 
the conferees have never met, I wish to resign for the purpose 
that he may be put on in my stead. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. JOHN- 
SON] resigns as a conferee on the legislative bill, and the 
Chair appoints the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. GALLI- 
vAN] in his place. 


AMENDMENT OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE ACT. 


The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves the previous ques- 
tion on the bill and amendment to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time; 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. Parks of Arkansas moves to recommit to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency with instructions to report back to the House 


with the following amendment: 


“No Federal reserve bank shall have authority to enter into a con- 


tract or contracts for the erection of any branch bank building of 
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any ag or character, or to authorize the erection of any such 
u 


ing if the cost of the buildin 
and fixtures, is in excess of $250,0 
shall apply to buildin now under construction: And provided fur- 
ther, That no Federal reserve bank shall have authority to enter 
into any contract or contracts for the erection of buildings for its 
head offices or principal banks the total cost of which shall exceed 
15 per cent of its capital stock and surplus.” 


Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I make a point of order 
against the motion to recommit. 

In the first place, this is a Senate bill, and not a House 
bill, and in the second place 

The SPEAKER. Why does that make any difference? 

Mr. WINGO. It is not a motion to commit but to recommit. 

Mr. McFADDEN, And in addition, Mr. Speaker, it would 
change the whole basis from a fixed basis to a percentage 
basis and might mean under such conditions the expenditure 
of a million or two million dollars on a branch bank building. 

The SPEAKER, It does not seem to the Chair that that 
would be the case. ` 

Mr. WINGO. Here is the situation, Mr. Speaker, that I 
think the Chair has not yet grasped: Here is a Senate bill 
on the Speaker’s table. The motion of the gentleman from 
Arkansas [Mr. Parks] is to recommit it to a committee that 
has never had it. He does not offer a motion to refer it to 
that committee. The procedure is clear by which you can 
handle a Senate bill on the Speaker's table when it comes up. 

Now let us get down to the merits of the amendment. There 
are two ways by which you can handle this question of limita- 
tion. The gentleman raises the very question now that has 
caused all the confusion. Those of us who have been opposed 
to extravagant expenditures have fought the percentage basis. 
Now, the rule in the pending bill is a uniform rule, applying 
to all buildings, with a fixed limit in dollars. The gentleman 
in addition includes an ingeniously drawn provision that af- 
fects that. This says that no building for a head office—this 
bill covers the branch offices, I mean the pending bill—shall 
be authorized to cost exceeding 15 per cent of the bank's 
capital stock. That changes the basis of existing law, which 
does not have the percentage basis in it, for this reason: Sup- 
pose you put it on a percentage basis. It would mean that 
one bank would have a building that could cost twice what 
another would cost. Which basis of limitation will you use? 
One is a strict uniform limitation, applying equally to all 
buildings. The other is a percentage basis, which would de- 
stroy uniformity, which is the object of the bill, and permit one 
bank to erect a building at one cost, which might be excessive, 
and another bank at another cost. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair thinks that the last part of the 
gentleman’s point of order is well taken and sustains the point 
of order. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas offers a motion 
to recommit, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. BLANTON moves to recommit the bill with the following amend- 
ment: Page 1, line 10, after the word “proper” strike out the fol- 
lowing: “exclusive of the cost of the vaults, permanent equipment, 
furnishings, and fixtures.” 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
that is the negative of the bill. That is the only new law in 
the bill. I assure the gentleman from Texas that that is true. 
That is the object of the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. But there is now allowed furnishings and 
fixtures in the present law. This changes the present law to 
that extent. 

Mr. WINGO. No. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
$250,000? 

Mr. WINGO. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I reoffer my amendment, Mr. Speaker: 
On page 1, line 10, strike out the words “ the cost of the vaults.” 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Now you have got it. That is the 
very thing. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr, BLANTON moves to recommit the bill to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency with instructions to report the same back forth- 


with, with the following amendment: Page 1, line 10, strike out the 
words “the cost of the vaults.” 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move the pre- 
vious question on the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas moves th 
previous question. ; 

The previous question was ordered. 


proper, exclusive of furnishings 
: Provided, That nothing herein 


The present law does not mention that. 
Is the present law confined to the sum of 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Texas to recommit the bill to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
“noes” appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. 

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 4, noes 150. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas objects to the 
vote on the ground that there is no quorum present. The Chair 
will count. [After counting.] Two hundred and twenty-three 
Members; a quorum is present. The “noes” have it. The mo- 
tion to recommit is rejected. The question is on the passage 
of the bill. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
“ayes” seemed to have it. 8 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a division. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks for a divi- 
sion. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 180, noes 7. 

So the bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. McFanpen, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


CREDITS AND REFUNDS, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move to take up the 
bill (H. R. 13775) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect 
to credits and refunds; and pending that, I would like to ask 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] as to his wishes in 
regard to the allotment of time. I do not know whether the 
gentleman from Texas understood the bill I made a motion on. 

Mr. GARNER. I did not. I understand it is in regard to 
exchanges. I thought the gentleman was going to call up the 
bill with respect to credits and refunds. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. It is the bill (H. R. 13775) to 
amend the revenue act with respect to credits and refunds. 
There are a number of Members who want a little time on this 
bill. It is a very simple bill. I shall not need very much time 
for debate myself. I will ask the gentleman if he will agree 
on 30 minutes to a side? 

Mr. GARNER. Is this what is known as the refunding bill? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman has in mind, perhaps, 
the amendment to the sinking fund act. It is net that. It is 
the one for refunding claims on taxes. 

Mr. GARNER. What time does the gentleman suggest? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. About 30 minutes on a side. 

Mr. GARNER. All right. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the general debate on this bill be limited to 30 
minutes on a side. Is there objection? 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. I object. 

The SPHAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Iowa that the House resolve itself into the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of H. R. 13775. 

The motion was to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN] 
will take the chair. [Applause.] 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consider- 
ation of the bill (H. R. 18775) to amend the revenue act of 
1921 in respect to credits and refunds, with Mr. Mappen in 
the chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Ir. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the first reading of the bili be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, there is no occasion at 
this time to make any reference to the merits of the condi- 
tions which brought on the great coal strike of last summer. 
The fact remains that as a result of it there has been a tre- 
mendous shortage of coal all during the present winter. Un- 
doubtedly the Members of the House are well aware of the 


method of distribution. The Pennsylvania Fuel Commission 
rated 60 per cent possible delivery to all customers based on 
the amount of fuel which they received during the past so- 


called coal year. The commission has been endeayoring to 
proceed upon that basis during the time that the coal has been 
mined since the conclusion of the strike. I think on the whole 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 1, 


the mining industry has lived up to that percentage very well, 
because there have been very large supplies both of bituminous 
and anthracite coal mined during the past few months. The 
difficulty is that in the stress of weather we have recently 
been having in New England 60 per cent is not sufficient to 
prevent great suffering. But if that 60 per cent can be main- 
tained we must in some way provide for the difference and 
get along until the emergency passes. 

During the past few weeks I have had considerable to do 
with the Federal Fuel Distributor, both Mr. Spens and his suc- 
cessor, Mr. Wadleigh, and I want to take this occasion to say 
that I have never come in contact with Government officials 
more anxious to fill their respective positions and to accom- 
plish the purpose for which they held those positions than have 
these two gentlemen. They have shown a disposition continu- 
ously to cooperate to relieve suffering. I have had numerous 
communications from my section of Massachusetts in reference 
to the shortage of the 60 per cent, and where information has 
been furnished me relative to the dealers who supplied custom- 
ers previously and the number of cars that may have been 
shipped by those dealers, the Fuel Distributor here has been 
most anxious to see that the quantities go forward to keep up 
the 60 per cent. So I want to commend these gentlemen for 
their efforts in our behalf in this very serious time. 

It seems to me all we can expect to do during the present 
winter is to avoid this very serious suffering, but we have a 
duty to perform in looking to the future to see that such a con- 
dition as now exists, particularly in New England this winter, 
should not be possible of repetition in the future. I do not 
stand for Government ownership, but I do believe in very strict 
control over such a great necessity as coal by the Government 
in order that there shall not be excessive prices, that the quan- 
tity shall be sufficient for our needs, and that the quality shall 
be properly regulated. I think the Government can go that far 
and that we ought to go that far. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Does the gentleman think we 
ought to fix the price of cogl? 

Mr. TREADWAY. In that connection I would say that I 
have great hopes of the result of the efforts of the Fact Find- 
ing Commission appointed last fall by the President under 
authority of Congress. The chairman of that board is a very 
eminent engineer and inventor, John Hays Hammond, and as- 
sociated with him is such a distinguished citizen as our former 
Vice President Marshall. I look to see the recommendations 
that that commission may make in its final report a basis on 
which we can legislate. As to whether or not it shall include 
the point to which the gentleman refers, I would prefer to 
await the report of that body before making my decision. Such 
high prices as to-day exist must be overcome, either by price 
fixing or direct control by some authoritative body. Present 
conditions require positive action. 

The whole country is interested, and while our efforts at the 
present time are for a day-to-day supply, our next move must 
12 to secure some permanent solution of this most grave prob- 
em. : 
Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. 
Massachusetts yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentieman from Nebraska. 

Mr, ANDREWS of Nebraska. Does not the gentleman think 
we ought to do something to bring down the exorbitant price 
of coal? 

Mr. TREADWAY, I absolutely agree with the gentleman, 
but on that point we must consider this fact: Last autumn 
there was made a so-called fair price, ranging from $8 to $12.50 
per ton at the mine for anthracite coal. In my remarks I am 
referring almost entirely to anthracite, because that is what 
we need in our country. The freight rate from the mining 
section to my home town is $4.54 a ton. Consequently if the 
fair price for the coal that is being shipped to us in Massa- 
chusetts as established by this impartial commission is $12.50 
a ton and you add $4.54 to that as the freight rate, the price 
of coal at the present time among the dealers with whom I am 
familiar, I am glad to say, is not exorbitant and there is no 
profiteering in that particular section. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Could we not do Something in 
reference to bringing down freight rates if the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission does not? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes; and we can also do something to 
bring down the rates which are established as a fair price for 
the coal at the mine. In my opinion, that is where the basic 


Will the gentleman from 


trouble lies, and I strongly hope, as I say, that the Fact Find- 
ing Commission will give us information of very great value 
Their report ought to be so compre- 


for future legislation. 


1923. 
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hensive that Congress can readily enact legislation that will 
materially reduce prices. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Do not the mine price and the 
railroad rate together make this exorbitant charge? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Certainly. There is nothing else that I 
know of. Of course, the price at the mine must include the 
necessary overhead in addition to the actual cost of mining. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I yield to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Did not the gentleman in his investiga- 
tion come to the conclusion that the inadequate car supply was 
one of the big features in this problem, and that the other was 
the failure of foreign lines to return their car supplies to the 
companies who own them where the fuel is produced? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I think both suggestions of the gentle- 
man from Alabama are undoubtedly correct as to a part of the 
difficulty. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In my opinion, those factors constitute 
the prime difficulty in the whole situation, and if the gentle- 
man can evolve some system of legislation by which that diffi- 
culty can be corrected, he will be a great public benefactor. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Undoubtedly that subject will be covered 
by the Fact Finding Commission. I have had some occasion to 
consult with them and they are deeply interested in the sub- 
ject. They realize the importance of the position that they are 
holding and the need for thorough inquiry into the subject. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes 
more to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, the difficulty is that the 
question is so tremendously intricate and there are so many 
different features involved that the people must exercise some 
patience. We can not accomplish this tremendous task over- 
night. We must have this inquiry made in proper manner, 
and the extent to which it goes will, of course, necessitate the 
consumption of considerable time. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In line with what I said, I think it is 
proper to state that the coal mines in my district are idle at 
the present time, from one-third to one-half of the actual pro- 
ducing time, absolutely because we can not get cars. 

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman will permit, the price of 
anthracite at the mines is $8.50. The price that we are paying 
in my part of the world is $18 to $22 a ton. I think the 
spread there indicates profiteering; and Mr. Wadleigh, whom 
the gentleman has very properly quoted, has admitted in 
writing to me that there is profiteering. Does not the gentle- 
man think we ought to get after the coal profiteers and deal 
with that situation? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I do. I thoroughly believe in what the 
gentleman says, and will gladly join in any efforts that can 
be made to reach profiteers, but I hold in my hand a state- 
ment which will correct my colleague to a certain extent. He 
says that the price of anthracite at the mine is 588.50. I have 
a complete list of all of the fair prices issued by Mr. Wadleigh, 
ranging from $8.50 to $12.50, and I should be very glad to 
insert it in the Recorp, if desired. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Les. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. The gentleman's colleague has 
stated that there has been profiteering in coal, and that the 
people of his district have to pay exorbitant prices for coal. 
The people in Indiana, in the coal regions, are complaining 
bitterly about the high prices paid for shoes. Has the gentle- 
man made any investigation in respect to that? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I can not go into that at this time, 
although possibly the profiteering in shoes may result from 
local dealers in the gentleman’s section taking unfair advan- 
tage of his constituents. 

The emergency fuel administrator in Massachusetts has re- 
cently sent out a statement, which I have in my hand, to the 
effect that the anthracite conditions are greatly improving in 
Massachusetts. I do not get any evidence of that, nor do I 
think my colleague [Mr. Rocrrs] does. I think we are short 
all of the time, and it ought not to be represented to the people 
that conditions are improving. 

Mr. ROGERS. The conditions are getting worse. 

Mr. TREADWAY. One difficulty I have had is to get the 
necessary information from the dealers in coal at home on 
which to base efforts to cooperate with the Federal Fuel Dis- 
tributor here. 

Mr. CLAGUE. Can the gentleman give us any information 
when the Coal Commission will report? 


Mr. TREADWAY. It has made one preliminary report 
already. I know nothing about any future report. The re- 
port deals largely with bituminous coal, which is not of as 
much interest to us in New England as is anthracite. 

Extracts from the circular letter of the emergency fuel ad- 
ministrator in Massachusetts, to which I have referred, are as 
follows: 

J TEONE car Commonwealth Ne compat 

e on rou r 
of anthracite coal has soon Saproving and coutinnes- te 8 mae 
week to week is best indicated by the following table. 

Our position, we feel confident, is better than many other anthra- 
ee and as good as any, and for this the public at 
large are to strongly commended. * S49 

ith the anthracite position as we see it to-day in our Common- 
wealth plus the large amount of bituminous coal and other substitutes 
within our borders, so far as the fuel situation is concerned, there 
should be no unnecessary suffering. 

The entire communication is very optimistic. The other side, 
directly from the people, is shown in an item appearing in the 
Pittsfield (Mass.) Eagle under date of January 30, which I in- 
sert herewith: 

COAL SHORT IN THE CITY, SITUATION SERIOUS—EMERGENCY AS BAD 48 
IN WAR TIME, DISTRIBUTOR SAYS—ECONOMY IN USE URGED. 


That the fuel situation in Pittsfield is as bad as it was in war time 
was asserted to-day by Simon England, acting fuel distributor. 

Somehow or other, possibly because now and then a householder sees 
a ton of coal delivered at the house of his neighbor, the impression is 
abroad that there is an endless supply of hard: ‘coal in the city. The 
fact is that there are only a few carloads of the large sizes, he says, 
and some of the dealers have none at all. It may be only a question 
of time when the city will have to go on a soft-coal basis. 

There is soft coal in Pittsfield, plenty of it, but numerous disad- 
vantages and discomforts attend its use. A great many persons have 
something to do except to tend furnace all the time. But it is better 
than nothing—better than freezing. Mr. England urges that people 
who have hard coal should exercise the utmost economy in its use— 
make what uy haye go as far as they can. For four days past there 
have been no shipments of hard coal into the city and the outlook for 
the receipt of any considerable quantity is not 82 Cooperation in 
making the limited quantity of hard coal go as far as it 1 is urged 
by the distributor. 

Steps are being taken in an efort to ease the situation, which at the 
best very bad. Meantime, everyone who has a pound of coal is 
asked to husband it as if it were treasure from Tutankhamen's tomb. 
It may not be necessary to ask persons who have their supply in to 
share; though us expedient has n suggested in cases of fuel short- 
ages in the past. 

Ashes should be sifted and the bits of salvaged coal used over again, 
Some householders are able to keep their furnaces going all day “ just 
on cinders.” Emergency requests are flowing in every day th ever- 
increasing volume and there are many distressing cases. 

Yesterday I telegraphed to Mr. England asking if the article 
was correct, and this morning I received the following reply: 


PITTSFIELD, Mass., February 1, 1923. 
Hon, ALLEN T. TREADWAY 


Washington, D. C.: 

Article in Tuesday's 1 À 
field. We have abont 5 — 5 ig at os eje 
offer to assist is — | appreciated by the people of Pittsfield. Will 
wire you at earliest possible moment the ba pes of cars en route. 

SIMON ENGLAND, 
Emergenoy Fuel Administrator. 

This information has already been communicated to Mr. 
Wadleigh, who assures me of prompt action through his office. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has again expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the Federal reserve banking 
system was one of the greatest legislative gifts given to the 
American people under the Wilson administration, for under 
it there will never be another financial panic. Yet there are 
growing evils now connected with it that must be controlled. 
These abuses form about the livest question there is in every 
district of the United States to-day, for there is very much 
complaint concerning the lavish expenditure of its money in 
wasteful extravagance by the Federal reserve banks. It was 
said that this money comes from the national banks. It 
comes out of the pockets of the borrowing people of the coun- 
try. Mention was made of a Federal reserve bank bloc. If 
our inaction eoncerning these banks continues as it has been, 
and these abuses are not corrected, there will be another kind 
of bloc in the Congress before very many days. 

On June 3 of this year we passed an amendment to the act 
limiting the cost of branch bank buildings to $250,000. That 
amendment had hardly gotten cold before these Federal banks 
have forced another amendment through this House to-day. 
Through a misapprehension of the facts, I imagine many 
Members voted for it, thinking it was a restriction rather than 
an enlargement, which it is. What does it say concerning the 
amendment passed on June 3? It now excludes the cost of 
vaults, it excludes the cost of permanent equipment, it ex- 
cludes the cost of furnishing, it excludes the cost of fixtures. 
In addition to the $250,000 for the building proper there could 
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be expended several hundred thousand dollars more for vaults, 
permanent improvements, furnishings, and fixtures. It is just 
one more enlargement of that restricted amendment that we 
passed on June 3. 

The membership of this House could not get a chance to be 
heard on the proposition. The great Committee on Banking 
and Currency moved the previous question after yielding 10 
or 15 or 20 minutes, possibly, in debate, and thereby closed 
the mouth of every Member of this House and gave us no 
chance to discuss the matter. That is just the way that every 
single amendment concerning the power of the Federal reserve 
banks is passed through this House. The time ought soon to 
come when this committee brings its measures upon this floor, 
when it will see fit to give the membership of the House a 
chance to properly consider, discuss, and dissect and under- 
stand the provisions of the proposed legislation, so that they 
may find out whether they are voting to restrict or enlarge the 
powers now possessed. At home in my district the people are 
waking up on this proposition. The immense profits which are 
being made by this system, which are being distributed in big 
salaries and in the elaborately extravagant fixtures, furnish- 
ings, and buildings are not in accordance with the desire of 
the people generally over the United States. They are waking 
up on the proposition. You are going to hear from them in 
Republican as well as Democratic districts, because it is not 
u partisan question. It is a question concerning which the 
people of this country are vitally interested. They have a right 
to have their representatives on this floor heard when these 
measures are passed day after day. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. LINEBERGER], 3 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair has the time, the gentleman 
from Iowa has only 12 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GARNER, Mr. Chairman, we did not have a unanimous- 
consent agreement. Objection was made to that. Under the 
rules the gentleman from Iowa will have an hour. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has been assuming that th 
time was equally divided. : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; I control the time entirely, with 
the understanding that I shall give the gentleman from Texas 
what time he desires. 

Mr. LINEBERGER, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, the Ruhr Valley situa- 
tion, which I am going to discuss here to-day, is one which 
has been very much before the public mind, not only of this 
country but of: Europe and the entire world, for the last sev- 
eral weeks. The executive committee of the American Le- 
gion—representing a fair cross section of the men who fought— 
recently adopted a resolution embodying, in my opinion, the 
sentiments of 90 per cent of those who met our late enemies, 
the Germans, on the battle fields of France, and I desire to 
read into the Recorp, for the information of the House and of 
the country, the resolution to which I have referred: 
Resolution passed by the national executive committee, Anrerican 

Legion, at Indianapolis, Ind., U. 8. A., January 15-16, 1923. 

Whereas the Peace Conference following the World War and partici- 

ated in by representatives of the majority of the nations of the earth, 

cluding the United States, determined, among other things, that 
Germany should pay certain reparations; and 

Whereas on April 27, 1921, the Reparation Commission in execution 
of article 233 of the peace treaty fixed the total amount of repara- 
tions due from Germany to all the Allies at 132,000,000,000 gold 
marks, which Germany, on May 11, 1921, aceepted unconditionally, and 
France by agreement of the Allies was to receive 52 per cent of all 
a e awarded, including certain deliveries of coal, lumber, and 
other payment in kind; and 

Whereas within a short time after the acceptance of the reparations 
award Germany fell in arrears in the yment of money and in the 
delivery of material as provided by the treaty, and the people of 
Germany began to send out of the country gold, securities, and other 
forms of wealth and to seriously impair if not wreck the whole Ger- 
man financial system for the purpose of avoiding BY ca sea and by 
evasion, trickery, and sundry devices sought to deprive France of the 
awards made by the Peace Conference and accepted by Germany, 
was on January 10, 1923, in default in the delivery of coal and lum- 


ber; and 
Whereas for the purpose of securing compliance with the terms of 
p 


the peace treaty France has now occupied certain territory in the Ruhr 


ory was and is justified; that she is endeavoring by 
to d 15 the 


nations of the earth bave decreed she is justly and Broperly entitled 
er success 


meme of Representatives, and to the French ambassador at Wash- 
on. 


hereas the youth of America in 1917 and 1918 offered all they 
had to bring peace, justice, and happiness to the world, and in that 
effort cooperated with their stricken allles; and 

Whereas, the lives and health of thousands of American boys were 
given to that holy cause; and 

Whereas the peoples of the world are now torn and bleeding from 
the effects of the war and the consequent fears, distrusts, hates, and 
misunderstandings ; and 

Whereas the ex-service men of America still long to restore to the 
world peace, justice, and happiness, the things for which they fought 
and their comrades died; and 

Whereas there remains in the heart of every ex-service man the 
memory of friendship and common service with our allies and also s 
desire to be generous to a defeated foe: Now, therefore be it 

Resolved, That the national executive committee of the American 
Legion assembled at Indianapolis, Ind., expresses its hope that the 
cause of justice and world tranquillity for which their comrades’ lives 
were sacrificed may continue to the good of our great country, and we 
respectfully request our Government to lend its ald as its good judg- 
ment may dictate to abate the world's crisis and assist In the esta 
lishment of peace on earth and good will to men. 

Now, in this question of the so-called Ruhr invasion, I recog- 
nize the fact that this House as such is not charged with the 
control of our foreign affairs. I recognize that those powers 
are primarily vested in the Executive, who, in consultation with 
the upper House or Senate, must make all decisions. Notwith- 
standing that fact, however, Mr. Chairman, the Members of this 
House are deeply and vitally interested in all questions which 
affect International justice and the peace of the world. About 
10 days ago, I believe, on January 20, the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Lonpon], who from time to time makes very inter- 
esting talks here on matters affecting government and politics, 
from a Socialist’s standpoint, arose on the floor of this House 
to discuss this same situation. At that time the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] asked the gentleman from New York 
this question: 

Mr. Garner, The tileman said that this country ought to do some- 
thing. What would the gentleman have this country do 

Mr. Lonpox. | would have the American Congress express in kind but 
solemn words the desire that the invaded territory evacuated, I 
would ask that the President be instructed to mediate. I would urge 
the convocation of an international economie conference. I belleve 
that, in the name of the joint sacrifices made by the United States in 
the war, France owes a ectful hearing to the American Congress. 
Because France relied for sustenance in her distress on Czarism, it was 
not eo that saved her; it was the American democracy that finally 
save 2 

Now, gentlemen, I do not deny the latter part of the gentle- 
man's statement. It was the American Republic, backed by the 
American people, which finally threw its weight to the side of 
the Allies, which gained the final victory, and for that reason 
if for no other America is vitally interested in seeing that the 
war stays won. [Applause.] I know the Ruhr area very well, 
almost as well as I know the section around Washington. I 
have been there on sundry occasions, both as an American 
soldier and as a civilian, and just a little over a year ago 
I was in the Ruhr Valley from Bochum through Essen to 
Ruhrort, as well as in other large industrial towns in that 
area. It can be truly said that the Rubr Valley is the heart 
of German industry, and if Germany is to pay the repara- 
tions to which she is committed and for which France and 
her allies have suffered it is to be expected that they will 
largely be extracted from this territory. Now, what is the 
situation? Four years after the war we find that the Germans 
have paid the French less than $2,000,000,000 gold on reparation, 
We find that the French Government has spent almost eight 
billion in the reconstruction of their devastated Provinces, and 
the work is far from completed, all of which, or practically all, 
has been raised by internal taxation within the French Re- 
public, after four years of war in which they were bled white 
in men and resources. Let it be remembered that France lost 
the flower of her manhood—1,500,000 in round numbers—and 
that her fairest and richest Provinces were plundered, wrecked, 
and ravaged from Belfort, near the Swiss border, to the sea. 
This does not take into account her wounded and mutilated, the 
human wreckage of a war which Germany and not France had 
provoked. “On n’oubliré’ pas’”—One can not forget. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, LINEBERGER. Briefly. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. The gentleman said that Ger- 
many had already paid 2,000,000,000 in gold. Did the gentle- 
man mean in gold? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. I mean in gold dollars. I am speaking 
in dollars. I have translated the amount into dollars. 

Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Does the gentleman mean those 
were paid in gold marks, in the actual gold? 

Mr. LINEBERGER. No; I did not mean they were actually 
paid in gold marks. Most of this has been paid in kind, as 


the gentleman well knows; coal and various other commodities 
are included, 
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Mr. COOPER of Wisconsin. Three hundred and fifty thou- 
sand cattle and hogs and 150,000 cars, and much other prop- 
erty more than two years ago. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. But she is still far from reconstituting 
the loss which she imposed upon France by her four years’ 
invasion. The reparations obligations have been reduced sev- 
eral times and are now 182,000,000,000 gold marks, or about 
81,500,000,000 American dollars, for all the Allies. This is a 
reduction of over two-thirds of the original amount, and still 
Germany trys to evade. France only gets about half of the 
reparations. 

Mr, SANDERS of Indiana, 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Briefly. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I will say when the gentleman 
used the term “ gold dollars” he meant the equivalent in gold 
marks? 

Mr. LINIBERGER. Yes; the gold mark is worth about 24 
cents. Now, the gentleman from New York not only delivered 
an address here on the floor of this House but he is quite 
active elsewhere. He is certainly within his privileges, if he 
sees fit, in making addresses elsewhere, and I said he was 
quite active, and I quote from the Washington Times of 


January 29, 1923, which says: ae 3 

MEYE NDON alist Congressman from New Yor 
at a ee se oe the clot talent on the invasion of hy Bak * 

Which news item referred to an address which he delivered 
before the Washington Y. M. C. A. on that date. 

In Europe last year I was quite surprised to find that the 
addresses in Congress of the gentleman from New York, for 
whom personally the Members of this body have nothing but 
sympathetic regard although they differ vitally with the 
theories which he advocates, were translated into German and 
into Russian, and that they. were used as propaganda from 
Berlin to Moscow, and I have no doubt but that the address 
which he recently delivered on the Ruhr, delivered from the 
floor of this House will go out. ultimately in similar form, 
and I do not desire that people in this country or in France, 
Germany, Russia, or elsewhere in Europe shall for one moment 
believe that there is any considerable body of American Con- 
gressmen who adhere to or who concur with the ideas pre- 
sented by the gentleman from New York on the Ruhr situa- 
tion. [Applause.] I want to say to you gentleman, that the 
large industrialists of to-day in the Ruhr were the leading 
imperialists of yesterday and they are still imperialistic and 
monarchistic at heart. As I have been able to judge them 
from my conversation and contact with them in Europe should 
they succeed in evading their reparations obligations and 
thereby cause the French effort in the Ruhr to end in failure, 
I have no doubt but that their prestige would be so enhanced 
with the German people and with the German Government, 
that a reversion to a monarchy with very chauvinistie in- 
clinations, would ensue in the very near future. 

It shows me that we may have every reason to be inter- 
ested in a larger sense in this proposition; at least, in its final 
outcome. However, I do not want to be misunderstood or mis- 
quoted and I want to say that I am indeed proud that our admin- 
istration—and I do not speak of the administration as a Repub- 
lican administration or in any partisan sense—the administration 
which has handled the foreign affairs of this country for the 
whole American people has taken the attitude which it has 
taken, to wit, hands off. We should take no action whatever 
which could be interpreted by our late enemies, with whom 
we are now at peace, to encourage them in any manner what- 
Soever in the belief that we will assist them in avoiding their 
obligations; For we will not do so. Of this I am sure. I am 
also of the opinion that we should take no attitude whatever 
to encourage or discourage France. Hers is a peculiar prob- 
lem and she understands best in what direction her vital in- 
terests lie. Her old comrades in arms follow the outcome with 
sympathetic Interest, but the American Government, at peace 
with both nations to the controversy, is pursuing a course 
which meets with the approval of its citizens, no matter what 
their personal judgment or sentiment may be as to the merits 
of the issues at stake. [Applause.] Unhindered, let our old 
friend and ally, France, go her way, and if she can collect the 
money, so far as I am concerned, I say, “ Bon voyage, and good 
luck.” [Applause.] 

Mr. KNUTSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINEBERGHER, I prefer not to yield. I have only a 
short time left. If France can collect her just and lawful debt 
of Germany, Americans and all others who believe in justice as 
an immutable foundational of principle in the universe should 
rejoice, according to my way of thinking, at least; and I want 
to place in the Recorp an editorial from the January 29, 1923, 


Will the gentleman yield? 


issue of the New York Times which reflects a view which 
should not be disregarded in shaping our present or future at- 
titude in this matter. The editorial is as follows: 
WHERE OUR SOLDIERS STAND. 
{From the New York Times, Monday, January 29, 1923.1 

While cautious statesmanship is neutral or antagonistic as regards 
the occupation of the Ruhr by France to compel Germany to make a 
reparation settlement, the American soldier is declaring himself as one 
entitled to be heard. He thinks about the economic campaign of the 
French just as he fought in battle, and he speaks out in the spirit of 
the brave old alliance. A few days ago Col. Alvin M. Owsley, national 
commander of the American Legion, in an address at Atlantic City, re- 
minded his hearers in the Morris Guards Armory that France was try- 
ing to collect the debt that public opinion in America at the time of 
the Paris conference decided should be paid. He might have added 
that France was willing to take less than the terms of the bond. Did 
the American soldiers who fought in France, and by their might and 
valor brought about the victory, condemn the occupation of the Ruhr? 
The Legion commander answered for them, and it may be assumed that 
w, eee ee N SEIA that the h han 

“I announce to America eart and d 

on remain with the French Republic.” e 

t is significant that this 

applause.” C 


It can be dissolved onl 
o settle and by prompt e on account. 988 soldier, 


eatly honored and est Maj. Gen. John F. O'R of the 
. New York Division, has also come out N for 
France. In a to the National Guard Associa New York he 


used this plain langu 5 

“The manner in which the facts are at times misrepresented and 

tends to lead the unthinking and the unstable to shift their. 

loyalty from the cause of France, which was our cause, to the cause 

0 p tical expediency or of business opport oe 

t was General Ryan's deliberate opinion that, y 

iate the crimes they mitted 

painfully accumulated property in the four of 
war, and that they could never make amends for the We and 

The following were timely - 


words: 

“In considering the present po of France it is well to remind 
ourselves what some persons are — to forget, namely, that the 
destruction was not vong a uy proda of the waging of battle. 
Very rnay the ruin of ch industry and iture was the 
result a fiendish policy of deliberate and tifie destruction 


the German armies endeavored to France indus- 
trially during the war is a historic fact. Judging from the context, 
General O’Ryan seems to have been speaking for the ex-service men 
and for the whole country when he said: 


whether we are barren of sympathy for Germany, or would forgive 
pation is essent at 


Her defense of civilization during those four dark years, when 
she was practically bled white, at least entitles her to some 
sympathetic consideration. [Applause.] The quiet serenity, 
the moderate attitude, the admirable efficiency with which 
France has proceeded to her unwelcome task has been the ad- 
miration of all who appreciate the obstacles with which she is 
confronted. I know it is fashionable just now to say bitter 
things about France, but the ex-service men who met the Ger- 
mans on the battle fields of France do not care to be fashion- 
able. 

Germany says she can not pay for the ruin she has wrought, 
but meantime her profiteers and munition makers are rolling up 
their billions. France says collect from these men. Germany 
says she can not do it. France says very well I will help you. 
That is what the occupation of the Ruhr Basin means. It ig 
not an invasion of Germany. It is the serving of a writ on 
Stinnes, Thyssen, Krupp von Bohlen, and others of their kind. 
It is dangerous, but every emergency measure involves danger. 
America prays for a peaceful result. 

France has waited four years, taxing its people four times as 
much as Germany taxed its people. 

So far it is evident, however, that the French have carried 
out their plans with efficiency and quietness and with a sort 
of determined serenity. They have placed their troops in posi- 
tions of strategic advantage without flaunting their military 
forces. It is reported that the French are concerned to dis- 
cover the extent and obstinacy of the German passive resist- 
nace. There has been little or no violence. Within the first 


week the only casualties reported were not the result of attacks, 
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primarily, by Germans upon the French, but of riots between 
two German factions which the French soldiers had to bring 
to an end. Up to January 23 the casualties apparently have 
been less than have occurred in many a raid of American pro- 
hibition officials upon moonshiners or bootleggers. 

If Europe is short of coal, it is not the fault of the French 
who occupy the Ruhr, but it is the fault of the Germans who 
deliberately put out of business the coal region of Lens, besides 
destroying industrial machinery of enormous value. 

People who are saying that France is going to get nothing 
out of this adventure in the Ruhr Valley have failed to indi- 
cate how much France was getting out of the alternative she 
uns been trying for the last four years. 

In conclusion, I want to sum up the situation as I see it. 

It has been clear that if the damage were not thus repaired, 
France and not Germany would lose the war, 

Yet it has been equally patent for many. months that Ger- 
many was not paying and did not mean to pay for the damage 
she had done, and that if the Allies had laid upon German 
shoulders a burden beyond German capacity, it was equally 
plain that the Germans were prepared to avoid and evade all 
burden so far as it was humanly possible. It was also mani- 
fest that the Germans relied upon the United States and upon 
Great Britain to prevent the French from collecting war repa- 
rations. 

So far France has expended $8,000,000,000 upon her devasta- 
tions and war pensions and Germany has paid her not over 
a quarter of this amount. It will be necessary for France to 
expend several more billions upon her reconstruction before 
she can house the people who are still living in temporary 
shacks or barracks after four years of peace. 

In this situation, what is the position of France? If Ger- 
many does not pay eventually, French taxpayers will be bur- 
dened with a debt of some ten or twelve billions growing out 
of German devastations and the care of French soldiers crip- 
pled and mutilated during the war. Germany, by contrast, 
has no devastations, and if she escapes paying reparations 
will, in addition, avoid a foreign debt, while France remains 
bound to pay some seven billions to her allies of the war for 
loans. 

The treaty of Versailles provided that France shoul: be reim- 
bursed for her losses of civilian prop rty, for the destruction 
due to German invasion and occupation, and in addition for 
the costs of war pensions. I am going to discuss this whole 
aspect in a moment, but now I desire to make clear one fact. 
The choice for France was not, as seems in America to be 
assumed, between reasonable payment—that is, German pay- 
ment of sums which might be regarded as possible—and a 
sterile insistence upon sums out of the question. The choice 
of France was between the occupation of German territory, 
which is richly productive, with the possibility of collecting 
something, and a continuation of the present situation, where 
practically nothing is paid by Germany. 

It is a profound mistake to argue that France was pre- 
sented with an alternative and that she chose the less advan- 
tugeous course. No proposal was made to France either by 
Great Britain or the United States, much less by Germany, 
which would give her even the slightest assurance of receiv- 
ing sums which were in any sense adequate, while falling 
within the four corners of German capacity. 

It is more likely, I believe, that French occupation may lead 
the Germans, and particularly the industrial and financial 
magnates, to back down and force their Government to make 
reasonable proposals accompanied by satisfactory guaranties. 
In that case the French occupation may be terminated without 
great delay and with no real material loss. This is what the 
French themselves hope for and profess to expect. 

Undoubtedly this might have been the outcome had the 
United States not wavered in interest and had the British 
loyally supported French policy. But the American and British 
courses have manifestly encouraged the German to resist rather 
than to pay. And it seems to me, on the whole, not very likely 
that there will be any satisfactory German proposal, and, there- 
fore, that we are in for a long French occupation, but it is not 
France's fault—the fault lies elsewhere in Europe. 

The trouble is that some Americans and the British actions 
have manifestly encouraged the Germans to resist and to re- 
frain from making any such proposals. And it would seem 
that, for the moment at least, Germany will continue this 
policy of passive resistance. As for an international confer- 
ence, it would consider only the question of German payments, 
for the French will not now consent to leave the Ruhr until 
Germany provides the necessary guaranties for future repara- 
tions payments. 

To those who are not familiar with, or who have forgotten, 
what France suffered at the hands of a victorious Germany in 


1871 I would recommend that they read “La dernière classe” 
(The Last Class) and “Mon Village” (My Village), both 
classies of their kind. 

I remind you of the sacred declaration of the Alsatian and 
Lorraine deputies at Bordeaux at the moment when Alsace 
and Lorraine were torn from the bleeding side of France and 
ruthlessly annexed to monarchial Germany. 

The oath which they took, thank God, has been vindicated 
and the impassioned words then spoken will ring down through 
the centuries. These words which are immortal to every patri- 
otic Frenchman, are as follows: 


Nous jurons, tant pour nous que pour nos enfants et leur descend- 
ants de revendiquer eternellements le droit des Alsaciens et des Lor- 
raines de rester membres de la Nation francaise. 


Which freely translated says— 


We pledge, not vere for ourselves but for our children and their 
descendants, to revindiecate for all time the right of the Alsatians and 
the Lorrainers to remain members of the French nation. 


Forty-seven years later this pledge was revindicated, and the 
great French nation, sober and temperate in victory as in de- 
feat, has won its right to live its own life without forever shud- 
dering in the shadow of German militarism and German aggres- 
sion. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia has expired. 

The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] is recognized. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask to be notified 
at the expiration of 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Very well. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my re- 
marks entirely to the bill which is before the House. This 
bill and some others which will follow it are all bills which 
are recommended by the Treasury Department. They are de- 
signed primarily to aid in the collection of the revenues, and 
some of them are very Important in the way of increasing the 
revenues of the Government. 

The particular bill that we have now before us is partly, and 
perhaps mostly, in the interest of the taxpayers, although to a 
certain extent it is in the interest of the Treasury. I think, 
Mr. Chairman, that the explanation given in the letter of the 
Secretary of the Treasury, which is found in the report, is as 
good as any that can be made, and I will ask that the Clerk 
read it in my time. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Treasury DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, January 13, 1923. 
Hon. WILLIAM R. Green, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on * and Means, 
ouse of Representatives. 

My Dran MR. Green: I have your letter of January 12, requesting 
so comments that I may care to offer with reference to a bill 
(H. R. 13775) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to credits 
and refunds. 

The proposed bill amends section 252 of the revenue act of 1921 in 
two respects: First, by providing that a refund or credit of income, 
war-profits or excess-profits taxes may be made if claim therefor is 
filed Hz the taxpayer within one year from the time the tax was paid 
even though not filed within five years from the time the return was 
due, and second, by ponang that where a tax is erroneously or 
illegally collected from a withholding agent the refund shall be made 
to the withholding agent unless the amount of such tax was actually 
withheld by the withholding agent. 

Section 252 of the reventie act of 1921 provides that no credit or 
refund of income, war-profits or excess-profits taxes shall be allowed 
after five years from the date when the return was due unless before 
the expiration of such five years a claim therefor is filed by the tax- 
payer. Section 3228 of the Revised Statutes, as amended by section 
1315 of the revenue act of 1921, provides that a claim for the refund- 
ing or pes of any internal-revenue tax erroneously or illegaliy 
collected must be presented to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
within four years after the payment of such tax. The present ruling 
of the Treasury Department is that section 252 of the revenue act 
of 1921 and section 8228 of the Revised Statutes should be read 
together, and that a refund or credit of income, war-profits or excess- 
profits taxes erroneously or illegally collected may be made if claim 
therefor was filed within four years after the tax was paid although 
not within five years after the return was due. The necessity for a 
provision allowing the filing of a claim within a given period after 
the tax is paid, even though not within five years after the return 
was due, is apparent. In the case of an additional assessment of 
income, 1 pro ts or excess-profits taxes after the expiration of the 
five-year period from the time when the return was due, which is 
8 in cases Where the taxpayer has walved his rights under 
he statute of limitations, such assessment would be final when made 
and the taxpayer would be barred from filing a claim for refund 
even to form the basis for a suit at law for the recovery of the taxes 
paid. The existing ruling of the Treasury Department, preset | 
a taxpayer to file a claim within four years after the tax is pai 
even though not within the five-year period after the return was due, 
is of very doubtful legality, and consequently it is deemed advisable 
to clarify the situation by means of legislation, and provide un- 
equivyocally that a claim for refund or credit may be considered by the 
department if filed within a given period after the tax was pald 
even though not within five years from the time the return was due. 

For the reasons stated above I approve the proposed bill amend- 
ing the revenue act of 1921 both as to form and as to substance, 

Yours very truly, 


A. W. MELLON, Seoretary. 


1923. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, the committee will 
see from the reading of this letter that this bill applies only 
to claims for refund that are made more than five years after 
the taxes become due. That is, in other words, so far as 
anything that the Treasury has before it at the present time 
the bill applies only to taxes for the year 1917 that became 
due in 1918, as to which the five-year limitation is now running 
against the Government and also running against the taxpay- 
ers. Now, there are some of those claims that are still un- 
settled. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Les. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Can the gentleman give us any plausible 
explanation as to why these claims for 1917 are still unsettled, 
and why there is such a yast number of them as there appears 
to be? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. My understanding is that there is no 
very great number at the present time. They have nearly 
finished auditing those for 1917. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I take it for granted that the gentleman 
has about as many inquiries as the usual Member of Congress 
has, as to claims arising out of that very year, from his con- 
stituents. I understood it is quite a general experience of 
Members of Congress at this time to have many inquiries 
about the taxes of 1917. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. In a moment. I have had some in- 
quiries, and I presume the gentleman from North Dakota has 
had some; but that is only a small proportion of the great 
number that have been before the department. 

I said that most of these claims are- now audited. Some of 
them have been only audited recently, and for that reason they 
have not yet been settled. The situation is now in this form: 
A taxpayer, upon the audit being made, claims that the Gov- 
ernment is still taxing him too much. Thereupon the Govern- 
ment says, “If you will waive the statute of limitations, we 
will examine your claim.” The taxpayer, as a rule, consents, 
and then after the expiration of five years the Treasury ofii- 
cials say to him, We have concluded your claim is not good; 
you must pay up at once.” The taxpayer has then let the five- 
year limitation expire and he has no resource except under this 
ruling of the Treasury, which the Secretary of the Treasury 
says is of very doubtful legality. I do not think it Is. My own 
opinion is that there is no foundation in the law for allowing 
the taxpayer four years further after the payment of the claim. 
But unless the Treasury so held, he would have no opportunity 
to contest what might be an illegal assessment. He would be 
compelled to pay at once or submit to execution and penalties, 
and have no chance of correction. 

We think this would not be fair to the taxpayer. On the 
other hand, we think the present ruling of the Treasury puts 
the Treasury itself in a bad situation, because it gives the tax- 
payer four years after the five-year limitation in which to 
make a claim, and the matter might be prolonged in that way 
9 or 10 years, which would be a bad thing for the Government. 

Now I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman has covered what I 
wanted to ask him about. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. We have amended the law extending the 
limit five years, which would include 1917, would it not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Would this preciude a man who filed his 
claim before 1920? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; nor would it help him. He 
would have a year, I will say to the gentleman, after the time 
he paid, as long as the claim comes up within the five-year 
period. This will not alter the situation. If it goes beyond the 
five-year period, he will have a year from the time he pays in 
which to make his claim, which the committee thought was 
sufficient. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. For example, a man’s taxes are being re- 
audited for 1917, and perhaps he will be found to owe more 
than were reported for 1917. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM, It may be that he has some set-off, some 
claim for a refund for that year. Will he be able to procure 
that refund for 1917 under this act? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is one of the important features 
of the act, that it permits such an application to be made, and 
one of the main purposes of the act was to give him a year 
within which to do that thing. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. After the reaudit has been made, then 
he has an additional year in which to file his claim, as I 
understand, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. He is given a year from the time that 
he makes the payment. When the reaudit is made the Treas- 
ary will call upon him to settle up, but he will still have an- 
other year to ask for a refund. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. He has already paid the taxes he thought 
he owed for 1917, and then the Government finds that he 
Owes more taxes, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. And he finds that he is entitled to some 
refund. Will he have a year after that additional payment 
in which to file his claim? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. . He will, so far as that payment is 
concerned. That is one of the main purposes of the bill. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Is not this a correct statement of the 
situation? He will have an additional year in which to file 
a claim for a refund of the additional amount which he pays 
at the behest of the Internal Revenue Department; but if the 
taxpayer believes that the payment he had already made was 
larger than it should have been he will not get an additional 
year in which to file a claim for refund of that portion whieh 
he had previously paid, erroneously in his contention. In 
other words, is not the situation simply this, that if prior to 
March 15 the department in auditing the 1917 returns finds 
that the taxpayer is owing $1,000 and it makes a demand for 
that amount, and the taxpayer in turn pays that $1,000 on 
the 1917 return, then under this bill he will have a year in 
which to file a claim for a refund of the $1,000; but if the 
taxpayer on verifying his return—checking it over, and so 
forth—tinds that the auditor is wrong, at least as the tax- 
payer thinks, to the extent of $1,500 against him, he can not 
file a claim for the refund of that $1,500. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the payment is made within the 
five-year period, or a year before the expiration of the five-year 
period, this act will not help him any. It will not put him in 
any worse situation, but it will not help him any. He will have 
until the expiration of the five-year period in which to make 
his claim. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The present situation is this, that if the 
department finds immediately prior to March 15 that the tax- 
payer should have paid a certain amount more than he did pay 
on the 1917 return, then without this legislation he has no 
recourse whatsoever, because he ean not file a claim for a re- 
fund after the five-year period is over, and that is over on 
March 15. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. BURTNESS. So in that ease he is entirely up against it, 
and this legislation will give him relief in so far as the extra 
amount demanded by the department prior to March 15 is con- 
cerned, but will not give him any relief under the conditions. 
referred to by the gentleman from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM], 
where the taxpayer thinks he had paid too much for 1917. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The committee did not see any reason 
why he should not file his claim within the five years, and so 
we did not think he needed any relief. 

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining? 

The CHAIRMAN. Thirteen minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GArner] 10 minutes, or as much of that time as he may 
desire. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, some gentlemen have asked 
me questions that bring to my mind a very important matter. 
There has been a great deal of criticism of the Treasury De- 
partment—and I am not certain that it is not just critigism— 
for the reason that they have not got their income and excess 
profits tax adjustments more nearly up to date. One of my 
colleagues asked me why we did not adopt an amendment re- 
quiring them to make the adjustment within one year after 
payment of the tax. One reason is because it would be physi- 
cally impossible. Another reason is that the adjustments for 
the taxable year of 1917 are based upon the values of 1917, and 
the department has just recently got those values in shape. 
The officials say they can adjust these taxes very fast after 
they once get the valuation. I can understand that for the 
adjustment of the income tax and the excess-profit tax espe- 
cially it is absolutely essential that the department should have 
the valuation basis te go upon, and they say they are going to 
bring them up to date. I asked the Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury why he did not ask Congress for enough money to put 
5,000 or 10,000 men to work, or whatever number were neces- 
sary, and he said he could not utilize them with any degree of 


economy on account of the fact that he had not obtained the 


valuation basis upon which to adjust them. So much for the 
apparent neglect of the Treasury Department. 

This bill contains only these two propositions. One is that 
the taxpayer this month is undertaking te settle his adjustment 
for 1917. The Treasury Department is not satisfied to close the 
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matter in a hurried manner without complete information, and 
the tuxpayer is not satisfied. So the Treasury Department says, 
“Tf you will waive your rights we will give you another hear- 


ing and look into this matter.” The taxpayer says, “All right.” 
The Treasury Department says, “If you do not waive your 
rights we are going to assess you $100,000 or $1,000,000, as the 
case may be, with the right to present a claim later for a re- 
fund.” Now, this amendment gives the taxpayer a year to come 
in and make his claim. If he paid under protest now he would 
possibly be barred on the 15th of March of this year, under a 
strict construction of the law. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I have an impression that 
as fur as the 1917 returns are concerned, if the Treasury De- 
partment had not made any reassessment prior to March 15, 
1921, the department was barred from making any further levy. 
Some time ago—about two years ago—the Treasury Depart- 
ment sent around to all corporations blank forms requesting 
the taxpayer to waive the statute of limitations which would 
expire March 15 of that year. This bill, as I understand, will 
give the department the right to make a levy regardless of that. 

Mr. GARNER. That is correct. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If the gentleman will allow me, the stat- 
ute of limitations will expire the Ist of March, 1923, for 1917. 

Mr. STAFFORD. There was one return as to which the 
statute of limitations expired on March 15, and the department 
sent around blank forms asking the corporations to waive that. 
After that the department could only recover the tax they 
claimed through the courts and not by levy. 

Mr. GARNER. First they were barred on the 1st of March, 

and we extended it to the 15th of March. Let me say to my 
friends on both sides of the House that this is a question of 
claims against the Government for erroneous taxes, taxes col- 
lected illegally, a contest as to how much the taxpayer should 
pay. 
I do not believe that the membership of the Congress under- 
stands this situation with reference to the power that is in one 
man's hands. The Secretary of the Treasury literally com- 
mands hundreds of millions of dollars—money in his hands 
subject to his own discretion. I do not want to say that 1 
believe for a moment that the Secretary of the Treasury would 
abuse that power. I do not think he would. The present 
Secretary of the Treasury is a man who would not abuse that 
privilege in any way. Nevertheless there has been consider- 
able criticism about so much power resting in one man’s hands, 
I know that Members of the House and members of the Ways 
and Means Committee are criticising the Treasury Department 
now, and we have asked for data for the purpose of ascertain- 
ing how much was remitted to certain corporations and individ- 
uals in this country. For instance, gentlemen will remember 
the other day seeing in the newspaper an account where Cudahy 
& Co. had recovered something like $2,000,000 of taxes errone- 
ously paid. It is said that some taxpayer down in North Caro- 
lina has collected a very large amount. 

All these matters, of course, are of rumor and are of a gen- 
eral nature. However, there ought to be created in the Treas- 
ury Department a sort of court to take the place of the pres- 
ent arrangement. As I understand the present arrangement, it 
is if a man has paid taxes erroneously or if taxes have been 
collected from him that ought not to have been collected he 
presents his claim to the Treasury Department. The Treasury 
Department then refers it through the Internal Revenue Bu- 
reau to a board composed of either seven or nine men, I for- 
get which. It is true that they are high-class, well-informed 
gentlemen, so far as I know. That board hears the counsel 
representing the individual taxpayer or the corporation or the 
taxpayer himself without counsel, and there is a representa- 
tive of the Internal Revenue Bureau present. They thrash the 
matter out and come to a conclusion as to how much addi- 
tional tax shall be assessed or how much shall be refunded, 
as the case may be. That is a good arrangement, but it so 
happens that these young men who compose the appeal board 
do not stay there long. They go out and announce that they 
are going to practice law in Wall Street, in Chicago, or at some 
other place. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mostly in Washington. 

Mr. GARNER. And a great many in Washington. One of 
them came to my desk to-day and announced that he was going 
to practice law in New York, What we need to handle claims 
arising out of about three billion dollars worth of taxes a 

ear is a permanent court, which will have responsibility, and 
f necessary the tenure of office should be for a long term of 
ears; and then, before this court, let matters between the 

payers and the Government be adjusted. I am not sure 


that such a court should not have original jurisdiction with 
appeal direct to the Supreme Court. 


I mention this for the 


purpose of calling the attention of the Judiciary Committee to 
the advisability of having hearings on the problem with a view 
to presenting such legislation as will fit this pressing need. I 
do not want to provide the court through the Committee on 
Ways and Means, I would rather have the Judiciary Com- 
mittee do that. However, if something is not done within a 
month or two after the next Congress meets I hope to call the 
matter to the attention of the House and to the Committee on 
Ways and Means with a view of establishing a permanent 
arrangement in the Treasury Department to settle these differ- 
ences between the taxpayer and the Government. 

Nene MOORE of Virginia. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman 
yielc 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. How does the gentleman suppose 
the amount of claims in a year of the character he is discuss- 
ing now compares with the claims that go before the Customs 
Court? 

Mr. GARNER, The amount of claims before the Court of 
Customs Appeals is insignificant compared with the claims I 
have mentioned, and yet we have a very important Court of 
Customs Appeals. I think it is very essential that we have 
such a court, and I think something of the kind ought to be 
done here. I am not one of those to pay attention to rumors 
here or there with reference to some one having had remitted 
$300,000, or some sum, this much or that much, through influ- 
ence. One hears things of that kind all of the time. I do 
know that the present arrangement is not suitable for perma- 
ment retention. My friend from Iowa [Mr. Green] may say, 
“Why did not the Democrats do that when they enacted the 
original law?“ When the original law was passed providing 
for an income tax nobody ever dreamed that we would have 
the enormous tax now being collected, and during the war we 
had little time in which to create permanent machinery. The 
time has come now, howeyer, when there ought to be something 
done to solve the problem, The present arrangement is unsat- 
isfactory, in my opinion. We do not want to put it into the 
power of one man, I do not care how honest he may be, to 
remit a million dollars of back taxes to any man or corpora- 
tion, That is too much power to put into the hands of any 
one man, whether he be a Democrat or a Republican, There 
ought to be a court of seven or nine men, whose position should 
be permanent—men of the highest type that we can get. I rose 
to call this to the attention of the committee in connection with 
this amendment proposing to give additional time within which 
one can make claims against the Government. 

Mr, STAFFORD. Do the hearings before the Committee on 
Ways and Means disclose the status of the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue in respect to returns for back years? 

Mr. GARNER. I do not think they do. My recollection is 
that in discussing that matter it was at an informal meeting of 
the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
aa All time has expired; and the Clerk will read the 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 252 of the revenue act of 1921 is 
amended to read as follows: 

“Sec, 252. That if, upon examination of any return of income 
made pursuant to this act, the act of August 5, 1909, entitled An 
act to provide revenue, equalize duties, and encourage the industries 
of the United States, and for other Pane: the act of October 3. 
1913, entitled ‘An act to reduce tarif duties and to provide revenue 
for the Government, and for other purposes,’ the revenue act of 
1916, as amended, the revenue act of 1917, or the revenue act of 
1918, it appears that an amount of income, war-profits or excess- 
profits tax has been paid in excess of that properly due, then, not- 
withstanding the provisions of section 8228 of the Revised Statutes, 
the amount of the excess shall be credited against any income, war- 

rofits or excess-profits taxes, or installment thereof, then due from 
Pre taxpayer under any other return, and any balance of such excess 
shall be immediately refunded to the taxpayer: Provided, That no 
such credit or refund shall be allowed or made after five years from 
the date when the return was due, unless before the expiration of 
such five years a claim therefor is filed by the taxpayer, or unless 
before the expiration of one year from the time the tax was id a 
claim therefor is filed by the taxpayer: Provided further, at if 
upon examination of any return of income made pursuant to the 
revenue act of 1917, the revenue act of 1918, or this act, the invested 
capital of a taxpayer is decreased by the commissioner, and such 
decrease is due to the fact that the taxpayer failed to take adequate 
deductions in previous years, with the result that an amount of in- 
come tax in excess of that properly due was paid in any previous 
year or years, then, notwithstanding any other provision of law and 
regardless of the expire Goa of such 5-year riod, the amount of 
such excess shall, without the filing of any claim therefor, be credited 
or refunded as provided in this section: And provided further, That 
nothing in this section shall be construed to bar from allowance claims 
for refund filed prior to the passage of the revenue act of 1918 under 
subdivision (a) of section 14 of the revenue act of 1916, or filed 
prior to the passage of this act under section 252 of the revenue act 


of > 
“Where a tax has been paid under the provisions of section 221 
or 237 in excess of that properly due, any refund or credit made 
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under the 9 of Ea 8 — me — 
of auch. ta wee actually withheld by the withholding agent.” 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out 
the last word. The last clause of the bill has not been ex- 
plained. It relates to cases where the tax is paid by a with- 
holding agent, and it appears that the withholding agent has 
paid the Government too much. There is an ambiguity in the 
law so that it is very uncertain as to whom this amount errone- 
ously collected should be refunded. The Treasury Department 
is uncertain what to do with the money in cases of this kind. 
My own view of the law as it stands now is that it provides 
that it shall be paid both to the withholding agent and to the 
man whom we call the taxpayer, although he was not really 
the taxpayer at all. The bill applies only to cases where the 
withholding agent under his contract was obliged to pay the 
taxes, and subsequently it has been found that the tax assessed 
was not due at all. Consequently the man whom we call the 
taxpayer is not out of pocket, he has lost nothing, he is charged 
with nothing, and yet the question arises under the law whether 
the money does not have to go back to him, and then the with- 
holding agent must try to get the money back from him, if 
he ever gets the money back at all. This is simply for the pur- 
pose of clarifying the law in that respect, and under this para- 
graph in such cases it would be paid to the withholding agent. 

Mr. TILSON. Could this be made to apply to this state of 
affairs? Certain bonds were issued with tax-free covenant 
clauses and the gentleman knows 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. When our income tax was first fixed at 2 per 

_cent of the normal income, it was then provided that where the 
tax-free coyenant was taken care of by the debtor—that is, the 
person who issued the bonds—he should pay the tax to the Gov- 
ernment, and that the bondholder should receive the full amount 
of his interest. 

Now, the normal rate is 4 per cent. If the gentleman has any 
tax-free Government bonds he will find when he goes to get 
credit he gets a credit of 2 per cent, but he has to pay to the 
Government 4 per cent. The one who issued the bonds agreed 
to pay the tax. As the law stands now he pays only 2 per 
cent and the gentlemen who were fortunate enough to hold 
bonds have to pay 4 per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 

Mr. TILSON. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman 
have five additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut asks 
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from Iowa 
be extended five minutes. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentieman will remember the 
law only requires the obligor to hold 2 per cent. 

Mr. TILSON. That is correct, but if the one who issued the 
bonds agreed to pay all the taxes—in other words, if he issued 
all his bonds with a tax-free covenant clause—the bondholder 
must pay 4 per cent, and yet he gets only credit of 2 per cent 
on his income. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is between the party who issued the 
bonds and the bondholder. 

Mr. TILSON. It is between them, but it seems to me that it 
is an injustice to that extent. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, it is a case as to which I am 
not prepared to express an opinion, except to say the Govern- 
ment has nothing to do with that, and this bill, of course, does 
not affect it. 

Mr. TILSON. If the debtor promised to pay the entire tax 
which is now 4 per cent and pays to the Government only 2 
per cent, then the debtor has failed to keep his covenant with 
the bondholder. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
ment. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment, Page 2, line 9, strike out the word “ immediately.” 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Burtness: Page 2, line 9, strike out the word 
“ immediately.” 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I have offered this amend- 
ment solely for the reason that I believe the word “ immedi- 
ately,” included in the present law and also carried in the bill 
we are now considering, means nothing for the reason that I 
do not believe that any member of the- Internal Revenue De- 
partment—at least, if we are to judge of their understanding 
by their action—knows the meaning of the word “immedi- 
ately.” If that is the case and if they can not be taught the 
meaning of the word, what is the use of continuing it in the 


He would be only keeping his agree- 


law? I think we are all familiar with the way in which these 
proceedings are handled now. When an audit is finally made, 
if they find the taxpayer is entitled to a refund he is advised 
thereof, and the practice has been that he is invited to file a 
claim for refund. The taxpayer files that claim and he be- 
lieves that the money coming to him will be paid him in the 
course of a few weeks, for the Government has conceded it has 
been wrongfully withheld from the taxpayer. Well, the claim 
is filed; the taxpayer waits for several months, but hears 
nothing. He then writes the bureau, and about two or three 
months after that time the taxpayer gets a letter advising that 
investigations are being made as to whether he is owing any- 
thing on later returns. After some delay the taxpayer writes 
another letter, and the reply comes back something like this— 
that in a subsequent year an additional assessment has been 
made against him for a certain amount, or some installment 
is past due. Then the taxpayer looks up his records and finds 
he has in fact paid the additional assessment or the amount 
that may have been due, that it was paid by him long before, 
and so the matter dillydallies along with more correspondence 
for perhaps two or three or four years, and the money all of 
that time is being held by the Government. It therefore seems 
to me that if we eliminate the word “immediately” from the 
law we can not hurt the law, and the taxpayer will have just 
as good a chance for getting his money which belongs to him 
this side of the Styx with this word eliminated as he has now, 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I will. 

Mr. GARNER, The gentleman should add other letters there 
that the Treasury Department writes, and one of them is that 
Congress has not appropriated the money to pay the claim, 
Then he ought to have cited another letter which he ought to 
read to his constituents, that this Republican administration 
and Republican Congress refuses to appropriate money when 
there is not a word of truth in it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, yes; there are many letters I could 
have added, but could not for lack of time; but the gentleman 
from Texas knows most of these letters come after a period of 
years during which time the Democrats were in control, and 
that the Democratic administration had three or four years in 
which to complete 

Mr. GARNER. It is claimed that it is because a Republican 
Congress declines to make the appropriation—— 

Mr. BURTNESS. I realize that a letter always comes re- 
ferring to lack of appropriations, and that is usually the last 
letter to the taxpayer, but before that letter ever reaches him 
he 1 vexed with three or four which I had not time to detail 
at all. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Certainly. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman might have called at- 
tention to other matters of which he is probably unaware. One 
is that recently the administration has made an important 
change with reference to the rule of the Democratic adminis- 
tration; and on December 16 the rule was established that 
where it was claimed that the department found that there was 
a refund due, it was not necessary to file a claim for refund, 
but it should be repaid immediately and forthwith. 

Mr. BURTNESS. In that respect I thank goodness, the ad- 
ministration, or anybody having to do with the ruling that they 
are finally able to do away with the foolish and ridiculous rule 
that where a man has a valid claim conceded and audited to 
be such by the Government that he must file a claim for re- 
fund. It seems to me when he has already—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I ask for two additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from North Dakota? 

There was no objection, 

Mr. BURTNESS. All that should be necessary, it seems to 
me, is that the refund should be made when ascertainment of 
overpayment is made, without the necessity of the man filing 
any claim for refund. The taxpayer should get his money. An- 
other thing that I might supplement to the statement of the 
gentleman from Iowa is this: That possibly some of the pivotal 
points in the bureau, held so long by leading members of the 
Democratic Party, might some day be changed with value to 
the taxpayers. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD: I remember a distinguished Senator once 
offered a facetious bone-dry amendment in the Senate of the 


Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
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United States, and it was adopted. The gentleman’s amendment 
here might for some reason be adopted, and I am afraid he 
might get into trouble if we took him at his word. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BURTNESS. The House will have to take care of that. 

The CHAIRMAN, Tue gentleman from Iowa [Mr, Green] 
Is recognized. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle- 
man’s amendment is offered more in a facetious sense than 

riously. 4 
Se The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from North Dakota. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill back to the House with- 
out amendment, with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
committee do now rise and report the bill back to the House 
with the recommendation that it do pass. The question is on 
agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Mappen, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 
18775) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to credits 
and refunds, had directed him to report the same back to the 
House without amendment, with the recommendation that it 
do pass. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Green of Iowa, a motion to reconsider the 
yote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, House bill 13878, for 
which this bill was substituted this morning, will be laid on 
the table. 

There was no objection. 

EXCHANGE OF PROPERTY. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 13774) 
to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to exchanges of 
property; and, pending that motion, I will ask the gentleman 
from Texas if we can agree as to time? 

Mr. GARNER, Is that the exchange bill? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. How would 20 minutes or 30 minutes on 
a side do? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
at least, on a side. 

Mr. GARNER. Is that the bill to which the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. Forpney] is going to offer an amendment? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; this is the bill to which the 
gentleman from Michigan is going to offer an amendment. 

Mr. GARNER. Let us have 80 minutes to a side; not ex- 
ceeding 30 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the general debate shall not exceed one hour, one 
half to be controlled by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GAR- 
NER} and the other half by himself. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the gentleman from Iowa, that the House resolve itself into 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for 
the consideration of the bill H. R. 13774. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr. Hus- 
TED] will please take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H. R. 18774) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in 
respect to exchanges of property, with Mr. Husten in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 18774, which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 13774) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to 
exchanges of property. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that the first reading of the bil be dispensed with. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


I think we ought to have 80 minutes, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. LITTLE]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Kansas is recognized 
for 10 minutes. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, under date of April 10, 1921, 
the Hon. W. C. Herron, “attorney,” “for the Attorney General,” 
wrote the chairman of the House Committee on Revision of 
the Laws that he had made careful examination of all of the 
sections of H. R. 12 which relate in any way to criminal law or 
criminal procedure, and had found “no errors or omissions.” 
February 5, 1921, Attorney General Palmer wrote with regard 
to that material that “there is no criticism to offer on behalf 
of this department.” You will see that two administrations 
have given to the criminal code and criminal procedure in 
H. R. 12 their approval and a clean bill of health. There is 
no room for criticism of any portion of the law which comes to 
the attention of the Department of Justice. That feature of the 
bill is perfect. On March 4, 1921, and in other letters, and to 
me personally, Judge Jacob Trieber, of the United States Dis- 
trict Court of Arkansas, a very distinguished lawyer and law 
writer, has given similar approval to that part of H. R. 12 
which refers to the judiciary. Probably no bill ever presented 
to the House has received a more thorough indorsement from 
the highest sources than these parts of H. R. 12. 

In the early days of the work on this bill the War Depart- 
ment made a thorough study of it and pointed out two errors, 
which we corrected, and discovered in their own collection of 
their laws 27 sections omitted, which they were glad to have. 
In January, 1921, a young gentleman offered quite a number of 
criticisms, which were so thoroughly disposed of by the re- 
visers that Secretary of War Baker withdrew them and wrote 
a full and complete indorsement of the bill and gave it his 
highest approval. 

Here is a letter I received from a judge in Arkansas: 

Unitep States DISTRICT JUDGE’S CHAMBERS, 


EASTERN DISTRICT OF ARKANSAS, 
Little Rock, Ark., March 2}, 1921. 
My Drar Mr. LITTLE: 
* * * s * * . 
I am going over your act as I find time, but 8 myself solely 
to the title of the judiciary. I can not express my admiration for this 
work. People, especially the bench and bar, owe you a debt of 
gratitude which can never be repaid. How you found time with your 
other congressional duties to do this work I am unable to understand. 
I have read in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD your remarks when you 
Po your report on the act, and also the remarks made by other 
embers of the House, which show that your work is being appre- 
ciated by the Members who have exami it. You are entirely too 
modest in claiming credit for your work. 

I hope that some day in the near future I may have the pleasure 
of meeting 8 in person, that I may express to you my admiration 
for 3 72 wor x igh 1 

very est regards, am, 
Yours sincerely, 


JACOB TRIEBER, 
United States District Judge. 


I call attention to letters from Attorney General Palmer and 
from Mr. W. C. Herron, of the present Attorney General's office, 
Mr. Taft's brother-in-law. I ask that the Clerk read them. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LITTLE. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am almost as much interested in 
the bill as my friend is. I will ask him if he has ascertained 
whether there is any prospect at all of action at the other end 
of the Capitol? 

Mr. LITTLE. I think there is. I will find out. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the letters indicated. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. O., February 5, 1921. 


Hon. Josian O. WovLcort, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. 0. 


My Dran SENATOR : 
* * 


. * * * . 

In reply I beg to advise you that the only portions of this bill sub- 
mitted to this department were section 965 to section 1612 relating 
to the judiciary, and section 503 to section 551 relating to the De- 
partment of Justice. 


So far as such portion of the bill is concerned there is no criticism 
to offer on behalf of this department. 


üy, A. MITCHELL PALMER, 
Attorney General, 


Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the Clerk also to 
read the next one. 
The Clerk read as fellows: 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICH, 
Washington, D. C., August 10, 1921, 


Hon. E. C. LITTLE 


an, Committee on Revision of Laws, House of Representatives, 


Dear Sin: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt seyon letter of 
August 1, sending a copy of H. R. 12, to establish a e. 


e of laws of 


1923. 
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the United States, and asking me to look over it and advise you of any 
views I may have in regard to it. 
The sections which seem to relate in any way to the criminal law or 
criminal procedure have been carefully examined, and, so far as it is 
ssible to discover from such an examination, no errors or omissions 
ave been noted. 2 
* * * . . . 


Respectfully, W. C. HERRON, Attorney 
SR 7 (For the Attorney General), 


Mr. BRIGGS. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. LITTLE. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Has not the gentleman also received indorse- 
ments from the great publishing houses, like the West Publish- 
ing Co, and the Edgar Thompson Publishing Co.? 

Mr. LITTLE. Very fine ones. I am going to present to-day 
a series of department indorsements. I will ask the Clerk to 
read the letter from Secretary of War Baker. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


War DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, January 21, 1921. 
Hon. Epwarp C. LITTLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

My Dran Mr, Litrite: I have received your letter of January 19 
and am delighted to have the marked copies of committee reports which 
you inclo: Senator Carpenter's speech, to which you direct my 
attention, of course correctly states the answer to the difficulty always 
raised in the enactment of a eat piece of 9 legislation. If 
we wait until perfection is achieved and the possibility of error re- 
moved, we never get the code. In the meantime, practicing lawyers, 
judges, and district attorneys all over the United States are making 
vastly many more errors by reason of the fact that they have to rely 
upon an uncodified mass of legislative enactment, through which it. is 
impossible, even with the greatest industry, to trace out the existing 
state of law. 

Cordially yours, 


Newton D. BAKER, Secretary of War. 


Mr. LITTLE. Herewith I present a letter of April 7, 1922, 
from Hon. Edwin S. Booth, Solicitor of the Department of 
the Interior. This letter presents thoroughly and clearly the 
approval of that department of H. R. 12 and the reasons why 
every sound lawyer wishes the bill to be passed at the earliest 

ible moment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


SOLICITOR OF INTERIOR SAYS CODE SHOULD PASS WITHOUT AMENDMENT. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFIC OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington, April 7, 1922. 


Hon. EDWARD C. LITTLE, 
Committee on Revision of Laws, House of ig! eine 
t ashington, b. 0. 

My Dear Mr. Lirrtee: I am in receipt of your letter of the 5th 
instant, requesting my views in relation to H. R. 12. This propo: 
bill has been before the department for some time, and I think with 
very few exceptions no objection has been made thereto. 

As I understand the pupos legislation, it is merely a compilation 
of the present existing laws and does not purport to contain new legis- 
lation. I have not gone over the matter with the idea of suggesting 
corrections for the reason that in my opinion it is very advisable that 
the present laws be consolidated and brought into some one volume 
where they will be easy of access. As it is at the present time, many 
enactments of Congress are contained in different volumes and, as you 
appreciate, may sometimes be very easily overlooked. I am of the 
opinion that if Congress will enact the proposed bill and thus get 
into a workable condition the present existing laws, that the future 
Congresses can then make such amendments as may be deemed proper 
in a much more satisfactory manner. 

I trust you will pardon a few personal observations in relation to 
this character of legislation. It happened to be my privilege to be 
chairman of the legislative committee of Montana on two different 
occasions when the question of codification, consolidation, and revision 
of the then existing laws was before the legislative assembly. I found 
that it was impractical and almost impossible to undertake to make 
amendments and to get the legislative assembly to approve them, and 
in both instances our committee recommended, and the legislative as- 
sembly pursued, this course and adopted the report of the committee 
appointed to compile the existing laws without amendments, leaving 
to the succeeding legislative assemblies the corrections that might seem 
best. This method we found so satisfactory that at the last work of 
the assembly in compiling the laws of Montana we adopted the same 
course. For these reasons I am strongly of the opinion that H. R. 12 
should be passed without any amendment other than those which 
the committee itself might report, and thus get into some practicable 
workable shape the 1 existing laws covering the several matters 
of public concern. elleving as I do, I am not making any suggestions 


of proposed amendments and hope and trust that this legislation will 
pass at an early date, as it will, in my judgment, be of incalculable 
value to all concerned. 


Very truly yours, Epwix S. BOOTH, Solicitor. 


In the spring of 1922 the Department of Agriculture was 
asked whether it had any further suggestions, although it had 
long since carefully canvassed the bill and its suggestions had 
been accepted wherever they were necessary, They made some 
further suggestions, which were disposed of, as will be seen by 
the following letter from the Secretary of Agriculture. As you 
will see by reading the Secretary's letter, here is another abso- 
lute indorsement of the correctness of the bill from another de- 
partment. I ask the Clerk to read it. 


The Clerk read as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, April 18, 1922. 
Hon. RICHARD P. ERNST, 
United States Senate. 
My Dran Senator ERNST: 
7 * > > 0 + . . 
In a conference between Colonel LITTLE and the solicitor of the depart- 
ment yesterday the department’s report to you of December 16 last 
was carefully gone over, resulting in Colonel Little’s concurrence in 


my estions with reference to the following sections of the bill: 
837, 4866, 5055, 5051, 5061, 5249, 5258, 5282, 5299, 5300, 5320, 6677, 
187, 7323, 7326, 8868, 9489, 9497, 10326, and 3344. 


I understand that Colonel Lrrriu will take up with you the necessary 
action to effect the changes in the above-stated sections suggested by 
the department. 

The remaining sections of the bill upon which I reported to you 
mag stand as they appear in the bill. 

he department realizes very keenly the enormous task involved in 
the preparation of this bill, and the only wonder is that it is so erally 
free from errors and omissions. It is also realized, as Colonel LITTLE 
Suggests, that it is practically impossible to enact a bill of this kind 
which will be perfect in every respect. That result seems never to 
have been accomplished in any revision of the laws which has ever yet 
been undertaken. It seems to me that it is better to have a consolida- 
tion of the laws with a few errors which can be corrected by wappie 
mental legislation when discovered than tò delay the consolidation 
3 striving for perfection which it is more than probable 
never could be attalned. 

Very respectfully, Henry C. WALLACE, Secretary. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman give me five minutes 
more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman from Texas yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas five minutes? 


Mr. GARNER. I have 30 minutes, have I not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas five 
minutes. 

Mr. LITTLE. I thank the gentleman from Texas. In the 


years of the work on this bill the State Department has made 
and seen accepted quite a number of its suggestions, and in 
November, 1922, they were asked by another committee whether 
they had any objections to make and the recipient got the idea 
or expressed the opinion that the Secretary had taken excep- 
tion to the law set out by H. R. 12 with 1 guard to ambassa- 
dors. Accordingly, I present herewith a letter of January 27, 
1928, from the Secretary of State which clears up that. You 
will notice that in the letter he says that on December 7, 1922, 
when he sent to Senator Euxsr a memorandum prepared when 
H. R. 9389 was under discussion in 1920, he said that he had 
advised the Senator on December 7, 1922, that “the depart- 
ment at that time had no additional suggestions to offer con- 
cerning the sections covered by that memorandum.” This 
memorandum is the subject of his letter, and as it was in ref- 
erence to the bill in the Sixty-sixth Congress, of course it had 
long since been disposed of, and on December 7, 1922, the de- 
partment had “no additional suggestions.” Here's another 
clearance paper for H. R. 12 from another department with 
which I present a brief letter from the chairman of the House 
committee addressed to the Secretary of State in reply. 

I will ask the Clerk to read the letter from Secretary Hughes 
and my reply. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

DeyaARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, January 27, 192%. 

My Drar Mu. LITTLE: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt 
of your letter of January 23, 1923, in which you state that in a 
communication dated November 22, 1922, to which no written reply 
has been received, you advised the department of the attitude of 
the House Committee on Revision of the Laws regarding certain sug- 

estions which the department had made concerning sections 3214, 
$221, and 3222 of bill H. R. 12, and that you understood that the 
department concurred in the view of the committee. You add that 
Senator Ernst, chairman of the Senate Committee on Revision of the 
Laws, has informed you of the receipt from the department of a 
communication criticizing sections 3221 and 3222 of the bill, and 
inclose a statement of the law as understood by your committee, con- 
cerning which you desire the department's comments, 

I beg to inform you that in response to a communication dated 
November 10, 1922, from Senator ERNST, requesting that the depart- 
ment give to the Senate Committee on Revision of the Laws the 
benefit of any suggestions it might desire to make concerning bill 
H. R. 12, the department on December 7, 1922, stated that at the 
time bill H. R. 9389 was_ receiving the consideration of the House 
committee a memorandum had been prepared in response to a request 
from you containing brief comments on certain sections of the bill. 
A copy of the memorandum was transmitted to Senator Ernst for 
the information of the Senate committee, and he was advised that 
the department at that time had no additional suggestions to offer 
concerning the sections covered by that memorandum. 

It is observed that the title of H. R. 12 is “A bill to consolidate, 
codify, revise, and reenact the general and permanent laws of the 
United States in force March 4, 1919.“ At the time the department's 
memorandum was prepared it was assumed that it was within the 
scope of the work of your committee in revising the laws of the 


United States to make all the changes suggested in the memorandum. 
our committee the 
epartment with re- 


In any event it was thought desirable to give 
benefit of such suggestions as occurred to the 
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spect to the sections covered by the memorandum. The question, 
however, whether the scope of the work of the committee in revising 
the laws of the United States would permit the adoption of the sug- 
gestions which the department made concerning sections 3221 and 
3222 of the bill (none was made respecting section 3214) is obvious! 
a matter for determination by the committee, concerning which 
would not feel free to express an opinion. 

I bave noted your statement that after the bill becomes a law 
yon intend to suggest to the de ent that an amendment be pre- 
pared for the purpose of correcting such inaccuracies as may appear. 

I am, my dear Mr. LITTLE, 

Very sincerely yours, CHARLES E. HUGHES. 


JANUARY. 28, 1923. 


Hon. CHARLES E. HUGHES 
Secretary of State, Washington, D. O. 
Mr. SECRETARY : Replying to your favor of the 


time 
the House a memorandum had been prepared in yy ter to a request 
from the Chairman of the House Committee on vision containing 
brief comments on certain sections of that bill” and “that the depart- 
ment had no additional suggestions to offer concerning the sections 
covered by that memorandum.” 

I write to inquire whether you will kindly send me a copy of the 
memorandum that you forwarded him December 7, with the date 
thereof. H. R. 93 ssed the House December 20, 1920, and the 
memoranda with regard to that were long since utilized. 

I note your remark that you say, “I have noted your statement that 
after the bill becomes a law you intend to suggest to the department that 
an amendment be prepared for the purpose of correcting such inaccura- 
cies as may es yt I presume you refer to my letter of April 11, 
1922, in whi I said, Our plan is simply to prepare a bill that 
contains present law without any change whatever. This bill is 
now the law, and if it passes the Senate it becomes a law, and we 
will then have something to with, doing away with the past 
confusion. Our committee will then bring in a bill suggesting some 
changes correcting what appear to be errors in the present law.” 1 
was not Teses to inaccuracies in our bill but the errors in the 
1 law, such perhaps as may exist with regard to these min- 
Sih Be ine ambassadors, but which are errors by Congress—not in 
this . 

Before the old Revised Statutes were fully printed a bill was 
passed correcting 34 mistakes in it, and two years later a bill was 
enacted which corrected 242 imperfections in the old Revised Statutes. 
In my bill to establish a code I have supplied 60 omissions in the 
Revised Statutes which still remain. If we adhere to the precedent 
set by the Revised Statutes people, we will, as you suggest, introduce 
a bill to correct our mistakes if any there be. I suppose we ought 
to adhere to that precedent, should we not? Our book is three times 
as large as was theirs, and if we adhered to their percentage of mis- 
takes we would have over a thousand to correct, and with all the 
nervous assistance of young gentlemen admitted to the bar here and 
there and people who want us to omit the law to make easy their 

1 duties we have been only able to locate 66 instead of over a 
thousand. I am glad you feel that what the committee did was just 
what it should have done. 

Very sincerely yours, E. C. LITTLE. 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. LITTLE. May I have two minutes more? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield to the gentleman two minutes 
more. 

Mr. LITTLE. I wish the Clerk to read a letier from John 
Wigmore. I might say that I have a letter from John Davis, 
president of the American Bar Association, expressing the 
earnest hope that this bill will pass. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Hon. RICHARD P. ERNST, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: I have been very hopeful that the Senate would 
proceed to the prompt enactment of the new United States Code, 
passed by the House a year ago last April. During the past year 1 

ave u the copy of it in preparing a new edition of ad treatise on 
Evidence, and have been through every page of the work and find it 
entirely satisfactory. 

For 20 months it has lain in the hands of your committee. Is there 
any renon that you care to give explaining the delay? = 


truly yours, 
id oi (Signed) Joun H. WIGMORE. 


Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Wigmore is the greatest law writer in the 
world, I asked the gentleman who received that letter about 
it, and his reply was that Mr. Wigmore never had read it; that 
he could not have done it; that he was a damned liar. [Laugh- 
ter.] 1 just leave that with you. If I had the time, I would 
like to express my views on that. 

I present here a letter of December 18, 1922, from the 
Solicitor of the Department of Labor, which makes it clear that 
the department and the House committee have fully agreed on 
the bill and the department has no criticisms: 


DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, 
OFFICE oF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington, December 18, 1922. 
Hon. Ewan C. LITTLE, M. 


Cy 
United States House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
My Dear MR. LITTLE: 
* * » 


* * * — 
In the report of this office of December 12, 1922, to the Secre 


JANUARY 15, 1923. 


of Labor in re H. R. 12, this office has stated to the Secretary that 
Senator Ernst may be advised that all the changes su ed by the 


report of this office of 12 1, 1921, in re H. R. 9389 have been 
taken care of in H. R. 12, 


with the exception of a few, and as to 


these 
recen 
bill 


Very truly yours, THEODORE G. RISLEY, Solicitor. 


The beginning of our suggestions from the Treasury came 
in the form of insisting that we should reprint the executed law 
which authorized them to issue something like a billion dollars’ 
worth of Liberty bonds. Their criticism was somewhat severe. 
As they had issued the bonds and could not issue another 
billion, the committee decided to avoid complications by not 
reenacting the law which was executed and done for. The fear 
of the Secretary that this would injure the legality of a billion 
dollars of bonds seemed to be without ground, and after ex- 
plaining it to him the Secretary did not think it was practical 
to give me the name of his attorney. Subsequent correspond- 
ence with that department was very helpful and harmonious, 
and we know of no suggestions of error from that depart- 
ment since that time, and as far as we haye learned they have 
no criticisms to offer. All suggestions which the revisers and 
the committee found correct were followed, and with the 
approval of the department, as far as we can learn. 

Under date of April 12, 1922, the committee received a letter 
from the Hon. D. H. Blair, Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
which I tender herewith, in which he answers our letter of in- 
quiry as to whether he had any suggestions. He called atten- 
tion to the fact that there had been much change in the internal 
revenue law since March 4, 1919, which is the date up to which 
this bill goes, and gives us to understand he had no suggestions, 
except that if the committee should decide to endeavor to 
bring the bill up past March 4, 1919, he would be very glad to 
assist in that work. The letter is as follows: 

TREASURY D&SPARTMBNT, 
OFFICE Or COMMISSIONER OF INTERNAL REVENUE, 
Washington, April 12, 1922, 
Hon. Epwarp C. LITTLE, 


House of Representatives. 
My Dear CONGRESSMAN: Receipt is acknowledged of your letter of 


April 5, 1922, addressed to the Solicitor of Internal Revenue, sae She 
ing any suggestions which he may have to offer with respect to H. R. 
12, which passed the House of Representatives on May 16, 1921. 


The solicitor has been requested to review the ification in a de- 


tailed manner in order that you may have the benefit of any suggestions 
or criticisms which may be off . Tou will understand that the reve- 
nue act of 1921, which was enacted subsequent to the passage by the 
House of Representatives of the bill to consolidate, codify, revise, and 
reenact the general and permanent laws of the United States in force 
March 4, 1919, made some very material in the assessment, 
collection, and refunding of taxes for prior years and the bringing o 
suits or other proceed ngs by or against taxpayers. fact, the 
ch. are so vital and far-reaching that many sections of your pro- 

code have been practically superseded. In view of the fact that 
he codification proposed attempts only to cover laws enacted prior to 
March 4, 1919, you may not be interested in the new and vital changes, 
but in the event it is your desire to make your cation more com- 
prehensive, I should be pleased to render you any assistance which 
may be deemed advisable in connection therewith. 

Sincerely, 

D. H. Buarr, Commissioner. 

In the spring of 1922, prior to the passage of H. R. 12, the 
committee inquired of the Department of Commerce for sug- 
gestions. That department called our attention to one section 
only to which they suggested some change. As the revisers had 
given it particular attention, they thought it was right as it 
was and is. However, the solicitor showed such an earnest 
and sincere interest in the proposed legislation, and his depart- 
ment was so familiar, of course, with the law under that head, 
that the committee told him that if the Department of Com- 
merce would prepare that one section just as they felt the law 
was, and state that that was the law, the committee would 
accept that amendment and urge the Senate committee to 
adopt it, providing it was not seriously wide of the mark in 
our judgment. They did not see fit to accept our suggestion 
and have offered no further criticism. 

In the spring of 1921, in response to our inquiry, Postmaster 
General Burleson said a few slight errors had been found, and 
a correction would be tendered. I present herewith his letter 
and a letter of January 21, 1923. I received from the acting 
solicitor a dozen or so suggestions made by the Post Office 
Department November 25, 1922, which for the most part had 
all been long since presented to the House committee and 
passed on. The criticisms they suggested with regard to 
H. R. 9389 were carefully studied and all the proper correc- 
tions made in H. R. 12, so that after personal conference with 
the solicitor’s department, many months ago, I was assured 
that their part of the work was entirely satisfactory, and 
they had no further criticisms to offer. Evidently some other 
lawyer remade a few of them in November, and I call your 
attention to the situation with regard to them, having gone 
into detail, that you may see just exactly what the criticisms 
are which confront us in January, 1923, on a bill which passed 


1923. 
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the House December 20, 1920, more than three years ago. If 
there should be among them some suggestions which are valu- 
able and correct, it is to be hoped that the committee now in 
charge of the bill is quite competent to make them. I should 
think that it would require probably 24 hours’ work to make 
the examination if one were unaccustomed to the work. The 
gentleman to whom it was assigned by the House committee 
on this Ist day of February, 1923, was compelled to put in 45 
minutes’ careful analysis of that work. 
The letters of the Post Office Department are as follows: 
Post OFFICE DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, February 8, 1921, 

Hon. Jostan O. WoLcort, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. O. 


My Dran Senator Wotcorr: Replying to your letter of February 2, 
asking for any criticism I may care to make on the bill (H. R. 9389) 
to consolidate, cuain revise, and reenact the eral and permanent 
laws of the United States in force March 4, 1919, which bill appears 
to have passed the House and is now in the Senate for consideration, 
I N to state that some months ago a copy of the first 335 pages of 
the bill was received in this department and referred to the solicitor 
for examination. At that time a complete copy was requested, but it 
does not appear that is has been received. 

The solicitor reports that a few slight errors have been found in 
the sections of the advance part relating to the Post Office rt- 
ment, a list of which will be included in a report on the complete bill, 
if these errors are found in the bill as passed by the House. 

A copy of the complete bill has again been requested, and as soon 
as it is recelved a prompt examination and report will be made on 
such sections as relate to the Postal Service and the Post Office De- 


partment. 
Respectfully, A. S. BURLESON, 
Postmaster General. 
All prior suggestions made by the Post Office Department 
were incorporated in H. R. 12. Copies of both bills—H. R. 
9389 and H. R. 12— were sent to the department. The delay 
in getting them was due to the fact that young gentlemen 
down there neglected to let anybody know that they were re- 
ceived. Several months after H. R. 12 passed the House I 
visited the soliciter’s office and he and his assistants informed 
me that they had no further suggestions to make. However, 
I have just received—January 31, 1928—the following letter: 


Posr OFFICE DEPARTMENT, OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR, 
Washington, January 3i, 1923. 
Hon. Epwarp C. LITTLE, 
Chairman Committee on Revision of Laws, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mr. Lrrrie: Referring to your telephonic inquiry of yes- 
terday, I take pleasure in transmitting herewith a copy of a letter 
dated November 25, 1922, addressed to Hon. RICHARD P. ERNST, 
chairman of the Senate Committee on Revision of the Laws, by the Post- 
master General making certain suggestions respecting H. R. 12, a 
bill “to consolidate, codify, revise, and reenact the general and 
permanent laws of the United States in force March 4, 1919.” 


Sincerely yours, 
H. J. DoxxRLLx, Acting Solicitor. 


This letter suggests that they have again called attention 
to about a dozen former suggestions on which we had, as I 
was informed, fully agreed. In order to avoid delay, I shall 
just discuss them and you can get an idea of the importance 
of criticisms which for 20 months delayed the big bill. 

In section 6304 they say the word “bends” should be 
changed to “bond”; in 6466, the footnote should be 29 S. 
instead of 19 S.; and a comma should be omitted in 6518, 
Possibly they are right. If the committee in charge will em- 
ploy a young lady with a lead pencil, I should think they would 
be able to meet that emergency and dispose of it immediately, 
The footnote is no part of the law, and if there was not a 
footnote in the book it would be just as good law as the 
Statutes at Large are now. It is hoped that the book will 
not be delayed 20 months longer on such criticisms. 

The department again calls attention to the criticism they 
offered on section 10385, of which they asked that it be can- 
celed. Well, we canceled it. They suggested that they ex 
us to substitute a quotation from the Thirty-eighth Statutes, 
page 195, and do not find it. Well, it is there in section 9692, 
They suggest that section 3789 of the Revised Statutes is 
absent. That section has long since been repealed and dis- 
posed of by the printing laws now in existence, which are 
found in the book. The section number is cited in the sections 
which immediately supersede it, so that a lawyer may know 
that the new section grew out of that. 

The department suggests that they regard sections 5969, 
6531, 6653, and 6695 as superseded by others which are in 
The Code. The reason they were placed in the code is because 
they were not superseded by the others. There was no re- 
peal and no conflict whatever. In some of them it might be 


suggested that there is partially a slight duplication, but the 
publication of both has been essential to every one of them. 

The department suggested that the word “ officer” has been 
omitted in 3330; that the word “second” should be inserted 
instead of “ first,” in section 6433; that the word “foreign” 


should be omitted In 6762; and that a citation to that one should 
be omitted because it is quoted in full somewhere else. The 
application of a lead pencil for a few minutes should dispose 
of these suggestions if they are correctly made, and if a lawyer 
is employed for a few minutes he could state whether those 
words are as recommended. The fact that a few lines are 
quoted in full in another section is no reason why the citation 
should not be applied to 6762, and the citation is no part of the 
law anyway, and I do not know why they said anything 
about it. 

Revised Statute 3789, including much other similar law, was 
long since repealed and passed out of use by the law on print- 
ing, which is all in this book. 

Referring to section 6493, the department makes a suggestion 
which is due to an error very common among department men. 
This book is a book of permanent and general law only; no ap- 
propriation bills are included. None of the appropriation bills 
are ent law or substantive law unless they say, Here- 
after it shall be the law.” On page 467 of the Thirty-fourth 
Statutes an appropriation was made “ Providing that certain 
persons employed on June 30 should on July 1 be appointed as 
inspectors of the grade of $1,800 per year.” That was a purely 
temporary law made as part of an appropriation. It provided 
that certain people should get certain raises in salary provided 
they were so appointed. The whole proposition passed off the 
map whenever that appropriation was exhausted. There is no 
such law. The department suggests that the law prior to that 
date was obsolete because of that provision in the appropria- 
tion, but it is just as existent as it ever was, and that fallacy 
has made much trouble for the revisers, who were compelled to 
adhere to the actual law. 

The department suggests that Revised Statutes 3835 should 
be in the bill H. R. 12, telling about application of money on 
bonds. That has been superseded by what is now section 6394 
of H. R. 12, and there is no place in the book for 3835, except 
as it is now in effect in 6394. The revisers gave this, as all 
other suggestions of the department long ago, careful attention. 

Referring to our section 6542, the department calls attention 
to section 4 of the Thirtieth Statutes, page 444, and suggests that 
it should be in the bill. This Thirtieth Statute, page 444, pro- 
vided that second-class matter should only be returned when 
postage is prepaid. Our section 6542, found in Thirty-sixth Stat- 
utes, page 306, provides that it shall be returned to the mailer 
and postage collected there. It, of course, does away with the 
act the department mentions. Merely to state this is certainly 
sufficient. The department agreed with us when we went over 
it in the first place, and their action at that time was right. 

The department has the following: “87 Stat. 553, act of August 
24, 1912—Collusion among bidders.“ They do not say why they 
put that there. It is found in section 5742 of H. R. 12. I ex- 
pect they wanted to give us a compliment for our care in putting 
it in. If they have overlooked it, I am sorry. After having 
worked over it 22 months with great care it is a little trying to 
have to go over it again because somebody did not find it the 
second time after he had agreed to it once. 

The department calls attention to three lines on page 555 of 
the Thirty-seventh Statutes and a paragraph on the next page, 
concerning which they make no suggestion, but what they prob- 
ably mean to say is that it is not in the book. After three years 
of time I do not personally recall whether that is somewhere 
else in the book or whether for some reason it was omitted. 
The department at the time agreed with the committee on what- 
ever was done. If there is a mistake, here is an excellent op- 
portunity for some other committee besides ours to do 25 or 
30 minutes’ work and make the correction. If it should develop 
on a few minutes’ examination that it should be in and is not, 
some other committee can show their desire to be helpful to the 
bench and the bar by adding it to sections 6697 and 6698 of the 
Code. It would be a great pleasure to the House Committee on 
Revision of the Laws, which has taken care of more than 10,000 
of these sections, if somebody else would help us on one. I 
earnestly hope that the bill will not be delayed another two 
years in order to accomplish that 30 minutes of work. If the 
department has discovered an error in the work to which we 
invited their attention three years ago, I thank them very 
much for the assiduous care they have given to the great topic, 
and am only sorry that we did not receive their suggestion long 
since, 

In my previous speeches of January 20 and January 26, 
found on pages 2083, 2507, 2508, and 2509, I have discussed 
at some length the attitude of the Department of the Navy, 
which began with their letter of May 25, 1920, when the then 
Secretary of the Navy said that he “was not in a position to 
assign any members of its personnel exclusively to the task of 
making said examination and report,“ and added, “A lack of 
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time and personnel qualified for the task which could be 
detailed for such work precludes the possibility of undertaking 
it at this time.’ As they then proceeded by admitting that 
there were 70 sections of the law as shown in the bill which 
they had never heard of, as they continued by devoting most 
of their attention to the headlines of the sections, which are 
no part of the law and which the revisers were amply com- 
petent to write, as they concluded by demanding that we omit 
certain portions of the law made by Congress for the reasons 
shown in the letter of May 25 and in the letter a year later 
of March 1, 1921, as follows: 

The clause in the act of October 6, 1917, was the subject of the 
fullest consideration by the experts in both the War and Navy De- 
partments, including the General Staff and the War Council, with the 
result that the two departments agreed that this provision could 
not be put into effect and concurred in recommendations to Congress 
that it be repealed. Inasmuch as the said provision could not be 
put into effect, its repeal would serve no purpose other than to 
eliminate it from the statutes, thereby preventing confusion which 
it might cause in the minds of those not familiar with the subject. 
Whether repealed or not, the fact would be that it was not in effect 
and could not be put into effect and therefore could not be regarded 
as a provision of law which was in effect in 1919— 
the revisers were forced to the conclusion that the Secretary 
was quite right when he spoke of their “lack of personnel 
qualified for the task.” This personnel still have, I under- 
stand, 96 criticisms of the Navy Department's part of the bill 
in the hands of the other committee. The revisers have pre- 
pared 96 thorough discussions of the 96 suggestions, If some 
other committee will study the criticisms and the answers 
this committee has made, they ought to be able to decide which 
is right. I should think a day or two’s work would fully dis- 
pose of the whole matter, and if they wish to make 96 amend- 
ments to the law as presented by our committee, that is their 
privilege and that is what they are instituted for, and if 
there is something to correct, why do they not correct it. I 
should not like to feel that they would idle away two years on 
a work of this vast importance and for which there is a 
general and insistent demand from the bench and the bar all 
over this country. If there is a mistake in it, fix it; that is 
what you are paid for and that is your duty. I insert the 
following letters on this subject: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC LANDS, 
May 23, 1920. 
Hon. E. C. LITTLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dran MR. LIrTIE : I am in receipt of your letter of May 20, 1920, 
inclosing copies of two letters received by you concerning your bill to 
codify the laws from justices of the Supreme Court. I thank you for 
sending me copies of the letters. I congratulate you upon your splen- 
did work so far accomplished by you. 


Yours truly, REED SMOOT, 


1301 CLIFTON STREET, 
Washington, D. C., May 10, 1920. 
Hon. E. C. LITTLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 

Dran Sin: I have your favor of the 29th ultimo and have just re- 
ceived a copy of your bill for the revision of the statutes of the United 
States. So far as opportunity has offered, I have examined it, und it 
seems to me that the work is well and thoroughly done. Thanking you 
for the favor, I am, 

Very truly yours, Wittman R. Dax. 
THE CONNECTICUT, 
Washington, D. C., May 14, 1920. 
Hon. E. C. LITTLE, M. C., 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dran Sin: I have received the calendar print of the Laws of the 
United States, and thank you very much for the same. 

The amount of research and industry which you exhibit In your bill 


1. 
8 een; yours, Josera MCKENNA. 


LOUISVILLE, KY., January 9, 1923. 

Hon. RICHARD P. ERNST, 5 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear SENATOR: I regretted very much not seeing you again while 
we were in Washington, but circumstances did not seem to favor your 

lan of dropping in on us on your way to the Capitol the morning after 

saw you. P regret that such was the case, but know how busy you are 
and how likely you are to be diverted from one thing to another under 


necessity of the situation. 
On one thing which I desire to bring to 8 attention was the 
effort now being made to revise the statutes of the United States and 


to have the code of laws published as promptly as possible. I wanted 
to talk to you about this because of its importance to the United States 
courts and especially to the judges. I need not remind you of the 
enormous size and number of volumes which have accumulated since 
the last revision and the trouble the courts have in looking through 
all of them for possible enactments. It is because of this situanon that 
I venture to bring this matter to your attention and to ask, if it be 
possible, that you will facilitate the enactment of proper laws. My 
attention has been directed to you in the matter because I saw in the 


newspapers that one of your committees was the one which had the 
matter under consideration for action. 
Hoping that you are well, and that the new year will bring you 


ean I am 
ery cordially yours, 


h WALTER EVANS, 


COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 
Bor or ee 
ashington, D. O., May 26 
Hon. EDWARD C. LITTLE, 2 25 5 ä 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. 0. 

Dear Mr. LITTLE: During the recent vacation I took occasion to 
examine very carefully your codification of the United States Statutes, 
I did this with a interest as a lawyer and as a member of the 
Judiciary Committee of Congress. I want to say to you that I am very 
familiar with codification work, having done a lot of it myself. have 
never seen it as well done as you did it. I believe you have rendered 
a very great service not ead to the professional bar but to every man 
who wants to know what his rights and what his duties are under 
United States law, and I have the honor to subscribe myself 

Your obedient servant, 
James W. Husrep. 
COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. O., June 15, 19. 
Col. Evwarp C. LITTLE, M. C g z aon 


House Office Building, Washington. D. 0. 


My Dear CoLONEL: I have just taken the opportunity of lookin 
through the new codification of the Federal laws, which is now phate 
ing before Congress and which, without doubt, will shortly be passed 
by both Houses and 1 59 by the President. 

I am astounded at the amount of work that has been involved in this 
great undertaking of revising, harmonizing, and systematizing the laws 
of our country. Without in any way reflecting upon the other mem- 
bers of the commission, I know that practically all of this work has 
been done ey. yourself. From my experience as a lawyer and a judge 
on the bench, I know it is impossible to praise too highly the great 
work you have done. It is the most important pece of legislation that 
has come before Congress in many a year, and Í would rather go down 
to posterity as the author of this great work than to be known as the 
author of any bill that has passed Congress in the last five years. 

Allow me to congratulate you on the magnificent work you have so 
well accomplished. 


Very truly yours, Punt D. Swine. 


STETSON, JENNINGS & RUSSELL, 
New York, January 31, 1923. 
Hon. Ep wand C. LITTLE, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Mn. LIrTIE : Your letter of January 10 reached my office 
while I was absent 3 the midwinter meeting of the executive 
committee of the American Bar Association. Since my return a few 
days ago I have been hoping that I might have time to make the 
critical inspection of the bill wnich you suggest, but with the pressure 
of other matters it is quite clear that I shall not be able to do so in 
time to make my views of any service to you during the present session 
of Congress. here can be no question on the part of anyone that 
such a recodification is urgently necessary, and it will be a great pity 
if Congress adjourns without putting its stamp of approval upon the 
work, I know, of course, how difficult it is to get attention for such 
matters in the closing days of a busy session; but, after all, a bill of 
this character is distinctly a work for committees rather than for 
either House as a whole, and the general body, I should think, would 
be willing to adopt with a minimum of discussion a bill which comes 
to it with a favorable report. 

Believe me, very sincerely yours, Joun W. Davis. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting therein some 
further letters that I have, to which I direct attention. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoonTz]. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Chairman, the Washington Post 
of Monday, January 15, carried an article of unusual interest, 
which was to the effect that it had been learned that Mr. Isa- 
dore B. Dockweiler, Democratic national committeeman from 
California, had been in Washington procuring a mailing list of 
members of the American Legion, and that it was assumed that 
the mailing list was desired for the circulation of a“ bonus- 
tariff ” speech alleged to have been delivered by Mr. W. Gibbs 
McAdoo at Fullerton, Calif., on Armistice Day, and which had 
been printed in the CoNxenRSSTONAL RECORD, and was therefore 
available for circulation without postage. The same article that 
was printed in the Washington Post, a journal of wide reputa- 
tion and responsibility, also, as I am informed, went over the 
wires of the Universal News Service, presumably to the large 
American dailies that depend upon that service. Furthermore, 
the Washington Evening Star exhibited on its front page a car- 
toon representing Mr. William J. Bryan and Mr. James M. Cox, 
and in the hands of each of them the news report to which allu- 
sion has been made, and upon their faces a look of astonish- 
ment and disgust. 

In view of the wide publicity given this serious charge, I 
assumed that the same would be met by a vigorous denial upon 
the part of the Legion officials. Subsequently in the House of 
Representatives I took occasion to read into the Recorp the 
news article aforementioned, and at the time observed that 
Congress in the act which chartered the Legion had in the sixth 
paragraph thereof said: 

That the organization shall be nonpolitical, and as an organization 
shall not promote the candidacy of any person seeking public office. 

I might also have mentioned the fact that by a further clause 
thereof Congress expressly reserved the right to revoke the 
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charter at any time it saw fit. This, of course, Congress would 
not do unless it were convinced that the Legion, as an organiza- 
tion, was being used as an instrument of political warfare or 
engaged in promoting the candidacy of some person for public 
office. Individuals, members of the Legion, act in political mat- 
ters with perfect freedom, just. as other members of society 
have the right, and as is their duty to act and do. If the prin- 
cipal officers of the Legion were permitted to exert pressure, 
using the corporate name of the Legion as a lever, in order to 
advance the political pretensions of men for nomination or for 
election to public office, then this would not be fair to other 
members of the Legion, for it may be assumed that within the 
ranks of the Legion, it having over a million members, there 
are to be found men of almost every shade of political opinion. 

I further said on the floor of this Chamber at the time men- 
tioned, that the officers of the Legion owed it to the country 
and to the great body of patriotic men belonging to the Legion 
to come forward and deny or admit the truthfulness of the 
charge so published against them. My object in thus directing 
public attention to the matter was to provoke a statement which 
would develop the facts, thereby to give to the officers of the 
Legion an opportunity to exonerate themselves from blame. 

I now wish to direct your attention to a dispatch widely 
published in the newspapers of the country to the effect that 
Mr. Alvin Owsley, national commander of the Legion, in a pub- 
lic address made at Anderson, Ind., on January 12, denied that 
the Legion had entered politics in circulating the bonus speech 
of William G. McAdoo in California, and declared that he had 
no information that the California department was circulating 
the speech, and said that— 


if the distinguished statesman from West Virginia would make a 


ng com, tion bill the American 


ood speech faverii the adjusted pensa 
9 would in all likelihood give it a large circulation; * * 


that the distinguished Con an seems unable to read the difference 
between loyalty to politi parties and loyalty to country. 

In reply to Commander Owsley’s statement, I must say that I 
have not charged the Legion with “ entering politics by circulat- 
ing Mr. McAdoo’s speech in California.” No one has, to my 
knowledge, made any such charge. The original newspaper 
article, which I read before the House, alleged that Dockweiler, 
Democratic national committeeman from California, had been 
in Washington procuring a mailing list of members of the 
American Legion, and that this was being done in an attempt 
to mobilize World War veterans for McAdoo for President. 
That is the charge, published broadcast in the newspapers and, 
so far as my information goes, never denied. If true, it 
represents a bad piece of business. 

The commander's statement to the effect that if I will make a 
“good speech” on adjusted compensation it shall have Legion 
circulation is surprising, in view of the fact that I have made 
two speeches on the subject, one in the Sixty-sixth and the other 
during the Sixty-seventh Congress. Whether these were “ good“ 
speeches might be a matter of dispute. If they were to be 
tested by the opinion of those who opposed the compensation, 
they might not be classified as good. 

The list of Legion members has been, I understand, uniformly 
refused to Members of Congress for official use in mailing to 
ex-service men speeches, documents, and departmental rulings 
that should concern the soldier. I may add that I have heard 
not a word of complaint against the Legion for having estab- 
lished the rule. It would seem to have its justification in the 
Janguage of the charter, which I helped to frame, and which 
says the organization shall be nonpolitical and forbids the doing 
of any act calculated “to promote the candidacy of any person 
for public office.” 

The constitution of the American Legion, as adopted by the 
St. Louis caucus, May 10, 1919, expressly provides: 

ARTICLE 111—NATURE, 

While mbe he 1 
JJ ete: Geter to Wie GUN) MONA oak oes 
standing, the organization shall be absolutely nonpartisan, and shall 
not be used for the dissemination of partisan principles or for the 
3 of the candidacy of any person seeking public office or prefer- 
ment. 

Thus it will be seen that the founders of the Legion wisely 
made provision in their fundamental instrument that the 
Legion should never be used for partisan political purposes. 

That I have been a consistent friend and supporter of sol- 
diers’ legislation the records will conclusively show. The bill 
to incorporate the Legion under a Federal charter had my active 
support in the Judiciary Committee and in the House. ‘The 
wisdom of Congress in granting this charter I have never 
doubted, for the Legion has stood as a great bulwark against 
Bolshevism and as a powerful force for law and order. The only 
thing that could bring about its disruption and disintegration 
‘would be its entry into partisan politics in violation of the 
organic law of its creation and establishment. 
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Whether the report mentioned be true or false, I haye no 
means of knowing, but that such report has been widely circu- 
lated and never denied I do know. ia 

If any official of the Legion has allowed the use of the mail- 
ing list of that organization for the circulation of the McAdoo 
literature the members of the Legion and the public generally 
are entitled to be informed. If no such improper use of the 
mafling list has been had, then a statement to that effect will 
operate as a denial of the damaging report published widely in 
the newspapers of the country. 

The commander of the Legion before he speaks publicly of 
the record of a Congressman ought to inform himself as to 
what that record is. May I quote from a speech made by ine 
in the House as early a8 May 20, 1920: 

WORLD WAR ADJUSTED COMPENSATION BILE. 


Mr. Gooprxoontz. Mr. Speaker, I am for this bill without reserva- 
tion or secret evasion of mind. 

In the spring and summer of the year of our Lord 1917, in the 
hamlets, v. es, and cities of this broad land the 80 were being 
mustered in, leaving home, going to the war. The bands were playing 
and the local orators were haranguing the boys, telling them what 
great fellows they were. These orators, with eyes turned to heaven and 
e in — said: Spee 1 ——— vou * 1 2 will be 
no hing or you. very yours, e will stan ou 
* thick and thia” ad 

Well, the boys sailed away, and when the war was over we found 


50.000 of them were killed in battle, 50,000 more had died of disease, 


100,000 additional were wounded and maimed. Many of them must 
suffer for life, and now, when we bring up this little bill, we find the 
p eer 


ing to escape with the swag, moaning and groani and 
piling Us pe g. 8 g ng, 
. 


t the bill is 
* . . . s 


» 

In America, the land of the free, the home of the brave,” all stand 
equal. All, irrespective of race or religi are equais. No stockbroker 
er profiteer has a halter about my neck. [Applause.] 

In the opinion of the commander this was not a good speech, 
but it was the best I could do 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Is the reason that the gentleman 
is complaining because they did not circulate his speech? 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. The complaint I make is that the 
Legion has refused to Members of Congress the right to a list 
of the members of the Legion in order that they might send 
them copies of bills and resolutions and regulations and other 
matters that concern the soldier, and yet has given out a list 
to a politician seeking the Presidency of the United States, at 
the same time not doing exact justice to William J. Bryan and 
James M. Cox. À 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I shall confine my re- 
marks to the bill before tbe House. This bill is a very impor- 
tant one. It involves revenue amounting to somewhere from 
$20,000,000 to $50,000,000 a year, which is now being lost, or 
will be lost, to the Treasury on account of the manipulations 
of transactions on the stock exchange mostly, although the bill 
applies to some other transactions as it stands now. 

The act of 1918 required that any amount which was made 
in the exchange of property should be assessed in the same 
manner as any other transaction—that is, that the property 
received in exchange should, for the purpose of determining 
gain or loss, be treated as equivalent to cash—to the amount 
of its fair market value. The result of this provision was both 
injurious to the Treasury and to the transaction of ordinary 
business. There were persons in business, corporations and in- 
dividuals, who had a certain kind of property which they 
wished to exchange for similar property, to the benefit of them- 
selves and the party with whom they made the exchange, and 
they would not make the exchanges as long as the law stood 
in this form for the reason that they would be liable to be 
taxed on the increase in value from 1913 up to the time of the 
exchange. On the other hand, the Treasury also lost, because 
any person who actually had a loss in property held by him 
could sell it at the loss and get that credited in having his 
income tax assessed. By reason of these matters, when the 
act of 1921 was passed, a provision was inserted in it to this 
effect—paragraph 1, subdivision (c), section 202: 

For the pw of this title, on an exchange of property, rea 

rsonal, or mixed, for any other such property, no gain or less shal 

recognized unless the property received in exchange has a readily 
realizable value; but even if the property received in exchange has a 
readily realizable value, no gain or loss shall be recognized— 

(1) When any such property held for investment or for productive 


use in trade or business (not including stock in trade held primarily 
for sale) is exchanged for property of a like kind or use. 


In inserting this provision Congress went too far in an at- 
tempt to rectify the conditions which were produced by the act 
of 1918. The door was open for anyone who had a large profit 
in stock to exchange it for other stock and receive the amount 
of his profit in cash, without accounting for that profit.to the 
Government or paying any taxes thereon. The letter of the 
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Secretary of the Treasury which accompanies the bill explains 
very clearly the purpose of the bill and the evil which it seeks 
to correct, and I will ask the Clerk to read it in my time. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read the 
etter, 

The Clerk read as follows: . 

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 

Washington, January 13, 1923. 
Hon. WILLIAM R. GREEN, 


Acting Chairman Committee on ‘si and Means, 
ouse of Representatives, 

My Dran Ma. Green: I have your letter of January 12, 1923, re- 
1 any comment that I may care to offer with respect to a bill, 

. R. 18774, To amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to ex- 
changes of property.” 

The proposed bill amends the existing revenue law and eliminates the 
provision which allows the exchange free from tax of stock for other 
stock and bonds for other bonds, except where any such exchange of 
securities is made in connection with the reorganization, consolidation, 
or merger of one or more corporations. It further amends the err 
law to provide that where a person receives money in connection wit 
an exchange which would otherwise be tax free, the amount of the 
money so received shall be taxable to the extent that it represents an 
actual gain. In connection with this matter it is stated in the Annual 
PP pes me Secretary of the Treasury for the fiscal year ended June 

„ „ that: 

“The revenue act of 1921 provides, in section 202, for the ex- 
change of property held for investment for other porey of a like 
kind without the realization of taxable income. nder this section 
a taxpayer who purchases a bond of $1,000 which appreciates in 
value may exchange that bond for another bond of the value of 
$1,000, together with $100 in cash shen $100 in cash representing 
the increase in the value of the bond while held by the taxpayer), 
without the realization of taxable income. This provision of the 
act is being widely abused. Many brokers, investment houses, and 
bond houses have established exchange departments and are adver- 
tising that they will exchange securities for their customers in such 
a manner as to result in no taxable orgs Under this section, there- 
fore, taxpayers 1 J securities which have appreciated in yalue 
are exchanging them for other securities and at the same time re- 
ceiving a cash consideration without the realization of taxable in- 
come, but if the securities have fallen in value since acquisition will 
sell them and in computing net income deduct the amount of the 
loss on the sale. This result is manifestly unfair and destructive 
of the revenues. The Treasury accordingly urges that the law be 
amended so as to limit the cases in which securities may be ex- 
changed for other securities without the realization of taxable income 
to those cases where the exchange is in connection with the reorgani- 
zation, consolidation, or merger of one or more corporations.” 

In accordance with this recommendation made in the annual report, 
as to both form and substance and ear- 


I approve the proposed bill 
8 2 amending the revenue act of 1921, be 


rise Fhe 9 this bill, 
opted. 
are Yours very truly, A. W. MELLON, Secretary. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, as the law now stands, 
the Treasury, to use the common expression of the day, is 
beaten both coming and going. If those gentlemen trading on 
the stock exchange have a loss in stock they have bought, they 
sell it and get an allowance for the loss on their income taxes, 
but if they have a gain instead of selling they make an ex- 
change for other property, get the difference in money, and go 
„Scott free” from paying any taxes, although they have real- 
ized their profit and got it in cash. The purpose of the bill is 
to prevent this kind of manipulation and the consequent evasion 
of taxes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Can the gentleman from Iowa tell 
us why it is that the Committee on Ways and Means has not 
reported out a bill to reach the profits paid out in stock divi- 
dends? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman will perhaps remember 
some two years ago I introduced a bill for that purpose, 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; I understand the gentleman 
was for a proposition of that kind, and since that time there 
has been, according to press reports, about $2,000,000,000 of 
profits paid out in stock dividends for the specific purpose of 
escaping taxation, and it has escaped taxation. I want to 
know why it is that the Committee on Ways and Means does 
not recognize the situation and report out a bill to reach that 
enormous amount escaping taxation. 

Mr. BLANTON. The Secretary has not made that recom- 
mendation. 

Mr. FORDNEY. I will say to the gentleman that the mem- 
bers of the Ways and Means Committee do not agree with the 
gentleman that a stock dividend is profit, that is why. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. That is the reason it has not 
been reported out; that a majority of the committee were like 
the gentleman from Michigan, and I am very glad to have him 
make such a frank statement. 

Mr. GARNER. I want to say in behalf of the gentleman from 
Towa that his intentions are good but his execution is not very 
effective, and he has not been able to accomplish what he would 
like to accomplish in that particular as the gentleman from 
Michigan kind of overrides him, as it were. i 


Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman from Michigan respects the 
decisions of the Supreme Court, and the Supreme Court has 
said that stock dividends are not incomes. Is that enough for 
the gentleman? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Yes; and that is the reason I think 
we ought to change the law so that it can be reached in some 
other way. It can be done all right. 

Mr. GARNER. Let me ask the chairman, if I may, if it 
would not be a good idea to give the Supreme Court another 
guess, since it stood only five to four; I am willing to let it 
guess again. : 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is not necessary; there is an- 
other way 

Mr. GARNER. I know, but even I am willing to let them 
guess at it once more on the direct question as to whether stock 
dividends are capital or profit. 

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman from Texas understands me 
always generally to stand by the majority. 

Mr. GARNER, When the majority goes the way of the gen- 
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. FORDNEY. When I do not I will declare myself a 
Bolshevist, which I am not. 

Mr. GARNER, Will the gentleman from Iowa yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I hope the gentleman will pardon me; 
I will not have time to finish my remarks on the bill itself, 
and this discussion is entirely extraneous. 

The Members will perceive that the bill still preserves the 
principle in reference to exchanges of productive property of 
the same use, but it takes from the list of property which may 
be exchanged without a gain or loss being recognized all prop- 
erty held for investment, which would include stocks and 
bonds. The last part of the bill further provides that in cases 
of reorganization of corporations—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
more? 

Mr. GARNER. I yield the gentleman two minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is recognized for two addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The last part of the bill provides that 
in case of exchanges of stock in reorganization of corporations 
that only the amount of the other property of a readily realiz- 
able value received in addition or as “boot” shall be taxed 
as gain. he reason for this is in the reorganization, where 
we simply have an exchange of stock of one for another, unless 
they get some cash or other property “to boot,“ as the com- 
mon expression is, the gain has not been realized, and there 
is no change in the situation except in the method of carry- 
ing on the business. I think there is no objection to the main 
features of the bill, although the gentleman from Michigan 
may desire to offer an amendment. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention 
of the members of the committee to the general purposes of this 
bill, just in a word. This bill is to keep New York brokerage 
houses from making exchanges of bonds and stocks at the last 
of the year and thereby cheating the Government out of from 
$30,000,000 to $100,000,000 a year, according to the estimate. 

It is a very technical provision. I do not know whether it is 
true or not, but I have heard a gentleman say that the expert 
in charge at the Treasury Department remarked that it took 
him three hours to understand it after it had been drawn by 
experts to meet that particular situation. So you must under- 
stand just how difficult it is for the members of the committee 
or yourselves to understand the particular provisions of the bill. 
But remember this, that this bill would not ever need to have 
been passed if the Republicans had followed Democratic prece- 
dents. Democrats do not leave these kinds of loopholes in the 
laws they enact. [Applause.] Only Republicans do that. 
[Laughter.] The act of 1918 guarded against all that difficulty. 
But some shrewd gentleman—not a member of the committee 
of course, but some shrewd expert—can always get his hand 
into the arrangements under a Republican administration and 
all its legislation, whether it be tariff or internal revenue. 

The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpney] says he is al- 
ways with the majority. I want to call his attention to the 
fact that in this instance he is not. This committee made up 
this bill. It is perfect in form, perfect in substance. The 
Treasury Department says so in so many words, indorsing it in 
form and in substance. But the gentleman from Michigan was 
not here then. He was out in the West. Somebody discovered 
this bill and discovered that they were likely to get some coal 
and lumber lands in exchange, and immediately the gentleman 
from Michigan comes back to Washington post haste; and it 


May I have two or three minutes 
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seems there were some wise men that came with him, or at 
least behind him, and, lo and behold, you will have an oppor- 
tunity in a few minutes, when this bill is read under the five- 
minute rule, to vote for an amendment, 

And what is the object of the amendment? The object of the 
amendment is not to change the law as it is now interpreted 
by the Treasury Department. I think the gentleman from 
Michigan will agree that it is not to change the law as it is 
drawn in this bill, for I held that up to Mr. Gnknr and asked 
him if that would not be the exact law in this bill, and he said 
it would. But the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpney] 
is going to tell you that he is not willing that the ruling of the 
Treasury Department shall continue as it is, for he is afraid 
that a change will be made and that some other Secretary of 
the Treasury or some other Commissioner of Internal Revenue 
will change the law, and so he wants to put in an amendment 
so as to protect, as he says, the conditions existing in the West. 
What is the result of the change he proposes to make? Let us 
analyze it for just a moment. My friend from Michigan used 
an illustration which I thought was not a very happy one. 
Nevertheless it is an illustration. Under the laws of the coun- 
try at the present time the Interior Department is exchanging 
lumber lands in the West with private individuals in order that 
these alternate sections may be blocked up and the land thereby 
become more valuable. There is no limitation on the Secretary 
of the Interior. It is in his discretion. For instance, he feels 
kindly, we will say, toward Mr. Cortrer, and he wants to favor 
him. I do not say he would do that, but I say if he knew the 
genial disposition and the good heart of the gentleman from 
Mississippi he would favor him all he could. Anyway, he makes 
an exchange of lands with Mr. COLLIER. Mr. COLLIER takes one 
of the Interior Department sections of land and in return the 
Department of the Interior takes one of Mr. COLLIER’s sections 
of land, and in doing so Mr. Colin gains to the extent of 
$20,000. You say there is no tax to be paid. 

I agree that under the interpretation of the law at the present 
time that there is no tax to be paid. But is there any reason 
why you should not let the Secretary of the Treasury look into 
it as well as the Secretary of the Interior? They are both 
Republican executive officers, under the Republican administra- 
tion, Why not allow two Secretaries to look into the trans- 
action as well as one? 

The gentleman from Michigan was not willing to do that. 
The gentleman from Michigan cost this Government $400,000,000 
by insisting upon this identical section. If you will turn to 
the revenue act of 1918 and the revenue act of 1921 and make 
a comparison, and turn to the identical page, you will find that 
this is the valuation clause and the exchange clause in the 
internal revenue act of 1921 that the gentleman from Michigan 
and myself have quarreled so much about; and I said on the 
floor of the House then, and I repeat now, that the enactment 
of that legislation which he insisted upon and which he hon- 
estly believed was to the best interests of the country and be- 
lieved to be honest legislation—I say it to his credit—has cost 
this Government not less than $400,000,000 in the exchange of 
these properties. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, you may say it is desirable to pass this 
bill, and it is desirable to pass it in this form. But if the 
amendment that will be suggested by the gentleman from Michi- 
gan is adopted, it will only put into the law the present inter- 
pretation of the statute, as I understand it. At least, that is 
the statement of Mr. Gilbert. 

But I call your attention to the fact that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has said that this is perfect in substance and in form, 
and I call your attention to the further fact that the entire 
committee unanimously, Democrats and Republicans, reported 
this out, after we had had three different meetings with the 
Treasury officials. I believe it was three, was it not, I will ask 
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN]? Yes; three. The gen- 
tleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpnery], as I tell you, came back, 
reversed the decision, opposed the amendment, and the com- 
mittee authorized a halt. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman and I agree in saying 
that the Treasury Department would make no different appli- 
cation of the law, so far as the illustration that he gave is con- 
cerned, but that would not apply to some other matters. 

Mr. GARNER. I am in perfect agreement with the gentle- 
man from Iowa, and here is a situation that you Republicans 
ought to stop—you, the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
CROWTHER], included. Now, that the glove situation is over, I 
think you ought to make an appeal to your intellect and con- 
science, outside of the personal interest in the district which 
you represent. 
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Mr. CROWTHER. The gentleman from Texas poses as hay- 
ing all the intellect, so what chance is there for the rest of us? 
{ Laughter. ] 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
does not believe this amendment ought to be adopted. Other 
Republican Members do not believe it ought to be adopted, but 
it will be adopted, and that is the criticism I have against Mr. 


GREEN] 


GREEN. His intentions are good, and if you labor with him 
long enough his ideas will be all right, but he does not stand 
firm enough. He will not stand; that is what is the matter 
with him. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will at least always stand for what 
I say and the record I make. I do not take my speeches 
out of the Recorp like the gentleman from Texas. [Laughter.] 

Mr. GARNER. I know. If the gentleman from Iowa would 
only stand up on the floor of the House as well as he does in 
the Recorp and maintain his position with his party as well as 
he puts his speeches in the Recorp, the country would be better 
off. I have said that on the floor of the House before, and I re- 
peat it now. The gentleman from Iowa has been acting 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee. He reports this 
bill as acting chairman. He gets letters from the Secretary of 
the Treasury as acting chairman, but he does not act when 
it comes to asserting his power with reference to his own judg- 
ment, because, if he had done so, he would have told Mr. Ford- 
NEY where he got off with reference to this amendment. 

If I had been acting chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee and the chairman had come back to me and said 
he wanted to offer this amendment, I would have said: This 
is a unanimous report, This has been indorsed in form or 
substance by the Treasury Department. Now you come back 
and suggest this amendment, and here is where you are mak- 
ing a mistake, and here is where you get off.” That is what 
I would say to him. Mr. Green will not do that. Maybe 
he follows the better course. Maybe that is better party har- 
mony. When we passed the bonus bill, for instance, I heard 
him say on the floor of the House that in conference he in- 
tended to see that some of the things he was talking about 
became the law. Well, those things did not become the law. 
When the gentleman takes his hand off of a bill in this House 
and lets it go over to the Senate, the gentleman from Iowa 
does not know exactly in what shape it is coming back with 
the proposed amendment of the gentleman from Michigan as 
a part of the bill. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is not my fault. 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, no; it may not be the gentleman's 
fault, but it is the gentleman's fault that he adopts this 
amendment. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, no. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from Michigan knows that 
if the gentleman from Iowa had asserted his power—— 

Mr. FORDNEY. He did assert his power and he did vote 
against the adoption of the amendment, but the majority 
voted for it, and as a gentleman and a good Republican he 


-acquiesces in the action of the majority of his own party. 


Mr. GARNER. That is what I say. The result is that the 
gentleman from Iowa does not get what he wants, because 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpnry] undertakes to 
attend to things for him. He not only attends to him in the 
committee but he attends to him on the floor of the House. 

That is what I complain of. His intentions are good, his 
ideas are good if he has plenty of opportunity to look into 
them, but ‘his execution is not what it should be. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If my friend wants to be fair, he 
would say that I have had more to do with this revenue legis- 
lation than anyone else, although I sometimes got overruled by 
the committee. 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; as a usual thing I say I find myself in 
accord with the gentleman from Iowa, and as a usual thing I 
find the gentleman from Iowa in the minority of the Republic- 
ans on the committee. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
agrees with me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
All time has expired. The Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That paragraph (1) of subdivision (c) of section 
202 of the revenue act of 1921 is amended, to take effect January 1, 
1923, to read as follows: x 

“(1) When any such property held for prodostire use in trade or 
business (not including stock in trade or other property held primarily 
for sale) is exchanged for property of a like use.“ 


Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer a committee 
amendment, 


Oh, no; the committee generally 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Committee amendment: Page 1, strike out the matter in Tines 6, 7, 
8, and 9 and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“(1) When any such property held for investment, or for productive 
use in trade or Bandt (not Including stock in trade or other prop- 
erty held primarily for sale, and in the case of property held for in- 
vestment, not including stock, bonds, notes, choses in action, certificates 
of trust or beneficial interest, or other securities or evidence of indebt- 
edness or interest), is exchanged for property of a like kind or use.” 

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
my good friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER] always exaggerates. 
He is a big ear of corn in a little shuck. I am very fond of 
him. He is a dear, good fellow. We differ sometimes, and it 
is an honest difference of opinion. But as to this particular 
amendment, gentlemen, permit me to say that Mr. GARNER does 
my beloved friend from Iowa [Mr. Green] a great injustice, 
in my opinion. I was absent from the city when this bill was 
reported out by the committee, and on my return here I dis- 
covered—upon the best legal advice that I conld get, I am not 
a lawyer—that the bill as reported is uncertain and ambiguous 
as to its real meaning. I called the Secretary of the Treasury 
and asked him if I were not correct. He called into his pres- 
ence the Assistant Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Gilbert, a 
very estimable gentleman, and, after considering the suggestion 
made by me, decided that I was correct. I have here a letter 
from the Secretary stating that the Treasury Department has 
no objection to the amendment which I submit to the commit- 
tee, which was prepared by the Treasury Department and has 
been adopted by a majority vote of the committee. 

Mr. Green of Iowa and some other gentlemen of the com- 
mittee did not agree to the amendment, but all acknowledged 
that its adoption would make plain the fact that no change to 
certain provisions of existing law was intended by the bill as 
it was originally presented to the committee and reported before 
this amendment was agreed to, I am very much in favor of the 
bill. It should be enacted into law soon to enable the Treasury 
Department to collect taxes that by an evasion of the law by 
certain people it is now losing. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. Why did the gentleman from Michigan so 
draw the law as to let these people escape from taxation? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, the gentleman from Texas is wrong, 
and, as a lawyer, he ought to know that he is wrong. The bill 
does not permit anybody legally to escape the payment of taxes. 
They escape by hook or crook by an evasion of the law. We 
are now trying by this bill to make it possible for the Treasury 
Department to collect every dollar of taxes it is entitled to. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. 

Mr. MADDEN. I wish the gentleman would tell us in a few 
words just exactly what it does do. 

Mr. FORDNEY. If two corporations or individuals are ex- 
changing land, to bunch up property or consolidate their hold- 
ings, to get it together where it is more valuable to both, and 
there is no profit made by either, then there shall be no tax. For 
instance, suppose up in Pennsylvania a man owns some coal 
lands in a certain township, a few scattered pieces, but in an 
adjoining township he owns the major portion of the coal lands, 
Suppose there is another party willing to exchange holdings for 
the purpose of better grouping both interests, z 

They exchange these lands in order to group up and make 
them more yaluable to both. Where no profit is shown by 
this exchange, I want the law to be clear that there shall be 
no taxes due, and that is all this amendment does, and that 
is what existing law does. 

Mr. MADDEN. What does the bill do?- 

Mr. FORDNEY. Through a propaganda, as explained by 
the Secretary of the Treasury in his letter, which will go into 
the Recorp, securities are being exchanged, not on the boards of 
trade but by brokers, where profits are derived, but on which 
profits the Treasury Department is unable to collect taxes, be- 
cause of misrepresentation and violation of the law. However, 
if a loss is to be sustained, instead of exchanging through the 
brokers in a private office, they go onto the board of trade and 
there take the loss, and then use that loss in making ont their 
tax statement and get the benefit of the loss; and this bill is 
to correct that practice. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? = 

There was no objection. 
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Mr. MADDEN. What about this sort of a case? Suppose 
a citizen had a lot of stocks and he did not want to pay the 
tax, and he sold the stocks to-day and bought them back to- 
morrow in order to avoid the tax. Does this bill correct that? 

Mr. FORDNEY. I am not certain as to such a case, but he 
can no longer, through a stock broker, make such exchanges 
without paying a tax where a profit has been made. That is 
what the bill is intended to correct. It is to catch those trans- 
actions which are now escaping taxation through exchanges in 
a private office through brokers in the way the gentleman 
speaks of. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman explain what tax 
would be paid to this exchange of lands if the gentleman's 
amendment was not adopted? 

Mr. FORDNEY. The Treasury Department says that they 
did not intend to draw the bill to make such exchanges of prop- 
erty taxable, but they admit it might be so construed, and if 
So, then the parties making the exchange, even though no 
profit has been made, if the internal revenue commissioner 
should so rule, must pay a tax, or go into court and fight the 
matter out. My good friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER] a 
few moments ago, in discussing House bill 13775, said that 
he was opposed to giving any one man such great power as 
that to which he referred. That is exactly what this bill 
will do, if you do not adopt this amendment. It will give 
more power to the Commissiener of Internal Revenue. Where 
persons exchange property with profit to neither he may in- 
sist that a profit was made and compel the payment of a tax. 
If one property is more valuable than the other, when that 
property is converted into money, then the profit shall pay a 
tax, but the amendment will not call upon the party making 
the exchange to pay the tax on a profit until that profit has 
been obtained. 

Mr. MADDEN. Suppose he never sells the property. Sup- 
pose, for example, the gentleman from Michigan owns a 
piece of property and I own two pieces of property. The gen- 
tlemun's piece is worth more than my two pieces. Suppose 
we traded them, and on the face of the record show that we 
traded them even, whereas as a matter of fact money passed 
between us to make up the difference. 

Mr. FORDNHEY. Then the profit is taxable. 

Mr. MADDEN. But who knows about that? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, if you attempt to evade the law; if 
you make a profit and do not pay the tax, that is fraud, and 
the law forbids frauds. If a profit is made by one or the 
other, the law provides that the profit shall pay a tax, but if 
two pieces of property are exchanged, city property, farms, 
coal property or timber property and there is no profit made, 
then no tax shall be paid and this amendment makes that 
point clear. : 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, as I understand the gentleman 
just now he stated in answer to the question of the gentleman 
from Illinois that you could not sell stock at the low price 
now and then buy it back and avoid the tax. I call the gentle- 
man's attention to the fact that recently I have read of many 
cases where they issued large amounts of stock and declared 
dividends, in one case as high as 900 per cent. Does this law 
stop that? 

Mr. FORDNEY. This law is supposed to correct existing 
law in the exchange of personal property and collect taxes 
where profit is made—but does not deal with stock dividends— 
that is an entirely different matter 

Mr. SEARS. Perhaps the gentleman did not understand the 
question. 

Mr. FORDNEY. At all events, if it is fraud, fraud can be 
always corrected. 

Mr. SEARS. Now, the issuing of stock—— 

Mr. FORDNEY. Perhaps I did not get the gentleman’s ques- 
tion fully. 

Mr. SEARS. Now they are increasing the capital stock and 
issuing stock dividends in some cases up to 800 per cent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 
expired. 

Mr. FORDNEY. I am sorry that I have not more time. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman have five minutes more; this is an impor- 
tant matter, and he claims to know more about his amendment 
than anybody else. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Michigan be 
extended five minutes. Is there objection. [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. BLANTON. May I ask the gentleman a question? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose there is an exchange of properties, 
and the properties themselves are of equal value before the ex- 
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change, but after the exchange it enhances the respective prop- 
erties of the parties making the exchange $100,000 apiece? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Les. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose the parties allege that there has 
been no profit to either of them. Will the amendment of the 
gentleman prevent the reaching of the profits in those prop- 
erties? 

Mr. FORDNEY. It does not. Whenever either piece of prop- 
erty so exchanged is conyerted into money, then that profit 
will be taxed. 

Mr. BLANTON. Must be. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Absolutely, and there is no escape from it. 

Mr. ARENTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FORDNEY. I will. 

Mr. ARENTZ. For instance, I own a piece of land in Iowa 
corn land, worth $200 an acre—or I will say a woman does. A 
man owns a piece in Texas, in the Panhandle, worth $5 an acre. 
He comes along to this woman and says, “I have 320 acres of 
land in the Panhandle section”—does not state what it is 
worth—* which I will exchange for 160 acres of your corn 
land.” This woman thinks it possible they might strike oil 
down there, and makes the exchange; and she gives 160 acres, 
worth $200 an acre, for 320 acres of land in the Panhandle dis- 
trict, worth $5 an acre. He does not pay one cent 

Mr. FORDNEY. If the gentleman thinks that anybody is darn 
fool enough to give away $200 land for $5 land 

Mr. ARENTZ. I have seen—— 

Mr. FORDNEY. I do not want to argue the question. Par- 
don me, my friend, I did not mean to be sarcastic, but I want 
to say this much: In the exchange of property it is supposed 
that fair value will be given, one with the other. Now, I do 
not want to place it in the power of the Commissioner of In- 
ternal Revenue to say one man has made a profit when he in- 
sists he has not, and make him pay taxes on supposed profit 
until he has converted that property into money. That is the 
point. Gentlemen, the only purpose of the amendment is to 
prevent the tax upon exchange of property where there is no 
profit made. If there is a bonus paid, if there is additional 
money paid in exchange, that money is taxable under the pro- 
visions of the amendment. This amendment is recommended by 
the Treasury Department, gentlemen, and I hope the amend- 
men is agreed to, 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? Suppose the 
properties are not converted into money; then will the profits 
from the enhanced value be reached by taxation? 

Mr. FORDNEY. That is existing law; but I do not want 
anybody to pay taxes if no profit is made. 

Mr. BLANTON. But if you make the exchange and reap 
$100,000 profits thereby, you ought to pay the tax. 

Mr. FORDNEY, Yes; and under the law you have to pay it. 
This will not relieve you in any way from the payment of such 
tax in that respect. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I think a sufficient an- 
swer to what the gentleman from Texas has said as to how 
much I have accomplished before the committee is to call atten- 
tion to the fact that these Treasury bills have been referred to 
me, and that even under his own administration, when they 
wanted something done with nonpolitical matters in that com- 
mittee, they appealed to the “gentleman from Iowa” to take 
care of the Treasury bills. I did take care of them and they 
~ went through, as these bills are going through. 

Mr. GARNER. I agree with the gentleman, and I said in the 
beginning that the gentleman had been very valuable, and under 
his supervision he reported out these five bills and they are 
all good legislation. The only thing I regret is that the gentle- 
man from Michigan came back and kicked him out. [Laugh- 


ter.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to reply 
to that, This bill is altogether too important to be laughed at, 
because it means, as the gentleman from Texas stated in one 
of his various remarks that happened to be correct, that about 
$50,000,000 will be lost to the Treasury of the United States if 
it is not passed. The Treasury has already sustained large 
losses. The stockbrokers and dealers on the stock exchange are 
advertising that they can make these exchanges in such a man- 
ner that no tax will result, and practically no taxes will be col- 
lected on account of profits made in stock deals unless this bill 
becomes a law. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman give his views as to 
the pending committee amendment, so that the committee may 
have them in determining whether or not this amendment 
should be adopted? 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will answer the gentleman, going 
back to the very beginning. I fear that the members of the 
committee may have gotten an incorrect notion of the present 
law and of the amendment. 

Under the present law neither gain nor loss is recognized on 
exchanges of property of like kind or use with the exception 
of stock in trade held for sale. Consequently there is no profit 
to be assessed or loss to be deducted thereon under the present 
law. The effect of the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. Forney] would be merely to add to this 
exception stocks, bonds, and choses of action. The bill goes 
further and would make exchanges of all property not held for 
production use taxable the same as if the property had been 
sold. The reason I was not in favor of the amendment was 
this, that it restored the words “for investment” after the 
word “ property.“ Now, property that is held purely for specu- 
lative purposes is held for investment, and consequently the 
amendment would take out of the operation of the bill property 
held purely for speculative purposes. I believe that on ex- 
change of such property the ordinary rule should apply, 
whether it be city lots. 

My own view of the case as it stands now is this: This bill 
must go over to the Senate in the last days of the session. If 
it is adopted there, it will have to go through practically by 
unanimous consent. The amount of transactions which would 
be included by the bill as it stands, over what would be in- 
cluded under the amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan, is probably not very large, and the loss of revenue 
which it would cause would not be very great; whereas it 
this bill did not pass at all there would be an immense loss to 
the Treasury. Therefore, I would rather have this bill passed 
in its present form than not to pass at all. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Will the gentleman allow me to read two 
or three paragraphs in his time, so that the House may under- 
stand what the existing law is? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes, 

Mr. FORDNEY. The existing law, paragraph (c), page 6 of 
the comparison of the acts, reads: 

(c) For the purpose of this title, on an exchange of property, real 

rsonal, or mixed, for any other such property, no gain or loss shall 

recognized unless the property received in exchange has a readily 
realizable market value; but even if the property received in ex- 
change has a readily realizable market value, no Tala or loss shall be 
recognized. 

That is the existing law. I want to make it plain that we 
are not changing that law. That is all. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa Of course, we do not change that part 
of the law, either under the bill as it stands or as it would be 
amended by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. ForpNey]. 

Mr. GARNER, Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield in 
that connection? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. I want to call the attention of the committee 
to the fact that there never was a more intelligent report made 
to Congress than the one the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Green] has made on this bill, It points out not only what is 
the existing law but what the changes are. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. May I have five minutes more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five minutes more. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GARNER. If any gentleman will get this report he will 
find the law as it is and the law as it will be if this bill be- 
comes a law as reported. He will see exactly what the changes 
are. I think that ought always to be done when a law is 
chan, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I want to say further in reference to 
the statement made by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
that even as the law now stands it would bring in more reve- 
nue than the law of 1918, because people would not make these 
exchanges under the act of 1918 and be taxed for profit; but 
if there was a loss they would make the exchange or sell the 
property. Then they got the benefit of the allowance for the loss. 
This could be done under the act of 1918, passed by a Democratic 
administration. It was the intention of the Republicans in 
passing the law of 1921 both to facilitate business and also to 
bring in revenue to the Government from the profits on the 
sales that would be made of capital assets. 

Another feature of this bill relates to “other property,” 
either money, cash, or some other property that is received in 
what we commonly call “boot” in a trade of such property as 
is specified in the paragraph amended by section 1 of the bill. 
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The even exchange of these properties, neither under the pres- 
ent law nor under the bill as it is proposed, would be taxable, 
because when people make a straight exchange they do not give 
any boot one way or the other, and in that case it is presumed 
that neither has realized any profit in the transaction. They 
simply get property that they can handle or use otherwise to 
better advantage. But the provisions of the law as it stands 
has enabled stock speculators to effect an immense profit, and 
then, simply by an exchange and taking something as boot, 
realize on their profits without paying any tax to the Treasury. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. , I move to strike out the last 
word, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oregon moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr, HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the purpose of this legisla- 
tion in the last section of the bill, on page 2, is to tax the actual 
cash profits on exchanges of stocks and bonds, choses in action, 
or other securities, or certificates of indebtedness or interest—to 
tax the actual gain when any amount has been paid in such 
exchange in cash by one party to the other. Whenever stocks, 
bonds, or other obligations named are exchanged and money 
passes in the transaction the gain will be taxed. It is not now 
taxed. 

Now, the amendment proposed to the first part of the bill is 
to accomplish the same purpose in the exchanges of property. 
Under the present law if John Doe exchanges a piece of prop- 
erty with Richard Roe and no money consideration is given 
by either no tax is paid until the one party or the other sells 
the property received by him in the exchange. These exchanges 
are confined to exchanges of properties of like kind or use. 

When the property is realized upon the Treasury Department 

ascertains the value of the property as of March 1, 1913, 
which he gave in exchange, and subtracts that from the amount 
he received for the property he had just sold, and upon the 
difference between these two amounts he pays a tax. That is, 
it applies the same rule to exchanges of real property by taxing 
only the realized gain, when the gain has been realized, which 
we propose to do for stocks, bonds, and the other obligations 
named in the second section of the bill under consideration. 
The amendment in the first section of the bill as it now reads 
omits some words from the present law. It leaves out the 
words “for investment or” and the words “kind or.” The 
omission of these words limits the exchanges that will not be 
taxed until the property is realized upon to property held for 
productive use. The Treasury Department found upon ex- 
amination that it is often difficult to determine whether a piece 
of property taken in exchange will be held for productive use 
or for investment. For instance, a man has a mill. He ex- 
8 some property. He obtains some timber which he in- 
tends to manufacture into lumber. His mill burns down. He 
has not the funds to rebuild. Then he must hold the land he 
receives in exchange as an investment, at least for a time. 
The Treasury suggests that if the words cited are stricken 
from the law then the Treasury must ascertain whether an 
estimated gain had been made, and assess a tax upon such 
estimated profit, even though no money had been paid as part 
of the consideration in the transaction. The amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpnrey] restores 
the language of the existing law, and add in the parentheses 
certain words excluding from the operation of this paragraph 
the kinds of property named in the second section of the bill, 
which is new legislation. We propose to relieve the taxpayers 
from paying taxes on transactions which may really result in 
a loss. John Doe and Richard Roe may have made an ex- 
change, and Richard Roe may have been considered to have 
made a profit at the time the transaction was consummated. 
If when he sells the property received in the exchange he sells 
it for less than the value as of March 1, 1913, of the property 
he gave in exchange he really suffers a loss. If we retain the 
present law exchanges of property will be taxable only when 
the property is realized upon in whole or in part, and then to 
the extent of the profits made, and the taxes will be duly col- 
lected upon all profits, actual and realized, obtained from ex- 
changes of property. 

If we leave out of the law the words cited, the Treasury De- 
partment will be compelled to investigate every exchange to 
determine whether any profit has been made by either party 
or not, and if they find that any estimated profit has been made 
by either party they must assess the tax, providing it is also 
considered that the exchange was made for purposes of invest- 
ment and not for productive use. How can the questions so 
raised be decided except by continuous litigation, which will 
accomplish no good purpose not accomplished by the law as it 
now stands? 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FORDNEY. I ask unanimous consent that the gentle- 
man may have five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman from Oregon be 
extended five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. May I conelude this one statement? The 
Treasury officials will be compelled to investigate all exchanges, 
because no official of the Treasury would feel himself war- 
ranted in omitting to make an investigation and collect any 
possible tax. He might be held to have been derelict in his 
duty. Now, it may be that when John Doe and Richard Roe 
exchanged property John Doe was considered to have made a 
gain, whereas really he made a loss when he sold the property 
received in exchange for less than the value of the property as 
of March 1, 1913, which he gave in the exchange. 

Mr. STEVENSON. The gentleman is right at the point where 
I want to ask my question. If John Doe made a loss, then 
Richard Roe must have made a gain. Did not one of them 
make a gain if the other one was compelled to make a loss? 

Mr. HAWLEY. No one making a gain in exchange of prop- 
erties will finally escape taxation. He will be taxed when he 
realizes upon the property in whole or in part. The exchanges 
are limited to exchanges of properties of like kind or use. 

Mr. STEVENSON. But that may never happen. Suppose 
they go on swapping with somebody else? Suppose Roe, after 
he makes his gain, swaps it to somebody else? When are you 
going to determine whether a loss is made? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Under the present law a gain is made and 
becomes taxable when a man sells the property that he has re- 
ceived in exchange for more than the property he gave in ex- 
change was worth on Mareh 1, 1913. That gain is an actual 
fact, and should be and is taxed. It is not a supposed gain 
where eventually it may happen that the transaction really 
resulted in a loss. 

Mr. STEVENSON. But suppose instead of selling it he swaps 
it again, where are you going to locate your gain? Suppose 
he never sells? He may bequeath it to his heirs. 

Mr. HAWLEY. You can conceive of an endless chain under 
any circumstances, I suppose; but we are dealing with a prac- 
tical situation where property is being exchanged and after- 
wards sold for cash. It is difficult to conceive of such an end- 
less line of exchanges in which a money consideration would not 
be a part of the exchange at any time. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Are there not cases where the owners of 
large real-estate interests are trying to evade taxation by ex- 
changing and holding it for years and years? i 

Mr. HAWLEY. That would be a dificult question to answer, 
since it would require an examination of each exchange to as- 
certain whether any money was given as part of the considera- 
tion. It is difficult to imagine a series of transactions extending 
over a period of years in which the property was so evenly 
valued that no money consideration was at any time necessary 
to adjust the differences. ‘ 

There is a further factor of importance, and that is that the 
exchanges must be between properties of like kind or use. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Exchanging it with holding corporations. 
I can see how taxation might be avoided entirely in the case 
instanced by the gentleman from South Carolina by keeping on 
exchanging and exchanging instead of receiving cash. 

Mr. HAWLEY. The gentleman knows that there are always 
persons who strive to evade the law and take wise counsel 
in order to do it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. They try to evade taxation. 

Mr. HAWLEY. I do not think the situation that the gentle- 
man cites could possibly arise, because sometime such property 
would be realized on, in whole or in part, or some cash con- 
sideration be a part of the exchange, and when either of these 
things occur a settlement is made and taxes or profits collected. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Not necessarily; it could be handed down 
to a holding corporation. 

Mr, HAWLEY. But whenever it was sold, in whole or in 
part, or any eash received in a transaction, a settlement would 
be made and taxes due collected. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I should think you might permit them to 


exchange in one instance, but compel them to pay taxes on the 
determined valuation when exchanged in the second and fol- 
lowing instances, 

Mr. FORDNEY. When the attention of the Treasury Depart- 
ment was called to the ambiguity of the bill as reported the 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury came up before the com- 
mittee and recommended this amendment. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HAWLEY. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. In answer to what the gentleman from 
South Carolina said, any person who has a tract of real estate 
which has gone up in value has undoubtedly made a profit, but 
we do not tax him on that profit until he sells it. In the same 
way we preserve this principle through the law—that we do not 
tax him on the property exchanged unless he receives money 
or some other property of readily realizable value, so that he 
has actually realized his profit. 

Mr. STAFFORD. If he receives other property, you do not 
tax him; it is only when he receives money that he is liable to 
be taxed. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. 
him to boot, he is taxed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. That contradicts the statement of the 
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. HAwLEY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 


If other property has been received by 


pired. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. I want to ask the gentleman from 
Oregon a question. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forp- 
NEY] said that upon reconsideration of this matter the 
Treasury Department came to a certain conclusion. Then the 
gentleman from Michigan said that after the Treasury’s at- 
tention had been called to the ambiguity of the language it 
came to a certain other conclusion. The Treasury Department 
has been administering this law since the act of 1921. It has 
made two annual reports. In these annual reports it points 
out this defect. The bill was considered, was prepared in the 
Treasury Department, was sent to the committee, and was intro- 
duced by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green]. We had 
hearings on the bill. This same Assistant Secretary of the 
Treasury was before the committee. We referred the bill to 
the Treasury Department, end the Secretary, Mr. Mellon, wrote 
a letter in which he said in form and substance that it was all 
right. When did they come to this reconsideration and what 
brought it about? 

Mr. FORDNEY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. I know the gentleman from Michigan 
can tell us. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, the gentleman does not know anything 
of the kind. Here is a letter from the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, dated the 25th, where he discovered the error in the first 
bill, which the gentleman helped to report out. The gentleman 
always makes a mistake of that kind until I help to correct 
him, and I did it in this case. I called the attention of the 
Secretary to the fact that there was an error, and he saw it. 
He saw the light of day before the gentleman did. Here is his 
letter. 

Mr. GARNER, Mr. Chairman, I have got the information. 
I understand now when this reconsideration came about, when 
this wisdom came into the Treasury Department and Mr. 
Mellon was convinced. It was when the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. ForpNey] visited the Department of the Treas- 
ury and pointed this error out to him. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Oh, let me read the letter to the gentleman. 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, no; I have Mr. Mellon's letter here. 

Mr. FORDNEY. The gentleman has not got the last one? 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, I have the new letter. 

Mr. FORDNEY. Then get right on the bill, The gentleman 
is wrong. 

Mr. GARNER. That is a question for the House to deter- 
mine, I merely wanted to call the attention of the House to 
the fact that this wise Treasury Department—and I believe 
it is wise in many respects, and is a wise administration of 
the Treasury Department—has gone along for two years urg- 
ing Congress to stop up this gap, pointing out to the Congress 
that they had framed a bill which would reach the matter, 
and then when the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. Forpnrey] 
visited the department he had an interview with the Secretary 
of the Treasury, it seems, who then writes a letter and says 
that he was mistaken, that the gentleman from Michigan had 
come up and told him wherein he was mistaken; therefore 
he recommends this amendment. Now, mark this statement. 
This is the first time that I have ever heard of a department 
of this Government saying, first, that a bill is perfect in form 
and substance, and then within 10 days writing a letter say- 
ing that an amendment is necessary. The department actually 
considered the matter for more than two years, actually had a 
hearing before the committee three times, after the Assistant 
Secretary had been there and prepared the bill. Then the 
Secretary of the Treasury writes a letter saying that it is per- 
fect in form and substance, then the gentleman from Michigan 


[Mr. Forpney] visits the department, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury writes another letter saying that he was mistaken, 
i is an error, and that therefore they need this amend- 
men ; 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. Garner] will recall that during the hearings on the bill, 
with the exception of probably two or three lines, all of the 
time was devoted to the second part of the bill, and no question 
was raised upon the first part. The committee obtained no 
information relative to the proposed changes in that, no ques- 
tion having been raised. A question was raised later as to 
whether the proposed change in the first part of the bill was 
for the best interests of the country, and that question was 
submitted to the Treasury Department. The Treasury there- 
upon reported that the present language in the law, with the 
insertion of the additional language provided in the amend- 
ment offered by the committee to make it harmonize with the 
provisions of the second section, should be substituted in lien 
of the matter now in the bill. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike 
out the last word, and I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
five minutes out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to proceed for five minutes out of order. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. On what subject? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Principally upon the subject 
referred to in the speech of the gentleman from West Virginia 
a little while ago. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I shall not object if I can have five 
minutes in which to reply. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. But the gentleman has already 
made his speech. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoonrz] some time ago rose on 
this floor and quoted a newspaper report from the Washington 
Post, in this city, in which it was stated that a gentleman 
from Los Angeles was in the city, and that it was understood 
he was trying to get a list of the American Legion members 
for the purpose of sending out through the mails a speech, 
according to the gentleman from West Virginia, quoting from 
the Post, of Mr. McAdoo in favor of a tariff soldiers’ bonus. 
a: GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Not out of five minutes; the 
gentleman has had his say. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I said, according to the newspaper 
interview. I want the gentleman to quote me correctly. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Here is the statement. I have 
got it here. Here is what the gentleman said, quoting a paper; 
the paper did not charge it as a fact, but it said it was under- 
stood that was the case. So the gentleman from West Vir- 
ginia made his speech attacking the Legion national com- 
mander, not by name, although he said the national Legion 
executive officers. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 
rch CONNALLY of Texas. Not now; the gentleman has had 

5 day. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. The gentleman ought not to charge 
that I attacked the Legion when I merely called upon it for a 
categorical affirmation or denial. Deal fairly with me this 
afternoon. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. What is that? 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I said, deal fairly and do not impute 
to me words that I never uttered. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. There is no intention of mis- 
representing the gentleman. If the gentleman will sit down a 
minute, he may have the occasion later to get mad. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I will be here. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Here is what he said. He said 
if this charge were true that the Legion ought to deny it. The 
national commander a few days later gave out an interview 
and did deny it; he said the Legion did not circulate the speech 
of Mr. McAdoo, and National Commander Owsley, a gentle- 
man from my State, said he had no knowledge that anybody 
connected with the Legion in California was doing so. The 
gentleman from West Virginia gets upon the floor this after- 
noon again and makes another speech. He makes one speech 
that is taken down by the reporters and has the reporters kill the 
speech he actually made on the floor, and hands in to the re- 
porters what I now hold in my hand—the speech to be pub- 
lished. I agree with the gentleman from West Virginia that 
the Legion as such ought not to be used to promote partisan 
politics. I agree that politicians ought not to try to use the 
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Legion for selfish political purposes. I agree with him that 
if anybody in the Legion gives out a list of the membership 
for the use of politicians that it is to be condemned, and I com- 
mend to a degree that part of what the gentleman from West 
Virginia says in that speech which is to be printed, which he 
did not deliver in its entirety. Now, he concludes, 

Mr. McARTHUR. Is it an illustrated speech? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Illustrated in a way. Here is 
what he says. He quotes the commander of the Legion in 
which the commander of the Legion said that if the gentleman 
from West Virginia would make a good speech in favor of the 
bonus the Legion might circulate that. 

The gentleman from West Virginia observes that he has 
already made two good speeches in favor of the bonus and the 
Legion has not circulated either one of them. Listen to how 
he concludes: 

The commander of the Legion before he speaks publicly of the record 
of a Congressman ought to inform himself as to what that record is. 
1025 1 quote from a speech made-by me in the House as early as May, 

And so he appends to his remarks a printed copy, copied from 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, of a speech in favor of the bonus 
made by the gentleman from West Virginia, and it is a good 
speech. He says that the Legion commander. says that if he 
made a good speech he would circulate it. But when I turn 
over this card upon which this speech by this gentleman—who 
thinks that no one ought to use the Legion for political purposes, 
no one ought to use the name of a Legion member in connection 
with politics—when I read here this eloquent speech and then 
look over on the reverse side I see the handsome face of the 
gentleman from West Virginia [WAs GoopyKoontz], candi- 
date for reelection to Congress. [Laughter and applause.] 
Turning over on the other side I find these words at the head 
of it: “Hon. Wetts GoopyKoontz, M. C., in the House of 
Representatives, on the World War adjusted compensation bill.” 
Down at the bottom I find the language: 

In America, the land of the free, the home of the brave, all stang 
equal. All, irrespective of race or religion, are equal, no stockbroker 
or profiteer has a halter about my neck. 

Now, gentlemen, if the gentleman from West Virginia does 
not believe his position or my position on the bonus ought to 
be used for political purposes by Legion men, why has the 
gentleman circulated in his district the handsome photograph 
on this card and on the reverse side his speech on the bonus? 
There is nothing in it about any other kind of legislation. Was 
that meant for the purpose of circulating among those opposed 
to the bonus? Was that for the purpose of circulating among 
the profiteers and the stockbrokers who had halters around the 
necks of those who did not agree with the gentleman from 
West Virginia on that subject? Oh, the gentleman from West 
Virginia means only that he does not believe in anybody using 
the Legion for political purposes except himself. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. FORDNEY]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk resumed and concluded the reading of the bill. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill back to the House with 
the amendment, with the recommendation that the amendment 
be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Hustep, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consi@eration the bill (H. R. 13774) 
to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to exchange of 
property, had directed him to report the same back to the House 
with an amendment, with the recommendation that the amend- 
ment be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the bill and amendment to final passage. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves the pre- 
vious question on the bill and amendment to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The question was taken, and the Speaker announced that the 
“ayes” appeared to have it. 

Nees BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, may we have a division on 
that? 

The SPEAKER. A division is demanded. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 32, noes 29, 

So the amendment was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Green of Iowa, a motion to reconsider 
the vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS. 


Mr. SEARS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend and revise my remarks made this afternoon. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Florida? 
There was no objection, 
SINKING FUND. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 18827) 
eae to the sinking fund for bonds and notes of the United 

tates. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 
13827. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. È 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York [Mr.. 
Husten] will please take the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill H. R. 13827, with Mr. HustEp in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 13827, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (H. R. 13827) relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes 
of the United States, 


Be it enacted, etc., That subdivision (a) of section 6 of the Victory 
Liberty loan act is amended by insertin fore the period at the end 
of the first sentence a comma and the following words: “and of 
bonds and notes thereafter issued, under any of such acts or under 
any of such acts as amended, for refunding purposes,” 


The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the bill for amend- 
ment unless somebody desires to debate it. 

* Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the Clerk 
read. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman does not care 
to take time for debate, I will ask for recognition. I am trying 
to get the gentleman to understand that he ought at least to 
give us some information as to what we shall take up and 
what is the understanding as to the division of time in debate. 
The gentleman does not seem to appreciate that there are two 
sides to these questions. I thought the gentleman was going 
to take up the Hudspeth bill, because I know we do not have 
time to take up a matter of this importance this afternoon. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If the gentleman desires, I will move 
that the committee do now rise. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman will remember, and the mem- 
bers of the committee will remember, that in reference to this 
sinking fund bill there was quite a controversy in the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am perfectly willing to move that 
the committee do now rise. 

Mr. GARNER. I think the gentleman ought to, because he 
ean not expect to dispose of that bill this afternoon. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, in view of the contro- 
versy, I move that the committee do now rise. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
committee do now rise. The question is on agreeing to that 
motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Hustrep, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 13827) 
relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes of the United 
States, had come to no resolution thereon, 

PERMITTING ENTRY OF DOMESTIC ANIMALS. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I call up House Joint Resolu- 
tion 422, by direction of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and ask unanimous consent that it be considered in the House 
as in Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon calls up House 
Joint Resolution 422 and asks unanimous consent that it be 
considered in the House as in Committee of the Whole. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 422 

certain domestic animals w 

e ee 181 of the third paragraph of 

é 3 espite the provisions 

eee 1806 of title „ 2922, korsen muitos, 
asses, eattle, sheep, goats, and other domestic animals, which hereto- 
fore have strayed across the boundary line into any foreign country, 
or been driven across such boundary line by the owner for temporary 

stura. rposes only, or whieh may so stray or be driven before 
Tarek „ 1923, shall, together with th offspring, be admitted free of 
duty, under regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, if brought back to the United States within 12 months from the 
time they so strayed or were driven. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Speaker, this joint resolution simply ex- 
tends the time in the present emergeney in the Southwest dur- 
ing which stoek can be taken across the border into Mexico 
for pasturage purposes and brought back into the United States 
without the payment of duties. There has been a continued 
drought in the Southwest, extending over a period of months, 
and the cattle, sheep, horses, and other domestic animals are 
in serious need of food. They can obtain suitable pasturage in 
Mexico. The Mexicans require that leases be taken out for 
the period of 12 months. Even if rains come soon in that section 
and the grass begins to grow again, it should not be pastured for a 
time, that it may have time to obtain a vigorous growth. The 
Treasury Department recommends the passage of the bill and 
urges the emergency as a reason for it. The War Finance Cor- 
poration in a letter of January 25, 1923, states that not only 
the owners of the cattle and other stock are interested but that 
banks have loaned considerable money on this stock, which will 
be endangered if the animals are not provided with pasturage. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield to me just a 
moment? 

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield to the gentleman five minutes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker and gentlemem of the House, 
this is an extremely important measure to the live-stock pro- 
ducer of the Southwest, especially to the cattle and sheep men 
of New Mexico and a portion of western Texas. E am espe- 
cially lending my plea for those who have undergone a most 
disastrous drought in New Mexico. That splendid State has 
no spokesman on this floor at the present time. The mouth of 
Nestor Monteya, their faithful representative, was closed in 
death about three weeks ago. Owing te the range being de- 
nuded of grass, on account of this drought in New Mexico and 
a small portion ef my district hundreds of cattlemen were 
forced to move their homes into Mexico, where sustenance 
eould be obtained. They were compelled to execute a lease 
from the Mexican landowners for a period of 12 months. Un- 
der the bill that bears the name of my good friend from Michi- 
gan [Mr. Fonpney], cattle and other live stock driven or stray- 
ing across. the line in a foreign country must be brought back 
within eight months or pay full duty. 

Gentlemen, the cattlemen who have their herds in Mexico 
have met with too many reverses in the last three years to 
stand this duty. My bill, which you are now considering, pro- 
vides for the return, duty free, of all live stock taken into 
Mexico in recent months—for 12 months from March 1, 1923. 
It is the duty of this House to pass this bill at once. When 
you do it you extend relief to as sturdy, as honest, and as 
patriotic a class of men as ever blessed this country with their 
presence and made it better by their having been a part of it. 

F called on the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon, and he 
readily indorsed it. I am attaching a letter as a part of my 
remarks from Hon. Eugene Meyer, chairman War Finance Cor- 
poration, to Mr. Forpney, strongly indorsing this measure, and 
the Ways and Means Committee has passed it and with a 
unanimous report. 

The letter is as follows: 


permitting the entry free of ong, Shes 
have crossed the boundary line into 


Wan FINANCE Corporation, 
Tun Treasury BUILDING, 
Washington, D. C., January 25, 1923. 
Hon. J. W. Forpney, 


Chairman Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Drar Mn. Forpnex: The attention of the directors of the War 
Finance Corporation has been called to House Joint Resolution 422, 
introduced by Mr. HUDSPETH, and I am writing to you at their re- 
quest to express the hope that the resolution wilf receive favorable 
ohe resoluth t d the third h 

resolution proposes to amen e paragraph of paragraph 
1506 of the tariff act of 1922 by extending temporarily from 8 sA 12 
months the period within which domestic animals may be returned to 
the United States duty free from a foreign country to which they 
have been driven for temporary pasturage ie serious d ‘ht 
dey during the summer and fall of 1922 in the southern portion 
of New Mexico, and the situation became so acute that there was 


grave danger, on account of the lack of feed and water, of the loss 
of a considerable number of cattle pledged to the War Finance Corpora- 
tion loans. It became necessary in order 


as security for some of. its 


to save the cattle to move them ont of the drought-stricken area to 
adjoining States and to seetions of Mexico, where adequate feed and 
water were available, and the board of directors of the War Finance 


Corporation consented to the removal of the cattle by the loan com- 
pany through which the loans were made, 

e are advised that if the best results are to be secured from such 
movement the cattle should remain im Mexico for more than the eight 
months’ period within which they may under exis law be returned 
duty free, and it would be a serious hardship if the owners of the 
cattle were compelled to pay an import duty N them. The directors 
of the War Finance Corporation understand that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has expressed. the opinion that the adoption of the 
joint resolution would be desirable, and they concur in this view. 

Very truly yours, 
Eucexe Meyer, Jr., Managing Director, 

I shall not consume your time further, as I wish to get it 
to the other side, where E trust it will pass before March 4, 
the close of this session. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAWLEY. I yield three minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Branton}. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry, if 
the gentleman will permit. When a bill which should have 
been considered in Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union is being considered in the House in lieu thereof, 
does not the five-minute rule apply? 

The SPEAKER. It does. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoontz], when he understands 
the facts of a case, is one of the fairest men in this House. 
If he ever gets wrong it is only because of a misapprehension 
of the facts. His whole remarks concerning the attitude of 
the American Legion commander were based upon a misappre- 
hension of the faets. If it had not been fer that, there would 
have been no strieture here at all. If he knew the present 
commander of the American Legion—Col. Alvin M. Owsley— 
as well as some of the rest of us know him, he would have no 
complaint to make, because the present commander of the 
American Legion is one of the finest and fairest men in the 
world and will see te it as long as he holds that position that 
no improper use is made of the Ameriean Legion affairs. I 
am one of those in the House who are admirers of the gentle- 
man from West Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoontz], and I am also 
a great admirer of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY], 
with whom he had the stricture. If these two men just un- 
derstood. each other a little better there would have been no 
stricture. It is just a misunderstanding all around. 

Now, so far as the names of the members of the American 
Legion are concerned, they are obtainable for proper purposes. 
It has no secret list. In the 64 newspapers that are published 
in my district I have noticed from time to time the names of 
the various members belonging to the different local posts in 
my district. They make no secret of them. If they made.a 
secret of their membership, from my knowledge of the distin- 
guished gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. Goopykoontz],. 
who is as fair a man now as he was when he was a distin- 
guished jurist in his State—if they should make a secret of 
their membership, the gentleman from. West Virginia would 
be the first man here in the House to object to it. They make 
no secret of it. If the list is obtainable by one man, it is acces- 
sible to all. I just wanted to say this because I think there 
has been a misunderstanding between two of our Members here, 
both splendid gentlemen. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. If I have the time, I yield. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. I want to say to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas that while I spoke extemporaneously 
and substituted a manuscript, E am satisfied that I said almost 
precisely what was in the manuscript, and whenever Members 
who are interested in the subject have read that speech they 
will discover that I have not made the slightest charge against 
Commander Owsley. I merely charged that this newspaper 
report sent out by the Universal Press and published broadeast 
in this country has never been denied. On yesterday E spoke 
in conversation with the eommander from Pennsylvania, Col. 
Joe Thompson. I asked him about Commander Owsley, and 
he said that Commander Owsley is one of the finest men from 
the South. All I want to do is to protect this Legion that I 
have helped to create from its charter all the way down. 

Mr. BLANTON. My colleague from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY] 
is a member of it himself. He was in the service. He wore 
the uniform. And the distinguished gentleman from West 
Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoontTz] may rest assured of the fact that 
Just as long as Col. Alvin M. Owsley is national commander of 
the American Legion he never need fear that there will be any- 


‘thing wrong about the transactions of that organization. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the joint resolution. 
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The joint resolution was ordered to be engrossed and read a 
third time, and was accordingly read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Haw Ley, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the joint resolution was passed was laid on the table. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro- 
priate committee, as indicated below: 

S. 4404. An act authorizing the Secretary of War to transfer 
to trustees to be named by the Chamber of Commerce of Colum- 
bia, S. C., certain lands at Camp Jackson, S. C.; to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] if we can not agree upon time with 
reference to the refunding bill? Iwas under a misapprehension, 
or the gentleman is surely aware that I would not have called 
it up. 

Mr. GARNER. How much time does the gentleman suggest? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. How much time would the gentleman 
from Texas like to have? 

Mr. GARNER. I think we had better have an hour on a 
side on that proposition. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Very well, then, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. GARNER. Not exceeding an hour on a side. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will ask unanimous consent that 
the general debate on H. R. 13827 be limited to not exceeding 
one hour on a side, one-half to be controlled by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GARNER] and one-half by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I think the gentleman from Texas 
wishes to have the House adjourn. 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; I think that will be better. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that when the House resolves itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of H. R. 13827, there be not to exceed two hours of general 
debate, half the time to be controlled by himself and half by 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does “not exceeding” mean that a Mem- 
ber may use only one minute of the time if he so desires? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks so. Is there objection ?: 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted— 

To Mr. FUNK, for three days, on account of illness. 

To Mr. CLARKE of New York, for four days, on account of 
business in his beloved hills. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 35 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Friday, February 2, 
1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

937. A letter from the president of the Washington Railway 
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the Washington Interur- 
ban Railroad Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

938. A letter from the president of the Washington Railway 
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the City & Suburban 
Railway of Washington for the year ended December 31, 1922; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

939. A letter from the president of the Washington Railway 
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the Georgetown & Ten- 
nallytown Railway Co, for the year ended December 31, 1922; 
to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

940. A letter from the president of the Potomac Electric 
Power Co., transmitting a report of the Potomac Electric Power 
Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

941. A letter from the president of the Washington Railway 
& Electric Co., transmitting a report of the Washington Rail- 


way & Electric Co. for the year ended December 31, 1922; to- 


the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
942. A letter from the vice president of the Washington Gas 
Light Co., transmitting a detailed statement of the business 


of the Washington Gas Light Co., with a list of its stockhold- 
ers, for the year ended December 31, 1922; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

943. A letter from the president of the Washington & Old 
Dominion Railway, transmitting a notice of the company's 
failure to transmit the annual report due to-day owing to the 
illness of the treasurer of the Washington & Old Dominion 
Railway; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. FOSTER: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 13430, 
A bill to amend section 370 of the Revised Statutes of the 
United States; without amendment (Rept. No. 1498). Referred 
155 e Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 

nion. 

Mr. GREENE of Vermont: Committee on Military Affairs. 
H. R. 13326. A bill in reference to a national military park 
at Yorktown, Va.; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1499). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
S. 3345. An act changing the name of Keokuk Street, in the 
county of Washington, D. C., to Military Road; without amend- 
ment (Rept. No. 1501). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia, H. R. 
14002. A bill to provide for a tax on motor-vehicle fuels sold 
within the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1502). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ZIHLMAN: Committee on the District of Columbia. 
S. 2822. An act to regulate the practice of optometry in the 
District of Columbia; without amendment (Rept. No. 1503). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. PORTER: Committee on Foreign Affairs. H. R. 14087. 
A bill for the creation of an American battle monuments com- 
mission to erect suitable memorials commemorating the services 
of the American soldier in Europe, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1504). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. McKENZIE: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 13524. 
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to sell or cause to be 
sold, either in whole or in two or more parts, certain tracts or 
parcels of real property no longer needed for military purposes, 
and for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 1507). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Committee on Irrigation of Arid 
Lands. S. 4187. An act to extend the time for payment of 
charges due on reclamation projects, and for other purposes; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1508). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. KLECZKA: Committee on War Claims. S. 1670. An 
act for the relief of Buffkin & Girvin; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1505). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. KLECZKA: Committee on War Claims. 
act for the relief of F. J. Belcher, jr., 
Fletcher; without amendment (Rept. No. 1506). 
the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. COLLINS: Committee on Public Lands. H. R. 13724. 
A bill for the relief of Hugh Marshall Montgomery; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1509). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 6601. A bill 
for the relief of the Great Lakes Engineering Works; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1510). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 


S. 3609. An 
trustee for Edward 
Referred to 


ADVERSE REPORTS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 


Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. S. 3157. An act 


for the relief of John G. Sessions; adverse (Rept. No. 1511). 
Laid on the table. 

Mr. UNDERHILL: Committee on Claims. H. R. 4667. A 
bill for the relief of the First National Bank of New Carlisle, 
Ind.; adverse (Rept. No, 1512). 


Laid on the table, 


1923. ; 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, the bill (H. R. 11549) authoriz- 
ing the conservation, production, and exploitation of helium 
gas, a mineral resource pertaining to the national defense, 
and to the development of commercial aeronautics, and for 
other purposes, was reported from the Committee on the Public 
Lands and referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS, 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOWERS: A bill (H. R. 14132) to authorize the pur- 
chase of the property known as the People’s Bank Building, at 
Keyser, W. Va., for use as a Federal building; to the Committee 
on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A'bill (H. R. 14133) to amend para- 
graph (c) of section 2 of the act approved May 26, 1922, and 
known as the narcotic drugs import and export act, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14134) to amend section 7 of the act of 
February 9, 1909, as amended January 7, 1914, and for other 
purposes ; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HERSEY: A bill (H. R. 14135) to amend an act ap- 
proved September 8, 1916, providing for holding sessions of the 
United States district court in the district of Maine, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. McCORMICK: A bill (H. R. 14136) to define the na- 
tional and official language of the Government and people of 
the United States of America, including the Territories and 
dependencies thereof; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HERRICK: A bill (H. R. 14137) for the purchase of 
a site and the erection of a public building at the city of 
GEEN, Okla.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 

rounds, 


Also, a bill (H. R. 14188) for the erection of a public building 


at the city of Alva, Okla. ; to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14139) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at the city of Beaver, Okla.; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14140) for the erection of a public building 
at the city of Newkirk, Okla.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14141) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at the city of Medford, Okla.; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14142) for the erection of a public building 
at the city of Perry, Okla.; to the Committee on Public Build- 
ings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14148) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at the city of Cherokee, Okla. ; 
to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: A bill (H. R. 14144) to limit 
and fix the time within which suits may be brought or rights 
asserted in court arising out of the provisions of subdivision 3 
of section 302 of the soldiers and sailors’ civil relief act ap- 
proved March 18, 1918, being chapter 20, volume 40, General 
Statutes of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas: A bill (H. R. 14145) provid- 
ing for the erection of a monument to Henry B. F. Macfarland 
in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the Library. 

By Mr. EDMONDS: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 431) giv- 
ing the Secretary of the Treasury authority to cancel portions 
of the debt owed by foreign nations to the United States upon 
payment for the same in certain Government bonds by holders 
in the United States; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUDSPETH: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 432) to 
amend section 2 of an act entitled “An act to provide for co- 
operative agricultural extension work between the agricultural 
colleges in the several States receiving the benefits of an act 
of Congress approved July 2, 1862, and of acts supplementary 
thereto, and the United States Department of Agriculture,” 
approved May 8, 1914; to the Committee on Agriculture, 

By Mr. ROGERS: Resolution (H. Res. 501) for the imme- 
diate consideration of H. R. 13880; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. STEENERSON: Resolution (H. Res. 502) directing 
the Secretary of Agriculture to transmit to the House of Repre- 
sentatives the reports and communications of John Lee Coulter 
and L. A. Fitz as to the operation of certain grain elevators; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legisla- 
ture of the State of Montana urging Congress to take immedi- 
ate action toward the passage of such laws or law as will 
make possible the early completion of the Great Lakes-St. Law- 


rence waterway project; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CARTER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oklahoma requesting the Congress of the United States to 
grant aid to the Kansas City, Mexico & Orient Railroad; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma 
asking that Congress give its sympathetic consideration to a 
basic plan for a return to world sanity through a conference of 
World War powers under the leadership of the United States; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 7 

By Mr. KISSEL: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Oregon recommending that Congress submit a constitutional 
amendment which will prohibit the further issuance of tax- 
exempt securities; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Oregon petitioning Congress to submit a con- 
stitutional amendment which will prohibit the further issuance 
of tax-exempt securities; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. APPLEBY: A bill (H. R. 14146) for the relief of the 
firm of Jones & Edwards; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BENHAM: A bill (H. R. 14147) granting an increase 
5 pension to Attison W. Johnson; to the Committee on Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 14148) granting an increase 
of pension to George A. Parnell; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. ; 

By Mr. CHALMERS: A bill (H. R. 14149) granting a pen- 
sion to Agnes Bucher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ELLIOTT: A bill (H. R. 14150) granting an increase 
of pension to Amanda J. Alford; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. FAIRCHILD: A bill (H. R. 14151) for the relief of 
David Myerle, as executor of the last will and testament of 
Phineas Burgess, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14152) granting a pension to John Long- 
worth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GIFFORD: A bill (H. R. 14153) granting a pension 
to Jennie Darling; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LINEBERGER: A bill (H. R. 14154) to renew and 
extend certain letters patent; to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14155) granting a pension to Rebecca 
V. Mogle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R, 14156) granting a pension 
to John Halpine; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 14157) grant- 
ing a pension to Lucy J. Popejoy ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. TINCHER: A bill (H. R. 14158) granting an in- 
crease of pension to Margaret F. Freeman; to the Committee 
on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14159) granting. an increase of pension 
to Zula A. Springer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VESTAL: A bill (H. R. 14160) granting a pension to 
Mary Catherine Brandyberry; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 14161) grant- 
ing a pension to Martha E. Banks; to the Committee on In- 
valid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14162) granting an increase of pension to 
Marinda A. Cates; to the Committee on Pensions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7135. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petiticn of the Porto 
Rican workers residing in New York, approving House Joint 
Resolution 425, asking for an investigation of conditions in 
Porto Rico; to the Committee on Rules. 

7136. By Mr. BARBOUR: Petition of residents of Shafter 
and Wasco, Calif., urging support of joint resolution providing 
for extension of aid to people of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7137. By Mr. CHALMERS: Petition of sundry citizens of 
Toledo, Ohio, recommending passage of legislation extending 
immediate relief to the people of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics, now famine stricken owing to secant crops and money 
depreciation; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7138. By Mr. CULLEN: Petition of Charles I. Craig, comp- 
troller, city of New York, urging concurrence by the House of 
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Representatives in Senator Carbrn's amendment to House bill 
11939 to amend the national banking act; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 


7139: Also; petition of department of taxes and assessments, | 


city of New York, favoring the taxation of nationalbank 
shares; to. the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7140. Also, petition of John F. Hylan, mayor of the eity of 
New York, favoring the enactment of the bill amending the 
national-bank act; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

7141. Also, petition of George P. Nicholson, corporation eoun- 
sel of the city of New York, approving a Senate bill amending 
section 5219 of the United States Revised Statutes as to taxing 
national-bank shares; to the Committee on Banking and Cur- 
rency. 

7142. By Mr. FAIRCHILD (by request): Petition of sundry 
citizens of Mount Vernon, N. X., opposing the passage of the 
compulsory Sunday observance bills, S. 1948, H. R. 4388, and 
H. R. 9753; to the Committee on the Distriet of Columbia. 

7143. By Mr. HUDSPETH: Petition of Central Labor Union, 
of El Paso, Tex., demanding that the United States Congress 
pass a law suspending immigration for a period of five years; 
to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

7144. Also, petition of citizens of the sixteenth congressional 
district of Texas, favoring legislation extending aid to the 
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

7145. By Mr. KETCHAM: Petition of 21 citizens of Allegan, 
Mich., favoring the purchase of food supplies for starving people 
of the German and Austrian Republies; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

7146. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of the Sacramento Bee, Sae- 
ramento, Calif., favoring House bill 12169, excluding hereafter 
as immigrants or permanent residents all aliens ineligible to 
citizenship; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza- 
tion. 

7147. By Mr. PARKER of New York: Petition of Rey. Irving 
Rouillard, Saratoga Springs, N. Y., favering the establishment 
of an embargo on coal; to the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce. 

7148. Also, petition of John H. Walbridge, publisher of the 
Daily Saratogian, Saratoga Springs, N. Y., urging the seizure of 
coal near that city in order to relieve the coal situation; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7149. By Mr. SPROUL: Petition of 867 residents of the third 
congressional district of IIlinois, urging the passage of the reso- 
Tution introduced in the House proposing to extend aid to the 
people of Austria and Germany; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


7150. By Mr. YOUNG: Petition of 24 residents of Ashley, 
N. Dak., urging that joint. resolution now pending in Congress 
to extend immediate aid to the people of the German and Aus- 
trian Republics be passed ; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7151. Also, petition of 52 residents of Emmons County, urg- 
ing the passage of joint resolution now pending in Congress to 
extend immediate aid to the people of the German and Austrian 
Republies; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7152. Also, petition of G. J. Gramm and others, of Chaseley, 
N. Dak., urging the passage of joint resolution now pending in 
Congress to extend immediate aid to the people of the German 
and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7153. Also, petition of a large number of residents of McIn- 
tosh County, urging the passage of joint resolution now pending 
in Congress to extend immediate relief to the people of the Ger- 
ree and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 


SENATE. 
Frmay, February 2, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.) 
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., om the expiration of the 
* CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
the VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 


The reading clerk called the roll, and the folowing Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ball Curtis Hale —— 
Bayard Dillingham Harreld aca 
r Ernst Harris 
Bursum Fernald Harrison 
Capper Prelingh Riche — SE 
pper uysen 
Couzens Glass Jones, Wash, McCormick 
Culberson Kel McCumber 
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McKellar Norris Robinson. Underwood 
McKinley Oddie Shortridge Wadsworth 
Page Smith Walsh, Mass. 
McNary Pepper Smoot Walsh, Mont. 
Moses Phipps Spencer Warren 
Nelson ttman Sterling Watson 
New Poindexter Swanson Weller 
Nicholsom Pomerene Townsend Willis 
Norbeck Reed, Pa. Trammell 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-one Senators have an- 

swered to their names. A quorum is present. 
QUESTION OF ORDER. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President—— 
ree VICE. PRESIDENT. For what purpose does the Senator 
rise 

Mr. ROBINSON. I rise for the purpose of discussing the 
appeal from the decision of the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands that the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopez] made a motion to lay 


the appeal on the table. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, a point of order. The Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts has not made a motion. He announced 
yesterday that he intended to do so. 

Mr. LODGE. I made a motion to lay the appeal on the 
table, and called the attention of the Chair to it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Rxconn shows just as I stated. 
[After a pause.} Yes; the Rxconb does show that the Senator 
said, “ I make the motion.” 

Mr. LODGE. I move to lay the appeal on the table, and so 
notified the Chair. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask the Chair to state the parliamentary 
question. If a motion te lay on the table has been made, of 
eourse, debate is not in order. The Senate, however, ought 
to understand the question before the Senate. Few Senators 
were here yesterday afternoon. 

Mr. MOSES. They can readily get it by reading the RECORD. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Debate is not in order. The Chair 
will state the motion. The RECORD reads: 

Mr. Loper. I was just ng to move to lay th 

Mr. ROBINSON. I Feat gs Shade 0 the Sheets or a per ge AaB 
ator wants to do that. 

Mr. Lover. I make that motion. 

The question is on the motion of the Senator from Massa- 
ehusetts to lay on the table the appeal made by the Senator 
from Arkansas from the decision of the Chair. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I make the point of order that the motion 
of the Senator from Massachusetts was not in order at the time 
he made it. The Senator from Arkansas had suggested the 
absence of a quorum, and the Senator from Massachusetts, an- 
nounced that he was just about to make the motion. The Sen- 
ate then proceeded with a call of the Senate, which was subse- 
quently vacated. A motion to lay on the table is not in order 
after the absence of a quorum has been suggested. All I want 
in this proposition is fairness and justice. I want the Senate 
to understand what it fs voting upon. I do not understand that 
the Senator from Massachusetts, the leader of the majority, 
objects to the Senate understanding the question that is be- 
fore it. 

Mr. LODGE. I made the motion, and I do not think we ought 
to take the whole day, with the unanimous-consent agreement 
governing us, to discuss the question. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The point of no quorum had been made 
prior to the making of the motion, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator knows that by unanimous consent 
all those proceedings were vacated 

Mr. ROBINSON. That is true. 

Mr. LODGE. Which left it where I made it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, no; that vacated the motion. The 
whole proceedings were vacated. 

Mr. MOSES. The Vice President had not directed the Secre- 
tary to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, the roll call proceeded. The Vice 
President 

Mr. MOSES. The Recorp does not show it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Vice President directed the Secretary 
to call the roll, and the calling of the roll was proceeded with, 
and by request of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. Currts], con- 
curred in by myself, the whole proceedings were vacated. At 
the time the Senator from Massachusetts sought to make the 
motion to lay on the table, the absence of a quorum had been 

Of course, the Senator could have made his motion 
this morning if he had gotten the floor first, but he did not take 
the floor. I took the floor solely for the purpose of explaining 
to the Senate the question that is before it. I would have 
concluded my explanation long before this moment if it had 
not been interfered with, I ask unanimous consent to proceed 
for fiye minutes. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and the Senator from Arkansas will proceed for 
five minutes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I want the Senate to under- 
stand the precedent that is about to be set. During the course 
of the debate yesterday the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
HEFLIN] was called to order by the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. Lopée] for the use of these words: 

I am here to represent the people, to represent, in part, my State; 
Lomat here to represent the bond sharks, the big financiers of Wall 

The Senator was called to order and compelled to take his 
seat. I take the position that the language used by the Senator 
from Alabama did not contravene the rule of the Senate which 
provides that— i 

If any Senator, in speaking or otherwise, transgresses the rales of 
the Senate, the Presiding Officer shall, or any Senator may, call him 
to order; and when a nator shall be called to order he shall sit 


down, and not proceed without leave of the Senate. 
* . . . * 


* . 

No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form of 
words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any conduct or 
motive unworthy or unbecoming a Senator. 

Clearly, Mr. President, the language of the Senator from 
Alabama imputed no conduct, no motive, to any other Senator. 
It related solely to his own motives, to his own conduct. Un- 
der every precedent of the Senate, extending over a period of 
100 years, the language employed by the Senator from Alabama 
was permissible. As a matter of fact, the objection to his state- 
ment grows out of his oft-repeated references to certain sub- 
jects. The objection, in fact, does not arise out of the language 
for the use of which he was called to order. The Senator 
from Massachusetts, in discussing the matter yesterday, said 
that he did not object to the Senator from Alabama saying 
“I am here to represent the people, to represent, in part, my 
State.” He also said, “I do not object to his statement that 
*I am not here to represent the bond sharks, the big financiers 
of Wall Street.’ ” 

The Senator from Massachusetts declared that the coupling 
of those two sentences constituted a direct or an indirect charge 
against other Senators that they represented the gamblers of 
Wall Street and the bond sharks, that they did not represent 
the people. No such inference is justified, and under the prece- 
dents of the Senate the decision of the Chair should be over- 
ruled. 

If the Chair would take the frouble to consult the precedents 
of the Senate, which are easily available for his consideration 
and which are found at pages 413 and 416 of Gilfry's Prece- 
dents, he would, in my humble opinion, find that the language 
used by the Senator from Alabama is permissible under the 
rules of the Senate. If a Senator can not say, “I am here to 
represent the people,” if he can not say, “I am not here to 
represent bond sharks or gamblers,” then I ask Senators what is 
the privilege of a Senator of the United States? 

Of course, some one was sensitive about the matter because 
of something that he thought must have been in the mind of 
the Senator from Alabama; but I respectfully suggest that the 
question of orderly debate is confined to the language employed 
by the Senator. If Senators will read the whole paragraph in 
which the words “ objected to” are found, they will find that 
there is not the slightest implication or imputation by the 
Senator from Alabama. Let me. read it: 


Mr. HEFLIN. I merely wanted to go on record as saying a word in 
behalf of some of the statements of my friend, the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. MCKELLAR]—I did not hear all of his speech—and to 
speak for the American people somewhat about a debt that is due to 
them. Does Wall Street want to collect her money from Great Britain 
and have this whole debt held up until she can collect it? She did 
have it held up, it seems, until she collected $1,700,000,000 from nee 
and Great Britain. Does she want to have this debt held up for 62 
years so she can go on undisturbed and collect the other money due her 
from the various countries? I am here to represent the people, to 
represent in part my State; I am not here to represent the bond 
sharks, the big financiers of Wall Street. I want the American people 
to have a fair deal. 

When the connection in which the language objected to which 
was used by the Senator from Alabama is considered one can not 
arrive at the conclusion that it constituted a charge that other 
Senators represented Wall Street or did not represent the peo- 
ple. It was a declaration that Wall Street had a motive to pro- 
tect its interests; it was a declaration that the Senator from 
Alabama was here to represent other interests than Wall 
Street. However much they may dislike the arguments made 
_by a Senator or the position taken by a Senator on any subject, 
if Senators write into the precedents of the Senate a decision 
that the representative of a sovereign State can not stand on 
this floor and declare that he represents or seeks to represent 
in part his State and does not represent interests which he 
thinks are obnoxious to the people of his State, then we shall! 


have gone a long way toward suppressing free speech in the Sen- 
ate of the United States. Senators on the other side of the 
Chamber have the votes to establish this precedent, but I make 
this declaration: If they will give a little thought to this ques- 
tion they can not escape the conclusion that they are being 
moved by some other consideration than the language used by 
the Senator from Alabama. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
kansas has expired. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I thank the Senate for its indulgence. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask that the decision of the 
Chair may be read 

Mr. LODGE rose. 

Mr. CURTIS. But if the Senator from Massachusetts wishes 
to say anything, I will withdraw the request. 8 

Mr. LODGE. For the benefit of Senators who were not pres- 
ent when this incident occurred, I wish to read what was then 
said. It was as follows: 


The Vick PRESIDENT. The notes will be read. 

The Official Reporter read as follows: 

“I am here to represent the people, to represent in part my State; 
8 here to represent the bond sharks, the big financiers of Wall 

reet.” 

Mr. Loban. That is a direct reference to other Senators, of course. 

Mr. Hervin. Mr. President. 

Mr. WADSWORTH, It was an inference. 


The time of the Senator from Ar- 


Mr. HEFLIN. I said I was not representing them here; that I was 
going to speak for the ple. 

Mr. LxNnoor. And what about the other Senators? 

Mr. Hxrlix. I did not say anything about other Senators, The 
Senator from Massachusetts will next make a point of order against 
what he imagines, That is all his present point of order is founded 
on, I did not make the charge 

Mr. Glass. Mr. President 

Mr. Lops. I thought the Senator would stand by what he said. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes. The notes show what I said, and just what I 
said I do stand by. 

Mr. Lopes. Of course, that means that the other Senators here do 
not represent the American people 

Mr. HEFLIN. I did not say that. 

Mr. Loben. But do represent the bond sharks of Wall Street. It is 
prey clear. 

Mr. HxVLIX. I did not say that. The Senator can not put words in 
oy oem He can think what he pleases, and I can think what I 
: Mr. Loner. But I can put them in the RECORD. 

That was the question which was submitted to the Chair. 
The Chair ruled the words out of order. An appeal from the 
decision of the Chair was taken by the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. Robi xsoxN ], and I now make my motion to lay the appeal 
on the table. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. CURTIS. I now ask that the decision of the Chair may 
be read. 

Mr, LODGE. The decision of the Chair may be read. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, will the Chair state exactly 
what it is upon which we are to vote at the moment? 

Mr. LODGE. The pending question is my motion to lay the 
appeal from the ruling of the Chair on the table. It is the 
usual motion. 

Mr. JOHNSON. That is, to lay the appeal on the table? 

Mr. LODGE. To lay on the table the appeal of the Senator 
from Arkansas from the decision of the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the de- 
cision of the Chair. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


The Vice PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule. 

The language of the rule is that— 

“No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form of 
words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any conduct or 
motive unworthy or unbecoming a Senator.” 

If it were merely the words spoken by the Senator, the Chair would 
be inclined to rule that no such imputation was intended ; but with the 
context, the attitude, and the expression that went with them, the 
Chair is of the opinion that the d contain an imputation to other 
5 unworthy and 1 and that the words were not in 
order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
the motion of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE]. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is the demand seconded? 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, there are several Senators 
who are not present, and I suggest the absence of a quorum in 
order to give those Senators an opportunity to reach the Cham- 
ber. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ball Couzens France Harris 
Bayard Culberson Frelinghuysen Harrison 
Brookhart Curtis eorge Heflin r. 
Bursum Dillingham Glass Hitchcock 
Cameron Ernst Gooding Johnson 
Capper Fernald Hale Jones, Wash, 
Caraway Fletcher Harreid Kellogg 
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ndrick MeLean Phipps Townsend 

2 — McNary Pittman Trammell 
Kin oses Poindexter Underwood 
Lad wr a p 3 

Nette ew eed, Pa. alsh, 
2 Nicholson Robinson Walsh, Mont. 
Lodge . Smith Warren 
McCormick Norris Smoot Watson 
McCumber Oddie Spencer Weller 
McKellar Page erling illis 
McKinley Pepper anson 


Mr. HARRIS. I wish to announce that the senior Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. SımaoNs], the junior Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. Overman], the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Drax], and the Senator from Texas IMr. SHEPPARD] 
are detained from the Senate because of illness. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-one Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is on 
the motion of the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopgr] to 
lay on the table the appeal of the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
Rogrxson] from the decision of the Chair. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I transfer my pair 
with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Suretps] to the 
senior Senator from Maryland {Mr. France], and will vote. 
I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. HARRIS (when his nume was called). I transfer my 
pair with the junior Senator from New York [Mr. CALDER] to 
the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Grrry], and will 
vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] 
to the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. SHEPPARD], and will vote. 
I vote “u nay.” 7 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called), I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Srmrions]. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. STANFIELD], and will vote. I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. MOSES (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the junior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Brovssarp]. 
I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Connecticut 
{Mr. BRANDEGEE], and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Drar]. I 
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cum- 
Mins], and will vote. I vote “yea.” 

Mr. SMITH (when his name was called). I transfer my gen- 
eral pair with the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING] 
to the Senator from Montana {Mr. Myras], and will vote. I 
vote “nay,” 

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] to 
the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHursT], and will vote. 
I vote “ nay.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). In the absence 
of my regular pair, the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OvER- 
MAN], and being unable to obtain a transfer, I withhold my 
vote. If at liberty to vote I should vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wmi1ams]. 
I am unable to obtain a transfer. Therefore I withhold my vote. 
If at liberty to vote I should vote “ yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the affirmative). I have 
a general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
Stranuey]. He is not present, and I can not obtain a transfer. 
I therefore withdraw my vote. 

Mr, CURTIS. I have been requested to announce that the 
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epe] is paired with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN]. 

The result was announced—yeas 40, nays 28, as follows: 

YEAS—40. 


Ball Harreld cNary Poindexter 
Bursum Jones, Wash. Moses eed, Pa. 
Cameron J Nelson 
Couzens Keyes ew Smoot 
Curtis t Nicholson Spencer 
Di Lan Hpne Norbeck Sutherland 
Fernald le Townsend 
Frelinghuysen McCumber Page Wadsworth 
Gooding McKinley Pepper Weller 
Hale McLean Phipps 

NAYS—28. 
Bayard Culberson Harris Johnson 
Brookhart Fletcher Harrison Kendrick 
Capper Heflin z 
Caraway Glass Hitchcock Lad 


La Follette Pittman Smith Underwood 
McKellar Pomerene Swanson Walsh, Mass. 
Norris Robinson Trammell Walsh, Mont. 
NOT vorINGd- 28. 

Ashurst Dial Myers Simmons 
Borah ge Overman Stanfield 
Brandegee Elkins Owen Stanley 
Broussard Ernst Ransdell Sterling 
Ene 8 es — 55 Warren 

0 rry eppar Watson 
Cum: Jones, N. Mex. Shie! Williams 


Jae the appeal from the ruling of the Chair was laid on the 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in the colloquy which 
occurred near the close of the session yesterday I entered, 
for myself—speaking for myself alone at the time—a protest 
against one of the statements which came to my ears as I 
sat on the floor from the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Heri] 
relating to the Chief Justice of the United States. In looking 
over the Rxconp this morning to ascertain if that language’ 
could be identified and located, and in looking over the re- 
porter's copy, I have come to the conclusion that it is rather 
difficult, upon reading the Coneressionat Recorp as printed, 
to ascertain exactly what was said or what did happen. 

I have before me portions of the reporter's record. Some of 
the changes which have been made upon that record, most 
of them, are comparatively unimportant. Some are amusing. 

For example, I find on page 2831, at the conclusion of a 
paragraph commencing with the words “Mr. Hurra“ and 
ending with the phrase “ you stand on the housetop and crow 
like a rooster,” that the word “ Laughter” is inserted. The 
word “Laughter” is inserted upon the reporter’s record in 
the handwriting of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And there was laughter in the Chamber and 
in the gallery, too, at that time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, part of the acerbity of 
the debate of yesterday arose—and I think I am fair in 
making this statement—from the constant attacks by infer- 
ence, perhaps, sometimes directly, by the Senator from Ala- 
bama upon the people of other States, including, I may say, 
the poor little old State of New York. 

The reporter's record shows that in one of the utterances 
of the Senator from Alabama there appears this sentence: 

New York does so much devilment I have no time to remember 
anything that she does. 

Now, I heard that said. The reporter heard it said. The 
Senator from Alabama has stricken it from the Rxconb. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Now, will the Senator read the rest there? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I decline to yield. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama has 
been called to order. He is not entitled to the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I thought that question had been disposed 
of, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, It has been disposed of, and the 
Senator from Alabama stands called to order. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I can not yield. I have the floor. 

Mr. ROBINSON. A point of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator from New York has 
the floor. 

Mr, ROBINSON. Mr. President, a point of order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his point 
of order. 

Mr, ROBINSON. On yesterday a point of order was made 
against the Senator from Alabama. He was called to order for 
disorderly language employed in debate. The point of order 
was sustained, and he was required to take his seat. Subse- 
quently the Senator from New York [Mr. Wapsworru] took the 
floor in his own right. Does the Chair hold now that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama, having been disciplined, can not in an 
orderly way interrupt the Senator from New York, having the 
floor in his own right? Does the Chair hold that the Senator 
from Alabama can never again take the floor in the Senate of 
the United States because of the very extraordinary proceedings 
had a few moments ago, when the Senate, in violation of every 
precedent that has ever existed heretofore, held that the Sen- 
ator from Alabama was out of order for declaring that he 
represented the people of Alabama and did not represent the 
bond sharks and gamblers of Wall Street? 

I ask the Chair if it is the ruling of the Chair, the Senator 
from Alabama having been required to take his seat and the 
Senator from New York having taken the floor in his own right, 
that it is not in order for the Senator from Alabama to address 
the Chair and ask the Senator from New York to yield? 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, does the Senator from Arkansas 
deny that the Senator from New York has the floor? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Certainly not, 
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Mr. LODGE. Then he can not be interrupted, except with his 
own consent. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Why, certainly not. 

Mr. LODGE. His consent has not been given. 

Mr. ROBINSON. But the Senator from Alabama 

Mr. LODGE. On the contrary, it has been refused. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, Mr. President, that is not the question 
at issue. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule. 

Mr. ROBINSON. One moment; let me state the point of 
order. When the Senator from Alabama addressed the Chair 
and asked the Senator from New York to yield, which is the 
custom and the proper proceeding, which he was entitled to 
do— 

Mr. LODGE. He did not ask him to yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON (continuing). The Chair voluntarily de- 
clared that the Senator from Alabama was out of order, because 
he had been required to take his seat. Now, you can not dis- 
abuse the minds of Senators who heard that procedure. I know 
what happened. The Senator from New York had the floor 
in his own right. The Senator from Alabama had the right 
under the rules of the Senate, notwithstanding the deeision of 
the Senate that he was out of order on yesterday, to address 
the Chair and ask the Senator from New York to yield. The 
Senator from New York, of course, has the right to decline to 
yield, and if he refuses to do so that ends the matter; but 
the Chair has no right to refuse recognition to the Senator 
from Alabama when the Senator from Alabama rises in his 
place and, having addressed the Chair 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr, ROBINSON. Certainly. 

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to call the Senator's attention 
to the express terms of the rule, this same subject still being 
before the Senate: 

And when a Senator shall be called to order he shall sit down, and 
not proceed without leave of the Senate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Alabama was not pro- 
ceeding. He was required to take his seat. He was denied 
the right to proceed. The subject then before the Senate was 
disposed of. The Senator from New York took the floor in 
his own right, and proceeded to discuss another matter after 
it was decided. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator’s speech is still before the 
Senate, and that is the subject the Senator from New York is 
proceeding to discuss. 

Mr. ROBINSON. For that matter, the speech of the Senator 
from Alabama will be before the Senate for all time to come, 
for whatever it may be worth. Neither the Senator from Wis- 
consin nor any other Senator can deprive the speech of its 
place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, except by a vote to strike 
it from the RECORD. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, as a Senator from the State 
of Alabama I address the Chair—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New York 
yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I decline to yield. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is not quite certain 
what the point of order is which the Senator from Arkansas 


raises. 

Mr. ROBINSON, I did not catch the observation of the 
Chair. f 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair does not quite under- 
stand the point of order raised by the Senator from Arkansas, 
What the Chair had in mind was the fourth section of Rule 
XIX, to which the Senator from Wisconsin referred, and it is 
as follows. I read the last part of it: 

1 eS if granted, shall be upon motion that he be allowed to proceed 
n order, 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, no such motion was made. 
The Senator from Alabama was through; he was deprived of 
the floor. The Senator from New York took the floor and pro- 
ceeded to discuss a new topic, whereupon the Senator from 
Alabama rose, addressed the Chair, and asked the Senator 
from New York to yield; and when he did that, the Chair 
yoluntarily announced that the Senator from Alabama would 
take his seat, that he was out of order because he had been 
denied the right to proceed, and because no motion to allow 
him to proceed had been made, My point is that the Senater 
from Alabama had the right to do what the Chair just a 
moment ago recognized that he had a right to do. The Chair 
reversed its ruling in recognizing the Senator from Alabama, 
and asking the Senator from New York if he yielded to the 
Senator from Alabama. The incident is closed. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I did not intend to dis- 
cuss the point of order, and I did not intend to endeavor to 


prevent the Chair from ruling. I am ready to proceed with 
my remarks. > 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator may proceed. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have called the attention of the Sen- 
ate to the fact that the Senator from Alabama on yesterday, 
in the hearing of us all—and his language was taken by the 
reporter—made this observation: 

New York does so much devüment I have no time to remember 
anything that she does. 

That has been stricken from the reporter’s record by the 
Senator from Alabama. Not that that is particularly import- 
ant, but I simply desire to have attention called to these things 
in order that we may realize that it is difficult to judge 
from the printed Ryconb what actually happened, unless we 
were here when it did happen. 

On another occasion, in another paragraph, the Senator from 
Alabama uttered these words, in effect: 

ae per cent and 334 per cent, with 62 years time in which to 
pay it. 

Then there is written in pencil in his handwriting: 

The baby born to-day will be 62 years old when it is paid under 
your plan. 

A remark that was never made upon the floor of the Senate, 

Mr. President, these are not serious, they are merely indic- 
ative; but I now call attention to the colloquy which oc- 
curred between the Senator and myself as it appears on page 
2830 of the Recorp of yesterday, about two-thirds the way 
down, in the first column, and it was this colloquy, as it oc- 
curred upon the floor, which led me to believe that the Senator 
from Alabama had connected the Chief Justice of the United 
States with Wall Street interests. I read the stenographer’s 
report, which, incidentally, coincides exactly with my own 
recollection. 


Mr. WapswortH. Has the Senator as much d for that as- 
sertion as he had for the assertion that Judge Taft went over there 
on a private mission to cancel the debts? 

AR HEFLIN. Does the Senator deny that Judge Taft went over 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not that he went over there; no. 

Mr, HEFLIN. The Senator admits that Judge Taft went over there? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. Heriin, The Senator admits he represents Wall Street? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No. 

The last inquiry addressed to the Senator from New Vork 
by the Senator from Alabama which the reporter caught as 
reading, The Senator admits he represents Wall Street?’ 
has been changed to read—and the corrections are made in 
pencil: 7 
Riro the Senator admit that he [Mr. WADSWORTH] represents Wall 

ree 

Mr. President, I will not state here that the Senator from 
Alabama actually intended to draw the inference that the 
Chief Justice of the United States represented Wall Street 
when he went abroad on that trip. I do not charge that, but 
I do say, in all fairness and in all sincerity, that the language 


‘which he actually used at that time, yesterday afternoon, upon 


the floor of the Senate, admitted of no other interpretation. 
He has seen fit to correct it to the extent of avoiding such an 
inference. I am willing to accept that correction, but, at the 
same time, contend that the protest which I made upon yester- 
day against the language as he actually spoke it upon the 
floor of the Senate was a valid and warranted protest. 

I have risen to make these observations in order to complete 
the history, as far as I may, and add what I know of it to the 
history of the incident of yesterday afternoon. It had been 
my purpose to move to expunge from the Record the colloquy 
which actually occurred yesterday on the floor of the Senate 
between the Senator from Alabama and myself with respect to 
Judge Taft, and the inference that he was allied with Wall 
Street. The Senator, however, has made the correction in his 
handwriting, in pencil, upon the reporter’s notes, and as the 
colloquy, as corrected, appears in the printed Recorp, I assume 
it is not necessary to move to strike out that sentence. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I move that the Senator from 
Alabama be now allowed to proceed in order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I object. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I make a point of order that that motion 
is not in order, the motion not being made, under the rule, 
when the decision of the Chair was rendered to the effect that 
the Senator from Alabama was not in order. The Senator from 
New York having taken the floor and discussed other subjects, 
the motion is not now in order. 

Mr. HELIN. Mr. President, I now address the Chair in 
my own right asa Senator of the United States. i 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is ready to rule on the 
point of order. The Chair has always understood that when 
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a Senator was called to order he could not then proceed except 
on motion. The Chair may be mistaken about it, but that has 
always been the understanding of the Chair. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Chair is entirely correct, but that 
means to proceed at that time; it does not mean that when 
the Senate decides that a Senator is out of order on account 
of the use of disorderly words, he may never again take the 
floor. It means that he can not continue the address he is 
then making. According to every precedent in every parlia- 
mentary body on earth, when other business intervenes, the 
member has a right to take the floor just as if the former 
incident had not happened. Every Senator about me on both 
sides of the Chamber is nodding his head in concurrence with 
that conclusion. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the rule which the Vice 
President has in mind is applicable to the time when the 
decision is made that a Senator has violated the rule. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Certainly. 

Mr. FLETCHER. When a Senator is called to order in the 
midst of his address, then he can not proceed until a motion is 
made that he be allowed to proceed in order. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I thought I had made that clear. That is 
exactly what I intended to say. When the Chair holds, and the 
Senate sustains the Chair, that a Senator is out of order and 
that he must take his seat, the Senator can not proceed with 
that address except upon motion that he be permitted to do so; 
but when other business intervenes the Senator who has been 
required to take his seat can proceed to take the floor just the 
same as if no such ruling had been made, 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state his inquiry. 

Mr. MOSES. What other business has intervened? I under- 
stood the Senator from New York to be discussing the same 
subject, namely, the speech of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Oh, no; the Senator from New York dis- 
cussed an entirely different question. The Senator from New 
York did not discuss the motion which had already been de- 
cided; he discussed other questions which he mentioned on yes- 
terday and took the floor to deliver an address. 

Mr. LENROOT and Mr. UNDERWOOD addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will first hear the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I was only going to say that 
the Senate has not considered any other subject. The speech 
of the Senator from Alabama is the only matter which has 
been considered by the Senate since the Senate acted upon the 
Chair’s ruling. I quite agree that this can not go on indefi- 
nitely; but the Senator from New York secured the recognition 
of the Chair to discuss other features of the Senator’s speech. 
The rule would mean nothing if the Senator now is allowed to 
proceed as a matter of right, because this is the first opportu- 
nity which has been afforded to bring the matter up. I desire 
to have the Senator proceed, but the same subject is still before 
the Senate. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I want to say only one 
word in connection with this matter. Of course, when there 
are words used in debate which any Senator concludes violates 
the rules of the Senate, he may rise to a point of order, ask 
that the language be taken down, and the Senator whose lan- 
guage is taken down can not proceed until the matter has been 
disposed of, unless pending the final disposition of the point of 
order as to whether he is in order or not a motion is made that 
he may proceed in order, which is often done, and a final deci- 
sion avoided. It does not bring the matter to a point. 

In this case the point of order was made, and it was decided 
by the Chair; an appeal was taken, and a motion to lay the 
appeal on the table was made. A record vote has been taken, 
and the vote is recorded. It closed the incident. There was 
no other question left. To hold that because a Senator of the 
United States made a remark in the Senate which was not in 
order according to the rule of the Senate, he should not be 
allowed to again address the Senate unless a majority of the 
Senate should thereafter agree to allow him to proceed in order 
would enable a majority of the Senate to deprive a State of its 
representation on the floor of the United States Senate. It 
would prevent a Senator from representing his constituency, 
I do not understand that that power rests in the breast of a 
majority of the United States Senate. 

It is true that if two-thirds of the Senate conclude that the 
position of a Senator here is such that he is not warranted in 
sitting here, they can expel him and allow the governor of the 
State to fill the vacancy ; but up to that point, Mr. President, it 
would be an outrage, under the fundamental principle of this 
Government, which gives the States of the Union the right of 


representation here and the right to be heard, to deprive a 
Senator of the right to address the Senate. 

Why make so much of this incident? The Senate has voted 
its decision. It has declared what it thinks about this matter. 
It has settled the incident, which came over from yesterday, 
It is closed on the books of the Senate by a vote which has 
already been taken. 

When that is done the junior Senator from Alabama is en- 
titled to the same recognition as any other Senator and to pro- 
ceed in debate or in making a motion on the floor of the Senate, 
so long as he proceeds within the ordinary rules of the Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me to 
ask him a question? 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 

Mr. LODGE. Then, the rule being extremely explicit, I 
understand the Senator's theory is that the Senate having pro- 
ceeded to other business, it conforms to the rule. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It does not make any difference whether 
we proceeded to other business if the incident is closed. 

Mr. LODGE. There is nothing in the rule about the incident 
being closed, or “at that time.” If I may proceed, the rule 


says—— 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The rule is not going to put in the de- 
tails. The rule considers, I have no doubt, that Senators have 
some imagination—that it does not have to give a detailed 
account of everything that may happen. It certainly could not 
mean because a Senator is called to order that for all time he 
is deprived of the privilege of the floor 

Mr. LODGE. Of course not. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Unless a majority of Senators allowed 
him to proceed. 

Mr. LODGE. Of course not; but let me read the rule: 

And when a Senator shall be called to order he shall sit down, and 
not proceed without leave of the Senate which, if granted, shall be upon 
motion that he be allowed to proceed in order. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. LODGE. Now, one of two things is true, either taking 
up another subject of debate and recognizing another Senator 
in his own right is equivalent to the leave of the Senate, or 
else the motion has to be made—one of the two. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, if it occurred within the de- 
bate, within the time of the incident. 

Mr. SMITH. And on the subject. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And on the subject, and the subject was 
as to whether the language used by the junior Senator from 
Alabama was in order. 

Mr. LODGE. That is the interpretation placed on it by the 
Senator, but it is not the rule, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. ‘That is the only interpretation that can 
be put upon it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I know the rule. I asserted for myself, 
and I now assert for the Senator from Alabama, that the word 
“ proceed ” means exactly in this connection what it ordinarily 
means. When he is speaking he is stopped because he is speak- 
ing improperly; he shall not proceed; that is, he shall not con- 
tinue that speech until leave has been granted. The Senator 
from Alabama has not asked to continue his speech; other pro- 
ceedings have occurred; and he now has the right, by virtue of 
being a Senator, to discuss other questions and to secure recog- 
nition. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President—— ‘ 

Mr. ROBINSON. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. NORRIS. It seems to me Senators lose sight of the real 
point in the proposition. The question involved, and that which 
the rule seeks to clarify was, was whether the junior Senator 
from Alabama was entitled to the floor. The Senate decided 
that he was not. It would have been in order then for some 
Senator to move that he be allowed to proceed in order. That 
motion was not made. He lost the floor. No attempt was made 
to give him the floor. The Senator from New York took the 
floor, made a speech in his own right, and the right of the 
Senator to proceed by virtue of the motion was never tested. 
It was conceded he had lost it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. It is not in order now to move that he be 
permitted to proceed, 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course not. It is all over with. He lost 
the floor at the time and the incident is ended. He is now just 
the same as any other Senator. 

Mr, PITTMAN. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. NORRIS. He has lost the floor and another Senator 
obtained it, and he takes his chances on ever getting it again 
the same as any other Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nevada will state 
the parliamentary inquiry. 
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Mr. PITTMAN. What is the unfinished business before the 
Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Senate bill 4287. 

Mr. PITTMAN, Is the Senator from Alabama at liberty to 
discuss that bill without the permission of a majority of the 
Senate? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Wait until mine is ruled on. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nebraska will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is not the point of order made by the Senator 
from Arkansas against the motion of the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin the pending question? It seems to me that the Chair has 
not yet decided the parliamentary point. 

Mr, PITTMAN. I am making the parliamentary inquiry 
whether the Senator from Alabama may be recognized by the 
Chair to discuss the pending measure without the permission of 
a majority of the Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is the question pending before 
the Senate which has not yet been decided. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will hear the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I have been trying several 
minutes to secure recognition to state that, in my opinion, the 
rule is very explicit. It means that the Senator could not 
continue with the speech that he was making. When he was 
called to order and sat down, and there was an appeal taken, 
and the appeal was laid on the table, and that ended the 
question. Clearly, it having been ended, the Senator has a 
right to speak on any other subject he pleases. Of course, he 
could not continue the speech that he was delivering before, 
if he attempted it, without the consent of a majority of the 
Senate. But that has been ended, other business has been 
transacted, and it seems to me clearly he is entitled to the 
floor if he wants it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The discussion that has taken 
place on the floor has changed the mind of the Chair. The 
Chair had already stated that it had been the understanding of 
the Chair that the Senator could not proceed until granted that 
privilege by motion. That opinion has been modified, and the 
Chair is of the opinion that the motion made by the Senator 
from Wisconsin is not now in order; that the particular inci- 
dent having been closed, the Senator from Alabama is again 
entitled to the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from New York [Mr. Waps- 
WORTH] declined to yield to me a moment ago. I was trying 
to state to him what I said yesterday when he asked me about 
New York, and I said New York had done so much devilment, 
and so forth. The notes show that I said I did not remember 
anything she did. I did not say that. I said I did not remem- 
ber anything good she did. The stenographers are not to 
blame. There was so much laughter in the Hall at the col- 
loquy of the Senator from New York with me that they did 
not catch all I said. 

There was another place in the stenographers’ notes which 
was incorrect. They had me saying to the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts that I did not care to yield, and I never said any such 
thing. I made no reference to the Senator from Massachusetts. 
I did not know what he wanted. He had a paper in his hand. 
I thought he was going to ask me to yield so that he could 
present some matter at the desk, and I was trying to finish 
what I was saying before I did that. I made no reference to 
him whatever then, but the notes show: 


Mr. HerLIN. I do not care to yield. 


I did not use those words. : 

In response to the Senator from New York, where I said that 
New York had done so much devilment, I said I did not have 
time to remember the good things she had done. 

I did make minor corrections in my speech. We do it every 
day here. We frequently say things in the heat of debate and 
when we come to revise our remarks we tone down those re- 
marks somewhat. I made very few corrections last night—all 
minor ones—in the colloquy that took place between the Senator 
from New York and myself. When we were talking about those 
people going to Europe for the purpose of getting this debt 
canceled due to the people of the United States, talking about 
editors going over there, then I said that Mr. Taft went to 
London. I was not sure whether he was Chief Justice at that 
time or not. The Senator from New York asked me about my 
reasons for saying what I did about certain people going to 
Europe. I said I had my reasons for it. Then I asked him 


if he denied that Mr. Taft went over there. I said, “ Does the 


Senator deny that he went over?’ He said, “No; he did not.” 
Then I addressed this question to the Senator—I did not say 
the Senator, but meaning the Senator—* Does he admit that he 
represents Wall Street?” And he said No.“ His answer in- 
dicated that he understood me to mean himself, and then I said 
I would have to accept that statement if he said so. That is 
what I meant in that connection. 

Mr. President, the precedents that have been made this morn- 
ing by the Republican Party will haunt many a Senator on that 
side of the Chamber next year, when a new declaration of inde- 
pendence will be presented to the American people. Strange, 
indeed, a Senator in this historic Hall, being here by reason of 
the fact that the Continental Army, half clad and barefooted 
many of them, endured the cold of winter, walked over the 
frozen ground and left their bloody foot tracks in the snow, 
fought for American independence, builded this Republic, 
adopted the principles of the Declaration of Independence, when 
they wrote the Constitution of the United States that Gladstone 
said was the greatest civic document that ever emanated from 
the brain of man, was on yesterday denied the right to proceed 
when speaking in the interest of the American people. 

Mr. President, I am glad we got a roll call on that proposi- 
tion; glad that it is recorded in the Rxcoxb. I am glad there 
is a judgment bar to which we can go and appeal from deci- 
sions made in this Chamber. I am glad that we can confront 
Senators whose names appear in the column voting to take me 
off the floor for saying, I do not represent Wall Street or the 
gamblers and big financiers of Wall Street. I am speaking for 
the American people.” That is the offense I have committed 
in this Senate Chamber, in this morning of the twentieth cen- 
tury, in the greatest Government in all the world, whose liber- 
ties under Republican rule are little by little and bit by bit 
being taken away from her. 

Mr. President, when our fathers adopted the Constitution they 
guaranteed two things that Thomas Jefferson said would pre- 
serve its life for all time if they were preserved unfettered and 
untrammeled—free press and free speech. 

I have referred heretofore to how our press is censored and 
muzzled in Washington; how a decision of the Supreme Court 
reprimanding the Federal Reserve Board for undertaking to 
crucify a State bank, trying to put it out ef business, was never 
sent out from here or printed in the daily papers of the country. 
I have already referred to how the press, or a part of it, is be- 
ing bought up and subsidized. We are being hurt on that line. 
Some of the big moneyed interests are buying great newspapers 
and using them in an effort to crush every man who dares to 
stand for the right and speak the old-time American doctrine. 

And now free speech is threatened in this Chamber. A Sen- 
ator dares not rise in his place and say, I represent my State 
in part. I speak for the American people. I do not represent 
the gamblers and bond sharks of Wall Street.“ The Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopar], leader of the Republican 
majority, calls me to order. The Vice President, from New Eng- 
land himself, sustains the point of order, and I, having com- 
mitted no other offense but to declare that I was not the agent 
or representative of Wall Street, but was trying to speak 
for the American people in the settlement of a debt due to them 
of $12,000,000,000, am called to order by the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. The Republicans who cast their votes this morning 
to sustain that ruling are going to suffer on the hustings next 
year, and they are going to suffer at the polls. They ought to 
defeat every man who voted for such a rule. 

Mr. President, the fundamental questions of liberty are in- 
volved here. This is our Government; we think it is, at least. 
Four millions of boys answered the call and were ready to go 
to the front to die for this country. They have been outraged 
and mistreated by some of the money changers of the Republic. 
The fact can not be disguised, Mr. President. There can not be 
taken out of my mind what I think. The roll calls of this body 
show where Senators stand. I do not care how progressive one 
of them may declare himself to be, when the show-down comes 
and Wall Street is attacked and the roll call is had his name 
appears in the column where it ought to be. The Bible says, 
“ By their fruits ye shall know them.” I am afraid the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Loper] will call me down for saying 
that. It will get to the point where one can not now quote 
Scripture here during Republican rule. If it is in bad taste to 
ask for simple justice to the soldier who saved the life of the 
Nation, it is in bad taste now and an infringement of the rule, 
under a Vice President of the Republican Party, who stands by 
his own party, to say that one does not represent the corrupt 
interests of his country, but that he represents the people. I 
said I did not represent Wall Street, those gamblers and bond 
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That is what I am 


sharks. I said I represented the people. 
trying to do. 

Here was a debt due the United States being discussed by the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. McKettar], and he was being 
taken to task for demanding that America have a fair deal in 


the transaction. Nothing like it was ever seen, I came to the 
Senator's rescue. He said that we were not in the British 
Parliament, but we were in the United States Senate. Why 
did not Senators on the other side of the Chamber call him 
down? Why did they not call down the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Lenroor) when he characterized the junior Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. BrookHart] as being like Lenin, of Russia, 
and put him in the class with the soviets of Russia, though he 
was a United States Senator? But the Vice President never 
batted his eye, and no Republican Senator called the Senator 
from Wisconsin down. The old standpatters were sitting there 
with their faces wreathed with smiles while the Senator from 
Wisconsin was delivering his tirade against the junior Senator 
from Iowa. Nobody called him down. 

Reflections were cast upon my friend the Senator from Ten- 
nessee ; it was stated that he was tainted with pro-Germanism 
because he was pleading for America in this debt settlement; 
but nobody called to order the Senator who made that reflec- 
tion. When I got up and put my finger on the sore spot, as I 
frequently do, when I am arraigning the reprehensible conduct 
of the Republican Party, then I stirred them. I did put my 
finger on the sore spot. 

Wall Street boasted in the Wall Street Journal but a few 
months ago that the control of the Federal reserve banking 
system was not in Washington, but had come back to Wall 
Street, where it belonged; and when I dealt Wall Street a body 
blow yesterday I was called to order by the Senator from Mas- 
sachusetts [Mr. Lopce]. God forgive you for voting to sustain 
a point of order against a United States Senator coming from 
a sovereign State, speaking for his people, debt ridden and tax 
burdened, in the settlement of a debt with Great Britain, and 
asking that justice be done and that the farmers of America 
be allowed the same rate of interest that is being given to 
Great Britain, a foreign country. I have offended the leaders 
of the Republican Party and I am called to order; I am called 
to take my seat. I will bear these attempts at humiliation. 
It does not intimidate me in the least. You can not chill my 
ardor; you can not long halt me in the fight which I am mak- 
ing. I will make it so long as God gives me strength to make it 
in this body. I am a soldier in the service and I am trying to 
serve my country. I do not represent Wall Street; I do not 
represent the gamblers of Wall Street; I do not represent the 
bond sharks of Wall Street. Stop me again. That was my 
offense of yesterday. 

No wonder the Senator from Massachusetts came oyer to this 
side of the Chamber this morning and stated to my good friend 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosrnson] that if I would 
apologize he would drop this thing. What am I to apologize 
for? For fighting the battles of my people; for representing 
America instead of Great Britain; for holding up the ideals 
of my own country? Apologize! I would see them further 
down yonder in the hot regions than a greyhound could run 
in a hundred years before I would apologize. Mr. President, 
I know my rights in this body. 

I hope in the campaign of 1924 that God will give me strength 
to go into the States of these Senators, and I shall take that 
record, assemble the people, and read it to them. I shall say, 
“ Ladies and gentlemen, let me read to you what occurred in the 
United States Senate under Republican rule. We were discus- 
sing the interest rate and debt settlement with Great Britain. 
The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR] was telling the 
Senate that we were giving the English a smaller rate of in- 
terest than we were giving to the people in our own country— 
the farmers and others. I came to his rescue. I said, ‘our 
farmers ought to have as small a rate of interest as we are 
giving to a foreign country. If our people could collect these 
debts and get this money which is due to us it would lower the 
tax rate and relieve us of the tax burdens.’ While saying that, 
I said, ‘Wall Street wants to cancel the debt; Wall Street 
would like to postpone its payment at least so that Wall Street 
could collect what foreign countries are owing to Wall Street.’ 
And I said, I did not represent Wall Street; I did not represent 
those bond sharks and gamblers; I am speaking for the Amer- 
ican people; I was fighting for you, and here is what occurred: 
Senator Loper, of Massachusetts, rose and called me to order. 
The Vice President, a Republican, Mr. COOLIDGE, from New Eng- 
land, held that the point of order was well taken. I was denied 
the right to proceed and requested to sit down. I said I was 
for the people of America and against Wall Street. That was 
my offense. The next morning the Senate roll was called and 


a majority of Republicans voted to sustain the Vice President 
in stopping my speech, taking me off my feet, and causing me to 
sit down. That is what occurred in the Republican Senate. 
Do you men and women want to vote for a party that will per- 
mit that? Do you men and women want to vote for a party 
that will suppress free speech in that fashion? Do you men 
and women want to vote for a party that will undertake to 
censure and reprimand, humiliate, intimidate, and coerce a 
Senator who is speaking for his own country against a foreign 
country? Do you? All of you who are going to vote for a 
proposition like that stand up.“ There will not be a man or 
woman to rise. Then I will say, “All of you who repudiate 
that conduct and repudiate the party that ordered it and re- 
pudiate the Senators who sustained it stand up,” and they will 
get up in mass like receiving the benediction at church. 
[Laughter.] That is what will happen to you. I want the 
reporter’s notes to show that there was laughter at that point. 
Let us not have any mistake about that hereafter, because 1 
want all of those points to go in. Thank God there are people 
who come and sit in these galleries who are not bound and tied 
by any hard-and-fast condition. They know the American doc- 
trine when they hear it. They like to see and hear Senators 
fight for the right. 
For right is right, since God is God, 
And right the must win. 

I serve notice on you that I am going to keep up the fight.. 

No, Mr. President; the lamented Lincoln, peace to his ashes, 
said on one occasion, “ The crisis that I see approaching un- 
nerves me, and I tremble for the safety of my country.” 

Mr. President, I regret to have to bring these things to the 
attention of the Senate and the country, but it is my duty to 
do so. There never was a time in the history of this Govern- 
ment when the corrupt money power of the Nation was more 
firmly entrenched than it is to-day. Lodged in the strongholds 
of the National Capital, the money power flourishes in rank 
luxuriance in every avenue of control in the Nation’s Capital. 
The money power is in control of the Government. The sol- 
diers are mistreated, disregarded, neglected, forgotten by many. 

The farmers, bound up under a term of deflation, robbed, 
and all of their homes and farms are under mortgage. Hard 
times prevail among the masses of the people. All of this is 
the fruit of the Republican Party. A few men claim all the in- 
crease from ocean, soil, and air. Rich as Croesus, the man with 
a big purse is the man of power with the Republican Party. 
Why not tell the truth? And some Senators on the other side 
are going to hear from that next year. I invite the Senator 
from Wisconsin to the verdict rendered in his own State un- 
der the leadership of fighting Bon La Fotterre, of Wisconsin. 
That vote means something. I am looking at one or two of 


them now whom I do not expect to see here any more, [Laugh- 
ter.] 
Talk about moving that I may proceed in order! When did 


the Senator from Wisconsin have the right to get up and move 
that I. a Senator from Alabama, after a question had been 
voted on, and he was one of the Senators to sustain the ruling 
of the Chair—when I rose he sought to halt me and humiliate 
me by rising and saying, “I move that the Senator from Ala- 
bama proceed in order”; but I said, “I object,” for I do not 
have to proceed by the motion of any Senator who voted to 
sustain a ruling that outrages every precedent of the Senate. 

Talk about my apologizing to them! I told my friend to tell 
Senator LopGe that I would not do it. I wanted a vote; I 
wanted a roll call; I would not take the world for that roll 
call. It is going to cut like a two-edged sword against you next 
year. I would just like to meet some of these gentlemen on the 
hustings. I should like to have one of these Senators discuss 
with me this matter on the stump. I would read the sentences 
that I used when called to order and the ruling of the Chair, 
and then his vote sustaining that ruling, and then ask him in 
the presence of the people if he thought that was Americanism 
and ask them there in his presence if they were with him or 
with me on that question. 

How did the Senator from California [Mr. JoHNson] vote? 
He voted with me; he voted against outraging the rules of the 
Senate; he voted against denying free speech to a Senator. 
And Nonnls, of Nebraska, and La FOLLETTE and Lapp and Car- 
PER and BrookHart—these men who really stand with the pro- 
gressive element—how did they vote? 

[At this point words were spoken which were subsequently 
expunged from the Rxconb by order of the Senate.] 

The VICE PRESIDENT rapped with his gavel. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Oh, Mr. President, I thank God that this is 
one place where we can have free speech, even if we have to 
get it by main strength and awkwardness, although we are over- 
ruled by the Republican majority of the Senate for daring to 
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speak the truth for the Recorp. Let the Recorp tell it. Forty 
thousand copies of this Recorp go out each day. We ought to 
send out 250,000. The more people who read it, the better 
off the country will be, because we can get the truth in here 
to-morrow when it goes over the country, and they all read it, 
and read the splendid, clear, and strong presentation of this 
situation by my able friend from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 
Read what he said. Why, he said that if the Senator from 
Alabama did not represent the people, he would not be here long 
from a Southern State; that if he did represent Wall Street and 
the gamblers, he would not be in the Senate long from a South- 
ern State. Then, they went on in their mad career and sus- 
tained the rape of the rule. 

Oh, Mr. President, you know there Is an old saying that when 
some people start to going wrong they just keep on going wrong, 
and it is just like falling down a hill; they get started to fall- 
ing and rolling and they can not stop until they hit the rocks 
at the bottom; and that is what the poor old boss-ridden Re- 
publican Party is doing. I saw you in this Chamber stand up 
for profiteers. You made the soldiers get back. You voted 
$450,000,000 a year out of the purse of the Government into the 
pockets of these pompous profiteers of the Nation. I saw you 
stand up and give $90,000,000 annually to big income-tax payers. 
You gave that over to the mighty rich of the country, the men 
of all men most able to pay taxes. I saw you do that. I saw 
you vote $700,000,000 to pay war contracts left over, question- 
able contracts, hundreds and thousands of them, and you did 
it without batting an eye; and then I saw you drive the soldier 
from the door of the Capitol with nothing to eat, no good clothes 
to wear, no shelter to cover his head. j 

I saw the Republican Party do that, and then I saw you 
come with a ship subsidy bill, arranging to take from the 
people $50,000,000 a year. I saw you come with a proposition 
to practically give to the Ship Trust $3,000,000,000 worth of 
ships. You are going to give them to the Ship Trust and then 
pay them to operate them. All these things I have seen, and 
more; and on yesterday I saw the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR]—the rock-ribbed old State of Tennessee, the home 
of Old Hickory Jackson, on whose soil rests the Hermitage and 
the tomb of Jackson, who said, By the Eternal, the people 
shall rule —I1 saw him rise and protest against a debt arrange- 
ment that had been made behind closed doors, when nobody in 
the Nation was present but Republican partisan officials, to 
agree to a settlement that involved nearly $5,000,000,000 owed 
to the American people. The Senator from Tennessee, for pro- 
testing against certain plans, was terribly taken to task; and 
when I came to his rescue, replying to the Senators from Wis- 
consin and New York [Mr. WapsworrH], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Lope] reached the climax when he arose 
to stop me from saying that I represented the people of my 
country and that I was not representing Wall Street. 

In that connection there is one other thing I want to say this 
morning. The Senator from New York asked me afterwards— 
it was an afterthought, too; of course it was—about whether I 
said Taft was representing Wall Street. I never said that. I 
had reference to the Senator from New York, and it was done 
in a very pleasant way. Laughter was ringing all around here, 
and I said, Does the Senator "—meaning that —“ does he rep- 
resent Wall Street?“ He said, No.“ Then I said, “I accept 
the Senator’s statement,” meaning him. Then afterwards, 
thinking that the other proposition of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts was feeble, he came to his rescue with the charge that 
I had sinned against the Chief Justice, and he said I said that, 
and they sent out for the reporter; and I saw the reporter, 
clever gentleman that he is, come in here and talk to the Sen- 
ator from New York, and I saw him shaking his head, and I 
could almost hear him say to the Senator from New York, 
“No; he never said anything like that,” and they did not ask 
then that those notes be produced. 

I said the Chief Justice, Mr. Taft, went over to London, I 
believe, before he was appointed Chief Justice; and the ready 
man on the Republican side, Senator Moses, of New Hamp- 
shire, came to the rescue. He voted to sustain the Vice Presi- 
dent this morning. We got a verdict in his State last fall. We 
elected a Democratic governor up there. Coming events cast 
their shadows before.” He comes up next year. May the Lord 
have mercy on his soul! He came to the rescue and said that 
Taft was Chief Justice at the time he went to London, 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. MOSES. Merely in the interest of historical accuracy, I 
do not come up next year. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator does not come up next year? He 
is fortunate, Mr. President [laughter]; but the Senator came 
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to the rescue of his friend from New York and he said ves, 
he was Chief Justice, and then I said, That makes the case 
even stronger.” I meant to say makes it more interesting“; 
I thought I had said it, but the reporter’s notes show that I 
said “it makes it stronger.” 

Now, listen: The Senator from New York arose then and 
addressed the Chair as a boy would a school-teacher, and he 
said, Why, Mr. President, he has offended again.” Think of 
that! A United States Senator criticizing somebody about going 
abroad, drawing on this floor his own conclusions about the 
purpose of his visit. The position of the Senator from New 
York is tantamount to saying that I could not say that if I 
thought it. I could say it if I thought it. Why could I not say 
it if I thought the Chief Justice was interested in that propo- 
Sition? Where are the rules in this body that close the mouth 
of a Senator so that he can not criticize any official of the 
Government, and do it to the limit, in this body? Where is it? 

The Senator from New York may have thought that I did 
not know the rule. I know enough about it to know that; and 
the position of the Senator from New York will not intimidate 
me in the future—will not have the slightest effect upon me in 
saying what I think abeut any high official in this Government 
when I feel it my duty to do it. A 

I think I have said enough this morning, Mr. President, to 
get the facts pretty well in the Recorn, following what my good 
friend from Arkansas said. I want to make this suggestion: 
I demanded the notes myself. Now go read the Recorp. When 
the Senator from Massachusetts said that I had used that 
language—stopped me from speaking—I called for the produc- 
tion of the notes. I said, “I did not say that.” “Oh, yes,” 
he said; “I heard the Senator.” I said, “ Read the notes; I 
demand the reading of the notes.“ I am the man who did that. 
That is what occurred. He stopped me from making my speech 
and we adjourned for the night, and then they came in here 
the next morning at 11 o’clock and voted, and this outrage 
was perpetrated, the rules raped, the Chair sustained, and a 
record preserved against Republican Senators that will haunt 
them when they rise again for reelection. Then, when the 
Senator from New York was assailing me and was not giving 
the facts as I understood them, I rose as a Senator to ask him 
to yield, and the Vice President, a Republican from New Eng- 
land, denied me the right and told me that I could not pro- 
ceed. Then the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] moved 
that I be permitted to proceed. The Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. Rom sor] objected. I objected. I wanted to keep the 
record straight. I want the country to know what the record 
is. An attempt has been made here by Republican Senators 
to destroy free speech in the Senate of the United States. Re- 
publicans intrusted here with commissions from sovereign 
States have voted to sustain the decision of the Chair that 
stopped a United States Senator from speaking when he was 
saying he did not represent Wall Street but did represent the 
American people. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the Speaker had ap- 
pointed Mr. Gatnivan in place of Mr. Jounson of Kentucky 
as one of the managers on the part of the House at the con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13926) making 
appropriations for the legislative branch of the Government 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bills and joint resolution, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 13774. An act to amend the revenue act of 1921 in re- 
spect to exchanges of property; 

II. R. 13775. An act to amend the revenue act of 1921 in re- 
spect to credits and refunds; and 

II. J. Res. 422. Joint resolution permitting the entry free of 
duty of certain domestic animals which have crossed the 
boundary line into foreign countries. 


RUBAL-CREDIT FACILITIES. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (S. 4287) to provide credit facilities for 
the agricultural and live-stock industries of the United States, 
to amend the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal re- 
serve act, and for otber purposes. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment which I desire to be pending, to be inserted at the proper 
place in the bill now before the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 
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The Assistant SECRETARY. It is proposed to add, at the end 
of the bill, the following: 


Sec. 14. That ph (b) of section 11 of the Federal reserve 
act be amended by adding 


r the words Federal Reserve Board” 
the following: 


„ but in no case shall such rates of interest be in excess of 5 per cent 
r annum.” 

nd wherever in said act Federal reserve banks are authorized, per- 

mitted, or required to rediscount the discounted r of other Federal 

reserve banks, the rate of interest in no case s be in excess of 5 

per cent per annum. s 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KerLose in the chair). 
The question is on the amendment of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, may I inquire if that is the 
pending amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the pending amend- 
ment, 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, may I inquire of the Senator 
from Alabama whether he refers to the rate of discount or the 
rate of interest? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Rediscount. I mean the rate charged by the 
12 regional reserve banks to the thousands of member banks for 
rediscounting their paper. I am trying to fix it so that the 
regional banks can not charge the member banks more than 5 
per cent for rediscounting their paper. 

Mr. LENROOT. The rate of rediscount? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Yes; rediscount. For instance, a regional 
bank rediscounts the paper of a member bank. When a member 
bank comes up with its paper and applies for money the re- 
gional bank can charge 3 or 31 or 4 or 44 per cent, but not over 
5 per cent, to the member bank. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, of course if the Senate desires 
to permit banks to profiteer, I suppose that amendment would 
be perfectly in order; but I can not see anything else that it 
would accomplish. What do banks charge in the Senator’s 
State? 

Mr. HEFLIN. The legal rate is 8 per cent; but a member 
bank in Atlanta charged one of the banks in my town 8 per 
cent, and a national bank in north Alabama was charged 9 per 
cent. Now, my amendment would not permit that. The regional 
bank could not charge the member bank more than 5 per cent; 
and that would enable the member bank to loan to the farmer 
or the merchant, or whoever the borrower is, at a lower rate 
than if it had to pay 7 per cent to the regional bank for the 
loan. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr, President, when the bank to which the 
Senator has so often referred charged, as I think he said, 874 per 
cent, does the Senator know what rate was charged the cus- 
tomers of that bank? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I did not get that question. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator know whether, in the case 
he has so often spoken of, where a bank charged, under the 
progressive rate of interest, 874 per cent 

Mr. HEFLIN, Eighty-seven and one-half per cent. 

Mr. LENROOT. Did the customers of that bank pay any 
such rate as that? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not know what they paid. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator know that in the Federal 
reserye districts which did not have the progressive rate of 
interest the rate of interest charged customers was just as high 
as in the districts which did have the progressive rate? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not. That was not the case. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am very much in accord with the views 
of the Senator that, to say the least, a very great mistake was 
made in having any such rates, because wherever any such 
rates were imposed what ought to have been done was to cut 
off the additional credit to the bank entirely; but my question 
was whether the Senator knows whether any farmer, in the 
State of Alabama or elsewhere, suffered by reason of that high 
rate. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Of course they suffered, and this bank was 
denied funds. It could not pay the high rate, and loans were 
stopped. The bank had to quit loaning; it could not get the 
money to loan; cotton was thrown on the market and cattle 
were thrown on the market and financial disaster followed. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does not the Senator know that in every 
case where any such rate was imposed the bank had had a great 
deal more than its share of credit, and that the entire credit 
ought to have been cut off from that bank? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I also know that two banks in New York bor- 
rowed during that time six times more than their capital. 

Mr. LENROOT. I did not catch the last remark of the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Two big institutions in New York borrowed, 
during that time of deflation, six times more than their capital. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that in this case 
this bank had more than six times its capital loaned and, not 


only ae nearly all of its deposits, and no bank in New York 
ever 

Mr. HEFLIN. That was just for a few days. 

Mr. SMOOT. It was for 11 days. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The fact that the bank did not fail shows 
there was no necessity for applying the 874 per cent rate. 

Mr. SMOOT. What the board ought to have done was to 
close up the bank. 

Mr. HEFLIN. They closed it by the 874 per cent rate. 

Mr. SMOOT. For 11 days. 

Mr. HEFLIN. It amounted, I think, to nearly 30 days. 

Mr. SMOOT. Eleven days is what it amounted to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. But whether it was 5 days or 11 days, it suc- 
ceeded in choking the little bank down, and it would not let the 
little bank have the money, and the bank could not supply its 
opstomen with money, and the people of that locality suffered 
greatly. 

Mr. POMERENE. May I ask the Senator the amounts of the 
loans on which 873 per cent was paid? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not remember the amount. I printed all 
the correspondence in the Record last July. 

Mr. POMERENE. My information is that there was just 
one loan of $2,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is right. 

Mr. GLASS. Six hundred and ninety-one dollars; and so far 
from the bank being choked down, the record shows that the 
bank had 1,700 per cent of its basic line of credit with the Fed- 
eral reserve bank—1,700 per cent—and that it had been defi- 
cient in its reserve for 11 of the 12 preceding months, the re- 
serve required being $9,485, and the reserve actually carried 
being $86. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I can not agree with those figures. I will 
have to have the record produced. 

Mr. GLASS. That is in the record; I can produce the record. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Whatever it is, the 874 per cent charge was 
outrageous. Nobody can defend it, I do not care whether he 
is a Democrat or a Republican. Nobody can defend an 87} 
per cent interest rate, and the fact that the bank did not fail 
shows that there was no necessity for this thing happening, 
It may have been a few days—that happens frequently with 
people in overdrawing their own bank accounts just a few 
days—but this was part of a drive, a deep-laid plan to shut 
off loans in Alabama, as well as other Southern States and 
Western States, in order to carry out the drive of deflation. 
This was a part of it, and when it succeeded this interest rate 
was stopped. 

Mr. GLASS and Mr. COUZENS rose. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield briefly to the Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I do not undertake to defend 
an 87} per cent rate. My criticism of the Federal Reserve 
Board and the Government authorities in that case would be 
that they did not close that bank. Instead of making an 874 
per cent interest charge for a few days, my criticism of it would 
be that it loaned the bank seventeen times its capital and its 
surplus, and loaned 82 per cent of it to its president, and on 
notes indorsed by its president. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And never lost a cent of it. 

Mr. GLASS. The bank ought to have been closed, and any 
public official who had any appreciation of his duties and under- 
stands the banking business would have closed it. 

Mr. HEFLIN. So the Senator would have had this little 
bank closed, which finally struggled through and did not break? 

Mr. GLASS. It struggled through only because the Federal 
reserve bank at Atlanta loaned it seventeen times more money 
than it ought to have loaned it. That is the reason it strug- 
gled through. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And the Senator says he would not have done 
it, that he would have closed it 

Mr. GLASS. Of course I would have. 

Mr. HEFLIN. That reminds me of what happened once—— 

Mr. GLASS. If many more banks had been carried on at 
that rate, we would not have had many banks in this country. 
All of them would have gone to smash. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I never heard any complaint about the big 
loans in New York at 6 and 7 per cent, never over 7 per cent. 
But the Senator from Virginia says he would have closed this 
little bank in Alabama. Eighty-seven and a half per cent did 


close it, in effect. It depends on which method you would 
employ. 

Congressman Cushman used to be in the House, and he told 
this story: That a fellow had stolen a mule out there in the 
West, and they put a placard on his back, This man stole a 
Profit by his ex- 


mule and we have hanged him. Beware! 
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ample.” Then one stole a horse. They caught him out in the 
woods one moonlight night, and they were about to execute 
him, About half the crowd said, Let's shoot him,” and the 
other half said, “ Let's hang him,” and they got into a discus- 
sion as to how they would dispose of him—whether they would 
shoot him or hang him. Finally, one of the fellows who wanted 
to hang him said, Mr. Chairman, let's get his ruthers about 
the matter. Let's find out what he would ruther do, whether 
he would ruther be shot or hanged.” They turned to the fel- 
low and asked him, and he said: “I am more interested than 
any of you, but, by golly, I can’t enthuse over ary one of the 
plans you have suggested.” [Laughter in the galleries.] 

So 874 per cent stopped it. The Senator from Virginia says 
he would have closed it. Whichever way it went, they were 
either going to lynch it, with the 874 per cent rediscount rate, 
or hang it by closing it according te the plan of the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. Grass]. Senators, it is easy for some here 
to say that a struggling little bank in my State, trying to help 
cotton producers and cattlemen over a very trying time, ought 
to have been closed, that they ought to have denied it these 
loans; but when the speculators, the gamblers of Wall Street— 
if I may say that in a Republican Senate—when the gamblers 
of Wall Street borrowed six times their capital to speculate in 
cotton and grain, and buy Liberty bonds forced out of the 
hands of the people, none of these champions of deflation ever 
opened their mouths to condemn them—not one. 

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr, President, the Senator from Alabama 
is pretty free with his language with reference to other Sena- 
tors. I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, can the Senator do that? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the Senator yields he can 
call for a quorum. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Very well. I will proceed, then, on the Sen- 
ator when a quorum of Senators comes in. I am not quite 
through with him anyhow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The Assistant Secretary called the roll, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 


shurst Harreld McLean Smoot 

all Harris McNary Spencer 
Bayard Harrison oses Stanfield 
Borah Heflin Nelson Sutherland 
Brookhart Hitchcock ew Swanson 
Bursum ohnson Nicholson Townsend 
Capper Jones, Wash, Norbeck Trammell 

ouzens Kello Norris Underwood 

ulberson Kendrick le Wadsworth 
Curtis ing Pago Walsh, Mass 
Fletcher Lad epper Walsh. Mont. 

nee Lenroot Phipps Warren 

Frelinghuysen Lod Pomerene Watson 
George McCormick Reed, Pa. illis 

lass Me ber Robinson 

jooding McKellar Shortridge 

ale McKinley Smith 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppe in the chair). Sixty- 
five Senators having answered to their names, there is a quorum 
present. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. President, I rise to a point of order, 

Mr. HEFLIN. I had the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan 
rises to a point of order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I rise to a point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Michigan 
has risen to a point of order. The Senator will state the 
point of order. 

Mr. COUZENS. It is a point of personal privilege, Mr. 
President. The Senator from Alabama has made special refer- 
ence to other Senators in the speech just made, I desire to 
have the reporter read the record as he has taken it down, 
because after the Senator from Alabama gets a chance at the 
record, the good Lord knows what it will read like. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

Mr. COUZENS. I want the record as he stated it settled 
right now and not after he has changed the record to-night. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President—— 

Mr. COUZENS. I want the record read as the Senator spoke 
it in relation to myself, of course. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I was addressing the Senate 
and the Senator from Michigan asked me to yield to him and 
I did so. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, a point of order. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the point of 
order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator made a point of no quorum and 
I yielded to him. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from New Jersey has 
risen to a point of order and will state the point of order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. He never could have taken me off the floor 
in that way. 

The VICE PRESIDENT rapped for order. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Has not the Senator from Michigan 
a right to have the record read before any further reference 
is made in the Senate to the incident? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. He has. Let the record be read. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Those remarks were made 30 minutes ago 
or an hour ago. e 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Michigan has a 
right to have the record read. Let it be read. 

i HEFLIN. I have no objection to the Senator having it 
read. ; 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I desire to appeal from 
the decision of the Chair that it is in order for the record 
to be read at the present time. P 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Michigan rose to a point of 
order of special privilege, and he has a right to have the record 
read, as the Chair has ruled, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has so ruled. 

Mr. TRAMMELL, I appeal from the decision of the Chair, 

Mr. WILLIS. I move to lay the appeal on the table. 

Mr. ASHURST. I beg the Senator to withhold the appeal. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The motion is not debatable. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I hope the Senator from Florida will 
not insist on the appeal, because we do not want to be in the 
pen of not sustaining my colleague, and clearly the Chair 
s right, 

Mr. ASHURST. Undoubtedly; and I hope the appeal will be 
withdrawn. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I withdraw my motion, then. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the sten- 
ographic record. 

The Assistant Secretary read as follows: 

How did the Senator from California [Mr. JoHNsoN] vote? He voted 
with me; he voted against outraging the rules of the Senate; he voted 
against denying free speech to a Senator. And Norris, of Nebraska, 
and La FOLLETTE and Lapp and Carper and BrookHartT—these men 
who really stand with the progressive element—how did they vote? 
And how did some of the others vote who have been classifying them- 
Selves as progressives? I have been looking at them, and I doubted it 
all the time. I was told one of them was a progressive, but he is a 
millionaire many times over. I said, “ Say that to me „ and say it 
slow’; and they said it again. I shook my head and said, “It will 
crop out on him; mark what I tell you; he will vote some time; when 
the big interests are attacked you will see him go over and take his 
Place among the bellwethers of the standpat party.” 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I demand the right to proceed. There is 
nothing in those remarks. 

Mr. COUZENS. I have the floor, I hope. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Michigan, the 
Chair understands, is rising to a point of order. 

Mr. HEFLIN, The notes have been read. 

a Mr. COUZENS. I am rising to a matter of personal priv- 
ege. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will state the per- 

sonal privilege. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, we went through something 
of this character yesterday when the Senator from Alabama 
made free to make reference, in the minds of Senators, to Sen- 
ators from other States in which the Senator apparently im- 
puted improper motives to Senators from other States, and it 
is just fresh in the minds of the Senate as to how the matter 
ended. 

[At this point words were spoken which were subsequently 
expunged from the Recorp by order of the Senate.] 

Mr. President, I want to say that I voted to sustain the Chair 
because I object to any Senator getting up on the floor and 
impugning the motives of any other Senator. I think the Chair 
ruled properly to sustain the point that was raised yesterday 
by the Senator from New York. If Senators are free to get 
up here and tell the galleries and the American people that the 
motives of a Senator from any State are to be questioned, and 
that they are aligned with some special interests, then we 
might just as well stand up here and call everybody thieves 
and liars. I want it understood now that the Senator from 
Alabama can not get up on the floor and impugn the motive 
of my vote to sustain the Chair as to the matter he was dis- 
cussing at the time, I want the Recorp clear as we go along, 
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and not let any man in the nighttime go around and change 
the Recorp and have it read as he may choose. 

I now request that the statement with reference to myself be 
expunged from the RECORD, 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, IJ want to say that I think 
the remarks of the Senator from Michigan are wholly justified. 
I think the remarks of the Senator from Alabama were wholly 
unjustified. I voted as I did this morning upon the record that 
was presented in the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp on page 2831. I 
read that Recorp with great care. I did not think on that 
Record that the Senator from Alabama had transgressed the 
rules of the Senate or that he had indulged in the imputations 
that were attributed to him. Because I am so tender of the 
rights of any man to express himself on this floor, I voted this 
morning against sustaining the Chair and because the RECORD 
demonstfates, in my opinion, that there was ne transgression of 
the rules yesterday. 

In the language of the Senator from Alabama, whieh has been 
read, concerning the Senator from Michigan I believe there is 
transgression of the rules. I believe that the remarks were 
wholly unjustified and that the Senate ought not to sit supinely 
by and permit such remarks to be made by one Senator concern- 
ing another Senator upon this floor. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nabraska. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, will the Senator from Califor- 
nia yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON. I have concluded. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair has recognized the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to ask the Senator from California 
a question. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 
yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have no objection to yielding. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, is a point of order pending? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A motion to expunge is pending. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I was going to ask the Senator from Cali- 
fornia a question. 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield for that purpose if the Senator from 
California is willing. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I want to say, since the Senator from Cali- 
fornia has made the statement he has—— 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not yield for any remarks. 
If the Senator wants to ask the Senator from California a 
question I have no objection, but otherwise I prefer to say what 
I have to say and then let the Senator say what he has to say. 

There is a part of the Recorp that was read at the desk that 
does not apply to the Senator from Michigan, and to that 
nobody can object; but there is some of it that did refer to the 
Senator from Michigan which I think was objectionable. I 
heard the Senator from Alabama say it. I felt like making the 
point of order against it then, but let it pass. The Senator 
from Michigan himself was here. I have heard similar things 
said about other Senators at other times that were just as bad, 
but nobody called attention to them. 

But, regardless of how we may disagree at times, it seems 
to me that with the idea of doing any business or transacting 
the business of the country we must agree upon some rule, 
upon some regulation, by which our werk shall be governed. 
Until we change the rules we must take them as they are. 
The rules provide—and I think rightly—that no Senator has 
the right to impute improper motives to any other Senator. 
If we adopt any other rule or if we do not enforce that rule 
God only knows what would become of us. We would never 
get anywhere. We would have a lot of fighting men here in- 
stead of a lot of gentlemen trying to legislate. We would be- 
come an irresponsible mob. 

I have no right to criticize somebody else because he does not 
vote as I did. That is what the Senator from Alabama was 
doing this morning. I theught it was out of place when he did 
it, I myself thought that the Chair's ruling this was 
wrong. I voted with others to overrule the Chair—that is, I 
voted against laying the appeal on the table—and I have no 
apology to offer for that vote. 

I think the Senator from Alabama, as shown by the Recoxp, 
was in order, and that his words in debate were not objection- 
able. So at least no one can ascribe to me any idea, I think, 
of being partial as against the Senator from Alabama. But 
later this morning, after the vote had been taken, the Senator 
from Alabama spoke of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
Couzens]. Before reading the record of his remarks I wish to 
say that while the Senator from Michigan did not vote as I 
voted I have just as much respect for his vote as I expect him 
to have for mine. I have no doubt whatever that he was con- 


scientious in his vote; at least, he had a right to vote as he 
did, and he had a right to vote that way without anyone con- 
demning him. I have had my motives condemned many times 
for votes which I have cast in the Senate, though not always 
here. So it may be that I am tender about that proposition, but 
unless we preserve the right to vote freely we shall not be doing 
our duty as Senators or to the American people. It is because I 
wish to see that right entirely and completely preserved that I 
have now taken the floor. 

The Senator from Alabama stated—now this is the language, 
it seems to me, which is clearly objectionable and is a clear vio- 
lation of the rules: 

And how did some of the e 2 
selves as progressives? I „VVT 
all the time. 

That far I would not object to the language as I have read 
it, and I have read it because it has got to be read in order to in- 
troduce the language which I think is objectionable. The Sena- 
tor from Alabama continued: 

I was told one of them was a pro 

times over. I said, “ Say that 838 po 1 — 


many 
and they said it I shook my head and said, “ It will 
him; mark what I tell you; he will vote some thas — eee 85 


Now, I desire Senators to listen to this language 


the interests are attack 
hee wince ber the bellwethers 75 88 „ 8 

The point in that language is that it contains a clear intima- 
tion, I think, clearly expressed, that the Senator referred to is 
here in the interest of big business; that he will not perform 
his duty properly, but that he will go over to big business 
whenever the big interests are attacked. It is an intimation 
that he is a representative here of special interests. I do not 
believe that any Senator ought to be thus eharged unless the 
charge is coupled with an offer to furnish the evidence to prove 
the statement. Then it would be all right. It seems to me, 
Mr. President, in the interest of orderly debate, of fair and 
honest consideration of matters, that the imputation of a 
wrongful motive to the Senator from Michigan contained in 
the language is unwarranted and is a violation of our rules. 

I wish to say before I elose that later on—the language is 
not before me—the Senator from Michigan interrupted the 
Senator from Alabama and made the point of no quorum. He 
also said something about the Senator from Alabama being 
free with language as applied to other Senators. The Senator 
from Alabama made another remark which standing alone I 
should not think anything of, but coupled with what transpired 
I think it means something. He said, “I am not through with 
the Senator yet“; in other words, that would seem to imply that 
in connection with what the Senator from Alabama had said 
about the Senator from Michigan representing big interests 
here he had something more to say about it. 

I think it is conceded that the conduct of the Senator from 
Michigan in the Senate has been respectful and honorable, and 
that nobody has had any cause or reason whatever to'say that 
he is not conscientiously and honestly doing his duty as he sees 
it. I have had great admiration for him, for his independence 
in doing what he thinks is right, although I have not always 
agreed with him. So until something does happen to justify 
such an imputation it seems to me it is out of place—and I 
want to say, Mr. President, that I regret it much more than I 
can express—that any Senator shall make that kind of a 
reference to a Member of the body whose record stands un- 
blemished and unsullied. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. Couzens] in calling attention to the remarks of the Sena- 
tor from Alabama [Mr. Herrin} also used some unparliamen- 
tary language, in my opinion. If the language used by the Sena- 
tor from Alabama is to be expunged from the Rxconb, then the 
language of the Senator from Michigan should also be ex- 
punged. Among other things the Senator from Michigan said 
that he wanted the record brought before the Senate before 
the Senator from Alabama had the opportunity to slip out in 
the nightime and change that record. 

The country does not quite understand the custom here, but 
every Senator understands it, that a Senator has the privilege 
of revising and altering, in a minor way, of course, his re- 
marks, There is not a Senator on the floor who is without 
guilt so far as the matter of altering his speech at nighttime 
or any other time when he sees proper to correct it is concerned. 

I do not care to have that aspersion rest upon the Senator 
from Alabama because he made some minor alterations in his 
speech. The Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH] this 
morning, when he brought that matter to the attention of the 
Senate and attempted to elicit some criticism of it, did not 
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frankly state that it was the custom of Senators here to do 


that. I think that he should have then done so. 

Now, Mr. President, I suggest that if the Senator from Ala- 
bama sees proper to withdraw any reference to the Senator 
from Michigan that the reference of the Senator from Michigan 
to the method of the Senator from Alabama in the matter of 
making some corrections in his remarks should also be ex- 
punged. Z 

The Senator from Michigan also indulged in the statement 
that the Senator from Alabama played to the galleries, and 
so on. I think those remarks were just about as severe as 
were the remarks which were made by the Senator from Ala- 
bama. 

What I object to, Mr. President, is the fact that there is an 
effort here to muzzle and halter the Senator from Alabama in 
making speeches, but when many other Senators indulge in 
really as harsh and as unparliamentary language upon the 
floor no Senator corrects them or makes any objection. As I 
see the situation, it depends upon the utterances and policies 
that are being advocated by the Senator as to whether or not 
he is to be called to order for his utterances upon the floor. 

Mr. LODGE and Mr. LENROOT addressed the Chair. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I shali yield in a moment. Yesterday the 
Senator from Wisconsin used certainly more unparliamentary 
language in regard to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BROOKHART] 
than has been used by the Senator from Alabama in regard to 
other Senators, but nobody said anything about it; the Senators 
then just laughed. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. First, I wish to say that the Senator from 
Wisconsin used no unparliamentary language in reference to 
the Senator from Iowa. He ascribed neither by inference nor 
directly any improper motive, or anything but sincerity of mo- 
tive, in what the Senator supported. The Senator from Wis- 
consin referred to a proposal made by the Senator from Iowa, 
which he himself admitted he had made, and the Senator from 
Wisconsin then discussed that proposal and likened it to the 
soviet system of Russia. 

Now, the inquiry I wish to make is this: The Senator does 
not mean, does he, that it is the custom of Senators so to alter 
remarks as entirely to change their meaning? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly not, Mr. President. I did not 
say that that was the custom. I do not think that the Senator 
from Alabama altered his remarks so as entirely to change their 
meaning. Now, since the Senator has injected that interroga- 
tory, I should like to ask him if he did not alter his speech 
that he made yesterday upon this floor? Did he not make some 
changes er alterations in the speech which he made yesterday? 

Mr: LENROOT. I did in two or three places. I will be very 
glad if the Senator will examine the manuscript of that speech. 
I want to say, however, that I do not know of any other Senator 
on this floor who has ever changed his speech to alter its mean- 
ing and intent. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, so far as that is concerned, 
the Senator from Alabama made some little minor corrections of 
his speech, which is permissible under the rules, and which is 
indulged in and is the custom on the part of every Senator upon 
this floor. I make no exception whatever. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. NORRIS. Will the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to say to the Senator—and it seems to 
me it ought to be said by one who feels as I do about this 
matter—that, although I do not think that it is any defense in 
this case, I agree with the Senator as to the remarks of the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] yesterday about the 
Senator from Iowa. I heard those remarks. I have not read 
the Recorp. Perhaps on careful examination I might change 
my mind, but I thought at the time that they were very much 
out of place. I felt then, too, that if I were doing my full duty 
I would object to them. It seems to me that the Senator from 
Wisconsin made a reference that was not justified by even the 
speech from which he read as the basis of the statement, and 
that he went clear out of his way to do that. I agree with the 
Senator from Florida on that point, but I should like to say that 
if we are always going to violate the rules because it can be 
proved here that they have been violated before, we might just as 
well abolish the rules. If the point made by the Senator from 
Florida had been brought before the attention of the Senate 
yesterday, unless on careful examination of the language I 
thought differently, I would have been willing to do just what I 
am going to do in this case. We can not any of us deny that 


the rules of the Senate have often been violated; I have, in my 
judgment, seen them violated many times, and cruelly violated 
in the very respect about which we are talking; and unless we 
make an effort at some time to secure some correction in that 
kind of procedure, we will become a howling, fighting mob in- 
stead of a deliberative Senate. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr, President, I did not rise for the pur- 
pose of making a speech, I merely rose for the purpose of 
calling attention to the fact that, as I see it, there is a good deal 
of discrimination in the enforcement of the rule. I think that 
it would be probably proper for the Senator from Alabama to 
withdraw his remarks and also for the Senator from Michigan 
to withdraw his remarks in which he questions the conduct of 
the Senator from Alabama. I make that suggestion. 

Mr. LODGE and Mr. HEFLIN addressed the Chair, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. . The Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I yield to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. LODGE. I thought the Senator from Florida had yielded 
the floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have heard the suggestion of 
my friend from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL], of my friend from 
California [Mr. JouNnson], and of my friend from Nebraska 
[Mr. Noknis ]. I did not say what the motive was of any Sena- 
tor; I was simply describing the situation as it appeared to me. 
I know but very little about the Senator from M „ and 
probably when I came to revise my speech I would, if I had dis- 
covered any personal sting in it to him, have taken it out. I 
objected to the Senator saying what he did about me as to 
changing my speech. All Senators do that, as the Senator from 
Florida suggests, but I am willing to withdraw my reference 
to the Senator from Michigan, provided he withdraws his refer- 
ence to me. 

Mr. LODGE, Mr. President, if I may be permitted to say 
one word with regard to the custom of the Senate, it is under- 
stood and it is the unwritten law that any Senator may change 
his own speech, but may never change what anyone else says 
and may never change in a colloquy his own words so as to 
completely affect the colloquy and thereby another Senator’s 
remarks. I do not believe that is ever done. 

Mr. HEFLIN. And it has not been done in this instance. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts has impugned the motive of the Senator from Alabama 
in following the precedent in making corrections of his speech, 
and I move that the remarks of the Senator from Massachusetts 
be expunged from the Recorp, 

AR FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, I rise to a point of 
order. 

Mr. WILLIS. A point of order, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is a motion already pending. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The Senator from Michigan. 

Mr, COUZENS. Mr. President, I will object to the Senator 
from Alabama withdrawing his remarks concerning myself and 
will require a yote on my motion that his remarks be expunged 
from the Recoxp; and in connection with that, I will not with- 
draw my remarks concerning the Recorp being changed in the 
night because the Senator from Florida [Mr. TRAMMELL] says 
that is a custom, and a custom that has been practiced by all 
of the Senators, to change the Recorp after the remarks have 
been made upon the floor of the Senate. I want to deny that. 
I never changed a record, and I never will. Whatever I say 
on the floor of the Senate will stand as the Rxconp of the Sen- 
ate. I will not in the heat of passion say something, and then 
sneak around in the nighttime and change it to mean some- 
thing else, or even change the language; and I do not propose 
to let any other Senator do it, so far as my record is concerned. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion of 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens]. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, am I going to be denied the 
right to speak while the Senator from Michigan is permitted to- 
assail me? Have I the right to speak or have I not? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Alabama. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I have tried to do what was 
right in this matter. I will not permit the Senator from 


Michigan, either in this Chamber or anywhere else, to say that 
I change my statements in the nighttime so as to affect their 
meaning. I have my rights in this Chamber and out of it. 
The Senator came over here, and I yielded to him—I thought 
he wanted to ask me a question—and he made the poiht of 
no quorum; took advantage of my yielding to him, the courtesy 
that I extended, to make the point of no quorum to take me 
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off my feet as I was speaking in the Senate. Then when 
the quorum was obtained the Presiding Officer recognized him 
and would not let me proceed, Such parliamentary procedure 
can not be defended. 

In reference to what the Senator from California [Mr. JOHN- 
SON] says, that he thought probably the language I used was 
not altogether parliamentary, and the suggestion of my friend 
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris} and my friend from Florida [Mr. 
TRAMMELL] that I withdraw my reference to the Senator from 
Michigan, I said, in response to those suggestions, that I was 
willing to do that. The Senator from Florida suggests that 
the suggestion of the Senator from Michigan about me be 
withdrawn. The Senator from Michigan says he will not 
withdraw it. - 

He wants my language expunged. If my language is ex- 
punged, we will have a roll call of the Senate to see whether or 
not his language will be expunged. We will have another 
record vote on this historic and record-making day for free 
speech in the United States Senate. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. HEFLIN. What is the pending question, Mr. President? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the motion to 
expunge. The Chalr was about to inquire where the Senator 
desired to have that begin, and where he desired to have it end. 
Mr. FLETCHER. I think myself, Mr. President, it ought 
to be specified. The motion appears to be rather indefinite. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the motion was specific, Mr. President, 
as it was made. It applied to the reference that was made to 
the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, I desire to propose a unani- 
mous-consent request. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama has the 
floor. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair will recognize the Sen- 

ator from Kansas. 
` Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I was not on the floor last 
evening when the discussion took place which started this con- 
troversy. I was not here when the Vice President ruled the 
Senator from Alabama out of order. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, we can not hear what is going 
on. I want to hear at least what Senators are saying. 

The VICE PRESIDENT rapped with his gavel. 

Mr. CAPPER. When the question was presented to us this 
morning as to sustaining the ruling of the Vice President 
putting the Senator from Alabama off the floor, I formed the 
opinion on the face of the record as it appears in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp that the remarks of the Senator from Alabama 
did not justify the ruling that he was out of order, so I voted 
against sustaining the Vice President; but the remarks ad- 
dressed by the Senator from Alabama this afternoon to the 
Senator from Michigan, or at least his comment as to the vote 
east by the Senator from Michigan, I think is an entirely dif- 
ferent matter. I believe the Senator from Michigan was 
wholly warranted in taking exception to the remarks of the 
Senator from Alabama, and I hope his request that the re- 
marks shall be expunged from the Recorp will prevail. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, my colleague has indi- 
cated that he is prepared to ask the Senate to withdraw the 
remarks he made against the Senator from Michigan. Of 
course, I do not justify the remarks that the Senator from 
Michigan has made in reply, although there may be some war- 
rant for them in what my colleague said in regard to him; 
but that does not justify his position, and I am sure that when 
the Senator from Michigan has had more experience on the 
floor of the Senate he will realize that this is a place where 
difficulties among gentlemen should be settled in an amicable 
way, and not by trying to drive one into an unenviable po- 
sition. The Senate can not proceed with business, it can not 
attend to the public affairs of the Nation, if we are to lug 
before the Senate personal disputes and settle them by votes 
of the Senate. 

I hope my colleague will give me permission, as his friend, 
to act for him in this matter, and, regardless of the position 
‘of the Senator from Michigan, let his position go to the coun- 
try. If he feels he is justified in what he said, let him be 
justified before the country. If he feels that he was justified 
in his remarks, let their justification stay in the Recorp; but 
as my colleague has indicated that he felt he was too hasty 
in what he said against the Senator from Michigan and has 
indicated, as he should in the matter, his desire to do what is 
right and justify himself, I ask unanimous consent of the 
Senate that the remarks of my colleague, in accordance with 


his wishes, may be expunged from the record of the Senate 
now, without proceeding further in this matter, 

The VICK PRESIDENT, Is there objection? 

Mr. COUZENS. I object. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. There is objection. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then I desire to make a motion, and I 
hope the Senate will sustain me in the motion, because I think 
this matter has gone as far as it can. 

I move to amend the motion to expunge the remarks of my 
colleague from Alabama by adding to that motion that the re- 
marks of the Senator from Michigan in reply thereto shall also 
be expunged from the Rxconb. If that is adopted, it will elimi- 
nate the whole matter, as it should be eliminated, and as we 
have been anxious to do by unanimous consent. 

I appeal to the Senate to sustain this position. We have 
public business to attend to. I do not justify Senators reflect- 
ing on each other. This is no place for that, no matter who 
the men are, They should have a regard for the public affairs; 
but I know that in the heat of debate, when men are moved by 
their inner feelings, the situation often runs away with them, 
ana they do things that upon calm consideration would not be 

one, 

We do not want to start a rough-house in the United States 
Senate. I want to see this incident closed; and I hope the 
Senate will sustain me in my amendment to the motion to ex- 
clude the remarks of the Senator from Michigan at the same 
time that the remarks of my colleague are excluded, and let 
the incident be closed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, may I suggest to the Senator 
from Michigan that if the remarks of the Senator from Alabama 
are expunged his own remarks would not be intelligible to any 
reader of the Recorp, and there would be nothing from which 
anyone could find out to what they referred. It seems to me 
that the way out of this is to expunge all of the colloquy. 

Mr. COUZENS. Mr. President, I will concur in the amend- 
ment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Then the question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Couzens], as amended. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I call for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As I understand, the amendment offered 
by me is agreed to. 

Mr. WILLIS. It is agreed to; yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not see that there is any necessity 
for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. ASHURST. It is too late for the yeas and nays. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair understands the parlia- 
mentary situation to be that the Senator from Michigan amends 
his motion in accordance with the request of the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is correct. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. And that the question is now on 
the motion as amended. 

The motion as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, what is the pending amend- 
ment? What is before the Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment offered by the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. Herr]. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, may the amendment be 
stated? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. It is proposed to add, at the end 
of the bill, the following: 


Sec. 14. That paragraph (b) of section 11 of the Federal reserve 
1 N by adding, after the words Federal Reserve Board,” 
“, but in no case shall such rates of interest be in excess of 5 per cent 
per annum.” 

And wherever in said act Federal reserve banks are authorized, per- 
mitted, or required to rediscount the discounted paper of other Fed- 
eral reserve banks, the rate of interest in no case shall be in excess of 
5 per cent per annum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays on 
that amendment, because if the amendment is adopted we might 
as well pass a joint resolution abolishing the Federal reserve 
banking system. It would no longer be a banking system. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, before we have a vote on the 
amendment I want to reply to the Senator from Virginia. 

The Senater says that if we adopt this amendment, which 
provides that a regional bank shall not charge a member bank 
more than 5 per cent, we had just as well abolish the Federal 
reserve banking system. I do not see how that position can be 


sustained. This rate of interest, this rediscount rate, ran up 
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to 4 per cent and 4} per cent before this deflation drive was 
brought on. j 

I do not know of a bank in my section of the country that 
ever had to pay as much as 7 per cent rediscount rate before 
that time. The Senate adopted my amendment to the pending 
bill to repeal the progressive interest rate provision in the 
Federal reserve act. We have simply put a limitation on the 
rate of interest which the regional bank can charge to a mem- 
ber bank; and I submit that this is in the interest of legitimate 
business—it is in the interest of the farmer, of the merchant, of 
everybody engaged in any kind of business. If they have to 
haye money and go to a member bank, the member bank has to 
go to the regional bank; and the regional bank should not be 
permitted to charge over 5 per cent. The member bank has to 
go back and loan that money to you or me, or somebody else. 
They have to make a reasonable per cent. It looks to me as if 
it is entirely fair. These regional banks ought not to be per- 
mitted to charge the member banks these high rates of interest. 

It was said by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen], one 
of the authors of the Federal reserve banking system, one who 
had more to do with its constructive provisions, probably, than 
anybody else in either branch of Congress, that we were not 
creating this system for the purpose of making big money, but 
thut we were creating it for the purpose of serving the legiti- 
mate business needs of the country and preventing panic. 
Now, opposition rises here to limiting the rediscount rate. 
Why not limit it? Have we not seen that power in the law 
abused by the Federal Reserve Board? Have we not seen the 
rate raised from 31 and 4 to 7 per cent and higher? We 
certainly have. 

My purpose is to limit that rate so that the people who borrow 
from the member bank will not have to pay such a high rate 
of interest to get the money they need to carry on their busi- 
ness. If the regional bank charges as much as 5 per cent to 
the member bank, surely that is enough; then the member bank 
has to add something to that when it loans to the business 
man, whatever the business may be. I think it is fair and just 
that we should have a limitation on it, and I ask for a vote 
upon my amendment. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, there seems to be misconception 
as to what the Federal reserve banking system is, The Federal 
reserve banking system was never intended to be a discounting 
banking system in normal times, It was intended to be and is 
a reserve banking system. That is to say, when the normal 
loaning power of the 10,000 member banks of the system shall 
have been exhausted, which rarely occurs, then these banks 
may be privileged, because of their membership in the system, 
to resort in emergency to this reservoir of credit. 

It was never intended that any member bank should essen- 
tially make a profit out of its rediscounting operations with the 
Federal reserve bank. The great Bank of England, which is 
the reserve bank of the British Empire, nearly always carries 
its rediscounting rate a shade above the money market, rather 
than many points below the money market, as has been done 
by our Federal reserve banking system. The same may be 
said of the Bank of France. They are emergency rediscounting 
systems. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
from Virginia how long he thinks the system would stand up 
in time of stress if we fixed the discount rate at 5 per cent? 

Mr. GLASS. This amendment means the wreckage of the 
Federal reserye banking system. i 

Mr. MCLEAN. Instead of helping legitimate accommoda- 
tions 

Mr. GLASS. It would throw everything into financial chaos 
and confusion. It would break down the Federal reserve bank- 
ing system of the United States. 

There has been a good deal said here about the necessity of 
member banks making a profit on rediscounts. Why should 
member banks be permitted to make a profit out of their redis- 
counting activities? That is not primarily what the system is 
established for. However, I want to say that the member 
banks do make a profit. At times the difference between the 
discount rate and the rediscount rate amounts to a subsidy 
to the member bank to make loans indiscriminately in order 
that it may make use of the Federal reserve bank in its redis- 
count operations and make inordinately high profits. 

The Senator from Alabama says he wants the farmer to get 
the benefit of the low discount rate of these regional banks. 
I have heard that talk before from the professional friend of 
the farmer. I have in mind right now another patriot in the 
crusade for better rates to the poor farmer. I have in mind 
another friend of the farmer who stands high upon the watch- 
tower and fills the air with his lamentations at the distressing 
condition of the poor farmer. 
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_ Some time ago he wrote to Senators urging them to go down 
to the Federal Reserve Board and bring pressure there to have 
the rediscount rate reduced from 43 per cent to 4 per cent, 
in the interest of the distressed and suffering farmers” in his 
district. Knowing that this great “friend of the farmer” was 
himself a national banker, the Federal Reserve Board wired to 
the Federal reserve bank in his district to ascertain the extent 
of his rediscounts with that bank and what interest rate he was 
exacting of the poor, distressed farmer at home. I want to 
read the official record. This was the answer which came by 
wire: 

The 


lending the bank 559 8 of its e Woe based upon its 
or the customary pe K 


average reserve deposits for the month of July * . The rate 
of interest which the bank is charging its customers is uniformly 8 
per cent, as reported to us in connection with the paper offered. 

The Mr, is the gentleman who urged Senators to go 
down and have the rediscount rate reduced from 43 to 4 per 
cent. In other words, the bank of this fellow was borrowing 
from his Federal reserve bank 459 per cent more of its funds 
than he was properly entitled to get on his basic line, or, as the 
report says— 

Between fourteen and fifteen times the average deposits with its 
reserve bank, 

Was he at his bank reflecting this low 44 per cent rediscount 
rate in his loans to the poor, distressed farmers of his commu- 
nity? Let the record speak: 

The rate of interest which this bank is charging to its customers is 
uniformly 8 per cent. 

In other words, this professional “ friend of the farmer,” who 
wanted the farmer to “get his money cheap,” was borrowing 
459 per cent more than he was entitled to from his Federal 
reserve bank and making a profit on his distressed farmers of 
nearly 100 per cent! That is typical of these vehement pro- 
testors against the Federal reserve discount rate. Oh, their 
hearts bleed for the poor, distressed farmer at home, but when 
they come to loan the farmer the funds of their depositors, 
when they come to deal with the distressed farmer, they help 
him out of his distress by profiteering on him to the tune of 
100 per cent! 

Now it is proposed to wreck the Federal reserve banking 
system, to transform it from a Federal reserve system, with its 
assets and facilities mobilized to minister to the commerce and 
agriculture and industry of the country in time of momentous 
need, into a bank with a rigid rate of interest, which may not 
be exceeded, no matter what the state of the money market. 
Money on call in New York might be 30 per cent, as it was at 
the time this little bank in Abbeville exceeded its basic line by 
1,700 per cent; and yet those people could come to the Federal 
reserve bank and rediscount their paper at 5 per cent and loan 
the funds on exchange at 30 per cent. 

Mr. President, it is to be regretted that when a proposition of 
this serious import is projected, which, as I firmly believe, 
actually involves the wreckage of this great banking system, 

ere are not more Senators in the Chamber to listen to an ex- 
position of the amendment and to hear what its consequences 
may be. 7 

To-day, with the rediscount rate 44 per cent, it is a profitable 
business for any bank in the State of Alabama to rediscount 
with the Federal reserve bank; and if it can get the sort of 
consideration which Alabama banks did get in 1920 and exceed 
their basic line all the way from 100 to 1,700 per cent, any 
bank in Alabama can make a handsome profit out of its re- 
discount dealings alone with the Federal reserve bank, because 
the legal rate of interest in Alabama is 8 per cent, whereas 
the rediscount rate of the Federal reserve bank is only 44 per 
cent. In other words, there is a net profit of 33 per cent on the 
rediscount margin of any Alabama bank with the Federal re- 
serve bank of its district. : 

It never was intended on earth that a member bank should 
make undue profits out of its rediscount operations with its 
Federal reserve bank. Indeed, it never was intended, Mr. 
President, that the member banks should at all resort to the 
Federal reserve banks until they had exhausted their resources 
in attending to the commercial demands of their community in 
emergent times. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I sincerely hope that, the Senate 
understanding the question, the amendment will be voted down. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of 2 o'clock having ar- 
rived, the unanimous-consent agreement goes into effect, and the 
Senate now proceeds under that agreement, with the limit of 
five minutes upon speeches in the discussion on each amend- 
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ment. The question is on the amendment of the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. Herrin]. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I just want to say a word 
in reply to the Senator from Virginia. The Senator thinks the 
adoption of the amendment would mean the destruction of the 
Federal reserve bank. I do not agree with him. The Federal 
reserve bank was instituted for the benefit of the American 
people. That was my purpose in helping to create it. I want 
it to help serve the business needs of the American people. 
The Senator from Virginia said the amendment would destroy 
the system. It would not. I can not see how any Senator can 
take that position. I know that the administration of the Fed- 
eral reserye system during deflation destroyed property values 
to the extent of $15,000,000,000 and more. I know that it de- 
stroyed the business of thousands and hundreds of thousands 
of people. I know that it took the farms and the homes away 
from thousands and tens of thousands of farmers. I know that 
ruin followed in the wake of the administration of that system 
during the deflation period. It was not run in the interest of 
legitimate business then. 

I mean, of course, the administration of the regional banks 
of the Federal reserve system; thousands of the member banks 
were not to blame. 

Mr. President, I am trying to legislate for the benefit of my 
State and the whole American people, if I may be permitted 
to say that in this Chamber. I am trying to legislate for the 
benefit of the people who are engaged in every kind of business 
in the country. I submit that when a member bank goes to a 
Federal reserve regional bank for money to take back home to 
supply the business needs of the community, 5 per cent Is 
enough to charge. How much higher do you want them to go? 
If we give them authority to charge more than 5 per cent, they 
would charge 9 or 10 per cent, no doubt, to the member banks. 

Then the member bank would have to tell the local customer, 
“We have to pay such and such a rate at the regional bank; 
that is why we have to charge you more.” 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. Do not the banks of Alabama now charge 8 
per cent when they are getting their funds from the Federal 
reserve bank for 44 per cent? 

Mr. HEFLIN. They are not getting their funds for 44 per 
cent, all of them. I think they charge as high as 5 per cent 
in the Atlanta district. 

Mr. GLASS. In the Atlanta district the rate is 44 per cent; 
but suppose it were 5 per cent, does the Senator think a mem- 
ber bank should make a charge of an additional 8 per cent 
on a mere rediscount proposition? H . 

Mr. HEFLIN. I do not think it ought to make more than 
what is fair and reasonable. I know that a national banker 
in north Alabama, a member bank, told me the system charged 
him 9 per cent. I am trying to stop such a thing as that from 
happening in the future. I want to put a limitation upon it 
of 5 per cent. 

Here is a chance for Senators to vote in accordance with the 
best interests of the American people, the people who have 
business and need money to run that business. Of course the 
system will prosper. It will continue to prosper. But I do 
not ever want the regional banks to again accumulate money 
like they did under the high rediscount rates when they could 
build a bank palace in New York costing $25,000,000 in Wall 
Street to the hurt and injury of the American people. 

The system has got to survive, but it must be run in the 
interest of the American people and not in the interest 
of Wall Street. We may just as well get that clearly 
in our minds. I want the people who have to have money to 
get it at reasonable rates, just like they would go to get a tool 
to work with. They have to have the money, and if the regional 
bank can put the rediscount rate high, the member bank has 
to put its rate high in order to loan the customer at home, I 
am making a fight in keeping with the best interests of busi- 
ness all over the country. 

Mr. GLASS. Does the Senator think the member bank ought 
to profiteer on the farmer then to the extent of 100 per cent, as 
I explained it a while ago? 

Mr. HEFLIN. No. 

Mr. GLASS. That they ought to borrow money at 44 per 
cent and loan it to the poor distressed farmer at 8 per cent? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I know that the lower the member bank gets 
the rate at the regional bank, the lower rate it will charge to 
the customer at home. That is common sense. That is what 
I am fighting for. I feel that I am right in this matter, and 
I ask for a roll call on my amendment, 

Mr. GLASS. There is not a bank in Alabama to-day that 
is not charging the extreme local limit of 8 per cent, although 
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it is getting its money from the Federal reserve bank at 44 per 
cent, and it is making profiteer’s compensation on its rediscount 


‘operation. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, before the amendment is voted 
on I want to call attention to the fact that I think that Con- 
gress ought to put some limitation upon the rate of rediscount 
that may be charged, because we have put discretion in their 
hands as to the kind of paper that would be eligible for redis- 
count. I think every Senator will bear me out in the state- 
ment that when we were enacting the legislation and limiting 
the amount of profits or dividends that the stockholders in the 
regional banks might make, namely, 6 per cent, we were clearly 
convinced of the fact that we did not intend that the regional 
banks should make money, but that they should be the clearing 
house for the great circulating medium at a reasonable return 
for those who under the law were required to put up the capital. 

There are two reasons why they have insisted upon the right 
to change the rate of discount. One was to discourage the 
volume of applications for loans that would come with an invit- 
ing low rate of discount. The other was that it did interfere 
with the lending of private capital. We have nothing to do in 
a legislative way with the use of private capital except it must 
comply with our usury laws. It is known that a regional bank 
made, under an average rate of rediscount of less than 6 per 
cent, something in excess of 100 per cent profit. Of course, 
that was extracted from the business of the country. I main- 
tain that the governors of our regional banks and the governors 
of our entire Federal reserve system should see to it that the 
rate of discount should be predicated upon the rate that would 
encourage the greatest possible use of money in commerce and 
in the development of our country. è 

Fellow Senators, we must understand now as well as any 
other time that money is an instrumentality to encourage en- 
terprise, thrift, and industry. It is the great means by which 
we can accelerate those matters. We must not fall into the 
habit of thinking that we must legislate for the protection of 
money for money’s sake. I will go as far as any Senator in 
trying to protect and safeguard the medium of exchange known 
as money. We have that safeguarded in this system by which 
we give the board of governors and the regional bank board of 
governors the right to fix, in their discretion, a proper rate of 
rediscount. I maintain that where we have ample reserve for 
the purpose of doing the business of the country we ought 
not to charge a rate of rediscount in excess of what we would 
term the dividend and an accumulation of a reasonable surplus 
and the maintenance of it, not for the purpose of discouraging 
loans or for the purpose of building up an unwieldy reserve, 
and to pay as a franchise tax an inordinate sum into the 
Treasury. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 

Mr. GLASS. Does my friend from South Carolina seriously 
think that the Federal reserve banks make money under their 
high rate of discount? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; I do. 

Mr. GLASS. Why, as a matter of fact, the high rate of dis- 
count was intended to curtail the business of the Federal re- 
serve bank and to reduce its earnings, and it did that. To-day 
there is scarcely a Federal reserve bank in the system that ex- 
pects to make more than its actual expenses for the ensuing 


year. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from South 
Carolina has expired. 

Mr. GLASS. The money made by the Federal reserve bank 
was made upon the great volume of business and not by reason 
of the high rates. The high rates reduced the profits. It is 
the low rates that make the money. 

Mr. SMITH. As a matter of fact it did, but the board went 
on in spite of the high rates and added that much to the volume 
of its earnings. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
of the Senator from Alabama, on which the yeas and nays 
have been ordered. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). I have a gen- 
eral pair with the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Srumons]. Being unable to obtain a transfer, I withhold my 
vote. If at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. DALI. I 
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cum 
MINS] and vote “nay.” : 

The roll call was concluded. 


1923. 
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Mr. CURTIS. I desire to state that the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. EDGE] is paired on this vote with the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]. - 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I desire to state that the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. HARRISON] is necessarily absent and is paired 
with the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS]. 

Mr. TRAMMELL (after having voted in the affirmative). I 
transfer my pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. Corr] to the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. Myers] 
and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. ERNST. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator from 
Kentucky [Mr. STANLEY] to the senior Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. FRANCE] and vote nay.” 

Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). I have 
a general pair with the senior Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
JONES], which I transfer to the senior Senator from New Hamp- 
shire [Mr. Keyes], and allow my vote to stand. 

The result was announced—yeas 9, nays 64, as follows: 


YBDAS—9. 
Brookhart La Follette — 17 ans Trammell 
Harris McKellar Smi Underwood 
Heflin 
NAYS—64. 
Ball Gooding MeNary Shields 
Bayard Hale Nelson Shortridge 
Bora Harreld New Spencer 
Brandegee Hitchcock Nicholson Stanfield 
Broussard Johnson Norbeck Sterlin. 
Bursum Jones, Wash. Norris Sutherland 
Calder Kendrick ddie Swanson 
Cameron Keyes Page Townsend 
Capper Kin Pepper Wadsworth 
Couzens Lad Phipps Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Lenroot Pittman Walsh, Mont. 
Ernst Lodge Poindexter Warren 
Fernald McCormick Pomerene Watson 
Fletcher McCumber Ransdell Weller 
Frelinghuysen McKinley Reed, Pa. Williams 
ass McLean Robinson Willis 
NOT VOTING—23, 
Ashurst Dillingham Harrison Owen 
Caraway Edge ones, N. Mex Reed, Mo. 
Colt Elkins Kellogg Simmons 
Culberson France oses Smoot 
Cummins George Myers Stanley 
Dial Gerry Overman 


So Mr. Herern’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I desire at this time to offer 
an amendment to the pending bill, which is in the nature of a 
substitute. The amendment is the so-called farmers’ union 
measure, to which I have heretofore referred and which has 
been before us for a year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. New in the chair). What 
Is the amendment proposed by the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. NORBECK. The amendment I propose is in the nature 
of a substitute for the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota propose to strike out all after the enacting clause of the 
bill? 

Mr. NORBECK. That is my amendment. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. NORBECK. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I suggest to the Senator that under the 
parliamentary practice it will be necessary to perfect the text 
of the pending bill before a substitute would be in order; other- 
wise, if the substitute should be agreed to, there would be no 
opportunity to offer amendments to the text of the pending bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to me? 

Mr. NORBECK. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. The substitute will be in order; but amend- 
ments perfecting the original text will have preference. The 
Senator from South Dakota, however, may now offer his substi- 
tute and have it pending. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I have no disposition to displace the 
amendment of the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I shall not ask that the 
amendment may be read. If is rather long. I think nearly 
every Senator is familiar with it. I shall briefly state the ques- 
tion which is involved. 

I wish to say that it is not so much a question of whether 
we shall have a big fund or a small fund as it is a question of 
whether we shall have a practical plan in the hands of a board 
that is sympathetic with the idea. The objections to the so- 
called Lenroot bill as I see them are very brief. I object to the 
bill because it is proposed to put the administration of the law 
under a board which is not in harmony with the theory of the 
proposed law. 


I object because the capital has been apportioned arbitrarily 
between 12 different districts. It is proposed under this bill, 
for instance, to put $5,000,000 in the land bank districts, where 
the demands of-agriculture have required approximately only 
half a million dollars. It is proposed to put ten times as 
much capital in some districts as is required, while in other 
districts, where there is a big demand, there will be an inade- 
quate supply provided. For instance, it is proposed to go out 
to the Omaha land bank district, where under the stress 
$50,000,000, approximately, was advanced, and say to them: 
“You can have the same amount made available for loans as is 
made available in some other district which does not need any 
money.” A little improvement was made yesterday by the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swan- 
son], whereby there is a possibility of increasing the capital 
of some of the banks, but not in proportion to the needs of the 
country. 8 

I have met this argument time and again, Well, we really 
do not need it.” I have heard that stated time and again by 
Senators here. There are 26 Senators on this floor represent- 
ing States that did not borrow one dollar from the War Finance 
Corporation for agricultural purposes. So there are States 
represented by 26 Senators that do not need it at all. The 
Senators from those States may say: “ We are not worrying 
about the matter at all, for we feel we have plenty of credit 
available.” This bill fails to recognize the fact that certain 
sections of the country have surplus capital. The purpose 
of any credit legislation is to make it more easy to transfer 
capital to those places where there is a greater demand for 
it. That is what the War Finance Corporation was estab- 
lished for, and that is one of the things they succeeded in 
accomplishing. 

I object to the bill because of the lack of mobility of the 
fund after it has been provided. I know it will be argued 
that this bank over here can lend money to the bank over 
there. It can, that is true; but it does not have to do so. 
Under the Federal reserve banking system that is one of the 
things that was made sure of, namely, that the mobility of 
funds should be taken care of by a central board. The Commis- 
sion on Agricultural Inquiry commended that plan very much 
when it referred to the Federal reserve banking system. If it 
was commendable in connection with credit afforded the busi- 
ness man, why is it not a commendable thing in the case of 
credit for the farmer? Whatever we do, it is not so important, 
perhaps, that there should be very large amounts provided, but 
it is more important that it be easily obtainable. Farm organi- 
zations have expressed themselves fully and frankly on this 
matter. They have said: “ Whatever you do, give us a central 
board, a board in sympathy with the plan, a board that will 
take hold of it and work it out in a satisfactory manner.” 
The Farmers’ Union stands for it, the Farm Bureau stands for 
it, and have asked for it time and again; but we are met with 
the suggestion : You do not know what you want; we will save 
a little money if you will just let us do it our way.” 

There have been a great many changes made in the bill. 
I am not questioning the motive of any Senator here, and I 
think the Senator from Wisconsin is entitled to great credit 
for having tackled this question and brought it up. There 
was first a special committee, consisting of Senators on 
both sides of the Chamber. They are committed to the 
bill. The appeal in the speech of the Senator from Wisconsin 
was to the effect that men over on the Democratic side helped 
draft the first bill. There is an appeal to both sides of the 
Chamber, but the main features of the bill which they brought 
out and which they recommended have been thrown into the 
waste basket—by themselves. 

The original proposition was for a million dollars capital at 
Omaha to fill a $50,000,000 demand. That was all that was 
in the bill in the first place, but it was along the right line. 
I have spoken to several Senators about this matter and they 
reply: “ You are right, Norseck, but I was a member of the 
committee ; I was tied up before I realized what was being done.” 

What I am pleading for, Senators, is not for my bill because 
it is my bill. We will put the name of the Senator from Wis- 
consin [Mr. Lenroor] at the head of the legislation; it belongs 
there. I am pleading with you merely for a practical plan; 
that is all, and I am willing to accept any reasonable amendment 
to the amendment I propose if it may be accepted as a sub- 
stitute for the pending bill. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I propose an amendment to 
the so-called Lenroot bill and ask that it may be stated by the 
Secretary. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the amend- 
ment. : 
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The READING CLERK. On page 2, it is proposed to strike out 
‘lines 2 to 5, inclusive, and insert: 


SECTION 1. igo i act may be cited as the “ Federal farm loan 
jand credit act.“ The administration of the act as set forth in Title 
*I shall be under the direction and control of the Federal Farm Loan 
Board hereinafter created, and the administration of the act under 
Title II shall be under the direction and control of the Federal Farm 
Credit Board hereinafter created. 

It is also proposed to insert, immediately following the words 
“Title II,” on page 2, the following: 

Src. 201. That there shall be established at the seat of government 
In the Department of the Treasury a bureau charged with the execu- 
‘tion of Title II of this act and of all acts amendatory thereof, to be 
known as the Federal Farm Credit Bureau, under the general super- 
vision of a Federal Farm Credit Board. 

Said Federal Farm Credit Board shall consist of five members, in- 
cluding the Secretary of the Treasury, who shall be a member and 
chairman ex officio, and four members to be appointed by the President 
of the United States, by and with the advice and consent of the 
‘Senate. Of the four members to be appointed by the President, not 
‘more than two shall be appointed from one po tical party, and all 
four of said members shall be citizens of the United States, and shall 
devote their entire time to the business of the Federal Farm Credit 
Boara x ä geet an ag eee e of $10,000, payable monthly, 
together with actual necessary traveling ex ses. 

Dre of the members to be appointed by the President shall be desig- 
nated by him to serve for two years, one for four years, one for 
and one for eight years, and thereafter each member so ap- 


i 


‚years, 
inted shall serve for a term of eight years, unless sooner removed 
or cause by the President. One of the members shall be designated 


by the President as the Federal credit commissioner, who shall be the 

active executive officer of said board, Bach member of the Federal 

Farm Credit Board 6 * a 7 after notice of his appoint- 
ent take and subse to the oath of office. 

methe first meeting of the Federal Farm Credit Board shall be held 

in Washington as soon as may be after the passage of this act, at 

a date and place to be fixed by the Secretary of the Treasury. 

No member of the ral Farm Credit Board shall, during his 
continuance in office, be an officer or director of any other insti- 
tution, association, or partnership engaged in banking or in the 
business of advancing loans or credits of any character. Before en- 
tering upon his duties as a member of the Federal Farm Credit Board 
each member shall certify under oath to the President that he is 
eligible under this section. 

he President shall have the power, by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, to fill any vacancy occuring in the membership 
of the Federal Farm Credit Board. If such vacancy shall be fille 
during the recess of the Senate, a commission shall be granted which 
shall expire at the end of the next session. 

The Federal Farm Credit Board shall be authorized and empowered 
to employ such attorneys, experts, assistants, clerks, laborers, and 
other employees as it may deem necessary to conduct the business of 
said board. All salaries and fees authorized in this section and not 
otherwise provided for shall be fixed in advance by said board and 
shall be paid in the same manner as the salaries of the Federal Farm 
Credit Board. All such attorneys, experts, assistants, clerks, laborers, 
and other employees shall be a ato without regard to the pro- 
visions of the act of January 16, 1883 (volume 22, United States 
Statutes at Large, page 403), the amendments thereto, or any rule 
or regulation made in pursuance thereof: Provided, That nothing herein 
shall pavone the President from placing said employees in the classi- 

service. 

Every Federal land bank shall semiannually submit to the Federal 
Farm Credit Board a schedule showing the salaries or rates of com- 
peasan paid to the officers and employees of its farm credits de- 
partment. 

The Federal Farm Credit Board shall annually make a full report 
of its operations to the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Kho shall cause the same to be printed for the information of the 

ongress. 

The Federal Farm Credit Board shall prescribe a form for the 
statement of conditions of farm credit departments in the Federal 
land banks under its supervision, which shall be filled out 88 
by each such farm credits department and transmitted to said boa 

It shall be the duty of the Federal Farm Credit Board to prepare 
from time to time bulletins setting forth the principal features of 
this act and through the Department of Agriculture or otherwise 
to distribute the same, particularly to the press, to bod rere jour- 
nals, and to farmers’ organizations; to prepare and distribute in the 
same manner circulars setting forth the principles and advantages of 
this credit system, and the protection attorded debtors under this 
act; iostructing farmers how to take the best advantage of the 
merits and advantages of debentures or bonds sold under this act; 
and to disseminate in Its discretion information for the further 
instruction of farmers regarding the methods and principles by the 
application of which, they can take the best advantage of this credit 
service. Said board is instructed to lay before the Congress at each 
3 recommendations for further appropriations to carry out 

0 8. 

That the Federal Farm Ioan Board and the Federal Farm Credit 
Board are hereby authorized to sit in joint session to solve problems 
that are of mutual necessity in carrying out provisions of both Title 
I and Title II of this act; and the 8 — 1 of the Treasury is 
hereby empowered to call such joint session of the Federal Farm Loan 
Board and the Federal Farm Credit Board at his discretion, or at 
the request of three members of said boards. 


Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Persident, under the limitation of de- 
bate now applicable it will be difficult to explain this amend- 
ment in great detail. Let me say, however, that the substance 
of the amendment is, in contradistinction to the provisions of 
the pending bill which it seeks to amend, to create in Wash- 
arse. a separate agency to administer the provisions of this 
ac 

The amendment proposed, instead of authorizing the adminis- 
tration of the act under the Farm Loan Board, creates a new 
board to be known as the farm credit board, with powers 
over intermediate credits analogous to those exercised by the 


Farm Loan Board over subject matter at present under the 
law within the jurisdiction of the Farm Loan Board. 

There are some reasons which justify or seem to make neces- 
sary this amendment, 

The Federal Farm Loan Board has been functioning since 
the passage of the farm loan act. Its duties under the present 
law are entirely distinct from the duties which will be imposed 
by the provisions of the pending bill. The Farm Loan Board 
now has important functions to perform that are not closely 
analogous to but in many respects are widely different from 
the acts to be performed by the Federal supervising agency 
under the provisions of the Lenroot bill. 

Since the agitation for intermediate rural credits began, the 
question has been repeatedly discussed as to what agency 
should administer such legislation if enacted. At first it was 
thought by some legislators and other students of the subject 
that the act should be administered by the Federal Reserve 
Board. That policy, however, has been abandoned as imprac- 
ticable, principally for the reasons that I am urging now in 
justification of the pending amendment. 

The Federal Farm Loan Board now has jurisdiction over 
long-time loans based upon lands as security. The object of 
the pending bill is to furnish a credit system occupying a posi- 
tion in a sense intermediate between commercial loans, which 
are for short periods, and land-bank loans, which are for long 
periods. The training and the experience of the Federal Farm 
Loan Board will make it difficult for that agency effectively to 
administer the intermediate credit system proposed to be cre- 
ated by the pending bill. 

As strongly supporting the conclusion which I now urge, I 
cite the testimony of Mr, Lobdell, of the Farm Loan Board, 
who stated before the Banking and Currency Committee of the 
Senate that In his opinion some other agency than the Federal 
Farm Loan Board should be designated to administer the pro- 
visions of the Lenroot-Anderson bill If it becomes law. 

His opinion, as I recall it, was to the effect that the powers 
and duties reposed in the Federal agency proposed to be 
created to supervise the execution of the act had best be vested 
in the Federal Reserve Board; but, as I have already stated, 
the advocacy of that policy has been abandoned by everyone, 
and the question now is whether the Senate of the United 
States will commit itself to the policy of adding to the present 
duties of the Federal Farm Loan Board tasks which are widely 
at variance with those which that board has been trained to 
perform. The board already has more duties than it can suc- 
cessfully execute. To impose upon the Farm Loan Board the 
obligation to administer this act-—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator’s time has expired. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I desire to inquire 
of the Senator in my own time whether, if the amendment he 
proposes is adopted, the local administration will still be in 
the Federal land banks? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; the local administration will be sub- 
stantially as provided by the Lenroot-Anderson bill under 
the terms that we are now considering, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then let me ask the Senator if 
his argument will not equally apply to the directors of Federal 
5 banks? Will not their training equally be along other 

9 a 

Mr. ROBINSON. The argument has, of course, considerable 
force; but it is true, Mr. President, that the Lenroot-Anderson 
bill contemplates the establishment of a division in each farm- 
loan bank, one to take care of farm-land loans and the other 
to take cure of farm-credit loans, and each division in the 
farm-land bank will have its separate agencies and adminis- 
trative officers, and each of these divisions will have agencies 
and officers who in time, at least, will become specially in- 
formed and trained for the performance of the duties imposed 
by the respective acts governing them, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then let me ask the Senator 
whether this is not the situation: The Federal land bank 
now has its subordinates trained in the business of making 
loans in accordance with the provisions of the Federal land 
law. It will be obliged, will it not, to have subordinates whose 
particular business and training will be in connection with 
these personal-credit loans? In other words, does not exactly 
the same argument apply? It is true that the directors of the 
bank will be obliged to have agents and assistants who have 
skill and experience in banking of this character; but why 
should not the Farm Loan Board have exactly the same kind 
of assistants? 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the purpose of this amend- 
ment is harmonious with other provisions of the Lenroot-Ander- 
son bill. Nobody claims that the agents and individuals who 
pass upon farm-land loans shall pass upon farm credit loans, 
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The object is to separate as widely as may be these two agen- 
cies, to intrust the credit board with the supervision of the 
execution of the provisions of the pending bill, to leave the 
powers and duties of the Federal Farm Loan Board as they 
now are provided for by law. Of course, it is not deemed ad- 
visable or desirable to create two separate boards of directors 
in the various land banks, nor is it deemed necessary; but for 
the purpose of making the act a success I maintain that it is 
advisable and desirable to place its supervision under a board 
especially organized for the purpose of enforcing this act, and 
that is the substance of my argument, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, it is perfectly ob- 
vious that the Federal farm credit board contemplated by this 
amendment must have under it assistants and a general force. 
The expense of maintaining the force of the organization will, 
of course, be in addition to the $40,000 salary to which the 
members of the board will be entitled under the provisions of 
the amendment, That probably should not be added to the ex- 
pense, because if the administration of the act is placed under 
the control of the Farm Loan Board the same expense, or a 
greater portion of that expense, will be incurred; but we would 
be paying $40,000 a year, under this amendment, for the oppor- 
tunity to have the administration of it in the hands of a board 
which is not biased or set in its views about these loans by 
reason of its experience in connection with farm-land loans. 

I must confess I do not really see any reason whatever for 
the creation of a new organization, at a cost of $40,000 a year, 
for the administration of this act, particularly as the loans are 
to be made in either case through the Federal land banks and 
through the directors of those Federal land banks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I make the same objection 
to this proposal as that noted by the Senator from Montana. It 
seems to me it would be confusing matters here to undertake 
to have two boards, namely, the Farm Loan Board, and now 
another board, the farm credits board, supervising the opera- 
tions of the same Federal land banks and their directors; not 
only that, but it would mean the incurring of additional ex- 
pense, which it seems to me is wholly unnecessary. This system 
ought to be administered either through the Federal Reserve 
Board or through the Farm Loan Board. We have concluded 
that it had better be administered through the Farm Loan 
Board. I think that is correct, because it is so related to agri- 
culture that it properly belongs there, and the Farm Loan Board 
has supervision and control over the Federal land banks, names 
a temporary organization, all the directors of those banks, and 
until some system of permanent organization has been agreed 
upon will name three of the directors of those banks, and I 
can not see but that you complicate and confuse matters, besides 
burdening the whole plan, with this enormous expense of an 
additional board. I think, therefore, that I can not support the 
amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I only wish to emphasize what 
the Senator from Montana and the’Senator from Florida have 
said. If this new bureau is organized, the only powers it can 
have will be with reference to restrictions and limitations pro- 
vided for in the bill. Whether these banks shall be successful 
or not depends upon the policy of the banks. That policy will 
be determined by the district directors, and those directors will 
be under the control, not of this new board, but of the old board, 
and all of their officers and all of the employees will be under 
their management and general control. 

I have gone into this; I have gone over the matter, and spent 
a good deal of time on it with representatives of the Farm 
Bureau, and while I appreciate what their motives are in this, 
yet they have not devised any plan, and the Senator’s amend- 
ment does not give to this board which it is proposed shall be 
created, with five members at $10,000 each, any real control 
over the credits department, or the policy that shall be pursued, 
but merely power to make the limitations and restrictions which 
are provided for in the act, and it does not seem to me that the 
expense would be warranted. It would lead to endless con- 
fusion in the administration of the act. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I have been very much inter- 
ested in legislation for the relief of farmers in connection with 
rural credits, and from the inception of the legislation there 
was a desire on the part of the farming section that there 
should be an entirely separate department created, as separate 
as the Federal reserve system and as separate as the farm loan 
banks, to administer the system when created. 

I can see some reason why they would desire to have a sep- 
arate department administering this law. It is a new kind of 
credits into which we are venturing, intermediate credits, as 
was well said by the Senator from Arkansas, credits midway 


between the short-time and long-time credits. It does seem to 
me that the Senator from Arkansas has in a very able way 
gotten rid of the objection that was urged on account of merg- 
ing this with the Farm Loan Board. If the Farm Loan Board 
administers this law they will have subordinates, costing about 
as much as is provided to be spent for a board. This depart- 
ment will fix policies and make suggestions, and the suggestions 
of the central board are usually followed. The Federal reserve 
system has a board here which has only suggestive authority; 
yet everybody knows how potential it is. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President—— 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Virginia 
yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. SWANSON. I have but five minutes. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I would like to ask the Senator 
just this question, if he will permit it. Suppose the directors of 
the local bank pursue a policy that is unsatisfactory to this 
rural-credits board. What could they do to coerce the local 
directors into observing a policy which they do not want to 
follow? 

Mr. SWANSON. It is precisely the same with the Federal 
reserve system. You can not coerce member banks, or regional 
reserve banks, but I have not yet known of a suggestion from 
the central board of the Federal reserve system which has not 
been followed. It does seem to me that the people of these 12 
banks would rather deal with the head of a board than to deal 
with subordinates in Washington, and report any action to be 
taken by the Farm Loan Board. If this bill prevails, the effect 
will be that when these banks want to get some suggestion from 
Washington they will go to the subordinates of a bureau, and 
that subordinate will take it to the Farm Loan Board. This 
amendment of the Senator from Arkansas would make it pos- 
sible for them to deal directly with an independent board, and 
it does seem to me it would not cost any more money, but it 
would be more efficient, and it would be administered, as far as 
the central board is concerned, by people who are favorable to 
the system. I can see no objection to it, and I can see a good 
deal of advantage that would accrue from having this amend- 
ment, which has been very skillfully drawn by the Senator from 
Arkansas, added to the bill. 

The system would, under the amendment, cost nothing ex- 
cept for the bureau created in Washington, and this bureau 
will not be a bureau of subordinates but a bureau under 
four men, costing no more; but the local banks would then 
deal directly, as far as the system is then concerned, with 
the people who are in charge and in control, and not deal 
indirectly, through the bureau, with somebody else who is in 
control. As was well said by the Senator from Montana, 
I do not think that the $40,000 could be properly charged up. 
They would hire four men, probably, as subordinates, to do 
the work that would be done by the chiefs of the bureau. I 
think this amendment would get rid of a great deal of objec- 
tion this bill occasioned, because it is not administered by 
an independent body in accord with the purposes sought to 
be accomplished. 

I understand, further, that the Farm Loan Board is not 
desirous of having this work. I think they appeared before 
the committees and implied as much. 

Mr. LENROOT. They wanted the Federal Reserve Board 
to have it, 5 

Mr. SWANSON: Because they thought the paper was nearer 
Federal reserve paper than land paper. The Federal Reserve 
Board do not want to administer the law. I do not know 
whether they expressed themselves or not, but the paper pro- 
vided for it is not in accord with their paper. We are creating 
intermediate paper and, as the Senator from Arkansas very 
forcefully and strikingly said, all that is asked is that a board 
be created with a knowledge of that kind of paper to admin- 
ister the law, and administer it successfully. I believe if we 
have this independent board, in sympathy with the law and in 
accord with it, devoting their time to it, this measure will . 
bring great relief to the rural sections of the country. I be- 
lieve this is a material amendment and ought to be adopted. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, under the Federal reserve 
system special privileges were given to the farmer's paper 
when it came to rediscount; the national banking act was 
amended so as to permit the making of loans on real estate, 
and in those two respects greater advantages were given to 
the farmer than he had had theretofore. But those of us who 
had studied this problem felt that these privisions did not 
go far enough, so we established the Federal farm land banks 
for long-time credit, and I think those of us who favored that 
legislation have been more than gratified at the very great 
degree of success it has met with. 
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Again, we felt, at the time we had up for consideration the 
farm loan act, there was a necessity for further relief along 
the line of rural personal credits. Now we present a scheme 
in the form of the Lenroot bill. A few of its provisions I 
am not in accord with, but I think we have gone a long way 
forward, and I believe it will afford genuine relief. But does 
it not seem a little bit strange to Senators to contend that 
one board can not administer satisfactorily the financial needs 
of the farmer? Why should we say to him, “If you want to 
avail yourself of the form of credits which are provided for 
under the Federal reserve system, you shall have your securi- 
ties administered by the Federal reserve system. If you want 
a long time loan on your real estate, you shall have your 
financial affairs administered by the Farm Loan Board. 
If you want longer personal credits, you shall have your 
affairs in that behalf administered by another system pro- 
vided for in the amendment offered by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arkansas.” In other words, if we 
adopt this amendment, we are going to say to the farmer, 
“You must have your affairs financed by three different sys- 
tems, or three different boards,” For my part, I see no neces- 
sity for it. i 

I recognize the fact that when Judge Lobdell appeared before 
our committee he suggested that the supervision of the rural 
personal credits would more properly address itself to the 
Federal Reserve Board than to the Farm Loan Board, but 
this whole scheme of personal credits and farm credits ad- 
dresses itself to a board that is to administer the finances of 
the farmer, and it seems to me that if we were to adopt this 
amendment, it would render “ confusion worse confounded.” It 
would add nothing, in my judgment, to the relief of the farmer, 
and it would embarrass him very much. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the entire financial and 
banking history of the world, if it has proven anything at all, 
has proven this, that a commercial banking system is one 
thing, and a land banking system is another, and that you can 
not work the two together as one. From the “Mississippi 
Bubble“ down to now, there have been constant efforts to con- 
vert a commercial banking system, founded upon quick and 
live assets, into a convenient source of credit for people who 
want long credit, with slow assets, and whenever it has been 
attempted, it has been followed by the destruction of the 
system to which it was applied. You can start a system of 
rural or agricultural credits with slow assets and long credits, 
founded a good deal upon the same principles as a land mort- 
gage scheme, and it can be perfectly sound and will be per- 
fectly successful, but if you attempt to engraft that sort of a 
system upon an ordinary commercial bank, which at any 
moment may be required to call for every dollar that it has 
that is available in cash, you will condemn any commercial 
system upon whieh you engraft that sort of thing. 

That goes back not only to the Mississippi Bubble scheme, to 
Law's scheme, but it goes back to the union planter's bank 
scheme in my own State of Mississippi which led to what was 
called the Mississippi repudiation, although it was not repudia- 
tion. “ 

The two things must be kept distinct. One answers a cer- 
tain purpose and the other another purpose. As the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. POMERENE] said a moment ago, it will not do 
to say merely that the farmer wants all three. When the 
farmer wants one he must go to one source. When he wants 
another, based upon an entirely different principle, he must 
go to another source. "When he wants the third, based upon 
yet another principle, he must go to a different source. It is 
not a question of the occupation of the man. It is a question 
of the collateral to be deposited and the question of thé quick- 
ness or the slowness of the assets that can be converted into 
cash. 

There is nothing more clear to any mind that has ever 
studied the financial history of the world than the fact that we 
can not engraft a land system upon a commercial banking 
system. We could have a land-banking system which would 
be perfectly safe, founded upon different principles or different 
security, with different foundations, but not at all identical 
with the other and not workable with it, and that we have 
attempted to supply in the farm-loan banks of the United 
States. We can carry that system still further if we will. 

But, Mr. President, the most remarkable achievement of the 
lust 10 years has been the foundation of the Federal bank sys- 
tem. There are only two things that threaten it. One is to 
convert its live assets into slow assets, prevent it from being 
a commercial banking system, and the other is to have Congress 
intervene every now and then to instruct the directors as to 
their rate of interest and as to what and how much and when 
they shall lend. Now, if we want to convert the Federal 


reserve banking system into a board of directors to be directed 
from day to day by the Congress of the United States, with 
little half-baked financial intellects here and there who want 
to be able to tell them just what they ought to do and when 
they ought to do it and whether they ought to do it, then we 
might just as well damn the system now and put it out of 
business. A banking system directed by the Senate and by 
the House, or by either body, as a board of practical directors, 
is doomed and damned already. We can not make anything 
more out of it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from 
Mississippi has expired. 2 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I do not want to let one 
point go by without calling attention to it. I listened with 
great interest to the argument of the distinguished Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. Pomerene]. He worked hard upon the com- 
mittee and has been yery helpful in bringing the legislation 
into better shape, but I can not agree with one point he made. 
He said it might lead to confusion if we asked the farmer to 
go one place for personal credit and to another board for land 
credit. Mr. President, the bill does not propose to lend any 
money to the farmer. He does not connect with this proposed 
plan. This is a plan to lend money to the bank, and the bank 
may lend it to the farmer. Therefore, there is no chance of 
confussion on account of separate boards. 

I want to support the suggestion of the Senator from Arkan- 
sas that there should be a separate board, a board that has not 
the same viewpoint in this matter as the Senator from Wis- 
consin, a board which believes there is a real demand for a little 
longer time credit—from nine months to three years—a board 
which will carry that idea uppermost in their minds. I think it 
is very important, and that is one objection to putting it with 
the present Farm Loan Board. Commissioner Lobdell is a man 
for whom I-have the highest respect. He is a man of great 
ability and wide experience, absolute frankness and honesty, 
but he has the same viewpoint that is held by so many com- 
mercial bankers, and that is the viewpoint to which the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin objects. Judge Lobdell stated that if it 
was put under their control, they would not under any circum- 
stances make a single loan of more than nine months. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, the Senator is mistaken. He said he 
would not make a single chattel loan for more than nine 
months. 

Mr. NORBECK. Chattel loans are all we are dealing with. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no. 

Mr. NORBECK. There are no real estate loans in the 
matter. 

Mr. LENROOT. But to lend on chattel security is very 
different. 

Mr. NORBECK. The Senator from Wisconsin will bear me 
out that practically every farmer’s note has chattel security 
behind it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, no. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr., President, it is admitted that it is 
necessary to use the 12 Federal farm-loan banks as a means 
of making the loans, and the only question really involved in 
the amendment now before the Senate is whether the Federal 
farm-loan banks shall have two separate bureaus here in 
Washington to supervise them and direct them and control 
them, or only one bureau. It seems to me, inasmuch as we 
have to use the existing banks through which the loans are to 
be made, that it is much to the advantage of all to have only 
one authority in Washington to lay down the rules and regula- 
tions under which they are to operate. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I will yield briefly. 

Mr. NORBECK. I merely wish to say that I do not think it 
is confusing if we have to do it through the farm-loan bank. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. So far as the amendment to the bill is 
concerned, it is. I knew the Senator had another bill. 

It seems to me the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas simply means the creation of a new lot of supervisory 
machinery here in Washington. The real work has to be done 
by the farm-loan banks, That is admitted under the bill and 
under the amendment. The bill as presented by the committee 
to the Senate provides that the Federal land banks shall 
create a new department to carry on a new business. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Wrrr1ams] makes the 
argument that we can not unite two classes of business in the 
same bank. They are going to be united whether the amend- 
ment is adopted or whether the original bill is adopted. Nor 
is it an unusual thing. There are to-day hundreds of national 
banks in the United States doing a commercial business and 
also lending on real estate. Not only that but there are hun- 
dreds of national banks that have established, in addition to 
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their ordinary commercial business, savings departments where 
their assets are not mobile. They are doing two elasses of 
business under the same management. So I think that neither 
of the objections can apply to the original bill. 

To my mind none of the criticisms and none of the argu- 
ments made in favor of the dual supervision here in Washing- 
ton can stand the test of examination. The 12 Federal land 
banks scattered throughout the country, which must be used in 
this proceeding, are as a rule under the control of boards of 
directors composed of men who have had banking experience. 
Not only that but the necessities of the farm loans involve the 
investigation to some extent of the personal credit of the 
farmers who make the loans. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I yield. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator realizes that the Lenroot- 
Anderson bill on the subject gives an entirely separate and dis- 
tinct proposition from the Federal land banks, and it is only 
under the preposal of the Lenroot-Anderson bill when the mat- 
ters reach Washington that they are merged into the Farm 
Loan Board. It is a mere incident that the Federal land bank 
is utilized to administer the act locally. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I ean not yield further. 
The directors of the Federal land banks at the present time 
are selected by the Federal Farm Loan Board in Washington, 
and as long as they are selected by that board they are going to 
follow the instructions of the board. We know from experi- 
ence that it is quite within the possibilities that there may be 
a dispute arise between the Federal Farm Loan Board, already 
organized to conduct the banks, and the proposed new board 
which the Senator from Arkansas desires to organize. What 
if such a dispute should arise? It would not only be an un- 
seemly dispute but it is inevitable that the authority which 
would be recognized by the directors of the Federal land banks 
would be the authority to which they owed their appointment. 

So I think it would be very inadvisable, in my opinion, to 
attempt to create two authorities here in Washington to direct 
the affairs of the 12 Federal land banks which are operating 
successfully and, for the most part, are in the hands of able men, 
and in the hands of men closely associated with agricultural 
credits at the present time. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I am moved to suggest to 
the Senator from Nebraska that it is not at all uncommon to 
have divided authority. Under the Federal reserve system we 
have it, and in a certain measure under the Federal farm loan 
system we have it. If that be the only objection to the amend- 
ment, I think it has really no substantial reason to support it. 
There is no more relation between the personal credit which we 
seek to establish under the pending legislation and the Federal 
land bank than there is between the Federal reserve system 
and the Federal land banks. There is no kindred idea that 
underlies the two. ; 

I want to remind the Senator from Nebraska that it is the 
belief of the farmers, who have sought long and constantly to 
have some kind of personal credit law enacted for their benefit, 
that it needs separate and distinct administration. They be- 
lieve, and the testimony that was taken warrants the belief, I 
think, that the Federal land bank system is not friendly to 
this system. If it is adopted with their control, it is going to 
have to make good, if it does at all, in spite of an unsympathetic 
administration because they do not believe in the system. 

The divided authority does not support the Senator’s position. 
There is not any more divided authority there than there is 
between the Federal Reserve Board and the Comptroller of the 
Currency, not a bit. There is no more divided authority there 
than there is between the present administration of the Federal 
land bank system with its regional boards and its central 
board, and therefore I do not think that the Senator, if he 
stops to study it a moment, would find that that was any real 
objection to the proposed system. If Congress believes that the 
farmers ought to have redress, then they ought to give the 
farmer that kind of redress that he thinks he needs, unless 
they find that the farmer either is not entitled under the law 
to that redress or that he is too ignorant to know what he 
wants. 

If we concede that he knows what he wants and that what 
he wants is not wrong, then we ought to give him what he 
wants and not give him something that he says he can not ad- 
minister and which will not be administered sympathetically. 

I hope Senators will bear in mind that this is a tremendous 
experiment; it is a big thing. There are billions of dollars of 
credit that must be administered. The Federal Farm Loan 
Board has now all that it should be required to administer. I 
am sure, without criticizing the board—for I think it is com- 
posed of good men—that they have not always been sympa- 


thetie, even in administering the present system; but they start 
out with the declaration that they do not sympathize with this 
and do not intend to follow the spirit of it. The Senator from 
South Dakota has called attention to the fact that Mr. Lobdell 
Stated that if he were required to administer this system no 
chattel loan would be made for more than nine months. I 
know and every man who knows anything about the system 
under which the farmer must use credit knows that if credits 
are to be really helpful, to deny the farmer a longer credit is 
just as effective as to deny him any credit at all. Therefore, if 
we really believe that the farmers are entitled to relief, if we 
believe that they are honest when they ask for it, and if we 
believe that they have intelligence enough to know what they 
want, I ean not understand the spirit which would make Sena- 
tors want to give them something which they say they can not 
successfully operate and whieh they can not successfully use. 
Let us either give them what they think they can use or else 
postpone any legislation at all. 

I sincerely hope that merely the pride of opinion will not 
induce Senators to deny to this very large class and, all admit, 
a very hard-pressed class of our citizens that kind of redress 
to which they think they are entitled and which they believe 
they want and can administer. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, there is very little that 
is new under the sun, and I think the questions involved here, 
although they may be new in our country, are not new in the 
world. Our Federal reserve system was adopted from a system. 
of finance that had existed in Europe for more than a half 
century before we adopted it. The plan of a Federal land bank 
was found in Europe before we adopted it here. At the same 
time under their system they had a plan of extending personal 
credits to the farmer, secured, in whole or in part, by chattel 
mortgages. I can not pronounce the names of the systems 
which have been established in Europe, but with their experi- 
ence they guided the ships of finance in different channels 
They maintained one course for loans which were based on 
land and another course and another organization for loans 
which were based on chattels and personal obligations. 

I am anxious that this system of credit, which is not new in 
the world, shall be established in this country. It is a system 
which was worked out successfully in the old conservative bank- 
ing circles of Europe long before we ever entered the field. 
There is nothing radical in the proposition. It has been proven 
in the past that it is along the lines of sound business finance. 

As to whether or not the system here shall be administered 
soundly or administered radically and unwisely is another ques- 
tion which is not now before the Senate. The President of the 
United States will be charged with the responsibility of ap- 
pointing men who must administer this preposed law; but to 
say that the law and the system are wrong we must deny the 
record of the past; we must deny what we find in the financial 
system of Europe. With all their experience they found that 
it was better and wiser to work out these two loan systems in 
two different columns. I think the safer course is to follow the 
track of experience and to accept what the experience of man- 
kind has already proven to be a safe and sound way to adminis- 
ter these difficult questions of finance. For that reason I shall 
support the amendment, 

SEVERAL Senators. Vote! 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. ROBINSON]. 

Mr. ROBINSON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secretary 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). Announcing my 
pair with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Simmons} as 
on the previous vote, and being unable to obtain a transfer of 
that pair, I withhold my vote. If permitted to vote, I should 
vote “nay.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as to my pair and its transfer as on the previous 
vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I transfer 
my pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr] 
to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry] and vote 
“nay.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). I have a pair 
with the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN]. As I 
am not able to obtain a transfer of that pair, I withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WirraMms] 
which I transfer to the senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Sstoor] 
and vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded, 
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I note 
that my pair, the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. Jones] has 
not voted. I transfer my pair with that Senator to the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. McCormick] and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. HALE. I transfer my pair with the Senator from Ten- 
nessee [Mr. SHIELDS] to the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
DInLINGHAM] and vote “nay.” 


Mr. FERNALD (after having voted in the negative). 


Mr. ERNST. I transfer my general pair with the senior Sen- 
ator from Kentucky [Mr. SraxLEx] to the junior Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. Harretp] and vote nay.” 

Mr. CURTIS. I desire to announce the following pairs: 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epee] with the Senator 
from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]; and z 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] with the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison]. 

The result was announced—yeas 21, nays 53, as follows: 


YEAS—21. 

Ashurst rge Myers Swanson 
rookhart lass Norbeck Underwood 
roussard larris ittman Walsh, Mass. 
‘araway ont poumon 

uzens n eppar 
Culberson McKellar Smith 
NAYS—53. 

Ball Hale Moses Spencer 

Bayard Hitchcock Nelson Stanfield 

Brandegee Johnson ew Sterlin 

Bursum Jones, Wash, Nicholson Sutherland 

Calder Kendrick Norris Townsend 

Cameron Keyes Oddie Trammell 

Capper Ladd "age Wadsworth 

Curtis La Follette Pepper Walsh, Mont. 

Ernst Lenroot Phi Watson 

Fernald Longs Poindexter Weller 

Fletcher McCumber Pomerene Willis 

France McKinley Ransdell 

Frelinghuysen McLean Reed, Pa 

Gooding MeNary Shortridge 

NOT VOTING—22. 

Borah Elkins McCormick Smoot 
‘olt Gerry erman Stanley 

mmins Harreld en Warren 

Dial Harrison „Mo. Willlams 

Dillingham Jones, N. Mex. Shields 

Edge ellogg Simmons 


So Mr. Rorrnson’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr, President, I offer the amendment which 
I send to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. At the end of line 8, on page 4, it is 
proposed to insert the following: 

On the majority vote of the members of the Federal Farm Loan 
Board any Federal land bank shall be required to rediscount the dis- 
counted pener of any other Federal iand bank at rates of Interest to 
be fixed by the Federal Farm Loan Board, and may be required to sell 
debentures for that purpose, 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, one objection made by my 
colleague [Mr. Norseck] to the pending bill, the Lenroot bill, 
was that the discounting or rediscounting by other Federal land 
banks of the notes of one Federal farm land bank was simply 
permissive, and not required, under the terms of the bill. I 
appreciate that objection made by my colleague to the pending 
bill, and I think the bill can easily be amended; and I believe 
that the Senator from Wisconsin would be willing to accept an 
amendment framed after a provision in the Federal reserve 
bank act. I call attention to that provision, found in section 
11 under subhead (b), which provides: 

To permit or, on the affirmative vote of at least five members of the 
Reserve Board, to require Federal reserve banks to rediscount the dis- 
counted paper of other Federal reserve banks at rates of interest to be 
fixed by the Federal Reserve Board. 

If the Federal Reserve Board can require or should be au- 
thorized to require the rediscount of discounted notes of the 
different Federal reserve banks, why should not any farm-land 
bank be required to rediscount the discounted notes of any other 
farm-land bank, the same as in the Federal reserve system? 

The amendment is submitted with this in view and with this, 
I think, as a precedent for it. 

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, there is this great differ- 
ence between the law which compels a Federal reserve bank to 
discount the paper of another Federal reserye bank and the 
amendment which the Senator has offered: In the law which 
requires one Federal reserve bank to discount for another it is 
not required to borrow money for the purpose of doing it, and 
it is assumed that the Federal Reserve Board will require the 
Federal reserye bank to discount the paper of another bank 
only when it has surplus funds; but the Senator’s amendment 
goes so far as to require one farm-loan bank possibly to dis- 
count the paper of another farm-loan bank even though if has 
to borrow money in order to do it. That is manifestly im- 
possible. 


Mr. STERLING. It may sell debentures in order that it may 
raise the money for the purpose of rediscounting these dis- 
counted notes. Why should it not have that power and why 
should not that be the requirement, Mr. President? 

Mr, GLASS. Mr. President, why should a bank be required 
to go in debt itself in order to relieve the necessities of an- 
other bank? That is an entirely different proposition from the 
Federal reserve process. 

Mr. STERLING, The objection made by my colleague is 
that very little benefit will be conferred upon certain sections 
of the country under the system as it is provided in this bill; 
that there should be that elasticity in the system which would 
be covered and provided for by an amendment like this, 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, aside from the fact that I do 
not think that it is at all practicable as proposed by the Senator, 
I will say that that feature of the system has already been 
taken care of by an amendment offered here yesterday by my 
colleague [Mr. Swanson], which proposed to mobilize the con- 
tingent total sum of $60,000,000 with permission to the adminis- 
trative board to loan as much as $10,000,000 of this additional 
amount to any one of these banks which really might need it. 
In other words, that amendment was intended to provide au- 
thority to the administrative board, not to subscribe necessarily 
$5,000,000 additional to all of the 12 banks but to mobilize the 
entire additional capital of $60,000,000, with permission to the 
board to make the loans where they are needed, so that one of 
these banks might have a capital of $15,000,000, instead of but 
$5,000,000. That, I take it, was taken care of by that amend- 
ment; and that amendment is workable, and I do not think this 
one is. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I was not aware of the 
amendment now mentioned by the Senator from Virginia. It 
may be, and yet I can not help but think that this is work- 
able and that it is but a reasonable requirement under the cir- 
cumstances. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator from 
South Dakota has expired. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will strike 
out the last clause of that amendment, because upon reflection 
it might take from one land bank the resources that it needs 
in the future to take care of its own customers; but wherever 
they do have available funds on hand that are not being utilized, 
I do not know of any reason why they should not be used to 
rediscount. 

Mr. GLASS, I know, but they should not be required. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, acting on the suggestion of 
the Senator from Wisconsin, I strike out the words “and may 
be required to sell debentures for that purpose.” 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I should like to offer an 
amendment to the amendment, if I can get the language of it. 
I want to fix the rate of interest there. I do not know whether 
this amendment refers to the rate of interest or not. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

On the majority vote of the members o 
Board, any Federal land bank shall be r 
counted paper of any other Federal land 
be fixed by the Federal Farm Loan Board. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I move to amend by adding“ not exceed- 
ing 6 per cent per annum.” I think it is important to determine 
the rate of interest here, because there is no provision other- 
wise to limit it, and it ought to be limited. 

I discussed that matter yesterday, and I shall not take up 
the time now to refer to it. These are debentures which are 
made tax free. The system is based upon capital furnished by 
the Government. The operation is in the control of Government 
officials, and there ought to be a limitation on the rate of interest 
which these obligations shall bear, and for which they may be 
rediscounted. 

I am going to follow that with an amendment, on page 5, 
after line 12, to fix that rate at not exceeding 54 per cent per 
annum. In other words, the debentures ought to be limited as 
to rate of interest to 51 per cent or 5 per cent, I am not par- 
ticular which, but one or the other—I am willing to make it 
54 per cent—and this discount should be limited to 6 per cent, 

I offer that amendment, 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am afraid there has been con- 
fusion in the minds of some Senators as to the similarity be- 
tween a Federal reserve bank and one of these land banks in 
the method of obtaining their capital. I think it is very 


the Federal Farm Loan 
aired to rediscount the dis- 
ank at rates of interest to 


dangerous to require one of the farm-credit banks to discount 
the paper of the others when its resources are based entirely 
upon local affairs, for we might in that way make it possible 
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for one of these banks to absorb all of the resources of a given 
regional land bank, to the detriment of the people whom it is 
supposed to serve. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson] introduced yes- 
terday an amendment to make the measure flexible to meet 
local conditions. In that amendment he provided that the 
$60,000,000 of capital that would be allowed in addition to the 
primary $60,000,000 might be apportioned according to the 
needs of different localities up to an amount of $15,000,000, 

That would enable them to issue debentures on that increased 
capital, plus the business done, and accommodate the local 
needs of the community. It is not on all fours with the princi- 
ple involved in the Federal regional banks at all, and my opin- 
ion is that it would be very dangerous and subversive of the 
very object that we have, beeause in this we do not look for 
any degree of profit to accrue either from the local banks or 
from the cooperative societies that might utilize this money. 
We are setting up here an instrumentality to meet the short- 
time credits, so called, that are necessary for the farmers within 
a given community and attaching and accommodating it to the 
principle involved in the land-bank system, one for a 30-year 
period and one for not exceeding a 3-year period. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, is not the principle under- 
lying each essentially the same? 

Mr. SMITH. No. 

Mr. STERLING. Do they not differ simply in scope, as it 
were? 

Mr. SMITH. No. The very principle that is involved in our 
regional banks is to be the clearing houses for the great com- 
merce of the country. This plan is designed to provide a sys- 
tem of credit, under certain conditions, for agriculture. I 
maintain that when agricultural interests have gotten their 
assets in liquid form the Federal reserve system can serve them 
as well as or better than any other system. There is an at- 
tempt here to take care of a certain character of paper that 
does not fall readily within the category of what is known as 
commercial paper. It is because of the radical difference of the 
two that we are forced to try to set up this system, and we 
have localized it and made the volume of business dependent 
upon the local assets that may be gotten; and therefore if we 
force one to rediscount the paper of another, it may result in 
its absorbing all the resources of the other. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It seems to me—and I want to ask the 
Senator the question—that this would assist the very purpose 
underlying the amendment offered by the Senator from Vir- 
ginia [Mr. Swanson] to enable the community whose need was 
most to draw upon the community whose need was less. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If a bank located in one section of the 
country has a large amount of money with a small demand, and 
another bank in another section, having large demands made 
upon it, has small resources, under this proposed amendment it 
could call upon the other bank. 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; but the danger there is this: If we had 
the same flexibility and the same daily shifting of the great 
volume of credit under one unified system that we have in the 
Federal reserve system we could draw credit where there is a 
plethora and carry it to where there is a scareity; but this pro- 
vides a uniform basic credit, and this provides that with the 
remaining permissible $60,000,000 a community may enlarge 
its capital stock, and upon that issue for local use certain 
debentures and obligations which would meet the requirements, 
whereas human nature being human nature, which I have not 
time to go into, and this law restricting the local resources as 
it does, an occasion might arise where a community which needs 
credit less will absorb the community which needs it more, 
and I think as the law now stands it is infinitely better than 
the one proposed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of the Senator has ex- 
pired. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I would like to suggest to the 
Senator from South Dakota an amendment so as to make his 
amendment read: 


Shall be required to rediscount out of any unemployed funds on hand, 


Here is merely money that is idle, we will say, which may 
be used, and it may be used, but if there is a demand for it in 
the district, I quite agree with the Senator from South Dakota 
that it ought not to be taken away. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator is speaking in his own time, and 
I will ask him if I may propound an inquiry to him. 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 


Mr. SMITH. Of course, we have to avoid legislating for ex- 
ceptions. 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

Mr. SMITH. We must have a general rule, and I think the 
general rule involved here is that you are trying to accommo- 
date the local situation. It is a dangerous thing to set a prece- 
dent by making it general. The exception may be one that ap- 
peals to us all, but what about the general policy that you intend 
to inaugurate as applying that principle? 

Mr. LENROOT. I am frank to say that I think of but one 
land bank in the United States where there will not be a call 
for these loans. Perhaps the Senator from South Dakota can 
indicate some land bank in the United States where there is no 
necessity for this amount and which will not use the $5,000,000. 

Mr. SMITH. Exactly. It is a dangerous precedent. 

Mr. LENROOT. Can the Senator from South Dakota indi- 
cate what banks he thinks will not employ this $5,000,000? 

Mr. SMITH. That is the danger. That is the very principle 
I am trying to enunciate. 

Mr. LENROOT. At the same time, I am perfectly willing to 
provide that if they do not use the funds they may be used for 
rediscount purposes. 

Mr. SMITH. The Senator from Wisconsin sees at a glance 
the danger of opening that door to all sorts of complaints, be- 
cause it may be temporary. The Senator from Wisconsin must 
admit that the amount of surplus one of these banks may hold 
may be temporary, and then if they exchange their ready cash 
for obligations of another bank, there would arise a sudden 
call for this money and it would be exhausted. I think the 
plan we have in force now possibly is better than trying to 
tuke care of exceptions which we imagine may arise. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, if we are to have the Len- 
root bill, I should like to see the amendment of my colleague 
accepted. It would be helpful in a small way. 

I have contended from the beginning that there was lack of 
mobility. We have met with the argument that here is $60,- 
000,000 of capital which you can debenture 10 to 1, which 
means that $600,000,000 will be available. That seems large, 
in one way, but very small when you keep in mind that the 
total banking capital and funds of the United States are about 
$50,000,000,000, or nearly a hundred times that much. But the 
point I have been contending for all the time is that we are not 
dealing at all with any such possibility as that these deben- 
tures could not and would not be sold. Who would expect a 
bank in one district, where there is no particular demand for 
money, to go and borrow for the help of another one? You 
would hardly expect that. 

In answer to the question as to whether there are land-bank 
districts which do not need money, I will state that I think the 
experience of the last two years is a full answer to that, when 
in State after State and State after State they have told 
the War Finance Corporation, “ We do not need a dollar—we 
do not need a dollar“; when the Senators from those States 
say they have only one peculiar problem, and that is to get 
their money out earning, that they are loaning in other States. 
At the same time we propose te go into the United States 
Treasury and take $5,000,000 and put it into each district. You 
might as well start a Federal reserve bank over in the western 
sand hills of Nebraska. The demand would correspond. 

The amendment of the Senator from Virginia was right as 
far as it went. It proposed to equalize things by making it 
possible for one land bank to have three times as much funds 
as another one. Is that the ratio of equalization we need, 
when you have the land bank up in Springfield, Mass., with 
$5,000,000, and the whole demand of the district was a little 
over a half million right at the peak, not a single loan asked 
for by Maine, New Hampshire, Connecticut, Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island? Come down to the southern district, if you 
like, and take the States of New Jersey, Delaware, Pennsyl- 
vania, Maryland, and there is not a dollar asked, and yet it 
is said they need $5,000,000 to be put in there. Out in the 
great West, the borrowing country, as I said, the Omaha land- 
bank district got $50,000,000, and you say they need 15. The 
ratio asked is 100 to 1, and the ratio of capital you pro- 
vide is 3 to 1, and you tie a string on it and do not say they 
can have 15, but say it is possible, if everybody agrees, it may 
be brought up to 15. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
FLETCHER] to the amendment offered by the Senator from 
South Dakota. 

The amendment to the amendment was rejected. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, in the pending bill the Federal 
reserve act is amended, in the second paragraph of section 13, 
which deals with actual transactions or notes, drafts, and bills 
of exchange issued or drawn for agricultural purposes, or 
based upon live-stock and commercial transactions, and the 
time is extended in that part of paragraph 2 to nine months. 
We are here setting up a system in conjunction with the Fed- 
eral land banks, which has a period of 30 years, ostensibly a 
system to meet the peculiar needs of agriculture in the ordinary 
turnover of the business. 

Eyery Senator on this floor knows that it takes 12 months to 
produce a commercial asset by the process of farming. Every- 
one has been convinced, even the proponents and drafters of 
this bill, that six months is inadequate to meet the needs of 
agriculture, and that time has been extended to nine months. 
Everybody knows that nine months is three months short of 
the requirements of agriculture, as six months is short. If it 
takes a pole 12 feet long to reach the fruit, 9 feet is as inade- 
quate as 6 feet. A great many have discussed this afternoon 
the fact that you can not mix the commercial and agricultural 
features of banking. Under our Federal reserve system you 
can not. When we make the commodity produced the basis of 
the issuance of Federal reserve notes, then every dollar of 
farm produce becomes the basis of the issuance of circulation, 
and if it takes 12 months to produce it and 12 months to dis- 
pose of it, why not accommodate the farmers with 12 months’ 
credit? It takes the manufacturer 30 days to buy the raw ma- 
terial, convert it into the finished goods, and meet the bills of 
exchange, and they have 30 days. They can have Federal 
reserve notes issued on 30-day, 60-day, and 90-day paper. The 
agricultural interests of this country produce the basis of the 
wealth upon which is to be issued circulation, liquid capital; 
and yet the farmer is denied the use of his products. Every 
Senator here knows that when the farmer has produced his 
crop and it is gathered and put into commercial form it has 
taken 12 months to produce it, and takes 12 months to dispose 
of it. Somebody holds it, somebody gets the capital upon which 
it is to be distributed through the 12 months. 

I propose to amend, on the page indicated by my amendment, 
so as to change 9 months to 12 months, just giving 90 days 
additional, which will meet the requirements of agriculture so 
far as its yearly business is concerned. It is just as embar- 
rassing to have your note renewed three months before you 
have the assets in the proper shape as to have to renew it in 
six months, and why do we come here and amend inadequately 
an inadequate provision? The amended inadequacy is as in- 
adequate as the original inadequacy. 

Therefore, if we are going to provide a law to meet the neces- 
sities of agriculture, and have it now set up, why mock the 
farmer with 9 months, when every farm organization and every 
man who has had experience knows that 12 months is abso- 
lutely essential? It does not jeopardize anybody’s capital. The 
farmer can get capital based on the product he produces. It 
takes him 12 months to produce it. Why not give him 12 
months’ credit in the form of Federal reserve notes upon it? It 
takes him 12 months to produce, and why not take the basis of 
his wealth, which he has produced, and make it the basis of 
accommodating, as on 80-day, 60-day, and 90-day paper? 

Mr. President, I believe there is not a man here, unless he 
objects to having the volume of currency enlarged, who would 
Seriously object to the extended time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pornpexter in the chair). 
The time of the Senator from South Carolina has expired. 

Mr. McLEAN. Mr. President, I must oppose this amendment. 
It is adding another inch to a nose that is already an inch too 
long. The Senate understands that the basic purpose of the 
Federal reserve system is to furnish an elastic currency, a cur- 
rency that will automatically expand and contract to meet the 
needs of commerce, These notes must be short-time notes, and 
they must represent actual transactions; that is, they must 
meet the needs of the legitimate exchanges and sale of goods, 
and when in the fall of the year there is an unusual demand for 
credit the reserves of the Federal reserve system must be liquid 
and able to meet any demand that is required. 

The minute you add a day to the time limit of these notes 
you add to the quantity of paper which the Federal reserve 
banks may hold in a time of stress, and to just that extent it 
tends to expand the credit and the currency of the country. 

Mr. SMITH. Will the Senator yield for just a question? 

Mr. McLEAN. I can not yield for a question. The Senator 
from South Carolina said that these notes are good, and that is 
true. They are secured by agricultural products. They are 
good; but when you permit them to be rediscounted by a Fed- 
eral reserve bank—and they do not represent an actual transac- 
tion, but represent a loan for the retention of goods—you are 
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putting into the system investment paper, finance paper, and 
you can not do that without endangering the efficiency of the 
system in a time of stress. 

Cotton is no better than a United States bond or the bond 
of a State or municipality. Agricultural products are good, 
but they are no better than a real estate mortgage. But all 
of that class of securities were intentionally eliminated from 
the securities which should have the rediscount privilege, and 
the minute you extend the time and let in this investment paper 
the man who may buy a thousand bales of cotton can go 
to his bank and give a note and have that note discounted, 
and it may be used as a basis for the issuance of Federal reserve 
notes, when the man who makes the loan has no idea of selling 
the cotton. It may be a purely speculative transaction, entirely 
contrary to the purposes of the Federal reserve system so far 
as the rediscount privilege is concerned. If the amendment of 
the Senator from South Carolina be agreed to, it would merely 
invite speculative banks to accommodate speculative middlemen, 
and it seems to me a very dangerous thing to do. 

I know that about once in 30 years the inflationists of the 
country get their heads together and make up their minds that 
the volume of credit and currency must keep pace with prices, 
that prices can be offset by easy money. That was the situation 
in 1920, and we had a very serious lesson at that time. It seems 
to me that we ought to take every precaution to avoid a re- 
currence of the crisis that we had in 1920. The complaint 
that comes from the South is that when the buyers’ strike was 
inaugurated there were not sufficient credits to carry the crops 
until they could be sold in an orderly market, as the term 
is used in the law. The trouble then was that there was too 
much cash. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Connecticut has expired. The Chair will state that the Chair 
is advised by the clerks at the desk that there is no amend- 
ment pending. 

Mr. SMITH. It is the amendment I sent to the desk. I 
thought I had offered it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is informed it was 
not actually offered. 

Mr. SMITH. ‘Then I offer it now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping Crerk. On page 18, after the word “grace,” 
in line 17, insert a new paragraph, as follows: 

That the Federal reserve act, as amended, be further amended b 
striking out the word “six” in the proviso in the second paragrap 
of section 13 and inserting in Heu thereof “12,” so that the proviso, 
as amended, shall read: “ Provided, That notes, drafts, and bills drawn 
or issued for agricultural purposes or based on live stock and having 
a maturity not exceeding 12 months, exclusive of days of grace, may 
be discounted in an amount to be limited to a centage of the 
assets of the Federal reserve bank, to be ascertained and fixed by 
the Federal Reserve Board.” 

Amend section 13a, in line 4, page 17, by striking out “9" and 
inserting 12.“ 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, if it had not been heralded 
throughout the country that this was a farmers’ relief meas- 
ure, providing farmers’ credit, then we might with some wis- 
dom, some justice, probably, from the standpoint of the com- 
mercial bank, object to giving the farmer a credit in excess 
of that which he enjoys at the present time. Under the pres- 
ent law the securities based upon agricultural products are 
eligible for rediscount for a period of six months. Now, it 
is proposed in this measure that the restriction shall be con- 
tinued except upon the condition that the borrower furnishes, 
in addition to the security which he has heretofore been re- 
quired to furnish, a chattel mortgage upon live stock or a 
warehouse receipt upon nonperishable products. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I decline to be interrupted. 
five minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida de- 
clines to yield. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. The Senator can answer in his own time. 

It is only preposed that the period shall be extended for 
three months upon condition of the furnishing of a chattel 
mortgage or warehouse receipt covering nonperishable prod- 
ucts. It is proposed in the bill that he shall be given that 
three additional months’ extension only when he furnishes that 
security. 7 

As argued by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH], 
anyone who is familiar with the carrying on of farming opera- 
tions knows that it takes more than six months or nine months 
to produce the crops; that is, considering the time from the 
period of preparation for planting to the harvesting of the crops. 
We have endeavored to provide for a system of banking that 
accommodates commerce, generally speaking. At first it was on 
the idea that we could only furnish credit for 90 days. But 
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a certain character of commerce said, We need more time to 
meet the conditions surrounding our business,” and in conse- 
quence Congress amended the law and allowed them six months’ 
credit, making their paper eligible for rediscount with a six 


months’ limit. But.when agriculture knocks at the door of 
Congress and asks for a system which will suit and be appli- 
cable to the conditions surrounding agriculture, then we hear 
the old argument that commercial banking is best suited to com- 
mercial facilities and so he shall not be granted any longer 
than the present six months’ limit, with a possible additional 
three months if he deposits the collateral security to which I 
have referred. 

Now, if the authorizing of credit for a period of 12 months in- 
stead of nine months would jeopardize the stability of the 
banking institutions or would interfere with the farm-loan 
banks, or with the Federal reserve banks not being maintained 
upon a safe and sound basis, then it might be suggested logi- 
cally that Congress should seek some other way in which to 
provide a system of credit for our farmers. But I have not 
heard anyone yet present a logical reason that would sustain 
the contention that if we give a credit for 12 months to our 
farmers it would in any way impair the safety and the stability 
of our banking institutions. We provided for the stock to be 
secured through the farm-loan bank. We provided a system 
of rediscounting that could amply take care of conditions, and 
provide the necessary facilities. I hope the amendment will 
be agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, it is to be regretted that the 
Senator from Florida should attempt to tell the Senate what the 
provisions of the bill are, with respect to the subject to which he 
has referred, without haying read that provision. It is very cer- 
tain the Senator from Florida could not have read the provisions 
in the bill which he has been discussing. He stated repeatedly 
that we propose to extend the eligibility of agricultural paper 
from six months to nine months only in case there be furnished 
warehouse receipts or a chattel mortgage upon live stock. If 
I mistake not, he repeated that at least three or four times. 
Let me read the language of the bill: 

Sec. 18a. Upon the indorsement of any of its member banks, which 
shall be deemed a waiver of demand, notice and protest by such bank 
as to its own indorsement exclusively, any Federal reserve bank may 
discount notes, drafts, and bills of exchange issued or drawn for an 
agricultural purpose, or based upon live stock, and have a maturity, at 
the on of discount, exclusive of days of grace, not exceeding nine 
mon * 

There is not one word, Mr. President, with reference to 
security. There is a provision with reference to security, and 
what is it? Only that Federal reserve bank notes can not 
be issued upon any discounted paper extending beyond nine 
months unless it is secured. It would seem that before Sena- 
tors discuss the provisions in the bill they would acquaint 
themselves with what the bill contains. We hear it repeated 
constantly that the farmer is entitled to this credit, and that 
there is no reason why he should not be given it. The com- 
mittee thought it had gone to the limit of safety in making it 
nine months. 

I want to repeat what I said the other day. The whole pur- 
pose of short-time paper for discount in the Federal reserve 
system is to keep the assets liquid and afford a protection to 
the depositors in the bank. It is Just as much for the protec- 
tion of the farmer who deposits money in a member bank as 
it is for the protection of the commercial man, merchant or 
otherwise, who deposits money in a member bank. It is be- 
lieved, however, that the time can safely be extended to nine 
months, as the bill does, but there is no requirement, as every 
Senator can ascertain if he will but read the section, that nine- 
months paper be secured. The only time security is required is 
where it is attempted to issue additional currency, Federal 
reserve notes, upon it. 

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin if he himself concedes that 12 months’ paper 
is much more dangerous than nine months’ paper? 

Mr. LENROOT. Three months more, that is all. 

Mr. PITTMAN. There was a time, of course, when most 
banks considered 90-day paper the only liquid paper. Yet they 
got it to six months, and they now get it to nine months. I 
remember when it was just as vehemently argued that no longer 
period than six months constituted a liquid paper as it ve- 
hemently argued that nine months would not be liquid paper. 
As a matter of fact, when we consider the equities of the case, 
is the danger in increasing it three months as great as is the 
danger in not allowing the security to mature? It seems to me 
that the greater danger is in not allowing the security to mature. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I would like to submit to the 
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SsarH] the suggestion that 
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the necessity for his amendment, even from his point of. view, 
is more apparent than it is real. If that be true, I submit that 
it is not necessary at all. There has been a good deal of con- 
fusion in discussing the question of maturity and of the time 
for which the note is originally made out. To say that a mem- 
ber bank or that one of the farm loan banks may rediscount 
with a Federal reserve bank the notes of farmers having nine 
months’ maturity does not at all suggest that farmers are pre- 
cluded from making a note for a period of 12 months and hay- 
ing them discount it without any trouble whatsoever at the mem- 
ber bank, and for this reason: In ninety-nine cases out of one 
hundred, in four out of five years, the member bank in its pri- 
mary discounts does not at all contemplate calling on its Federal 
reserve bank for a rediscount of this paper. So, far from it, the 
individual member bank hopes to retain that paper in its port- 
folio to the time of maturity, in order that it may reap the 
entire profit of the transaction and not in any measure share 
it with the Federal reserve bank. That is not true to only a 
limited extent but it is almost invariable. The rediscount is 
only made in time of stress when the primary bank has not suf- 
ficient funds to meet the requirements of its community. There 
is no banker doing business in normal times who does not make 
his discounts with the idea that he will retain that paper in 
his own portfolio to the date of maturity in order that he may 
reap the entire profit and not share it with any correspondent 
or rediscounting bank. 

That being so, the process is this: The farmer’s turnover, say, 
is 12 months; and he makes his note for 12 months. He takes 
the note to a member bank and has it readily discounted for 
12 months, because the idea of the member bank is to retain 
the note until maturity. After three months shall have elapsed 
that member bank knows full well that if it should require 
additional funds with which to respond to the demands upon it, 
it may take the 12 months’ note of the farmer to the Federal 
reserve bank and have it rediscounted, because it has reached 
the maturity of nine months. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Virginia a question? 

Mr. GLASS. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not a banker, my sole experience 
along that line having been to borrow and draw to the limit. 

Mr. GLASS. My experience has been so, too. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But here is the question: Does not the 
very fact that the rediscount privilege which is given to paper 
of not exceeding nine months require the banker always to com- 
pel the borrower to make the maturity of his note for the same 
length of time? 

For instance, if I go to a commercial bank whose period for 
loaning is three months and say to the banker, You know that 
I can not pay in three months,” he will say, “ Well, you may 
renew, but we can not handle paper with a longer date of ma- 
turity than three months.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Virginia has expired. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Askansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. In my own time I desire to say a word 
further. The farmer, we will say, wishes to borrow for 12 
months. The bank will say, Make the note for nine months, 
and you may renew.” There is, however, always a feeling of 
insecurity as to whether the maker of the note will, in fact, be 
permitted to renew. Does it not always leave the borrower 
with a sense of uneasiness? 

If the bank really contemplates carrying loans for 12 months, 
what objection could there be to writing into the law that the 
banker may legally carry and discount 12 months’ paper? 
These are merely practical questions which appeal to me, based 
upon a very large experience in trying to borrow. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, the practical fact is that the 
commercial bank which wishes to keep its assets liquid is not 
apt to discount paper of this description at all. Any bank which 
is willing to discount paper for a period of nine months, in my 
judgment, would be willing to rediscount it for a period of 12 
months, because such paper is essentially a nonliquid loan, and 
the banker would rediscount it for 12 months, in my judgment, 
just as readily as he would rediscount it for 9 months. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President 

Mr. SMITH. Why not make it for that period, then? 

Mr. GLASS. Just wait a minute. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I happen to have the floor, but, of course 

Mr. GLASS. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I was trying to 
answer his question and the Senator from South Carolina pro- 
pounded another question to me from his chair. I can not 
answer the two questions at once. 
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P Mr. CARAWAY. Well, if the Senator does not want to 
answer either ‘ 

Mr. GLASS. Yes, I do; I want to answer the Senator's 
question. I wish to say in answer to it that I think a bank 

would just as readily rediscount a 12 months’ note as it would 
a 9 months’ note, because it would primarily desire to carry the 
discounted note in its portfolio to the date of maturity; and 
it would know perfectly well that at the expiration of three 
months, if the bank should be in stress for further funds, it 
‘could take the note to the Federal reserve bank and there re- 
discount it, because the note then will have reached the maturity 
‘of 9 months. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The question, then, which I would again 
ask the Senator is—and I have more respect for the Senator’s 
knowledge of the Federal reserve system than I have for that 
of anybody else in the Senate. 

Mr. GLASS. It is very kind of the Senator from Arkansas 
to say that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the bank would not object to 12 months’ 
paper, then what real objection, what substantial objection, 
‘is there to giving such paper the rediscount privilege? Is it 
not true that wherever paper is subject to rediscount it is 
‘liquid? 

lr. GLASS. I am not saying that the reserve bank would 
not object to it. I am saying that the primary bank of dis- 
count would not object to it, because that bank expects to carry 
the paper to maturity. I have not said that the reserve bank 
would not object to it, because I think the Federal reserve 
bank would object to it, and there is very much more necessity 
for the reserve bank—menning the bank that is simply carry- 
ing bank reserves for an emergency—carefully to keep its 
assets liquid than it is for the primary bank to do so. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think that is true, but if there is any real 
expectation that banks will carry 12 months’ paper, I still 
believe, based, as I have said before, upon a rather active 
effort to find banks which were willing to carry paper, that a 
sense of security comes to the borrower if he may have his 
paper run for a longer time. There is always a fear, and some- 
times a substantial loss, The rate of interest is, we will say, 
G per cent—in my section of the country it is often 10; I have 
paid that much 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, I hope that this amendment 
will not be adopted. I think the Lenroot bill goes to the limit 
of safety; in fact, I think it goes too far in extending the 
time of rediscounts in the case of the Federal reserve banks. 
I know the pressure is constant for the rediscount of longer- 
term paper by the Federal reserve banks; but we must remem- 
ber that the Federal reserve banks are not only banks of redis- 
count, but they issue notes as the currency of the country, and 
there is nothing more dangerous than unreasonable inflation. 
The Federal reserve notes ought to be secured by the shortest- 
term paper, by the best security the banks may deposit with 
the Federal reserve banks. Such assets ought to be the most 
liquid the reserve banks have. 

Some one has asked why is not a 12 months’ note just as 
good as a 6 months’ or a 9 months’ note? The Senator from 
Wisconsin answered, and I think very aptly, when he said it is 
not so good by three months. Nobody would think of taking a 
farm mortgage running 5 or 10 or 20 years to rediscount with the 
Federal reserve bank as a basis of issuing temporary currency. 
I think one thing we ought to do is to keep the Federal reserve 
system a safe and conservative system for the rediscount of 
notes on which to base the currency of the country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. SMITH and Mr. HEFLIN called for a division, 

On a division the amendment was rejected. 

Mr, SMITH subsequently said: Mr. President, I wish to give 
notice that when the bill shall be reported to the Senate I shall 
ask for a record vote on my amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator will have to reoffer the amend- 
ment. 

Mr, SMITH. Very well. I will reoffer it. 

Mr. McLEAN. I desire to offer an amendment to the text of 
the bill on page 17. I send the amendment to the desk and ask 
that it may be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Tue Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The Reapinc Crerk. On page 17, line 4, after the word 
“months,” to strike out the colon and insert a comma and the 
following: 


and such notes, drafts, and bills of exchange may be offered as collateral 
pori for the issuance of Federal reserve notes under the provisions 
of section 16 of the Federal reserve act as amended, 
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Mr. MCLEAN. Mr. President, the bill as it reads in the pro- 
viso admits these notes for rediscount, but they are not quali- 
fied in this bill as eligible for note issues. Section 16 of the 
Federal reserve act provides that collateral security offered 
by ‘the notes described in section 18 shall be eligible as col- 
lateral security for notes, but this is section 13a, and unless 
we put in the amendment I have proposed the notes will not 
be qualified at all. This is an important amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Connecticut. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. FLETCHER, I move, on page 5, at the end of line 12, 
to strike out the period and insert the words “not exceeding 
54 per cent per annum.” 

The object of that proposed amendment is to require that 
the debentures issued under the bill shall be issued at a rate 
of interest not exceeding 54 per cent per annum; otherwise 
there will be no limitation as to the interest rate on the de- 
bentures. 

In the farm loan act it was provided that farm loan bonds 
should not bear a higher rate of interest than 5 per cent. 
We amended that act here in order to meet the situation 
regarding the joint-stock land-bank bonds and made the rate 
5} per cent, but that provision expires In July, 1923, at which 
time we go back to the provision of the original law that 
farm loan bonds shall not bear a higher rate of interest than 
5 per cent. 

There is another provision in the farm loan act that the 
rate of interest charged by the bank to the borrower shall 
not exceed 6 per cent. The debentures under this bill are to 
be issued on the same basis as the farm loan bonds. They 
have back of them the capital put up by the Government; 
they have back of them the provision that they are tax-free, 
and I see no reason why we should not put into the law a 
limitation as to the rate of interest they shall bear. Unless 
we do, then the farmer is not going to get any real benefit 
out of this measure. If he will have to pay the same rate of 
interest when these debentures are put in circulation as he 
has to pay to-day if he goes to a commercial bank, namely, 
the State rate, he will not receive any advantage. 

This measure intended to afford to him credits on a basis 
and upon terms that he can meet and that his industry can 
bear, and 54 per cent is as high a rate as these debentures 
ought to be permitted to bear. 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. NORBECK. I quite agree; but I was wondering if the 
better way to get at that would not be to change the law so as 
to compel some of these men to lend their money at a low rate 
of Interest. How otherwise will it be effective 

Mr. FLETCHER. We can limit the rate of interest that the 
debentures shall bear. 

Mr. NORBECK. Yes; but if the money goes into other chan- 
nels, then where is the farmer? 

Mr. FLETCHER. He has to take his chances, of course; 
but if there is no limitation on the debentures, then the de- 
bentures can be issued at 7 or 8 per cent, or, in some States, 
10 per cent. We have, to begin with, limited the rate on the 
debentures, and then there is another provision in the bill 
which provides that the rate of interest shall not exceed 1} 
per cent of the discount rate of the Federal land bank; but 
that applies only to interest, and there may be other charges, 
commissions, and all that sort of thing, that will run the 
amount which the farmer must pay or the borrower must pay 
far in excess of any 1} per cent above the rediscount rate of 
the Federal reserve bank. There ought to be in this law—just 
as we put in the farm loan act—a limitation as to the amount 
of interest that the securities issued in this way shall bear, 
and I think 53 per cent is enough. That is all that we have 
allowed the joint-stock land banks or the farm-loan banks to 
charge, even in the emergency that existed last year; and we 
have come back, as to both banks, to 5 per cent as the basis. 
I think we could safely provide that these debentures shall not 
bear a rate of interest exceeding 5 per cent, or, to meet all 
possible objection to it to my mind, I have proposed that it 
shall be not exceeding 53 per cent. I think unless we do that 
we will make a very serious mistake, and not provide the 
facilities to meet the needs of agriculture that we are intend- 
ing to provide. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, no Federal land bank and 
no Farm Loan Board would issue any debentures at any higher 
rate than is necessary to sell the debentures. That goes with- 
out saying, as a matter of course. The only effect of the Sen- 
ator's amendment, it seems to me, would be that under given 
conditions debentures might be absolutely unsalable. There 
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might be a demand in certain territory for the rediscounting of 
this paper for the benefit of agriculture, but because of the Sen- 
ator’s amendment it would be impossible to assist agriculture 
and discount agricultural paper. I can not see any possible 
good to come out of the amendment. I do see possibility of 
great harm. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, will the Senator name some 
other rate? I have named 51 per cent. Perhaps the Senator 
would suggest 6 per cent. I am willing to make it that. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, I am certain that it never would 
exceed 6 per cent, because they could not employ the money at a 
rate higher than 6 per cent and do the business; but I do not 
know why the Senator is not willing to trust that to the Farm 
Loan Board and the Federal land bank. It must be approved, 
and they will get money just as low as they can. 

The Senator, of course, understands that these securities are 
not going to be as attractive, generally speaking, as farm-loan 
bonds. I do not expect them to sell at the same low rate of 
interest that farm-loan bonds will sell for. I think farm-loan 
bonds will sell at a less and less rate, because they are, if the 
system is properly managed, security of the very best class for 
that kind of investment capital that seeks long-term invest- 
ments. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is the reason why I made it 54 per 
cent. The farm-loan bond rate is not to exceed 5 per cent. 

Mr. LENROOT. But the Senator makes only one-half of 1 
per cent distinction between that kind of an investment and 
this kind of a debenture. I am very sure that the interest of 
the farmer will not be subserved by this limitation, and I am 
very sure that no debentures will be issued under this bill at 
any higher rate of interest than is necessary to sell the deben- 
tures at par. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I am in sympathy with 
this amendment. This issuance of tax-free securities is enough 
of an evil as it is; and in my opinion it certainly would be a 
serious mistake to give to these banks power to issue de- 
bentures at an unlimited rate of interest and have them enjoy 
the tax-free privilege. 

It must be remembered that these debentures probably will be 
used by the banks as a secondary reserve, and there might be 
a disposition upon the part of the banks that would probably 
buy them to use their influence to haye them issued at a high 
rate of interest. I believe, however, that inasmuch as at the 
present time the Federal farm loan bonds are selling on a basis 
of 44 per cent, it is safe to say that under almost any con- 
ceivable circumstances these debentures, which will be in strong 
demand by banks, ought to find a ready market at not over 54 
per cent. It certainly would be a great mistake to allow these 
debentures to be issued at any rate of interest, without any 
limit, and enjoy the tax-free privilege. 

Here are United States bonds that sell at par on a 4} per 
cent basis, even subject to taxation, at the present time. We 
are authorizing the issue of these debentures for a certain pur- 
pose, and only proposing to limit the rate of interest to 53 
per cent. I can readily see that they will be availed of by 
banks, and they will find a ready market in the banking field, 
and many banks will desire to buy these debentures and keep 
them as a secondary reserve. They will always be marketable; 
but the Congress which is authorizing their issue on a tax-free 
basis ought to say what the point is at which the interest shall 
be limited, I believe in the end it is going to operate to give 
cheaper interest to the farmers. I belleve it will require the 
banks to do their business on a closer basis. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator is aware that this bill has 
been bitterly attacked, and its chief point of attack has been 
that the debentures would not be salable at all. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think the testimony before the com- 
mittee was all to the other effeet 

Mr. LENROOT. I think so. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK: That these three-year debentures would 
find a ready market, particularly among banks. These farm- 
loan bonds find no such market. We have in this country 
15,000 or 18,000 State banks and something like 8,000 national 
banks. They are always ready to buy Government certificates ; 
and, given the opportunity to buy these tax-free debentures 
which they can hold as a secondary reserve, I have not any 
doubt in the world that those thousands of institutions will buy 
them; but it seems to me that Congress, which is authorizing 
these tax-free debentures, owes it to the country to fix some 
limit above which the interest rate shall not be allowed to go. 
The fact that they are tax free makes them more valuable 
than the ordinary 7 or 8 per cent investment, and that ought 
to be sufficient. 


Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Nebraska—I am not just clear in my recollection of the inci- 
dent—but, as illustrating the contention that these things are 
usually governed by the state of the money market, is it not a 
fact that either by administrative act or by an amendment to 
the Federal farm land bank act the Farm Loan Board not so 
very long ago was either authorized to issue or did issue farm- 
loan bonds at as high a rate of interest as 6 per cent because 
they could not sell them otherwise? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Never. They could not do it. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think 53 per cent was the limit; but 
there is a difference, Mr. President. 

Mr, FLETCHER. We authorized the joint-stock banks to 
issue bonds at 54 per cent. 

r ate GLASS. Did they not issue a series of bonds at the 
mit 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think the power was never used. 

i 9 FLETCHER. Yes; they did—5 per cent. That was the 
mit. 

Mr. GLASS. I said I could not clearly recall. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The limit was 5 per cent originally. 

Mr. GLASS. But my recollection was that we added one- 
half of 1 per cent. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. We made the limit 54 per cent, but they 
never exercised the power, 

Mr. GLASS. Because the investment market was such that 
they could not sell them below that. 

Mr. FLETCHER, That expires next July. 

Mr. GLASS. Just as was suggested awhile ago by the Sen- 
ator from South Dakota [Mr. NORBECK], is it not conceivable 
that the investment market at times may be such that these 
debentures can not be sold at the limit now proposed to be put 
upon them? If that should happen to be the case there would 
be a stoppage altogether of the activities of the system. It 
could not get anywhere. Although farmers might be in distress 
and in emergent circumstances, they could not borrow anything 
at all if that should happen. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, it is possible to imagine 
all sorts of possibilities; but the fact is that with these 15,000 
State banks and 8,000 national banks desiring securities of 
exactly this sort it is almost inconceivable that there would be 
a great impairment of the market at any time. I am very sure 
that a large proportion of these institutions will be in the 
market to buy these securities. It may be that in the future 
we shall find it necessary to raise the limit. While we ought 
to place a limit somewhere, if the time comes when it is neces- 
Sary to raise the limit we can do it as we did on a former 
occasion with the Federal farm-loan bonds; but in that case the 
emergency disappeared before they exercised the power. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Nebraska has expired. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I move to strike out 53“ 
and insert “6.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the 
amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin to the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, that appears to be about 
the best rate we can get, and I am not disposed to contest it. 

Mr. LENROOT. All right. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I am willing to accept that amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Florida, as modified. 

The amendment, as modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I wish to offer an amendment 
that I failed to offer some time ago. It is with reference to 
the question raised by the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
Noxseck] in his minority report, wherein he took the view that 
the $5,000,000 could not be used except as a guaranty fund. 
While I am very clear that the language is not susceptible 
of that construction I am perfectly willing to remove any ques- 
tion concerning it; so I move, in line 7, page 7, to strike out 
the words “ and losses, if any,” so that the language shall read: 

Shall be applied solely to meet obligations incurred in the operation 
of that department. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I send to the desk an amend- 
ment which I wish to offer at the proper place. The Senate has 
just adopted an amendment providing that the interest rate on 
these debentures shall not be more than 6 per cent, and I de- 
sire to offer my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated, 
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The READING CLERK. It is proposed to add, at the end of the 
amendments heretofore to, the following: 


SEC. —. section 1 reserve act 
be ee i erer atin thee words me Pedersr N the 
following: but in no case shall such rates of interest be in excess of 
6 per cent per annum.” 

And wherever in said act Federal reserve are authorized, per- 
mitted, or required to rediscount the giscountad: papar of other F al 
reserve banks, the rate of interest in no case in excess of 6 per 
cent per annum. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I desire to say just a word. 
It does seem to me that the Senate should take into considera- 
tion the interest of thousands and hundreds of thousands and 
millions of people who must borrow money. ‘These member 
banks throughout the country, who have to go to the Federal 
reserve regional banks, 12 in number, certainly will be happy 
if they can get money to loan to their eustomers at not exceed- 
ing 6 per cent. They may be able to get it for 34, 4, 43, 5, or 53. 

Certainly there ought to be a limitation on the interest rate 
these regional banks can charge these 10,000 member banks. 

| When we limit this rate of interest to 6 per cent, we enable 
the member banks to get the money at a low rate of interest 
and the ultimate borrower to get it at a lower rate of interest 
because of the low rate of interest charged to the regional 
banks or to the member banks. 

I hope no Senator will oppose this amendment. The member 
banks all over the country would like to have the amendment 
adopted. It would be beneficial te all business in the United 
States, and surely Senators do not want to leave this proposi- 
tion with no restriction on it. It just leaves it to the judgment 
of the Federal Reserve Board as to what it shall do under the 
bill as drawn. That should not be. We are putting limita- 
tions on this farm-banking proposition. Why not put a limita- 
tion on the commercial- proposition? I ask for a vote 
on my proposition. 

On a division the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I offer the amendment, 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The RAIN CLERK. On page 3, line 8, after the words 
“ live stock,” add the words: 
or u no u 1 to for and in 
connection Wik te ee * foe. 7 Ot aad marketing 
of, agricultural products. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I propose this amendment 
because I feel it to be very necessary and essential that a pro- 

vision of this character be adopted if we are to provide any 
character of credit whatever to an agricultural association com- 
‘posed of producers of nonperishables. 

The provisions of the bill I propose to amend restrict the 
credit to organizations or associations of farmers engaged en- 
tirely in the production of staple agricultural products. In 
consequence, unless the feature of the bill which I propose to 
amend is revised, associations of growers of perishable prod- 
ucts, regardless of the stability of their security, will be unable 
te obtain loans from the Federal land banks. I see no reason 
why they should be discriminated against. I see no reason 
why credit facilities should not be afforded to associations or 
organizations composed of fruit growers, or those engaged in 
truck farming, just the same as you give credit to those engaged 
‘in staple farming. 

I have proposed a class of security that will be ample, that will 

rotect loans made through this character of association, and 

y am unable to see why it should be rejected, unless we want 
to adopt the policy of discriminating against those engaged in 
the production of the citrus fruits in my State, in California, 
and other States where the citrus-fruit industry constitutes a 
considerable portion of the agricultural industry, and also those 
engaged in the production of perishables, such as apples, 
peaches, grapes, potatoes in Maine, and products of other States 
where the agricultural classes are largely engaged in the pro- 
duction of perishables. I propose this in the hope that the dis- 
crimination will be removed. í 

Mr. GLASS. What is to become of the loan if the products 

rish? 

pe itk, TRAMMELL, If the loan is on real estate, the real 
estate still remains there. I ask the Senator, what becomes 
of the loan if the cattle on which credit is provided lie down 
and die? What becomes of the loan in that case? The Sena- 
tor from Virginia has been sustaining the bill, and it is pro- 
vided in the bill that a man may borrow on his cattle, but that 
he can not borrow on his real estate unless he is engaged in the 
production of staple agricultural products. 

Mr. GLASS. He can borrow money on his real estate all the 
way from 3 to 32 years. 


Mr. TRAMMELL. The Senator wants to confine him to the 
old farm loan system of long-term loans. That is what I am 
complaining about. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Win the Senator permit a question? 

Mr. TRAMMELL, I have but a minute or two, and I do not 
know but that my time is up. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Florida de- 
clines to yield. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I have proposed a class of security which 
I think is staple and sound, and it is a class of security that 
is good. I think those engaged in the production of perishable 
products of this country, which are essential and constitute a 
considerable portion of agriculture, should be given credit 
through their associations. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, perhaps the Senator will - 
correct me if I make an error. Did I understand the Senator to 
say that under his amendment it is proposed to extend credit 
to the associations themselves as such? 

Mr, TRAMMELL. Certainly, Mr. President. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The associations themselyes? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. The bill already provides that credit shall 
be extended to the associations and the cooperations, making 
eligible a certain character of securities. I say that we should 
add to that charaeter of securities one more security. All I ask 
is that there be added the real estate which is used in the 
production of the product. I ask that that be made eligible 
security. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The production or the marketing? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. The production and the marketing. It 
simply makes eligible another class of security. 

Mr: POMERENE. I ask to have the amendment reported 
again. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The Reaping CrenK. On page 3, line 8, after the words 
“tive stock,” add the words: 

Or upon notes secured by mort 
connection with the production of, 
of, agricultural products, 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, just a word. Of course the 
distinction must be apparent to every Senator, In case a mort- 
gage on real estate is taken, it will take anywhere from one to 
two years to realize upon it, while a chattel mortgage can be 
realized upon almost immediately in case of default. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Florida. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I offer an amendment, and 
ask that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The Reaping Creek. On page 15, after line 2, insert a new 
section to read as follows: 

Sec. 9. Paragraph (b) of section 11 of the Federal reserve act, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 

(b) To permit, or, on the affirmative vote of at least five members 
of the Federal Reserve Board to require, Federal reserve banks to 
rediscount the n of other Federal reserve banks at 
rates of interest to be fi by the Federal Reserve Board, and each 
rate so fixed shall be the same for every Federal reserve bank. 

On page 15, line 3, strike out the figure “9” and insert “10,” 

Mr. HARRIS, Mr. President, this amendment would not 
change the present law except by adding to it the words “ and 
each rate so fixed shall be the same for every Federal reserve 
bank.” The Federal reserve bank discount rate in New York 
is lower than in the live-stock and farming sections where 
they have banks, and I want to make it uniform. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Georgia. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I send to the desk an 
amendment to be inserted on page 3, line 8, after the word 
“live stock.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The RrabfNa CLERK. On page 8, line 8, after the words 
“live stock,” and before the colon, insert a colon and the fol- 
lowing proviso: 

8 Xi 5 
E Pae E ap Valor ok tha AA p itir a pra A E 
aeg E A 
serlhed by. the Federal Farm an Board. 

Mr. LENROOT. I shall be very glad to accept that amend- 
ment, so far as it is in my power to do so. 


on real estate used for and in 
or the production of and marketing 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Ohio, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to offer an amend- 


ment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 


amendment. 

The READING CLERK. On page 8, after line 8, insert a new 
paragraph, as follows: 

h rpose of exercising the wers conferred b 

a 5 8 bank shall establish 3 credit brane 

in each State (except t in which the Federal land bank 


within its Federal land bank district, if, in the opinion 
— x ture or the raising of 1 


this title, 
or agency 
located 


Board may determine. 

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator from Wisconsin if 
he is not willing to accept this particular amendment? The 
amendment was discussed by the various committees which 
have investigated this subject, and I think it was pretty gen- 
erally agreed by those committees that branches or agencies 
should be established in agricultural or Iive-stock States where 
the parent organization did not exist. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have no objection to giving the Farm 
Loan Board permission to establish these agencies, if they see 
fit to do so, as they have the power to establish branch banks 
under the present law, but to compel it would simply add 
possibly an overhead which would mean an interest charge that 
would have to be paid by the farmer, and it would not be a 
benefit, but an injury to him. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask leave to modify my amendment by 
striking out “shall” and inserting “may,” so as to make it 
permissive. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator has a right to 
modify his amendment. 

Mr. HARRISON. I ask that it be reread as modified. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

wers f 
%% bank ‘say TAn a LACE SNIF pranch or agency in 
each State (except that in which the Federal land bank is located) 
thin its Federal land bank district, if, in the opinion of the Federal 
rm Loan Board, 8 or the raising of live stock is a eon 


industry of such State. Farm-eredit branches or agencies 
located at such place within the State as the Federal Farm Loan 
oard ermine, 


may det 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. 
instead of “ each.” 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; that may be better. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think it would meet with the approval of 
the Federal Farm Loan Board if it read “that the Federal 
land banks may, with the approval of the Federal Farm Loan 
Board,” and so forth. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. 
read, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will restate the 
amendment as now modified. 

Mr. HARRISON. It should be modified also by striking out 
the word “each” and inserting the word “ any,“ as suggested 
by the Senator from Nebraska. 


The Senator should use the word “any” 


I would like to have the amendment 


sent that when the Senate conclude its business to-day it take 
a recess until to-morrow at 12 o’clock. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection is made. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will not the Senator, in view of the fact 
that this is made discretionary and gives full discretion under 
certain circumstances, strike out the words “ if, in the opinion 

of the Federal Farm Loan Board, agriculture or the raising of 
live stock” ? 

Mr. HARRISON. There is no need of that language now. 

Mr. LENROOT. So that it would read— 


th se of exercis the powers conferred by this title, a- 
For the purpo 8 


d bank e approval of the Farm 5 
ee or agency in any State (except that in 
which a Federal land bank is located) 

And so forth. 

Mr. HARRISON. That is all right. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi as 
modified. 


The amendment as modified was agreed to. 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I desire to offer another 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 


The Reaprne CLERK, On page 3, strike out lines 2 to 7, in- 
clusive, and line 8, to and Including the word “ stock,” and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 


such loans er a are secured by 
ping documents covering such products, 


and/or mo: ges on live or if such notes and obligations are 
th adequately secured and the proceeds thereof are to be used 
in the instance for an 


tural 
fattening, or . live ie a Ts 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I shall not discuss the 
amendment at length, because I have already discussed it 
briefly. It merely provides for a direct loan by the credit 
establishment to individuals, Senators know whether or not 
they favor the proposition. We have had it here before. We 
had it here when we were amending the War Finance Corpora- 
tion act and when ‘that measure was being discussed. We have 
had it here at other times. Senators know whether they want to 
loan direct to the individual, to cut out the overhead and inter- 
est charges of the banks, or whether they want to go the 
roundabout way and have him discount his paper in the banks. 
Iam ready for a vote, 

Mr. HITCH One of the provisions of the measure is 
that the capital of the associations shall be raised by subscrip- 
tion of the banks. What inducement would the banks have to 
subscribe to the capital stock of the association if it was going 
to come into competition then with the banks? 

Mr. HARRISON. Part of the money comes out of the Treas- 
ury of the United States. We provide through the system to 
loan money directly to associations which are organized, and 
I propose by the amendment not to compel the farmers to 
organize into associations, but when they need the money and 
have the security, that they can go and borrow it. 

Mr. LENROOT. Where does the Senator think the money 
would come from to make the loans direct to farmers? 

Mr. HARRISON. We provide $5,000,000 for each of the 12 
Federal districts. 

Mr. LENROOT. I am sure that would be all the money that 
would be forthcoming if the amendment were adopted. 

Mr. HARRISON. We provide further for the selling of 
debentures. 

Mr. LENROOT. The debentures would not be salable, as the 
Senator must readily see, if the amendment were adopted. 

Mr. HARRISON. How are we to get the money to loan to 
the associations? We have to get it to loan to them. 

Mr. LENROOT, Because there is actual security provided 
there. < 

Mr. HARRISON. But I provide for actual securities in my 
amendment or the associations will not loan the money. It has 
to be warehouse receipts or other adequate security. Of 
course, it may be a note if it is perfectly good. I am just 
trying to take care of the farmer in the matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison]. 

On a division the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to offer in a 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-] modified form the amendment providing for a cooperative bank, 


as it was offered several days ago. There is one change I 
desire to make. On page 1, line 7, I haye changed the figures 
“$15,000” to “$25,000.” 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 
The amendment was read, as follows: 


oe pane 18, after line 22, add the following additional sections to 
the bill: 


natural a not less in any case than 200, with a capital-stock 
subscription of not less than $25,000, to be known as cooperative 
na tion v 


in section. 

f. Second. That each share shall be $10 par value and each share- 
holder shall have one vote and no more, and the capital stock shal) not 
yote and proxies shall not be allowed. 

„Third. That the capital stock shall receive dividends not exceed- 
ing the legal interest rate in the State where the bank is located, and 
in no event exceeding 8 per cent per annum, and subject to the pro- 
vision that the net earnings of the bank are first sufficient to pay such 
dividends. 

Fourth. That one-fourth of all other net earnings shall be passed 
to surplus until the surplus is equal to the capital stock. That the 
other three-fourths and thereafter all other net earnings shall be dis- 
tributed to the depositors and to the borrowers from the bank who are 
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stockholders in 2 to the amount of Interest received by the 


depositors and the amount of interest paid by the borrowers. 

%% Fifth. Upon liquidation, after payment of liabilities, the capital 
stock shall be redeemed at par, with dividends as before provided, and 
all other assets of the bank shall be distributed to the depositors and 
borrowers then stockholders of the bank in the same proportions pro- 
vided for the distribution of dividends.’ 

“Sec, 14. That the amount which a cooperative national bank may 
loan to one person or corporation shall not exceed 5 per cent of its 
deposits, and loans for productive purposes shall have preference, and 
no loans shall be made for purely speculative purposes. 

“ Sec. 15. That all provisions of the Federal reserve act and of the 
national banking act not inconsistent herewith shall be A to 
the cooperative national banks; and it is further provided that after 
1,000 cooperative national banks have been organized they may estab- 
lish a cooperative reserve of their own and become members thereof by 
subscribing for capital stock therein equal to 5 per cent of their own 
capital stock. Such coo tive reserve bank may also admit as mem- 
bers cooperative State nks organized substantially upon the same 
plan as coo} tive national banks, and the plan of such cooperative 
reserve bank shall be substantially the same as cooperative national 
banks, except that its stockholders and members shall be only coopera- 
tive banks as herein provided. 

“Sec, 16, That a tax of one-tenth of 1 per cent per annum shall be 
levied upon the total deposits of each cooperative national bank and 
paid into the Treasury of the United States, to be known as the de- 

sit erat ae fund, and the same shall be used by the Treasurer of 

he United States to immediately pay depositors in the cooperative 
national banks the full amount of their deposits upon the liquidation 
of any such bank. That such tax shall cease when its accumulations 
amount to 8 per cent of the total deposits of all cooperative national 
banks and shall be automatically relevied to maintain said 3 per cent. 
That after a coo tive reserve is organized, as herein provided, the 
said tax for poaranty of depositors shall be paa to said cooperative 
reserve bank instead of the Treasurer of the United States, and shall 
of by it as herein provided. 

17. That cooperative national banks shall use the words “ co- 
operative“ and “national” in their title, and no other banks shall 
use the word cooperative“ except State banks which are organized 
upon substantially the principles as herein provided.“ 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I think I have said about 
all I desire to say upon the question of the amendment. I 
made the change to meet the objection of the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor] so that the cooperative bank would 
have a minimum of $25,000 capital the same as other banks. 
Under the amendment we would not go into the Treasury of the 
United States for any money. It is not a soviet provision like 
the bill of the Senator from Wisconsin. It is a farmers’ amend- 
ment. The capital comes from the farmers or the laboring peo- 
ple themselves. The management is their own. It is permis- 
sive. It gives them permission to organize a cooperative credit 
bank, and on that basis I think no Senator should object to 
giving them that right. 

Mr. LENROOT. On agreeing to the amendment I demand the 
yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I do not see why the coopera- 
tive idea can not be utilized In the banking business. I do not 
claim to be an expert. I know there are banks that are or- 
ganized, based on a cooperative idea, that have been successful, 
banks without any capital stock, even, that have been very suc- 
cessful. The amendment makes nothing compulsory. The 
amendment is only permissive. If it is not workable, it can 
not hurt anybody. If upon attempting to work it it is found 
that there is something wrong with it, those who are inter- 
ested in it will be asking for the perfection of it so that it will 
be workable. 

The States have provided, several of them at least, for coop- 
erative banks. Why is it that the Federal Government, as long 
as it does provide for commercial banks, should not likewise 
provide for cooperative banks? Instead of condemning it with- 
out a hearing, if there is something wrong with the amendment, 
why not perfect it in good faith? If it is not workable and any 
reason can be pointed out why it is not workable, it is subject 
to amendment right now. 

It will not do any good, Mr. President, to say that those who 
offer a thing of this kind are Bolsheviks or that they believe in 
Soviet Russia or anything of that kind. That is not argument. 
In the end that will not accomplish any good. Wither there is 
something in it or there is not, and we ought to pass on it, it 
seems to me, on the theory that if there is such a thing as the 
organization of a cooperative bank, those who want to go into 
the banking business on the cooperative idea ought to have a 
law prepared so they can do it. Certainly it can not do any 
injury. If there is anything in cooperation—and I believe there 
is more in that one thing perhaps than in any other thing that 
will help the farmer or help any other class of people—why not 
provide by law that the cooperative bank should be organized 
the same as a cooperative elevator or cooperative anything else, 
and permit it to be done. g 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, of course, there is a great deal 
more to the bill than the mere matter of cooperative banking. 
The Senator from Nebraska is a reasonable man. I think he 
is very reasonable. Let me ask him in all frankness if he 


be disposed 
“Spe, 


` 


thinks that the Senate, without any investigation, without any 
word from the office of the Comptroller of the Currency, having 
supervision of all of our national banking affairs, without one 
word of counsel, or advice, or information from the Treasury 
Department, is capable of setting up an entirely new and unique 
banking system? 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator desires me to answer, and he 
is asking his question in good faith, I wish to answer him in 
that way. 

Mr. GLASS. I am. 

Mr. NORRIS. I concede the things the Senator from Vir- 

ia has pointed out in his questions to me, and that we, per- 

ps, ought to have—at least I should like to have—the advice 
of the Comptroller of the Currency, not that I would neces- 
sarily follow it, but I should like to have all sides heard. I 
should like to have the Committee on Banking and Currency 
consider the question. But, Mr. President, the question of 
credit for the farmer has been before the committee for a long 
time. It may be they have given no consideration to this 
proposition. I do not know any other way now when I am 
confronted here with the question of voting on it than to say I 
believe in the cooperative idea for banking. I may be wrong; 
I am open to conviction; but I am confronted with the neces- 
sity here of either voting for it or against it. It seems to me 
those who are opposing it, if they think that there can be made 
out of it a system of cooperative banking, ought to do it In 
good faith. 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I do not understand that this 
measure has ever been before the Committee on Banking and 
Currency of the Senate. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know that it has, if that is a serious 
objection to bringing it up, but I know of no other way to meet 
it than as it comes before us. 

Mr. GLASS. We have no information whatsoever about it 
except what has been said here on the floor of the Senate. 
I very quickly and frankly confess that I know nothing in the 
world about it. I could not vote for it. I have no information 
on the subject at all. It apparently proposes to set up a rival 
Federal reserve banking system to the one already in existence. 
There are many things about it which I should like to know, 
as to which I should like to inquire. It Is a new thing to me. 
For six years, I believe, I was chairman of the Banking and 
Currency Committee of the House of Representatives. As I 
recall, every bill which proposed any serious alteration in the 
existing law was then immediately referred by me either to the 
Comptroller of the Currency or to the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to give us some light on the subject, to give us some infor- 
mation, to give us some assistance, in order to enable us to 
reach a conclusion; but here it is proposed to adopt an abso- 
lutely unique system, about which I know nothing on earth, 
If any other member of the committee does, he has an advan- 
tage of me. 

So far as cooperative banking is concerned, any 10 men in 
the United States may now cooperate, raise $25,000, and organ- 
ize a national bank, or organize a thousand national banks If 
they are able to raise the capital with which to do it. There 
is nothing in the law against that. 

I believe in cooperation among farmers; I have encouraged 
it all I could in my State; but I submit to the Senator from 
Nebraska, who is a sensible man, that we can not here upon 
the floor of the Senate undertake to set up, without inquiry 
or investigation, an absolutely unique banking system. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, the Senator from Nebraska 
knows very well that no Senator on this floor has ever sug- 
gested in any way that the cooperative banking principle or 
the pending amendment was bolshevistic in any respect. On 
the contrary, if the Senator from Nebraska was upon the floor 
at the time, he knew that the Senator from Wisconsin ex- 
pressed his sympathy with the general idea of cooperative 
banking. He not only expressed it but it is found in the pend- 
ing bill and ts recognized in the bill introduced by the Senator 
from Wisconsin and reported by the committee. 

I wish to know of the Senator from Nebraska if he has 
studied the pending amendment; and if he is familiar with its 
provisions and its effect? If he would undertake to tell the 
Senate just what its provisions mean, I will be glad to yield 
to him in order to let him answer. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, what does the Senator from 
Wisconsin desire me to answer? If he will propound his ques- 
tion, if I can I will answer it, and if I can not I will say so. 

Mr. LENROOT. I want to know if the Senator from Ne- 
braska is satisfied that this is a practicable, workable pro- 
vision with reference to national cooperative banking? 

Mr. NORRIS. I will answer that, 
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Mr. LENROOT.. I should be very glad if the Senator would 


do so. Then, while he is answering that, I shall be very glad 
to have him give his opinion 

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. The Chair will state that he 
beliéves the Senator from Nebraska has once spoken on the 
pending amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have not spoken heretofore on the amend- 
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
would have to answer in the time of the Senator from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I was about to ask him, if he had the op- 
portunity—and if he has not, I would be glad to ask unanimous 
consent that he have the opportunity for five minutes more 
to tell the Senate his opinion. as to whether this amendment 
proposes to set up an entirely new Federal reserve system or 
whether it proposes to set up an additional Federal reserve 
system. If the Senator has examined that feature of the 
amendment, I am sure that he has given consideration to the 
subject; but it seems to me that it is Impossible to tell just 
what it does provide: In an important matter of this: kind, is 
it possible that the Senator from Nebraska would ask the Sen- 
ate to vote affirmatively for a provision that has never had 
the consideration of any committee or any considerable number 
of Members of the Senate? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I am: very deeply 
interested in the suggestion of permitting the organization of 
cooperative banks, but I should like to be more fully advised 
about it. 

The bill to which this amendment is offered is one for the 
purpose of extending credit to farmers, but I do not find any- 
thing in the amendment before us that may be characterized 
as cooperative in any sense whatever. Im the second place, I 
do not see that it has any reference whatever to extending 
eredit to farmers, but any persons: voluntarily may associate 
themselves for the purpose of orgunizing a bank under the 
provisions of the amendment. There do not seem to be any 
more cooperative features about it than about the existing 
bank law. Persons may associate themselves together without 
any regard to what their vocation may be and organize a 
bank of this character. In fact, Mr. President, I do not see 
and I trust the Senator from Iowa will explain—that this 
amendment makes a bit of difference between the banks con- 
templated by it and the existing national banks except that the 
capital stock, as I understand from the original print of the 
amendment, may be 815,000 as a minimum, with a par value of 
$10, and that the voting power is limited, not in aceordance with 
the shares of stock but each member having one vote. Other- 
wise it is provided that all laws applicable to existing national 
banks shall apply to the proposed banks. So there is another 
system of banks to be organized exactly the same as the existing 
national banks, except that the capital stock need not be greater 
than $15,000, the par shall be $10, and the voting power shall be 
one vote for each member. I do not understand that that is a 
cooperative bank at all. 

Mr. KELLOGG. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I am through. 

Mr. KELLOGG. I merely want to ask the Senator if he has 
considered the provision of the amendment which sets up a 
separate reserve system? 

Mr, WALSH of Montana. I have examined that, and T think 
it needs some elucidation and more clarification. It provides: 

Sec. 15. That all provisions of the Federal reserve act and of the 
national banking act not inconsistent: herewith shall be applicable to 
the cooperative national banks; and it is further provided that after 
ae cooperative national banks have been organized they may estab- 
lish a cooperative reserve of their own and become members thereof by 
subscribing for capital stock therein equal to 5 per cent of their own 
capital stock. 

That part of It, it seems to me, would be entirely inoperative 
because of the lack of the necessary provisions. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President-——— 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator from Towa will par- 
don me, I do not address myself to that particularly; but the 
original conception has not any reference whatever to the exten- 
sion of credit to the farmers; and, in the second place, it has 
no cooperative features whatever. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I will say to the Sen- 
ator—— 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will observe that 
the Senator from Iowa has once spoken on the amendment: 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, there are just three basic 
principles of cooperation, whether in the case of a bank or any 
other enterprise. The first is one man, one vote; the second iş 
the earnings of capital are fixed the same as the wages of 


labor; and the third is that all profits over and above expenses 
and: the — of capital are distributed to the depositors and 
the borrowers: in proportion to the: interest received’ by the de 
positors and the interest paid by the borrowers. 

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER: Does the Senator from Iowa 
yield to the Senator from Minois? 

Mr. McCORMICK. T have no desire to interrupt the Senator 
further than to ask if the rule provided by the- unanimous- 
consent agreement is being generally enforced? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair’s understanding is 
that the Senator from Iowa has spoken once upon this amend- 
ment. Is the Chair correct as to that? 

Mr. BROOKHART. I did not speak; I announced to the 
Chair I would not; I merely submitted the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa is in 
order, then, and may proceed for five- minutes, 

Mr. BROOKHART. The three prineiples I have stated are 
all there is in cooperation: It is that simple. All over the 
world the great cooperative enterprises, which are now the 
biggest business in the world, are all conducted on those three 
simple little principles. 

Is the plam designed for the farmers? Well, the farmer and 
the laboring man are the ones that have organized’ such banks 
alll over the world, and I do not know of anybody else that has 
ever organized one. Under the proposed amendment it is open 
to anyone to organize one. 

The provisions of the national bank act are made applicable 
for safety purposes so that this bank will be supervised just 
the same as any national bank; it will not be a wildcat bank: 
It is true many cooperative banks are organized without any 
stock at all, but under the amendment provision is made for 
stock with a minimum of $25,000; the same, I believe, as in 
the case of national banks. When stock is issued by a co- 
operative corporation, the only difference between it and others 
is that the earnings of that stock are limited; wages are fixed 
for capital the same as the wages are fixed for labor. That 
is what the amendment proposes. If the Senator from Mon- 
tana knows of any single cooperative principle that has been 
omitted from the amendment, T will be glad to put it in. It 
embraces all the principles of cooperation that I know, and I 
have studied cooperation for many years. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Iowa 
yleld to the Senator from Oklahoma? 

Mr: HARRELD: I do not ask the Senator to yield; I want 
to speak in my own time. 

Mr. NORRIS rose. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Does the Senator from Nebraska desire 
to ask à question? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I was going to make a motion wlien the 
Senator concludes: 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to say a word 
further as to the reserve feature. Under the amendment the 
reserve is cooperative, just like the other features of the pro- 
posed system. All cooperative credit systems everywhere in the 
world have the same kind of reserve. They simply organize 
the overhead which they own by their stock subscriptions; but 
the earnings of the stock are limited, and the surplus earnings 
go back to the member banks. It makes the simplest and most 
effective control in the world in the hands of these men. 

Some have objected because of the borrowers’ share in the 
control of the banks; but in these banks, made up of little 
depositors, the depositors are always more numerous than the 
borrowers, Furthermore, if there were not thousands of such 
institutions in successful operation all over the world, there 
might be some doubt as to the proposition; but everywhere 
such banks have been organized they have worked out success- 
fully, and the berrowers and depositors get along together as 
cooperutors and not as profiteers. : 

Mr: CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senate concludes its business to-day it take a recess 
until 12 o’clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so agreed. 

Mr. HARRELD. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to dis- 
cuss the general field of cooperative business; it has proven a 
success in certain lines, but I am not yet ready to say that I 
am in favor of it In the banking field or opposed to it. I wish 
to address myself particularly to section 16 of the proposed 
amendment, which provides for guaranteeing bank deposits. 

Bear in mind, first, that one of the chief features of the coopera- 
tive system of banking proposed by the Senator from Iowa is 
that the banks are not allowed to make above a certain per- 
centage of profit, in this case limited, I believe, to 8 per cent, 
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All business yentures, whether in the banking line or otherwise, 
are dangerous undertakings in a way. I believe statistics show 
that 95 per cent of all business ventures fail, even where there 
are no limitations on the amount that can be earned by them, 
but if we limit the amount that can be earned by a business 
concern, we very materially increase that percentage, in my 
judgment, and there are more possibilities of failure for a 
business whose earnings are limited. For that reason it is very 
important to inquire into section 16, which provides for a 
guaranty. 

Section 16 provides that a tax of one-tenth of 1 per cent shall 
be levied upon the total deposits, and so forth, for the purpose of 
creating a guaranty fund. Unfortunately in the State which I rep- 
resent we have had some sorrow growing out of a bank-guaranty 
fund. The Jaw to which I refer provided that a certain tax 
should be levied upon State banks to produce a fund to guar- 
antee deposits, At the present time there is a deficit of 
$8,000,000 in that fund, and in the case of the last 27 banks 
that have failed the depositors have not received the protection 
which the law of the- State guaranteed them under this bank- 
guaranty system, and the depositors are now insisting that the 
State of Oklahoma itself is morally bound to pay that $8,000,000 
into the Treasury to meet the claims of the various depositors in 
these 27 failed banks. 

If we were to adopt this amendment to this banking law, 
limited as it is to 8 per cent of profits, and if this guaranty 
fund were to fall in the years to come, I wonder if a cry would 
come up that the United States Government is morally bound 
to meet the deposits guaranteed by this fund. I have reason- 
able ground to believe that that cry would come to Washington 
under the terms of this bill. For that reason, it seems to me 
that it is very necessary that the most careful consideration 
should be given to a proposal of this sort; that it ought not 
to be sprung as an amendment to a bill as this is sprung on 
the floor of the Senate; that it ought to be introduced in the 
form of a bill, at least, and go to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency, and be given the consideration that ought to be 
accorded to a proposition as important as this is. 

or that reason, I shall oppose the amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
has spoken once upon this amendment. He has the privilege 
of speaking upon the bill for five minutes. 

Mr. NORRIS. No, Mr. President; I am aware that I have 
spoken once on this amendment, but I did not take the floor 
for the purpose of speaking on this amendment. I desire to 
offer an amendment. 

I move, Mr. President, to amend the amendment of the Sena- 
tor from Iowa [Mr. BrookHArt], on page 2, line 17, after the 
word “ depositors,” by striking out the following words, being 
part of lines 17 and 18: “and to the borrowers.” If that 
amendment can be stated from the desk, I will ask for recog- 
nition to speak on that motion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment of the Senator 
from Nebraska to the amendment of the Senator from Iowa 
will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK, In page 2, lines 17 and 18, it is proposed 
to strike out the words “and to the borrowers.” 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I have a great deal of sym- 
pathy with some of the things that have been said, particularly 
by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Grass]. I think there is a 
good deal of wisdom in what he said; but, Mr, President, we 
are confronted here with a proposition that, in my judgment, is 
an effort in good faith to establish a cooperative bank. 

1 do not agree with the Senator from Montana [Mr. WALSH] 
when he says there is not anything in this proposal of a co- 
operative nature. It has the very fundamental principles, it 
seems to me, of a cooperative Institution. If I had my way 
about it, and were drafting the bill along cooperative lines, I 
would try to eliminate the capital stock entirely, and provide a 
different system by which the banks could start. The profits 
of this institution, after they set aside a surplus fund and a 
guaranty fund, are divided among the depositors and the bor- 
rowers. In my judgment, it would be strengthened very much 
if the profits were divided only among the depositors. I think 
the bank, instead of having the provision for incorporation, 
would be more strictly a cooperative institution if the de- 
positors themselves selected the president and the cashier or 
other officers, whatever they choose to call them, to manage the 
business; and certainly when depositors have a direct interest 
in the profits of an institution they are not going to set up a 
wild-cat institution. It seems to me that is a safety provision; 
and à fundamenal principle of a cooperative institution, as 
everybody knows who has studied the cooperative organiza- 
tions ever the world, is the slogan: “ One man, one vote.” 
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We had before us some time ago Sir Horace Plunkett, who 
is one of the fathers of cooperation in the world. He was the 
originator and had more to do with cooperative societies in 
Ireland than any other living man, and they have made a great 
success of it. He confined his work, it is true, to some par- 
ticular lines. He told us that he made 50 speeches in an 
attempt to organize cooperative creameries in Ireland before 
he had a single response and found anybody who would go in 
with him to organize a cooperative creamery. The cooperative 
bank will give to those who do the business of the bank the 
profits that there may be in the bank. I do not myself see why 
cooperative banks should not be as successful as cooperative 
creameries, 

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. Harrerp] is objecting, ap- 
parently, to the guaranty provision here, If the Senator from 
Oklahoma thinks that is detrimental to the amendment, in- 
stead of condemning the whole thing he ought to make a mo- 
tion to amend it by striking that out. I do not think that is 
detrimental. Personally, I believe that is a good provision, 
The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LEN BOOT] objects and asks 
me whether I am in favor, as this bill to a certain extent does 
of setting up a separate institution here. I have never talked 
with the Senator from Iowa, but I presume the reason why he 
has done that is because if these institutions were admitted to 
the Federal reserve system as it stands now they would say, 
“We do not want anything to do with these fellows”; so 
he has provided that they shall stand on their own bottom; 
they shall go up or down according to their own business. 

We have two systems now. We have, I will say to the Sena- 
tor from Wisconsin, the State banks—and a great many more 
of them than national banks. When we set up the Federal 
reserve system as a Federal proposition, did anybody say, 
“Why, you are setting up a separate institution when the 
States have one of their own“? 

That is true. Maybe that is objectionable. Maybe it ought 
to be all in one. That may be a good argument against this 
proposal, but it is no better argument than could be made 
against the Federal reserve system itself. 

I have an idea that if this were added on to the bill and they 
commenced to work under it, some imperfections would be 
found in it. I think I have pointed out one in this amendment. 
I may be wrong about that. They say, again, that the farmers 
will not utilize this system. Well, I am not particular about 
any particular class of people utilizing it. The merchants can 
utilize it if they want to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Nebraska has expired. The question is on the amendment of 
the Senator from Nebraska to the amendment of the Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I address myself 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
Norgts] simply for the purpose of 8 what I meant 
when I said that this proposal did not provide for the organiza- 
tion of cooperative banks; that the cooperative principle was 
not here. 

If I understand the cooperative principle at all, it embodies 
the idea that certain persons get together and deal among 
themselves and with themselves, and distribute the avails 
among themselves. The 200 persons provided here may not 
become depositors in the bank at all. They may take deposits 
from people who are not stockholders in any sense whatever. 
They may make loans to persons who are not stockholders at 
all. They do not deal among themselves, make their own de- 
posits, and make their own loans, as a building and loan a 
ciation, but they take deposits from the outside, and they make 
loans upon the outside. I understand that that is a violation 
of the cooperative principle. That is what I meant when I 
said that this amendment did not provide for the organization 
of cooperative banks, 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I desire to speak now on 
the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]. 

There is no violation of the principle of cooperation in deal- 
ing with outside persons. All the cooperatives do that. They 
do business just the same as anybody else, so far as that is con- 
cerned. è 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, may I ask the Sen- 
ator if they do not do that as merely incidental to the dealing 
among themselves? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Incidental, and yet, perhaps, the greater 
volume of the Rochdale business is outside, and it is the — 5 
gest cooperative business in the world, and it is the biggest bus 
ness in the world, too. There is not any other business that 
I know of, unless it is the business of Henry Ford, that is 
the equal of that mana by Mr. N the manager of the 
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of two and a half billion dollars in 1919, and it increased 26 
per cent the first six months of 1920, and has increased every 
month since; so it conducts.a gigantic banking business in con- 
nection with the other, all on this principle. 

In reference to the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska, 

let me say that nobody can share in these profits unless he is a 
member. That is what meets, principally, the objection of the 
Senator from Montana. If a depositor is not a member, he 
‘does not share in this cooperative distribution of profits. If a 
borrower is not a member, he does not share in it. That brings 
all the borrowers and all the depositors into the association as 
members, and that is the idea of it. 

The Cooperative National Bank, at Cleveland, is operating on 
the idea of the Senator from Nebraska all right, but all of us 
have agreed that it does not fully meet the cooperative principle. 
I have not any particular objection to the amendment, because 
it will serve to lower the rate on deposits, and the borrowers 
will get some advantage of it in the cooperative exchange, any- 
how; but the real cooperative principle is the way it is figured 
out here, giving the distribution of the profits over what capital 
earns in proportion to the interest received by the depositors 
and in proportion to the interest paid by the borrowers. 

That gives them an equal share in these profits, and that is 
what makes the thing cooperative; it is the division of these 
profits, 

The more members you can get in one of these banks the 
better, the further reaching it will be in its cooperation. It is 
true that it could be organized without any capital. When 
capital comes in, as I said before, we immediately fix a wage 
for the capital, so that it is not a profiteering affair; and, 
haying done that, it goes ahead, cooperative with capital or 
otherwise. Both are used in the cooperative organizations, 
whether in banking or in anything else. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It seems to me that there is a good deal 
in the proposal that has been made by the Senator. It Is one 
that ought to have yery careful consideration by the Senate, 
and I am wondering if it has bad that careful consideration. 
I wonder if there have been any hearings on it, or if there has 
been any action of the committee in regard to it. The Senator 
will admit that it is a new proposal. 

Mr, BROOKHART. I do. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It does seem to me that the Senate should 
have hearings on it, and there should be consideration of it by 
a committee, so as to get it in the form which will be best for 
the farmers. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I will say that the only hearing on It 
was at the meeting of the farm-bloc people when the live-stock 
men of the West were here. I brought up the idea and deyel- 
oped it there in the cross-examination of Mr. Eugene Meyer, 
and he said there was no objection to it. That is as far as it 
went; but, to be frank, I supposed the committee understood 
better what I was driving at than they did, and that it was 
not so new as I have found it to be in the discussion here, and 
I did not follow it any further. 

I would be very glad to have it fully investigated, so far as 
that is concerned. If there can be some arrangement to send 
this proposition to the Committee on Banking and Currency 
and have a hearing on it and consideration of it, I would not 
object to that, for I am not trying to put anything over on the 
Senate of the United States, notwithstanding my friend from 
Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time of the Senator from 
Towa has expired. 

Mr. GLASS. In my own time I would like to say to the 
Senator, as one minority member of the committee, that I should 
be very glad to take his plan up and consider it as best I would 
know how; but it has not been considered. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That is true. 

Mr. GLASS. I have no information on the subject; and how- 
ever good it may be, I could not with any degree of confidence 
vote for it. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I hope the Senator will let 
it take the course any bill would take, because it does seem to 
me that a matter as important as_ this should have the careful 
scrutiny of a committee, and there should be such testimony 
produced before the committee that they could properly act in 
the premises. I hope the Senator will let it go to the com- 
mittee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. BROOKHART. In yiew of the suggestion coming from 
the committee, I will withdraw the amendment and present it 
to the committee as an original bill, 


Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator from Nebraska consent? 

Mr. NORRIS. I suppose, technically speaking, that would 
require my consent. I will withdraw my motion, so that that 
action may be taken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska 
consents, and the amendment is withdrawn. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, at the end of line 5, on page 
6, I wish to offer the following amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 


The Reapine CLERK. On page 6, line 5, before the period and 
after the word “ made,” insert the following: 

Or any bonus or thing of value to procure said loan has been given. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Just one word. The section to which I 
have sought to attach the amendment provides that the paper 
Shall not be subject to rediscount if the rate of interest it bears 
shall exceed by more than 1} per cent the discount rate. I 
simply sought to add a provision that it should not be subject 
to discount where any bonus or thing of value has been given 
to procure the loan. I do not know how rare the practice is, 
but sometimes, where the rate of interest is fixed, it is the 
custom to require the borrower to give a bonus in order to pro- 
cure the loan, and if we are trying to protect the farmer as 
against extortion I rather thought it ought to be required that 
the bank should not charge him in excess of a certain rate of 
interest, nor should they demand from the farmer a bonus. 

The Senator from Wisconsin had a suggestion in the way of 
a modification of the amendment which possibly he would want 
to offer in lieu of the amendment. I do not know whether any 
extortion will be practiced under this system. I know that 
bonuses are sometimes demanded for loans, and it is merely 
to protect the borrower against the demand of a bonus that I 
offer the amendment. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, as I stated the other day, I 
am in entire sympathy with what the Senator from Arkansas 
desires to accomplish. I wish very frankly to say that I do 
not believe it is practicable to accomplish it in this way, and 
I may also frankly say that I do not know how it can be 
accomplished. If this amendment were adopted, it would de- 
prive the Federal land bank of power to discount any paper 
unless it first ascertained not only that the rate carried In the 
paper was not in excess of the rate provided in the law but 
that there had not been any secret bonus or commission of- 
fered. The Senator can see they would have to go into au 
investigation of every note offered for discount before they 
would be authorized under the law to discount the paper. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Would not the paper be prima facie subject 
to rediscount, and the bank only prohibited when knowledge 
eame to it that a bonus had been asked? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly not under the form in which the 
amendment appears, because on its face it provides that no 
paper shall be discounted if it carries a rate in excess of 14 
per cent over the discount rate, or if there has been any bonus 
or secret commission. The result of that would be that it 
would tie the hands of the land bank in discounting paper 
unless it went into an actual investigation in each case to 
ascertain whether there was any secret commission, which, of 
course, would be impossible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr, 
Caraway]. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. FLETCHER, To make a little clearer the provision on 
page 6, I move to insert, after the word “discount” in line 1, 
the words “ with any Federal land bank,” so that it would read: 

No bank, trust company, live-stock company, or other agencies en- 
titled to the privileges of this act shall, without the approval of the 
Federal Farm Loan rd, be allowed to discount with any Federal 
land bank any note or other obligation. 

It is of course intended to apply to them. 

Mr. LENROOT. I accept that amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. : 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is on agree- 
ing to the substitute proposed by the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. NORBECK]. 

Mr. NORBECK. I want to offer my amendment at this 
time, It is really a substitute for the pending bill. I merely 
wish to add to what I said this morning the statement that 
there have been some slight improvements made in the bill 
to-day, but they are very slight. We have done something more 
than that. We have absolutely admitted that the proposition 
of issuing debentures back of the capital in the proportion 
of 10 to 1 is not what we are trying to bring about. 

The proponent of the bill suggests that we should not en- 
force that rule. Therefore we must frankly admit that part 
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of this capital will be placed where it is effective and part 
of it where it will not be. We have this ridiculous proposi- 
tion, for instance, that we take $5,000,000. out ef the United 
States Treasury, we send it 500 miles to some Government 
clerk or a Government beard, working under Uncle Sam on 
Salaries, who say they do not need the money at all. But we 
say to those people, Lou can lend it to another group work- 
ing for Uncle Sam, another group of Government clerks, 
another board.” There is red tape here and red tape there, and 
red tape at the other place, instead of our going direct to the 
question, as I propose in my substitute. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I shall not take any time of 
the Senate, except to make one observation: The whole issue 
between the substitute of the Senator from South Dakota and 
the bill before the Senate, outside of the details, which I am 
not going to take the time to discuss, is the centralization of 
the entire system, as against allocating it in different parts of 
the country. We had the same question before us when we 
were considering the Federal reserve system, when it was pro- 
posed to establish one central bank, but Congress decided in 
favor of the 12 regional banks. This presents the same ques- 
tion. Of course, if the Senate desires to establish a central 
bank, as against regional banks, the substitute of the Senator 
should be adopted. 

I want to make one other observation: The Senator from 
South Dakota has repeatedly said he did not believe the deben- 
tures provided for in the pending bill would be salable, and yet 
I observed the Senator from South Dakota a few moments ago 
voting for the amendment offered by the Senator from Missis- 
sippi proposing that loans be made direct to farmers, which, I 
am frank to say, would absolutely. destroy the salability of the 
debentures. 

I want to say, too, that in the measure the Senator now asks 
the Senate to support he provides for the sale of the debentures 
to the extent of $1,000,000, and he also provides for loans direct 
‘to farmers upon the indorsement of five other farmers, but 
utterly irrespective of the financial condition of any of them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to, the amendment in the nature of a substitute proposed by the 
Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

On a division, the amendment was rejected. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I offer the following amendment, 
and I believe under the rule it can not be discussed further. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The Reaping OLERK. Add at the proper place the following: 


That the Federal reserve act as amended be further amended by 
out the word six in the proviso in the second paragraph 

13 and 5 eu thereof 12,“ so that the proviso 
ed shall read: vided, That notes, ts, and bills drawn 
or issued for agricultural purposes er based on live stock and having a 
maturity not exceeding 12 months, exclusive of days of grace, may be 
discounted in an amount to be limited to a percentage of the assets of 
the Federal reserve bank, to be ascertaimed and fixed by the Feder 
Reserve Board.” 


Amend section 13a, in line 4, page 17, by striking out nine and | 


inserting twelve.“ 

Mr. SMITH. The amendment involves the question of extend- 
ing the time from 9 months to 12 months. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on agreeing to it. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I transfer 
my general pair with the junior Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. ELKINS] to the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CULBER- 
son], and vote yen.“ 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as to my pair and transfer as befere, I withhold 
my vote. If permitted to vote, I would vote “nay.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I transfer my pair 
with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop] to the 
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor}, and vote “nay.” 

Mr, PHIPPS (when his name was called). Making the same 
announcement as on the previous vote, I vote “nay.” 

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr} 
to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Gerry}, and vote 
“ yea.” 

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). My general 
pair, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Witrrams}, being 
absent, and being unable to obtain a transfer, I withhold my 
vote. If I were permitted to vote I would vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 


‘al | composed of such citizens, a corporation organized under 
| the United 75 


Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (after having voted in the nega- 


tive). I am paired with the junior Senator from Delaware 
[Mr. Bayard]. I notice that Senator has not voted. I have 
been unable to arrange a transfer, so I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). I trans- 
fer my pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr, 
STANLEY] to the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Harrerp], 
and allow my vote to stand. 

Mr. JONES ef New Mexico (after having voted in the affirm- 
ative). I transfer my general pair with the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. Fenna] to the Senator from Missouri [Mr. 
REED], and t my vote to stand. 

Mr. WATSON. I find that I can transfer my pair with the 
senlor Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WIILIaus] to the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. Towwsenp], which I do, and yote “nay.” 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I find that I can transfer my 
pair with the junior Senater from Delaware [Mr. Bayard] to 
the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DLIIN HAN J, which I 
se i vote “nay.” 

r. ERNST (after having voted in the negative). The =- 
1 51 one 3 Hannz zo], to whom z CARRERA 
r, having ente e Chamber and voted, I 
to withdraw my vote. e 
The result was announeed—yeas 33, hays 36, as follows: 


YBAS—33. 
Ashurst George McNa Stanfield 
Borah Harris Norbec Sterlin 
Brookhart son Norris. Sutherland 
Broussard Hefin tman Swanson 
—.— Jones N. M R Wash. M. 
ones, N. Mex. obinson 8 
way La Follette Shep Hé wone 
Couzens cCormiek Shie 
Fletcher McKellar Smith 
NAYS—36. 
Ball Hitchcock McLean Poindexter 
Brandegee Jones, Wash. com — Pa. 
ron Kendrick Nelson Shortridge 
Curtis Keyes ew cer 
Frelinghuysen Nicholson adsworth 
Glass Lenroot ie Warren 
g Lod; Watson 
Hale Mec * per elier 
Harreld McKinley Phipps Willis 
NOT VOTING—27. 
Bayard Edge Ladd Smoot 
Elkins Myers Stanley 
Colt Ernst Overman Townsend 
Culberson Fernald nderwood 
Cum Franee Pomerene Walsh, Mass. 
Dial Gerry Reed, Mo. 
Dillingham Kellogg Simmons 


So Mr, Surrh's amendment was rejected, 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, I desire to offer another 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The Reapine Crezx. Add at the proper place the following: 


That when used im this act the term mel yar V shall be construed 
to mean an individual citizen of the United States, a — — ership 
e laws of 
RAIAN sompeted of wach: ß ß be, copes 
a nm en of such e s, partnerships, or corporations, 

Sec. 2. That the War Finance Corporation act, approved April Pp 
1918, as amended, is amended by ng after section 28 of Title 
I thereof a new section to read as follows: 

sa — 2% That the corporation is hereby authorized and em- 
powered. 

“(a) To purchase, without recourse against the drawer thereof, 
and upon such other terms not inconsistent with this act as it may 
d me, from any person of the United States producing or dealin: 
in foodstuffs or wool or cotton products, or any articles e 
therefrom in the United States, drafts or bills of exchange secured by 
bills of lading or other instruments in writing conveying or securing 
merchantable title to sald foodstuffs. or wool or cotton products or an 
articles mantfactured therefrom in the United States when su 
drafts or bills of exchan are drawn against sales of said food- 
stuffs, products, or manufactured articles by any such person to a 
uyer or buyers established and deing business in foreign coun- 
tries, to be secured by proper and sufficient collateral or by the guar- 
anty of a legally established forel; government, or by both such 
collateral and guaranty as may be med advisable in t dgment 
and discretion of the directors of the War Finance Corporation. No 
sueh drafts or bills of ex ge or conveyance of title shall have a 
of more than six months from the time of purchase: Pro- 
at in the discretion of the directors of the War Finance 
Corporation such maturity may be fixed not to exceed nine months. 

To rehase, without reeourse against the drawer or indorser 
and ‘upon such other terms not inconsistent with this act 
determine, from any bank, banker, or trust company of the 


as it ma 
tates, @rafts or bills of exchange or conveyance of title, se- 


United 


cured by proper and sufficient collateral or by the guaranty of a 
legally established foreign government, or by both 
scaranty 1s the manner described 

sa bank, > or trust 
— — drafts or pulls af exchan 
producing or dealing 
articles manuf. 
against such person. 


such collateral and 
in paragraph (a) of this section, 
has ha 


compan; purchased and guar- 
from a person of the United States 
in foodstuffs, or wool or cotton products, or any 
therefrom in the United States, without recourse 


1923. 


ration shall provide for the registration with it of 
of aes, a conveyances of title entered into 
n 


“The said cor 
all contracts, b 
between said sellers of the ted States and those aa buyers 
whose purchase contracts and drafts and conveyances of title have 
collateral or guaranties as provided herein. Purchases of drafts. or 
bills of exchange or conveyances of title may be made under this 
section at any time prior to July 1, 1924. The aggregate amount of 
such purchases authorized under the provisions of this section of 
the act shall not at any time exceed $250,000,000 

(e) That any provisions of the War Finance Corporation act, 
as amended inconsistent with section 29 herein provided are hereby 
repea . 

Mr. NORBECK. Mr. President, to briefly explain the amend- 
ment, I am offering it as a rider to the farm credits measure. 
The bill which I have offered as an amendment was unani- 
mously recommended by the Committee on Agriculture and For- 
estry and, I can assure Senators, without any mental reserva- 
tion upon the part of the members who were present, and most 
of them were at the meeting. I think most of us were convinced 
by a representative of the Department of Agriculture, who had 
spent considerable time in Europe and who assured us that 
Europe would require a great deal more from us than in pre- 
vious years. 

I shall not go into the question of arguing it further except 
to leave this thought, that the hope is that by disposing of the 
surplus somewhere we will have a nice reaction on the market. 
We are trying to get the farmer's dollar out of the rut where it 
is. It is only worth 68 cents now, compared to the other man's 
dollar. We hope he may get better prices, so it can be put on a 
level with the other dollars. 

The idea is not new. It was not new when we gave that 
$10,000,000 over to Russia, or, rather, when we took it, not out 
of the Treasury but out of the farmer's fund, held in trust by 
the Treasury, and we got some splendid results. It acted as a 
stimulus and raised the prices. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. NORBECK. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. If the consumer or the individual at the other 
end of the line is unable to buy this material, how is the Senu- 
tor’s amendment going to help him? 

Mr. NORBECK. Simply by giving him a little more time to 
turn over. The whole experience of business, I think, is that 
when a man is on a cash basis he will sell for less than when 
he is on a credit basis. There are people who would like to 
buy a little more flour or a little more bacon or use a little 
more cotton, but who can not quite reach it. If they had a little 
more time to pay they would buy more. That is the theory. 

Mr. BORAH. The point that interests me is whether or not 
the provisions of the Senator’s amendment, if put into opera- 
tion, could reuch the individual in Europe who needs the food. 
If he has not the means to buy, how could it benefit the indi- 
vidual? 

Mr. NORBECK. The idea is to extend credit to the im- 
porter, Under the provisions of the amendment we could re- 
quire the guaranty of the Government. The expert showed 
us that a great deal of food is still handled by the Government 
there, but we are not selling it on Government credit. The 
theory is that the dealer who is responsible shall buy, and if 
there is any doubt about his responsibility the War Finance 
Corporation could ask the indorsement of the Government on 
top of that. 

The idea is not new. I am not going to take up the time 
of the Senate to discuss it. The Senate has voted on the 
question twice before, a year and a half ago when the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Nonkntis] brought the matter before us, 
but it was decided we were not ready for it, and two or three 
weeks ago when the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison] 
offered it as an amendment to another bill and it got a larger 
nuinber of votes than before. I thought possibly the Senate 
had reached the conclusion that it might accept the idea at 
this time. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I very much dislike to take 
any of the time of the Senate at this late hour. The Senate 
must remember that the proposition involves $250,000,000 out 
of the Treasury of the United States. That being so, I think 
I am justified in taking the five minutes I am allowed. 

In the first place, I want to say that it was testified before 
the Committee on Banking and Currency by Mr. Howard, 
Manager of the Cotton Growers’ Exchange, a cooperative or- 
ganization that has to do with the marketing of the southern 
cotton planters, that there was no lack of foreign credits that 
were entitled to credit. I have not the time to read his tes- 
timony, but it is in the hearings, as the Senator from South 
Dakota is aware. 

More particularly the amendment would in effect do this. 
So far as personal credits are concerned, where they are en- 
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titled to it they get it now, but if adopted and the authority 
conferred in it were carried out, it would mean that we would 
loan, for the benefit of foreign governments on their guaranty, 
$250,000,000. Most of them are bankrupt governments which, 
it is said, can not pay any of the interest which is due on their 
indebtedness to the United States. Some of the gentlemen 
who are demanding that we make further loans to foreign gov- 
ernments are at the same time demanding that we collect every 
dollar they now owe us. As to governments that are not bank- 
rupt, what would be the result? A government that is able to 
pay would have the benefit of this money out of the Treasury 
of the United States, and then use its own funds to maintain 
and equip its armies and buy guns with which to carry on 
further wars in Europe. That would be the effect of this pro- 
posed legislation. 

As the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] bas pointed out, it 
will not help the consumer over in Europe one particle. The 
trouble with Europe is not lack of credit on the part of im- 
porters, but the trouble with Europe is the lack of purchasing 
power upon the part of the individual man and woman in 
Europe. This amendment if adopted would not help them in 
any particular. 
| 3 Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
o me 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. POMERENE. Does the Senator recall when we were 
having the hearings that there appeared before the Finance 
Commitee a very prominent cotton broker from the South, who 
stated that he had had no difficulty whatever? 

Mr. LENROOT. I just referred to that. The witness was 
Mr. Howard, of the Cotton Growers’ Association. 

So, Mr. President, the only effect of this amendment would 
be to hand out something from the Treasury of the United 
States, either upon guaranty of bankrupt governments or of 
governments that could not pay their present interest Indebt- 
edness to the United States, or else to governments which can 
do so and which will then be permitted to use their own re- 
sources for the purpose of further carrying on trouble in 
Europe. 

Mr. STERLING, Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. STERLING. Under this amendment the War Finance 
Corporation would not be confined to the guaranty given by 
the Government, but it may require, and undoubtedly would re- 
quire, other sufficient collateral. It seems to me that there 
could be no question under a wise management of the War 
Finance Corporation as to the sufficiency of the security. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. LENROOT. On that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 

The amendment was rejected, 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, we are now about to pass the 
pending bill. I am going to vote for it. As I have said from 
the very beginning, I haye favored the bill; but I have always 
said that I believed what was expected from it was very much 
exaggerated and that, in my judgment, it would not accomplish 
very great or material good for the American farmer. Person- 
ally I have not put anything in the way of the prompt con- 
sideration and passage of the bill; but I desire to say that 
fundamentally we can loan money to men until, by reason of 
the very fact that they are able to borrow and we are able to 
loan, we will ruin them. 

While rural credits, short-time credits, and intermediate 
credits are important—I realize it; I do not want to say any- 
thing detrimental to them—the great burden that is on the 
farmer to-day is that he is not able to pay from the product 
of his toil the debt that he already owes. If Congress would 
devote its time to an effort to seek out a market for the surplus 
products of America or to do away with the middlemen who 
live on the profits that they make from the time that the farm- 
er’s produce is put on the market until the consumer has to 
pay an exorbitant price for it, we should do more good for the 
producer and more good for the consumer than in any other 
way. 

The middlemen who reap all of their profits upon the food 
products as they travel in their natural course from production 
to consumption are the people who are to blame to a very great 
extent for the high price the consumer pays and for the low 
price the producer receives, 

This bill will not furnish a real remedy for the situation. If 
we would extend credit to a man who is already badly in debt 
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and at the same time give some reasonable assurance that when 
his new note matures he would have a better market, and thus 
save money by the operation, we would be doing him a favor. 
This bill does no such thing. We are not doing a kind act by 
extending credit, by making a man give another mortgage and 
another note and pay increased interest, if we are not able 
to assure him that upon the maturity of that note and that 
mortgage he will be able to get a sufficient price for his product 
to bring him a profit through the operation. 

I am just as anxious, Mr. President, to do something for the 
consumer as I am for the producer, I think the bill which the 
Agricultural Committee reported to the Senate, which was 
killed a week or two ago, was the one step that went further 
than any other in the direction of bringing relief, not only to the 
producer but to the consumer, I am not criticizing the Senate 
for taking the action which it did, although I think it was 
wrong. Neither am I trying to place myself in-a position where 
I may say, “I told you so.” I am not criticizing this bill; I 
think it will do some good, and I bid it Godspeed for every bit 
of good that it will do. I haye no ill will toward it or those 
who are backing it and who have been instrumental in over- 
throwing the bill that I think would have done more good. This 
bill will be a disappointment, The farmer needs more than 
anything else a market for his surplus products. This bill will 
not give it. You who are back of this bill killed the bill that 
would have done so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator’s time has ex- 
pired. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, and 
was read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill having been read three 
times, the question is, Shall it pass? 

Mr. LENROOT. Upon that question I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 2 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM], 
but he has authorized me to vote on the passage of the bill. I 
therefore vote yen.“ 

Mr. HARRISON (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ELKINS]. I understand that if he were present he would vote 
as I intend to vote. I therefore feel at liberty to vote, and vote 
“ * 


Mr. JONES of New Mexico (when his name was called). 
Making the same announcement as to the transfer of my pair 
as on the previous vote, I vote “ yea.” 

Mr. KELLOGG (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
Simmons]. I am informed that if he were present he would 
vote as Lintend to vote. I therefore feel at liberty to vote, and 
vote “ yea.” 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Unperwoop]. I am 
relieved from that pair, as the Senator would vote as I intend 
to vote. I therefore vote “ yea.” 

Mr. PHIPPS (when his name was called). I have been in- 
formed that my pair, the junior Senator from South Carolina 
IMr. DIAL], if present, would vote as I intend to vote. I 
therefore feel at liberty to vote, and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania (when his name was called). I 
transfer my general pair with the Senator from Delaware [ Mr. 
BAYARD] to my colleague [Mr. PEPPER] and vote yea.” 

Mr. TRAMMELL (when his name was called). I have a 
pair with the senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Corr], 
who is absent. I understand, however, that if present he would 
vote as I intend to vote. I therefore am at liberty to vote, and 
vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WARREN (when his name was called). My general 
pair, the junior Senator from North Carolina [Mr. OVERMAN], 
would, if present, vote as I intend to vote. I am therefore at 

to vote, and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. WATSON (when has name was called). I am informed 
that my general pair, the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WI 
LIAMs], would vote as I am about to vote were he present. 
Therefore I feel free to vote, and vote yea.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. ERNST (after having voted in the affirmative). I am 
informed that my general pair, the senior Senator from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. STANLEY], would, if present, vote as I have already 
voted. I will therefore permit my vote to stand. 

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. Couzens], the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cum- 
mains], the Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. France], and the Senator from Michigan [Mr. 


techn by the States in accordance with the r 


TOWNSEND] are unavoidably detained from the Senate. If pres- 
ent, they would vote “ yea.” 

I also desire to announce that the Senator from New Jersey 
eral PES is paired with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, 

WEN]. 

The result was announced—yeas 69, nays 0, as follows: 


Ball 
Harris McLean Shields 
Borah Harrison McNary Shortridge 
Brandegee Heflin Moses Smith 
Brookhart Hitcheock Nelson Spencer 
Broussard Johnson New Stanfle 
Bursum Jones, N. Mex. Nicholson Sterlin 
Cameron Jones, W: Norbeck Sutherland 
Kellogg Norris wansen 
Caraway Kendrick Oddie Trammell 
Curtis Keyes Page Wadsworth 
Erast Kin Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Fletcher La Follette Pittman arren 
Frelinghuysen nroot Poindexter Watson 
George Pomerene Weller 
Glass c — n Sacara illis 
eCum eed, Pa. 
Hale McKellar Robinson 
Harreld McKinley Sheppard 
NOT VOTING—27. 
Ashurst Dial Ladd Smoot 
Dillingham Myers Stanley 
oi : 5 
EJ en Jnderw 
Couzens Fernald Pepper Walsh, Mass. 
Culberson France Red. Mo. iams 
Cummins Gerry Simmons 


So the bill was passed. 
THE MERCHANT MARINE, 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I ask that the 
unfinished business may be laid before the Senate. 

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and supplement 
the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other purposes, 


THE NATIONAL GUARD. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr, President, in advance of the re- 
quest to take up the War Department appropriation bill which 
will be made to-morrow, I ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the Rxconb a copy of the resolutions adopted by the 
National Guard Association of the United States in its annual 
convention at Indianapolis, The resolutions relate directly to 
certain problems covered in the bill. They are so interesting 
and, to my mind, so conclusive that I think they should be 
printed in the Recorp before the bill is taken up. 

There being no objection, the resolutions were ordered to be 
printed in the Recoxp, as follows: 


NATIONAL GUARD ASSOCIATION OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Indianapolis, Ind., February 1, 1923. 
“Whereas Congress has by statute created the National Guard as 
the main dependence for the immediate use of the Nation for national 
defense in case of an emergency requiring the use of troops in excess 
of those of the Regular Army; and 
“ Whereas Congress by statute bas required the several States to 
raise a definite number of troops per Representative and Senator within 
a given period, and has required that these troops be 80 0 ized as 
to create a well-balanced force available for immediate use case of 
R Winter the 1 States h 1 d faith and 
ya ereas severa ates have in goo and at great expense 
to themselves and various communities within their borders srected, 
altered, and leased armories and stables and raised and placed under 
Federal recognition definite bodies of troops in order to comply with 
the requirements of Congress; and 
** Whereas there are at present 90 horse-drawn batteries of Artillery 
and 26 troops of Ca in the National Guard without horses; and 
“Whereas past e ence has demonstrated that it is impossible to 
maintain the interest of or properly instruct mounted organizations 
without an adequate number of horses; and 
“Whereas the necessary amount of mo has not been placed in 
the current appropriation bill by the House Representatives to either 
furnish horses and forage or the hire of caretakers to properly equip 
the mounted units already organized and Federally reco; ; and 
“Whereas the National Guard Association —— that Congress 
does not desire or intend to nullify that which has already been accom- 
uirements of the acts of 
‘ongress, which will be done if the appropriation bill, as it affects the 
National Guard, is finally enacted into law as passed by the House of 
Representatives ; and 
Whereas there are available in the Army, for free issue, suMcient 
horses to equip sald organizations without additional cost other than 
for transportation, forage, and caretakers: Now therefore be it 
“ Resolved by the National Guard Association of the United States in 
convention assembled, That we do, in the name of the National Guard 
of the several States, protest against Congress requiring of the vari- 
ous States the organization of military units of the National Guard 
and the establishing of proper housing and training facilities under 
an implied contract to properly equip and support those organizations 
and then fail, after the seve States have complied in good faith, to 
fulfill their of said contract; and be it further 
“ Resolved, That we earnestly urge Congress not to null the efforts 
of the citizen soldiery and not to discourage the States and individuals 
— 8 ree to provide an adequate force for national defense; and 
t further 
“ Resolved, That we earnestly urge every Member of Congress, its 
officials, and appropriate committees to replace in the current appro- 
priation bill the sums of money as provided for in the Budget, and 
which are necessary te properly equip with horses, and to care for same, 
the units now formed and in process of formation; and be it further 


“ Resolved, That a copy of these resolutions be furnished to all Mem- 
gress.” 


to stud 

proper allocation of troops to tbe National Guard in order to create a 
Poil bancai force to supplement the present strength of the r 
the minimum requirements of national de- 
necessity for Federal and 
which 
tions 


Army and yet stay within 
fense, taking into due account the present 

the approved report of this committ 
the mounted orga 


Gur M. Wirsox, 
Colonel, National Guard of Michigan, President, 


PROPOSED INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, I give the notice which I send to 
the desk and ask to have read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The notice will be read. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 


Pursuant to the provisions of Rule XL of the Standing Rules of 
the Senate, I hereby give notice in writing that I will move to sus- 
pend paragraph 3 of Rule XVI for the purpose of offering to the Army 
appropriation bill (H. R. 13793) oe following amendment. 


At the proper place insert the fo g: 

“That the President is authorized and requested to invite the gov- 
ernments with which the United States has diplomatic relations to send 

resentatives to a conference, to be held in the city of Washington, 
which shall be charged with the duty of formulating and entering into 
a general international agreement 18 which armaments for war, either 
upon land or sea, shall be effectually reduced and limited, in the in- 
terest of the peace of nations and the relief of all nations from the 
burdens of inordinate and unnecessary expenditures for the provision 
of armaments and the preparation for war.“ 


PETITIONS. 


Mr. NELSON presented petitions, numerously signed, of 
sundry citizens of Minnesota, praying for the passage of legis- 
lation extending immediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples 
of the German and Austrian Republics, which were referred to 
the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution adopted by members of 
Epsilon Chapter, National Sorority of Kappa Alpha Theta, at 
Columbus, Ohio, favoring an amendment to the Constitution 
regulating child labor, which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

He also presented a resolution of the Harry E. Kern Post, 
American Legion, of Toledo, Ohio, indorsing the action of France 
in endeavoring by direct measures to secure the payment of 
German reparations, which was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a resolution of the Greenford, Ohio, 
Farmers’ Institute, favoring the passage of legislation extend- 
ing the service of bonded warehouses to inelude all food and 
fiber products, which from their nature must be stored, await- 
ing consumptive demand; also an amendment to the Federal 
reserve act, making it mandatory that bonded warehouse cer- 
tificates be accepted as security for loans, and that loans upon 
warehouse certificates be made for such period as the goods 
against which loans are made remain in storage, which was 
referred to the Committee on Banking and Currency, 

Mr. LADD presented a resolution adopted at the annual 
meeting of the Bucyrus (N. Dak.) National Farm Loan Asso- 
ciation, at Bucyrus, N. Dak., favoring the passage of the so- 
called Strong bill, amending certain sections of the Federal 
farm loam act, which was referred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 


State economy, 
has been transmitted to Congress, contains 
referred to herein. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. NEW, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 9316) for the relief of Robert J. 
Ashe, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No, 1081) thereon. 

Mr. BURSUM, from the Committee on Pensions, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 12887) granting a pension to Jacob 
F. Rosenberger, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1082) thereon. 

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 3742) for the relief of John H. 


Fesenmeyer, alias John Wills, reported it with amendments 


and submitted a report (No. 1083), thereon. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania, from the Committee on Military 
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (S. 4216) authorizing 
the sale of real property no longer required for military pur- 

ses, reported it with amendments and submitted a report (No. 

084) thereon. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: 

A bill (S. 4464) in reference to a national military park at 
Yorktown, Va.; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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By Mr. FERNALD: > 

A bill (S. 4465) granting a pension to Carrie E. Croxford 
(with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HARRISON: 

A bill (S. 4466) for the relief of Hugh Marshall Mont- 
gomery; to the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys, 

By Mr. SPENCER: 

A bill (S. 4467) granting an increase of pension to John B. 
Senecal; to the Committee on Pensions. i 

By Mr. REED of Pennsylvania: 

A bill (S. 4468) to authorize the coinage of 50-cent pieces in 
commemoration of the three hundredth anniversary of the 
settling of New Netherland, the Middle States, in 1624, by 
Walloons, French. and Belgian Huguenots, under the Dutch 
West India Co.; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 


MOBILE RIVER BRIDGE, ALABAMA. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I ask permission to introduce 
a bill and let it lie on the table for the present. It is to extend 
the time for the construction of a bridge in my State. 

The bill (S. 4469) to extend the time for the construction of 
a bridge or bridges and trestles over the navigable channels of 
the mouth of the Mobile River in the State of Alabama was 
read twice by its title, and, with the accompanying paper, 
ordered to lie on the table. 


PAY OF THE FLEET NAVAL RESERVE. 


Mr. CALDER submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 7864) providing for sundry 
matters affecting the Naval Establishment, which was ordered 
to lie on the table and to be printed. 


NEW ORLEANS TOWBOAT ASSOCIATION, 


Mr. RANSDELL submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 11397) to authorize appro- 
priations for the relief of certain officers of the Army of the 
United States, and for other purposes, which was referred to 
the Committee on Claims and ordered to be printed. 


PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS. 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 2, 
1923, the President approved and signed the following acts: 

4 1690. An act to correct the naval record of John Sullivan; 
an 

S. 2719. An act to reimburse certain persons for loss of private 
funds while they were patients at the United States Naval Hos- 
pital, Naval Operating Base, Hampton Roads, Va. 


WILLIAM O, DOHERTY. 


Mr. LODGE submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 430), 
whieh, with an accompanying paper, was referred to the Com- 
mittee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate: 


Resolwed, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby is, 
authorized and directed to pay out of the contingent fund of the Senate 
to William O. Doherty, son of Edward W. Doherty, late a messenger 
acting as assistant doork r of the Senate, a sum equal to one year’s 
compensation at the rate he was receiving by law at the time of his 
death, said sum to be considered as inclu funeral expenses and all 
other allowances. 


INVESTIGATION OF ALASKAN FISHERIES. 


Mr. CAMERON submitted the following resolution (S. Res. 
431), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Con- 
trol the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 


Whereas at a public hearing held by the Senate Committee on m- 
merce to consider Senate bill S731, entitled “A bill to amend an 5 
titled An act to prevent the extermination of fur- bea animals in 
Alaska, etc., the statement was made by the Delegate Alaska 

m fisheries within the reservations 


that the administration of Alaska 
created by Executive orders issued under the dates of Februa 


within the reservations created Executi 
17, 1922, No er 3, 


the Delegate from Alaska with reference to the administration of su 

fisheries within such reservations. The committee, or subeommittee, 
shall make a final report of its investigations with recommendations 
to the Senate not later than March 1, 1923. For the purposes of this 
resolution the committee, or subcommittee, is author! to sit and act 
at such times during the Sixty-seyenth Con and in such places 
within the United States, to hold such hearings, and to employ such 
clerical and stenographic assistants as it deems necessary. The cost 
of stenographie service to report such hearings shall not be in excess of 
25 cents per hundred words. The committee, or subcommittee, is fur- 
ther authorized to send for persens, books, and papers, to administer 
oaths, and to take testimony. The ses of the commit or sub- 


committee, shall be paid from the con t fund of the Sena 
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HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED. 


The following bills and joint resolution were severally read 
twice by title and referred to the Committee on Finance: 

H. R. 13774. An act to amend the revenue act of 1921 in 
respect to exchanges of property ; 

H. R. 13775. An act to amend the revenue act of 1921 in 
respect to credits and refunds; and 

H. J. Res. 422. Joint resolution permitting the entry free of 
duty of certain domestic animals which have crossed the 
boundary line into foreign countries. 


AMERICAN PROPERTY INTERESTS IN ISLE OF PINES (8. DOC. NO. 295). 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pornpexter in the chair) 
laid before the Senate the following message from the President 
of the United States, which, with the accompanying papers, was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be printed: 

To the Senate: 

I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State in 
response to the resolution adopted by the Senate on January 4 
(legislative day, January 3), 1923, requesting him to inform the 
Senate “how many citizens of the United States have landed 
or other property interests in the Isle of Pines, and the amount 
and value of such lands and other property owned by them.” 

WARREN G. HARDING. 


HE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, February 2, 1923. 
RECESS. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, pursuant to the 
unanimous-consent order, I move that the Senate now take a 
recess. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 6 o’clock and 33 minutes 
p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously made, took a 
recess until to-morrow, Saturday, February 3, 1923, at 12 o’clock 
meridian. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Frar, February 2, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., of- 
fered the following prayer: 


In this sacred stillness, O Lord, we wait. Let Thy tenderest 
blessings rest upon us. By giving burdens to the shoulders, 
help us to believe. Thou dost give wisdom to the mind and 
comfort to the heart. We claim no exemption from duty, but 
we do ask Thy guiding presence in all efforts to build up 
and increase the happiness and prosperity of our country. So 
abide with us that we shall not be caught in the fever and 
tumult of the world. May we so bear the labor of this day 
that we shall relish the rest and the quiet of the twilight. 
Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE BURROUGHS, 

Mr. WASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the following order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Hampshire asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of the fol- 
lowing order. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Ordered, That Sunday, February 25, 1923, at 12 o'clock noon, be 
set apart for the addresses on the life, character, and public services 
of the Hon. SHERMAN E. BURROUGHS, late a Representative from the 
State of New Hampshire. 


The order was agreed to. 
ORDEB OF BUSINESS. 


Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
after the House completes the consideration of the confer- 
ence report and bills that are to come up from the Committee 
on Ways and Means it proceed to the consideration of the 
unobjected bills on the Private Calendar from the point at 
where we left off. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that at the close of the business of the 
Ways and Means Committee the House proceed to the consider- 
ation of bills on the Private Calendar where we left off when 
it was last considered. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Subject to the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. That will come up first. 
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Mr. STAFFORD. Reserving the right to object, I think 
the chairman is a little previous. We are going to take up a 
conference report which will take some time and then the 
Committee on Ways and Means will take up several bills, and 
I do not think there will be much time left for the Private 
Calendar. 

Mr. EDMONDS. In the event that we do have time I want 
to take up the Private Calendar. This is the day set apart 
for the consideration of bills on the Private Calendar, and 
Members are pressing me. If it is too late, why, we will not 
take it up. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will make no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 


H. R. 12021 TABLED. 


Mr. EDMONDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill (H. R. 12021) to amend and supplement the merchant 
marine act of 1920, and for other purposes, be laid on the table, 
It has been superseded by the other shipping bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks 
unanimous consent that the bill H. R. 12021 be laid on the 
table. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


£XECUTIVE AND INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL—CON- 
FERENCE REPORT. 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I call up the confer- 
ence report on the bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana calls up con- 
ference report, which the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read the conference report, as follows: 


The committee of conference on the disagreeing yotes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
13696) making appropriations for the Executive Office and 
sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1924, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and free conference have 
agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amendments numbered 2, 
15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23. 24, 26, 27, and 28. 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 1, 4, 9, 12, 13, 14, and 34, and 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Senate numbered 11, 
and agree to the same with an amendment as follows: In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the follow- 
ing: ‘ $2,139,360, and no part of this sum shall be available 
for the care, maintenance, protection, fuel, light, and so forth, 
for the Interstate Commerce Commission Building”; and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

The committee of conference haye not agreed upon amend- 
ments numbered 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 16, 25, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33. 

Wu. R. Woop, 

Epwarp H. WAson, 

L. J. DICKINSON, 

JosEPH W. BYRNS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 

F. E. WARREN, 

REED Soor, 

WV. J. HARRIS, 
Managers on the part of the Senate. 


STATEMENT, 


The managers on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bureaus, 
boards, commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1924, and for other purposes, submit the following state- 
ment explaining the effect of the action agreed on by the con- 
ference committee and submitted in the accompanying confer- 
ence report: 

On No. 1: Appropriates $10,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $5,000, as proposed by the House, for the improve- 
ment and maintenance of the Executive Mansion grounds. 

On No. 2: Restores the language stricken out by the Senate 
providing that the work of preparing plans and estimates for 
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fireproofing the Executive Mansion shall be done by the Office 
of the Supervising Architect. 
On No. 4: Appropriates $20,000, as proposed by the Senate, 


instead of $18,000, as proposed by the House, for traveling ex- 


penses of the Civil Service Commission. 
On No. 9: Makes the appropriation of $1,800 for printing and 


binding a report on the construction of the Grant Memorial 


immediately available, as proposed by the Senate. 

On No. 11: Appropriates $2,139,360, instead of $2,100,000 as 
proposed by the House and $2,239,860 as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, for the general expenses of the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission, and inserts the language proposed by the Senate 
providing that no part of this sum shall be available for the 
cure, maintenance, etc., of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
Building. 

On No. 12: Appropriates $400,000, as proposed by the Senate, 
instead of $350,000, as proposed by the House, for the enforce- 
ment of the acts to promote safety of employees and travelers 
upon railroads. 

On No. 13: Appropriates $1,250,000, as proposed by the Sen- 
ate, instead of $1,000,000, as proposed: by the House, for the 
valuation of the property of carriers: 

On No. 14: Makes the appropriation of $3,600 for printing 
and binding a report on the construction of the Lincoln Me- 
morial immediately available, as proposed by the Senate. 

On No. 15: Strikes out the language proposed by the Senate 
authorizing the Public Buildings Commission to destroy old 
Government records for which there is no longer any need and 
which have no value from an historical point of view. 

On Nos. 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, and 28, relating to 
the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings: Strikes out 
the language propesed by the Senate making available the ap- 
propriations under the office of the Superintendent of the State, 
War, and Navy Department Buildings for the purchase of uni- 
forms for guards and watchmen. 

On No. 26: Strikes out the language proposed by the Senate 
making an appropriation of $500,000 for the construction of a 
national archives building. 

On No. 84: Inserts. the language proposed by the Senate mak- 
ing the appropriation for vocational rehabilitation by the 
United States Veterans’ Bureau available for the purchase and 
distribution of embossed literature in Revised Braille for the 
use of blinded ex-service men. 

The committee of conference have not agreed upon the fol- 
lowing amendments of the Senate: 

On Nos, 3, 5, 6, and 7, relating to the custody, care, mainte- 
nance, and protection of the Civil Service Commission Building. 

On No. 8, relating to the destruction of paid United States 
Government checks by the General Accounting Office. 

On No. 10, relating to the appropriation of $99,185 for the 
improvement of the grounds and approaches to Perry Victory 
Memorial. 

On No. 16, relating to the construction of a building for the 
National Gallery of Art, by the Regents of the Smithsonian In- 
stitution. 

On No. 25, relating to an appropriation of $1,000,000 for the 
installation of 15 stories of filing stacks in the Pension Office 
Building. 

On Nos. 29, 80, 31, 32, and 33, relating to the transfer of the 
responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
buildings occupied by the Department of Commerce, the De- 
partment of Labor, the Department of Justice, the Civil Service 
Commission, and the Interstate Commerce Commission, to the 
superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Build- 


ings. 
= Wm. R. Woop, 
Epwarp H. WAson, 
L. J. DICKINSON, 
Josera W. BYRNS, 
Managers on the part of the House. 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move the adoption 
of the conference report. 

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the 
gentleman from Indiana why the amendment in regard to the 
archives building was not kept in; whether that building 
authorized in 1913 is ever going to be built; whether the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations is ever going to make an appropria- 
tion to start it; and whether we have got to wait until the 
records of the war are destroyed? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Let me say to the gentleman that 
as far as I am individually concerned I am heartily in favor 
of an archives building, and have been advocating it ever since 
I came to Congress. However, I think it would be a mistake 
to agree to it on this bill. It is such character of proposals 


as this that will prove in the end absolutely destructive of the 


Budget system. No submission was ever made of this item 
to the budgetary committee or to the President. That is one 
great objection to it. There is still a greater objection, and 


that is that we have had no public-building bill for 9 or 10 


‘years. Every district in the United States is interested either 
directly or indirectly in a public building in these respective 


districts. It would not be very becoming in us to appropriate 
solely for a public building in Washington, that is needed, of 
course, but not any more needed than buildings are in many 
of these other places. 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. FESS. I think my friend is wrong there in saying that 
the archives building is not more important than many requests 
that will come to Congress for public buildings. My fear is 
if we wait for that it will be another 100 years deferred. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I do not think so. Perhaps the at- 
tempt to put this item on this bill has served a good purpose; 
it has brought to the fore the necessity of an archives building, 
but it is an example of bad practice. In the first place, it is 
legislation on an appropriation bill. This character of pro- 
posal has never been authorized, or at least it is a serious ques- 
tion whether it has been authorized, but whether it has ever 
been authorized or not, it is not the time or place to carry this 
proposal of $500,000 simply as a starter. When the archives 
building is built, we ought to know what we are doing; we 
ought to have some idea of the character of the building, and 
the limit of its cost. It is questionable whether there should 
not only be an archives building, but whether there should not 
be a building for a general accounting office also. To my mind, 
this item was very illy considered. In fact, it was not con- 
sidered at all. It has never been considered on our side, and 
there were no hearings on the other side, 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I want to say that I entirely ap- 
prove of the position taken by the gentleman from Indiana in 
regard to this item. It is not consistent with the stand that 
we have taken for the last two years, bringing in a proposition 
of this kind that will cost $2,500,000 without any consideration 
whatever. The only way to do this is to cut this out, and when 
the time comes bring in a bill in the regular way. 

Mr. MADDEN. If the gentleman will yield, they increased 
the limit of cost $1,000,000. In the authorization the limit of 
cost was $1;500,000. 

Mr, SNELL, I said that the proposed cost was $2,500,000. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I want to say that 
the best reason, without regard to the necessity for the build- 
ing, the best reason to justify the conferees in bringing in a 
recession from this amendment is the fact that this building 
has never been authorized by law. $ 

Mr. SNELL. It is questionable at least whether it has been 
authorized by law. vi 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. There was an authorization for 
a million and a half dollars, but this contemplated an expendi- 
ture of two and a half million dollars, 

Mr. SNELL. I understand that there have been no hearings 
upon it, and no one knows whether it will cost two and a half 
million dollars or $5,000,000. If we start on a proposition of 
this kind we should start in a logical and sensible way. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to be misunderstood 
in the matter. I agree with the desire of the committee not 
to allow anything that will break down the Budget system. I 
am going to stay with the committee on that proposition. I 
regret the matter has gotten into this particular situation, but 
we must have an archives building to protect these public 
records, and it seems to me it is wicked for us to go on in this 
way. If we must wait until we have a public buildings bill, then 
it appears to me it is wholly hopeless. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. There is one of two ways to do it. 
It should be either included in a public building bill or else we 
should make it an independent matter, standing upon its own 
bottom. It ought not to be brought in on an appropriation bill 
like this, for the reasons that I have stated. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. There has been an investigation of 
this archives building matter for several years. The best in- 
formation obtainable by our committee has been that a proper 
archives building would cost at least $8,000,000, instead of 
$2,500,000 or $5,000,000. There is a crying need all over this 
country, in almost every city in it, for public building con- 
struction, 

We have not had a public buildings bill since the 4th of 
March, 1913. President Taft signed the last bill. The neces- 
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sities of other parts of the country are just as great as they 
are in Washington. I am heartily in favor of an archives 
building and we need it, but so do we need these other build- 
ings. It is not right for these matters to be put upon appro- 
priation and other bills in this manner, as the gentleman from 
Indiana has said, and unless we intend to have legislation in 
its legitimate and proper way, having the proper committees 
function and having hearings and determining upon the neces- 
sity for things, then these other committees ought to be 
abolished. : 

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Yes. 

Mr. DALLINGER. Is the gentleman aware that this ar- 
chives building, or the construction or acquisition of a site, 
was authorized by the very act to which he refers, of March 4, 
1913? 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Certainly. 

Mr. DALLINGER. And yet, year after year, the Committee 
on Appropriations has never made any appropriation to start 
the building. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. But there were about 146 other 
buildings also authorized in that bill, if I recollect correctly. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, it occurs to me 
that the recognition of this proposition would strike at the 
very foundation of the Budget system and bring about a re- 
versal of orderly procedure in making authorizations and ap- 
propriations for public buildings. ‘Take, for instance, the claim 
that this building was authorized by the act of 1913. It is 
seriously debatable whether it was or not. If you examine 
the act of 1913 you will tind that over a hundred other build- 
ings were authorized by it. But making the necessary allow- 
ances, created because of the increased cost in the construction 
of buildings, we would have to appropriate about $50,000,000 
more to level that act up to the conditions of to-day. More- 
over, I think the point is well taken that this archives build- 
ing can not be constructed for two and a half million dollars. 
We ought to have a hearing that will disclose the actual meas- 
ure of necessity, that will disclose the actual measure of cost 
for the building, and we ought to do that in the regular way 
and hold firmly to that course of procedure. I think the com- 
mittee is correct on this proposition. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker I wish to say also in 
answer to the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. DALLINGER] 
that the authorization that he is talking about provided a site. 
That site has been abandoned and is now occupied by another 
public building. 

I yield two minutes to the gentleman from Ohio IMr. F rss]. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, I am not in discord, I am rather 
in accord, with what the committee is trying to do. What I 
am serious about is the opposition that has developed here 
and there incidentally to this effort to protect and preserve 
these valuable documents, documents that are down here in 
wooden buildings, which if destroyed would cost us more money 
in ultimate claims, of which they will be the evidence, than 
the whole building would cost us. When our friend from Flor- 
ida [Mr. CLARK], the former chairman of the Committee on 
Public Buildings and Grounds, says that it will cost $8,000,000 
he probably means when it is entirely completed, which will be 
far in the future. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. FESS. Yes. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida, Legislation is pending now to give 
the Public Buildings Commission authority, upon the advice of 
certain departments, to destroy a very large quantity of old, 
useless, discarded documents. When that is done, if it is done, 
we will not need the great space that we apparently need now. 

Mr. FESS. An archives building, of course, must be con- 
structed like a library building. It must be built in such a 
way that you can from time to time add to it. Eight million 
dollars will not be required to construct it in the beginning, 
but when you enlarge it to satisfy all of the demands of the 
Government, not to-day but in the future, it probably will cost 
considerably more than has been estimated. Let us not pro- 
erastinate upon this thing a minute longer than is necessary. 
That is my only concern. I am afraid that we are just drifting 
here and that when destruction by fires, as in the past, comes 
we will simply apologize for our indefensible neglect and say 
that we ought to have done it but we could not. We can do 
it; and why do we not do it? It is our duty, and no one 
seriously questions the immediate relief, 


Mr. MILLER. What is the apparent necessity for storing 
these documents in wooden buildings? 

Mr. FESS. Because we have not room elsewhere. 

Mr. MILLER. It occurs to me that there is room in the 
new Navy Building and the new War Department Building 
down there for millions of documents. 

Mr. FESS. The corridors and underground ways down here 
at the Treasury Building and in other buildings are simply 
chock full of documents, many of them corroding because of 
the dampness from the pipe lines running through masses of 
Government documents, until it is positively a wicked, wasteful 
method of endangering destruction of our documents. We will 
authorize the expenditure of $10,000,000 easily here upon 
various things of questionable character, but here is a necessity 
that we must meet, and yet we still procrastinate. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FESS. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON, If the gentleman will require the Veterans’ 
Bureau to take its triplicate files and make one file of them 
and take them off three floors and put them on one floor in 
one file, there will be enough storage room down there in the 
Veterans’ Bureau Building to provide all the room that is 
needed. 

Mr. FESS. Well, that would not be scientific. What we 
want is an archives building. This is the only Government of 
any significance in the world that does not have it, and we 
ought to have it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I will. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Florida, 
a member of the Public Buildings Commission, has just re- 
ferred to the need of having authority vested in that commis- 
sion to destroy old Government records. I notice that Senate 
amendment No. 15 attempted to vest such authority in the 
Public Buildings Commission. I would like to inquire—and, 
of course, this is legislation—what other reason the House con- 
ferees had in insisting on not granting the Public Buildings 
Commission the authority which a member of the Public Build- 
ings Commission stated should be vested in them? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I will say to the gentleman there 
were two amendments. One of the amendments we have agreed 
to with a proposed amendment, and the other one was because 
of the fact that we felt there was not ample provision made 
to dispose of papers which should be disposed of. We can not 
simply go and take these papers without some sort of super- 
vision and destroy them. We have a committee in this House 
on the disposition of useless papers, and that committee per- 
haps is handicapped for the reason they can only go into these 
various departments when invited to go in there. They have 
no initiative themselves and that is the weakness of that 
business. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Florida whether the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds has given any consideration to the subject covered by 
Senate amendment No. 15, which grants the authority which 
the gentleman referred to a few minutes ago. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I will say to the gentleman, Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman knows I have been away a good deal 
of late, but my understanding is that this matter was con- 
sidered by the Public Buildings Commission in consultation 
with the heads of the various bureaus and the departments. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Of course, there is need of some such 
legislation 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. 
those gentlemen. 

Mr. STAFFORD. 
the Senate recedes. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I understand that, but it is agreed 
upon between the chairman of the Public Buildings Commis- 
sion, as I understand it, and the heads of the various bureaus 
and departments. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the conference report. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The question was taken, and the conference report was 
agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the first amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 6, line 3, after the word each,“ strike out the remainder of 
line 3 and all of lines 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8, and insert telepnone switch- 
board operator, $720; in all, $296,480," 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that amendments 3, 5, 6, and 7 be passed temporarily 
until we have passed upon amendment No, 32. 


This plan was agreed upon with 
It has not been agreed upon here because 
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Mr. SNELL. Does the gentleman intend to make an ex- 
planation later? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Indiana? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none. The Clerk will report amendment No. 8 in disagree- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 14, line 7, insert: (8) The General Accounting Office is hereby 
authorized to destroy all ve United States Government checks that 
have been issued three full fiscal years, after all unpaid checks have 
been properly listed as outstanding as now required by law. Hereafter 
gi claims on account of checks appearing as haying been paid shall be 

xd if not presented to the General Accounting Office within three 
full fiscal years after the issuance thereof. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur with an amendment, which I send to the 
desk. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

i 11 lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the fol- 
owing : 

a he General Accounting Office is hereby authorized to OOY 
United States Government checks that have been paid six full fisca 
ears, issued by the Bureau of Pensions for the 1 87715 of ponosa 
y the Bureau of War Risk Insurance and the United States Veterans 
Bureau for the payment of military and naval compensation on account 
of death or disability, and checks for the payment of salaries and 
wages of officers and employees of the Government of the United States, 
after all unpaid checks have been listed as outstanding as now re- 
quired by Jaw; and all claims on account of checks of the foregoin 
classes appearing as having been paid shall be barred if not presen 
to the General Accounting Office within six full fiscal years after the 
date of payment.” 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I will say the difference between the 
amendment proposed and the proposal of the Senate is to ex- 
tend the time from three to six years, and also describes the 
bureaus or activities to which this cancellation shall apply in 
order to make it more certain. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes; I will yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. The naming of all these various departments 
of Government the six years applies to all of them, does it not? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Before any checks shall be destroyed they 
must have been paid for as much as six years? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recede and 
concur with an amendment. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 10; Page 14, line 19, insert: 

“ PERRY'S VICTORY MEMORIAL. 


„For the Perry's Victory Memorial; For improvements of the unds 
and approaches to the memorial, parking, retaining walls, facing the 
38.488. lower plazas with tile or other suitable material, ete., 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
insist upon its disagreement to this amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that the 
House insist upon its disagreement to this amendment. 

Mr, CHALMERS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Speaker, I hope that the gentleman 
from Indiana will not insist upon his motion. Here is a 
memorial erected under the auspices of nine States. It was 
turned over to the Government of the United States in 1919. 

Mr. SNELL, Do I understand that the nine States paid the 
original cost of this memorial, or was that cost paid by the 
Federal Government? 

Mr. CHALMERS. The Federal Government paid $250,000. 

Mr. SNELL. Did the States pay anything? 

Mr. CHALMERS. Oh, yes. 

Mr. SNELL. How much? 

Mr. CHALMERS. A little less than $1,000,000. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Eight hundred and fifty thousand 
dollars. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Yes; $850,0000 was the cost of this me 
morial on Put in Bay Island, to celebrate the one hundredth an- 
niversary of the winning of the Battle of Lake Erie by Commo- 
dore Perry; and also in honor of the campaign of Gen. William 
Henry Harrison, of Indiana. There are thousands of pil- 
grimages made annually from different parts of the country to 
this memorial. Now it belongs to the United States. It has 
been built by the patriotic citizens of nine States, and approxi- 
mately $100,000 is now needed to save the memorial. It is 
the largest military memorial in the world, 352 feet high, and 
it should be cared for by the Government. It is self-sustain- 
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ing. An admission fee of 25 cents is charged for adults and 

10 cents for children. They made last year in gross receipts 

$10,040. But the retaining wall to resist the storms of Lake 

a needs to be cared for, and this appropriation ought to be 
ade, 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHALMERS, wea S x 

Mr. HUSTED. Am I correct in my understanding that this 
appropriation is asked for not for the improvement of the 
grounds but for the protection of the investment? 

Mr. CHALMERS. Yes; so I understand. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHALMERS. Yes. 

Mr. MILLER. Who is in charge now, and who has authority 
to charge this admission fee? 

Mr. CHALMERS. The memorial is under the control of a 
commission, the personnel of it being appointed by the Presi- 
dent. There are no salaried positions on the commission. I 
see here in the House to-day the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
LonewortH], who is a member of the commission. This ought 
to be done to take care of the memorial. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How often do the representatives of the 
different States, including the one from Wisconsin, visit this 
memorial and have their expenses paid? 

Mr. CHALMERS. Once a year. 

Mr. SNELL. I believe it should be made plain to the House, 
if it is so, that it is absolutely necessary to protect the property. 
I am not sure about it. I would feel differently in regard to 
it if that is so. I wish the gentleman would make that state- 
ment very plain to the Members of the House. 

Mr. CHALMERS. I understand, I will say to the gentleman 
from New York, that this retaining wall Is absolutely necessary 
for the protection and even the safety of the memorial itself. 
JA SNELL. That is the important part of the whole propo- 
sition. 

Mr. CHALMERS, I am not sure but that some of this money 
is to be expended for the beautification of the park, but I am 
sure that the bulk of the appropriation of $100,000 is going 
to the protection of the memorial itself. 

Mr. Speaker, I make the preferential motion that this amend- 
ment be concurred in. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair supposes that the gentleman 
from Indiana [Mr. Woop] did not yield to the gentleman for 
that purpose. The Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
Ohio at the proper time. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes 
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas is recognize i for 
five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the Washington press, in sup- 
porting numerous legislative amendments that our friends in 
the other body place on almost every appropriation bill that 
we send over to them, gives us the assertion that if the House 
knocks out any of these amendments, the Senate might just as 
well quit trying to perform its duties; in other words, that the 
House has no right whatever to interfere with the Senate's 
activities in placing legislative items on appropriation bills. 

Now, the Senate has just as much right as the House to 
place any kind of an appropriation upon an appropriation bill, 
a legitimate appropriation. The House has the right to pass 
appropriations authorized by law, and the Senate has the same 
right to pass appropriations that the law authorizes in appro- 
priation bills. But the Senate has no more right to place big 
legislative items, unconsidered by legislative committees, in the 
way of amendments on appropriation bills than the House has, 
and the House has the perfect right, whenever the Senate does 
it, to vote them down. ° 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Is not that statement a little too broad? 
Must we not concede to the Senate the right to act within their 
own rules? 

Mr. BLANTON. I know; but I am talking about the rules 
of legislation, generally speaking. Legislative bodies are pre- 
sumed to have legislative committees to pass upon legislative 
items. That is so in all legislative bodies. The Senate has 
legislative committees to look after legislative items, to care- 
fully consider legislative bills, and they ought to consider them. 
They have a perfect right to bring in new legislation, but when 
they do, it is sent to our legislative committees, and our legis- 
lative committees have the right to investigate and carefully 
consider them. But when the Senate assumes the right to 
place upon every appropriation bill that we send them—the 
various supply measures in every Congress—when they assume 
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the right to put on every kind of legislation they want to, 
Involving millions of dollars, the House has a perfect right to 
vote it down, and ought to vote it down: I hope in this 
particular instance the motion of the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. Woop] will prevail, 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I do not wish it to be 
understood and I am sure no member of the committee wishes 
it to be understood that any one of us has any objection to 
this memorial. There is no one who appreciates more than I 
do—and I suppose all appreciate as much as I do—the glorious 
victory achieved by Perry in the Battle of Lake Erie. I wish 
to commend the sentiment and the generosity of those who are 
primarily interested in raising this beautiful monument in 
commemoration of that event and in memory of the man who 
accomplished it. But this is another case where the United 
States Government is being made the goat. The project for 
‘the building of this monument in its inception was of a private 
nature. Then it assumed State proportions and some eight 
or nine States contributed to its building. The original cost 
was approximately $850,000. Of that sum the United States 
Government contributed $250,000. After the monument was 
erected a deed was made deeding it to the United States, and 
the conveyance and the act accepting it and the representations 
that culminated in this act were all to the effect that it would 
be entirely self-sustaining, thet the United States Government 
would not be called upon for any further contribution for 
upkeep. They tell us that it is self-sustaining in this, that they 
charge an admission to the monument which pays the ordinary 
expense. It also pays the expense of a pilgrimage that is made 
there each year by five or six representatives from these origi- 
nal contributing States. That, I think, is a useless expense. 
It seems to me that any practical business man would say that 
it is just that much money spent that ought to be conserved 
-for the purpose of doing things that they are now asking the 
Government to do. The monument was originally located along 
the shore of Lake Erie on marshland. The original concep- 
tion was to surround it entirely by water, so that this monu- 
ment to this great event would rise up out of the water and 
look out on the scene where this victory was achieved. It is 
-in marsh ground, practically a swamp. They have now changed 
their idea about it and they want the United States Government 
to fill in this ground, to build a retaining wall, and to keep 
the earth in place after they have filled it in. 

At the time the United States Government accepted this it 
was not led to believe that any proposal of that kind would 
ever be made, and it was not then intended that it should occur. 
They have now some 14 or 15 acres of land deeded along with 
this monument, and it is a part of the national possession. 
They now want to make this a beauty spot by filling it in and 
having a landscape garden instead of being a monument rising 
up out of the water. It occurs to me, gentlemen, that the 
United States Government should not be imposed on in any 
such way. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I yield. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is there not something a little more 
than what has been referred to by the gentleman as to making 
it a beauty spot? Is it not a fact that the lake is encroaching 
upon the land upon which this memorial is erected, and that 
unless some money is spent there is danger of destroying the 
entire project? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I do not think so. 

Mr, LONGWORTH. It has been so represented to me. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. If I understand correctly the founda- 
tion was so laid that it will withstand the ravages of the water. 
‘As I say, it was proposed to build it up out of the water. Now 
they are trying to make it a land proposition instead of a 
water proposition. = 
Mr. LONGWORTH. If the gentleman will pardon me, of 
course I was not present at any of the hearings of the gentle- 
man’s subcommittee, but it was represented to me by one of 
the commissioners that the lake had so encroached upon the 
land that there was danger of destroying the foundations 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I do not think that is true. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. And that this was absolutely necessary 
in order to preserve the memorial. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. The photographs exhibited by the 
gentleman who made the presentation to our committee show 
that there is water all around it. In the high water in the 
spring there is water all around it, but when the hot weather 
comes and evaporation removes the water, then it presents an 
unsightly appearance, because it is a marsh, surrounded by 
brush and stone, which does not present a very beautiful ap- 
pearance, $ 


Mr. CHALMERS. I was told by one of the commissioners 
who made a personal inspection there recently that an examina- 
tion had been made of the masonry and that he found that it 
was decomposing and that the water was playing havoc with 
the structure, and that unless it is protected there is danger to 
the structure itself. This inspection was made recently. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Nothing of that kind appeared in the 
evidence. I want to be fair, for I have no prejudice against the 
thing, but it occurs to me that we would have been derelict 
in our duty, we would have been absolutely faithless if we had 
recommended this thing, for there is nothing in the evidence 
brought out before the committee that would warrant it. Per- 
haps they were unfortunate in sending down here the gentle- 
man whom they did send to present the matter. I think of all 
the unsatisfactory presentations I ever listened to, the one made 
by this man was the worst. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Does not the gentleman think 
that if Congress has any idea of making this appropriation it 
would be better to defer it until another appropriation bill can 
be offered, when we can have a hearing and a thorough knowl- 
edge of the facts? Because, as the gentleman states, there is 
nothing in the hearing to justify this appropriation. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana, That is my opinion exactly. If the 
facts warrant the United States in keeping up this monument 
we ought to do it with full knowledge of the facts. This gen- 
tleman did not present them, and did not seem to want to pre- 
sent them if he knew them. 

Mr. HUSTED. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. HUSTED. One of the commissioners representing the 
State of New York came down here on this matter a year or 
two ago. I remember meeting him and talking with him at 
that time. He had no interest in the matter, of course, except 
to see that what was proper in the circumstances was done. He 
told me that the plan was not for embellishment at all, but that 
the foundations of this monument had been seriously affected 
by the action of the water of the lake, and that unless some- 
thing was done, and done soon, very serious injury, if not en- 
tire destruction, of the monument might result. I agree with 
the gentleman that no action should be taken here when we are 
apparently in ignorance as to the facts. Nobody here is in a 
position, apparently, to speak with authority; but if that state- 
ment is true, this is a very important matter, because a large 
amount of money is invested there, and this monument memo- 
rializes a most important American victory. If we are not in 
possession of the facts, I would suggest that the committee take 
it up at once and inform themselves about it, so that action 
can be taken in the near future if it is really necessary for the 
protection of the structure. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I wish to say in answer to the gen- 
tleman from New York that there are two projects or items of 
expense, 

The erection of the retaining wall would be the smallest item 
of expense, but they want to fill in all around the monument 
and beautify the grounds. 

Mr. HUSTED. That is true, and that might be the proper 
way to do it. The building of the retaining wall only might be 
effective so far as the protection from the action of the water is 
concerned: 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. The building of the retaining wall 
would not alone remove the unsightly appearance. 

Mr. HUSTED. And we would not want to do that. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. But here is the proposition. They 
ought to come and put their cards on the table and not try to 
deceive us as to their real purpose. 

Mr. HUSTED. They ought to be frank about it. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. They ought to give some reason why 
they do not keep faith with the Government, inasmuch as they 
promised this thing would never cost the Government.a cent 
after it was completed. 

Mr. TOWNER. Of course, we have insufficient knowledge at 
present, but it seems to me that the statement of the gentleman 
from Indiana and those who have been referred to that the 
proposition of the monument being put out in the water is 
utterly impracticable. The statement is made that they are 
obtaining money to keep it up by charging an admission fee of 


25 cents to go into it. 
They have built a footbridge to lead 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana, 
to it. 

Mr. TOWNER. Personally I feel that the proposition is al- 
most self-evident and a foolish one to keep it out in the water 
or the marsh, and that it should be filled in and a proper wall 
to support it. 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


2903 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. But the gentleman would be in favor 
of knowing what he was doing before he started on it. 

Mr. TOWNER. Yes. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Speaker, this monument stands out in the 
water about 200 feet from the land. It is northeast of Put in 
Bay, placed there so it can be easily seen from the mainland, 
Put in Bay is quite a distance from the mainland. It was 
placed there so it could be seen to best advantage from the 
direction of the northeast of the island. It could not have been 
seen from advantage if put on the mainland, so it was placed in 
the channel, where the sea is quite choppy. Anyone who has 
ever gone to Put in Bay from Sandusky will find a choppy sea 
as they pass Marblehead. The ground is filling in between the 
island and the monument so that it looks badly. There is an 
approach to it, not only a temporary footbridge but an auto- 
mobile bridge, so that automobiles can drive up to the monu- 
ment and around it. It is in a position where the effect of the 
rough sea is quite pronounced, and there is no doubt in my 
mind that something has got to be done to protect it from what 
was unexpected when it was built at that point. 

Mr. MADDEN. The act to promote the erection of this me- 
morial, in section 3, provides as follows: 

That the making of the appropriation provided for in section 1 of 
this act shall in no way operate, by implication or otherwise, to require 
the United States to incur any further debt or obligation in connection 
with the erection of such memoria] or connection with said centen- 
nial celebration. 

That is the language of the act, and the item would be subject 
to a point of order if it came before the House. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Whose idea was it that put this monument 
out in the water? 

Mr, WOOD of Indiana. I think primarily it was the idea of 
the Fine Arts Commission, or the present head of it, who has 
a penchant for locating monuments in swamps. 

Mr. STAFFORD. If the gentleman will yield, I want to say 
that General Grosvenor, of Ohio, when a Member of this House, 
was very active in getting this commission created. There are 
enough members from the various States, and many of them 
have an annual pilgrimage, which is paid out of the fund. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LONGWORTH]. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, as a general rule I sup- 
port the Subcommittee on Appropriations which has such mat- 
ters as this in charge. But in this case it seems to me that 
the committee erred in not making this appropriation upon the 
evidence submitted to it. I have been a member of that com- 
mission for a number of years. I was appointed during the 
administration of Governor Harmon. I have never partici- 
pated, as suggested by the gentleman from Wisconsin, in the 
annual junket. 

Mr. STAFFORD. If the gentleman had, he would have had 
some information to give to the House. [Laughter.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Perhaps I was negligent in not partici- 
pating in the junket. I have not been there for a number of 
years, but it was represented to me at the time this was called 
up before the subcommittee that there was serious danger, un- 
less we had the appropriation, of permanent damage occurring 
to this memorial. Gentlemen, of course, know the immense 
yalue of such a memorial as this, which is understood to be the 
second largest in the country and perhaps in the world. 

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Certainly. 

Mr. MADDEN. ‘The gentleman believes in the Budget. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes; I believe in the Budget. 

Mr. MADDEN. Does not he believe that this should have 
been estimated for? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Well, the Budget and even the gentle- 
man from Illinois are apt to make mistakes in its and his great 
efforts and great service for economy. But it seems to me that 


when the very life and existence of such a memorial as this is | 
menaced true economy would require that it be preserved in | 


time. This memorial is situated 250 feet from the lake, and, 
as my colleague, Doctor Frss, says, is in a part of the lake that 
is very apt to be choppy. I have been told by gentlemen that 
the sea wall itself is disintegrating by the encroachment of the 
lake. If the sea wall gives way entirely, there is serious dan- 
ger of damage to the foundations of this memorial. 

Mr. FESS. I understand that the Budget did estimate for 
this appropriation. t: 

Mr. MADDEN. Yes; I think I am mistaken about that. 

Mr. FESS. Of course, it would have been subject to a point 
of order in the House. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. ‘That fact only increases the great re- 
gard that I have for the Budget system and its efforts toward 


true economy. Evidently the Budget believes that this appro- 
priation is in the interest of economy and the preservation of 
a great public work. I hope the House will recede from its 
disagreement to the Senate amendment. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I quite appreciate the 
sentiment behind this thing, and it is not an easy matter for 
your committee to come here and oppose it, but if the committee 
is to serve the House, if the committee is to give the House the 
benefit of its judgment, when it does I do not think that judg- 
ment should be wiped out by a mere matter of sentiment. 
According to the statement of the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Husrep] they have been talking about this thing for three 
or four years, yet this is the first presentation of it, and just 
one man came before us. No matter how hard we worked, and 
we gave him a half day, yet his testimony was so unsatisfac- 
tory that there was not a man on the committee who had any 
faith in what he told us. It is only fair to the Congress and 
to the committee that we get something upon which we can 
base a judgment before we make a recommendation carrying 
such a large appropriation. Therefore I suggest that the mo- 
tion to insist upon further disagreement be agreed to, and in 
that way we can obtain more time to get information about the 
facts in the matter. I will go just as far as anybody when neces- 
sity is shown for going, but until this necessity is shown I will 
declare against this seeming raid on the Treasury. I yield 
five minutes to the gentleman from New York [Mr. GRIFFIN]. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr, Speaker, the Perry Memorial is a great 
architectural achievement, symbolic of great events in our his- 
tory. It is the voluntary tribute of nine of our greatest States 
and was presented to the Federal Government. The Federal 
Government contributed only $250,000 out of a total outlay of 
$850,000, and, in 1919, the United States took over the custody 
and contro! of it. An obligation rests upon us to protect it. 
It is imperiled by the onslaughts of the sea in the winter 
season. It is placed on low ground and is liable at any time 
to be undermined by winter storms and the ice from the lake. 

The gentlemen composing the commission having charge of 
this monument are serving without pay; they are not calling 
for an appropriation for themselves. They are calling upon 
the people of the United States to maintain the integrity of 
this structure and to save it for posterity. They are asking 
for an appropriation to repair the sea wall, to protect it from 
the intrusion and erosion of the sea. 

I regret that at the time of the hearing I was ill. I am 
a member of the committee but I was unable to be present. 
However, I have carefully read the hearings from page 235 
to page 245 and I want to say now that the gentlemen who 
presented this matter to the subcommittee did not receive a 
fair hearing. Look at the testimony and you will find page 
after page filled with interjections, interruptions, and heckling. 
They were not given a chance. The members of the committee 
did not know where Put in Bay was; they did not seem to 
know when or where the Battle of Lake Erie was fought. They 
knew nothing about the great historic event which was the 
motive of this testimonial. They gave the men coming there, 
gentlemen serving without pay, no chance whatever for a fair 
hearing. 

This is small, picayune treatment to give so great a proposi- 
tion. The argument seems to be: “ Well, the Government put 
in $250,000 and these men should have known when they built 
this structure that it would be subjected to the erosion and at- 
tacks of the sea, and to damage by storm.” Of course, that is 
lamp-post reasoning—iron lamp-post reasoning. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Not now. The attitude of the lamp-post 
is: “ Here I stand at the curb—a lamp-post set by the inexorable 
mandate of the law. Along comes the man, the victim; he 
staggers and smashes his nose against the post. I might 
yield a little to save him—I might give way, but no, I can not. 
I shall not budge, I can not budge—because I am a lamp-post.” 
Mr. Speaker, are we lamp-posts that can not budge? Must we 
stand as inexorable as an iron lamp-post? Now I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee, 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman has 
referred to this as a small, picayune matter. Conceding all 
that the gentleman has said, which I do not, in respect to the 
hearing—I was not present at the hearings, not being a mem- 
ber of the subcommittee—conceding that there were interjec- 
tions, does the gentleman think that it is a very small matter 
to ask Congress at this time to appropriate $100,000 based 
upon no facts, on no real genuine information upon which we 
can intelligently act? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, answering that, if the commit- 
tee wanted to get the facts they could have gotten them. They 
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got sufficient facts to justify this appropriation, in my opinion, 
more by far than in other cases where we have appropriated 
much Jarger sums, 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. However much the contribution of the United 
States was toward the erection of this memorial, it was given 
to the United States and was accepted, and we have an invest- 
ment there, have we not, of $850,000? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. No; the Federal Government invested 
$250,000. 

Mr. HUSTED. We contributed $250,000 toward it, but never- 
theless, having accepted it, we have a total investment there 
of $850,000, because it all belongs to the United States. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. That ‘is ‘correct. 

Mr. HUSTED. And it is simple business judgment, just ordi- 
nary business judgment, as well as patriotic duty, to protect the 
investments of the Government. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think so. Now, just a moment in answer 
to one question, as to how the money is to be expended. It 
‘was disclosed at the hearings that the filling and grading would 
cost $24,821; the parking and shrubbery, $15,284; retaining the 
sea walls, $10,000; facing the upper plaza, $21,360; facing the 
lower plaza, $27,720. The facts are there, vouched for by men 
of integrity and responsibility, who are not drawing pay from 
the United States Government, who are acting solely and wholly 
us disinterested ‘patriots, 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, it ill becomes the gen- 
tleman from New York [Mr. Grrrrrn] to criticize the committee 
who were here all of the time and heard the evidence in the 
case, because, although the gentleman is a member of the com- 
mittee, he was not present at all. 

I am ‘quite sure, with his judicial mind and temperament, 
had ‘he been there and heard the facts as they were adduced 
and heard the questions to the gentleman who was supposed to 
‘have given the facts, he would have been with us in our una- 
nimity in not concurring in this appropriation. I move the pre- 
‘yious question on the Item. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. ‘The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHALMERS] 
makes a preferential motion that the House concur in the 
Senate amendment. The gentleman from Indiana move to fur- 
ther disagree to the Senate amendment, and the gentleman 
from Ohio moves ‘that the House concur in the Senate amend- 
orig The question is on the motion of the gentleman from 

0. 

The question was taken, and the Chair announced the noes 
seemed to have it. 

On a division (demanded by Mr. LonewortH) there were 
ayes 21, noes 52. 

So the motion was rejected. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present, and object to the vote on that 
ground. I withdraw the point. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House further insist upon its disagreement. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement. 

‘The Clerk read as follows: 

On page 23, of the bill, after line 22 on page 23, insert: 

“(16) The Regents of the Smithsonian Institution are authorized to 
prepare preliminary plans, to be approves by the Commission of Fine 
Arts, for a suitable ‘fireproof building with granite fronts for the 
National Gallery of Art, including the National Portrait Gallery, and 
the history collections of the United States National Museum, sald 
maae to be erected when funds from gifts or bequests are in the 
possession of the said regents, in sections or completely on the north 
side of the Mall between the Natural History Building, United States 
‘National Museum, and Seventh Street, leaving a space between it and 
the latter of not less than 100 feet and a space of not less than 
100 feet between it and Seventh Street, with its south front on a 
‘line with the south front of the said Natural History Building.“ 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur in this amendment with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Woop of Indiana: In the matter inserted by said 

endmen strike out the following: “, t ' 25 
—— oot be rere g o be approved by the Com 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion to recede and 
‘concur with an amendment. 

The question was taken, and the motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment No. 25. On 32 of the bill. after Une 14. Insert: 

(25) For installing 15 stories of filing stacks in the interior court 
of the Pension Office Building, including elevators, lighting system, 
and foundation, persona) services, labor and materials, to imme- 
diately available, $1,000,000, said sum to be disbursed under the direc- 
tion and supervision of the Superintendent of the State, War, and 
Navy Department Buildings.” 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
insist upon its further disagreement to this item. I will state 
that this is an item proposed by the Senate, which carries an 
appropriation of $1,000,000, the purpose of which is to build 
stacks in what now constitutes the court of the Pension Build- 
ing. To my mind, it is the greatest piece of folly that could be 
undertaken. The purpose of it may be laudable, to relieve the 
congested situation in reference to documents, not alone docu- 
ments in the Pension Department but various other depart- 
ments that need relief, I will tell you what it means if this 
thing is undertaken. In the first place, I think it would be a 
deterrent to the building of an archives building, for if ‘these 
stacks were put in those who are opposed to an archives build- 
ing would say, We have expended a million dollars to dispose 
of old ancient papers; why the necessity of an archives building? 
But that is the least objectionable feature. Those of you who 
are familiar with the old Pension Building are familiar with 
the court there, but you might not be familiar with the char- 
acter of ground upon which it is placed. It is all filled-in 
ground. That, too, was once a marsh, and the Pension Bulld- 
ing is built squarely over what was known as Tiber River, that 
seems to have had in its sinuosity ‘the possession of all this 
town. In order to make the foundation upon which to put these 
heavy stacks—to be 15 stories in height—you would have to tear 
up the entire floor ‘space inside of that court; get a pile driver 
inside and drive down to bedrock. After having done that thing, 
it would be very questionable as to the character of support you 
had. 

Mr. MADDEN. And to get the machinery in to put in the 
foundation you would have to tear the side of the building out. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Either have to take the side of the 
building out or take the roof off and get some sort of a derrick 
to drop the machinery inside with which to take the dirt out. 
It is the most impractical proposition I have ever heard of. 

Mr. MADDEN. Nobody has made any plans, have they? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. There have never been any com- 
plete plans submitted. They have no plan or specification in 
reference to the foundation or excavation. 

Mr. MADDEN. This million dollars’ worth of steel weighs 
a good deal, and you would have to have a real foundation. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I think so. I think Senator UNDER- 
woop expressed the whole fact when he said that it would ba 
just simply putting an addition to a fire box. That building is 
not fireproof, and, indeed, they have already had two or threa 
fires there. The roof is not fireproof. The sheathing is pine; 
the floors in the top stories are pine; the shelying is all pine; 
and it is a mistake to say this would be a fireproof building, 
and it would be the greatest mistake in the world to put these 
valuable papers in there upon the assumption ‘that it would be 
fireproof. That is not all. I think no one would have proposed 
a thing of this character 25 years ago when the soldier of tha 
Civil War was still in his prime. That building is a shrine and 
monument built to the old soldier, and no hand should dese- 
crate it or despoil it. 

Mr. McKENZI®. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I will yield. 

Mr. McKENZIE. In addition to the appropriation of $1,000,- 
000, is it not a fact the expense and delay to the Pension Office 
would be far beyond the million dollars; and, in addition to 
that, when you get through you will have to repair the Pension 
Office Building, and, as a matter of fact, the Government 
would lose $2,000,000 during the progress of the work, which 
would be an absolute waste? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. That is true; and after you have 
done this thing you will have destroyed, In large part, the 
utility of this building. 

For if you take and build these steel stacks 15 stories high 
clear to the roof, as proposed, you will find that it will destroy 
in large measure the light and ventilation to all the offices 
abutting on the court. In addition, while you are haying your 
pile drivers and excavating machines there, turning loose all 
the gases and poisons that have gathered in that soil all these 
years, I do not know what would happen to the clerks working 
in this building. To my mind, it is the most impracticable 
proposition that I ever heard of. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 


1923. 


Mr. STAFFORD. Who is the genius that suggested this very 
novel idea? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I do not know who the genius: was 
that suggested it, but it was proposed. by a Senator on the other 
side. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Do you know the gentleman's: name? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. No; nor could I tell you his age. 
[{Laughter. } 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the gentleman from Indiana. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next Senate 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 29. Page 33, after line 16, insert: 
“ DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE BUILDING. 


“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
Department of Commerce Building and the disbursement of-the funds 
appropriated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equip 
ment, and supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, sha 
transferred on July 1, 1923, and thereafter from the Secretary of Com- 
merce to the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department 

ngs. 

“ae e of Commerce Building—Salaries for the following em- 

loyees for maintenance and protection: En 
, $1,000; electrician, $1 
guards, at $720 each; 3 firemen, at $720 each 1 assist: 


80. 

“For fuel, lights repairs, miscellaneous items, uniforms for guards; 
and printing, $18,650: Provided, That amounts aggregating $51,500. of 
the appropriations made to the Department of Commerce for the 
fiscal year 19 for care, maintenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., 
for the Department of Commerce Building are hereby transferred to 
the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings 
and made available to the extent of $45,080 for payment of the salaries 
and expenses herein set forth, and the remainder ($6,470) shall be 
covered into the Treasury to the credit of the surplus. fund.” 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House recede and concur with an amendment, The Clerk 
will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Woop of Indiana: In lieu of the matter 
inserted by said amendment, insert the following: 

“ DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE BUILDING, 

“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
building or buildings occupied 12 the Department of 5 — in the 
District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds appropriated 
therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, and sup- 

lies used or for use in connection therewith, shall be transferred on 
Puly 1, 1923, from the Secretary of Commerce to the Superintendent 
of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings. 

“Department of Commerce Building—Salaries for the following em- 

loyees for maintenance and protection: ngineer and el cian, 
400 earpenter, $1,000; electrician, $1,000; 3 elevator conductors, 
at 8720 each; 5 guards, at $720 each; 3 firemen, at $720 each; assist- 
ant forewoman, $720; 21 laborers, at $660 each; toilet attendant, $480; 


in all, $26,380, 
“For fuel, lights, rs, miscellaneous items, and printing, $18,650: 


Provided, That amoun aggregating $51,500 of the appropriations made 
to the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year 1924 for care, 
maintenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., for the partment of Com- 
merce Building are hereby ferred to the Superintendent of the 
State, War, and Navy Department Buildings and made available to 
the extent of $45,030 for payment of the salaries and expenses herein 
set forth, and the remainder ($6,470) shall be covered into the Treasury 
to the credit of the surplus fund.” 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I will state that the 
only change that is being proposed by the House to the Senate 
amendment is to make it applicable not only to the building 
occupied by this department, but to such other buildings as they 
may possibly occupy. I will state that under this arrangement 
and by reason of the rearrangement. in the control of these 
buildings the control of the Department of Commerce Building 
and other buildings was taken away from separate control and 
was given to the control of the Superintendent of Public Build- 
ings and Grounds, and this has resulted in a very material sav- 
ing in each one of these cases. In the case of this building 
alone a saving of several thousand dollars has. been made. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. If this amendment transferring the super- 
intendence of these various buildings to the Superintendent of 
Public Buildings and Grounds is carried, what buildings will 
not be under the supervision of the Superintendent of Public 
Buildings and Grounds? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Comparatively few. He will have, 
in addition to those he now has—and he has the Interior De- 
partment Building, the Department of Commerce Building, the 
Pension Office Building, the Patent Office Building, the Muni- 
tions Building, and the State. War, and Navy Building. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thought it would be easier to enumerate 
Is it the 


the exceptions than enumerate those he has already. 
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plan to have the Superintendent of Public Buildings and 
Grounds in charge of all the public buildings except those now 
under the charge of the Architect of the Capitol? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. In the case of the Interior 
Department Building alone we saved about $80,000 last year. 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee, Mr. Speaker, it is my impression 
that the Department of Agriculture buildings should be ex- 
cepted ; there are so many of those buildings. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Does this mean the elimination of this great 
number of guards and custodians that they have hanging 
around these buildings, whom you meet and fall over when you 
ure going into one of those buildings for the transaction of 


business? 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. That is one of the effects, 


They have been reducing the number of those useless watchmen 
by one-third at least. 


Mr. BRIGGS. These buildings seem to be overrun with em- 
ployees in uniform, whe simply ask you when you go In the 
door, What do you want?” 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes; they overexercise themselves in 
doing that. [Laughter:] 
|! Mr. BRIGGS. They ought to be cut out. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I notice you except the bulldings 
outside the District of Columbia. Is it the policy to include 
buildings not only in the District of Celumbia but outside the 
District? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. It would be hard to do that with 
those outside of the District because of their not coming under 
the personal supervision of the superintendent. He could not 
be everywhere. For instance, we now have a superintendent 
of buildings in New York City, but so far as the control is 
concerned it may eventually result in bringing them under this 


man. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That is what I had in mind, that 
the consolidation might be coextensive with the country, and 
this particular gentleman here could attend to duties outside 
of the District of Columbia through subordinates of his own. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana, Yes. I think it would be a splendid 
thing to de. Our experience last year showed that the sum 
of $80,000 could be saved in the care of the Interior Department 
Building, so that I think it would be a good thing to do. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Woon] that the House recede 
and concur with an amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next Senate 
amendment, f 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 30. Page 84, after line 18, insert: 

“DEPARTMENT OF LABOR BUILDING. 

“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
Department of Labor Building, and the disbursement of the funds 
propriated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, 
and supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, shall trans- 
ferred on July 1, 1923, and thereafter from the Secretary of Labor to 
the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings. 

“Department of Labor Building—Salaries: For the following em- 
ployees, for maintenance and protection: En 
mechanic, $840; 3 elevator conductors at $7 each; 3 firemen at 
$720 each; 4 guards at $720 each; 12 laborers at $660 each; toilet at- 
tendant, $480; in all, $17,640. 

“For fuel, lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, uniforms for guard 
and printing, 89.000: Provided, That amounts aggregating $33,300 o 
the appropriations made to the Department of Labor for the fiscal year 
1924 for care, maintenance, protection, fuel, light, ete., for the Depart- 
ment of Labor Building are hereby transferred to the Superintendent 
of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings and made available 
to the extent of $26,640 for payment of the salaries and expenses herein 
set forth, and the remainder ($6,660) shall be covered into the Treasury 
to the eredit of the surplus fund.” 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur with the following amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House recede and concur with an amendment, which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Woop of Indfana: Im li t 
inserted by said amendment, insert the following: . 

“DEPARTMENT OF LABOR BUILDING. 


“The 9 for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
building or buildings occupied by the Department of Labor, in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, and the disbursement of the funds apprepriated 
therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, and sup- 

lies used or for use in connection therewith shall be transferred on 
July 1, 1923, from the Secretary of Laber to the Superintendent of the 
State, War, and Navy Department Buildings. 


neer, $1,200; general 
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“Department of Labor Building—Salaries: For the following em- 
ployees, for maintenance and protection: Engineer, $1,200; general 


mechanic, $840; 3 elevator conductors at $720 each; 3 firemen at $720 
each : 4 guards at $720 each; 12 laborers at $660 each; toilet attendant, 
$480; in all, $17,640. 

For fuel, lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, and printing, $9,000: 
Provided, That amounts aggregating $33,300 of the appropriations made 
to the Department of Labor for the fiscal year 1924 for care, main- 
tenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., for the Department of Labor 
Building are hereby transferred to the Superintendent of the State, 
War, and Navy Department Buildings, and made available to the ex- 
tent of $26,640 for payment of the salaries and expenses herein set 
forth, and the remainder ($6,660) shall be covered into the Treasury to 
the credit of the surplus fund.” 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. I yield to the gentleman from Texas, 

Mr. BLANTON, How many employees additional to those 
authorized in the present law does this provide for? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. It provides for less. The fact is 
that this consolidation has resulted in a reduction of practically 
one-third of those who were employed before. 

Mr. BLANTON. These various positions mentioned in the 
amendment of the gentleman are positions that are already in 
force, are they? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes. This is simply a rearrangement 
and transfer, and by reason of this change placing these build- 
ings under the supervision of the Superintendent of Public 
Buildings and Grounds, the force employed before to look after 
these buildings has been reduced at least one-third. 

Mr. BLANTON, I do not notice anywhere else in the bill 
where the force has been reduced. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. We are doing it with reference to 
each one of the buildings considered in this bill. 

Mr. BLANTON, You are doing it as to all of them? 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Yes, I will state that the purpose 
of this amendment is to accomplish what was done by the 
other amendment. It is made to apply to the buildings that 
they occupy, instead of “ building,” as stated in the Senate 
amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Indiana that the House recede and concur, with the 
amendment which has been reported. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

WARDMAN-JUSTICR BUILDING. 

The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
Wardman-Justice Building, and the disbursement of the funds appro- 
priated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, and 
supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, shall be transferred 


on July 1. 1923, and thereafter from the United States Attorney General 
to the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Build- 


ings. 

Faria Tutte Building—Salaries: For the following employees, 
for maintenance and protection: Engineer, $1,200; electrician, 21.800 
carpenter, 81.000; 8 firemen, at $720 each; 5 elevator conductors, at 
$720 each; 5 garas, at $720 each; 15 laborers, at $660 each; toilet 
attendant, $480 ; in all, $22,940. 

For fuel, lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, uniforms for rds, 
and printing, $11,000: Provided, That amounts aggregating $42,550 
of the appropriations made to the Department of Justice for the fiscal 

ear 1924 for care, maintenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., for the 

ardman-Justice Building are hereby transferred to the Superintendent 
of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings and made ayailable 
to the extent of $33.940 for payment of the salaries and expenses herein 
set forth, and the remainder ($8,610) shall be covered into the Treasury 
to the credit of the surplus fund. 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur, with the following amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House recede from its disagreement to Senate amendment 
31 and agree with an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


— lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the fol- 
lowing: 
“DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICA BUILDING. 

“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
building or buildings occupied by the Department of Justice in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds 8 
therefor, together with all the machinery, tools 8 „ and sup- 

lies used, or for use, in connection therewith, Shall be transferred on 

uly 1, 1923, from the United States Attorney General to the Superin- 
tendent of the State, War, and Navy 1 Lis ra D 

“Department of Justice Building—Salaries: For the following em- 

loyees, for maintenance and protection: Engineer, $1,200; electrician, 

1,000; carpenter, $1,000; 3 firemen, at $720 each; 5 elevator con- 

uctors, at $720 each; 5 guards, at $720 each; 15 laborers, at $660 
euch; toilet attendant, 8480; in all, $22,940. 

“For fuel, lights. repairs, miscellaneous items, and printing, $11,000: 
Provided, That amounts aggregating $42,550 of the appropriations 
made to the Department of Justice for the fiscal year 1924 for care, 
maintenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., for the Department of Justice 
Bullding are hereby transfer to the Superintendent of the State, 
War, and Navy Department Buildings and made available to the extent 
of $33,940 for yment of the salaries and expenses herein set forth, 
and the remainder ($8,610) shall be covered into the Treasury to the 
credit of the surplus fund.” 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I will say that the Sen- 
ate amendment calls this the “ Wardman-Justice Building” and 
my amendment calls it the Department of Justice Building.” 
In other respects, it conforms exactly to the other amendments 
with respect to these buildings. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Indiana, that the House recede and concur. 

The motion was agreed to. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment, 
The Clerk read as follows: 
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION BUILDING, 


The msibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
Civil Service Commission Building, and the disbursement of the funds 
appropriated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, uip- 
ment, and supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, ‘Shall be 
transferred on July 1, 1923, and thereafter, from the United States 
Civil Service Commission to the Superintendent of the State, War, and 
Navy Department Buildings. 

Civil Service Commission Building—Salaries: For the following 
— for maintenance and protection: Carpenter, $1,000; gen- 
eral mechanic, $840; 2 elevator conductors, at $720 each; 3 guards. at 
720 each; 4 laborers, at $660 each; toilet attendant, $480; in all, 

8,560; for fuel. lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, uniforms for 
guards, and printing, $4,000; in all, $12,560, which sum is hereby ap- 
propriated. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recede and concur, with the following amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that the 
House recede from its disagreement to Senate amendment 32 
and to concur with an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

: n lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment, insert the fol- 
owing: 
“ CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION BUILDING. 

“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
building or buildings occupied by the Civil Service Commission, in the 
District of Columbia, and the disbursement of the funds 1 
therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, and sup- 

lies used. or for use, in connection therewith, shall be transferred on 

uly 1, 1923, from the United States Civil Service Commission to the 
Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department 8 

* Civil Service Commission Building—Salaries: For the following 

eniployees, for maintenance and protection: Carpenter, $1,000; geu- 


eral mechanic, $840; 2 elevator conductors, at $720 each; 3 guards, at 

720 each; 4 laborers, at $660 each; toilet attendant, $480; in all, 
8,560; for fuel. lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, and printing, 
4.000; in all, $12,560, which sum is hereby appropriated.” 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, the only change in this 
amendment is that it includes “ buildings” instead of build- 
ing,” and then it conforms exactly to the other amendments of 
this kind. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana that the House recede and concur. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION BUILDING. 

The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission Building and the disbursement of the 
funds appropriated therefor, together th all the machinery, tools, 
equipment, and 8 used, or for use, in connection therewith, shall 
be transferred on July 1, 1923, and thereafter from the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission to the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy 
Department Buildings. 

nterstate Commerce Building—Salaries: For the following em- 
for maintenance and protection: Assistant superintendent, 

, $1,600; electrician, $1,600; carpenter, $1,400; 3 
remen at $840 each; 6 elevator conductors at $720 each; 5 guards 
000; assistant forewoman, $720; 

480; for fuel, lights re- 
airs, miscellaneous items, uniforms for gua aoa ey printing, 19,000 ; 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move to recede and 
concur with an amendment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House recede from its disagreement to amendment 33 and 
agree to the same with an amendment, which the Clerk will 
report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


i In lieu of the matter inserted by said amendment insert the follow- 
ng: 
“INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION BUILDING. 

“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
vannag os 1 occupied by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
in the District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds appro- 
priated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, and 
supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, shall be transferred 
on July 1. 1923, from ‘the Interstate Commerce Commission to the 
Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Buildings. 

“Interstate Commerce Building—Salaries: For the following em- 
lo; „ for maintenance and protection: Assistant superintendent, 
52. : engineer, $1,600; electrician, $1,600; carpenter, 51.400; 3 
firemen at $840 each; 6 elevator conductors at $720 each; 5 guards at 
$720 each; assistant foreman, $1,000; assistant forewoman, $720; 24 
laborers at $660 each; toilet attendant, $480; for fuel, lights, repairs, 
miscellaneous stems ane printing, $19,000; in all, $54,080, which sum 
is hereby appropria 2 
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Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker; the only change made 
in this as compared with the amendment proposed by the Senate 
is to include buildings instead of building. In other respects 
it conforms. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gen- 
tleman from Indiana that the House recede and concur, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
recur to amendments 3, 5, 6, and 7, and that the House recede 
and concur in the Senate amendments. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana moves that 
the House recede and concur in Senate amendments 3, 5, 6, 
and 7. 

The motion was agreed to. 


SINKING FUNDS FOR BONDS AND NOTES, 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on. the 
state of the Union for the further consideration of H. R. 
13827, relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes of the 
United States. 

Mr. GARNER. Is this the bill that we had up yesterday? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The same one that we started on 
yesterday. Fi 

The motion of Mr. Green of Iowa was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill (H. R. 13827) relating to the sinking 
fund for bonds and notes of the United States, with Mr. HUSTED: 

in the chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Towa. Mr. Chairman, after the discussion 
ef such a complicated bill as the one with reference to the 
exchange of property that we had before the committee on 
yesterday it is somewhat of a relief to come to so simple a 
proposition as is presented by this bill. 

The Victory loan act, which became a law March 3, 1919, cre- 
ated a sinking fund for the retirement of bonds and notes 
issued under the first, second, third, and fourth Liberty bond 
acts and under that act and outstanding on July 1. 1920. 

Just exactly why that date, July 1, 1920, was put in the act 
no one can say. I was there taking part in the proceedings at 
the time the bill was framed in committee, and I can not remem- 
ber that any reference was ever made to that date or any 
reason was given why it should be inserted in the law. But the 
effect of this provision is that the Treasury can not apply the 
sinking fund to bonds or notes issued since that date to refund 
Victory notes which mature in May. There are several issues of 
Treasury notes maturing in 1924, 1925, and 1926 that total 
approximately $3;160,000,000, There is also an issue of 44 per 
cent Treasury bonds of 1927 and 1952 in an amount of probably 
something like $765,000,000. that have already been issued. 

Now, it is quite apparent that circumstances might arise in 
which it would be for the best interests of the Treasury to use 
the sinking funds to retire the early maturing issues of refund- 
ing notes, It could not be done as the law now stands. This 
bill is introduced for the purpose of permitting that to be done, 
and it extends the application of the sinking fund to all bonds 
issued for refunding the bonds included in the present act. 

The Secretary of the Treasury has written a letter recom- 
mending the passage of the bill, which I will ask the Clerk to 
read in my time, so far as it is contained in the report on the 
bill: Before reading it I will say that there is a typographical 
error in the report on page 2, line 6, where the words “ apply 
the” should be inserted after the word “to” and before 
“ sinking.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

If the law is not ch in substantially this way the sinking fund 
will soon apply only to Liberty bonds, for it does not cover Treasury 
notes or Treasury bonds or other refunding Issues, and all the Victory 
notes will have matured by May 20, 1928. This would create an un- 
fortunate situation and one that might be embarrassing to the Govern- 
ment, for conditions are likely to a in which it would be difficult or 
even impossible to purchase wee bonds for the seen | fund at an 
average cost not exceeding par accrued interest or where it might 
be advisable for the Treasury, particularly in years when other issues 
of bonds or notes were maturing, to App y the sinking fund to these 
maturing issues, or other early ma issues, rather than to the 
longer-term Linen ds. The carly maturing issues ordinarily press 
most heavily on the market and it is usually the best policy, from the 
point of view of the Government bond market as a whole, to apply the 
sinking-fund buying power to the bonds and notes of early maturity. 
Unless the law Is amended, however, the 3 will have no freedom 
of action and might have to use the cary und to retire Liberty. 
bonds oven though ordinary. prudence would dictate some other course, 
or might even have to suspend the sinking: fund owing to inability to 

urchase Liberty bonds in the market within the limitation as to cost. 

In order to avoid these possibilities it would be most helpful it the 
proposed amendment to the law could be adopted at the present session 
of Congress. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The sinking fund was not created until 
after the Liberty bonds had all been issued. It was not created 
for the benefit of the bondholders but for the purpose of provid- 
ing a fund which in the course of time would entirely extinguish 
the public debt. 

Mr. GARNER. Thirty years. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Texas says 30 
years, and I think he is right. The amount appropriated in 
each year varies. For the last year, the fiscal year of 1924, It 
is about $300,000,000—L think. to be exact, $298,785,000. The 
sinking fund of course can only be used to reduce the debt 
of the United States. I have been unable to see at any time 
how there could be any ground for opposition to this bill; and 
while the gentleman from Texas, who at one time objected to 
it—I supposed he had come to the conclusion that it ought to 
pass, but in some remarks. he made last evening he indicated 
otherwise. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the commit- 
tee, if I thought that_it was necessary to the proper functioning 
of the Treasury Department, I would not hesitate to support 
this: proposed amendment to the law. I asked the Assistant 
Seeretary of the Treasury if there would be any great incon- 
venience to the Government in case we fail to pass this law at 
this time, in view of the fact that the entire internal revenue 
law might be changed or modified or revised in the next regular 
session of Congress. He said he did not think so, but there 
might be a time when the Treasury Department could not pur- 
chase Liberty bonds by reason of the fact that they were selling 
above par. In that condition of affairs the Government would 
have to keep the money in the Treasury, unexpended. But we 
all realize that we carry from two to four hundred million 
dollars as a daily balance in the Treasury. This amount is all 
carried as one fund, though, of course, it may be spent in the 
payment of many items which have been appropriated for. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. That means a balance under 
the general fund in the Treasury. Since the last day of Sep- 
tember, 1915, they have given the net balance running into the 
millions and then in a footnote they say to the credit of the 
disbursing officers an amount which would exhaust the net 
balance by several million dollars. 

Mr. GARNER. That criticism has been made a number of 
times. Under the present conditions they carry from $200,- 
000,000 te $400,000,000 balance. I do not know whether the 
Secretary of the Treasury is trying to mislead anybody or 
not 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. I am not talking about trying 
to mislead anybody. I am calling attention to the form in 
whieh the statement of accounts has been running. 

Mr. GARNER. Unless they have changed that system of 
bookkeeping, it is calculated to mislead the public. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. They never ought to have 
allowed it to go into existence. How long since the last change 
was made? I was up there three or four days ago and talking 
with the chief of the division of bookkeeping and warrants, 
und he did not indicate any change. 

Mr. GARNER: There is from $200,000,000' to $400,000,000 
daily balance in the Treasury. That can be composed of the 

fund as well as any other fund, because; as I say, there 
is: but one fund in the Treasury of the United States. A great 
many gentlemen think that there are separate funds and’ that 
you have to keep this partieular fund in this particular place 
and in this particular book, and so forth. I was doubtful about 
that. I made the statement that you could with this sinking 
fund, or with the receipts from Victory notes issued last month, 
buy anything from a match box to a battleship, provided it had 
been appropriated for by Congress, The gentleman from Iowa 
[Mr. Gruen] disputed it. I took it upon myself to go to the 
Treasury Department the next morning, and F interviewed Mr. 
Gilbert, Assistant Seeretary. He said there is but one fund In 
the Treasury. I know that Mr. McAdoo told me the same thing. 
So far as I could ascertain from these statements, there was but 
one balance, and that balance was of all the funds received in 
the Treasury; it made no difference from what source, whether 
receipts from customs, internal revenue, the sale of bends, or 
whatever it may be. They all went into one fund; so that it is 
very easy, even if on account of market conditions the Treasury 
Department could not take up Liberty bonds with the sinking 
fund, to carry it in the general fund. 8 

There is another thing which I want to speak about briefly, 
and that is this: The Republican leaders, from the President 
down, are trying to show that the receipts in the Treasury 
Department are equal to the expenditures, and they probably 
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are. But what about the source of the receipts? The receipts 
are composed of money received from more sources than taxa- 
tion; that is to say, are not entirely composed of receipts from 
taxation. You voted and I voted and the balance of us voted 
for many appropriations during the war to make loans which 
represented a capital investment, such as railroad securities, 
which are now owned by the Government; also ships, war mate- 
rial, and so forth. What are you Republicans doing? You are 
selling them, using the money thus received for daily business, 
instead of retiring Liberty bonds, proceeds of which were used 
to make such loans, make such purchases, and so forth. Do 
you belieye that is good business policy? I ask the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. GraHam] and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr, 
LonawortH], because they are both shining examples of Re- 
publicanism. I ask you gentlemen if you believe it is good 
business policy? Do you believe that the business element of 
the country would indorse the policy of selling capital assets 
of the Government and using them to meet daily expenditures? 

The President the other day wrote to the Budget organization 
and stated that the administration had cut the deficit down to 
$92,000,000. Incidentally he told you that the receipts from 
taxes—remember, from taxes—are less than they were last 
year. He did not mention that the administration had sold over 
$300,000,000 of capital assets since July 1 of this fiscal year. 
Proceeds received from sale of these capital assets ought to 
have been used to take up bonds for which they were issued. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. McFADDEN. Is it not a fact that bonds were retired 
to the extent of over a billion and a half last year? 

Mr. GARNER. It is not. 

Mr. McFADDEN. What was the amount that was retired? 
Mr. GARNER. The indebtedness of this Nation to-day, as 
compared with the indebtedness of last year, is what? 

Mr. McFADDEN. It is something like $23,000,000,000 or 
$24,000,000,000. 

Mr. GARNER. I said in comparison with a year ago. 

Mr. McFADDEN. I have not the figures before me. I know 
that a large amount of Liberty bonds have been taken up. 

Mr. GARNER. You say that you retired a billion and a 
half of bonds. Certainly you did if you mean by that state- 
ment to include certificates of indebtedness, and then you 
issued a billion and three-quarters more to retire them with. 
That is how you retired them. I retire my note by giving a 
new note, I have seen a fellow settle in that way many times, 
but that does not mean that you are paying off the debt. 
You are selling the assets of the country and using them for 
paying the daily expenses of the Government. That is what 
I object to. i 

When the President wants to make an argument against 
the bonus he says that we have a deficit of $700,000,000, along 
in October, I believe it was, but along in December when the 
law requires him to tell the Congress what the deficit is and 
at the same time recommend taxation, the President says 
there is a deficit of only $273,000,000. Of course, if he were 
not going to use the capital assets, proceeds from the railroad 
bonds, the farm loan bonds, if he were not going to put them 
on the market and use them in the Treasury for the payment 
of daily expenditures, then the deficit would be a great deal 
more than the President has said. He did not mention that 
he was going to do that when he was telling Congress that 
he could not afford to approve the bonus bill. But after the 
bonus bill has gone by, he then takes the capital assets and 
puts them into the daily balance and the result is that he cuts 
the deficit down to $273,000,000. Gentlemen will remember 
that when we first talked about the bonus I suggested that if 
it was going to be passed and become a law, it ought to be 
paid out of the money received from foreign debts. 

I think it can be said that the Democratic Party took that 
view because that view was emphasized in the House and Sen- 
ate by Democratic leaders, and it comes as near being the Demo- 
cratic view as could be at that time, 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield for a question right 
there? 

Mr. GARNER, I will. 

Mr. FESS. Does not the authority under which the loan was 
made to Europe also require that the payment shall go to the 
liquidation of the public debt; in other words, could not go to the 
purpose the gentleman mentioned without a change of law? 

Mr. GARNER. If the gentleman from Ohio is such a stickler 
for the letter of the law, he ought certainly to oppose this 
pending bill and make sacred, as far as he can, the sinking 
fund, but I doubt whether the gentleman from Ohio is such a 
stickler for the law as one might judge from his question. It 
has been suggested in certain quarters that the bonus bill 


should be made a part of the bill which is to provide acceptance 
of the British debt settlement terms. I understand it seems 
oe to most administration leaders except the President 


Mr. MANSFIELD. And Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. GARNER. Perhaps so. But the gentleman from Ohio 
[Mr. Fess] will be for this proposed amendment, which has for 
its purpose the purchase and retirement, not only of the long- 
term obligations of the United States, but also of the short-term 
obligations. This morning the press reports show that some- 
thing over $2,000,000,000 was raised by taxes alone last year 
and paid into the Treasury. Now, will any gentleman say that 
is sufficient to run the Government? I hope Mr. Byrwns, of the 
Appropriations Committee, some time will take up the question 
in his committee and find out exactly what it costs to maintain 
the Government for the present fiscal year and the exact re- 
ceipts from taxes. : 

Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee. The sale of surplus war supplies, 
it is estimated, will amount to about $80,000,000. 

Mr. GARNER. Not only that, but we have sold $85,000,000 
in the last four months of railroad securities. So no wonder 
the President can write a letter to the Bureau of the Budget 
and tell them that we have cut the deficit down. He did not 
do it. He did not do as the law requires to be done. The law 
says that when he transmits the Budget to the Congress he 
shall at the same time recommend the method by which any 
deficit shown in the estimates shall be raised. He did not do 
it, so that he is among the first to breach the Budget law; and 
he will be estopped, I imagine, in the future from saying that 
the Congress in some way is not keeping good faith with the 
Budget law. The Budget law says if there is a deficit it is the 
duty of the President of the United States to recommend to 
the Congress a method by which it can be met. The President 
did not follow the law. He ought to have done it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I will 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman is propounding some 
most extraordinary financial Ideas. How would the gentleman 
define the sinking fund; what does he take it to be? 

Mr. GARNER. I have the idea the sinking fund is for the 
purpose of taking up bonds. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. But I wanted to know whether the 
gentleman thinks it is an asset-or a liability? 

Mr. GARNER. I think it is certainly an asset when it is 
used to protect our bonds and take them up. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman seems to be 

Mr. GARNER. I will let the gentleman tell me what it is. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The sinking fund is not money in the 
Treasury. The sinking fund is a law providing for an appro- 
priation which takes money out of the Treasury. 

Mr. GARNER. I understand that, and if you use the sink- 
ing fund as you ought to, you would not have it in your daily 
balance. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. You can not use it in any other way. 
You can not help having it in your daily balance. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think this matter of a correct defini- 
tion of our supposed sinking fund is rather an important ques- 
tion. As I understand the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. GREEN], 
he says this sinking fund is merely a theoretical authorization. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; it is an actual appropriation. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. The gentleman has said that the sinking 
fund was a law authorizing certain things to be done. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Exactly. The law makes the appro- 
priation for a certain amount to be paid out of the Treasury 
each year. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. In other words, the sinking fund is 
merely a statute, and does not represent actual money? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. OLIVER. You have to have a fund for the law to 
operate with. Do you not think that when the law is executed 
it takes from the assets? Does it not? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Has the gentleman read the sinking 
fund act? 

Mr. OLIVER. Yes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Here is the language of the act: “ So 
much is appropriated out of any funds not otherwise appro- 
priated for the following purposes,” and then it states the 
amount. 

Mr. GARNER. I am glad the gentleman from Iowa has 
shown to the committee what knowledge he has on the sinking 
fund. 
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Mr. GREEN of Towa. I kuow what the law is. 

Mr. GARNER. Usually you can understand exactly what 
is the situation from the statements of the gentleman from 
Town. As I said a while ago, the sinking fund was or is 
500,000,000, which is to be applied to purchasing and retiring 
outstanding bonds; $800,000,000 to be taken up this year and 
$300.000,000 next year, we will say, and in that way at the 
end of 30 years the public debt will be extinguished. But the ad- 
ministration is not doing that. They want this law changed 
so that they will continue not to do that, and allow the Presi- 
dent and his party to suy to the country “We are getting 
money sufficient now to run the Government; therefore we 
do not need any more taxes, although the ablest man, probably 
in the Republican party, Mr. Penrose, now deceased, told the 
country when you passed the last internal revenue act that 
it would be $700,000,000 short of the amount required, and 
that Congress would have to revise and increase it in a year 
to meet the expected deficit. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, Previous to the new law creating the 
sinking fund, is the gentleman prepared to say that the 
money Was actually appropriated for the sinking fund? 

Mr. GARNER. Not until the law required it to be done. 
The law suthorizing the issuance of the Victory notes required 
it to be done; required that they should carry 24 per cent to 
the sinking fund. What for? To take up those bonds. It re- 
quired them to do that. You have not done it. You do not 
intend to do it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Texas does not 
mean to make such a statement as that? 

Mr. GARNER, Well, if they have, I have not heard of it. 
How wuch have they taken up? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I can not state exactly the amount. 

Mr. GARNER. You do not seem to know it. You know 
that urgument that was made when the law wus passed that 
we buy Liberty bonds in order to keep the price of the bonds 
up. Mr, Gilbert, Undersecretary of the Treasury, said the other 
day that the Treasury Department was using this money to buy 
Victory notes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does this purticular bill do anything 
more than extend the use of the sinking fuud to the bonds 
issued under acts heretofore passed? 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, no: it does not do anytling more. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Nothing more than that? 

Mr. GARNER. No. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. 1 agree with you. 

Mr. GARNER. If you administered this law in the spirit in 
which it ought to be administered this act would do no harm, 
but you do not Intend to do it. That is what I am complaining 
about. 

Mr. LONGWORTH,. The gentleman's argument, then, is not 
against this particular bill? 

Mr. GARNER, I am arguing against the administration of 
the law. After the Ist day of May Liberty bonds will have to 
be purchased if this proposed amendment does not become a 
law. 

Mr. LONGWORTH,. I wanted to know what the gentleman's 
argument wus, I find he is not speaking against this bill, but 
against the way the law is administered. Otherwise he is sat- 
istied with the situation. 

Mr, GARNER. The law ought to force the administration 
to tuke up the Liberty bonds after May and retire them, as the 
law now requires, to take up $300,000,000 a year. But the 
preseut way of doing things is only in harmony with the ad- 
ministration’s general policy of ignoring the law. 

Take this Foreign Debt Commission. I have read this state- 
meut; it is significant; it may not be true; but I read it for 
what it is worth, because it comes in the form of a dispatch 
from Manchester, England, under date of January 31, in which 
Ambassador George Harvey is quoted. I read; 

HARVEY TELLS BRMISH HARDING WILL RUN AGAIN IN 1924. 
[By International News Service.] 

MANCHESTER, ENGLAND, January F American am- 
bassador to Parent has informed Premler A, nar Law that Britain's 
interests would be best served by accepting the American terms for 
funding of the Tiritish war debt, but that President Harding, it re- 
elected, Would reopen negotiations after the 1924 election," the Man- 
chester Guardian stated to-day. 

That comes from a high source, a newspaper of high stand- 
ing. That comes from the Manchester Guardian, which, as I 
understand, is one of the leading newspapers of England. It 
may be incorrect. Mr. Harvey may not have sald what he is 
quoted as saying, and if he did say it, he may not have knowu 


just what he was talking about; but he had just left this coun- 
try, and he had been a guest at the White House, and he was 
acquainted with the President’s attitude. I undertake to say 
what I have said heretofore, that it is the purpose of certain 
elements in this country 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. In just a moment, It is the purpose of cer- 
tain elements in this country to work for the remission of the 
entire debt, and that is what is meant when Mr. Harvey told 
Mr. Bonar Law, “ You settle on the basis we suggest now. We 
will reelect President Harding in 1924, and we will open up the 
question again and attend to business with you along lines more 
desirable.” 

Mr. LON GWORTII. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I trust the gentleman will vote to re- 
port the bill which I assume will shortly be introduced accept- 
ing these terms as proposed, and that will close out the question 
of reopening. 

Mr. GARNER. I will have to see what that bill is first. I 
never swallow a hook until T see how many barbs it has on it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, There is no question of the passage of 
that bill unless its passage is hindered by some persons who 
desire to prevent ihis settlement of the question. 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, I suppose there is no question of Its 
passage. I think you have got the skates greased so you can 
put it through. 

Mr. STAFFORD, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. In just a moment. I believe that is the 
policy Which the President of the United States would like to 
follow. I remember, two weeks ago Monday, at the time the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Lonawortu] and others were beti.g 
consulted about the methods to be used to settle this debt, what 
udditional conditions could be given the Debt Commission, I 
got 10 minutes on the floor of the House and succeeded in 
smoking out the gentleman from Wyoming IMr. Monprer.] and 
the gentleman from Ohio [r. Loneworru] and other gentle- 
men, and succeeded in getting them to say that they did not 
futend to take their hands off of this debt, this money belonging 
to the people; and the result, us I understand from press re- 
ports, is that Mr. Stanley Baldwin, Chancellor of the Bx- 
chequer, went back to Europe and suid, “The whole thing is in 
the hands of Congress, and therefore I ean not do anything; 
they are politicians.” 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman charge the adminis- 
tration with bad faith in conducting its negotiations with the 
British Government in trying to settle this debt so as to have in 
practical collectible form the indebtedness of the British Goy- 
ernment and the amount that they are owing us? 

Mr. GARNER. No; I do not charge bad faith to the British 
Government. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman charge bad faith to 
the American Government? 

Mr. GARNER, You suid the British Government. 

Mr. STAFFORD. No; I said the administrations 

Mr. GARNER, I do not charge thut there wus bad faith to 
the British Government, but there wus bad faith to the Ameri- 
can people. 

Mr. SLTAPFORD. Was there bad faith in the administra- 
tion attempting to settle on practical and sound terms with 
the only Government that is able and willing to pay its debts? 

Mr. GARNER. I say that the administration in deuling 
with the foreign debt up to this time has not kept faith with 
the American people. It has kept faith with the English 


people. 
Mr. BEEDY. State how, please. 
Mr. GARNER. When we passed the law to let England 


have the money we told her the terms on which we would 
let her have it. We said, We do not want to make one dol- 
lar out of you. We are going to let you have this money just 
exactly on the terms that our people are letting us have it, and 
our people are making the sacrifice.” 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER, No; not now. I am going to make this 
statement about our obligation to England and to our own 
people. That is what we said. We discussed it, the gentleman 
from Ohio and myself and others around the committee table. 
We said, “We will just churge them exactly what we pay our 
own people.” That was falr, was it net? Do you think that 
was fair? 

Mr. BEEDY. Under the conditions then existing; yes. 

Mr. GARNER. That is another apology—“under the con- 
ditions then existing.” 

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER, Certainly. 
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Mr. BEEDY. Does the gentleman not believe that govern- 
ments like business men must regulate thelr affairs to meet 
the exigencies of the times? 

Mr. GARNER. I agree. 

Mr. BEEDY. Very well, and that Is precisely what the 
present administration is attempting to do with the foreign 
debt, as far as England is concerned. 

Mr. GARNER. And if your administration had kept good 
faith with the American people the President would have come 
back to Congress and got permission before any settlement 
was made. But you made the settlement first and then put 
us in a hole where we must either vote for this settlement, 
which we did not authorize the administration to make, or 
else we must repudiate it altogether. That is hard to do. 
What your administration ought to have done in keeping good 
faith with the people through Its Representatives was to come 
to this House and the Senate and say, Gentlemen, here is 
what we want you to authorize us to do.” Then we could 
have considered the whole question whether we would do it 
or not, Instead of that you settled on terms different from 
those which the Representatives of the American people told 
you to settle on. Now you come back and say, “If you do 
not settle on the basis of the agreement we have maide, you 
have to repudiate the administration and not deal fairly with 
England and the other countries, and you are trying to destroy 
them economically.” 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Now, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Certainly. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman says, and he says cor- 
rectly, that when we made that original loan to the British 
Government we provided the terms and conditions. on which 
England should settle, to wit, precisely the terms and condi- 
tions on which the American people settled. 

Mr. GARNER. Exactly. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Now the gentleman admitted the other 
day that his Democratie administration had absolutely vio- 
lated that law. 

Mr. GARNER. TI will tell the gentleman how they vio- 
lated it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. AHN right. 

Mr. GARNER. We got our money at 3%, 4, and 43 per 
cent, and the Democratic administration made a rate of 5 per 
cent to the foreign government borrowers. i 

Mr, LONGWORTH. And never got a cent of it, did they 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; they have. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Never a cent up until a few months 


. GARNER. They have paid in $185,000,000. 


Mr. LONGWORTH. Lately—under this administration. 

Mr. GARNER. And they paid it at 5 per cent. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. They did not at all 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; they did. They paid on a 5 per cent 
basis. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Your administration never got them to 


pay a centr 

Mr. GARNER. Instead of violating our faith with the 
American people we made the foreign governments pay more 
than the American people paid. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Your 5 per cent was a pure bluff, be- 
cause you never received a cent from France or Great Britain; 
not a cent. 

Mr. GARNER. The Democratic administration made these 
conditions on behalf of the American people and not at the 
expense of the American people. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. Is it to be expected that England would pay 
when she has been encouraged to believe that if she refuses to 
pay on the old terms she can do better? Is not that encourage- 
ment to make default? 

Mr. GARNER, Well, it looks very strange to me, I will say 
to the gentleman from Arkansas, that we are so anxious to re- 
habilitate European nations that we ate willing at this time to 
make a contract for 62 years based on a rate of interest which 
we do not know how will compare with the interest rate in 10 
years from now. I think myself that it would have been proper 
for the debt commission to have made a temporary arrangement 
with these foreign countries with the understanding that, with 
a clause In the contract, if you please, that later on if we could 
get money at a cheaper rate we would let them have It at u 
cheaper rate. I do not want to make one dollar out of England. 
I do not want the American people to be put in the attitude of 
making one dollar, but, gentlemen, I am not authorized as a 
representutive of my people to give England one dollar. [Ap- 
plause.] There is the difference, I undertake to say that you 


are not authorized as the representatives of the people to give 
one dollar of the American people’s maney until you have had a 
commission to do so through the electorate of this country, 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Ves. 

Mr. TILSON. How much have we given England; and if 
any, by what means? 

Mr. GARNER. We have not given her anything yet, but it 
looks as if we are going to do it or repudiate the terms agreed. 
upon by the Debt Commission. The question is a serious and 
momentous one, and that is the reason why I have taken the 
Uberty to refer to it at this time. The proposition may well 
receive the thoughtful consideration of every Member of the 
House. It is a real responsibility which we will be called 
upon to discharge. I again return to a discussion of the fiscal 
policy of the Treasury. They ought not to use the sinking 
fund for daily transactions. When railroad securities bought 
with money borrowed from the American people are sold, you 
ought to take up an equal amount of outstanding Liberty bonds, 
because it is proceeds of capital assets and not taxes to run 
the Government. You have heard Republican Members of the 
House and Senate criticize England, you have heard them 
criticize France, you have heard them criticize Italy, you have 
heard them criticize Germany, because their budgets do not 
balance. You have heard them criticized because they do not 
levy taxes enough to run the government. We are $700,000,000 
short of balancing our Budget—six or seven hundred millon 
dollars less in taxes than the annual expenses of the Govern- 
ment. We have not balanced our Budget and we ought to 
balnnee it, The American people want it balanced. They be- 
lieve that you are balancing it. You are trying to make them 
believe it by using capitul assets of the country in paying cur- 
rent expenses, und you ought not to do it. 

Mr. BUTLER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yes. 

Mr. BUTLER. I always listen to the gentleman from Texas 
with a good deal of interest. Will he allow me to ask bim a 
question? 

Mr. GARNER. Certainly: 

Mr. BUTLER. Suppose we have provided by law that from 
n certain source we muy collect a fund to be set aside for the 
redemption of bonds, it would be absolutely wrong to take one 
penny from that fund for any other purpese. It seems to me 
the fund is collected, as all other taxes, and put into a lump 
sum, and you can draw from that lump to pay the maintenance 
of the Government as well as to redeem our bonds. 

Mr. GARNER, You do not ordinarily use the sinking fund 
except for what it was established. That is what I am trying 
to indict the administration for. 

Mr. BUTLER. But suppose we collect enough from all the 
resources to maintain the Government and maintain the sinking 
fund; we have not done anything wrong by using this fund for 
either purpose. 

Mr. GARNER. But you are not doing that; you are not 
collecting enough. We are using proceeds from sale of capital 
assets with which to pay current expenses. 

Mr. TILSON. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GARNER. Yea 7 

Mr. TILSON. Have not we always done this same thing in 
the very same way under all administrations; and if we are 
entirely solvent, what real difference does it make in the end? 

Mr. GARNER. Oh, that is it; there is the confession and 
avoidance. The gentleman from Connecticut says of course we 
are going to get the money, therefore why are we concerned 
about a sinking fund? Well, my answer is a very simple one 
I want the national debt paid off and retired, and I want it 
done in the manner and within the time contemplated by the 
sinking fund act. [Applause,] 

Mr. GREEN of Iows. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohlo [Mr. LONGWORTH]. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, Mr. Chairman, we have just had the 
privilege of listening to a very extraordinary speech by a very 
extraordinary man. In the first place, I understood, when 
the gentleman from Texas startod his speech, that he was op- 
posed to this bill, but I find now, after questioning him, that 
he sees no harm whatever in this particular bill. However, he 
has taken occasion, with this bill as his basis, to file a general 
indictment agninst this administration because it has not 
strictly followed the letter of the law. The main portion of 
his speech has been devoted to the question of the fore! 
loans, and yet he admits that his own administration grossly 
and flagrantly violated the law in that respect. Let us go 
back and see just what that transaction was. Those of you 
who were here at the time remember that the first bond act 
which authorized our loaning money to our then allies pro- 
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vided that the funds received from the sale of these securities, 
issued for a certain length of time, bearing a certain specific 
rate of interest, might be invested in similar obligations issued 
by foreign Governments. In other words, if this Government 
issued a bond for 25 years at 34 per cent, it was permitted, 
and permitted only, to invest the proceeds in a similar foreign 


bond of 25 years bearing 3} per cent interest. What did the 
last administration do, as a matter of fact? They loaned the 
proceeds of the bonds for which the American people sub- 
scribed to those different Governments and received what se- 
curity? The securities that the law provided? On the con- 
trary, we received absolutely no security whatever, and there 
is not to-day in the Treasury of the United States any security 
from Great Britain, France, or any other Government that 
was contemplated by the law under which the loans were 
originally granted. All we have is an I O U, a mere note of 
hand, signed by the particular representative, whoever he 
might be, an ambassador or commissioner, who happened to 
be in Washington at that time» 

The law was grossly and ftagrantly violated, as the gentle- 
man from Texas admits, and that is the only reason why it has 
ever been necessary to have this commission appointed. The 
gentleman from Texas says, “Ah, but we were receiving 5 per 
cent interest.” Mr. Chairman, one of the justifications that 
the then Secretary of the Treasury made to the Ways and 
Means Committee was, “Gentlemen, we did not follow the law 
strictly, we have received no security, but we are getting a bet- 
ter rate of interest than we would have otherwise.” 

Mr. HARDY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I can not at this moment. As a matter 
of fact, we have received no security at all, and we never have 
received a cent of interest from any Government except Great 
Britain, and we did not receive any from Great Britain until 
a very few months ago, and that was not interest at the rate 
of 5 per cent, as the gentleman from Texas says, but merely a 
payment on account of interest that had accumulated in the 
past. I have forgotten how much it was. It may be that it 
was $185,000,000. The gentleman from Texas says so and he 
is usually accurate. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Certainly. 

Mr. GARNER. Does the gentleman desire now to settle with 
England upon the basis of the contract that we made with her? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. We made no contract with England 
that has been carried out. We have no contract with England 
except a note of hand. 

Mr. GARNER. We have the statute under which she ac- 
cepted the money. ` 

Mr. LONGWORTH. What statute? Something that we 
passed recently? 

Mr. GARNER. No; the statute we passed when we au- 
thorized the loaning of the money to England, and she ac- 
cepted under that statute. 

Mr. LONGWORTH, But the terms of that statute have not 
been complied with, and there is no indebtedness except a debt 
of honor, We undertook by the passage of the recent com- 
mission act to have some security from these foreign nations, 
Great Britain among them. 

Unfortunately, in my belief, we put the limit of interest too 
high, and made the terms of the security too short, but, 
whether we were right or wrong at that time, whether our 
judgment was good or bad, the situation has turned out to be, 
and nobody can question it, that we can not fund our loan to 
Great Britain under the terms provided for in the act, to wit, 
at 4} per cent interest and a period of 25 years. 

What are we going to do about it? The gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. GARNER] says that we are betraying the American 
people if we change the letter of the law. Has the gentleman 
figured out what this proposition will amount to at the end 
of 62 years? Even at 3 per cent for 10 years and 84 per cent 
for the remainder—and I am taking only the figures as they 
appeared in the newspapers, for I have no other information— 
the total amount that will accrue from that British debt at the 
end of 62 years will be not less than $15,000,000,000. Let the 
gentleman from Texas take his pencil and figure it out and then 
say whether the American people are being betrayed as he says 
in getting this security for a debt for which they have now no 
security whatever. [Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. GARNER. But how much will it cost the American 
people to carry that debt for 62 years? Twenty billion dollars. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. If the policy of the gentleman from 


Texas is followed out, it is going to cost the American people 
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not only the money that we have paid out, but they will have 
to pay the interest which otherwise Great Britain would pay, 
because the proposition of the gentleman from Texas is that 
he will not consent to vote for any funding of the British debt 
unless it is precisely on the terms provided in the law, to wit, 
4} per cent over a period of 25 years, when he knows, because 
the gentleman is a sensible man, that the commission has not 
been able to come to an agreement on that basis. i 

Mr. GARNER. I did not say that. , 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then I misunderstood the gentleman. 

Mr. GARNER. I said I would be unwilling to settle with 
England at a loss of what the American people would have to 
pay for the same money. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Precisely. - 

Mr. GARNER. I do not object to extending the time to 62 
years, but when you ask the American people to pay 43 per 
cent and 4} per cent for money to loan to England at 3 and 
33 per cent I am opposed to it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Of course, the gentleman is opposed to 
it, which is precisely what I said, and he will oppose any 
change in those terms. In other words, he will oppose any 
settlement of the British debt. 

Mr. GARNER. Not so far as the length of time is concerned. 
I merely question whether Great Britain came over here bar- 
gain hunting, whether she came here to get $110,000,000 or 
$170,000,000. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, the gentleman can not split hairs 
with me. We have either to take the proposition or to leave it. 
The gentleman can not offer an amendment to increase the rate 
of interest, he can not say, “Oh, it is all right, so far as the 
term of years is concerned, but I want to amend it, so far as 
the rate of interest is concerned, and I will not vote for it unless 
it is amended.” 

Now, the fact is, we all know it, and every sensible person in 
the United States knows it, we have to accept this proposition 
now. We can not amend it. We must accept it now or prob- 
ably never again get so fair an offer 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
one question? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I am asking this question absolutely for 
information. I want to know whether this 3 per cent for 10 
years and the balance at 34 per cent is the proposition which 
was proposed to Great Britain or a proposition which Great 
Britain made to our commission? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. How can I answer the question; how 
can anybody answer the question? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. The commission can answer it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I do not see any of the commission here. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. The gentleman does not know himself? 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I do not know, of course not. I know 
just as much as the gentleman from Arkansas or any man—— 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I want the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
Burton] to answer that question. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yield five minutes to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD]. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I have listened to many 
ridiculous proposals by my genial friend the gentleman from 
Texas, but none have I heard that surpass the position he has 
taken in criticizing the administration in negotiating a settle- 
ment of the indebtedness of Great Britain. He criticized the 
act of the Foreign Debt Commission in not coming back to Con- 
gress, because they could not enter into negotiations under the 
terms provided in the act authorizing their creation. They 
had in that act certain limited powers, If they had complied 
with the powers designated they would not have had to come 
back to Congress, That commission, composed of some of the 
best men in the country, under the limitation as to their au- 
thority found it unworkable. The gentleman from Texas says 
that he would not exact from Great Britain one cent more 
interest money than we are compelled to pay. That act re- 
quired a rate not less than 4} per cent. He contradicts his 
position by saying we should only accept British bonds at a 
rate of not less than 4} per cent. Everyone knows who is 
acquainted with money conditions that this Government to-day 
can borrow money on long-term bonds for less than 4 per cent. 
We have borrowed money recently on short-term notes at 4 
per cent. The commission has not done anything else but 
what any other body would have done. On finding that they 
could not enter into negotiations under the terms laid down by 
the authorizing body, they did not come back to Congress with 
an unworkable plan of having new terms proposed on the con- 
gressional gridiron. It was a financial proposition which they 
had to adjust, and they arranged tentative terms, subject, of 
course, to the approval of Congress, representing the stock- 
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holders of the Nation, and intend to propose to have their act 
ratified, 

I believe in the business axiom, Take a loss, take a gain.” 
I think Great Britain is to be commended as the only Govern- 
ment in the world which has attempted to negotiate their in- 
debtedness, amounting to $4,600,000,000. It is the one Govern- 
ment that has; France has done nothing; she is not even willing 
to pay any interest. 

Italy has not offered to pay any interest, but Great Britain 
has done so. Now, the gentleman from Texas with his political 
cunning read a dispatch from the Manchester Guardian, that 
after the British Government has furnished this Government 
with British bonds that they are going to be so tied up that we 
could not sell the bonds on the market and negotiate them if our 
Government so desired. Such an outlandish, ridiculous propo- 
sition I have never heard from any gentleman on the floor, not 
even the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD, I will yield. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LonawortH] 
said not once but twice that if we did not accept this agreement 
that has been entered into we would probably not get a dollar 
from England. Is not the I O U of England worth more than 
that? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Everybody who is acquainted with the 
facts knows that Great Britain was not in a position to negoti- 
ate the funding of this great indebtedness until the present time. 
The obtaining of the bonds of the British Government will en- 
able our Goyernment to negotiate them if it so desires and re- 
duce the possible indebtedness, whereas the I O Us are not 
negotiable. 

Mr. BLANTON, The I O U of England ought to be worth 
100 cents on the dollar? 

Mr. STAFFORD. But their notes were never intended to be 
permanent, merely a receipt, until an opportune time when the 
respective Governments could negotiate as to the certain terms 
of payment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Treapway]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for five minutes. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Chairman, I understood the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. Garner] to reiterate the statement that 
the reason why the Treasury Department was advocating this 
bill was in order to have the amount of the money in the 
Treasury in the sinking fund carried in the daily balance. I 
wish the gentleman from Texas would tell me whether I under- 
stood him correctly or not. I will assume that I did. 

Mr. OLIVER. The gentleman from Texas is temporarily out 
of the Chamber. 

Mr. TREADWAY. No; he was in the room all the time. 

Mr. OLIVER. I say the gentleman from Texas was tem- 
porarily out of the Chamber. 

Mr. GARNER. My attention was diverted, Mr. Chairman, 
from the remarks of the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. TRHADWAY. I think the remarks of the gentleman 
from Texas are worthy of attention on our side, and therefore I 
want to ask him if I correctly understood him as saying that 
the object of this bill was, in his opinion, that the sinking fund 
was to be carried in the daily balance? 

Mr. GARNER. I said this: That if this bill is not passed 
the Treasury Department will be compelled to buy up the 
Liberty bonds, and I want that policy to be pursued; and on the 
other hand if you pass this bill, whatever the purpose was that 
they wanted to use the sinking fund for, they could do it. 

Mr. TREADWAY. In other words, if this bill is passed the 
sinking fund will become part of the daily balance? 

Mr. GARNER. That is so whether the bill is passed or not. 

Mr. TREADWAY. On the contrary, I say, on the authority 
of the Treasury Department, that the sinking fund has nothing 
absolutely to do with the balance carried in the balance sheet 
which is sent to us daily. I make that as a positive statement, 
[Applause.] 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman states that there is more 
than one account in the Treasury Department? 

Mr. TREADWAY. I state that this bill has absolutely noth- 
ing to do with the daily balance carried by the Treasury, and 
no amendment that you could make to it would have anything 
to do with it. 

Mr. GARNER. Certainly not, because they have only one 
account in the daily balance. 

Mr. TREADWAY. If the gentleman will read section 2 of 
the committee’s report, he will find that he is in error as to 
what the sinking fund is. 


Rae SERN of Iowa. The original law has nothing to do 

Mr. TREADWAY. No; the original law has nothing to do 
with it. The only effect the passage of this bill will have on the 
sinking fund will be to show the amount of Liberty bonds that 
are bought and reduce the balance by that amount. It will 
make no reference to what can be charged to the sinking fund. 

The gentleman from Texas made another erroneous state- 
ment which I desire to correct. It is very easy to get up here 
and lambaste the President and the Secretary of the ‘Treasury 
and other individuals; but let us have a basis of fact. The 
gentleman from Texas does not stop for that very often in some 
of his general statements he makes here, and the one he made 
this afternoon is a good illustration of the kind of statements 
I refer to. Here is another instance: He says that, so far as 
he knows, none of the sinking fund has been used for the pur- 
chase of Liberty bonds. Then he is in ignorance of the report 
of the Secretary of the Treasury, because the report of the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury shows conclusively that he is in error. 

I insert herewith for the information of the House letter on 
the subject from the Treasury Department: 


Treasury DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE or 5 3 pret 
ashington, Febru * 
Hon. A. T. Treapwar, Ser e 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN: Pursuant to your telephone request of to-day for 
the respective amounts of Liberty bonds and Victory notes purchased 
for account of the cumulative sinking fund, I am inclosing herewith 
copy of the Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury for the 
fiscal year 1921, and would call attention to the item under the cap- 
tion “ Cumulative sinking fund,” from which it will be seen that pur- 
chases for the sinking fund in that fiscal year were confined to Victory 
notes and aggregated $261,250,250, face amount. 

I am also inelosin cony of the Annual Repare of the Secretary of 
the Treasury for the — year 1922, on page of which is shown the 
detailed purchases of the sinking fund during that fiscal year, aggregat- 
a $275,896,000, face amount, of which $175 


86,000, face amount, were 
rty bonds and $258,310,000 were Victory notes. Purchases for the 


cumulative sinking fund during the first half of the current fiscal year— 
July 1, 1922, to December 81, 1922—aggregated 3 face 
amount, of which $78,808,000, face amount, were rty bonds and 
$147,510,800, face amount, were Victory notes. 


Very truly yours, 
EDWARD CLIFFORD, Assistant Secretary. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. But the gentleman says, “So far as he 
knew.” That is correct? 

Mr. TREAD WAT. Yes; but he had better get a little bit 
more information before he tries to elucidate it to the House, 
That is what I am trying to convince him of at this moment. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr, Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TREADWAY. Les. 

Mr. GARNER. I want to say to the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts that he may reflect on my intelligence, but when he 
says I misstate a fact he says what is not true. 

Mr. TREADWAY. Oh, I will not get into that kind of a dis- 
cussion. 

Mr. GARNER. I said so far as I knew, and I talked with 
the Treasury Department not long ago about it; and, so far as 
my information went, there had been no Liberty bonds taken 
up by the sinking fund. I always try to state facts, and I hope 
the gentleman from Massachusetts will also try to adhere to the 
facts. 

Mr. TREADWAY. I also try to adhere to the facts, and of 
course, I will say, I had no intention of questioning the gentle- 
man’s veracity. On the contrary, I have the highest respect 
for both his veracity and his knowledge. But sometimes a mat- 
ter of lack of knowledge can be covered under just such a 
sentence as the gentleman now uses. So far as I know,“ he 
says. I am giving him information that he can find in the 
Treasury report, and the further statement that nearly $79,- 
000,000 has been expended in the present fiscal year out of the 
sinking fund for the redemption of bonds. Now, I think the 
gentleman knows a little bit more about it than he did when 
he made his statement on the floor. [Applause.] 

So far as the definition of the sinking fund is concerned, I 
want to repeat, and be very positive in my statement, that if 
the gentleman and members of the committee will read the 
law, both as it is and as it will be when we pass this amend- 
ment, he will know, I think, a little more about the daily bal- 
ance, and the rest of the committee will, because, so far as he 
knows, if we pass this amendment, the sinking fund will ap- 
pear as a part of the daily balance of the Treasury. It will 
not do any such thing. It never did and never can. The sink- 
ing fund law will not permit it. Therefore if he will take my 
statement for the truth, which it is, he will know a little bit 
more about the two subjects which he has been discussing in 
connection with this bill. [Applause.] 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. TrLSON J. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut is recog- 
nized for five minutes, 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, I am yery glad that the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. TreEapway] brought us back to 
the consideration of the bill. This bill proposes to amend the 
sinking fund law so that the sinking fund may be used for the 
purchase of bonds issued later than July 1, 1920, in refunding 
the debt. As the law now stands it is provided that the sinking 
fund shall be used for retiring bonds outstanding on July 1. 
1920. We wish to change the law so that it may be used to 
purehase bonds issued for refunding purposes subsequent to 
that date. 

The gentleman from Texas makes it his principal objection to 
this bill that it would permit the sinking-fund money to go 
into the general funds of the Treasury, if not into the daily 
balance. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. TREADWAY ] 
has taken him up on the latter point. At any rate, if I under- 
stand what he means, he contends that the sinking fund will 
go into the general fund of the Treasury and that, perhaps, 
some other bonds or some other indebtedness may be retired 
with the particular money taken in for this purpose. Of course, 
there are no particular sums of money collected for the sinking 
fund. It is simply a certain sum set aside by appropriation for 
a particular purpose. It must come out of the revenues, like 
any other appropriation. 

Mr. Chairman, I contend that in the first place the accounts, 
sò far as this matter is concerned, are kept in the Treasury 
now just as they have ever been. If we were required to keep 
a separate pocket for every bit of change that Uncle Sam has 
and a different set of bookkeepers to keep every one of these 
pocket-change accounts, the number of employees and the ex- 
pense would be beyond all endurance. Therefore the Treasury 
has always kept its funds so that so far as the particular money 
that is collected or appropriated for anything is concerned it is 
not required that the actual money shall be set aside or kept 
apart from other funds. If Uncle Sam remains solvent, it does 
not make any difference which pocket he takes the money out of 
to pay any particular debt. 

This bill if enacted info law will require that the sinking 
fund be used for refunding purposes. It has been so used, as 
has heen shown by the gentleman from Massachusetts. If the 
law is amended as here proposed it will give a little more free- 
dom in the use of the sinking fund, and this additional latitude 
is required to save the Treasury from possible embarrassment 
in using the fund in the manner most advantageous to the 
Public Treasury. In fact, after the Ist of July, if Liberty bonds 
should be at par or above, it would not be possible, if I un- 
derstand correctly, to use any of this fund under the law as 
it now stands for the purchase of any bonds whatever until 
Congress could meet and change the law. 

It is believed that it would be unwise to leave the law in 
that situation. It ought to be so that at any time we can use 
this sinking fund for the purpose for which it was originally 
intended; that is, to pay the bonded indebtedness of this coun- 
try, and this bill is for the purpose of enabling the Treasury 
to do this in the most advantageous manner. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. I yield. f 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Will the amendment reduce the sinking 
fund after the refunding process has taken place? 

Mr. TILSON. No. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Has the gentleman read the last part of 
section 6 (a), subdivision 1— 

Two and one-half pèr cent of the aggregate amount of such bonds 
and notes outstanding on July 1, 1920, less an amount equal to the 
ye amount of any 8 of foreign goveruments held by the 
Inited States on July 1, 1920, 

Mr, TILSON. Yes; I have read that very carefully. 

Mr. RAMSETER. When you refund you are going to reduce 
this amount outstanding on July 1, 1920, to the amount aceord- 
ing to the report of over $3,000,000,000. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman's question is whether we shall, 
under this amendment, reserve less than we have heretofore 
set aside for the sinking fund? 

Mr. RAMSEYER. My question is whether the effect of your 
amendment is not to reduce the sinking fund after these refund- 
ing processes go into effect? 

Mr. TILSON. At first I understood the gentleman to mean 
could this fund be expended for anything else than what it was 
appropriated for, or would the amount already set aside be 
diminished? I now understand the gentleman to ask, Shall we 
hereafter, by reason of this amendment, set aside less for the 
sinking fund? 


Mr. RAMSEYER. That is the idea. After the refunding 
process goes into effect is not that going to reduce the amount 
on which you figure the sinking fund? I do not think the 
sinking fund now provided for ought to be reduced, because I 
think it ought to be applied to the speedy reduction and final 
extinction of the national debt. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I yleld to the gentleman two addi- 
tional minutes. 

Mr. TILSON. The amount of the sinking fund is regulated 
by a definite, fixed annual permanent appropriation which will 
not be changed in the least by this bill. This bill will not affect 
the amount of money appropriated for that purpose. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. Has the gentleman carefully read the 
latter part of section 6(a), which I read a moment ago? 

Mr. TILSON. Very carefully. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. And is he very sure that after this re- 
funding process is placed in effect it will not reduce the amount 
of money to be set aside annually for the sinking fund? 

Mr. TILSON. That is not the intention of this amendment, 
at any rate, and I do not understand how it could in anywise 
affect the basis on which the amount of the appropriation each 
year is figured. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Under the five-minute rule I will take 
time to explain that. 

Mr. TILSON. That was not the intention, and, as I under- ~ 
stand the present law, such will not be the effect of this amend- 
ment. 

Mr. RAMSEYER. I hope the committee will carefully con- 
sider that entire section, haying in mind the question raised. 

Mr. TILSON. It is the application of the sinking fund that 
we mean to affect, and not the amount of it. Of course, if we 
conid change the amount of the indebtedness outstanding on 
July 1, 1920, the amount of the sinking fund being determined 
by the amount of the outstanding indebtedness on that date, 
we, of course, would to that extent modify the sinking fund; 
but that can not be done, either by the amendment now being 
considered or by any other means that I know of. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The sinking fund is 2} per cent of the 
amount outstanding on July 1, 1920. That amount has been 
fixed and will not be changed at all. July 1, 1920, will never 
come back. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TILSON. Yes. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. This amendment authorizes 
the use of the sinking fund for the very purpose for which it 
was created. 

Mr. TILSON. Undoubtedly. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Green] 
has 22 minutes remaining and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Garner] has 18 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman from Texas use 
some of his time? 

Mr. GARNER. You may read the bill if you want to. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We desire to occupy some more time 
on this side. 

Mr. GARNER. I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want to read a little edi- 
torial from Mr. W. J. Smith, the editor of the Waukegan Daily 
Sun, of Waukegan, III., which is rather apropos and interesting: 

The Chancellor of the British Exchequer, one Stanley Baldwin, has 
insulted millions of middie westerners with the typical English nasty 
remarks that our people raise hogs and are ignorant on international 
debts, and that the pm difficulty in the debt question is in the hands 
of United States po ticians, instead of Cabinet officers as in England. 
Perhaps Baldwin has Hoover in mind: nevertheless, the middle west- 
erners have Baldwin's goat and number, which is zero. 

The middle westerners know four and two legged hogs, but raise 
only four; hence Baldwin's reference to American politicians must be 
8 57 5 for real application to the puppets of the heredi- 
tides raising hogs, the middle westerners incidentally raised bil- 
lions of dollars which were loaned to England to save her from Ger- 
many. The same middle westerners will raise h with every public 
official who attempts to condone, conceal, or concur in any international 
conspiracy to double-cross the American taxpayer by amending the debt 


refunding act, which clearly represents the last word of the aver: 
american yoter who indirectly loaned billions to England. ats 


Mr. STAFFORD, Just at the point where the gentleman is 
reading, referring to hogs, I suppose the gentleman is referring 
to them because he knows that this is ground-hog day? 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON, Well, it was not that kind of a hog. 

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I want to finish this. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman declines to yield. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Without reading it further I ask that the 
editorial be placed in the Recorp, and then I will not take up 
further time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to 
extend his remarks in the Record by inserting the editorial in- 
dicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The remainder of the editorial is as follows: 


The . Baldwin, his political chief Bonar Law, and other 
puppets of the hereditary ruling class of imperialists defeated the 
great commoner Lloyd-George with the false slogan of political tran- 
quillity, which was to come in part through less taxation. 

Knowing a debt cancellation or hundred per cent debt repudiation 
was impossible, Baldwin framed up a clever scheme of passing the 
high interest charges and the substantial reduction of principal along 
to future generations, which, of course, have no vote now. This is 
an old political and diplomatic dodge, but it was withheld until after 
the last November American elections, because none dared to face the 
American voter with such a double-cross scheme; however, Baldwin 
now boldly pretends the scheme is an offer from America and the 
English press hypocritically kicks about an offer that was made in 
England.“ The average American is wise and will end the duplicity 
when the conspiracy comes to Congress. 

The Washington debt conference was shrouded in silence; however, in 
England, Baldwin sung his swan song which is the death knell of his 
party which will give way to the Lloyd-George and labor elements, 
which never schemed debt dodging or repudiation to save the heredi- 
tary ruling classes from destruction, political and material. 

Balawin hypocritically claimed. America offers 3 per cent” and 
sixty-odd years’ payment riod. Through collusion, did Baldwin 
attempt to put a British offer into the mouth of the American com- 
mission, which is made to ap) r as the initiator and proposer of what 
means a repeal of or amendments to the debt refunding act, which 
requires all payments within 25 r at 41 r cent interest. Such 
silly diplomatic juggling is a diplomatic swindle, which could only 
result in the impeachment of American officials who took an oath to 
enforce and not defeat the debt refunding law. Congress made the only 
American offer. No private or public official citizen had power to make 
other offers. 

It was reported from abroad that at a London tea party Taft and 


Harvey promised Bonar Law that the United States would give a 
refunding period of some sixty-odd years at an interest rate of per 
cent. This means a gift of billions of dollars. In regard to inter- 


national debts, Taft and Harvey represent none other than themselves 

personally. However, if they attempted to defeat the debt refunding 

act they are sworn to enforce, Harvey should be recalled by Harding 

and Tart is open to impeachment charges, if upon investigation Con- 

gress finds an international conspiracy to defy and defeat the will of 
ongress. 

Taft and 8 could promise King George the White House for 
a colonial home, but such a promise would mean the same as the 
alleged debt promise; however, if true, the incident is serious and 
Congress and the President should do the self-evident needful. 

Baldwin and his royal political party can not pass their political 
buck to the Harding administration, which is absolutely indifferent to 
the political life of Baldwin, Bonar Law, or any other ring of cabinet“ 
politicians who may desire to fight their campaigns on American soil 
or with American taxpayers’ coin. 

Baldwin’s attacks on our people and politicians, who are really 
representatives of free people instead of playthings of hereditary ruling 
classes, raise many serious questions for all lovers of American practices 
and institutions. 

America has had a wonderful internal development through local 
taxation and financing with tax-free cheap securities that built good 
roads, sewers, waterworks, and schools. trange propaganda proposes 
to change the American Constitution so that State and city bonds will 
no longer be tax free. Naturally, the average voter wants no rich man's 
tax-dodging securities, hence at first the propaganda finds rich soil for 

wth. If State and city bonds are to be taxed by the United States 

ernment, the local taxpayers must Py, higher interest rates, hence 
local improvements must cost more an e net result may be substan- 
tial reductions in the amount of local improvements and the employ- 
ment of American workmen. . 

If the Britisher pays less than Congress has demanded, the American 
must make up the difference in taxes. Taxes are too high now. Do 
the Federal tax hunters scheme to invade State and city fields of taxa- 
tion and stop local tax-free securities in order that local taxes may be 
secured to make up whatever the British dodge, delay, or repudiate 
in the four and three-quarters billion loans? 

Why not let the Baldwin schemers tax 100 per cent the feudal Eng- 
lish estates, with their personal property, by-products, which were the 

ft of some king, and thus avoid the necessity of taxing American 

te and city bonds, which mean everything to the development and 
progress of the United States? The Senate better carefully investigate 
all sources of the 8 for taxing local securities; perhaps our 
British friends indirectly, . American agents, have made certain 
suggestions to promote a shifting of the tax burdens incident to the 
war 


Why should any American Cabinet officer, Senator, or Congressman 
worry about what the British toiler is going to do to the tax pocket- 
book of the hereditary ruling class imperialists? Our officials better 
worry about what is going to happen to them if they fall for the 
British schemes to pass the tax buck to American voters. The American 
hog raisers know so much about the international debts that their 
Representatives in Congress will not permit the debt refunding act to 
be now changed even if the British outwit the American commissioners 
by causing them to foolishly ask Congress to eat its own words and 
amend the act. 

A deadlock may be the British objective; however, during the dead- 
lock the British must pay 5 per cent interest instead of 8, as the 
British propose, hence any betrayal of Congress and the American pub- 
lic will avail nothing. 

No American hog raiser intends to voluntarily raise taxes, especially 
on local improvement securities, to build British battleships at a 
time all other nations are trying to save the taxpayers money. British 
trade discriminations on the high seas, in the German mandate lands 
or in the colonies secure no American favors. The middle-westerners 
fully appreciate how the lords of England would dodge or repudiate 
the American debts to save the hereditary ruling classes from destruc- 


tion by the British toilers, who are not fussing because their children 
may have to go to the common schools with the offspring of non- 
producers, o are about to pay their own way through fair taxation 
urdens which can never be unloaded upon the shoulders of the free 
men of the Middle West of the United States of America where the 
Declaration of Independence is in force 100 per cent. 

Mr. BEEDY. Now will the gentleman yield for a serious 
question? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. BEEDY. Has the gentleman noticed the most recent 
press reports, in which a denial has been issued by the British 
Government of any interview designed to cast any aspersions 
on the American people is concerned? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, but there was an interview. I want 
to say this, that the distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LonewortH] spoke for the administration and its leader on the 
Debt Funding Commission, and he intimated here—not intimated 
but said emphatically on the floor, and it will so appear in the 
Recorp if he does not change his remarks—that unless we ac- 
cepted that agreement which they had entered into, word for 
word, without changing it in any way, we would lose this debt. 

Mr. BEEDY. Now will the gentleman answer my question? 

Mr. BLANTON. Just one minute. He said. we would lose 
this debt from the British Government because, he said, we 
did not have Great Britain’s bond; that we merely had the 
I O U of Great Britain. These I O U’s were given in the 
stress of war when Britain was on her knees, as you might 
Say, when France was on her knees, appealing to us and 
practically begging for mercy, and we loaned them the bil- 
lions and merely took their I O U's. I want to say that I 
am one of those who believe that Great Britain’s I O U is 
worth 100 cents on the dollar, and that she is going to pay it. 
She would not repudiate a cent of the principal or of the in- 
terest. England is a great nation and she never would have 
survived if she had ever repudiated her smallest obligation, if 
she had ever repudiated any part of her national debt. England 
will not do it. Do not be afraid, we have got the right to 
send this debt commission back and again say to them that the 
American people through the Congress instructs you how far 
you can go and how far you can not go. 

Mr. BEEDY. Will the gentleman come back to that portion 
of the editorial that deals with the reflection on the American 
people and state whether he has noticed that there has been a 
denial of that interview and that it was only the report of a 
lot of newspaper reporters? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; it has been denied. Diplomacy de- 
manded that. But when our distinguished ambassador went 
back to England, you heard what was said through a reputable 
English newspaper as to what was proposed and what was 
being done by our administration leaders of this country re- 
specting the debt. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman intends to keep good faith? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes. 

Mr. TILSON. And did not the gentleman say that when he 
got leave to put in the editorial he would quit? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes, I said that; but questions were pro- 
pounded to me; but like I believe that of Great Britain's is, 
my word is as good as my bond, and I am done. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, following the rule that seems 
to be in vogue this afternoon to speak on matters that are not 
before the House, I want to say a word to quiet, if I may, the 
troubled spirit of my friend from Texas [Mr. Garner]. He 
became somewhat disturbed some days ago about the British 
debt and other foreign debts, and my understanding was that 
before we got through he and I came to a reasonable and 
satisfactory agreement with regard to the matter. But it seems 
he is disturbed again to-day. I think there are very few 
Members of the House who believed or were very hopeful, at 
least, that we would be able to settle our differences with our 
foreign debtors under the legislation providing for the debt 
commission as it became law. I for one had no expectation 
that we would be able to reach an agreement with any of the 
European countries under the terms of that act. I said so at 
the time. So I am not at all surprised that the Debt Commis- 
sion is to report, as I understand they will, to the President 
that it is impossible for them to reach an agreement with the 
British Government under the terms of the act under which the 
commission was set up and to ask that the attention of Con- 
gress be called to the matter with a view of modifying, if 
possible, the terms of the agreement. The committee of the 
House that reported the Debt Commission acted wisely in the 
matter and the House supported the committee action. They 
left with the commission the question of the terms of settle- 
ment as to the period and interest. In another body important 
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changes were made fixing a maximum period and a minimum 
interest charge, and the gentlemen there seemed to be so very 
insistent on their view of the matter that after some consider- 
able protest we accepted the Senate amendments. They are 
not workable. Just how soon we shall be called upon to ex- 
press our judgment in this matter I do not know, but my 
understanding is that in due time the President will communi- 
cate with Congress on the subject and give us the benefit of his 
judgment as to what ought to be done. 

My expectation is that his recommendations will be so rea- 
sonable that the House will practically unanimously accept 
them. I am quite confident they will be sufficiently reasonable 
so that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner], who has 
mentioned the matter on several occasions, will find that he 
can agree to the proposals that are made, : 

Mr. GARNER, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONDELL, Certainly. 

Mr. GARNER. In view of the gentleman's statement as to 
another body insisting on controlling the time and interest, 
does not the gentleman think that it would have been proper 
for the commission to have come back three or four weeks ago, 
before the English commission had left, and get the authority, 
rather than settling the matter themselves and binding this 
Government as far as it could. 

Mr. MONDELL. No; I think what the commission did was 
proper. They made inquiry of the Members of the House and 
of the Senate as to how far gentlemen might be willing to go 
and the disposition they might have to go inte the matter of time 
and interest. I think it was entirely proper, it being imporant 
that this matter should be settled by the 4th of March, that 
they should say to the English commission, which I understand 
they did, that in their opinion a certain settlement could be 
had if that was agreeable to the British Government and sat- 
isfactory to them. It seems to me it was about the only way 
to proceed. Had the commission, prior to the report of the 
British commissioners to their Government, come to Congress 
and suggested a certain settlement we could not have known 
whether the British Government would agree to those terms 
or not. It is true the Congress is not bound by any sugges- 
tion that may be made, but I am sure Congress will be glad to 
listen to any reasonable suggestion, 

Mr. GARNER. I am giad the gentleman made one statement 
which clears up the matter somewhat, and that is that our 
commission said to the English commission that they believed 
that they could get this particular settlement that has been 
urged. 

The question was asked when the gentleman was out of the 
Chamber as to which one of the commissions suggested this 
basis of settlement. The gentleman from Wyoming has relieved 
us from any uncertainty in that respect, because he has said 
that the American commission made the suggestion. I am glad 
to have that information. 

Mr. MONDELL. There must have been some suggestion 
from the American commission, after discussion pro and con, as 
there always is, that they believed a settlement could be secured 
through the Congress along certain lines, but that, of course, 
was not the settlement originally proposed by the American 
commission. That is a settlement tentatively agreed upon 
after various suggestions and much discussion. Of course, the 
American commission endeavored to secure a settlement within 
the terms of the law under which the commission was created. 
That was their purpose, that was their effort, but they found 
that was impossible. r 

Mr. GARNER. And then submitted the one that may be sub- 
mitted to Congress? 

Mr. MONDELL, I will not say that they submitted that 
one. There was discussion back and forth, as there always is, 
and a certain plan of settlement was tentatively submitted, and 
in due time the Congress will be called upon to decide whether 
or not it approves that plan of settlement. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MONDELL. Yes. 

Mr. LONDON. It is also understood that legislation affecting 
another sovereign power is of a tentative character. 

Mr. MONDELL. I would say that is correct. 

Mr. LONDON. So that the powers conferred upon the com- 
mission and the instructions given to the commission were sub- 
ject to the commission reaching an agreement with the repre- 
sentatives of Great Britain. 

Mr. MONDELL. That is true. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Fess]. 8 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, it is somewhat amusing to me 
to note how my friend from Texas [Mr. Garner] becomes so 
excited over an erroneous assumption, and then to see how 


quietly he subsides when the assumption Is corrected by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. It is an expenditure of per- 
feetly splendid energy for the entertainment of the House at 
the expense of the entertainer. It also gives us an indication 
of how wonderfally enthusiastic we may become over a small 
affair, a mere assumption for the purpose of presenting an 
opportunity to make an attack upon the administration. 
Whatever be the ground for the vigorous attack of our friend, 
certain things are true, well known to the public, and they 
can not very well be controverted. 

This year of 1923 the Treasury Department found itself 
facing an indebtedness, obligations coming due and demanding 
payment in the form of the floating debt, or the unfunded 
portion of our public debt of $2,500,000,000, the Victory loan 
to the amount of $4,000,000,000, and also the war-savings 
stamps, amounting to $656,000,000, amounting all told to over 
$7,000,000,000. The financing of these enormous obligations 
was a problem that had to be met, and in a way that would 
not break the credit of the Nation. The manner in which it 
has been met, it seems to me, shows a very remarkable achieve- 
ment upon the part of the Treasury Department, without any 
particular injury to the business of the country. The floating 
debt has been absorbed by the investment public, thus re- 
leasing the banking assets for industry. The Victories have 
been likewise taken in amounts and at such terms and tenures 
as to enable the Treasury to meet them when due. I am glad 
to have my friend accede to that statement. This policy has 
lessened the rate the Government must pay for its bonds, at 
a great saving, and has so strengthened its credit, that its 
securities have gone fo par, amounting to not less than 
$2,500,000,000, of value to the holder. 

In reference to the effort of the Treasury to cover up a deficit, 
charged by the gentleman from Texas, I think my friend was 
somewhat unfortunate not only in the error of judgment, but 
I fear he is subject to a little criticism in so far as his purpose 
is concerned in making that statement. Too much license is 
practiced in our partisan statements. In the first place, we 
had a deficit of $650,000,000, not including the interest of war- 
savings stamps, facing us. We are justified in the expectation 
to collect $300,000,000 of back taxes to apply to it, that comes 
as a part of the revenue, and is properly included in the in- 
come of the Government. We are now assured not less than 
$200,000,000 of interest per year on the foreign debt. While 
it may be a question where that should go, whether to the pay- 
ment of current expenses or to the liquidation of the public 
debt, it nevertheless is income. If we liquidate the War 
Finance Corporation, as will be done unless fhe law is changed, 
it will amount to anywhere from $115,000,000 to $125,000,000; 
that is a sum also which ean be applied to the deficit. Also, if 
there is to be a disposition of this war material accumulated 
during the war and still on our hands at great loss, I want 
just quietly to remind my friend that if we turn that material 
into money, it ought not to be subject to the gentleman’s criti- 
cism, because, the Lord knows, it ought to have been done a long 
time ago. Here are items alone which will almost, if not en- 
tirely, wipe out the deficit of six months ago. - These items are 
among the fruits of a business administration bending its 
energy to make its outgo tally with its income; and outside 
of partisan circles are the subject of general commendation. 

Mr. GARNER rose. 

Mr. FESS. Oh, I can not yield. Then I want my friend 
to especially note this. If under the tariff bill which he so 
vigorously opposed and he and his party resisted every inch 
of the way, we increase the revenue over $100,000,000 in a 
year, and it may reach $150,000,000, then the deficit is gone, 
and why should the gentleman criticize the Nation for making 
that sort of business adjudication. Whatever else may be said, 
we balance our budget, reduce the debt, save on interest, appre- 
ciate the Government’s credit, revive American industry, and 
solve unemployment. Surely my friend from Texas would not 
have us play the dog in the manger, as is so common among 
those not responsible, by doing nothing ourselves and let no 
one else do anything? That may be the policy so far as my 
friend from Texas is eoncerned, but not the policy of the ad- 
ministration. [Laughter and applause.] 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, it is seldom that so 
mueh misinformation has been given to the House in so short 
a time as was given by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
in his statement with reference to the sinking fund and the 
operations of the Treasury. If one-half of what he said was 
true, there would be a panic on the stock exchange, a run on 
all of the banks in the country, a general business depression 
all over the eountry, because he intimated—if he did not ex- 
pressly state it—that the United States Treasury in fact had 
no surplus, but that, instead, there was a deficit, and that the 
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Treasury was manipulating the sinking fund to cover up the 
deficit. I am happy to say that on the 31st of January, of this 
year, there was in the general fund of the Treasury a balance 
of $254,546,388, and that if we compare the condition of the 
Treasury of the United States with its condition one year 
before that time, it will show, taking into consideration the 
cash on hand and the amount of the public debt, that during 
the last calendar year the liabilities of this Government and its 
general financial standing have been bettered to the extent of 
about $500,000,000; and in the fiscal year of 1922 we paid 
off something over a billion dollars of debts, and thereby bet- 
tered the condition of the United States Treasury nearly to that 
extent. 

I am astonished at my friend from Texas, He told you over 
and over again, although I think he finally hedged a little on 
it, that there never had been any of the Liberty bonds pur- 
chased out of the sinking fund. If he had only consulted the 
last report of the Secretary of Treasury, he would have found 
that for the fiscal year 1922 there was some $18,000,000 worth 
of Liberty bonds purchased and that there has been a total of 
all bonds purchased out of the sinking fund, since it was 
created, of something over $537,000,000. His whole statement 
shows a complete misapprehension as to what the sinking fund 
is. The sinking fund is created by an appropriation. Like 
every other appropriation, it creates a liability upon the Treas- 
ury which must be met. It is necessary and proper that under 
the sinking fund the amount of the appropriation should be 
set aside and held for the purposes for which it was appro- 
priated. This has been done. The sinking fund has never fallen 
short a dollar. It can not be used for any other purpose than 
that specified in the law, and it never has been under either 
Democratic or Republican administrations, 

The sinking fund is no new thing. It has nothing to do with 
the daily balances except in an indirect way as all our appro- 
priations have, for when the amount of an appropriation is 
paid, of course it reduces the amount of the daily balances 
that much. Now, that is all there is to this matter. Mr. Chair- 
man, it is no more possible that this fund can be manipulated 
than any other account of the Government can be manipulated. 
The books of the Government, its general statements, are open 
to everybody each day. A daily statement shows the condition 
of our finances, and these statements are obtainable by every 
Member of Congress or anybody else who chooses to get them. 
If there was any such manipulation as the gentleman talks 
about, nobody would have confidence in the administration ; but, 
instead of that, I am glad to say that one of the great achieve- 
ments of the Republican administration has been its success in 
steadily reducing the amount of our indebtedness and decreas- 
ing the amount upon which we must pay interest. Instead of 
distrust there is everywhere confidence in the management of 
our finances. 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will 

Mr. FESS. The Secretary of the Treasury stated that the 
appreciation of the Liberty bonds from the low mark to where 
they are now has been two and a half billion dollars. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. To the owners; yes ¥ by reason of the 
confidence inspired by the highly successful management of our 
national finances. Let me say also that this talk about the Gov- 
ernment selling railway securities to pay current expenses is 
all nonsense. Ever since the Republican administration took 
charge the receipts have exceeded the expenses. There is not 
and will not be any deficit. The law provides what shall be 
done with money received from sale of railway securities. It 
is applied on the debt the railroads owe the Government. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Is it the gentleman's contention 
that the sinking fund constitutes an automatic appropriation for 
that purpose? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; it is a continuous and permanent 
appropriation. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I am asking for information. I 
do not profess to be an expert. Suppose when the time comes 
for that appropriation and there is no money in the Treasury, 
the sinking fund does not get it? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That never has and never will happen 
under a Republican administration. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. But a Republican administration 
is not apt to be in very long, and I am asking for the future. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I do not know what will happen under 
a Democratic administration. I would be a little fearful. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Here is what I wanted to get at. 
The gentleman says there is always money to be appropriated 
for this sinking fund; but suppose the Treasury gets the money 


to put in the sinking fund by issuing short-time notes of in- 
abe yita Then the Treasury is not any better off than 
ore 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman ought to be aware—— 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I am asking for information. 
The gentleman knows; I do not. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is no authority of law for issu- 
ing bonds or short-time certificates for such a purpose as that. 

r. CONNALLY of Texas. You can issue them to get the 
money to run the Government; have you not been doing that? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Certainly not. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The last administration where bonds 
were ever issued for the purpose of running the Government 
was a Democratic administration. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Owing to the fact that the question was 
asked whether this sinking fund was actually an appropriation, 
I suggest it might be well to insert in the Recoxp, and I am 
going to read here, the language of section 6: 

For the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1920, and for each fiscal year 
thereafter, until all such bonds and notes are retired, there is hereby 
ap ropriated out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, for the purpose of suc sinking fund, an amount equal to the 
sum of (1) 24 per cent of the aggregate amount of such bonds and notes 
outstanding on July 1, 0— 

And so forth. 

The appropriation has been made for every year until these 
bonds have been retired. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Certainly, the gentleman is entirely 
correct, and this bill which we bring into the House to-day does 
not in the least affect that appropriation. It has no effect upon 
that whatever. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. And right in that connection, the amount 
of notes and bonds outstanding July 1, 1920—that is, if they are 
hereafter refunded by the issue of other bonds—will never be 
changed. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; it will be just the same. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Does not this bill now pending 
simply make that appropriation available for the purpose for 
which it was intended? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; that is the intention, to reduce 
the public debt. Now, the trouble about the present situation 
is that, under the law as it stands, the money may not be used 
to the best advantage, or possibly it can not be used at all, be- 
cause there might be none of the Liberty bonds which could be 
bought at par. 

Mr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I will. 

Mr. LONDON. Is the sinking fund anything more than a 
bookkeeping transaction? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Well, it has been contended often on 
this floor that it was nothing but a bookkeeping transaction, 
but under the present law I think it is more. The appropria- 
tion is annual, and the Treasury is required to redeem bonds to 
the amount of it. 

Mr. LONDON. I remember Mr. Kircuin, Democratic leader, 
in reply to a question that I propounded, saying that it was 
nothing but a bookkeeping transaction. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. That was quite true until the present 
law was passed. The gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
KitcHIN] was quite correct at that time. But this law makes 
it a real sinking fund. 

Mr. LONDON. Is a certain amount of money set aside as a 
sinking fund, or is it merely an entry in the books? Is a tax 
collected for the purpose of setting aside a certain fund called 
the sinking fund? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No special tax is collected for this 
fund. The gentleman heard the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
CHINDBLOM] read the law, that there is so much appropriated 
each year, and so forth? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. This appropriation is in exactly the 
same status as any other appropriation. The money has been 
appropriated. Of course, from time to time the money has got 
to be brought into the Treasury through revenue. But the 
appropriation is there. You do not take so much gold and so 
much silver and set it aside. 

Mr. LONDON. In other words, the sinking fund is a lia- 
bility? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes; and a charge upon the Treasury. 
That is what the gentleman from Texas did not understand. 
He seemed to think it was an asset. 

Mr. LONDON. What I want to know is what assets are 


set off against the liability. 
Mr. CHINDBLOM. Congress must see to it that the assets 
are there to meet the liabilities of the Government. 
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Mr. LONDON. Of course, I assume that the Treasury is 
solvent. But, outside of the question of solvency, is there a 
separate amount of money set aside to cover the obligations of 
the fund? 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. There is no money set aside for any par- 
ticular purpose, so far as I understand it. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I am glad to say that the Treasury 
is in a solvent condition. There is no deficit, and none is likely 
to occur, 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That subdivision (a) of section 6 of the Victory 
Liberty loan act is amended by 5 before the iod at the end 
of the first sentence a comma and the following words: “and of bonds 
and notes thereafter issued, under any of such acts or under any of 
such acts as amended, for refunding purposes.” 


Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska, Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, I call attention 
to the daily Treasury statement for January 31, 1923. It will be 
found on the front page of that report that the net balance in 
the general fund is quoted at $254,546,3888. Read the footnote 
below. This footnote came into this form of report on the Ist 
day of October, 1915. In a moment I will call attention to the 
condition relating to that change. This note says: 

The amount to the credit of disbursing officers and agents to-day— 

That is, January 31, 1923— 
was $790,246,056.87, 

There is only one way in which funds can be advanced to dis- 
bursing officers, namely, by accountable warrants. The war- 
rants must issue, and do issue, before the advances are entered. 
What does that mean? It means a deficiency. If they had at- 
tempted to cash all of those accountable warrants on the last 
day of last month, they would have had a deficit of $535,- 
699,668.79. 

When did that style of bookkeeping begin? At the close of 
business on September 30, 1915. Prior to that date the net bal- 
ance carried in the general fund meant unencumbered cash. 
That had a definite significance to every banker and every busi- 
ness man and every student of public measures throughout the 
country. 

Note the reports for September 30, 1915, and October 1, 1915. 
What do they show? The net receipts of cash on the Ist day of 
October, 1915, amounted to $1,321,000. What was reported as 
the net balance on the Ist day of October of that year—$128,- 
063,545.23? Where did they get it? They secured it by a 
peculiar method of bookkeeping, and I invite the attention of 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Garner] to the record for those 
dates. 

Occasionally I have followed these checks, and I have never 
yet found a single day when the amount of the net balance 
reported in the general fund was equal to the advances to the 
disbursing officers. Quite a technical line of explanation is 
required to bring out that story, but my five minutes will not 
permit me to go into it. The Treasurer of the United States 
holds these advances on the books of his office here in Wash- 
ington. The disbursing officer who may be granted an advance 
of $100,000 may have $10,000 entered upon the books for him 
to-day and $10,000 to-morrow, and they will take 10 days to 
enter the $100,000. There it stands, an overdraft of more than 
$500,000,000 in accountable warrants. 

We can not tell; the bankers of the country can not tell how 
much unencumbered cash there was in the Treasury on that 
date. In fact, this method of bookkeeping makes it impossible 
to ascertain reliable information upon that point. Suppose you 
had an account of $10,000 and you had issued checks of $20,000. 
How many bonds could you redeem out of that balance in bank 
with only a deficit of $10,000 to draw upon? 

There is the situation, a situation into which the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner] would come with all of the bril- 
lianey and the flights of imagination for which he is noted. 
[ Applause. ] 

On September 80, 1915, the net balance in the general fund 
was $40,898,894.97. That was unencumbered cash and it meant 
something definite. For a long period of time the net balance 
in the general fund included nothing but unencumbered cash 
and thus conveyed to all definite information with respect to 
that important item. 

Beginning with the Ist day of October, 1915, however, the 
Secretary of the Treasury announced through his official re- 
ports a net balance which included encumbered cash also, 


LXIV——185 


That form of statement is still in force. I have never yet 
found a reasonable and I might say a sensible explanation 
for it. Note the significant fact that the net balance in that 
fund for October 1, 1915, was given by the Secretary of the 
Treasury as $128,063,545.23, indicating a net receipt of cash 
for that day of $88,164,650.26. These figures are amazing in 
view of the facts, but what are the facts? We naturally in- 
quire. What were the receipts and disbursements for that day, 
October 1, 1915? The receipts were $2,831,363.31. The dis- 
bursements were $1,509,271.25, making the net receipts $1,322,- 
092.06. Here let me suggest a puzzle to the gentleman from 
Texas [Mr. Garner]. By what mathematical process can he or 
even a Democratic Secretary of the Treasury make the addi- 
tion of $40,898,894.97 and $1,322,092.06 equal to $128,063,545.23? 

Is it possible that even the cunning, the brilliant flights of 
imagination, the wild guesses, all combined on the part of the 
gentleman from Texas, could produce a financial result like 
that? If so, he is surely such an amazing multimillionaire that 
he has not the courage to tell us what his actual worth is to-day. 

The general-fund account is sometimes called the Treasurer's 
warrant account. Under that designation the provisions of law 
were applied in covering moneys into the account and taking 
funds out of the account. All of the revenues properly entered 
in that account appeared under what is generally known as 
covering warrants or repay warrants. 

The funds were taken out of that account by means of settle- 
ment warrants and accountable warrants. Settlement warrants 
were issued in cases which had been audited before payment. 
Accountable warrants were used to take money out of that fund 
when advances were made to disbursing officers, paymasters in 
the Army, and paymasters in the Navy throughout the States 
and throughout the world. The use of those accountable war- 
rants meant that the officers to whom such funds had been ad- 
vanced must account for them by legal vouchers to be returned 
regularly in their accounts and entered to their credit against 
the advances that were made to them by the accountable war- 
rants, 

Prior to the last day of September, 1915, the advances upon 
accountable warrants were deducted from the balance in that 
fund and charged against the disbursing officers. When so ad- 
vanced the disbursing officers had full authority to issue their 
checks to the full amount of their credits. Thus, at a glance, we 
could ascertain the exact amount of the unencumbered cash in 
the general fund of the Treasury. Under this change, made by 
Secretary McAdoo, it is impossible to tell how much cash is 
available unless you take the official records and make your 
additions and subtractions. The present form of the Treasury's 
daily statement, however, does not give reliable information 
upon those points. 

An extended explanation appears on the first page of the 
daily statement for October 1, 1915. From it I quote the fol- 
lowing: 

(i). The daily statement of the United States Treasury and the 
monthly public debt statement of the Government have been revised 
by a committee appointed by order of Secretary McAdoo, so as to 
make them more intelligible and clearer (clear) to the public, The new 


oeny statement will represent the actual conditions of the Treasury, 
so far as it is possible to present it at the close of business each 


day. 

12) In the new form the item (disbursing officers’ balances) is ex- 
5 the liability side of the general fund and included in the 
net balance. 


In connection with this statement and specific provisions of 


law and practice of the department we should note the impor- 
tant fact that the issuance of accountable warrants constitutes 
a direct and immediate draft upon the general fund of the 
Treasury. Those accountable warrants set apart a definite 
amount of money, which the department has no right under 
the law to use except under those advances and until the un- 
expended balance of any fund so advanced shall have been re- 
turned into the general fund by appropriate repay warrants. 
Then how does this new practice make things clearer for the 
public or for anybody, for that matter? It does not and it can 
not in the very nature of things do so. Take two or three illus- 
trations, and I suggest these to the meditation of my friend 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] and ask him how he 
can hope to redeem Government bonds out of this net balance 
in the Treasury in view of the conditions that exist on the dates 
given. Take, if you please, December 2, 1922. 

The net balance for that date was reported as $836,040,000, 
while the advances to disbursing officers on the same date by 
accountable warrants aggregated $763,063,000. If all of these 
warrants had been pressed for payment on that date, a defi- 
ciency of $427,023,000 would have appeared. Take December 
80, 1922. A deficiency of $226,834,000 would have appeared. On 
January 15, 1923, the shortage would have been $511,127,000, 
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and on January 81, 1923, it would have exceeded $500,000,000. 
Can you see anything clear and definite in this method of book- 
keeping? Let my friend, Mr. Garner, the gentleman from Texas, 
turn the headlight of his intelligence upon these questions and 
illuminate them if he can. Does he understand them? Of 
course, he can not unravel them and find his way more easily 
to anything definite than he could have crawled through the 
barbed-wire entaglements on the battle fields of France in the 
World War. 

Illustrations could be multiplied indefinitely, but the exam- 
ples already given are sufficient to show the indefinite and unre- 
liable meaning of the net balance as it is now carried in the 
general fund of the Treasury. 

This general fund of the Treasury is the reservoir into which 
all customs, internal revenues, and miscellaneous receipts are 
entered. From it we draw the funds to meet the general ex- 
penses of the Government, aside from postal affairs. Hence 
all of the various methods of taxation outside the Postal Service 
point toward this general fund. As the demands upon this 
fund are now execessive, and will be for many years to come, 
we must study the various methods of taxation with special 
cure in order that sufficient revenues may be received and that 
the burdens of taxation may be equitably distributed. At this 
time the most important question for consideration is tax- 
exempt securities. 

TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 

Our methods of Federal taxation have been radically changed 
during the last 10 years and other equally important changes 
will follow during the next 10 years. 

Before the World War we were collecting under the general 
fund of the Treasury about equal amounts from customs and 
internal revenue. The postal receipts at that time approxi- 
mated $266,000,000, making the total Federal revenue for all 
purposes about $990,000,000. The total revenues now collected 
for all purposes approximate $3,500,000,000. 

The wise foresight of a Republican Congress under the ad- 
ministration of President Taft submitted to the States the six- 
teenth amendment to our Federal Constitution empowering 
Congress to lay and collect taxes on incomes. This was the 
most important change in our methods of Federal taxation. 
That amendment was proposed to the legislatures of the sev- 
eral States by the Sixty-first Congress and was declared, in a 
proclamation of the Secretary of State, dated February 25, 
1913, to have been ratified by the legislatures of the requisite 
number of States—386. Accordingly it became a part of our 
Federal Constitution, and the way was thus prepared for in- 
come-tax legislation that followed soon thereafter. That 
amendment reads as follows: 

The Co shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, 
from whatever source derived, without apportionment among the sey- 
eral States, and without regard to any census or enumeration. 

Without this additional constitutional authority Congress 
would have been seriously embarrassed in providing funds to 
meet the requirements of the World War. During the fiscal 
years 1918, 1919, 1920, $12,835,000,000 were secured through 
internal-revenue taxation, chiefly from taxes on incomes. ~- 

Prior to 1913 the Treasury received internal revenues ranging 
from $250,000,000 to $300,000,000 annually. These figures show 
the results from revenue legislation enacted under the sixteenth 
amendment, The usefulness of this amendment is further dis- 

closed by the revenues that must be secured under it perma- 
nently for an indefinite period of time—perhaps permanently. 
Thus it appears that the income tax is now a permanent part 
of Federal taxation. It is quite important that taxpayers gen- 
erally should draw a clear distinction between a property tax 
and an income tax. The States generally levy taxes on property, 
while the Federal Government does not employ property taxes 
in any form. Under the sixteenth amendment, however, the 
Federal Government taxes the incomes of individuals and cor- 
porations within fixed limitations. We now have an annual 
fixed charge of ot $1,000,000,000 to pay interest on our public 
debt: about $450,000,000 to $500,000,000 for the benefit of the 
disabled soldiers of the World War; approximately $1,500,- 
000,000 for the annual running expenses of the Government; 
‘and about $500,000,000 to cancel obligations growing out of the 
World War and such public improvements as the interests of 
the people generally may require. These facts and figures 
clearly prove that a large amount of revenue must be secured 
annually from a tax on income. 

An income tax should be intelligently graduated so that great 
wealth will be compelled to bear its full share of Federal 
expenses. 

The pending resolution will, if submitted to the States and 
ratified by them, close an avenue—tax-éxempt securities 
through which billions of dollars are now seeking refuge from 


taxation, It is estimated that $1,500,000,000 of taxable wealth 
was invested in tax-exempt securities during the last calendar 
year—1922—and that the total investments in such securities 
now approximates $16,000,000,000, i 

Unless we are seeking to release great wealth from any share 
in the burdens of taxation, we must vote for the submission of 
this amendment and the States must ratify it. How can any 
Member consistently vote to levy taxes upon great wealth and 
then vote against this amendment? Such inconsistency is not 
expected from any Member of this House or from any State, 
The resolution reads as follows: 

ARTICLE —, 

Section 1. The United States shall have N to lay and coll 
taxes on income derived from securities issued after the ratification 
this article, by or under the authority of any State, but without dis- 
crimination inst income derived from ance securities and in favor 
of income derived from securities issued, after the ratification of this 
aoe by or under the authority of the United States or any other 

Sec. 2. Each State shall have power to lay and collect taxes on in- 
come derived by its residents from securities issued, after the ratifica- 
tion of this article, by or under the authority of the United States, but 
without discrimination against income derived from such securities and 
in favor of income derived from securities issued, after the ratification 
of this article, by or under the authority of such State. 

Passed the House of Representatives January 28, 1923. 

The revenue act of November 23, 1921, provides for an indi- 
vidual tax of 8 per cent of the amount of the net income, and 
also a surtax of 1 per cent of the amount by which the net in- 
come exceeds $5,000 and does not exceed $6,000. The rate of 
surtax gradually increases with the increase of net income until 
it reaches 50 per cent of the amount by which the net income 
exceeds $200,000. Beyond the limit of. $200,000 net income the 
Government is to receive 50 per cent, or one-half of the total 
net income. At this point those who are receiving large incomes 
begin to search for lines of investment. When they find that a 
tax-exempt security will yield a better rate of return without 
risk and care than productive enterprises will yield, tax-exempt 
securities become very attractive. They furnish in this way 
not only an escape of capital from taxation and productive en- 
terprise but they also encourage idleness on the part of many 
people who would otherwise be producers. 

The Member who voted as I did for these higher rates of sur- 
taxes is logically compelled to vote for the adoption of this 
resolution. 

STATE RIGHTS, 

It is argued by some that we dare not deliver to the Con- 
gress the authority to tax the incomes from State, county, 
municipal, and school bonds, because it might go so far as to 
levy rates of confiscation upon such incomes. That argument 
proves entirely too much, It involves the idea that we dare 
not risk the Congress in this matter because of the fear that 
State credits might be destroyed. This argument logically im- 
plies that it is unfair to delegate the taxing power to Congress 
for any purpose whatever. How, then, did the advocate of such 
a doctrine secure Federal revenues to pay the expenses of the 
Government? According to that kind of political doctrine we 
dare not vest the legislatures of the States with the powers of 
taxation. Where, then, would you lodge such power? Human 
beings somewhere must exercise that authority. The record 
of legislative bodies in the States and the Congress of the 
United States throughout the entire history of the Government 
refute that fallacious doctrine. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill to the House without 
amendment, with the recommendation that the bill do pass, 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa moves that the 
committee do now rise and report the bill to the House without 
amendment, with the recommendation that the bill do pass. 
The question is on agreeing to that motion, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Husten, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
18827) relating to the sinking fund for bonds and notes of the 
United States, had directed him to report the same back to 
the House with the recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous 
question on the bill to the final passage or rejection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa moves the pre- 
vious question on the bill to the final passage or rejection. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
and was accordingly read the third time, 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage. 

The question being taken, the Speaker announced that the 
ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON, May we have a division on that, Mr. 
Speaker? 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 70, noes 13. 

Accordingly the bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. Green of Iowa, a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


BRIDGE ACROSS TUG FORK OF BIG SANDY RIVER, MINGO COUNTY, W. VA. 


Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Speaker, I desire to call up from 
the Speaker's table the bill (H. R. 12473) granting the consent 
of Congress to the Winco Block Coal Co., a corporation, to 
construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of Big Sandy River, 
in Mingo County, W. Va., and move to concur in the Senate 
amendments, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman calls up the bill (H. R. 
12473) from the Speaker's table and moves to concur in the 
Senate amendments. The Clerk will report the bill by title. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill, 

The Senate amendments were read. 

The motion of Mr. GoopyKoontTz was agreed to. 

Accordingly the Senate amendments were concurred in. 


CAPITAL GAINS AND LOSSES. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the consideration of H. R. 13770, to 
amend the revenue act of 1921, in respect to capital gains and 
losses, and for other purposes; and pending that motion I 
would like to ask the gentleman from Texas if we can agree 
on the time to be used in general debate. 

Mr. GARNER. The bill is unanimously reported from the 
committee, and I do not care about any debate, as far as I 
know, from this side. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I have requests for some time, so I 
suggest that there be 15 minutes on a side. 

Mr. GARNER. That is agreeable to me. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Then I ask unanimous consent that 
the time for general debate be limited to one-half hour, 15 
minutes on a side. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the time for general debate be limited to 30 min- 
utes, half to be controlled by himself and half by the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. Garner]. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of H. R. 18770, with Mr. Mappen in the chair. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I ask unanimous consent that the first 
reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I believe there is no 
opposition to this bill. I will, however, give a general ex- 
planation of it, but for the present I will yield 10 minutes to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. MacLarrerrty ]. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY- Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I am 
very grateful for the 10 minutes which the gentleman from 
Iowa has yielded to me. I wish to speak on a matter not 
related to this bill. I wish to make a few observations in con- 
nection with an article that appeared in the Philadelphia Public 
Ledger of January 28, 1923, in reference to a bill introduced by 
me about a week ago (H. R. 13737) authorizing the Secretary of 
the Navy, as part of the naval base of the United States on San 
Francisco Bay, to accept a site given by the city of Alameda. 

I am not here to discuss the merits of a naval base site on 
San Francisco Bay, but I wish to place in the Recorp the news- 
paper article to which I have referred and to make a few obser- 
yations upon this article. 

This article, as you will find when you read it, is very un- 
complimentary to the personnel of our Navy Department. It 
alleges that a certain clique of naval officers who desire to 
participate in the social functions of the city of San Francisco 
want to see a naval base located at Alameda, Calif., directly 
across the bay, and to sink about $150,000,000 of the money of 
the people of the United States, 
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The article to which I refer is as follows: 


Another attempt is being made to commit the Government to the 
expenditure of a minimum of $150,000,000 for construction of a naval 
base at Alameda, in San Francisco Bay, involving also the scrapping 
of the $40,000,000 navy yard at Mare Island, about 20 miles up the 
— 2 Undiscouraged by the Public Ledger exposé of the nonessential 
outpouring of public funds almost two years ago and the subsequent 
rejection of the project, a clique of naval officers has renewed the 
issue, determined, as one of them states, “to put this thing over if 
it takes 50 years to do it.” 

The opening wedge this time is a bill by Representative MacLar- 
FERTY, of fornia, proposing to present as a gift to the Federal 
Government the 5,240 acres suggested as a site for the proposed Ala- 
meda naval base. The Naval Affairs Committee of the House has 
manifested an obvious antagonism to the bill, in spite of testimony 
by Secretary Denby, who has been won over to indorsement of the 

roject by the Navy Board, headed by Rear Admiral Hugh L. Rodman, 
or years an advocate of the Mare Island acrapping scheme, 

There is every reason to believe the MacLafferty program will 
encounter the same fate as the original proposal, rejected by a substan- 
tial majority of the Senate after the Public Ledger, Senator BORAH, of 
Idaho, and tor KiNG, of Utah, had exposed the useless expenditure 
of public funds involved. Mr. by's reception by the House com- 
mittee was such he remembered suddenly he was due at a Cabinet 
meeting when a broadside of questions was directed at him. 

SITE OFFERED “ UNDER WATER.” 

The so-called “site” offered to the Federal Government is entirely 
under water. To reclaim it would necessitate an original outlay of 
not less than $300,000 for construction of a 3 wall and pum 
ing. The one stock argument in favor of such an outpouring of Public 
funds at a time when economy is 5 to be the watchword and the 
administration is inting with pride to the four-power Pacific ct 
as banishing the fear of war in the Pacific, is that the channel to 
the Mare Island yard, at Vallejo, will not permit of passage of deep- 
draft vessels. 

When the agitation for the scrapping of Mare Island was begun in 
1916 by a clique of naval officers ering for the social advantages 
of San France nd few blame them for that—they had an effective 
argument against Mare Island. That argument does not hold water 
to-day. It was that 3 vessels could not ss over the 
Pinole Shoals in safety. ose shoals are about 3 miles below Mare 
Island, extending for about 5 or 6 miles. 

Secretary Denby, having been won over to the General Board theory 
the channel was unsafe for navigation, declined to permit the battle- 
ship Arizona to go to Mare Island, The Arizona draws about 30 feet of 
water, yet there was no dispute over the fact the channel would accom- 
modate in complete safety vessels drawing 32 feet. The trans-Atlantic 
liner Mount Vernon, drawing 31 feet, navigated the channel in full 
safety. The battleship California was launched without mishap. 

During the last 12 months 6,114,100 tons of shipping navigated the 
upper bay in safety, an increase in tonnage over 1915 of 8,887,442 in 
commercial shipping, which has not been impressed by the arguments of 
the Navy Department group. That there is a 35-foot channel is the 
view of competent engineers, who ofer concrete facts to every specious 
argument of the proponents of the enormous outlay at Alameda. 

CHANNEL EASY TO CLEAR, 

Although Congress appropriated $100,000 for dredging of the San 
Francisco Bay last year, only two weeks were consumed by the Army 
engineers in keeping the channel open at the Pinole Shoals. In response 
to the Navy allegations that the channel is a silting one, the Army en- 
gineers have stated officially it is a scouring one. - 

It has been shown by competent authorities that the cost of building 
two dry docks on the mud flats at Alameda would be around $11,500,000 
and require 10 years for the task, while two wy, docks would be bullt 
on solid ground at Mare Island for $7,600,000 within 2 years. A naval 
base at Alameda would be, it is contended, a duplication of the Pearl 
Harbor troubles. 

Such naval experts as Capt. Henry M. Gleason, construction officer 
for 10 years, now with a Waterbury, Conn., firm; Edward L. Beach 
former commandant at Mare Island, now professor of American nayal 
history at Stanford University; Capt. Leonard M. Cox, public officer 
of the twelfth naval district; and the eminent naval strategist, Capt. 
Dudley Knox, have given the weight of their technical testimony in 
fayor of Mare Island. 

Contentions of the Navy clique that they had no intention of scrapping 
Mare Island have been met with the presentation of photostatic copies 
of an unpublished report in which recourse was had and indorsement 
given to the Helm recommendation that the facilities of Mare Island be 
transferred to Alameda. 


It is to be regretted that a paper of the standing and influence 
of the Philadelphia Public Ledger should lend its columns to an 
ex parte partisan statement in a controversial matter between 
two localities in the United States 3,000 miles away upon which 
evidently it has little accurate information. 

Starting out with an extravagant assertion that a minimum of 
$150,000,000 is contemplated for the construction of a naval 
base on San Francisco Bay, which has no foundation in fact, 
unless, indeed, it refers to a period of time covering 50 or 100 
years, it is stated that the MacLafferty bill, now being consid- 
ered by the Naval Affairs Committee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, Involves the scrapping of a $40,000,000 navy yard at 
Mare Island, 20 miles away. The fact is, in this particular 
matter, that according to the report of the Ball committee, 
dated January 31, 1921, $32,000,000 had been expended from 
1854 to that time on Mare Island, and that the salvage value of 
the plant at the present time is $8,000,000, so that $24,000,000 
which has been invested are of no value and have served their 
purpose in the naval functions the yard performed during its 
history. 

The plan now advocated by Mare Island proponents is that 
a new plant be built on the south end of the island, about 2 
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miles away from the present plant. This in itself involves re- 
production of the whole Mare Island plant, as far as it is 
modern, 2 miles from the present site, at whatever cost might 
be necessary, so that we see here in the beginning an unfair, 
biased presentation calculated to misinform the publie and 
arouse prejudice. 

The Ledger in a very laudable manner asserts that it is 
opposed to the waste of public funds, and immediately follows 
by asserting that a “clique of naval officers” is determined to 
put this thing over if it takes 50 years to do it. In other 
words, our naval service, which is second to none in the world 
in its intelligence, in its efficiency, in its loyalty, is here by 
innuendo and inference linked up with a plan to exploit the 
public funds. An examination of the evidence shows that not 
one of the naval proponents of Alameda either resides in Call- 
fornia or has any interest there, while all the proponents of 
Mare Island have been on duty there and some of them live 
there. The Ledger, like any other paper of standing, must of 
necessity seek to be fair, but it has been misled, and there is 
no doubt, it is hoped, when the true facts are made apparent 
it will make correction. The opposition which it refers to, of 
Senators Boras and KING, is not directed to the merits of this 
controversy but rather involves public policy as to how far 
the United States should go in any new enterprise of a mili- 
tary character when all seek to reduce the burden of military 
competition. Howeyer, in this particular instance the Ledger 
overlooks the fact that the establishment of a base on San 
Francisco Bay concentrates naval activities and is an economic 
project because of that fact, as contrasted with the present 
conditions, where the fleet is scattered all over the Pacific 
coast, with appropriations aggregating many millions made 
here, there, and elsewhere which would be obviated if con- 
centration took place. Overhead could be reduced and duplica- 
tion of administrative expenses would be substantially cut 
under the present plan, 

Furthermore, the Ledger, professing a desire to save public 
funds, takes no consideration of the fact that at the present 
day the Pacific Fleet consists of 11 capital ships, which during 
the past year have been at anchor in the open sea from 50 to 
75 per cent of the time, When we consider the record of 
volcanic activity to the south, causing tidal waves and great 
destruction along the sea coast, and also the sudden appearance 
of volcanic islands to the north, is it not a hazard to keep 
those ships, costing from $20,000,000 to $40,000,000 each, at 
anchor in the open sea when they might ride in safety in the 
harbor of San Francisco Bay? 

The Ledger refers to the site as being under water, but it 
refrains from mentioning that the“ under water” is merely a 
tideland condition which is no different from the rest of the 
tideland water front of Oakland, Berkeley, and Alameda, 
which is being reclaimed and which has a commercial value 
of from $10,000 to $40,000 an acre. Why is not the Ledger 
fair and why does it make ex parte statements not giving both 
sides of the controversy? 

The Ledger intimates that “a clique of naval officers” is in- 
terested in being near to the social activities of San Francisco 
and that influences them to make a favorable recommendation. 
Surely when the responsible editors of the paper reflect upon 
the stigma that assertion places upon the whole naval service 
it will be withdrawn with profound apology. During the late 
war we heard no intimation that naval officers were 
to exploit the Public Treasury and pervert their professional 
opinions for social pleasures, and the record of the Navy is 
such since the first day of its existence that this slander has 
no justification whatsoever and should be condemned by all fair- 
minded men who have any interest in this branch of the service 
that has served the country so well. 

The correspondent of the Ledger makes some argument as to 
the merits of this situation, He says that during the last 12 
months 6,000,000 tons of shipping have navigated the upper bay 
in safety, but he does not explain how a battleship drawing 35 
feet of water, with a list or an increased draft because of acci- 
dent, can get through a 85-foot channel; he does not explain 
how the fleet, if based at Mare Island in war time, could get 
to sea if some alien enemy were to place a bomb in a merchant 
ship while it was passing through this channel and sink it so 
as to bottle up the whole fleet, He does, however, assert that 
competent authority places the cost of building two dry docks 
at Alameda at $11,000,000, while the same dry docks could be 
bullt at Mare Island for $7,000,000, In other words, the only 
thing he sees is the difference between $7,000,000 and $11,000,000, 
and he considers that a sufficient reason for deciding in favor 
of the $7,000,000. Of course, the public must judge whether 
that argument is sound, or whether the statement of Admiral 
Rodman, a ranking officer of the Navy, who commanded the 
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greatest fleet of the Navy in modern times in an actual war 
under actual war conditions, shall be taken when he says that 
the Carquinez Strait site is entirely out of the question. 

The Public Ledger article quotes, with apparent emphasis, 
those who are in favor of the Mare Island location, but fails 
to say that the President of the United States, the Secretary 
of the Navy, the Chief of Operations, the distinguished mem- 
bers of the Helm board, the congressional special committee, and, 
last of all, Admirals Rodman, Robertson, and Pratt, now rank- 
ing and responsible officers of the Navy, are against Mare Island 
and for Alameda. 

It is time that this campaign of innuendo, insinuation, misrep- 
resentation—at one time an appeal for economy, at another time 
a reference ta sentimental factors, slurring the officers of the 
Navy, intimating that those who are responsible are actuated 
by sinister and ulterior motives—shall cease. It is time that 
the people of the United States shall know the facts, and it is 
with great satisfaction that the friends of the Navy and the 
friends of the Pacific coast now realize that the controversy will 
be thrashed out on its merits before the Naval Affairs Com- 
mittee of the House of Representatives and a decision arrived 
at. If all these responsible officers of the Navy are wrong 
they should be displaced and put on the retired list and the 
people who are right should succeed them. If they are right, 
the everlasting gossip and scandal which has been circulated 
concerning this matter should cease, and the people of the 
United States, especially those living upon the Pacifie const, 
should have the protection that they are entitled to against a 
possible warfare by the establishment of a proper and fully 
equipped naval base on San Francisco Bay, the only harbor 
from San Diego to Cape Flattery that is capable of serving 
such a purpose. 

Words fail to convey the proper condemnation that should 
attach to those who, in a roundabout manner and by stealth, 
stigmatize the naval service of the United States as corrupt. 
It is time that some one arose and dissipated this smoke screen 
of villification which has been created to the detriment of the 
commissioned personnel of the Navy of the United States, 
Those gentlemen, because of their position, are not able to de- 
fend themselves, but it is due the public that the true facts be 
known and it is to be hoped that this campaign of slander will 
cease. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON, Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. When the gentleman takes one position and 
his colleague [Mr, Curry] takes another position, which one 
are we to believe. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY, Wait until the hearings are held. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I shall take but little 
time on this bill, unless some one desires to ask some questions 
in relation to it. The bill itself is rather long, but that is be- 
cause it includes a number of provisions contained in the old 
aw, In fact, it is mostly made up of provisions of the present 
aw. 

The necessity for this bill is set forth in the recommendations 
made by the Secretary of the Treasury in his annual report, of 
which I will read a portion, 

A most serlous gap in the existing revenue laws— 

Says the Secretary of the Treasury— 


arises from the treatment of capital transactions. The law taxes capi- 
tal gains and recognizes capital losses, but the taxpayer retains the 
initiative and refrains from realizing taxable ins while taking de- 
ductible losses. The situation is particularly serious under the revenu 
act of 1921, whch limits the tax on capital gains to 121 per cent, bu 
uts no limit on the deduction of capital losses, This means that capt- 
al losses may 3 cancel real income, while capital guins will not 
be realized at all, or, if realized, are taxed at only 135 per cent. Under 
the present system 

Says the Secretary 
the Government is being whipsawed, and the Treasury therefore strongly 
urges that the existing provision as to capital po be made to apply 
conversely to capital losses and that the amount by which the tax ma 
be reduced on account of losses from the sale of capital assets Should 
not exceed 123 per cent of the amount of the loss. This would, to a 
large extent, check one of the methods widely used by taxpayers at the 
present time for decreasing their yearly income. 

The bill carries out the recommendation of the Secretary 
that the reduction on account of losses on sales of capital assets 
should not exceed 123 per cent of the amount of the loss. 

Under the revenue acts of 1918 and 1921 capital gains or 
losses represent the difference between the actual cost to the 
taxpayer and the consideration received on the sale of those 
assets. The tax was based accordingly; that is, if there was a 
gain, there was a tax on the gain; and if there was a loss, a 
reduction was given for the loss. But this system did not prove 
at all satisfactory. It was often unjust to the taxpayer, be- 
cause it required the tax to be paid on accumulations of many 
years. It might go back to 1913. Naturally it interfered with 
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the course of business, because if a party who had profits in 
capital assets, land, or buildings, which had accumulated since 
1913, wished to sell or change it, he would have to pay, under 
our high system of surtaxes, a rate which might amount to 77 
per cent on the profits realized thereby. Consequently there 
were few sales of capital assets, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Iowa 
has expired. 

Mr. COLLIER. Does the gentleman want more time? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa, Yes; I would like about five minutes 
more. 

Mr. COLLIER. I yield the gentleman five minutes. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The result was that the holders of 
capital assets refrained from realizing a profit, but they took 
their losses when they had one and got the deduction, by reason 
of the loss, in making up their income tax. Besides this they 
often manipulated transactions on the stock exchange so that 
the losses were merely paper losses. They were not, in fact, ever 
realized. Thus in the case of an investment a taxpayer might 
sell securities for less than the price paid. He would incur a 
loss which can be deducted, and then at the end of 30 days buy 
back the securities. In 30 days more they might have risen, so 
that the transaction was, in fact, profitable. 

Mr, ACKERMAN, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. ACKERMAN. If this becomes a law would this affect 
the incomes in 1922? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. No; it will not, I will say to the gen- 
tleman; it will apply only to gains or losses that eccurred 
during this calendar year, the returns for which will be made 
in 1924. Now, in the last revision of the revenue law we 
undertook to remedy the situation which was created by the 
act of 1921, and limited the amount which might be taxed on 
capital gains to 12} per cent. There was no limit placed on 
the amount which would be allowed for a loss. The conse- 
quence is that under the present situation there is a limit on 
the gains as to the amount which may be taxed, but full credit 
given for the losses. This bill simply seeks to establish the 
same rate of allowance for the losses as is fixed on the gains 
in case gain is realized. Obviously this is equitable and ought 
to be the law. Moreover, If the bill goes into effect large sums 
will be saved to the Treasury and it will not be so easy to evade 
taxation by fictitious losses, 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr, Chairman, I believe we have no requests 
for time on this side on this bill. It is the unanimous report 
from the committee and, as the gentleman from Iowa says, it 
equalizes the conditions, 

Mr, BRIGGS. Wil the gentleman yield? - 

Mr. COLLIER, I will. 

Mr. BRIGGS. I want to compliment the committee on the 
form in which they have brought in this report. The report 
shows the existing law with the proposed changes made by the 
pending bill. Those are carried in italics and the part to be 
stricken out having a line through it. So often in this House 
measures come before the committee with a suggestion that a 
semicolon be stricken out here and a comma inserted there and 
to add the following words, so that we do not know what the 
new law is and what changes are being made. But this bill 
carries forward the reenactment of the section and in the report 
it shows precisely what changes are made in existing law. I 
think it is an excellent form to be followed in Congress, so that 
it shows precisely what changes are to be made by the proposed 
bill from existing law and one I think that should be generally 
adopted. It obtains in many States under their constitution. 

Mr, GREEN of Iowa. I was about to say that the extremely 
complicated bill that we had yesterday was accompanied by a 
similar report showing the changes that were made. 

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Chairman, it is seldom that the majority 
brings in a bill that all can agree upon, and I was glad to yield 
to the chairman of the committee, the gentleman from Iowa. I 
do not care to discuss the bill further. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk 5 the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, That section 206 of the revenue act of 1921 is 
amended, to take ect on January 1, 1923, to read as follows: 


“CAPITAL GAIN AND CAPITAL LOSS. 


“Sec, 206. (a) That for the purposes of this title 

“(1) The term capital gain’ means taxable gain from the sale or 

exchange of capital assets consummated after December 31, 1921; 

“(2) The term ‘capital loss means deductible loss resulting from 
the ‘sale or ex of capital assets consummated after Decem 31, 


“(3) The term ‘capital deductions’ means such deductions ag are 
allowed 8 this ee 855 for the purpose of get ob a SR net aone and 
pari ocable or again: ms of cn in 
capital one as defined in ‘this section ; 3 See 
— 3) The term capital net gain’ means the excess of the total 
De 5 gain over the sum of the capital deductions and aay 
osses 


The term ‘ capital net loss’ means the excess of the sum of the 
capital losses plus the capital deductions over the total amount of 


ca gin; 

218) he term net income’ means the net income, com- 
puted in accordance with the pital loss, and of this title, after excluding 

* and capital deductions; and 

as used in this section means rop- 
erty acquired — hi a4 bythe the taxpayer for profit or investment for 
more than two years (whether or not connected with his trade or busi- 
ness), but does not include pro y held for the personal use or con- 
sumption of the taxpayer or his family, or stock in trade of the tax- 
payer or other pro of a kind which would properly be included in 
the 5 of the taxpayer if on hand at the close of the taxable 


year 
b) In the case of any taxpayer (other than a corporation) who 
for taxable year AeA a capital net gain, there shall (at aie elec- 


tion of the ayer) be levied, collected, and paid. in Heu of the taxes 
imposed by sections 210 and 211 of this title, a tax determined as fol- 
ows: 


“A partial tax shall first be computed upon the basis of the ordinary 
net income at the rates and in the manner provided in sections 210 ane 
211, and the total tax shall be this amount plus 123 per cent of the 
capital net gain; but if the taxpayer elects to be taxed under this sub- 
division the total tax shall in no such case be less than 123 per cent 
of the total net income. 

“(c) In the case of any taxpayer (other than a SDR a? oj nated My who 
for any taxable year eustains a capi net loss, there 
collected, and d, in lieu of the taxes imposed by sections 210 ani 
211 of this title, a tax determined as follows: 

“A partial tax shall first be computed upon the basis of the ordina 
net eme at the rates and in the manner provided in sections 21 
and 211, and the total tax shall be this amount minus 123 per cent of 
the capital net loss; but in no case shall the tax under this Mba tvision 
be less than the taxes imposed by sections 210 and 211 computed with- 
out regard to the provisions of this section. 

“(d) The total tax determined under subdivision 22 ee (e) shall be 
computed, collected, and paid in the same manner, a e same time, 
and subject to the same provisions of law, including — eng as —.— 
tuxes under this title. 

„(e) In the case of . or of an estate or trust, the proper 
part of each share of net ee which consists, respectively, of 
ordinary net income, capital n, or capital net loss shall be de- 
termined under rules and seein ns to be prescribed by the commis- 
sioner with the approval of the Secretary, and shall be separately 
shown in the return of the partnership or estate or trust, and shall be 
taxed to the member or beneficiary, or to the estate or trust as pro- 
vided in sections 218 and 219, but at the maai and in the manner pro- 
yided in subdivision (b) or (e) ef this 

Sec. 2. Subdivision & of section 205 of the revenue act of 1921 is 
amended by strikin “Tf a fiscal year of a partnership begins in 
1920 and ends in 1921, or begins in 1921 and ends in 1922” and insert- 
ing in lieu thereof the following: If a fiscal year of a partnership 
begins in one calendar year and ends in another calendar year.” 

KC. 8. Section 205 of the revenue act of 1921 is further amended by 
adding s 3 end thereof a new subdivision to read as follows 

d) I er makes return for a fiscal year beginning in 1922 
and E — 1923 his tax under this title for ne taxable 2 1923 
shall be For ae of (1) the same proportion of a tax for entire 
period computed under this title (as in force on December 31, 1922) at 
the rates tor = calendar year 1922 which the portion of such period 
falling within the calendar year 1922 is of the entire period, 251 (2) 
the same proportion of a tax for the entire period computed under this 
title (as Tn bra on January 1, 1923) at the rates for the calendar 
year 1923 which the portion of such period falling within the calendar 
year 1923 is of the entire period.” 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee do now rise and report the bill to the House with the 
recommendation that it do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Mappen, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole Heuse on the state of the Union, reported that 
that committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 
13770) to amend the revenue act of 1921 in respect to capital 
gains and losses, and for other purposes, and had directed him 
to report the same back without amendment with the recom- 
mendation that the bill do pass. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques- 
tion on the bill to its final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Green of Towa, a motion to reconsider the 
vote whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
INCREASING NUMBER OF INTERNAL REVENUE COLLECTION DISTRICTS. 


Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, with a view to adjust- 
ing the business for the rest of the day, may I ask the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. GARNER] if there will be any controversy 
over the bill S. 2051, to increase the number of collection dis- 
tricts for the collection of internal revenue, 

Mr. GARNER. Yes; there will be some time asked over 
that bill. 

SALARY OF COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS FOR THE DISTRICT FOR NORTH 
CAROLINA, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 
10816, to fix the annual salary of the collector of customs for 
the district of North Carolina, and ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may be considered in the House as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, is not this bill on the Union 
Calendar? It is not a privileged bill. 
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Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to call the bill (H. R. 10816) for consideration and that 
the bill be considered in the House as in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent to call up for consideration the bill H. R. 10816. Is 
there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa asks unanimous 
consent that the bill may be considered in the House as in 
Committee of the Whole. Is there objection? 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
what does the bill do? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It raises the salary of the collector 
at Wilmington, N. C., from $2,500 to $5,000. This salary was 
fixed 50 years ago, when they obtained only a very small 
amount of revenue at that point. They now get between five 
and six million dollars a year. There are collection districts 
where they receive only two or three hundred thousand dollars 
a year, but a salary of $5,000 is paid to the collector. 

Mr. MADDEN. Is this the only district in the United States 
where the salary is supposed to be inadequate? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. It is the only one as to which there 
is such a gross disproportion, as compared to the other salaries 
paid and the amount collected for the Government. 

Mr. GARNER, This is the only one where the spread be- 


— tween the amount of the receipts and the amount of the salary 


is so great. Of course, there are inequalities all over. If I 
recollect rightly, the chief clerk in this office receives $250 a 
year more than the collector does. 

Mr. MADDEN. I shall not object. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, I think this is a meritorious bill, but it is questionable 
practice to call up by unanimous consent for passage a bill 
which is not privileged. I understand the bill is on the Unan- 
imous Consent Calendar for consideration on Monday next. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. That is true, but we have been con- 
sidering business from the Ways and Means Committee to-day, 
and it seems to be a good time to dispose of this. There is no 
objection to it, so far as I know, because everyone recognizes 
the extraordinary disproportion that prevails with reference to 
this salary. A very great injustice is created; a large amount 
is demanded for the bond, and there is a great responsibility, 
as well as much work to be done. The situation is such that it 
ought to be remedied. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I understand that this is the last bill that 
the gentleman intends to call up to-day? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. And that he intends to move to adjourn at 
the conclusion of this bill? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Epmonps], I think, obtained unanimous consent to proceed with 
the bills on the Private Calendar unobjected to after we got 
through. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, he would not want to proceed after 5 
or 6 o’elock. ` 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, ctc., That the salary of the collector of customs for 
the district of North Carolina is hereby fixed at $5,000 per annum. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word in order to ask the gentleman a question. I notice that 
the Secretary of the Treasury recommended only $3,600 as com- 
pensation for the collector of this particular district. Why 
did the committee increase that amount to 85,000? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We thought it was unfair that there 
should be some 15 or 20 collectors of customs getting all the 
way from $5,000 to $10,000 a year when this particular port, 
in point of revenue received, runs about sixth or seventh in 
the line. 

Mr. MADDEN. I expect to be guided by the judgment of 
the committee, but I think the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
GREEN] ought to make a statement as to why the committee 
differed with the Secretary of the Treasury. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. We did not agree with the Secretary 
of the Treasury on that point because we thought that a man 
who was collecting or likely to collect five or six million dollars 
a year ought to receive at least $5,000 a year; that the responsi- 
bility placed upon him was so great, that his duties were so 
manifold, that we were fully justified in fixing the salary at 
$5,000 a year. 

Mr. MADDEN. I think the committee was very wise, yet at 
the same time I think it is well enough to have the RECORD 


show that the committee used its*independent judgment, that 
it was not guided by the technical experts of the department. 
Sometimes, you know, the House is criticized because it is said 
that we laymen have no independent judgment, and the charge 
is made that our judgment, when we do use it, is not the best; 
that expert knowledge is the thing that we ought to be guided 
by. I am glad to know that the Committee on Ways and 
Means considered itself wise enough to exercise an independent 
judgment and to ignore the recommendation of the experts in 
the Treasury Department. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, we all recognize the fact that 
this has been a very rapidly increasing business at this port. 
It seems to be a growing port, and there is every indication 
that we ought to have a good man there. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. In looking over the table of receipts for the various of- 
fices as tabulated in the report I noticed this one for North 
Carolina stands seventh, and that the receipts have grown tre- 
mendously in the last few years. Can the gentleman give an 
explanation for the reason of these unusually increased receipts 
at this port? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. My understanding is that—perhaps the 
gentleman from North Carolina can explain. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is it because it is near Cuba? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, my understanding is that 
Winston-Salem, which is one of the largest inland ports of 
entry in the United States on account of the tobacco business, 
imports a great quantity of tobacco, sugar, cigarette papers, 
and like matters, for the manufacture of chewing tobacco, 
smoking tobacco, cigarettes, and cigars, and that that is one of 
the reasons, 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, my understanding is the 
same as the gentleman who has just spoken—that it is on ac- 
count of the large increase in the entries of tobacco at that 
point on account of the great manufacturing establishments 
near there, and also entries of sugar that come into that port 
for various reasons. 

Mr. STAFFORD. 
of raisins? 

Mr. BULWINKLE. No, sir; we have corn. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment for the purpose of submitting a unani- 
mous-consent request. The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SNELL] the other day called my attention to the fact that the 
construction which the Washington newspapers had placed 
upon a certain order that had been made by Superintendent 
Ballou in reference to the alleged proposed four-day teaching 
week, as commented upon by me, was erroneous, and in a con- 
versation I had with Superintendent Ballou thereafter he as- 
sured me it was erroneous, as the headlines of his orders had 
been misconstrued by the press. I told him that if he would 
send me a statement I would ask to have it put in the Recorp. 
He has sent me that statement and I ask unanimous consent 
to place that statement, with the exhibits, in the RECORD, 
showing his exact position concerning the matter. I did not 
want to do an injustice. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas asks unanimous 
consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp for the purpose 
indicated. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none, 

The statement and exhibits are as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 1, 1923. 
The Hon. THOMAS L. BLANTON, 


United States House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

My Dran MR. BLANTON: My attention has been called to a state- 
ment made by you on the floor of the House on January 26, 1923, in 
which you comment on the supposed policy of the superintendent of 
schools which contemplates having teachers render only four days of 
teaching service per week. According to the press, you made a 
similar statement before the Committee on the District of Columbia of 
the House at its session yesterday morning. I am sure you want to 
represent correctly the policies of the school authorities in operating 
the school system. I am therefore taking the liberty of handing you 
herewith the following information: 

An extract from the annual report of the board of education 
for 1920-21. This statement shows that the Board of Education 


Is there any increase in the importation 


on 
the superintendent's recommendation, extended the period of teaching 


service of kindergarteners and teachers of the first and second grades 
from 33 hours to 5 hours per 5 

2. A statement of general principles governing extra hours of work 
in kindergarten and primary departments, issued by the directors of 
kindergartens and of primary instruction. This statement shows the 
disposition of the additional time of these teachers, over and above 
the 34 hours of service which they have heretofore rendered. 

3. Superintendent's circular 35, 1922-23, relating to the 5-hour 
day for teachers, accompanied by detailed instructions prepared by a 
committee of school officers. 

4. A schedule of work for the kindergarten department. This 
statement was prepared and issued by the director of kindergartens of 
the white schools. 

In connection with this subject, and 9 the above infor- 
mation, I desire to make the following observations: 
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KINDERGARTEXS. 

As a rule, kindergarten children throughout the country attend 
school not more than 3 or 33 hours per day. Moreover, teachers of 
kindergarten classes usually are net required to render more than 
8 or 34 hours of teaching service a day, for a period of 5 days per 


week, 

The school authorities in Washington have developed a plan whereby 
all teachers of kindergartens are to render a full five-hour day of school 
service. One afternoon per week is being reserved for conference and 
instruction with the director of kindergartens. ‘The other four after- 
noons per week are devoted to the assistance of teachers in the first 
three grades, All kindergartens teach five days per week, 

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, 


The general practice through 
5 hours of instruction for the children in 


ears 8 

tion, on recommendation of the 
adopted a policy requiring at least 

hours of teaching service of all teachers in the elementary schools. 
This order requires the teachers of grades first and second to render ad- 
ditional teaching service over and above the 33 Hours of instruction 
given their own elasses. This service is rendered in connection with 
the instruction of other classes in the school. Each teacher in the 
grades teaches five days per week. 

While the several circulars of information and instructions to teach- 
ers sent out by su sors and directors have to “one day 
a week” this has meant the “extra hours” of the day, outside of the 
3 or 34 hours of instruction, as the title of the circulars indicates, No 
confusion has arisen among teachers, and I regret that this language 
may have misled anyone. 

he fact is that no public day-school teacher in Was on teaches 
Tess than five days per week. No policy which contemplates having 
them teach less than five days per week has even been considered, as far 
as the present superintendent ws. 

If there is any further information which I can furnish on this sub- 
ject, I shall take pleasure in doing so. 

Very sincerely yours, 
FRANK W. BALLOU 
Superintendent of Schools. 


EXHIBITS: 
[Extract from Annual Report of the Board of Education, school year 
1920—21.] 


7. Firve-Hour Dar von e prea vgs AND TEACHERS or GRADES 
j AND 2. 


On October 20, on recommendation of the superintendent, the Board 

of Education adopted the following policy: 
That the board formulate a cy whereby all teachers in ele- 
mentary schools shall render a full day of professional service, even 
entire-dacy schools. He also 


when such teachers are not assigned to 

asked that the superintendent be authorized to frame such provisions 
as muy seem ex lent to cover the service of such teachers by apm | 
them render additiona! teaching for the benefit of pupils who may n 
it in their own or other classes.” 

As stated in a circular dated October 28 to officers, the purposes of 
the above order are as follows: 

“To: unify the length of day for teachers; to provide needed pro- 
fessional training for some of the teachers pies appointed; to 
place at the disposal of the time of 
teachers ; and to Beate opportunity for the teachers to give additional 
instruction to indi 


“Tt is likel 


give con- 
fication of the application 


grade 1 or grade 2, one day to mothers’ meetin or specially 
assigned work, and one day to actual work with children in primary 
grades. 

Teachers in grades 1 and 2 gave this additional hour and a half 
per day to the backward pupils of their own classes as far as the 
classroom facilities permitted; to assisting one another in individual 
work with children of a single class; to excursions with the children; 
and to study conferences with the director of primary instruction. 

Since the minimum salary of the teachers in the elementary schools 
is now uniform for all, It seemed logical to abandon a practice which 
required five hours of service of certain teachers and required only 
three and a half hours of certain other teachers because the latter 
happened to be teaching in grades 1 and 2 instead of teaching in 
a higher grade. The primary purpose was not equal treatment of 
teachers, however, but rather to place more of their time at the dis- 

1 of ane school children and the other work of the schools incidental 
o teaching. 


GENERAL PRINCIPLES COVERING Extra Hours oF WORK IN THE KINDER- 
GARTEN AND PRIMARY DEPARTMENT, 


KINDERGARTEN, 


i 1. One day a week shall be reserved for the director for study con- 
‘erences, 
g 2. One day shall be used for school visiting or field work and excur- 
ons. 
3. One day shall be used for observation in a kindergarten and first f 
or second grade, 


a nge between two teachers 

occupying the same room or teaching in the same building is suggested. 

3. All excursions and trips shall be taken outside of the regular three 
half hour class) schedule. 


5. The time of the model teachers shall be provided for by the direc- 
tor of primary instruction. 
(Superintendent's circular No. 35.) 
WASHINGTON, D. C., January 20, 1923, 
FIVE-HOUR DAY FOR TEACHERS, 
To officers and teachers: 

The supervising princi directors of pri instruction, directors 
of . 3 cipals or Pet St wil 8 panes 
vid and collectively respon ‘or e approp pro 0 
use of the five hours of time of teachers whose pHs receive less than 
five hours of instruction. In the absence of directions from supervis- 
ing officers, the building principal will exercise discretion. 

Some suggestions as to procedure are contained in the accompanying 
report of a committee of school officers. These suggestions are for the 
— of teachers concerned until modified by responsible school 

cials. 
Very sincerely yours, 


FRANK W. BALLOU, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
My Dran Dr. BALLOU: Your committee appointed to consider the 
five-hour day program for part-time teachers respectfully submits the 
following report. This report is unanimous except that Mr. Bruce 
would omit the words “preparation and care of seat work,” in para- 
graph No. 3, holding that that work should be done entirely outside 
of the regular day. 
RECOMMENDATIONS, 
GRADES. 


1. That the school day be divided into two periods— (a) 33 hours 
for regular class work and (b) 13 hours for other school activities. 

2. That for four days in the week the hour and a half 1 shall 
be devoted by the grade teacher to constructive instructional work, 
either with her own pupils or with the pupils of a teacher oecupying 
with her the same room, said work to be carried on in accordance with 
the men and suggestions given to teachers by the directors of primary 
instruction. 


gs. 

4. That directors may call meetings af teachers oftener than once a 
week for special if it shall seem necessary. 

5. That a teacher of pupils under 5 school age with the 
advice and consent of her principal may visit at any time the homes of 
pupile for the purpose of securing better attendance and deportm 

„ That a teacher on the advice of her supervising principal or her 
director may visit other classes on other than her 

7. That all half-time teachers shall 
oe oer 3 activities when not conflicting with their regular 
school work. 

8. That teachers leaving the building during schoo! hours shall leave 
with the princi & statement of where ay DAY, be found. 1 

9. That the hours for teachers of a. m. e. shall be from 8.45 to 
3, and for teachers of p. m. classes from 10.30 to 4.30. 

10. That the lunch hour shall be from 12.30 to 1.30 for morning 
teachers, from 12 to 1 o'clock for afternoon teachers. 


KINDERGARTEN, 


govern kinder, 
wo periods o 


A — es 1, 2, 3, and 4, 
where the assignment shall be under the immediate direction of the 


be the duty of the building principal to see that 
these 33 1 carried out. 
espectfully yours, 

B. W. MurcH, Chairman, 
J. C. BRUCE, 
Rosu LEES Harpy, 
B. F. B. MERRITT, 
CATHERINE R. WATKINS, 
IMOGENE 1 


KINDERGARTEN DEPARTMENT. 
SCHEDULE OF WORK RELATIVE TO THE 5HOUR DAY. 


A program for all teachers in the kindergarten department to be- 
come effective on and after February 1, 1923. 

Since conditions and accommodations vary greatly in different build- 
ings and in different divisions, this schedule has been made as 
comprehensive and as flexible as is consistent with a clear and definite 
understanding of duties, in order to provide opportunity for such in- 
dividual adjustments as will best serve the interests of the schools, 


GENERAL SUGGESTIONS, 


Four days a week—Monday, Tuesday. Wednesday, Thursday 
the afternoon hours shall be used for teaching; for garden work, when- 
ever the season permits; and for excursions, with the exception of two 

us a month, to be designated by the director of kindergartens, 
and used for observation and for class work. 
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Friday afternoon shall be reserved for mothers’ meetings, for visit- 
ing in the homes of the children, and for the preparation of necessary 
classroom work. This afternoon is also reserved by the director of 
kindergartens for general monthly meetings of the department. 

SPECIFIC SUGGESTIONS RELATIVE TO AFTERNOON TBACHING, 

(Note. Euch kindergartner is expected to select among the fol- 
lowing plans the one which will proye most helpful in her particular 
building and to work out the adjustments which her individual 
problem may demand.) 

Plan A. Teaching groups of kindergarten children who may need 
special help in speech, in motor controls, or other necessary adjust- 
ments. 

Plan B. Teaching groups of kindergarten children who may be able 
to take more advanced work in English (language, stories, dramatiza- 
tion), numbers, art, handwork, etc. 

Plan C. Teaching groups of primary children (first or second grade) 
whenever the children in either of these grades are on the full-day 
basis and the teachers in these respective grades desire the help of 
the kindergartner in handwork, rhythms, or in musical and literary 
appreciation. 

lan D. Teaching groups of children in third or fourth 1 sub- 
ects to be limited to those which are specialized in kindergarten 
raining. viz, nature study, stories, oral English, dramatization, art, 
music, handwork, 

(Note 1: In buildings where a kindergarten with two teachers alter- 
nates with a one-teacher class the regular kindergarten assistant may 
assist in the one-teacher class, provided such an arrangement is satis- 
factory to the kindergartner in charge of this class, and provided also 
that the assistant is not needed by her own group for special teaching 
or for excursions.) 

(Note 2: Hach teacher is expected to carry out the above schedule as 
far as conditions rmit. Wherever situations are such as to make 
adjustment impossible the kindergartner may make out a definite sched- 
ule for herself, following the general plan as closely as possible, and 
submit the same to the director of kindergartens for approval.) 

(Note 3. Measuring and weighing children, testing eyesight and 
hearing, and helping in other school activities may be substituted 
whenever necessary for afternoon teaching 

. CATHERINE WATKINS, 


Director of Kindergartens. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman withhold that until the 
gentleman from Iowa can move to reconsider the vote? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Certainly. 

On motion of Mr. Green of Iowa, a motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 

Mr. RICKETTS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States for his approval the following bill: 

H. R. 6294, An act promoting civilization and self-support 
among the Indians of the Mescalero Reservation, in New 
Mexico. 

ADJOURN MENT. 


Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I cheerfully renew my point 
of order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 23 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday, 
February 3, 1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


944. Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a communication from the 
President of the United States, transmitting supplemental and 
deficiency estimates of appropriations for the legislative es- 
tablishment of the United States for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1924, and for prior years, amounting in all to 
$74,625.25 (H. Doc. No. 542), was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and referred to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 14119. 
A bill to repeal section 1481 of the Reyised Statutes; with 
an amendment (Rept. No. 1514). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. VAILE: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 11637. 
A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to approve in- 
demnity selections in exchange for described granted school 
lands; without amendment (Rept. No. 1519). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON: Committee on the Public Lands. 
II. R. 14144. A bill to limit and fix the time within which suits 
may be brought or rights asserted in court arising out of the 
provisions of subdivision 3 of section 302 of the soldiers and 
sailors’ civil relief act, approved March 18, 1918, being chapter 
20, volume 40, General Statutes of the United States; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 1520). Referred to the House Calendar, 
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
_ RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. DRIVER: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3154. An 
act for the relief of C. M. Rieves; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1513). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WHITE of Kansas: Committee on the Public Lands. H. 
R. 13024. A bill for the relief of August Nelson; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 1515). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. SINNOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 18612. 
A bill authorizing the issuance of patent to the legal representa- 
tives of Miles J. Davis, deceased; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1516). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. SINNOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 13614. 
A bill for the relief of Wyatt A. Marshall; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1517). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. SINNOTT: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 14028. 
A bill for the relief of Joseph H. Lokken; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1518). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. HILL: Committee on Military Affairs. H. J. Res. 222. 
A joint resolution authorizing the President of the United States 
to amend the discharge certificate issued Ramon B. Harrison, 
formerly captain, Infantry, United States Army; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1521). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 13804) granting an increase of pension to Mary 
A. Yoes; Committee on Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 14053) granting a pension to David Steers, alias 
William Johnson; Committee on Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills. resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced und severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HADLEY: A bill (H. R. 14163) providing for the sale 
of land comprising certain military reservations in the State 
of Washington and for a grant of land to the county of San 
Juan, Wash.; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. STEPHENS: A bill (H. R. 14164) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Navy to permit the sale of exterior articles 
of the uniform to honorably discharged enlisted men; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. McFADDEN: A bill (H. R. 14165) to amend section 
5138 of the Revised Statutes of the United States relating to 
the amount of capital stock required by national banking asso- 
ciations; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. EDMONDS: A bill (H. R. 14166) relating to the car- 
riage of goods by sea; to the Committee on the Merchant Ma- 
rine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. SINCLAIR: A bill (H. R. 14167) to promote and 
encourage agriculture by divesting grains of their interstate 
character in certain cases; fo the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GERNERD: A bill (H. R. 14168) for the purchase 
of a site and the erection of a public building at Allentown, 
Pa.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. SINCLAIR: A bill (H. R. 14169) to secure to the 
United States a monopoly of electrical means for the transmis- 
sion of intelligence for hire; to provide for the acquisition by 
the Post Office Department of the telephone and telegraph net- 
work; and to license certain telephone lines, radio and tele- 
graph agencies; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WOOD of Indiana: Resolution (H. J. Res. 433) to au- 
thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to accept membership for 
the United States in the permanent Association of the Inter- 
national Road Congresses; to the Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. 

By Mr. CULLEN: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oregon, favoring a constitutional amendment which will 
prohibit the further issuance of tax-exempt securities being 
submitted by Congress; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. McCLINTIC: Memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Oklahoma petitioning the Congress of the United 
States to grant aid to the Kansas City, Mexico & Orient Rail- 
road; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oklahoma 
requesting Congress to give its sympathetic consideration to a 
basic plan for a return to world sanity through a conference of 
World War powers under the leadership of the United States; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CABLE: A bill (H. R. 14170) granting an increase 
of pension to Mary J. Coburn; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COLTON: A bill (H. R. 14171) for the relief of the 
widow and minor children of Raymond C. Hanford; to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. TILSON: A bill (H. R. 14172) granting a pension to 
John T. O'Neil; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. HICKS: A bill (H. R. 14173) for the relief of First 
Lieut. John I. Conroy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 14174) grant- 
ing a pension to Martha A. Storms; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 14175) 
granting a pension to Amelia A. Ball; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Miss ROBERTSON: A bill (H. R. 14176) granting a pen- 
sion to Jane Dick; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHAW: A bill (H. R. 14177) granting a pension to 
Matilda J. Farris; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SWEET: A bill (H. R. 14178) granting a pension to 
Charles V. McClure; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. VAILE: A bill (H. R. 14179) granting a pension to 
Emma B. Higgins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: A bill (H. R. 14180) granting a 
pension to Lelia E. Bowley; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7154. By Mr. ANSORGE: Petition of Associated Musicians of 
Greater New York, New York City, favoring an amendment to 
the Volstead Act permitting the use of light wines and beers; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7155. By Mr. COLE of Ohio: Petition of members of Bucyrus 
Council, No. 184, Junior Order United American Mechanics, 
protesting against any modification of the immigration law; to 
the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

7156. By Mr. FAUST: Petition of citizens of Tarkio, Mo., 
to abolish tax on small-arms ammunition and firearms; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

7157. By Mr. GARNER: Petition of 64 citizens of Texas, 
favoring legislation granting immediate aid to the people of 
the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

7158. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the California Academy of 
Sciences, urging the passage of House bill 5823; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

7159. Also, petition of citizens of San Francisco, Calif., urging 
Congress to extend immediate aid to the people of the German 
and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7160. Also, petition of the To Kalon Club, of San Francisco, 
Calif., urging that an antinarcotic week be proclaimed early in 
1923 as a means of mobilizing all public-spirited bodies for the 
work of arousing the American people to the gravity of the 
drug menace; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

7161. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition to promote Americanization 
work in the public schools, Washington, D. C., asking Congress 
to provide sufficient appropriations in order to continue the 
night classes; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

7162. By Mr. MOORES of Indiana: Petition of 63 citizens 
of Indiana, urging the repeal of the tax on small arms, ammu- 
nition, and firearms; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7163. By Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota: Petition of Mr. F. T. 
Bremer and other residents of Minnesota, petitioning the Con- 
gress to act favorably upon joint resolution purporting to ex- 
tend immediate aid to Germany and Austria; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

7164. Also, petition presented by Arthur Schaub, of St. Paul, 
Minn., on behalf of certain residents of Minnesota, for favor- 
able consideration by the Congress of resolution purporting to 


extend immediate aid to Germany and Austria; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

7165. By Mr. PARKER of New Jersey: Petition of numerous 
citizens of Newark, N. J., asking immediate famine relief to 
the German and Austrian people; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7166. Also, petition of numerous residents of Orange, N. J., 
asking immediate famine relief to the German and Austrian 
people; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7167. By Mr. RADCLIFFE: Petition of citizens of the 
seventh congressional district of New Jersey, supporting a 
joint resolution aiding the German and Austrian Republics; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7168. By Mr. SINCLAIR: Petition of Bucyrus National Farm 
Loan Association, Bucyrus, N. Dak., condemning House bill 
13125, to change the Federal farm loan act; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

7169.. Also, petition of Carpio Farm Loan Association, Carpio, 
N. Dak., condemning the Strong bill; to the Committee on Bank- 
ing and Currency. 

7170. Also, petition of E. F. Hehn and 42 others, of Leith, 
Elgin, and Pretty Rock, N. Dak., asking that aid be extended the 
suffering peoples of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

7171. Also, petition of Rev. Dominic Reeber and 51 others, of 
Glen Ullin, N. Dak., urging the passage of legislation providing 
for the extension of aid to the suffering peoples of Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7172. Also, petition of F. D. Scholl and 29 others, of Litchville, 
N. Dak., urging the passage of the joint resolution now pending 
for the extension of aid to the suffering peoples of Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7173. Also, petition of Tagus Federal Farm Loan Association, 
Tagus, N. Dak., protesting against the Strong bill,.to change 
the Federal farm loan act; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 


SENATE. 
Sarurpay, February 3, 1923. 


(Legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, on the expiration of 
the recess. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Ashurst George McCumber Smoot 
Ball Glass McKellar Spencer 
Borah Gooding McKinley Sterlin, 
Brandegee Hale McLean Sutherland 
Brookhart Harreld McNary Swanson 
Calder Harris Moses Trammell 
Cameron Harrison New Underwood 
Capper Heflin Norbeck Wadsworth 
Caraway Jones, Wash Norris Walsh, Mass. 
Couzens Kendrick Oddie Warren 
Culberson Keyes Page Watson 
Curtis Kin Phipps Weller 
Ernst Lad Pittman Willis 
Fernald La Follette Pomerene 
Fletcher Ledge Reed, 
Frelinghuysen McCormick Robinson 

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce that the Senator from 


Minnesota [Mr. KELLOGG] is unavoidably absent. 

Mr. HEFLIN. The Senator from South Carolina IMr. 
SsirH] is absent on official business. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-one Senators have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 


OPERATION OF TRAMP VESSELS BY THE UNITED STATES (8. DOC. NO. 
297). 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communi- 
cation from the chairman of the United States Shipping Board, 
submitting, in response to Senate resolution 410, agreed to 
January 16, 1923, information relative to tramp tonnage oper- 
ations, etc., which was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. LADD presented a resolution of the Mayville (N. 
Dak.) Local Equity Union, protesting against the passage 
of the so-called Strong bill amending certain sections of the 
Federal farm loan act, etc., which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency. 
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Mr. KEYES presented communications in the nature of peti- 
tions from the social service department of St. James Church, 
of Laconia; the rector, wardens, and vestry of St. Luke's 
Episcopal Church, of Charlestown, and the Parish Aid Society 
of Trinity Church of Claremont, all in the State of New Hamp- 
Shire, praying an amendment to the Constitution regulating 
child labor, which were referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. JONES of Washington presented petitions of sundry citi- 
zens of Spokane, Seattle, Lind, Medical Lake, Deep Creek, 
Tekon, Cheney, Four Lakes, and Uniontown, all in the State 
of Washington, praying for the passage of legislation extend- 
ing immediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the Ger- 
man and Austrian Republics, which were referred to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations. 

Mr. TOWNSEND presented resolutions adopted by Grand 
Rapids Lodge, No. 50; Muskegon Lodge, No. 491; and Otsego 
Lodge, No. 345; all of the Loyal Order of Moose, in the State 
of Michigan, favoring the calling of an international con- 
ference to restrict the illegitimate traffic in narcotic drugs, 
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. HARRELD presented the petition of Ta-wah-he and 
about 100 other members of the Osage Tribe of Indians of 
Oklahoma, relative to the affairs of the Osage Tribe, which 
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs; and the 
heading of the petition was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PETITION OF THE OSAGE TRIBE OF INDIANS, 
To the Congress of the United States of America: 

We, the members of the Osage Tribe of Indians, in mass meetin 
assembled, at Grayhorse, Okla., on the 15th day of January, 1928 
make the following brief statements: 

1. We want our rights as Federal and State citizens as guaranteed 
us under the Constitution and the allotment act of June 28. 1906. 

2. We are now asking that our money be paid to us as it was paid 
to us under the allotment act of June 28, 1906. : 

3 are not in favor of our money being paid to us under super- 
vis $ 

4. We want our guardian matters to stand as provided for us in 
the allotment act of 1906. 

5. We also object to anyone having a certificate of competency to 
ah us in our meetings; but they may act as proxy for their 

6. We also hereby protest against any Osage legislation of whatso- 
ever nature, until & law has been passed that gives to us the money 
that belongs to us. 

Submitted to and approved by our principal chief. 

NE-KAH-WAH-SHE-TUN-KATI, 


ISSUANCE OF TAX-EXEMPT SECURITIES. 


Mr. McNARY presented the following memorial of the House 
of Representatives of the State of Oregon, which was referred 
to the Committee on the Judiciary; 

TATE OF Oregon, 


8 
THIRTY-SHCOND LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY, REGULAR SESSION, 
Hall of Representatives, 
House Memorial 1, 
To the Members of the Congress of the United States: 


Whereas the demand for and issuance of tax-exempt securities 
has resulted in greatly extending the burden of debt now outstanding 
against the several States and political subdivisions thereof; and 

Whereas the continued increase of these securities will result in 
eee ot aed withdrawing from productive business funds needed there- 
or; a 

Whereas the holders of said tax-exempt securities do not now bear, 
through taxation, their full share of the costs of government; and 

Whereas there is now pending in the Congress of the United 
States legislation. prohibiting the further issuance of tax-exempt securi- 
ties: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the House RE Representatives of the State of Oregon, 
That we most earnestly petition and memorialize the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States in Washington assembled, in 
the name of the Stute of Ledi that i 5 submit a constitutional 
amendment which will . bit the further issuance of tax-exempt 
securities ; and be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state of the State of Oregon be 
instructed to forward a copy of this resolution to each of the Mem- 
bers of the Congress of the United States. 

Adopted by the house January 23, 1923. 


K. K. Kuri, Speaker of the House. 


(Ipgorsed: House Memorial No. 1. Introduced by Mr. Bennett, W. F. 
( Drager, chief clerk. Filed: January 25, 1923, Sam A, Kozer, ——— 


tary of state.) 
UNITED STATES. OF 3 
Arn OF OREGON, 
Office of the Secretary of State. 


I, Sam A. Kozer, secretary of state of the State of Oregon and 
custodian of the seal of said State, do hereby certify : 

That I have carefully compared the annexed copy of House Memorial 
No. 1 with the original thereof adopted by the Thirty-second 8- 
lative Assembly of the State of Oregon and filed in the office of e 
secretary of state of the State of Oregon January 25, 1923, and that 
the same is a full, true, and 8 transcript therefrom and of 
the whole thereof, together with indorsements thereon, 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and 
hereto the seal of the State of Oregon. Done at capitol at Salem, 
Oreg., this 25th day of January, A. D. 1 5 

[sgan] Sam A. Kozar, Secretary of State, 


affixed 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON MILITARY AFFAIRS. 


Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 2098) for the relief of Jacob 
Mull, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 1085) thereon. 

Mr. BROOKHART, from the Committee on Military Affairs, 
to which was referred the bill (S. 930) for the relief of Thomas 
J. Temple, reported it without amendment and submitted a re- 
port (No. 1086) thereon. 

BILES AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 

Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. WILLIS: 

A bill (S. 4470) granting an Increase of pension to Mary C. 
Smith (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen- 
sions, 

By Mr. CURTIS (for Mr. Kerroca) : 

A bill (S. 4471) to provide for the carrying out of the award 
of the War Labor Board of April 11, 1919, and the decision of 
the Secretary of War of November 30, 1920, in favor of certain 
employees of the Minneapolis Steel & Machinery Co., Minne- 
apolis, Minn.; of the St. Paul Foundry Co., St. Paul, Minn. ; of 
the American Hoist & Derrick Co., St. Paul, Minn. ; and of the 
Twin City Forge & Foundry Co., Stillwater, Minn.; to the Com- 
mittee on Claims. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 

A bill (S. 4472) to make an investigation of the needs of the 
Nation for public works to be carried on by Federal, State, and 
municipal agencies in periods of business depression and unem- 
ployment; to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 

A bill (S. 4473) granting an increase of pension to Anita 
Stephens; to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. TOWNSEND: 

A bill (S. 4474) granting a pension to Mollie Irwin (with 
accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BROOKHART: 

A bill (S. 4475) to revise the statutes relating to the forma- 
tion of national banking associations; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. CARAWAY: 

A bill (S. 4476) to convey to the Big Rock Stone & Con- 
struction Co. a portion of the hospital reservation of United 
States Veterans’ Hospital No, 78 (Fort Logan H. Roots), in 
the State of Arkansas; to the Committee on Public Buildings 
and Grounds. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 275) permitting the entry free 
of duty of certain domestic animals which have crossed the 
boundary line into foreign countries; to the Committee on 
Finance. 5 

THE MERCHANT MARINE, 

Mr. McNARY submitted sundry amendments intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and sup- 
plement the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other pur- 
poses, which were ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

AMENDMENT TO WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. McCUMBER submitted an amendment providing that 
$250,000 of the proposed appropriation of $56,589,910 for the 
preservation and maintenance of existing river and harbor 
works, etc., be expended between Sioux City. Towa, and Fort 
Benton, Mont., for the removal of obstructions, the revetment 
of shores. where the same may be necessary, and for the main- 
tenance of the channel to landing places and at points where 
the railroads intersect the Missouri River, and be immediately 
available, intended to be proposed by him to House bill 13793, 
the War Department appropriation bill, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVALS, 


A message from the President of the United States, by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries, announced that on February 3, 
1928, the President had approved and signed bills of the fol- 
lowing titles: 

S. 2556. An act for the relief of Edwin Gantner; and 

S. 4309. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to amend 
an act entitled ‘An act to provide a government for the Terri- 
tory of Hawaii,’ approved April 30, 1900, as amended, to estab- 
lish an Hawaiian Homes Commission. granting certain pow- 
ers to the board of harbor commissioners of the Territory of 
Hawaii, and for other purposes,” approved July 9, 1921. 


1923. 
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REPORT OF DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RAILROADS (H. DOC, NO. 546). 


The Vice President laid before the Senate the following mes- 
sage from the President of the United States, which was read 
and referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce: 


To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith, for the information of the Congress, the 
report of the Director General of Railroads and Agent of 
the President, showing the progress in the liquidation of all 
questions and disputes arising out of or incident to the Federal 
control of railroads for the year ending December 31, 1922. 

Warren G. HARDING. 

Tue Warre House, February 3, 1923. 


Note: Report accompanied similar message to the House of 
Representatives. ] 


REPORT OF PERRY'S VICTORY MEMORIAL COMMISSION (S. DOC. No. 
296). 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States, which was 
read and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Library and ordered to be printed: 


To the Congress of the United States: 


I transmit herewith the second annual report of Perry's Vic- 
tory Memorial Commission, dated December 4, 1922, which was 
submitted to the Secretary of the Interior, pursuant to section 5 
of the act entitled “An act creating a commission for the main- 
tenance, control, care, ete., of the Perry’s Victory Memorial on 
Put in Bay Island, Lake Erie, Ohio, and for other purposes,” 
approved March 3, 1919 (40 Stat. 1322-1324). 

Warren G. HARDING. 

THe WuHirTE House, February 3, 1923. 

ARMY INTELLIGENCE SERVICE. 


Mr. LADD. I ask unanimous consent to have published in 
the Rxconb a letter from Oswald Garrison Villard, editor of 
The Nation, together with a letter forwarded to and printed in 
The Nation. 

There being no objection, the matter referred to was ordered 
to be printed in the Rxconb, as follows: Daa 

HE NATION, 


New York, January 31, 1923. 


n. E. F. LADD, 

United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: I hope you will not overlook the inclosed 
cation from The Nation. Did you ever know anything more scan 
than this procedure in the Army? 

Is it not an unheard of thing, first, that they should so transgress 
the function of the Department of Justice; and, secondly, that they 
should use funds of the public to spy upon such legitimate organiza- 
tions as the American Federation of Labor, the brotherhoods, and the 
pes See League? 

The Army appropriation bill is still pending, I believe. Is there no 
time to get in an amendment limiting the use of these Intelligence 
funds to legitimate military purposes, and is it not possible to smoke 
out the Army as to whether this is the act of a aiae officer or group of 
officers at Vancouver Barracks, or whether this a subtle policy of 
the War Department? The letter should certainly go into the 
GRESSIONAL RECORD 

May I not hear from you at once on this matter? If the sums of 
money that are being wasted in the Army along lines like these could 
be saved to the taxpayers, it would be a great improvement in the 
1 and the Army would be a much more efficient military organi- 
zation. 

Very sincerely yours, 


Ho: 


ubli- 
lous 


ON- 


OSWALD GARRISON VILLARD. 


ITS PRIMARY PURPOSE. 
To the EDITOR or THE NATION. 


Sır: I inclose herewith a verbatim copy of a letter which was sent 
out to a number of . officials of the city of Portland. I 
am advised that the same letter has been sent to every sheriff and to 
every law-enforcing official of this State. 

B. A, GREEN, 

PORTLAND, OREG., December 1}. 


[Confidential copy.] 
HEADQUARTERS VANCOUVER BARRACKS, WASH., 
OFFICE OF THE INTELLIGENCE OFFICER, 
October 16, 1922. 

Dran Sin: The intelligence service of the Army has for its primary 
purpose the surveillance of all organizations or elements hostile or 
potentially hostile to the Government of this country, or who seek to 
overthrow the Government by violence. 

Among organizations teng under the above head are radical groups, 
as the I. W. W., World War Veterans, Union of Russian Workers, Com- 
munist PRE Communist Labor Party, One Big Union, Workers’ Inter- 
national Industrial Union, anarchists, and Bolsheviki, and such semi- 
radical organizations as the Socialists, Nonpartisan League, Big Four 
Brotherhoods, and American Federation of Labor. 

Not oniy are we interested in these organizations because they have 
as their object the overthrow of the Government, but also because they 
attempt to undermine and ok Hg the loyalty of our soldiers. 

With the few scattered itary posts in this part of the country it 
is obviously impossible to cover all points as thoroughly as they should 
be, hence it is necessary in many cases to trust to the cooperation of 
law-enforcement officers whose duties and whose knowledge of a par- 


ticular locality give them a thorough insight into such matters, 


It is requested that A inform this office as to any of the aforemen- 


tioned or other radical organizations coming to your attention under 
such headings as (a) location of headquarters, (b) names of leaders, 
— dm of organization, (d) activities of the organization, (e) 
strike and methods of carrying on same, and (f) attitude of members. 
We will be glad to receive copies of 3 handbills, or other 
radical propaganda spread in your vicinity. 
If from e to time you will keep me posted as to conditions in your 
vicinity, such cooperation on the part of yourself and your subordi- 
nates — the press of your duties permits will be greatly appreciated. 


incerely, 
W. D. Lone, 
First Lieutenant, Seventh United States 8 
Intelligence Officer. 


THE MERCHANT MARINE, 


Mr. WADSWORTH obtained the floor. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the Senator from Washing- 
ton. : 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that House bill 12817, the 
unfinished business, may be temporarily laid aside. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate proceed to the consideration of House bill 13793, known as 
the War Department appropriation bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (H. R. 13793) making 
appropriations for the military and nonmilitary activities of the 
War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and 
for other purposes, which had been reported from the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations with amendments. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask unanimous consent that the for- 
mal reading of the bill be dispensed with, that the bill be read 
for amendment, and that the committee amendments be con- 
sidered first. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not want to object, but I 
wish to say a word with regard to the mechanism of the bill 
before consent is granted. I am saying this because I do not 
want to be estopped hereafter. 

The bill carries what is known as the river and harbor appro- 
priation. I do not know whether we have carried it before in 
the Army appropriation bill or not. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Last year was the first time. 

Mr. BORAH. I take it the committee bas not been respon- 
sible for the combining of the two propositions. I do not know 
how it came about, but I do know—at least I think—that it is 
a very bad practice. The rivers and harbors measure has 
always been one of the important measures before the Congress. 
It ought to be in a separate bill. It ought to be a separate 
measure. It is going to lead to an inconsiderate attention to 
the rivers and harbors proposition if it is carried in the Army 
appropriation bill. The Army appropriation bill ought not to be 
compelled to carry that kind of a measure. > 

I do not say that in the sense that the river and harbor bill 
is necessarily a bad bill, but it is a bill about which there is 
always a vast amount of controversy. It is a bill also which 
has been subjected to very severe criticism at times. But now 
we have in the pending bill a single item of $56,000,000 cover- 
ing the entire subject matter of appropriation for rivers and. 
harbors. There is no itemization, there is no specification, there 
is no information with reference to it. There is just simply 
one item of $56,000,000. 

In addition to that, I find upon investigation that the Budget 
Bureau recommended some $27,000,000. The House Committee 
on Appropriations increased it to about $37,000,000, and then by 
amendment in the House it was raised to $56,000,000. So the 
Budget system has met its master already in the river and 
harbor bill. If this is to be a precedent, the Budget system 
fails utterly. 

It is very apparent that no sufficient consideration will be 
given a rivers and harbors bill so long as it is carried as a single 
item in the Army appropriation bill. As I said, the recom- 
mendation of the Budget Bureau has been utterly disregarded. 
The amount is now $56,000,000, whereas the Budget Bureau 
recommended $27,000,000. I am not going to discuss it at this 
time. I merely wanted to cali attention to it at this time by 
reason of a procedure which I think will be more available 
later. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, is there objection to my 
request? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Reserving the right to object, I want to con- 
sume just a little time this morning. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Alabama. 


PERSONAL EXPLANATION—PRESS ‘REPORTS OF SENATE PROCEEDINGS. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I want to comment briefly on | 
the unfair report that some newspapers have made with refer- 
ence to what transpired in this Chamber yesterday and the day | 
before. 

It may be that later on the Senate, in order to protect itself 
against certain representatives of subsidized newspapers, will 
have to pass a resolution, as did the Florida Senate on one 
occasion, specifically pointing out certain representatives and | 
denying them the privileges of the press gallery. If the news- 
papers will not tell the truth about what transpires here, God: 
knows we, as the representatives of the people, ought not to 
permit their representatives to sit in the press gallery. They 
sit here by permission of the Senate. If the Senate wants to 
protect itself, to see that the truth is told as to what happens 

here, it must not permit false reports to go out from here. I 
have several things along that line which I wish to submit to 
somebody if I can get a committee appointed to consider the 
mutter a little later on. j 

The Republican Party in the Senate in committing the great 
blunder which it did, under the leadership of the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Loper], in suppressing free speech here 
night before last, in calling me to order for saying that I did 

not represent Wall Street, the bond sharks and big financiers of | 
Wall Street, but represented the people, as being an infringe- 
ment of the rules of the Senate—when they realized that they 
made that blunder, that they had eutraged the rules of the 
Senate and violated the provisions of the Constitution guaran- 
teeing free speech in America, they undertook to get away from | 
it by permitting it to be published broadcast over the country 
that I had made a personal attack upon the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WapswortrH], Not a single one of the reports that 1 
have read has told the whole truth about what occurred. 

I never mentioned the Senator from New York in connection | 
with the proposition I was discussing at the time I was called 
to order by the Senator from Massachusetts. I have been 
speaking against Wall Street influence in Washington for 
months and months, and I did not have the Senator from New 

Vork in mind a number of times. I do not recall that I had 
him specifically in mind at any time when I was referring to 

that subject. I was talking about Wall Street's power with the 

Republican leaders, its influence in shaping policies, and having | 
things done. | 

Of course, Wall Street is in his State. The other day the 
Senator from New York and I had a little colloguy, and I| 
‘simply asked the Senator if he represented Wall Street. He 
said he did not, and I accepted his statement. It was after 
that, when I was speaking about the situation regarding the 
debt due the United States by Grent Britain, when the Senator 
from Massachusetts called me to order. This is the language I 
used: | 

ere 'to represent the le, to ‘represent in my State; 1 
em nat cone to vepresent 9 the big . — ot Wall 
ee - 

It was then that the Senator from Massachusetts called me 
to order. Then this occurred—and this language was read by 
my friend from Arkansas [Mr. Rosryson] on yesterday: 


. WapsworntH, It was an inference. 
Mr. Hrn. I said I was not representing them here; that I was 


oing to speak Yor the ple. P 
2 Mr. Lewnoor. And what about the other Senators? 
Mr. Herury. I did not say about other Senators. The 


Senator from Massachusetts Stil next make a point of order against 
what ‘he imagines. That is all his present point of order is founded 
on. 1 did not make the charge 

That is about as far as I got. I was halted in the speech I 
‘was making; I was caused to take my seat by the ruling of the 
Vice President; I was not permitted to finish the argument I 
owas making. 

Now, I wish to read the ruling of the Chair. The Chair does 
mot mention the Senator from New York, which shows that the 
Chair did not have the Senator from New York in ‘his mind. 
It shows that no Republican had the Senator from New York 
in his mind. It was the arraignment that I was making of 
Wall Street that caused me to be stopped on the floor of the 
Senate; that is what it was. To those Republicans who went 
‘on record yesterday as voting to sustain the rape of the rule 
this other matter was an afterthought. “Let it go out that it 
was a personal attack on Senator Wapswonr-; let the country 
think that Senator Herrin has attacked another ‘Senator and 
aecused him of wrongdoing and violated the rules, so that the 
country will get away from the idea that we have raped the 
rules, that we have violated and outraged them, and set them 
‘aside in order to intimidate Senators and stop attacks being 
made on Wall Street.” And some of the newspapers carry the 
misinformation that I had attacked the Senator from New 
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York and had charged him with representing Wall Street. I 
did not say that. I said that night before the Chair made his 
ruling that I had net made any such insinuation. Now, I wish 
to read the ruling of the Chair. He said: 

If it were merely the words spoken by the Senator, the Chair would 
be inclined to rule that no such imputation was intended— 

Now listen to this, Senators— 
but with the context, the attitude, and the expression that went with 


Great heavens! I am being tried for the gestures that I 
made. [Laughter.] I am being tried for the expression that I 
had on my face; I am being tried for the direction in which I 
was looking when I made those remarks. This most remarkable 
ruling of a Republican Presiding Officer of the Senate is with- 
out a parallel in the history of the Government. Oh, how inter- 
esting this Record will read to the people of the United States 
about to-morrow or the next day when it gets all over the coun- 
try about the Vice President ruling in substance that a Senator 
must not look toward the Republican side; that he must hold 
his face very straight; that if he means the Republican side he 
must look toward the Demecratic side—trying him on his ex- 
pression, trying him on ‘his ‘gestures, 

However, let me finish with this remarkable situation— 
but with the context, ‘the attitude, and the expression that went with 
them, the Chair is of the opinion that they did contain an imputation to 
1 unworthy and unbecoming, and that the words were not 

To other Senators! ‘The Chair did not say the Senator from 
New York; no specific Senator was named, even in the ruling 
of the Chair. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President 

Mr. HEFLIN. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. LODGE. The Senator is entirely correct. My point of 


order was not applied to the Senator from New York [Mr, 


WADSWORTH] at all. I said, Other Senators.“ 

Mr. HEFLIN. That is right; the Senator from Massachu- 
‘setts said, “Other Senators.“ How vague the situation is. It 
is as “nebulous as Mark Twain's dim puff of star dust lost in 
the blaze of the milky way.” Other Senators! I might ask 
what Senators? “ Well,” they might say, thut is none of your 
business; just other Senators.” 

Well, what am T being tried for? 
the expression you had on your face. 


“You are being tried for 
You are being tried for 


the gestures which you made; that is what you are being tried 


for.” I answer the rule does not say that. 
read the rule: 

No Senator in debate shall, directly or indirectly, by any form of 
words impute to another Senator or to other Senators any conduct or 
motives unworthy or unbecoming a Senator. 

“Any form of words”; not any form of gestures, not any 
form of expression, not any tone of voice. But the Presiding 
Officer, himself from Massachusetts, says— 
but with the context, the attitude, and the expression that went with 
them, the Chair is of the opinion that they did contain an impuation 
to other Senators unworthy and unbecoming, and that the words were 
not in order. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator? 

Mr. HEFLIN. I am glad to yield to my friend from Arkan- 
sas. 

Mr. CARAWAY, If the ruling of the Chair stands, speeches 
in the Senate will have to be reported with a motion-picture 
camera and a phonograph, will they not, so that it may appear 
in the Recorp how the Senator looked and what he said and 
what was his tone of voice? 

Mr. HEFLIN. Absolutely, Mr. President; and if the Repub- 
lican Party remains in power much longer—God forbid—the 
time will come when you will have a committee appointed to 
censor every speech made in the Senate by a Democrat or a 
Progressive to determine whether or not it shall go in the 
RECORD. 

The Senator from New York pointed out that Senator HEFLIN 
inserted laughter.“ Well, there was laughter, but the Recorp 
did not show it. It was here in the Senate, and it rang areund 
this gallery; and I would have been very foolish to have in- 
serted it if I had not known that I could prove by Senators 
that the people in the galleries and the Senators themselves had 
laughed out right at that point. I inserted it because it was a 
part of the true proceedings of the Senate; that is why I in- 
serted it. What was wrong about that? 

Now, Senators try te make it appear that the Senator from 
Alabama changed his speech. He did not do so in any material 
way; he made minor corrections. All do that every 
day. I made one change for the Senator in his own interruption 
of me. I did not think he would have an opportunity to see 
the Recorp, and as it came to me it read: 

I have asked a question, and the Senator could not ask It. 


Now I want to 
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I knew that he meant “I have asked a question, and the 
Senator could not answer it,” and I did him the kindness, while 
he was cooking up something against me, to write in the word 
“answer” for him and scratched out “ask,” because I knew 
that was what he meant and probably that is what he said, and 
the reporter in the confusion might have gotten it, “I have 
asked a question, and the Senator could not ask it.“ There is 
no sense in that, and I thought the Senator from New York 
was clever enough to know what the English language means 
and he meant to say, I have asked a question, and the Senator 
could not answer it.“ I violated the rule then, probably, but I 
struck out “ask” and put in “answer” to help out the Senator 
from New York. But I find from the press this morning, when 
I was trying to help the Senator from New York, that some of 
the papers have carried it over the country, misrepresenting the 
situation that existed here, and said that the Senate sustained 
the rebuke to Senator Herttn for his attack on Senator Waps- 
wortH. That is not the truth. There is no amount of censure 
and rebuke that can be administered to me here by the Repub- 
lcan Party that will keep me from trying to speak the truth 
into this CONGRESSIONAL Recorp. I am of the opinion that this 
performance and attack on me was a framed-up matter; and I 
understand that they have got one framed up for my friend 
from Iowa [Mr. BrookHarr], and he is to be lectured pretty 
soon. Well, let it come. I hope I am present when it happens. 

Now, Mr. President, I want to read from the Washington Post: 


By a vote of 40 to 28 the Senate first decided t Senator Herrin 
had violated the rules by referring to Senator WAÐSWORTH ( epub- 
lican), New York, in Thursday's discussion of British debt fu es 


* zapr ee of the “bond sharks and big financiers of 
ree ” 

That story does not speak the truth; it is an incorrect state- 
ment as to what occurred in this Chamber. 

The Republicans may want to get out of the hole they are in, 
but they can not do it. This Recorp has got to speak the 
truth. Every Senator who yoted yesterday to sustain the ruling 
of the Vice President voted to suppress free speech in this 
Chamber, and in voting to sustain the Vice President’s ruling 
they must answer for it at the judgment bar of the American 
people. Free speech is a sacred institution in this country. 

Now I want to read extracts from some of the other papers 
of yesterday. 

Here is the Philadelphia Inquirer: 

A statement by Senator Herrin, in criticizing the British debt ar- 
rangement, that he represented e American people and not “the 
bond sharks and big financiers of Wall Street,” was held by the Vice 
President to be a reflection upon Senator Wabswonrn— 

I submit that from this report the Vice President reflected 
on the Senator from New York, and not myself— 
although Senator HErtIN, supported by Senator ROBINSON, Democrat, 
Arkansas, denied any infraction of the rules. 

Do you get that, Senators? I want that to get in your minds 
good. This is the Philadelphia Inquirer: 

A statement by Senator Hxrrix, in criticizing the British debt ar- 
rangement, that he represented e American people and not “ the 
bond sharks and 1 of Wall Street,“ was held by the Vice 
President to be a ection upon Senator WADSWORTH. 

So much for that. 

Mr. President, of course it has no connection with what I am 
saying, but the greatest evangelist, probably, that ever put his 
foot upon the soil of the United States, Sam Jones, born in 
Alabama, said: It's the hit dog that always hollers.” 

SEVERAL Senators. “Howls.” 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, if the Senator wants to be 
absolutely correct, he said “yelps.” [Laughter.] 

Mr. HEFLIN. Well, “ hollers,” “howls,” or “ yelps,” or all 
three, Mr. President. [Laughter.] I have heard all sorts of 


‘noises since I fired into the camps of Wall Street night before 


last. Some of them are yelps, some of them are howls, and 
some of them are hollers. They will not hear the last of that 
incident for some time, 

Now, here is one from the New York Tribune. It says: 

The debate— 

Referring to night before last— 
took on a personal tone and wound up about 6.80 p. m. with a con- 
troversy over whether Senator Herrin, of Alabama, should be ed to 
order for remarks that seemed to imply his belief that some tors 
represented the “ bond sharks of Wall Street. 

“Belief”! The rule says “by any form of words.” The 
effect of the Vice President’s ruling is “ expression of the face,” 
“ gesticulation with the hand,” “attitude”; and this paper 
says “ belief,” what I had in my mind. Why, they are going to 
try me on my secret thoughts; and if they were to go into 
the secret recesses of my mind and get out my opinion of some 
people, it would startle the Nation. [Laughter.] 

The VICE PRESIDENT rapped with his gavel. 


Mr. HEFLIN. I read on: 


t seemed to im his belief that some Senators resented 
P oft Wall Street. Var 


Tha 
the “ bond Senators Lonen and WADSWORTH 
oined in iag Senator HEFLIN to order, and WADSWORTH also too 

EFLIN tọ ta for an alleged statement that Chief Justice Ta 
represented Wall Street. Senator HEFLIN flatly denied he made any 
such charge. 

Why, Senators, it is going to get so under Republican rule 
that a Senator, if he wanted to criticize a Chief Justice or an 
Associate Justice—as I and other Senators have the right to 
do—will not dare to do it. Why, the other night, when I was in 
this colloguy with the Senators from New York and Massa- 
chusetts, when I said that Mr. Taft had gone to London, and 
some of them reminded me that he was Chief Justice when he 
went, and I said, “ That makes the case stronger,” the Senator 
from New York jumped to his feet, looked to the city of refu 
the Vice President, and said: “ Mr, President, he has offend 
again.” I looked for him to say next: “Put him out! Put 
him out!” 

Mr. President, little by little and bit by bit I want to get 
the facts in the Recoxp. 

Now, listen how these papers contradict one another, Some 
of them are fairer than others, and those that are at all fair, 
I think, try to be entirely fair, I think maybe sc Si their 
reports—the boys do help each other in that way—from some- 
body else; but I want all of those that are my friends and the 
friends of free speech to look after the news themselves here- 
after as far as I am concerned, because if you rely on some 
of these fellows that represent these Wall Street sheets they. 
will put poison in it for me, because they have been told to 
suppress me, But, Mr. President, this is not the first time in 
the history of this Government that a Senator has fought for 
the rights of his people. It is not the first time in the history 
of this Government that a Senator has been heckled and efforts 
made to intimidate him and to suppress him. All along the 
way there have been men who would stand up and fight for 
what they believed was right and others to sustain them in it 
when they have made such a fight. That fight is going on he 
now. The Democratic Senators are rallying to my support an 
the progressive Republican Senators are doing the same thing. 

Now, listen to this. Here is the Baltimore Sun: 

The debate ended with the abrupt adjournment of the Senate after 
Vice President Coolidge had ruled that Senator HEFLIN had imputed 
to other Senators unworthy motives when they upheld the conces- 
sions made to Great Britain. He had spoken of “bond sharks” and 
financiers of Wall Street. 

Now, just by itself does not that make a glorious little 
chapter—that the Senator from Alabama had referred to bond 
sharks and financiers of Wall Street, and he was called to 
order because it reflected on other Senators? I submit that 
the charge is made by somebody else. I submit that I can not 
be tried for what I had in my mind, whatever I thought, be- 
cause the rule says “form of words”; but the Chair has set 
a new precedent, and I must be careful about my gestures. I 
shall have to practice on that. I sball bave to stand before a 
mirror and practice, so as to keep from violating that precedent 
set by a Republican Vice President, and I shall have to prac- 
tice facial expression also before the mirror in order that I 
may have a pleasing look, if that is possible, when I am arraign- 
ing the Republican Party. I must get up on these things. 
We have something new under the sun here now—beliefs, ex- 
pressions, gestures. Oh, what a glorious situation we are 
coming to under the reign of the boss-ridden, time-serving 
Republican Party! 

I hope I have not offended the rules in saying that. I looked 
to see some Republican rise to his feet, however, and call me 
to order. 

Mr. President, Just another word or two, and I will not delay 
the Senator from New York. I have no desire to delay legisla- 
tion—legitimate legislation, honest legislation—and I do not 
want to hold back these measures that must be passed in order 
to keep the governmental machinery going; but I intend to 
see to it that, so far as I am concerned, the Rxconp shall at 
least speak the truth as to what occurs in this Chamber. I 
do not intend that any newspaper—I do not care how big it 
is or how much money there is back of it—shall misrepresent 
what goes on here. I have but one time to live. I go this way 
but once. I have been called to this position of trust by the 
people of Alabama. They elected me as a Senator to represent 
them in part in this body. It was the crowning glory of my 
ambition from my youth time. I ought to feel grateful to them. 
When I was elected I promised on my bended knees that I 
would give them the very best service that I was capable of 
giving, and I am trying to do that, against great odds, against 
all kinds of handicaps, against misrepresentation by a subsi- 
dized press, against efforts to suppress me and to intimidate 
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me by the leaders of the Republican Party. But these shall 
not deter me in the fight that I am making for the liberty of 
the citizens and the freedom of the press, for the rights of the 
people as I see them. 

Now, here is another—the New York Herald. I want Sena- 
tors to hear this: 

In a tirade against Great Britain, the Republican Party, the British 


and American debt-funding commission, and the opponents of the sol- 
diers’ bonus, Senator HEFLIN broadly intimated that Senator Waps- 
WORTH practically represented the bond sharks and big financiers of 
Wali Street.” 

Oh, how they are going out of their way to make it appear 
that I made a personal attack on the Senator from New York 
(Mr. WADSWORTH] in order to excuse them from the vote that 
they cast yesterday, which tied around the neck of every one 
of them a body of political death. You can not suppress free 
speech in America. You can not get away. with the act that 
you perpetrated yesterday. The people of America, if they have 
the courage and the moral stamina left that I believe is inherent 
in them, will smite you hip and thigh when you come before 
them asking them to send you back to a Chamber where you 
solemnly voted to suppress free speech, to tie the hands of a 
Senator, to close his mouth and prevent him from telling to the 
country what he believed was to the best interests of his 
country. 

Now, listen to this: 


resenting the charge that “ Alabama is always being robbed by Wall 
Street,” called attention to the fact that New York had voted a sol- 
diers' bonus and that Alabama had not done so. 

Mr. President, I was not angry when that was going on. 
The Senator from New York, with his placid face, if I may 
refer to facial expressions, since expressions have become a 
precedent in this body—his face was wreathed in smiles when 
he was carrying on that part of the colloquy, and I was in the 
best of humor. 

I hope that I did not violate the precedent regarding expres- 
sion and gestures when that part of the thing transpired; but 
this paper says that I got angry. Not at all. Finally, the 

nator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce] rose—the author of 
the old force bill in the House; the force bill, that sought to 
put military rule upon my people in reconstruction days, when 
the Confederate soldiers, gray remnant of the Confederate 
Army, came home to start life over again on the shattered 
ruins of war, struggling amidst the difficulties that beset them 
then, slavery gone, the old order gone, a new situation upon 
them, and our people trying in good faith to build up again, 
to take their place back in the Union of States. Yes; the 
Senator from Massachusetts was the author of that obnoxious 
and hated force bill, and that force bill sought to put about 
every ballot bex in the South bluecoats with bayonets to intimi- 
date those who would control the election in order to preserve 
white supremacy in the Southern States. 

In spite of all that, Mr. President, when he rose and called 
me to order the other night, it came like a thunderbolt from a 
clear sky. I would not have thought that even the Senator 
from Massachusetts, with his force bill record, would have 
done that; but he halted me because I said, “I do not repre- 
sent Wall Street. I try to speak for the American people,” and 
so forth, That is the offense I have committed. That is why 
I was rebuked. That is why I was stopped from speaking, 
and that is why the Vice President, after it was all over and 
the roll had been called and I rose to proceed, did something 
new under the sun again, when he said that I could not pro- 
ceed without the consent of the Senate. The Senator from 
Arkansas reminded him that there was no rule to that effect, 
after other things had transpired, and then, when I rose in my 
place and said, “As a United States Senator from Alabama, I 
demand recognition in my own right,” I was recognized. 

We are making some precedents, too, Mr. President, and I 
am making a record for the American people to read. I want 
them to know what happened in this Chamber, and that is 
why I am speaking to-day. 

Now, I want to say another thing in this connection. This 
article says, “In a tirade against Great Britain.” There is 
not a word of truth in it. I have always loved the mother 
country, and when the war with Germany came on, I supported 
the program that called our boys to the colors. I praised the 
valor of the heroic British soldier when General Haig, with 
his army, said, “ Soldiers, your backs are to the wall. There 
is nothing to do but to die.” I said, “I pray God that our 
troops will arrive in time to strike the decisive blow.” I have 
not uttered a word against Great Britain. I have not criticized 


Great Britain at all. I did say that it had been said that 
Great Britain had the smartest diplomats in the world, and 


that Great Britain knew what she was doing when she was 
sitting behind closed doors with our Republican partisan com- 
missioners, here in Washington, putting this debt arrangement 
over, and I did intimate that Great Britain had had accepted 
just what she wanted accepted and that they got exactly what 
they wanted; but I never attacked Great Britain; I never 
criticized Great Britain. I was calling attention to her shrewd- 
ness, and how she was able to manipulate our commissioners 
and put over what she wanted. But this report goes out that 
the Senator from Alabama “in a tirade against Great Britain.” 
It is not so. I am the friend of Great Britain, but I am the 
friend of my own country first. 

Mr. President, in a debt settlement with Great Britain I am 
on the side of my country, and if I have offended by saying 
that I did not represent the Wall Street interests, I have no 
apology to make, either to those who were offended or to Great 
Britain, for that statement. 

But I want to call attention to what happened here. The 
Senator from Wisconsin, in a terrible tirade against the Sena- 
tor from Iowa [Mr. BrookHanrt], classed him with the soviets 
of Russia, with one of Lenin’s followers, and nobody called 
him down. Another Senator said that the Senator from Ten- 
nessee, one of the best Democrats in this Chamber, one of the 
best Americans in it, and a man who was whole-heartedly 
with his country and its war program throughout, was tainted 
with pro-Germanism because he dared to criticize this debt 
settlement suggested with Great Britain. But nobody called 
the accusing Senator down. But when I put my hand on the 
sore spot, when I stormed the citadel of the evil, when I stood 
knocking at the door of Wall Street, with all its evils, then 
it was that I was called to order. That is the offense I have 
committed, and I have no apology to make for it. 

I forgot to read a part of a telegram addressed to me, which 
is as follows: 

Newark, N. J. 

The majority of the American people are with you in your masterful 
fight against the Wall Street sharks, the plunder: international 


bankers, and the tools of the money power after the remeditated 
criminal deflation policy, defrauding the people and ban upting the 


farming interests. 
J. A. May, Hotel Savoy. 
WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 18793) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I renew my request for unanimous 
consent that the formal reading of the bill be dispensed with, 
and that the bill be read first for amendment, the committee 
amendments to be acted upon when reached in the reading of 
the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. KING. I presume the request of the Senator implies 
that the text of the bill will be read? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; for action on the committee 
amendments, My object is to avoid the formal reading. 

Mr. KING. Just so the entire text of the bill is read, I 
haye no objection. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It will be handled just as the other 
appropriation bills have been handled. 

The VICH PRESIDENT, Is there objection to the request? 

Mr. KING. With the understanding which I have indicated, 
that the bill shall be read in full, I have no objection. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair hears no objection, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, before the reading of 
the bill is commenced, I desire to present the report of the 
Committee on Appropriations which accompanies the bill, to- 
gether with a supplemental statement, to be printed in the 
ConcGRESSIONAL Recorp at this point. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 

The report and supplemental statement are as follows: 

Mr. Wapswortn, from the Committee on gi ae Mona, submitted 
the following report to accompany H. R. 18793: 

The Committee on Appropriations, to which was referred the bill 
(H. R. 18793) making appropriations for the military and nonmilitary 
activities of the War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 

24, and for other purposes, reports the same to the Senate with 


various amendments, and presents herewith information relative to 
the changes made: 


Amount of bill as 
Amount added by 


Amount of bill as reported to Senate (this sum 
includes $28,964,150 for river and har 


bor 
work not estimated for by the Budget) 340, 341, 396. 28 
——"s 


assed House... ͤĩ„,edg72k 


$333, 654, 204. 00 
enate (net). oe 


6, 687, 192. 28 


Amount of estimates for 1924_~ 


8 of 8 e ia 330, 074, 738. 87 
e as report e Senate: 
Exceeds the estimates for 1924 20, 567, 417. 00 


Exceeds the appropriations for 1523 — 10, 266, 65 
The changes in the amounts of the House bill recommended by the 
committee are as follows: 


Office of the Secretary: BEAT 
ce 
Contingencies of the Army $15, 000. 00 
General Staff Corps; 
Military Intelligence Division, contingent ex- 
DONE RI PERE EEO = 82, 680. 00 
A W General’s Department: 
* 1 Coego E a EE E S 3, 00 
y post exchanges. Ä 10, 00 
Total, General Staff Corps 13, 040. 00 
Organized Reserves = 
LAY and allowances of officers called to active 
uty for 15 days’ training 200, 000. 00 
Pay of officers pose e to active duty for more 
than 15 days’ t . ͤ Baers 100, 000. 00 
Wilkes ge oa io — 25, 000. 
Enlisted Reserve Corps — eca 2, 500. 00 
Mish 2 regimenta , eps jendia ant aeti 4 
1 — un nance of camps o ruc- 
— . Suton = a aR cae at 144, 400. 00 
R Meers’ Trainin, meral ex- 
serve, 15 5 Cpa ae sà PEE PL smc 5 750, 000. 00 
citiian. military training camps, expenses 200, 000. 00 
Total, Organized Reserves__.._..-_---.--+- — 1. 421. 900. 00 
FF. 
Finance Department: 
Pay of retired enlisted men —2 200, 009. 00 
Day: maT ee ee Se ee 30, 600. 00 
Total, Finance Department 230, 000. 00 
O y am aaa. i 
Quartermaster Co 
Subsistence o the Nen 250, 000. 00 
eee Of the rr ieee 500, 000. 
ä 10, 000. 00 
* ut at Langley Fi Field, . 85, 000. 00 
Military pone; walian Tatand TRUC ENNET 000. 
Hospital at Fort Benning, STR — 275, 000. 00 
Total, Quartermaster Corps 1, 192, 000. 00 
——— 
Medical 8 tment.: 
Office of Surgeon General, salaries---___---—_ ani 4, 200. 00 
Corps of Engineers : 
Installation and replacement of electric light 
and power omnis, Philippine Islands. — 200, 000. 00 
Ordnance Departm 
898 ag eee of mobile artillery, 
RT ENE ISS E SPENT a 23, 500. 00 
Chemical Warfare Service: 
General expenses. M 50, 000. 00 
National trophy and medals for rifle contests: 
Dr . ͤ—. A 1. 000. 00 
Militia Bureau: 
Forage, bedd ete. — — ties 215, 000. 00 
Compensation for help for care of animals, etc.. 650, 000. 00 
Expenses of camps in 9 1, 000, 000. 00 
military service schools — 50, 000. 00 
Pay of property and disbursing Officers of the 
Üni ited: States nargain 5, 000. 
Transportation of pment and supplies 25, 000. 
Arms, uniforms, and equipment.._._.....-..--- 1, 000, 000. 00 
Total, Mifrtia Bureau 2, 945, 000. 00 
Quartermaster AE ok 
National cemeteries, maintaining 20, 220. 00 
on of remains of officers, soldiers, and 
wilian employees ILAH 10, 000. 00 
Total, Quartermaster Corps 30, 220. 00 
Corps of En 
Militar Memori — eye eg 2 
ron an s 
EEE 3 535, 000. 00 
Total, Corps of Engmeer s 535, 720, 00 
ET... 
Panama Canal 
T TTT 34. 422. 28 
Civil government ü(—ç˖:44„%:P 76, 200. 00 
Total, Panama Canal 110, 622. 28 
B —— 
e ðͤ v 8, 804, 882. 28 
DECREASE. 
Adjutant General's Department: 
i Fort Leavenworth, Kans, service school „ 2,800.00 
gan a raga Corps: 
alks, wharves, and drainage 50, 000, 00 
Ses o Í the Quartermaster General, sularies 840. 00 
Total, Quartermaster Corp 50, 840. 00 
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— — $319, 773, 979. 28 


( SS EES AE $650. 00 
Military Academy 
Permanent tstablishment TTT 1, 000. 00 
Quartermaster Co! 
National ce 1 12, 000. 00 
Engineer Corer 
in at Juneau, Alaska 400. 00 
Rlvers and harbors, examinations and Surveys 50, 000. 00 
Total, Engineer Corps 50, 400. 00 
Total decrease____..-__-_ ͤüũ vdagydwmqwͤ„ũ6 EER 117, 690, 00 
Total net incresve oso 192. 28 


6, 687, 
Amount of bill as reported to Senate — 340, 341, 396. 28 


War Department bill, 1924. 


6,087,192, 28 


The Assistant Secretary preceeded to read the bill. 

The first amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “Contingent expenses, War Depart- 
ment,” on page 4, line 14, after the word “exceeding,” to strike 
out “$45,000” and insert “$102,980,” so as to make the 
paragraph read: 


For „ and binding for the War its bureaus 
and for all printing and binding for the. la ee ae 
Under the’ War Department, except. such as may 


authorized 

law be done . — “than at the 
ce, $000,000: Provided, That the sum of 
be used for + Praag 

bulletins under the direc- 
oe 

0 ar, an 
exceeding 0 shall be avati for printing and bi under 
the diretion a the Chief of Engineers. s 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should Tike to have an expla- 
nation by the Senator from New York as to the reason for 
that increase, and if the Senator will do me the kindness, I 
shall be glad to have him explain why so large a sum as 
$600,000 is required for printing, in view of the fact, as I 
understood, that the greater part of the printing of the de- 
partment is done at the Government Printing Office and would 
be covered by anether appropriation. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in reply to the last part 
of the question of the Senator from Utah, let me say that the 
printing done for the department by the Government Printing 
Office is charged against the War Department and is paid for 
out of this appropriation. 

The $600,000 appropriation covers, for the first time, the 
printing for all the War Department activities, military and 
nonmilitary, both in the department proper and in the field. 
For the first time we have put all the printing under one 
item. Heretofore the printing has been carried in many, many 
items under the different bureau or division heads. A new 
policy, which I think is a sound one, is to group all the 
printing into one item and, incidentally, this appropriation of 
$600,000 is about $25,000 less than the aggregate of the print- 
ing appropriations for this year. 

Mr. KING. The Senator will pardon me for expressing 
approval of the policy of consolidation; but I had thought that 
with the return to peace, the printing would be considerably 
less this year than it was last year, and $25,000 seems to be 
a rather slight diminution. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There bas been a steady reduction. 
The Senater must understand that the department has to do 
an immense amount of printing, much of which has nothing 
to do with the Army. All the river and harbor printing, for 
example, is done under this appropriation; all the surveys, 
all the maps, all the charts used by the Engineer Corps for 
the navigation of the Great Lakes, all the printing in connec- 
tion with the national cemeteries, the Soldiers“ Home, and every- 
thing that is done by fhe War Department, come under this 
item, and this is a remarkable reduction, I think. 

Mr. KING. All of which indicates that the suggestion made 
by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran]’ is a sound one, that 
the War Department should not be charged with the rivers and 
harbors, and under this arrangement it will be given out that 
the War is costing $600,000 for printing, whereas 
a portion of that, I do not know how much, ought to be charged 
to rivers and harbors as such, rather than go as a charge 
against the War Department. As I understand, this $600,000, 


accordance with 
Government Print 


Surgeon 
medical 8 when approved b 
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then, covers printing done by the Government Printing Office. 
It is for any printing which may be done for the War Depart- 
ment, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is true. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Spencer in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Contingencies 
of the Army,” on page 5, line 7, after the word “ posts,” to 
strike out “ $62,980 ” and insert “ $77,980,” so as to read: 

For all contingent expenses of the Army not otherwise provided for 
and embracing all branches of the military service, including the office 
of the Chief of Staff; for all emergencies and „ expenses, 
including the employment of translators and exclusive of all other 
pesene: services in the War Department or any of its subordinate 

ureaus or offices at Washington, D. C., or in the Army at large, 
but impossible to be anticipated or classified; to be expended on 
the approval or authority of the Secretary of War, and for such 
purposes as he may deem proper, including the payment of a per 
diem allowance not to exceed $4, in lieu of subsistence, to em- 
ployees of the War Department traveling on official business outside 
777880 District of Columbia and away from their designated posts, 

iy le 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, the House committee, whose hear- 
ings I have before me, recommended, as I recall, at least, $62,980. 
While the increase is very small, was there testimony adduced 
before the Senate committee which, in the opinion of the Senator, 
justified the increase? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There was. The item has especial ref- 
erence to the work of disposal of surplus property of the War 
Department, the sales division, as it is called. The appropria- 
tion for the present fiscal year was $95,000. The Budget esti- 
mate was $77,980, which is the figure proposed by the Senate 
committee. The House cut under the Budget estimate about 
$15,000. We thought the cut was too severe in view of the obli- 
gations which are still remaining in the office of the director of 
sales of the War Department, the office which controls and 
guides the disposal of the surplus property. That property will 
be finally disposed of during the next year and the whole work 
will be wound up. 

Mr. KING. The Senator will recall that there has been a 
great deal of controversy in the Senate over the large holdings 
of surplus property by the War Department. Provisions were 
made in one of the appropriation bills, several years ago, as I 
recall, for the retention of a considerable number of Army of- 
ficers to aid in the disposition of the surplus property. My recol- 
lection is, and it is very imperfect, I will say to the Senator, 
that one or two years ago we were rather assured by the War 
Department that there would be a complete liquidation of the 
property, and a disposition of all that was not necessary. Here 
we are four years after the war. I am glad to receive the assur- 
ance of the Senator that all the property will be disposed of. 

May I say that in a number of States which I visited last 
summer attention was called by merchants and others to the 
large number of stores in the aggregate, the cost of maintaining 
which was very great and the sales seemed to be very small. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The department is maintaining no re- 
tail stores. That was given up nearly three years ago. 

Mr. KING, Then, are the stores being maintained by persons 
who have bought the supplies from the Government? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘They are. 

Mr. KING, They are called stores for the sale of Government 
supplies. The people with whom I spoke seemed to be under 
the impression that the stores were maintained by the Govern- 
ment. Then we are assured that the large number of automo- 
biles and trucks and the other war supplies which are declared 
as surplus will be disposed of during the coming fiscal year? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The trucks and motor vehicles have 
all gone, except those from time to time which are declared 
surplus for the reason that they are completely useless. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing to 
the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 5, line 7, after the word 
“exceed,” to strike out “$34,980” and insert “ $49,980,” so as 
to make the proviso read: 


Provided, That not to exceed $49,980 of the money herein appro- 
priated shall be expended for the parant of salaries of civilian em- 
ployees connected with the sale of war supplies and the adjustment 
of war contracts and claims ; 


The amendment was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had agreed 
to the report of the committee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to 
the bill (H. R. 18696) making appropriations for the Executive 


Office and sundry Independent executive bureaus, boards, com- 
missions, and offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, 
and for other purposes; that the House had receded from its 
disagreement to the amendments of the Senate numbered 3, 5, 
6, and 7 to the said bill, and concurred therein; that the House 
had receded from its disagreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 8, 16, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33, and concurred 
therein severally with an amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate; also that the House insisted upon 
its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate numbered 
10 and 25. 

The message also announced that the House had agreed to 
the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 12473) grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the Winco Block Coal Co., a 
corporation, to construct a bridge across the Tug Fork of Big 
Sandy River, in Mingo County, W. Va. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
bills of the following titles, in which it requested the concur- 
rence of the Senate: 

H. R. 10816. An act to fix the annual salary of the collector 
of customs for the district of North Carolina ; 

H. R. 13770. An act to amend the revenue act of 1921 in re- 
spect to capital gains and losses, and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 13827. An act relating to the sinking fund for bonds 
and notes of the United States. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


The message also announced that the Speaker of the House 
had signed the following enrolled bills, and they were there- 
upon signed by the Vice President: 

S. 4390. An act to amend the last paragraph of section 10 
$ „the Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 

H. R. 11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first 
floor of the customhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Cham- 
ber of Commerce; and 

H. R. 12473. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Wynco Block Coal Co., a corporation, to construct a bridge 
he the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, in Mingo County, 

. Va. 

UNVEILING OF BUST OF JAMES BRYCE. 


Mr. BRANDEGER. I ask unanimous consent to have the 
proceedings incident to the unveiling of a bust of James Bryce, 
a gift to the American people by the Sulgrave Institution of 
Great Britain, printed as a public document. ‘The proceed- 
ings took place here in the city a few weeks ago, and there 
ought to be a record of it for the Library and the office of 
the Architect of the Capitol. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


SAMUEL GOMPERS ON APPEAL OF GERMAN LABOR ORGANIZATIONS. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, if I may be pardoned for a few 
moments, I desire to invite the attention of the Senate to an 
article which appeared in yesterday’s Evening Star, under the 
following headlines: 


MEDIATION BY UNITED STATES IN RUHR INVASION ASKED BY GOMPERS— 
DECLARES APPEAL OF GERMAN WORKERS TO CONGRESS SHOULD BR 
HEEDED—MORAL RESPONSIBILITY SAID TO REST ON AMERICA—AMERL- 
CAN FEDERATION OF LABOR Heap Denounces COMPULSORY LABOR 
AND Says Days or SLAVERY are OVER. 


Continuing, the article reads: 


“The United States Government should extend its good offices as 
mediator in the Be Ruhr muddle,” Samuel Gompers, president of 
the American Federation of Labor, said to-day in a formal statement 
containing comment on the appeal of 12,000,000 members of German 
labor organizations sent to the American Congress, 

He gave his heartiest support to the appeal, and said that It de- 
serves serious and sympathetic consideration by the Government, point- 
ing out that there is a certain moral obligation . on this Govern- 
menr to help, despite the fact that it did not ratify the Versailles 
treaty. 


objection? The 


TEXT OF STATEMENT. 


Mr. Gompers’s statement follows: 

“The appeal of the representatives of the organized labor movement 
of Germany has my heartiest support. It deserves serious and sympa- 
thetie consideration by the Government of the United States. 

“The era has passed when compulsory labor can be imposed upon 
workers. The trend toward the abolition of slavery began three- 
quarters of a century ago. 

“The heart of the people of France tbrobs with 
opposed to the imposition of compulsory work upon t 
portion of the people of Germany. 

“The German poopie must understand that they can not entirely 
8 from reasonable payment for the e and devastation Which 
the Kaiser i their name so ruthlessly carried on. 

SHES MORAL RESPONSIBILITY, 


“ Though the Senate of the United States has refused to ratify the 
Versailles treaty, and therefore the United States is not legally bound 
by its terms, we can not escape the moral R which devolves 
upon us of recognizing that it was that treaty which ended the war 
and that the armistice was merely a stoppage of actual milltary con- 
fict, In formulating the conditions of the armistice the United States 
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was a party. Do what we may regarding our refusal to ratify that 
treaty, a moral obligation in ali honor requires that our country shall 
do its share in bringing about an arrangement between France and 
Germany, so that an honorable settlement of the awful situation aris- 
ing out of the dispute between these two countries may be accomplished. 

Mr. President, may I pause to remark that, in my opinion, 
Mr. Gompers accurately states the situation when he. de- 
clares that though the United States did not ratify the Ver- 
sailles treaty, a moral obligation which can not be shirked 
rests upon it when questions dealt with in the Versailles treaty 
are undder consideration. Mr. Gompers’s position apparently is 
that it is the duty of our Government to mediate in the con- 
troversy between France and Germany, and generally to take 
all steps within its power to prevent a conflagration which 
seems to be imminent in Europe, and which, if it occurs, may 
affect our own country and be carried to the ends of the earth. 
It seems clear to me that Mr. Gompers is correct in declaring 
that if the United States had ratified the Versailles treaty, 
or if there had been guaranteed to France the protection af- 
forded by the proposed treaty between France, Great Britain, 
and the United States, the chaotic and tragic situation now in 
Europe would not have developed, 

My own opinion is that the unsettled condition of Europe, 
the economic and political disorder, are largely the results of 
the refusal of the Senate of the United States to ratify the 
Versailles treaty. If this Nation, with its wealth and power 
and with its freedom from imperialistic designs and lust for 
territory, had become a member of the League of Nations, that 
organization, with its subsidiary agencies, established for arbi- 
tration, conciliation, and judicial decrees, would have been a 
yital organism and would have been able to direct the currents 
of European conflicts into safe channels. In other words, the 
league, with the machinery which it possesses, would have 
been enabled to bring into proper coordination, indeed coopera- 
tion, the nations of Europe which are members of the league, 
and controlled forces which have been sinister and destructive, 
resulting in confusion and chaos in many of the European na- 
tions. The league stood for something and promised some- 
thing. Without a League of Nations wars had come to the 
earth and alliances and combinations of various powers had 
divided races and nations, a8 a result of which international 
controversies were inevitable. The league, though a great 
experiment, was founded upon a recognition of enduring policies 
and principles, and a concept that there may be international 
brotherhood and international tribunals to determine conflicts, 
as there is fraternity among the people of a State and effec- 
tive judicial tribunals to settle disputes arising between in- 
dividuals therein, 

The article continues: 

COULD HAVE AVERTED CRISIS. 

“I repeat and emphasize the statement I recently made in comment- 
ing upon the Ruhr situation: That had our country ratified the treaty, 
or if we and Great Britain had guaranteed to France the protection 
which she so naturally and logically needs—that is, against future 
aggressions of Germany—no such situation as that which now exists in 
the Ruhr would have arisen. 

„ Now, I believe that our Government should tender its good offices 
as mediator. We have no selfish designs upon either of their countries 
or upon any country, and the offer to act as mediator should, in my 
Judgment be made in good faith to France and to Germany, and offered 
without regard to whether either or both nations will be pleased or 
displeased.’ 

That seems to be the end of the statement of Mr. Gompers. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. KING. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. I could not gather from the reading of the 
article, and I have not had time to read it, what Mr. Gompers 
suggests that we do. 

Mr. KING. This seems to be the only expression as to the 
policy to be pursued in the present Ruhr situation: 

Now, I believe that our Government should tender Its good offices as 
mediator. We have no selfish designs upon either of their countries or 
upon any country, and the offer to act as mediator should, in my 
judgment, be made in good faith, 

That, it would seem, is the only plan suggested by Mr, 
Gompers—that the President of the United States or the 
American Government should tender its good offices as mediator 

between France and Germany for the purpose of settling any 
controversy now existing. 

Mr. BORAH. But Mr. Gompers said we should have ratified 
the Versailles treaty. 

Mr. KING. Yes, 

Mr. BORAH. It is under the Versailles treaty that France 
is acting. Had we ratified it it would not have changed the 

terms of the treaty in any way. It is under that treaty that 
France is now acting. 
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Mr. KING. I grant that that is true, but it does not diminish 


the strength of the position of Mr. Gompers. 
stated, antecedent to the words which I just read. 

Mr. BORAH. I am not finding fault with Mr. Gompers's sug- 
gestion outside of the one proposition that he seems to think 
that if we had ratified the Versailles treaty the situation would 
be different, 

Mr. KING. Exactly. 

Mr. BORAH. I think it would have been worse. 

Mr. KING. That is the difference between the eminent Sen- 
ator from Idaho and the great labor leader, Mr. Gompers, whose 
vision upon questions affecting the United States and the peace 
of the world is large, and if some of his views had been fol- 
lowed, it would haye been for the benefit and advantage of the 
American people and the world, 

Mr. BORAH. They are not large enough to include Russia. 

Mr. KING. We all have limitations, but his attitude toward 
the Bolshevists has been vindicated. 

Mr, BORAH. I did not rise to criticize Mr. Gompers. I re- 
spect any views he may express. I only rose to ask how it 
would haye been helpful had we ratified the Versailles treaty. 
For instance, it might be said that it would have been helpful 
if we had been on the council of the League of Nations, but 
when the league wanted to take it up the other day Poincare, 
the Prime Minister of France, said it was not a matter for the 
league to consider, and he did not desire to leave the matter to 
that body, and therefore the league did not have anything to 
do with it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Idaho a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Utah 
yield for that purpose? 

Mr. KING. I yield for the ptrpose, if the Senator from 
Idaho will permit. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I should like to ask the Senator from 
Idaho if he does not believe that many things have happened 
since the treaty of Versailles was signed that never would have 
happened if we had ratified it with the league? 

Mr. BORAH. I can not recall anything that has happened 
that might not have happened if we had ratified it. There pos- 
sibly may be some things. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Does it not appear to the Senator that we 
might have been able to be of help to the world if we had sym- 
pathetically cooperated with it? Now the Senator believes that 
we may now step in, when the world is on the brink of an- 
other great conflict, and be helpful. Had we commenced four 
years ago and lent our aid and sympathy to the solving of the 
problems which now threaten to wreck civilization, might we 
not have been very much more helpful than to commence now?_ 
I am still in favor of the Senator’s resolution. 

Mr. BORAH. Here is where the Senator from Arkansas and 
the Senator from Idaho wholly differ. I think the wrecking 
of Europe is due to the Versailles treaty. Its terms were de- 
structive and impossible from the beginning. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am quite sure that the Versailles treaty 
ought never to have been agreed to unless we should have per- 
formed our obligations under it. The treaty itself I do not 
think anybody justified. It is a monstrosity in many of its 
features. But we did not keep it from becoming the law of 
Nurope by refusing to take our place with Europe in its admin- 
istration, because they had agreed among themselves and 
every evil feature of the Versailles treaty became operative 
without our assent, and by refusing to ratify it we are denied 
any possibility of being helpful in the solution of the many 
problems that did wreck Europe—I will not say threatened to 
wreck, because Europe is already wrecked. 

Mr. BORAH. I think the Senator from Arkansas might go 
much further and say that the Versailles treaty would never 
have been as bad as it is, as bad as it was at the time it was 
signed, if the view of the American delegation had been ac- 
cepted. But it was written, it was concluded, and as it was 
we were asked to ratify it. As it was written and as it was 
concluded it was destructive of the economic life of Europe, 
and, in my opinion, a menace to the civilization of the world, 
and that treaty is now being executed. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And now is being executed without any 
sympathetic agency to ameliorate its harshest terms. 

Mr. BORAH. This sympathetic agency had its inning at 
Versailles in trying to make the treaty a treaty of civilization 
instead of a treaty of war, as Clemenceau said it was, and as he 
always intended it should be. He boasted of the fact when it 
was concluded that the treaty of Versailles was a continuation 
of the war. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes. 


Mr. Gompers 
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Mr. BORAH. President Wilson, if we are to accept the state- 
ments outlined in Mr. Baker's book, stood against those propo- 
sitions. We had our inning there to ameliorate it and it was 
not ameliorated; it was put to us as a war proposition. 

Mr. CARAWAY. ‘The Senator from Idaho has a vision large 
enough to know that half the world can not be destroyed with- 
out the other half being destroyed. It seems, however, as 
though that it is a doctrine which the people are trying to lose 
sight of now that we can not sit here and see 250,000,000 people 
go down to destruction without seriously endangering our own 
existence. Would it not have been wiser to have joined with 
whatever saneness there yet was in Europe and have cooper- 
ated with it in trying to bring even a bad treaty to some kind 
of a workable status than to have participated in the making 
of the treaty and then washed our hands of it and gone across 
the sea 3,000 miles away and said. We will have no further 
concern with whatever destiny may overtake yon“? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if a proper treaty of peace 
had been made; a treaty of peace such as would have com- 
mended itself to the judgment of one who wanted to see 
Europe restored, I think there would have been many reasons 
why the United States should have ratified that treaty. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sena- 
tor from Idaho? 

Mr. BORAH. But if the United States wanted to be tied, 
hamstrung, absolutely prevented from ever again being an in- 
fluence in helping to relieve Europe, it would have been ac- 
complished by ratifying and making itself a part of the Ver- 
sailles treaty. 

For instance, England signed and ratified the Versailles 
treaty; but she is perfectly powerless to-day in any way; and 
she is powerless by reason of the fact, or more powerless by 
reason of the fact, that she is a signer of the treaty. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If England had not signed and ratified the 
treaty of Versailles, the world would have been in war three 
years ago. Whatever of sanity yet has been preserved in 
Europe the British Government has preserved it. I, who have 
heretofore been anti-British, say that. My people were ex- 
pelled from Ireland many years ago—for the good of Ireland; 
I have never heard anybody in Ireland complain about that 
fact—so that I have never been suspected of being pro-British. 
I am satisfied, however, now that whatever of sanity and 
whatever there may be that is helpful in Europe rests in the 
British Empire. If there had been a treaty of the kind which 
the Senator from Idaho suggests, a just and equitable treaty, 
one which everybody could haye approved, then we could 
safely have washed our hands of Eurepe and come home and 
said, “ Europe once more has a workable basis, a treaty that 
will enable her to solve her problems, and we can safely leave 
Europe to Europe.” But instead a treaty was made that the 
Senator says wrecked Europe. Then how could we, after we 
had been a party to the making of the treaty, say, “ We will 
not aid in sympathetically administering it so that some hope 
may be left to struggling humanity as it is now shackled in 
Europe“? 

Mr BORAH. The Senator from Arkansas goes too far. In 
the first place we were not a party to the making of the treaty; 
we were only a party to its negotiation up to a certain point. 
The treaty, however, was never made, and could not be made 
and be concluded until the Senate had ratified it. So it was 
never binding upon us. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I shall accept that technical view of it. 

Mr. BORAH. It is not technical; it is fundamental. Now 
another proposition 

Mr. CARAWAY. The treaty of Versailles was made; whether 
we ratified it or not, with all the harm that could have come 
to the world, it became an accomplished fact, and whatever help 
America could have been to the world was denied to the world 
by reason of the fact that the Senate refused to ratify the 
treaty while all of the evil was an accomplished fact. We said, 
“We will not bear any of the burden,” although we were so 
cowardly—I take that word back—we were so selfish that 
when we came to negotiate a treaty with Germany we pre- 
served under that treaty all the rights that had inured to us 
under the treaty of Versailles, while we repudiated every obli- 
gation that the treaty of Versailles had imposed upon us. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President 

Mr. KING. I yield to the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, it would seem that the po- 
sition of the Senator from Arkansas is this: The treaty of 
Versailles was a bad treaty and contained many infamous pro- 
visions, which have wrecked Europe. Therefore we ought to 
have ratified it, not for the purpose of enforcing it, which we 
would be in honor bound to do if we had ratified it, but for the 
purpose of tearing it to pieces, 


Mr. CARAWAY. Answering the Senator from Connecticut, 
if I may be permitted to do so—and of course no one will think 
I am criticizing any individual Senator for his views—here is 
the situation; We were a party to the making of a treaty 
which the Senator from Connecticut says wrecked the world; 
then, after we had shackled the world or had been a party to 
the shackling of it, if the Senator’s position is correct, we said, 
“We will not aid in the softening of the bonds that we have 
helped to forge for the world”; but after we had done that, 
after we had repudiated that obligation, we negotiated a separate 
treaty with Germany—and by force, because Germany was ab- 
solutely powerless to resist any terms which we demanded of 
her—and we repudiated all the worst features of the treaty of 
Versailles, but reserved unto ourselves all the advantages that 
acerued to us under that treaty, though we repudiate our 
obligations that we undertook when the German people signed 
the treaty. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. We were not a party to the making of 
the treaty of Versailles at all. The Constitution provides that 
the President may, by and with the advice of the Senate, two- 
thirds of the Senators voting therefor, make treaties. The 
President started a negotiation with the other powers, a nego- 
tiation for a treaty; but we never made a treaty. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
from Connecticut? 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. We negotiated a proposed treaty which 
was unsatisfactory to the other treaty-making branch of the 
Government of the United States. 

Mr, CARAWAY. If I may interrupt the Senator from Con- 
necticut, there is sitting just over on the other side of the 
Chamber the leader of the Senator’s party, the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE]. 

: Mr. BRANDEGEER. A very handsome looking gentleman, 
00. 

Mr. CARAWAY. We agree about that. He said, when the 
Senate was considering the treaty that concluded the war with 
Spain, that when the President negotiated a treaty we could 
not afford to repudiate the President; that there was such a 
moral obligation resting upon us that when we had become a 
party to the negotiation of the treaty we could not repudiate it. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Does the Senator believe that? 

Fs 8 Did the Senator from Massachusetts be- 
eve 

Mr. BRANDEGER. I do not know. Does the Senator ap- 
prove the position that we must necessarily ratify any treaty 
that the President may have negotiated? : 

Mr. CARAWAY. I do not want to be put in the position of 
approving anything a Republican does, and therefore I will not 
say that I approve it; but I will say that when we were a 
party to a war and when an armistice had been signed, prac- 
tically under the conditions we had dictated, and then when 
we took part in the negotiation of a treaty, which, I say, had 
many odious features, features that must be rewritten by the 
pen of the statesman or by the sword of the soldier, I can not 
concelve that any man who loves fair play and is willing to 
take his share of the responsibility in any game in which he 
sits would be to say, “ We repudiate all the burdens the 
treaty imposes; we will let the other parties, those we helped 
to shackle, be bound.” 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I assume the Senator believed In the 
treaty of Versailles, because he voted to ratify it. 

Meo CARAWAY. I was not a Member of the Senate at that 
e, 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. But the Senator has advocated it all 
the time. ` 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Senator believes that the United 
States should stand with the signatories of the treaty of Ver- 
sailles and undertake to preserve the territory and integrity 
and political independence as against external aggression of 
the 52 countries that compose the League of Nations. I do 
not; but it is perfectly idle to discuss now whether we ought 
to have ratified the treaty of Versailles or what the condition 
of the world would have been if we had done so. Those who 
believe that if we had ratified the treaty of Versailles the 
Austrians would have loved the Italians, the Bolsheviks would 
have loved the Poles, the British would have loved the French, 
and the Turks would have loved the Armenians are welcome 
to their opinion, but it can never be established beyond per- 
adventure. Why not take the situation as it is and consider 
what we shall do now? 

Mr, CARAWAY. I can establish the fact that under the 
policy advocated by the Senator from Connecticut everything 
has gone from bad to worse, and the world now trembles on 
the brink of the greatest catastrophe that it has ever wit- 
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nessed; so that, whatever the Senator may assume concerning 
those who wanted to pursue a different course, we are at least 
in a better position than is he, because something good might 
have come out of it, whereas nothing but evil has come out 
of the course which the Senator advocated. So we are at 
least able to say that we might have been helpful, while we 
know that your action has been destructive. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Senator knows nothing of the kind. 
In the first place, he does not know what my policy is. 

Mr. CARAWAY. But I am talking about how the Senator 
voted, and I know his policy and his vote are always in line. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I may be wrong 

Mr, CARAWAY. If the Senator will pardon me. I did not 


intend or desire to single out the Senator from Connecticut. | 


but I was speaking about the policy of those who advocated 
the rejection of the treaty, and the Senator was one of them. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I deem it a high honor to be considered 
worthy of the Senator’s steel, 

Mr. President. the truth of the matter is. although we may 
have, as certain Senators believe, lost what they call our 
“moral and spiritual leadership” of the universe, that the 
influence of the United States to-day, whether it is wise or 
beneficial or not, is paramount in the world, and everybody 
knows it 

In my opinion, if we had been in the League of Nations, 
where we would not have a policy except by the unanimous 
consent of the other members of the league and would have 
been fettered by that unanimous consent, we would be utterly 
powerless as compared to the position of supreme influence 
which we occupy now. : 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am more interested in that statement 
thun in any other the Senator has made. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I have some more I can make if the 
Senator wants to hear them. 

Mr. CARAWAY. We first want to verify the one the Senator 
has made. The Senator now says that we are the supreme 
power in the world. Will the Senator please tell us what influ- 
ence we are exerting on the crumbling condition of Europe 
now? Is the Senator of the bellef that, as the Senator from 
Idaho so aptly put it, that by having some one to peep in the 
back window while there is a conference going on in Europe 
we are influencing that conference; that unofficial observers 
over there, whom the Secretary of State said had no right to 
speak except to answer a question when it is asked of them, 
and had no right to make a suggestion or lay down a policy, 
does the Senator think we are influencing the world by them? 

Mr. BRANDEGEHR. Mr. President, I do not conceive it to 
be the duty of this country or this Government to lay down a 
policy for the world or to attempt 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator said we were the supreme 
power in the world. Now, whom are we influencing? What 
are we influencing them to do? 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I will answer the Senator. I do not 
know whom we are influencing, except to mind our own busi- 
ness as far aS may be compatible with doing our duty in the 
world; but, Mr. President, I say we are the Nation of supreme 
influence for this reason: All one has to do is to read the daily 
newspapers; there is not another nation in the world that is 
in trouble but is begging America to come and straighten out 
the trouble. r 

Mr. CARAWAY. But we do not come. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. No; we do not. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Then, what influence are we exerting on 
them when we will not accede to their demand? 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. When we see a dozen dogs in a dog fight 
and a peaceful dog watching to see if there are going to be 
any throats left untorn—— 

Mr. CARAWAY. So that he may cut them. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The influence the big dog might have in 
jumping into the scrimmage and taking them all by the neck 
and joining in the row might be beneficial; on the other hand, 
it might add to the trouble. Now, Mr. President, if the Senator 
will permit me a moment, Europe and Asia are full of rival 
nations, with rival instincts, religions, creeds, races, aspirations, 
dynastic and otherwise, and ambitions. There are too many 
different nations over there; they have their historic policies 
and their historic grievances and jealousies and hatreds, 
They are in a condition where they say, We are listening for 
the voice of America.” 

Mr. CARAWAY. And they do not hear it. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. They hear many voices, I think; among 
others, the Senator’s. Some of them are melodious and some of 


them are strident and discordant and make confusion worse 
confounded, Mr. President, this mêlée is going on all over 
the world, and it is said it is the plain duty of America to 
announce the policy and invent the formula by which universal 


love shall prevail and the precepts announced in the Sermon 


on the Mount shall henceforth be international law. Everybody 
shall now and henceforth be guided by nothing but justice and 
unselfishness and altruism, 

What is the formula? All these nations over there are bank- 
rupt and are quarreling and are jealous of each other. ‘T'was 
ever thus.“ Europe has been an armed camp and has been 
quarreling ever since the dawn of history and for thousands 
of years before it. There are many yoices of America, and 
Jet all these nations say, We will listen for the voice of 
America,” as though it were one coherent, unanimous voice. 
The Senator knows that this country is made up of the com- 
mingled races of Europe, and there are many voices in 
America, and if it were put to a vote in this country what 
this country should do, nobody knows what the people would 
say. The last verdict we had from the people was that those 
who opposed the ratification of the treaty of Versailles were 
justified by about 7,000,000 majority. : 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no. We had the last verdict last 
November, and they repudiated that. > 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I am talking about the last verdict on 
the treaty of Versailles, which the then President of the United 
States submitted to the intelligent electorate, as he said, to a 
grand and dignified referendum. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. There is not a Senator in this Chamber who 
is any more acute, if quite so acute, at drawing distinctions as 
the Senator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. I have to be when I talk with the 
Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And yet the Senator from Connecticut, 
with all his astuteness, could not tell to save his immortal soul 
where his candidate stood in 1920 on the question of European 
policies; and therefore, if the Senator could not know, how 
does he imagine all the people who voted in the election in 
1920 knew where Mr. Harding stood? Mr. Hughes, who was 
one of the master minds, and Doctor Sawyer, who was the 
other [laughter]—— 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Is this a question? 

Mr. CARAWAY, Yes; it is a question. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I wish the Senator would not make it 
such a compound question. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CARAWAY. It will be perfectly simple when I reach 
the end. Mr. Hughes said, “If you want a league, vote for 
Harding.” 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. And 81 others. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; and 31 others said it; and he was 
one of the master minds that your candidate, as soon as he 
got to be President, brought into the Cabinet. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Yes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Now, you did not know he was going to do 
that, because you did not agree with that. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Is this a question? 

Mr. CARAWAY. It is when I get through with it. 
be impatient. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I have undertaken some large contracts. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Do not be impatient. You did not know 
where he stood, and now how can you—— 

Mr. BRANDEGEE, That is an assertion, and not a question. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It is an assertion, because the Senator will 
not deny it. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I will not deny it; no. 

Mr. CARAWAY. No, of course; you can not afford to do it; 
and if the Senator from Connecticut, with all of his astuteness, 
did not know where the candidate stood, how does he imagine 
that the people had a referendum on the League of Nations 
when they did not have the opportunity to know even what the 
Senator from Connecticut knew? The Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Boram], sitting there, supported the candidate because he 
thought he was against the league, Hughes supported him 
because he thought he was for it. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Does the Senator call this a question? 

Mr. BORAH. No, Mr. President; the Senator is mistaken. I 
did not know definitely where Mr. Harding stood, but I did know 
absolutely where Mr. Cox stood. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Then the Senator cast a negative vote. 

Mr, BRANDEGEE. Mr. President, I have all that I can 
remember now. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I have another question when the Senator 
makes his answer to this. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The hopper is full now, and I hope the 
Senator will reserve the other one; but what I want to say is 
that nobody knew—— 

Mr. CARAWAY. Where the candidate stood. 
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Mr. BRANDEGEE (continuing). Exactly what the foreign 
policy of this country was going to be, in detail. That was not 
the question. 

Mr. CARAWAY. 
said they had. 

Mr. BRANDEGEER, Oh, no; the Senator has another think” 
coming. [Laughter.] The question was the question submitted 
by Mr. Wilson to the grand and solemn referendum, which was 
that the wicked men who had defeated the ratification of the 
treaty of Versailles should be retired to private life; and he took 
the judgment of the American people on whether or not they 
wanted that treaty ratified, and they voted by 7,000,000 majority 
that they did not. The people were not voting for any detailed 
foreign policy in the future beyond that one proposition. 

Mr. CARAWAY. May I interrupt the Senator? The Sena- 
tor then undertakes to say that the people did not vote for 
Mr. Harding. Well, I think he very generously absolves the 


I thought that was the referendum you 


people. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. They voted to put the Democratic 
Party out of power, and they did it by the largest majority 
ever recorded, 

Mr. CARAWAY. I know they did, and they admit they 
made the biggest mistake they ever made. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I have not heard such a thing. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator has not heard it? Did he 
not read the election returns last November? 

Mr. BRANDEGEE.. I did. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator could have heard it then. 
He heard it then, did he not? Your 7,000,000 majority had 
disappeared. 

Mr. BRANDEGER. The issue was not before the people 
then. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, the issue of this administration was 
before the people, with all of its master minds. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. Wilson's administration was not be- 
fore them. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Oh, no. If it had been, the world would 
have been happier. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. That is another guess of the Senator. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Sena- 
tor from Arkansas with a mild suggestion? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes, sir. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator from Connecticut [Mr, 
BRANDEGEE] a moment ago said that the American people 
voted against the League of Nations and against Wilson’s 
policy in that regard. I think that was what he said. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. The Senator's hearing is improving. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, there never was a greater 
mistake made than that. That never was the issue before 
the people at all. A whole lot of people on both sides tried 
to make it the issue, but it never became the issue. 

The issue really was a lot of German-American hyphenated 
citizens retiring to a private booth and voting against Mr. 
Wilson because he dared to make war on the Kaiser, and a 
lot. of Irish-American hyphenated citizens, much more loud 
in their protestations, dooming him to hell because he had 
appeared to be in alliance with Great Britain; and then there 
occurred the usual fall-down of a people who have been held 
up for three years to a high stage of altruism and intensive- 
ness—the collapse, the counteraction. It came in due time, 
and a whole lot of people in Wall Street and elsewhere said, 
“We are damned tired of paying so much taxes, and we want 
to stop it right now.” 

Mr. BORAH. Mostly elsewhere. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. So they said that maybe if the American 
people went into the League of Nations they might have more 
taxes to pay, and they were primarily opposed to paying 
taxes, as the middle class always has been. During the Vic- 
torian era in Great Britain they were constantly a clog upon 
British honor because they did not want to be taxed, and so 
they were here. 

Then there were a lot of asses who concluded that a great war 
ought not to cost anything, anyhow, who thought that you could 
conyert a people of 110,000,000 population from a peace power 
into a war power overnight and send them to Europe and have 
all that cost them nothing, and who thought that they had a 
right to complain because, after they considered the tax bill, it 
had cost a great deal. 

Mr. President, if there ever was a party that appeared in a 
national arena with contemptible and contemptuous motives, it 
was the Republican Party in the last campaign, They beat 
Woodrow Wilson all right; they beat the Democratic Party all 
right; and some of them are now contending, and amongst them 
the Senator from Connecticut, that they beat him upon the only 
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altruistic and unselfish and great and long and broad visionary 
thing that there was in the campaign, to wit, the League of 
Nations to keep the peace of the world amongst men of good 
will. The Senator from Connecticut is one of the few left. An- 
other I see before me, but there are not many, and they will not 
last very long; and after a while the United States will find out 
that these United States are a part of the world, and that they 
are a part of the European race, that they belong just as much 
to Europe as any other man of European birth in all Europe, 
and that they must do something to maintain the stability of 
the industries of the world, and something to maintain the peace 
of the world, and something to stop nationalistic and tribal 
hatreds all over the world. You will have to come to it after 
a while, as a baby comes to its milk—you must or starve, and 
you are going to do it—and when you come, you are going to 
come with all sorts of tergiversations and apologies and explana- 
tions of one description or another, telling how you have al- 
ways been perfectly consistent from the day you started your 
opposition to the League of Nations to the day that you em- 
braced it. 

All you want to do, all you are struggling for is a new inter- 
national understanding something like the League of Nations, 
except that you want the name of Woodrow Wilson, anathema, 
maran atha, shut out of the whole business, and you want it 
called by another name, and in less than three years you will 
have it. You will have it called by another name, and you will 
have Wilson anathema, maran atha, I suppose. Poor fellow! 
He enn not much resist it. He is sick. He did his fighting on 
the firing line. He fell wounded, fell shot pretty nearly to death, 
with the consciousness of your animosity in his mind while he 
fell and the consciousness of the full fact that you had fooled 
the fools and made him hated of the “ multitude.” I have never 
heard one of you express a note of sympathy for him—not one 
of you. When McKinley was shot, and when Garfield was shot, 
every Southern village displayed flags and expressed their sym- 
pathy with the President, but I have never heard a Republican 
in the Senate or in any partisan Republican newspaper express 
sympathy for Woodrow Wilson when he fell upon the firing line, 
and he fell as truly upon the firing line as any boy of mine or 
yours ever fell upon it in France. If you think that you ean 
torture the human conscience and the human sense of justice 
to the point where in the future they are going to justify that 
great defeat of everything right and altruistic and unselfish 
and ideal in the last campaign in behalf of everything prac- 
tically selfish and money seeking, you will find that you are 
mistaken. 

I had the honor once before to say upon this floor that the 
essentials of Christianity did not consist in the crucifixion; 
they consisted in the resurrection; and you have got to face 
the resurrection. Standpatters and progressives have got to 
get together somehow to face the resurrection, and when you 
try to get together to face the resurrection neither one of you 
will be resurrected, except perhaps now and then one or two 
of you in your positions in the Senate. I hope both of you two 
may—lI say this as a matter of personal friendship for you—I 
hope that you may be resurrected that far; but your party will 
not be, and nothing that you stand for with regard to world 
peace and world stability will be. In the twentieth century, 
when the world can be cireumnavigated in 10 days by an air- 
plane, any man who wants to isolate America from the balance 
of the European race, who wants to isolate America from the 
industrialism and the progress of the world, may be the smart- 
est man personally that he can be, as both of you are, but his- 
torically he is a fool, because he does not appreciate what the 
trend of the centuries amounts to. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Just wait a minute. This world has come 
to be a very little bit of a thing. It is not much larger than 
a county in Texas was 50 years ago. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I wanted to say a word for the 
sake of my friend the Senator from Connecticut, not for myself. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Let me finish this. The world is not much 
larger than a county in Texas was 50 years ago when it comes 
to getting together and having to stay together. 

Every white man all over this world is racially connected with 
every other white man all over this world, and they are bound 
to work out a common destiny. They could not prevent it 
even if they were fools enough to try to prevent it. You 
have to march in the same pathway somehow. ‘That is the 
great mistake France has been making lately. She seems to 
think she can dissever herself from the white race all over the 
globe, and can take an independent course with regard to Ger- 
many because Germany is disarmed and conquered, as she 
thinks and believes, and as is probably true; but it is a mis- 
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take. Yon can not govern this werld this way. Old Oxen- 
stierna told his son to visit Paris, Vienna, London, and other 
capitals “in order to learn with how little wisdom this world 
was governed.” God pity him, he did not live long enough! He 
ought to have lived until the last election in America was over 
and then he ought to have sent his son to all the precincts in 
America to learn with how little wisdom this part of the world 
is governed. 

Mr. President, the people now and then are fools, the people 
now and then.are asses, inexpressible asses, and they do things 
now and then that they themselves do not condone even the next 
morning, but in the long run the people are not asses, they are 
not fools, and they are coming back to the wisdom, the fore- 
sightedness, the longsightedness, the broad vision, and long 
vision that will make them remember that they are not a dis- 
severed part of the earth's population but that they are a part 
of the entire white man’s population of this globe, and that: 
they must cooperate with the other white men on this globe in 
order to prevent either a yellow peril or a black peril or some 
other sort of peril that may condemn them all to a common 
grave, not only common in the sense of being common to all 
of them, all of them sharing it, but common in the sense of 
being a plebeian grave, into which a gentleman never would 
have sunk if he could have helped it. He would have stood 
with his race all over the globe, defying the narrow and tempo- 
rary ignorance and folly of his race even, and the ill-concealed 
hostility of the balance of the “ children of men.” 

Now I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH. I have been thinking over the Senator's re- 
mark that personally I had an ordinary amount of intelligence, 
but historically was a fool, and I can not make the distinction. 
I do not know what the difference is between me historically 
and individually. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I can give the Senator an illustration, I 
had some ancestors who were very smart people, but fought 
for the Stuarts in Great Britain against Puritanism and the 
Commonwealth and the Parliament, They were wise men in- 
dividually, but historically they were asses. Does the Senator 
understand the illustration? ‘Their successors partially in 
my person have confessed that they were asses. 

Mr. BORAH. I have not any successors who are authorized 
to confess for me. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is the Senator’s own fault. He 
ought to have had children, anyhow. I have seven children 
and twelve grandchildren, and thank God I will have succes- 
sors, and so far as the human race is concerned for me, what- 
ever it may mean for the Senator from Idaho, I embrace Tom 
Carlyle’s idea that it is an association between the unborn 
and the dead and the living. So far as I am concerned, my 
family, part of them dead and part of them yet unborn and 
a part of us living, are a part of one individual and highly 
idealized thing. My idea of nationality is that a nation con- 
tains the dead and the living and the unborn. The man whose 
vision can not extend back to the past, to those who are dead, 
forward to the unborn, those yet to be procreated, as well as 
to the living, is a mere legalist, and I suppose you have heard 
my definition of a legalist. He is a man who can find no hope 
for the future and no happiness in the present, except when 
based on a precedent in the past. There are a lot of them, 
too, including the present Secretary of State, and various other 
people of that ilk. 

A thought strikes me all at once. The present Secretary of 
State was a member of “the league to enforce the peace of 
the world,” to “enforce,” remember that, “enforce.” En- 
force“ means to bring around by force if necessary, and he was 
right. The present Chief Justice of the United States was the 
president of the league to “enforce” the peace of the world. 
That was before they found out that Woodrow Wilson, poor 
fellow, was going to indorse it, and after they found out that 
he was going to indorse it, of course they were opposed to 
it. They thought that they could get along pretty well per- 
sonally inside of and with the Republican Party, and one of 
them has been rewarded ‘since by being made Secretary of 
State, and one of them by being made Chief Justice of the 
United States. 

I belonged to the League to Enforce Peace,” and finally, 
when I found out how this thing was going on, I wrote to them 
and said, I belong to this league, and I understood it was to 
enforce peace. I have never been ass enough to imagine that 
any court could have any influence in the world unless it had 
force behind it somewhere, patent or latent, actual or under- 
stood. So, when I joined your League to ‘ Enforce’ Peace, I 
thought you meant to enforce it. But when I find I did not 
isay then the future Secretary of State or the future Chief Jus- 
tice of the United States, because I did not know their future— 


“but when I found out that those gentlemen objected to the 
League of Nations principally on account of article 10, which 
hinted that there might be some enforcement of its terms, I 
ceased, spiritually at any rate, to be a member of the bedy, and 


I wish you would accept my resignation.” 


So I resigned and left them. 

Mr. President, the utmost humiliation I have ever had upon 
this floor was in seeing a few Democrats advecating the League 
of Nations and attempting to explain that there was no force 
behind it. If there was no force behind it, then it amounted 
to nothing. A justice of the peace without a constable, a cir- 
cuit court without a sheriff, a Supreme Court of the United 
States without its marshals, and, in the long run, the Army 
and Navy of the United States, is as helpless as a kitten play- 
ing with a rat, and everybody of any commen sense ought to 
know that. So, when I yoted for the League of Nations, I 
voted for an amphictyonic council of the civilized nations of 
the world to enforce peace, and to say that any outlaw nation 
that dared ever, under any circumstances, to make war with- 
out previously offering to leave the questions in controversy to 
a fair arbitrament was an outlaw nation, and thereby became 
an enemy of all the balance of the civilized world, and ought 
to be conquered as quickly as could be. 

You did not take that view of it. The American people did 
not, not because they were opposed to the League of Nations, 
but because the Germans were opposed to Wilson, because the 
Irish were opposed to him, and because the pacifists always 
were opposed to everybody who wanted to do anything much, 
and the Socialists also hit him under the left breast as they 
went along, and the balance of the electorate was “tired of 
Europe anyway,” and thought that by saying so they could 
get her out of our lives. So Wilson, poor fellow, was wounded 
on the line of battle, and retired to the White House, but has 
not received any pension as one of the disabled of the war, 
though he was as much disabled as any man who went into it, 
and for as high motives and as cruel and malicious and petty 
reasons. 

Oh, Mr. President, we, all of us, have to be one of two things. 
We can not worship God and worship mammon both the same 
day. If you want the peace of the world, you have to be for 
the peace of the world, and you have to love peace so much 
that you are willing to fight for it. A man who does not love 
peace enough to fight for it does not love peace at all. That 
was all there was in article 10, and these distinguished gentle- 
men, of course, quit because they wanted to maintain their 
political relations with you and the balance of your party, in- 
cluding the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Loper], 
who had made a very distinguished speech once in his life in 
favor of an amphictyonic council of the civilized nations of the 
world to maintain peace, although he did not call it by that 
particular name. 

Do you think you ean fool the American people for 20 more 
years, or for 10, or even 5, or even 4, upon that basis, when 
you and the Senator from Idaho are prepared to part company 
to-morrow upon some little domestic question involving putting 
public money into private pockets? You ean not do it. 

A distinguished German wrote a book once which he called 
“God in History "—* Gott in der Geschichté”"—outlining how 
throughout all the ages the will of God somehow had prevailed, 
going forward step by step along a broader line of vision—the 
human race going forward notwithstanding square heads and 
narrow heads, frequently honest with the will of God through- 
out all the time. 

You think you can stop it, but you can not. One of two 
things is absolutely certain: This world is going to chaos and 
anarchy and the white race is going to lose its rule over it, 
and the colored races in the world, whether in religion Mo- 
hammedan or Buddhist or Hindu, are going to attain sover- 
eignty and predominance—either that is going to happen or 
the white race all over this world will have to unite in a deter- 
mined, cooperative effort to secure the peace of the world 
among the white races. If we can secure that, we are safe 
from the inferior races; and if we can not secure it, we are not 
safe from the inferior races. They have the advantage of us 
in birth rate; they have the advantage of us in living close to 
the soil, and they are not our inferiors in mere physical courage. 
Many an average Mississippi “nigger” is not my inferior or 
yours as a white man in physical courage. You could not get 
50 negroes to face 50 white men, but you can get one negro to 
face one white man “ most any day in the morning.” 

Where is the Senator from Arkansas? I interrupted him, 
and I want to apologize for it; but I see that my interruption 
has caused his desertion of this august body, so I can not 
apologize. But I hope my words will be received in good part. 
Of course, both the Senator from Counecticut [Mr. BRANDEGEE] 


and the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram] especially, but all of 
the other Senators as well, I think, know that I do not hate 
anybody; I do not really dislike anybody. 

Mr. BORAH. Not even the Irish? 2 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not mind how mean a man may be, I 
do not much dislike him anyhow, and in what I have said I do 
not mean to hurt any man’s feelings, least of all yours, but you 
have to learn. Neither of you is too old to learn, although 
both of you are getting along pretty well. But you have to 
learn that this world goes forward by the will of God and does 
not go forward by your will or by mine; that you and I are 
just flies on the spoke of a wheel, and the wheel is going around. 

Mr. BORAH. I have always had that impression. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And all we can do is to let the wheel go. 
Now and then we may check up the wheel a little bit. But 
the will of God, which is the will of the Prince of Peace, that 
there shall be “ peace on earth among men of good will” has to 
prevail, and when you try to stop it you have gained a little 
momentary triumph—I believe 7,000,000 majority, was it not? 
However large it was 

Mr. BORAH. It was enough. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. For the time; yes. I thank God that above 
all things in the world public opinion is not in the long run 
measured by numberings. It is measured by weight. There is 
on this earth aristocracy of intelligence, and that will win in 
the long run. This aristocracy of intelligence can bring the 
democracies of numbers to their support after they have duly 
and completely explained just what they want and what the 
earth ought to have. We are going to have it, and you can not 
help it any more than one of my grandchildren could keep me 
from walking out of the front door if I wanted to do so. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I had not expected when I took 
the floor to read the admirable statement made by Mr. Gom- 
pers to precipitate a discussion over the League of Nations. I 
know the Senate is anxious to consider the Army bill, and I 
shall occupy but a few moments in replying to one or two 
statements submitted by Senators in the debate. 

First, I see nothing inconsistent in a profound conviction that 
the League of Nations is of importance in the world and that 
the United States should have entered the league, and a belief 
that it should now tender its good offices to prevent another 
conflagration in Europe; and the fact that France may have 
occupied the Ruhr under a technical construction of the Ver- 
sailles treaty is not incompatible with the view that the 
league is a salutary agency in the world and that the United 
States should have entered it. No one contended that the 
league would prevent all racial antipathy or prevent future 
wars. No one believed that when States were formed 
and courts established there would be perfect peace within 
the boundaries of those States and that all crimes would 
cease, There can be no question but that if this Na- 
tion were a member of the league France’s attitude would 
have been and would now be entirely different. Nor can there 
be any doubt as to what the attitude of Germany would be, or 
would have been, if the United States had been and was now a 
member of the League of Nations. It can not be said that the 
League of Nations is the cause of the present controversy be- 
tween France and Germany. Perhaps if there had been no 
league, and certainly if the United States had not been at the 
peace conference, terms would have been exacted from Germany 
which would have been more oppressive; and, quite likely, con- 
troversies would have arisen before this which would have re- 
newed the fires of war and brought about European conflicts 
of a most serious and destructive character. That the league 
has not had the influence and power that was designed that 
it should possess must be conceded, but it must also be said 
that the refusal of the United States to adhere to the league 
has been the principal reason for its weakness. 

It has been stated in the debate to-day, and that statement 
has often been made upon the floor of the Senate, that the Ver- 
sailles treaty was the cause of the industrial and political 
chaos of Europe. I grant that there are many harsh and 
unwise provisions to be found within the Versailles treaty. 
When we consider the circumstances under which it was pre- 
pared, it could not be otherwise. A world war had just been 
ended. Millions of men were still under arms, peoples were 
ready to fly at each other’s throats, and the smoke of battle 
was still in the eyes not only of those who had been under 
arms, but indeed millions of people, including statesmen and 
intellectuals. It was impossible in such a situation to prepare 
a treaty dealing with such momentous questions comprehend- 
ing continents and islands, indeed, seas and lakes and rivers 
in every part of the globe, that would be absolutely fair and 
just. It must be remembered what some of the objects of 
the victorious nations were. The allied and associated na- 
tions did not precipitate the war, but after the war was 
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thrust upon them they determined that when it ended cer- 
tain territorial adjustments must be made and ancient wrongs 
to defenseless peoples must be righted. 

Senators will recall that President Wilson stated what some 
of the objects of the war were, and what some of the terms 
of peace should be. The distinguished Senator from Massa- 
chusetts [Mr. Loben], in a very able and eloquent speech in 
this Chamber, declared among other things that when the 
war had ended, and when the terms of peace were written, 
provisions must be made in unmistakable language providing 
for the restoration of Alsace and Lorraine to France and that 
certain reparations and indemnity should be awarded against 
the central empires. He further declared that Belgium should 
be compensated and receive indemnities for the cruel wrongs 
which Germany had inflicted upon her. He further stated 
that Poland was to be reconstructed and a Polish State es- 
tablished, that Lugosmvla was to be recreated, and that the 
millions of Czechs and Slavs inhabiting what is now known 
as Czechoslovakia should have the right to set up a govern: 
ment of their own and be freed fram the autocratic power of 
Austria-Hungary. 


My recollection is that he spoke for Italy and demanded that 
territory which ethnically and geographically belonged to 
Italy should be restored and Austrian sovereignty thereover 
extinguished. Greece and Armenia, according to the view of 
the able Senator, were to receive consideration, and an Ar- 
menian State was to be established, and Greece was to regain 
territory which historically and by every standard of justice 
belonged to her. The American people, as well as the allied 
nations, perceived that when the treaty at the conclusion of the 
war was to be written ancient wrongs were to be righted, new 
boundaries of States were to be drawn, and new States were 
to be erected. 

Mr. President, I submit that the problems and the issues pre- 
sented at the peace conference were so stupendous that no 
treaty could be written that would be free from imperfections 
and devoid of serious mistakes. Those who participated in 
drafting the treaty undoubtedly perceived that changes and 
modifications in the terms of the treaty would be required and 
that rectification of boundaries would be necessary. We know 
that one of the controlling reasons that led President Wilson 
to insist upon making the covenant of the League of Nations a 
part of the treaty grew out of the knowledge which he had 
that changes in the treaty would inevitably be required. He 
saw that unless tribunals and instrumentalities were set up 
to make these changes they would be made by the sword and 
upon the battle field. He therefore insisted upon the creation 
of machinery, the establishment of arbitral tribunals and courts, 
and agencies of conciliation to whom appeals might be made by 
dissatisfied peoples and nations and whose influence and au- 
thority would be sufficient to rectify mistakes made and prevent 
resort to the hazards of war. 

Undoubtedly, as I have indicated, the treaty was imperfect. 
It was a mistake, unquestionably, not to have fixed the repara- 
tions to be paid by Germany. It is quite likely the terms ex- 
acted of Germany were too severe and that they should be modi- 
fied. But, as I have stated, if there had been no Versailles 
treaty there would probably have been some other treaty with 
terms more onerous and exacting. It has been said that the 
Versailles treaty did not regard the economic rights of the 
people of Europe and that territorial lines were fixed in con- 
travention of the economic and, perhaps, in some instances the 
ethnographic situation. Concede all this to be true, I repeat 
it is not sufficient reason to destroy the treaty root and branch 
and all the instrumentalities set up for its rectification, 

Mr. President, one other point, When the treaty was before 
the Senate for consideration there was but little said concern- 
ing the so-called injustices of its provisions. The storm raged 
around the provisions dealing with the covenant of the League 
of Nations. For months it was contended that these provisions 
set up a supergovernment and that the sovereignty of the 
United States was being jeopardized. It was argued that arti- 
cle 10 compelled the United States to go to war in defense of 
the territorial integrity and the political independence of all 
signatories to the treaty. It was charged that we were guaran- 
teeing the boundaries of all nations members of the league. 
Much irrelevant and hysterical talk was indulged in, and time 
has demonstrated that many of the prophecies made as to what 
the treaty was and what it meant were without foundation. 
But there was scant discussion of the so-called “ oppressive ” 
provisions of the treaty. The late lamented Senator Knox, in 
a very strong speech, contended that the treaty dealt harshly 
with Germany. Senator Thomas, from Colorado, contended 


that part 13, which dealt with labor and cognate questions, was 
very dangerous. The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. Mo- 
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€umsBer] also criticized the provisions of part 13 and I offered 
a reservation dealing with that important part of the covenant 
of the league. But, broadly speaking, there was no criticism 
of the treaty upon the grounds that it dismembered States or 
ignored economic and ethnographic and geographie lines or that 
it was unduly severe toward the vanquished nations. 

Mr. President, I am not arguing against modifications of the 
treaty; nor am I insisting that its provisions should be re- 
ligiously enforced. Upon the contrary, I concede its imperfec- 
tions, but insist that in the circumstances surrounding its 
preparation no better or more perfect instrument could have 
been expected. The nations of Europe and the signatories to 
the treaty should avail themselves ef the instrumentalities 
provided in the league and adjust any controversies that may 
arise with respect to the terms of the treaty or the manner of 
their enforcement. 

If the United States should not enter the league, it should, at 
least, not seek its destruction or attempt to prevent the realiza- 
tion of all legitimate and fair war aims as they were declared 
by the American people and by humane statesmen who con- 
trolled the affairs of the allied nations. And in this dark hour, 
our Nation should use its powerful influence to stabilize Europe 
and to bring peace and concord to a distracted and unhappy 
world. 

Mr. President, when interrupted sometime ago by the Senators 
who have given us a very illuminating discussion of the league 
and cognate matters, I was about to read a further brief state- 
ment appearing in the same paper as the article containing Mr. 
Gompers's statement and to which undoubtedly his statement 
refers, In an Associated Press dispatch from Berlin, the follow- 
ing appears: 

BerLIx, February 2.—The traditional American honor and a 
ciation of fair play" are appealed to in a me forwarded by lead- 
ing trade-union executives to the Senate and House of Representatives 
in Washington. 

The appeal, which gives expression to “the feeling of alarm“ with 
which 12,000,000 German workers view the Ruhr, voices the confidence 
that the United States did not enter the war for the purpose of anni- 
hilating the German people,“ and declares thut“ American honor as- 
1 this time can save Europe and the world from inevitable 

Mr. President, the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Branprcrr) 
stated that the United States occupies a paramount and pre- 
eminent position in the world to-day. Undoubtedly that is true. 
However, he insists that the policy suggested by the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. Boran] and by others, that our Nation should 
aid in composing the economie and industrial conditions of Eu- 
rope, is unwise and should not be followed. Our paramount 
position in this view is of no importance. If the Senater from 
Idaho shall offer his resolution again, asking that a conference 
be called to consider economic conditions in the world, as well 
as a further limitation of land and naval armament, undoubt- 
edly the Senator from Connecticut, adhering to the views which 
he had expressed, which means, as I understand them, that the 
United States shall pursue a policy of isolation, will oppose the 
same; and I have no doubt that the Senator will also oppose 
the resolution which I offered in November, 1921, calling for 
a conference of certain nations for the purpose of stabilizing 
exchange, facilitating trade and commerce and bringing about 
improved conditions throughout the world. Mr. President, as 
I see the situation, it is the duty of the United States to assume 
a position of leadership in the world. It should point the way 
for peace and progress and for material and moral advancement. 
This is no time for this Nation to hide its light under a bushel. 
It has been by Providence set upon the hill and its light must 
shine to illumine the world. 

z THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS. 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, in view of the range the dis- 
cussion has taken, and which I do not desire in the slightest 
to prolong, I think it would be useful to have printed in the 
Recorp at this point a summary of the work of the League of 
Nations, as recently published in the Kansas City Journal-Post. 
I therefore ask unanimous consent to have inserted in the Rec- 
orp at this point that summary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it is so or- 
dered. 3 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

SHORT CATECHISM UPON THAT LEAGUE FOR PEACE. 
The League of Nations was organized to prevent war. It sits in 


va. 

There is a great war in Asia Minor. Did the League of Nations pre- 
vent it? The League of Nations did not. 

Does the League of Nations — it? The League of Nations does not. 
Did the angaa of Nations try to prevent it, or does it try to stop it? 


The Nations did not and does not even try. 
Mr. Wilsen's article 10 of the covenant was tọ unite all members of 
the league inst all war makers. 


aga 
Is article 10 still in force? It is, 


|. political independence,“ w 


Do the members of the league take steps to apply it? They do not. 
What do they do? d and France, the chief powers in the 
league, take ns to violate it. On opposite sides, they have encour- 
the war instead of rousing the league against it, have helped start 

it and continue it. 


oe the League of Nations sits in Geneva and pretends to be a league 


history 

The United 
Will the United States do so? 

Not so long as it is the United States that it has been up to this 
hour,—Kansas City Journal-Post. 


REHABILITATION OF AUSTRIA. 


Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, there has been a recent dis- 
cussion of the League of Nations and the work accomplished by 
it. One of the wrecks left in the late great World War was 
Austria. It was helpless financially and in every way as a na- 
tion. I desire to have read at the desk a short extract from the 
Evening Star of yesterday showing what the league has done 
to rebuild Austria financially and otherwise and to bring hope 
to those desperate people. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
before the article is read? ; : 

Mr. SWANSON. Certainly. d 

Mr. CARAWAY, I was in Austria last summer. There was 
no such complete wrecking of a people in the history of modern 
times as in Austria. All its agricultural sources would only 
feed its people for two months. It had to get credit for 10 
months’ food. It had no raw material. It was absolutely help- 
less, and the people were facing a winter of starvation if it had 
rvs aay for the action of the league. I merely wished to say 

at. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, before the article is read 
I merely wish to say that here was a nation which was desti- 
tute, in wretched financial condition, and politically bankrupt. 
It had tried for three years to obtain assistance in the markets 
of the world, to secure loans in order to enable its people to 
rebuild their devastated country and again start on a career 
of usefulness and progress. They have been saved almost from 
Starvation. There was no agency in the world to which they 
could apply for relief except the League of Nations. Let 
this body, that has so repeatedly derided the League of Nations, 
know the good work which has been accomplished by it in 
relieving one of the most wretched and destitute of nations. 
I ask the Secretary to read the portion of the Evening Star 
of yesterday which I have marked. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre- 
tary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

[Washington Evening Star, Friday, February 2, 1923.] 
GUARANTEB AUSTRIAN LOAN. 


The financial salvation of Austria was announced to the council b 
the Earl of Balfour as virtually an accomplished fact, and M. Viviani, 
who referred to the | as “the last resort for nations and States 
whose problems have insoluble,” said the council now was 


loan of 650,000,000 gold crowns had been 2 — a 8 
y. ani choslovakia; that 


9 per cent more had been pled: by Spain Sap. ee and Switzerland ; 
— that Sweden, Denmark, e and Holland would — 
aranteed for any loans they 


e commi 
Chancellor Sei of Austria, the council for comi to 
the rescue of his. country, said it enabled Austria to — its 
ich was taken as an allusion to 
tions made prior to the league's intervention that if Austria's finances 
were not restored she would fall into the arms of Germany. 


WANT BARRIERS CUT. 


The chancellor announced that all the reforms demanded as a con- 
dition of the loans had been put into effect, and said that the success- 
ful progress of the league's efforts had “revived the sunken hopes of 
the Austrian people. ut it is not yet all.“ he added; we must be 
are — 5 the economic chains that have been stretched around us 
since the war.” 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur- 


The reading of the bill was continued. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, under the subhead 
“General Staff Corps, contingencies, Military Intelligence Di- 
vision,” on page 6, line 10, after the word “ offices,” to strike 
out “and garages,” and in line 19, after the word “ informa- 
tion,” to strike out “ $130,000" and insert $162,680,” so as to 
read: 


For contingent expenses of the Military Intelligence Division, Gen- 
eral Staff Corps, including the purchase of law professional 
books of reference; subscriptions to newspapers an jodicals ; 
drafting, clerical, and messenger services in the Military Intelligence 
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Division in Washington, D. C.; and of the military attachés at the 
United States embassies and legations abroad and rental of offices 
for such military attachés; the cost of special instruction at home 
and abroad, and in maintenance of students and attachés; for the 


hire of . special agents. and guides; and for such other 
Sree as the Secretary of War may deem proper, including $5,000 
‘or the actual and necessary expenses of officers of the Army on duty 
abroad for the purpose of observing operations of armies of foreign 
States at war, to be paid upon certificates of the Secretary of War 
that the expenditures were necessary for obtaining military informa- 
ron $162,680; to be expended under the direction of the Secretary 
0 ar. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I inquire of the chairman 
of the Committee on Military Affairs if there was sufficient evi- 
dence before the Committee on Appropriations to justify the 
increase here proposed? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The committee restored the item of 
the Budget Bureau estimate because they thought the evidence 
was sufficient. 

Mr. KING. I suppose the hearings before the House com- 
mittee were very full and complete upon the item? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Quite full, although there is nothing 
in the House hearings to disclose the reason for the reduction, 

Mr. KING. What did the Budget recommend? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The same figures. 

Mr. KING. One hundred and thirty thousand dollars? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Budget estimate was $162,500. 

Mr. KING. What did the War Department request? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. One hundred and sixty-two thousand 
five hundred. 

Mr. KING. The Budget gave what was requested? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This was the mechanism of the Budget 
so far as the War Department was concerned. The different 
subdivisions of the War Department all made their estimates 
to the War Department budget officer. That officer, under the 
direction of the Secretary of War, made up the aggregate of 
the estimates for the War Department, many reductions being 
suggested at that point of the procedure. Then that aggregate 
of the estimates of the War Department itself was submitted 
to the Director of the Budget and to the President. A further 
reduction was ordered or requested by the Director of the 
Budget and the President, and an outside figure set, the War 
Department then being left to arrange the details of the differ- 
ent inside appropriations in order that the aggregate of them 
should be within the figures set by the Budget. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 6, line 21, before the word “ shall,” to strike out 
“$70,000” and insert “ $88,680," so as to make the proviso 
read: 


Provided, That not more than $88,680 shall be expended for draft- 
ing, clerical, and messenger services in the Military Intelligence Divi- 
sion, General Staff Corps, in Washington, D. C. 


The amendment was agreed to. 
DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES, 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I do not believe that the 
subject to which I now desire to advert arises under the amend- 
ment which has just been agreed to, but I wish at this time to 
ask the chairman of the Committee on Military Affairs [Mr. 
WabswortH] a question. Were any reductions made in the 
bill this year on account of the purchase, upkeep, and expense 
of operating automobiles, or are the same appropriations made 
for that purpose which were made last year? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the expenditure for the 
purchase, upkeep, and maintenance of automobiles is carried 
under the appropriation headed “ Transportation of the Army 
and its supplies.” The Senator from Tennessee will find that 
there is a proviso on page 35 reading as follows: 

And provided further, That none of the funds appropriated or made 
available under this act or any of the unexpended balances of any 
other act shall be used for the purchase of motor-propelled passenger 
or freight carrying vehicles for the Army except those that are pur- 
chased solely for experimental purposes. 

The Army has not purchased any trucks or passenger-car- 
rying automobiles since the World War, and the annual ap- 
propriation for transportation of the Army and its supplies 
has been growing smaller and smaller. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I call attention to the re- 
port of the Secretary of War, which in itself seems rather to 
indicate that some automobiles have been purchased, although 
the report does not say so in words. In answer to a resolu- 
tion of the Senate on this subject, the Secretary of War on 
January 29 filed a report, to which I wish to call the atten- 
tion of the Senator from New York. The table accompanying 


the letter of the Secretary of War shows that as of January, 
26, 1923, the Secretary of War had furnished to him two 
automobiles, and under the head of “Cost of vehicles” are 
the figures $11,431. I notice in a note at the foot of the report 
the statement as to these vehicles that they were “All pur 
chased during the World War.” The salary of chauffeurs 
per month was $158.33. 

The Assistant Secretary of War had one automobile, the 
cost of which was $3,221. 

General of the Armies, four vehicles, at a cost of $32,800, 
which it is stated are chauffeured by enlisted men. 

Office of the Chief of Staff, cost of vehicle $869, which is 
chauffeured by enlisted men. 

Deputy Chief of Staff, two automobiles, at $16,400. Evi- 
dently those were automobiles which cost $8,200 apiece. Those 
also were chauffeured by enlisted men. 

Commanding general, district of Washington, $3,221, for au- 
tomobile, and chauffeur at $75 per month, 

Office of commanding general, district of Washington, one 
automobile, which cost $2,298, 

Commanding officer, general intermediate depot, $3,065 for 
one automobile, and a chauffeur at $75 per month. 

One for the district motor transport officer, $869, and chauf- 
feur's salary $75 per month. 

Office of the quartermaster supply officer, one at $3,155, and 
a chauffeur at $150 per month, 

One for the welfare service, $869, with a chauffeur at $75 
per month. 

As a pool for attending surgeons, six automobiles, which 
cost $5,214; chauffeurs, $600 a month, with two shifts. 


Five for general service, at $11,490; chauffeurs, 8375 a 
month. 

Two for funerals, which cost $4,596; chauffeurs from gen- 
eral pool, 


Five for State Department for conference on Central Ameri- 
can affairs, $11,490, with two chauffeurs; enlisted men, I 
presume. 

Fort Myer, three; cost, $4,959. 

Fort Washington, Md., two, at $3,934. 

Fort Humphreys, Va., two, at $3,167. 

Bolling Field, two, at $3,167. 

Walter Reed Hospital, two, at $3,167. 

Washington Barracks, two, at $1,738. 

Army War College, three, at $6,388. 

There are three Government garages, and the monthly salaries 
of various employees of those garages are stated to be $450, 
$3,348.31, and $3,965.43, respectively. 

For one garage the rental per year is $3,000; another is 
United States property; and the rental of the third is $7,182 a 
year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
Record the report of the Secretary of War in full and also the 
matter accompanying the Secretary’s report, being the figures 
for the Engineer Department, all showing the extravagant use 
of automobiles. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair). 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

War D&®PARTMENT, 
Washington, January 29, 1923. 


The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 
Washington, D. O. 

Sin: In response to Senate Resolution No. 399, directing the head of 
each department to furnish certain information concerning the number 
of passenger automobiles in use by such department, by direction of the 
President I transmit to 

(a) A report from the Chief of Engineers covering the Office of 
rubne Ben inge and Grounds and the District Engineer, appended and 
mar (a).“ 

F aA report from the Quartermaster General, appended and marked 

hese two reports cover all the motor 
use in the city of Washington, D. C., u 
partment. 

Reports covering the motor passenger transportation in use outside 
of the district of Washington and under control of the War Department 
will be transmitted to you as soon as the necessary compilations have 
been completed, 

Respectfully, 


on: 


assenger W Sah “Aten in 
er control of the War De- 


Joun W. Werks, Secretary of War. 


War DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE OF THE CHIEF OF ENGINEERS, 
Washington, January 26, 1923. 
Subject: Passenger automobiles in the city of Washington. 
To: The Seeretary of War. * 

1. Pursuant to instructions in department indorsement dated Janu- 
ary 10, 1923, and the requirements of Senate resolution dated Janu- 
ary 6, 1923, there are submitted herewith reports concerning passenger 
automobiles in the city of Washington in use by the District engineer 
BL ce i D. C., and the officer in charge of public buildings an 
groun: 


1923. 
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district engineer officers outside of the city of 
called for and will be submitted when received. 


H. TAYLOR, Acting Chief of Engineers. 


ports concerning such vehicles in use by e — 
as on e 


{Two inclosures.) 


Engineer Department—Passenger automobiles in the city of Washing- 
ea in ig Be gins the Office of Public Buildings and nds, calen- 
ar year 3 


rou: 


Oficer in charge (Lieut. 
Col. C. O. Sherrill). 
Superintendent (F. F. Gil- 


Hudson touring. ari None. 
n). 

D touring. Overseer (Charles Henlock) a 509, 49 3 None. 

BN Officer in charge (Lieut. £1,174. 95 105 plus $20. 
Col. C. O. Sherrill). 

Dodge touring. Superintendent (Earl G. 858. 60 None. 


Overseer (Charles Henlock) 


1 Jan. 1-July 13, 1922. 
3 Jan. 1-Mar. 14, 1922. 


3 Jan. 1-July 7, 1922. 
4 Less $1,055 on old machine. $ July 7-Dec. 31, 1922. 

No allowances are made for privately owned automobiles to any 
officers or employees under this office. 

The number of garages maintained by this office is three. All are 
located at the propagating gardens, fteenth and C Streets SW., 
Washington, D. C. 

The cost of garages is as follows: 
(1) One-third of~-cost, constructed of brick and reinforced 

concrete ; dimensions, 60 by 200 feet; was erected for storage 


Of Thechapical ‘equipment oe oe eres $6, 000 


th concrete foot- 


gs, concrete floors, hot-water heat, electric lights, run- 
ping Mo ee EN NS AE RTA $5, 200 
(3 rick auto repair shop, 20 by 42 feet, with concrete floor, r 

ot-water heat, 0 running water, pit and 


he Wp ap) | eat RSS ee NR SEE CS Se — 83. 085 


The number of employees in the above garages is five. 
The compensation of the above employees is $20.44 per day. i 
No space in the above garages is rented. 
The number of passenger automobiles kept in above garages is 3. 
i number of trucks kept wes — 5 garages 2 * W ait tits 
ere are no ae automobiles opera y office outside 
the city of Washington, 


PNGINEER DEPARTMENT, PASSENGER AUTOMOBILES IN THE CITY OF WASH- 
INGTON IN USE UNDER THE DISTRICT ENGINEER, WASHINGTON, D. C, 


(Calendar year 1922, District Engineer Maj Max C. Tyler, Corps of 
Engineers.) 


Number of passenger automobiles: One. 

Official to whom assigned: The District engineer. 

The cost thereof: $700. 

Cost of operation and upkeep: $535.97 for calendar year 1922. 

Salary of chauffeur: $110 plus bonus per month. 

Allowances for privately owned automobiles: None. 

Garages: Two, owned by United States. 

Location: One at Washington filtration plant; one at Dalecarlia 
Reservoir, Conduit Road, District of Columb 

71.500 ; at Dale- 
+9 . 


ia. 
Cost of garages: At Washington filtration plant, 
carlia Reservoir, Conduit Bod ee bad Columbia, 

In garages: At Washington filtration one 8 automobile, 
six trucks; at Dalecarlia 8 Conduit Road. istrict of Columbi: 
three trucks. All of these machines are the property of the Unit 
States and for the use of this office. 


Number of employees used in kat See At Washington filtration plant, 
one engineman and chauffeur at $125 r month plus bonus, one 


laborer at $3.23 per plus bonus; at Dalecarlia Reservoir, Con- 
out Road, et of Columbia, one laborer at $2.73 per day plus 
onus. 


Passenger automobiles in use by War Department in district of Washington. 
(Furnished to comply with Senate resolution of Jan. 6, 1923.) 


None. 
eb do 
of War. 
General of the | 32,800; () | Enlisted......|... do 
es (2 ve, 
2 inactive).* 
e eee . do... — d 
2 Deputy Chief 5 | $75....... 3 
ot Statt.. j 5 
Commanding gen- WIN = E do 
1 @ | Enlisted. .....]...do.... 
1 W do 
1 ® i pa N 3 
2 @ 8150 do. 
11 Welfare service d MAE Serer ER e 
6 0 $600 (2shifts) .|... do 
5 . .. G0... 
2 @) | From general |...do..... 
5 ® of . do 


EH 8 Secretary of W E (private), in dead store 1 Chief Of Staff 
4B of War e), 8 „ 1, R 
ouse — ita H (p! ; orage; e (private). 
Prep assigned to quartermaster sales store and 
erty of War Trade Commission; rental $12 month received. 

and maintenance paid by State Department. 2 


1 | 240 Nineteenth Unkno 
Street. 


1 | Twentieth and . do 
C Streets. 


chauffeurs. 
sum allotments for entire district: Personnel (civilian), $8,123.67; gasoline and oil, $1,923.67; spare parts, 


total, $10,097.34. 
e 2 active ones are temporarily out of — thes are the 4 cars employed by the commander in 


for motor transport spare parts and supplies for district of Washington, 
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seyre- 


Fee bew e vtec by War Department in district of Washington—Continued. 3 
(Furnished to comply with Senate resolution of Jan. 6, 1923.) 


Fort M W 

Fort Washington, 2 
Md. z 

en 


Bolling Field, D. C. 5. 
bat K Hospital, 


2 Des, 31, —＋ n inventory. 4 

* TAOS sum allotments for entire ‘district: 

6 

1 — 

© Limited ta alk „ and 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Mr. President, the time was when it was 
thought that a Cabinet officer was rather extravagant in hav- 
ing a carriage and a pair of horses. Now, we contribute to 
Cabinet officers as much in the way of automobiles and ex- 
penses incident thereto as we do in salary. 

I call attention to the report of the Attorney General, for 
instance, which is now before me. I quote: 

Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General, Washington, D. C, cost of 
automobile (Packard), $6,857. 

There is a note which reads: 

Cost of the car is amount paid exclusive of allowance on old Hudson 
car. 


The cost of operation and upkeep of this new Packard is 
stated to be $1,785.52, and salary of the chauffeur for one year 
is fixed at $2,040. Not knowing how much the Hudson car cost, 
it is difficult to get the exact amount the Packard car cost the 
United States Government. Assuming that it was a $10,000 
Packard and the allowance for the old Hudson made up the 
difference, then this car cost the Government nearly $14,000. 
My recollection is that we pay as salary to the Attorney General 
of the United States the sum of $12,000. 

So, Mr. President, the reason why I am asking that these 
reports be printed in the Recorp is because I feel that the 
extravagant use of the people's money should be made public. 
We should know what we are doing. Think of it! We pay 


n 

on relate to 
enlisted not available or not qualified 
in lump sum for personnel shown in column 4, 


officers commanding. All motor vehicles pooled and ted from motor 
P. $5,123.67; gasoline and oil, $1 
ed regular equipment of military reservations where vehicles are operating. 


Sin: In respon 
which calls for certain information relative to passen 
in 5 by the various departments of the Government, I 
to subm 


(Inclosure 119884.) 


centers. (G. O. 84, W. D. 1919, See. II. 
67; spare parts, $50; to 10 0 ae. S * % ) 


our Attorney General $12,000 a year and then furnish more 
than $12,000 a year to keep him in an automobile; and other 
members of the Cabinet the same way. 

I refer again to our distinguished Commanding General of 
the Army, a man for whom I entertain the highest esteem 
and respect and regard. We furnish him four automobiles, and 
the cost of those automobiles is put down at $32,000, and the 
cost of upkeep, maintenance, and chauffeurs amounts to many, 
many: thousands of dollars more. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that the report in 
ro to the Attorney General’s office may be printed in the 

ORD, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, it will be 
printed in the RECORD, 

The report is as follows: 


DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
Washington, D. O., January 30, 1923. 


Washington, D. C. 
se to Senate Resolution 399, dated January 6, 1923, 
automobiles 
ve the honor 
t herewith report pertaining to the Department of Justice. 
Respectfully, 


The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 


H. M. DAUGHERTY, Attorney General. 


Department of Justice—Government-owned passenger automobiles. 


Cost of 
Name and tion of official or person 
1 2 — assigned. Location. — 
Harry M. Daugherty, Attorney General.. Washington, D. C eee $6, 857. 00 
Oficial service car, Bureau of Investigs- . 00 nA 3581350 
on. 
National Training School for Boys, G. A e dees 918. 88 
Sterling, superintendent. a 
DO rac AAA TTT 0S eee 8 812. 70 
. penitentiary, Atlanta, a., J. E. Atlanta, Ga N 988. 31 
v. J penitentiary, Leavenworth, Kans., | Leavenworth, Tams . 1,208.60 
D Washington, D. O. 4,088 00 
WO- vans „G. cs nesceserssece 
operating from jail to courthouse. r 8 
‘or marshal’s off -ꝶ . TATA 0 
ureau of Investigation: 
J. M. Towler, agent in charge. eee T EEEE PEARSE 
Lewis J. Baley, in charge A 
Louis De Net bl Kaen aasia SE PONG E S a E 3 


Those cars are dri ven by special confidential agents, who also act as mechanics. 
2 No chauffeur. s 7 he 
For two vans. 


June 24, 1921 
July 1, 1022 


October, 1921 
1919 


—— 22 


1918 
August, 1922 


—— — 


1923. 
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Department of Justice—Amount of allowance or cost of supplies, 


etc., furnished by the Government for upkeep and operation of pri- 
(Jan, 27, 1923.) 


vately owned automo 


Name and position of official or 
to whom allowance is 
made or supplies furnished. 


Bureau of 3 
Special 


. $148. 09 
32.62 
B. 10 
aan 12.00 
24. 08 
S 197. 70 
T OTA 44.73 | Loaned by pro- 
hibition agent. 
J. E. Watson, jr 29. 00 
Fred G. Zerbst, deputy warden. a 33. 00 
Dr. A. F. Yoke, prison physician. — Ae 85.00 


aat Department Build- 

Navy yard 
Building No. 8. 
uilding No. 140.. 


Building No. 169.. 
Building No. 59. 


Naval hospital building. 
522 Yh as Font Stree 


N 
1004 Park Road NW.. . d 
Navy Department Build- 
ings. 


— — — — 


8 departments. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I have here a report from 
Hon. Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, which I ask to be 
printed in the Recorp also as a part of my remarks. I call 
attention to the fact that the Secretary of the Navy is much 
more modest in his use of automobiles or the kind of auto- 
mobiles that he uses, He rides in a car that cost only 
$3,500. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the report 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The report is as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, January 30, 1923. 
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE, 
Washington, D. C. 


Sin: I transmit herewith information relating to automobiles, 
arages, etc., under the Navy 353 and Marine Corps, as called 
or by Senate Resolution No. 

Very respectfully, 
Howix DENBY. 


is of Navy Department pans 
(rear of —— wine: 898 


This is a motor- vehicle repair sh 
This is a gareyo ana. and . ſor electric vehicles, in- 
cluding s 


only small part of building used for automobile, 
nance for 3 3 et bulletin 

of na main 

s Faule — * Sc — (Gon 


surgeon's car (Government ownedy, 
.| Second senior visiting surgeon’s car (Government 
owned). 
Two ambulances kept in this garage. 


ged on repair work only. Also make repairs on cars of other Government departments, except War and Post Office Departments. 
roxima' average. 


lus vehicles . repairs. 


Nore.—The Naval Observatory has one 
used to a considerable extent for service for 


ger car and two trucks which are kept in the observatory stable. Repairs made at navy yard. Navy yard trucks aro 


Information concerning passenger automobiles under the control of the Navy Department January 29, 1923 (S. Res. 399). 
IN THE CITY OF WASHINGTON, D. c. 
[See notes at end of this statement. 


Place. Activity. 
Washington, D. C... Navy Department) 7-passenger (1947).| Secretary of the Navy 
C 7- passenger (1068) . 
Dod eee do e eee 5 9 x Naval Opera- 


and employees. 


3 e officers, 


cab of 
u 
sad op. of 
eration, eur, 
excl 
chauffeur. 
$446.75 | Oct. 1- $240. 00 Car of 8 
1922. ap. eel Waligved by 
707. 04 car Wear 8 during 
r n u 
quarter. a Ee ditures 


were for overhaul, during 
eee 2174, now in 


a os used at cost of 
plus $310, chauf- 
ate pay, during the quar- 
511. 28 


2,603, 00 153. 33 None. 
2, 603. 00 229. 15 120.00 Car operated durin: 
quarter as car No. 
1947. 
414. 25 90. 43 305. 76 
534. 43 9. 12 None. 
805. 84 343. 20 305. 76 
895. 84 54. 51 |. 305. 76 
2,776. 01 490. 08 |. 305. 76 


-| passenger (2049). 8 om 
cers, and employees. 


602. 00 
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Information concerning passenger automobiles under the control of the Navy Department January 20,1923 (S. Res. $99)—Continued. 
OUTSIDE OF THE CITY OF WASHINGTON, D. c.—continued. 


Boston, Mass 
Done 


Do 
Coco Solo, C. 2 


Constantinople, Tur- 


der in chief 
and officers. 
Reserve car 


—— — —— 


0. 
Naval 
station. 


Naval air station. A - | Not in use during quarter. 
J next pre- 

uarter, 3 
car No.33, Nov. 


92.69 | Nov.7-Dec. 31,1922. 
155. 67 July „1-Sept. 30, 


1-Dec, 31, 
. 1922. 
S-passenger (110). 8 in charge, 122. 88 ay Feet 30, 


-| S-passenger (S889) . . 


E 


e 


HNH 


g BEB 825 
s 38 8 S888 


Do. 
New Orleans, La 


Newport, R. 1. 


PE 
38 
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Information concerning passenger automobiles under the control of the Navy Department January 29, 1923 (S. Res. 399)—Continued. 
OUTSIDE OF THE CITY OF WASHINGTON—continued. 


Activity. 


7-passenger (1298) . 
— 1392). 


25 — init, officers, 
and employees 


2, 603. 00 
300. 85 
366. 85 
416. 75 
460. 05 
534. 43 
1,722.72 138. 99 * 30, None. 
S passenger (819 453.33 108. 0 q. _ None. 
. be cae 
— ger 
—— A 2, 603. 00 
500. 00 
27891 | 
Z 603. 00 | 
2 603. 00 
Z 603. 00 
2, 608. 00 — 
T-passenger (2474). 2, 608. 00 | 
7: 61304 S 1,683. 00 
Spassenger (7889-0 1,351.25 
2, 282, 35 
534. 48 
534. 48 F 
tures since August, 1 = 
2, 603, 00 None. 
ä «| 2,783.91 159. 90 z 
e 394. None. | 
y OE OT A T Mc ( 5 ma Lore si | 
port of upkeep n | 
5- 1153 N ae 
passenger one. 
5 15 None. 
0 
None 
BantoD ingo, Do- | Milit govern- Nae 
o Domingo, Do- a one. 
Republie, 4 S-passen ger (10) 465. 00 epost to Santo Domingo 
99S T SA Ovccccsoccces gor — — 4222 ˙ 44 405.00 Lille eee —U—U— — —ͤ— 0 
ov. 28, 1922. — — of 
upkeep not yet ved. 
enn Ner supply de- | 7-passenger (2578) . ao 2, 603, 00 68, 98 1-Dee. 31, 843. 71 
cers, and em 1922, 
8 out h Charles Naval ordnance , 7- (1008) .] Ins in 445. 95 878. 8 J 1 t. 30, None. 
„ eee Seopa Oe) Sage ean aer 
ces. 
Wutuila, Samoa Naval station 5-passenger (29)...| Commandant, officers, 400.00 |..........} Oct. I-Dec, None. | Put in use Oct. 2, 1922. Re- 
and employees. 1922. as Port of upkeep ‘not yet re- | 
Yorktown, Va.... . Navy mine depot. 5-passenger (2033). or in charge, 500. 00 102. 87 | July 1-Sept. None. 
* ) . 1922 * 
ees. 
No . . do. . . . 2passenger (1929) „e 500. 00 71. 24 8 None. 
C P 5-passenger 6038. SE 83 588 88 134. 355 o ee None. 


NoTE A.—This report covers the latest quarter year for which returns have been received. The fiscal year 1922 is not taken as a basis for this report for the reason that 
many cars in use during the year are not now in use, while some now in use were not in use during that year. Variations in cost of upkeep and operation are due to differ- 
peer diag vp ere ͤ pe omaha hs ary nE a warter. Chauffeurs operate different cars as required. All cars are over 4 years old, and consequently 
areas to maintain and operate. The law forbids p se 

OTE B.—Passenger automobiles are not exclusivel 


to — official or person and no names are therefore . The each Joe instrnetions are in force: 


assigned 

A 112 1 1917. ce Yards and Docks) has been directed by the cting Secretary of the Navy to i to inform a ee PATO automobiles are 
tobe be used for offi : Orpo OE Ein HUES pots Ox dentin aaah ETO CO De ATHINE e for the use of an: ot 5 official du quiret 
C having been furnished for the exclusive use 


———ů — es require the service of the 


2 and that 
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Information concerning passenger automobiles under the control of the Marine Corps, January 23, 1923 (S. Res. 399). 
IN THE CITY OF WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Activity. 


Cadillac phaeton (14).. 
Cadillac limousine 


General official use... $2,895. 28 
Major General Com- Unknown. 548. 71 . . d. fter thorough repairing and re- 
mandant. 


ao car No. 14 
8 Fuel inspector, head - 394. 33 ere re been b over- 
warters, Marine ied, and Cadillac limousine 
3 eg ow had any extensive re- 

Not assigned; in store, 2,285.00 | 39. 88 W pairs made to same. ue 


except for emer- phaeton No. 96 was used as 
official car while cars Nos. 14 fon 
518 were 


being * Cadil- 
lac cars 411 and 98 and Hudson 


...| Cadillac phaeton (96).. 
à er 7-passenger 


OUTSIDE THE CITY OF WASHINGTON, D. c. 


Ford 5-passenger (39). Hog he gen aly $575, 00 ano 
King 7-passenger (772).| C. O 4 official use. 2,021.50 | 50. 155 do 

ng S- passenger J...... „ „„ .. . do 
King 5- 5 


Ford 5-passengor (711). Ea -0O8} 88,81 . . do 
Nash s- passenger (420). „149. . 


4 Jen 7-passenger ‘Transports i „274. 00 116. 74 . . . d0 0.. 
Cadillac phaeton (42). i | 2,783:77 | “415.87 |... do Excessive _ cost upkeop 
ene ak 42 te to — 


.| Ford touring (701) 


Ford tourin 5 . de. : . 16 120.80 ].....do...... 
g 1)......| C. O. for official use.. . 2,350.00] 205.42 |.....do...... 
Cadillac 7-passenger | Official use of depot | 2, 28. 00 169.97 |.....do...... 
(74). ee quartermaster. 
5 3 (417) seas „149. . 9 . do 
son, 7-passenger o 
(80). ad general 
Jeffery 7-passenger A : „250. . 
284). á Mcial use. 
J 1200. 7- passenger Post surgeooenr n „250. MN 


Cadillac sedan, 7-pas- | Commanding general. 2, 962. 85 
senger (79). 


San Diego, Call. Fifth Brigade, naval | Cadillac phaeton (91).. Commanding neral, | 2,895.28 181. 72. 
D AE AEA] Marine barracks....... Ford, 5-passenger (885). Post — — 460.05 | 71.43 |.....do....... 
. paymaster’sdeputy. 
San Francisco, Calif.... E E of the Osama; 7-passenger commen ding general, Unknown. 92 
Yorktown, Va.........| N. M. depot, Marine | Ford, passenger (583). Gace e pur- 460.05 | 134.53 |.....do....... 
detachment. poses, 


OUTSIDE THE CONTINENTAL LIMITS OF THE UNITED STATES. 


| 


Port au Prince, Haiti... 9 First | Cadillac phaeton (56). High commissioner....| $2,235.00 | $225.00 | 3 months. 


Brigade. 

8 Cadillac phaeton (45). Brigade commander... 3, 573. 40 
Ford touring (97) Brigade adjutant...... 407. 16 
Ford touring (700) Brigade inspector 461.08 
Ford touring (599)... .. Brigade staff officers 461. 08 

on official business. 
Ford touring (288) — — 419. 99 
Ford touring (7800 .. Brigade staff officers 107. 16 

on official business. 


Ford touring (738). ... Garage for use as repair 407.16 
car. 
Ford touring (89). ....} C. O., San Michel, for 417.20 


a ep cts Headquarters, Eighth | Nash 5- 421) C. O., Eighth Regi- | 1, 140. 48 

as Repeats F 
8. 

r ooo . Ford touring (7190)... . P. C., M. B., Port au | Fr. Navy. 
ay ' Prince, for official 
( ( ernest F First Ford touring (99 1 

Cape Haitien, Haiti.... — Regiment siege 

PCT do Ford touring (24)......] Quartermaster, Second. 880. 21 102. 88 
GWG»; E PA CSAR do . Ford touring (393).....| Second Regimenthead-| 394.33] 98.03 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2947 


Information concerning passenger automobiles under the control of the Marine Corps, January 28, 1923 (S. Res. $99)—Centinued. 
OUTSIDE THE CONTINENTAL LIMITS OF THE UNITED STATES—continued. 


Dominican Re 


Santiago, D 


Ford touring (239 
Nash s- passenger 


Ford touring (10) 
Ford touring (75) 


Ford touring (724) 
Ford touring (216). 


ee Agr Bie 
Bae er Dodge touring (593)... 


Norz.—All passenger-carrying vehicles in the Marine Corps are operated by enlisted men. 
Information relative to garages for motor vehicles under the control of the Marine Corps in the city of Washington, D. C., January 23, 1923 (S. Res. $99). 


Noxk.— The above information covers a period of three months. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICE APPROPRIATIONS, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. McNary in the chair) laid 
before the Senate the action of the House of Representatives 
on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 13696) mak- 
ing appropriations for the Executive Office and sundry inde- 
pendent executive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, 
which was read, as follows: 


In THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, UNITED STATES, 
February 2, payee 

Resolved, 7 the House recede oxy its disagreement 

amendments of the Senate * 3. 5, 6, and 7 to the bill CH. K. 
13696) entitleg “An act appropriations for the Executive 
Office and sundry independent exé executive bureaus, boards, commissions, 
and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur- 
poses,” and concur th 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 8, and concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 


2948 


“The General Accounting Office is hereby authorized to destro 
United States Government checks that have been paid six full fisca 
ears, issued by the Bureau of Pensions for the apayment ot pire 
by the Bureau of War Risk Insurance and the United States Veterans’ 
Bureau for the payment of military and naval compensation on ac- 
count of death or disability, and checks for the payment of salaries 
and wages of officers and employees of the Government of the United 
States, after all unpaid checks have been listed as . as now 
required by law, and all claims on account of checks of the foregoin 
classes appearing as having been paid shall be barred if not present 
to the General Accounting Office within six full fiscal years after the 
date of pariente 

That the House recede from its N to the amendment of 
he Senate numbered 16, and concur therein with an amendment as 
ollows: Of the matter inserted by said amendment, strike out “, to 
be approved by the Commission of Fine Arts,” 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the emendment of 
the Senate numbered 29, and concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 


“DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE BUILDING, 


“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of the 
building or buildings occupied by the Department of Commerce in 
the District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds appro- 
priated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, 
and supplies , or for use, in connection therewith, shall be trans- 
ferred on July 1, 1923, from the Secretary of Commerce to the Super- 
intendent of the State, War, and Navy partment Buildings. 

“Department of Commerce Building—Salaries: For the following 
employees, for maintenance and protection: Engineer and electrician, 

1,400; carpenter, $1,000; electrician, $1,000; three elevator con- 
uctors at $720 each; five guards at $ each; three firemen at 
$720 each; assistant forewoman, $720; twenty-one laborers at $660 
each ; toilet attendant, $480; in all, $26,380. 

“Vor fuel lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, and printing, $18,650: 

i TI egating $51,500 of the appropriations 


Provided, That amounts a 
made to the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year 1924 for care 
maintenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., for the Department of 
Commerce Building are hereb: transferred to the Superintendent 
of the State, War, and Navy partment Buildings and made ayail- 
able to the extent of $45,030 for payment of the salaries and ex- 
pei herein set forth, and the remainder ($6,470) shall be covered 
to the Treasury to the credit of the surplus fund,” 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 80, and concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 

“ DEPARTMENT OF LABOR BUILDING, 

“The responsibili for the care, maintenance, and protection of 
the building or buildings occupied by the Department of bor in the 
District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds apenas 

and sup- 


loyees, for maintenance and protection; Engineer, $1,200; general 
mechani 840; 3 elevator conductors at $720 each; 3 firemen at 
$720 each; 4 guards at $720 each; 12 laborers at $660 each; toilet 


rovided, That amounts aggregating $38,300 of the appropriations 
D T Labor for the fiscal ant 1924 Lor care 
e Department of 

tendent of the 
made ayailable to 


covered into the 
Treasury to the credit of the su 
That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 31, and concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 
“ DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE BUILDING, 


“The responsibili for the care, maintenance, and protection of 
the building or buil ings occupied by the Department of Justice in 
the District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds appro- 
priated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equipment, 
and supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith shall trans- 
ferred on July 1, 1928, from the United States Attorney General to 
the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Build- 


ings. 

. Department of Justice Bullding—Salaries: For the following em- 
ployees, for maintenance and protection; Engineer, $1,200; electri- 
cian, $1,000; carpenter, $1,000; 3 firemen at $720 each; 5 elevator 
conductors at $720 each; 5 guards at zo each; 15 laborers at $660 
each; toilet attendant, $480; in all, $22,940. 

“Hor fuel, lights, repairs, and maintenance items, and printing. 
$11,000: Provided, That amounts aggregating $42 550 of the appro- 

riations made to the Department of Justice for the fiscal year 1924 
or care, maintenance, protection, fuel, light, etc., for the Depart- 
ment of Justice Building are hereby transferred to the Superin- 
tendent of the State, War, and Navy partment Buildings and made 
available to the extent of $33,940 for yment of the salaries and 
expenses herein set forth, and the remainder ($8,610) shall be cov- 
cred into the Treasury to the credit of the surplus fund.” 

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 32. and concur therein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert: 


“ CIVIL SERYICE COMMISSION BUILDING. 


“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of 
the building or buildings occupied by the Civil Service Commission in 
the District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds appro- 
priated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, uipment, 
and supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, shall trans- 
ferred on July 1, 1923, from the United States Civil Service Commis- 
jon to the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department 


ulldings, 

2 Civil Service Commission Building—Salaries: For the following 
vey fen for maintenance and protection: Carpenter, 1,000; gen- 
eral mechanic, $840; 2 elevator conductors at $720 each; 3 
at $720 each; 4 laborers at $660 each; toilet attendant, $480; in all, 
8,560; for fuel, lights, repairs, miscellaneous items, and printing, 
4,000; in all, $12,560, which sum is hereby appropriated.” 


set forth, an 
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That the House recede from its disa 
the Senate numbered 33, and concur t erein with an amendment as 
follows: In lieu of the matter proposed by said amendment insert; 

“ INTERSTATH COMMERCE COMMISSION BUILDING. 

“The responsibility for the care, maintenance, and protection of 
the dan in f or buildings occupied by the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission in the District of Columbia and the disbursement of the funds 
appropriated therefor, together with all the machinery, tools, equip- 
ment, and supplies used, or for use, in connection therewith, shall be 
transferred on July 1, 1923, from the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
a the Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department 

ulldings. 

“Interstate Commerce Building—Salaries: For the following em- 

loyees, for maintenance and protection: Assistant superintendent, 

2,000 ; engineer, $1,600; electrician, $1,600 ; carpenter, $1,4 ; 3 fire- 
men at $840 each; 6 elevator conductors at $720 each: 5 guards at 

720 each; assistant foreman, $1,000; assistant forewoman, $720; 
4 laborers at $660 each; toilet attendant, $480; for fuel, lights, 
repairs, miscellaneous items, and printing, $19,000; in all, $54,080, 
wach 5 Ls hereby 3 A 

a e House insist upon its disagreement to the amendmen 
the Senate numbered 10 and 25. > aE 


Mr. WARREN. I move that the Senate agree to the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the amendments of 
the Senate numbered 8, 16, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33, that the Sen- 
ate further insist upon its amendments numbered 10 and 25, and 
ask for a further conference with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that the conferees on the 
part of the Senate be appointed by the Chair. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Presiding Officer appointed 
Mr. Warren, Mr. Smoor, and Mr. Harris conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 


eement to the amendment of 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were severally read twice by title and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Finanee: 

H. R. 10816. An act to fix the annual salary of the collector of 
customs for the district of North Carolina; 

H. R. 13770. An act to amend the revenue act of 1921, in re- 
spect to capital gains and losses, and for other pu ; and 

H. R. 13827. An act relating to the sinking fund for bonds and 
notes of the United States. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS, 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R, 18798) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will continue the 
reading of the bill. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
under the subhead “Army War College,” on page 8, line 13, be- 
fore the words “at $1,600 each,” to strike out “six” and insert 
“seven”; in line 16, before the word“ watchmen,” to strike out 
“four” and insert“ five ” ; in line 17, before the word “ firemen.” 
to strike out “three” and insert “four”; and in line 20, to 
strike out “$58,220” and insert “ $61,260,” so as to make the 
paragraph read: 

For expenses of the Army War College, being for the jurchase of th 
necessary fenced stationery; textbooks, books of recarence, scientific 
and professional papers and periodicals; maps; police utensils; em- 
ployment of temporary, technical, or special services and expenses of 

ial lecturers; and for all other absolutely necessary expenses, in- 
cluding $25 per month additional to regular compensation to chief clerk 
for superintendence of the 4203 War ollege Building ; also for ay of 
the fo lowing Chief clerk, $2,000; clerks—2 at $1,800 each, 7 at 1,600 
each, 6 at $1,400 each, 6 at $1,200 each, 3 at $1,000 each; chief engi- 
neer, $1,400; assistant engineer, $1,000; tain of the watch, $900; 
5 watchmen, at $720 each; 4 firemen, a 20 each; packer, $840; 3 
messengers, at $720 cach; laborers—1 $72 , 1 $600; gardener, $720; 
5 charwomen, at $240 each; in all, $61,260. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment wus, under the subhead “ General Sery- 
ice Schools, Fort Leavenworth, Kans., on page 9, at the end of 
line 5, to strike out “$45,000” and insert “$42,200,” so as to 
make the paragraph read: 

For the purchase of textbooks, books of reference, scientific and pro- 
fessional papers, instruments, and material for instruction : employment 
of temporary, technical, special, and clerical services, including the 
services of one translator at the rate of $150 per month; and for other 
necessary expenses of instruction, at the School of the Line and the 
General Staff School, Fort Leavenworth, Kans., $42,200. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator why 
the amount at the top of page 9 was cut down from $45,000 to 
$42,200? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is the item to meet the general ex- 
penses of the general service schools at Fort Leavenworth. 
The appropriation this year was $35,000. The Budget estimate 
for the necessary expense of those schools was $42,200. The 
House of Representatives appropriated $45,000. We could find 


nothing in the House hearings which justified the increase over 
the Budget, so we reduced it to the Budget figure. 
Mr. McKELLAR, Which was very, very proper. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “ Military post exchanges,” on page 9, 
line 21, after the word “established,” to strike out “ $75,000 
and insert “ $85,000,” so as to read: 

For continuing the consiruction, equipment, and maintenance of suit- 
able buildings at military posts and stations, for the conduct of the 
post exchange, school, reading, lunch, amusement rooms; for the con- 
duct and maintenance of libraries, service clubs, chapels, and gym- 
nasiums, including repairs to buildings erected at private cost, in the 
operation of the act approved May 31, 1902, and including salaries and 
travel for civilians employed in the hostess and library services, and for 
transportation of books and equipment for these services; for the rental 
of films, purchase of slides, for and making repairs to moving-picture 
outfits, and for similar and other recreational purposes at training and 
mobilization camps now established, or which may be hereafter estab- 
lished, $85,000. 8 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 9, line 22, after the word 
“exceed,” to strike out “$30000" and insert “ $87,500,” and 
in line 24, after the word “exceed” to strike out * $30,000” 
and insert “ $37,500"; so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That not to exceed $37,500 from this appropriation may 
be expended for the conduct and maintenance of ÜUbraries and not 
to exceed 537,500 may be expended for the conduct and maintenance 
of hostess houses. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 9, after the word 
“regulations,” to insert a colon and the following additional 
proviso: 

Provided further, That no part of the $85,000 herein appropriated 
shall be used for payment of teachers or for equipment of schools for 
children at military posts. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should be very glad if 
the chairman of the committee would explain that item. Why 
is that proviso inserted? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The committee believes that it is not 
the function or the obligation of the Government to pay for 
the education of the children of the officers of the Army; hence 
the proviso forbidding the use of any of this money for the 
employment of teachers. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator tell us about how much 
was used for that purpose? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Ten thousand dollars was expected to 
be used, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Then should not the item have been re- 
duced by $10,000? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the estimate of the 
Budget was $85,000. It is true that the House reduced that by 
$10,000. The Senate committee inserted the proviso to which 
the Senator has referred, but felt so strongly that the hostess 
service and the library service of the Army should not be cut 
down to the extraordinary extent suggested that we agreed to 
propose $85,000, to be dispensed solely for libraries and hostess 
houses; none for teachers. There 1d no increase in the appro- 

riation. 
j Mr. McKELLAR. It is an increase of $10,000 over the House 
appropriation. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I meant none over that of this year. It 
is a decrease. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The House fixed the amount at $75,000, 
and the Senate raised it $10,000, and then took out the amount 
of $10,000 usually given to the schools, making a virtual in- 
crease of $20,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; the $10,000 can not be counted 
twice. I hope the Senator will not do that. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Yes; it can, because the committee gave 
them $10,000 more than the House gave them, and then it 
struck out one of the items that the House included—namely, 
the schools, $10,000—which would in effect make a difference of 


$20,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We gathered from the hearings and 
from our knowledge of the ideas of the Members of the House 
who drafted this bill that they, too, are not in favor of the em- 
ployment of teachers for the education at Government ex- 
pense of the children of Army officers. They cut $10,000 from 
the estimate. We surmised that they did that for the purpose 
of preventing the employment of teachers. We wanted to 
make it certain, so we put in the proviso. Then we came to 
the consideration of how much we could permit to be spent for 
the hostess houses and for the libraries for the soldiers. This 
year the appropriation was $115,000. Most of the hostesses 
have had to be discharged. Most of the librarians have had to 
be discharged. I think together, in the two categories, there 
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are only 30 now employed, and we believed that the estimate of 
$85,000 should be granted and all of it used for those two pur- 
poses equally divided. i 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator 
entirely about the necessity for this appropriation for the 
hostess houses. I think it is a very proper and really a neces- 
sary thing, but I think the committee is mistaken in reference 
to the teaching of the children. Iam a great believer in educa- 
tion, I do not know whether or not the children of these en- 
listed men will be able to get education unless the Government 
does furnish it. It seems to me that no $10,000 could be ex- 
pended any better, perhaps, than that expended for the benefit 
of the children in a case like this, and I regret very much that 
the committee has put on this proviso. I do not object at all 
to the increase in the amount to $85,000, because I have no 
doubt the House has left it too low, and I really wish it could 
be made more. 

It is one of those worthy cases where it ought to be made 
more. The hostess houses are necessary, and the teachers for 
the children are necessary, and both ought to have been allowed. 
I would a great deal rather vote to use the people’s money for 
worthy purposes, such as the two here, than vote for the ex- 
travagant waste of money in the use of automobiles for almost 
all the officers. I think it would be very much wiser, and I am 
going to vote against the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the head “ Organized reserves,” on page 10, at the 
beginning of line 16, to strike out “$900,000” and insert “ $1,100- 
000”; at the beginning of line 18, to strike out “$200,000” and 
insert “ $300,000”; in the same line, after the word“ mileage,” 
to strike out “$250,000” and insert “$275,000,” and at the 
end of line 19, to strike out “$1,350,000” and insert “ $1,675,- 
000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

Officers’ Reserve Corps: For pay and allowance of reserve officers 
called to active duty for 15 days’ training, FURO 000 ; for pay of re- 
serve officers called to active duty for more than 15 days in accordance 
with law, $300,000; for mileage, $275,000; in all, $1,675,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, liné 20, to increase 
the appropriation for pay of Enlisted Reserve Corps from 
“ $5,000 » to “ $7,500,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 10, line 21, after the word 
“ For,” to insert “ divisional and regiment headquarters and the,” 
and at the end of line 25, to strike out “$850,000” and insert 
“ $494.400,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For divisional and regimental headquarters and the establishment 
and maintenance of camps for training of the Organized Reserves, in- 
cluding transportation, operation of motor cars, water and di 1 of 
sewage, preparation of camp sites, and incidental expenses, $494.00. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sena- 
tor about the language in line 21, and the increase of the item 
in line 25. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the insertion of the lan- 
guage on line 21 the committee considers absolutely vital to the 
success of the Organized Reserves. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I understand from my very hasty ex- 
amination of the report, the Senate committee has added very 
greatly to the Organized Reserves. Is this one of the items that 
will affect the addition that the Senate committee has made? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This is one of them; yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be very glad to hear what the Sena- 
tor has to say. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. As I was saying, the insertion of the 
words printed in italics on line 21 is regarded by the committee 
as absolutely vital. The Senator probably knows that one of the 
elements of the Army of the United States as laid down in the 
national defense act is the Organized Reserves. It is the pur- 
pose, of course, as expressed in the act, to make that element 
of the Army of the United States the receptacle, as it were, of 
the man power of the country if the country is ever involved ina 
war of first magnitude. 

We have at present 69,000 reserve officers, all of them, or 
nearly all of them, veterans of the World War. They are scat- 
tered over the country. The War Department, in response to 
the command of the Congress as expressed in the national de- 
fense act, has endeavored to organize, and has succeeded in or- 
ganizing, in highly skeletonized form a certain number of Organ- 
ized Reserve divisions. To all intents and purposes there are no 
enlisted men in the Organized Reserves—I think there are less 
than 800—but there are 69,000 officers, 
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In conformity with the command of the Congress, and in its 
effort to organize these reserve divisions, and thereby to 
assign as miany as possible of the 69,000 reserve officers to 
skeletonized units locally organized or allotted all over the 
United States the department has sent out about 250 regular 
officers to establish and maintain the headquarters of these 


skeletonized Organized Reserve divisions. Those men are on 
duty now. They constitute the connecting link, the absolutely 
necessary connecting link, between the individual reserve officer 
and the War Department and the general new citizen-army 
scheme. Without these locally established headquarters to 
which these reserve officers and enlisted men may come, through 
which they will get their instructions, through which they will 
get their bulletins, their correspondence-school instructions, their 
advice, you have no Organized Reserves at all. If this language 
is not adopted in the law of this year, as has been contemplated 
by the acts of Congress of the past, instead of having an Or- 
ganized Reserve we will have a disorganized reserve; and 
officers of that category, of course, having all liaison with the 
War Department destroyed, will simply say: What is the 
use? We will resign.” 

That is my opinion of this situation, and I think the committee 
felt as I do. 

Mr. MCKBLLAR. Mr. President, the Senator's statement is 
very interesting to me, I assure him, and I want to ask him this 
question about it: In organizing the reserve, is any attention 
paid to former organizations, organizations in the World War, 
or are they made up into a separate organization? For in- 
stance, the Senator will recall that in Tennessee we had in part 
the Thirtieth Division. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is National Guard. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Thirtieth Division of the National 
Guard; yes. Are those officers in this? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘They are not in this at all. They are 
under the National Guard. The Thirtieth Division, which made 
its name so famous in the smashing of the Hindenburg line, is 
still maintained in the general organization of the National 
Guard, and there is to-day a Thirtieth Division of the National 
Guard located in the States of Tennessee, North and South 
Carolina. 

In regard to the Organized Reserves, the national defense act 
specifically states that in so far as it is possible the War De- 
partment in organizing the National Guard troops and the 
Organized Reserves of the country shall retain the names and 
numerals and designations of those units which fought in the 
World War, and all the Organized Reserve divisions which are 
to-day organized in highly skeletonized form are the replicas or 
repetitions of the famous National Army divisions of the late 
war. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They come under this head? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘They would come under this head; and 
it is for those restored and maintained World War divisions 
that these regimental and divisional headquarters are necessary. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I agree with the Senator entirely about it. 
As I understand it, like provision is made for the National 
Guard headquarters in other parts of the bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Brxactły. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, I would like to 
add a word to what the Senator from New York has said as to 
the necessity for this Increase. There are a very large number 
of reserve officers who had actual service in the last war who 
have continued their reserve commissions and have been as- 
signed to these reserve divisions, which are at present paper 
divisions. If by a little summer training those men can be kept 
in touch with the Army organization, I can not conceive of any 
finer insurance or any cheaper insurance for the United States 
than that expense, and I earnestly hope that the full amount 
recommended by the committee will be allowed by the Senate. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
from New York, who has charge of ‘the bill, why the House 
appropriated $350,000, and why the committee made the in- 
crease. Possibly the Senator may have explained that. He was 
in the midst of his presentation of this item when I entered 
the Chamber. I have a good deal of sympathy with the view 
that this Officers’ Reserve Corps ought to be maintained, I 
think I can see where there is an opportunity for very great use- 
fulness, but I did not quite understand why the one amount was 
adopted in the House and the other amount presented here. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the Budget estimate re- 
quested the use of the phrase “ divisional and regimental head- 
quarters,” but the House eliminated that, and did it, of course, 
intentionally, in order to prevent the spending of the money for 
the maintenance of these Organized Reserve divisional and regi- 
mental headquarters; and I can only surmise that, having for- 


bidden, indirectly but none the less effectively, the maintenance 
of any one of the headquarters now being maintained all over 
the country, the House thereupon reduced the appropriation. 
That is the only explanation I can give. The $494,000 is the 
Budget estimate. 

Mr. POMERENE, Is it the view of the Senator that the 
phrase “establishment and maintenance of camps for train- 
ing,” and so forth, would not be broad enough to include, spe- 
cifically, divisional and regimental headquarters? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; the phrase “division-! and regi- 
mental headquarters” implies office space in cities and towns. 

Mr. McKELLAR. May I ask the Senator what provision is 
made for the professional branches of the service, if any? 
For instance, do we keep up an organization of physicians in 
the Army? Is there anywhere in the bill a like provision for 
the 3 of a reserve corps in the medical depart- 
men 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It would come under this. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The whole scheme is included in this? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly. Medical reserve officers 
are assigned to reserve divisions in the proper proportion. For 
example, in the State of Pennsylvania there has been reestab- 
lished the Seventy-ninth Division, a division which existed 
during the war, which distinguished itself, came home, and 
was discharged. A thousand reserve officers, living in the State 
of Pennsylvania and near by, who served in that division, have 
signified their assent to still belong to the Seventy-ninth Di- 
vision Reserve. Some of them are the medical officers, and to- 
day that division, although highly skeletonlzed as to enlisted 
strength, contains 1,000 officers, which is almost a full comple- 
ment of a division in time of war. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I was out of the Chamber when 
the Senator made his explanation as to some of these items. 
May I inquire whether there was evidence offered before the 
Senate committee, in addition to that offered before the House 
committee, which induced the Senate committee to make the 
aces es covered by the language on page 10, lines 18 to 25, in- 

usive? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Most assuredly. If the Senator will 
permit me, I believe this item, together with the National Guard 
item, taken in the aggregate, are the two most important items 
in this bill. 

Mr. McKELLAR. My attention was distracted a moment. 
To what is the Senator now referring? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am endeavoring to answer the ques- 
tion asked by the Senator from Utah. v 

Mr. McKELLAR. To what did the question relate? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. To the item on page 10, the same ona 
we were talking about. In no case, with the exception of the 
item on line 25, page 10, do we come up to the Budget estimate 
even. We propose, through the appropriation on line 16, to 
permit 11,000 reserve officers to go to camp next summer for 15 
days, They will cost an average of $100 per officer. The item 
which next follows, of $300,000, is to pay reserve officers who 
Se called to active duty during the next year for more than 15 

ays. 

Those officers fall under three categories. First, there are 
about a dozen to fifteen reserve officers on constant duty in 
the War Department with the General Staff, in order to th- 
ject into the professional General Staff mind the citizen- 
soldier viewpoint, and that has been a maneuver of immense 
value. 

Second, a limited number of reserve officers, with their own 
consent, and, indeed, at their own request, will be permitted to 
attend the Army service schools, such as Camp Benning, Fort 
Riley, Fortress Monroe, Camp Knox, to brush up on the last 
word in the technique or tactics of their several arms. 

The third category of the reserve officers which can be taken 
care of out of the appropriation of $300,000 includes those 
reserve officers who signify their willingness to attend the 
civilian military training camps for the young boys and assist 
in the instruction of those young boys alongside the Regular 
officers who have control of that instruction. Those camps last 
30 days. 

The $300,000 is $26,000 below the estimate. The War Depart- 
ment hopes and the Budget requests that 15,000 reserve officers 


‘be sent to camp this summer for 15 days. We allow only 11,000. 


The House allowed only 9,000. We think 9,000 is too few. 
Eleven thousand is none too many. If those officers are sent to 
camp at the rate of 11,000 per year, an officer of the Organized 
Reserves can only get that 15 days’ training once in seven years, 
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as there are 69,000 of them. My own hope is that at a future 
time we can increase this appropriation so that 15,000 or 20,000 
of these men, who number 70,000 in round figures, can go each 
year; and that would mean that each reserve officer of the 
United States could get 15 days’ training once in three years in 
brushing himself up to the last word in tactics and regulations. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Was the $1,100,000 the Budget estimate? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; the Budget estimate was for 
$1,500,000 for that item. They wanted 15,000 men, at $100 
apiece. We give 11,000 men at $100 apiece. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The committee cut the item under the 
Budget estimate? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They are all cut under the Budget, but 
not cut as severely as the House cut them. 

Mr. KING. How does the department arrive at a means of 
selecting those who are to attend the camps? The Senator says 
there are 69,000 officers, but only 11,000 will go. How is the 
selection made? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The selection is decentralized all over 
the country through the corps area commanders. The com- 
mander of each corps area has the task imposed upon him 
of supervising generally the training of the citizen elements of 
the Army of the United States. That corps area commander, 
who, in the case of the Second Corps area, for example, is 
General Bullard, with headquarters at New York, communicates 
with the Regular officer who is maintaining divisional head- 
quarters and who knows personally every reserve officer in the 
district. That headquarters officer communicates by mail 
weeks in advance with all the reserve officers and ascertains 
which among them desire to go to the camp; and Senators 
would be surprised at the percentage who desire to go and 
who can afford to go and leave their business. He makes the 
distribution through the different grades, from second lieu- 
tenant to colonel, inclusive, makes up the list in consultation 
with the reserve officers themselves, sends the list to the corps 
area headquarters commander, and the list is there approved. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Reserve Offi- 
cers’ Training Corps,” on page 13, line 5, after the numerals 
1920,“ to strike out “ $3,250,000" and insert “ $4,000,000,” so 
as to read: 

For the procurement, maintenance, and issue, under such regula- 
tions as may be prescribed by the Secretary of War, to institutions at 
which one or more units of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps are 
maintained, of such public animals, means of transportation, supplies, 
tentage, equipment, and uniforms as he may deem necessary, and to 
forage at the expense of the United States public animals so issued, 
and to pay commutation in lieu of uniforms at a rate to be fixed annu- 
ally by the Secretary of War; for transporting said animals and 
other authorized supplies and equipment from place of issue to the 
several institutions and training camps and return of same to place 
of issue when necessary; for the establishment and maintenance of 
camps for the further practical instruction of the members of the 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps, and for transporting members of 
such corps to and from such cam and to subsist them while travel- 
ing to and from such camps and while remaining therein so far as 
appropriations will pame; or in lieu of transporting them to and from 
such camps and subsisting them while en route, to pay them travel 
allowance at the rate of 5 cents per mile for the distance by the 
shortest usually traveled route from the places from which they are 
authorized to proceed to the camp and for the return travel thereto, 
and to pay the return travel y in advance of the actual perform- 
ance of the travel; for pay for students attending advan camps 
at the rate prescribed for soldiers of the seventh grade of the Regu- 
lar Army; for the payment of commutation of subsistence to mem- 
bers of the senior division of the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps at 
a rate not ex ing the cost of the garrison ration prescribed for 
the Army, as authorized in the act Approved June 3, 1916, as 
amended by the act ap roved June 4, 1920, $4,000,000, to remain avail- 
able until December 1924. 


Mr. KING. I would like to make an inquiry of the Senator 
from New York. I am a little confused. It seems to me that 
a part of this $4,000,000 item would be embraced within the 
item of $1,675,000 on page 10. Of course, I perceive that the 
item on page 10 is for pay and allowances of reserve officers 
called for active duty, but the language, as I read it, seems to 
indicate that it is to cover the compensation of officers of the 
Reserve Corps as well. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The item is for the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps. Those are the college boys. The item which 
precedes it is for the reserve officers themselves. The item of 
$4,000,000, on page 13, is for the support of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps, which is maintained in the universities, col- 
leges, and high schools of the country. It is from the Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps that we must get our reserve officers, 
but as they pass to the advanced courses of the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps and are given their diplomas, they are eligible 
for commissions as second lieutenants in the Reserve Corps. 
The $4,000,000 is for the support of the units organized in the 
colleges. 
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Mr. KING. Approximately how many belong to the Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are at present 104,000 students 
in all the colleges, universities, technical schools, and secondary 
schools, including high schools which have units. There are 342 
units organized throughout the educational institutions of the 
country. The estimate for this purpose was $4,400,000. We 
come within $400,000 of the estimate. 

Mr. KING. Is this as much as was appropriated last year? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is more. Last year we appropriated 
$3,100,000. The increase is largely accounted for by the fact 
that we have not to-day the same amount of surplus and reserve 
supplies to continue the issue which we have made free of 
charge to the units in the last two or three years since the war. 
In other words, our surplus stocks and in some instances our 
reserve stocks are either gone entirely or reduced to the point 
where they will no longer furnish large amounts to supply the 
National Guard, the Organized Reserve, or the Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether the ex- 
perience with these organizations in the schools is entirely 
satisfactory and meets the approval of the General Staff and 
the Secretary of War? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, decidedly. 

Mr. KING. Is it so encouraging as to justify the continuance 
of the policy? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Decidedly; and the most encouraging 
thing about it is that the educational institutions themselves 
are practically unanimous in expressing the hope that it will 
never be curtailed. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, I know it is in successful 
operation in my State. Its success there has been very satis- 
factory. I do not believe there is any item in the bill that is 
more worthy or will be more beneficial to the country at large 
than the training offered the boys in the schools and colleges. 
It is an excellent plan for the training of our boys. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It may be of interest to the Senator 
from Utah, in view of our discussions in past years about the 
number of officers in the Regular Army, to recollect that there 
are 651 Regular Army officers detailed to this work alone. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, the memorandum which 
I have indicated that the number last year was 104,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is correct. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. And that we expect this year 110,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is correct. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I have been trying to recall how the 
justification was reached for increasing by $900,000 the appro- 
priation on that comparatively small increase in the number 
of students. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are two principal elements ac- 
counting for the increase. The first is that the supply of the 
units can no longer depend to such a large degree as it has in 
the past upon reserve stock and surplus stock from the War 
Department. Secondly, this year there will be 12,000 college 
boys in the advanced course, many more than last year and 
the year before. The system only started really to work in 
1919. The boys in college who took the course started then 
as freshmen and sophomores and are now in their junior and 
senior years where they take the advanced course, and the 
whole time they are under military discipline. They go to 
camp in summer under rigid military discipline and are getting 
their final training as reserve officers, during which time they 
are paid 40 cents a day. Of course, as these men have come 
up from the lower classes in college and are now in the junior 
and senior classes, the number of advanced students is higher, 
That accounts for the increase. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 13, line 11, after the word 
“issue,” to strike out the comma and the words “in so far as 
said stocks are in excess of actual requirements of the Regular 
Army for the fiscal year 1924,” so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That uniforms and other equipment or material issued to 
the Reserve Officers' Training Corps in accordance with law shall be 
furnished from surplus or reserve stocks of the War Department with- 
out payment from this appropriation, except for actual expense in- 
curred in the manufacture or issue. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Civilian military 
training camps,” on page 15, line 7, after the word “ camps,” 
to strike out “$2,000,000” and insert “ $2,200,000,” so as to 
read: 


For furnishing, at the expense of the. United States, to warrant 
officers, enlisted men, and civilians attending training camps main- 
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tained under the pro 


of section 47-d of the national defense 
act of June 3, 191 


visions 
as amended by the act of June 4, 1920, uniforms, 
including altering, fitting, washing, and cleaning when necessary, sub- 
sistence, and tra tion, or in lieu of such transportation and of 
subsistence for travel to and from camps, travel allowances at 5 cents 
per mile, as prescribed in said section 47-d; for such tures as 
are authorized by said section 47-d as may be necessary for the estab- 
lishment and tenance of said camps, 00,000, together with the 
unexpended balance of the appropriation for this p the fiscal 
year 1923, to re n available until December 31, 1924. 

The amendment was agreed to. S 

The next amendment was, on page 15, line 11, after the word 
“over,” to strike out “27” and insert “24”; and, in line 12, 
after the word “age,” to insert “except those who received 
training in a previous civilian military training camp and 
except veterans of the war with Germany who may be accepted 
if not over 35 years of age,” so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That the funds herein appropriated shall not be used for 
the training of any person who is over 24 years of age except those 
who received training in a previous civilian military training cam 
and except veterans of the war with Germany who may be accept 
if not over 35, years of age. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
in charge of the bill what reasons induced the House to fix 
27 years of age and then what testimony induced the Senate 
committee to chanage it to 24? I have no criticism of the action 
of either the House or the Senate committees; I am asking for 
information. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The current law provides that 27 nor- 
mally shall be the age limit for admission of these men into 
the C. M. T. C. The Senate committee believed that, with the 
exception of World War veterans, who, of course, we want to 
have attend the camps if they desire to do so—it is all on 
the volunteer basis—admission to the camps should be confined 
to what might be termed youths, young men between 18 and 
24, we will say. After a man passes the age of 25, he usually 
has some pretty steady employment, perhaps some business 
obligations, indeed may be married and have domestic obliga- 
tions, and we want the spirit of the whole thing conducted 
along the lines of the training of youth. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing 
to the committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 15, line 21, after the word 
“issue,” to strike out the comma and the words “in so far 
as said stocks are in excess of actual requirements of the 
Regular Army for the fiscal year 1924,” so as to make the addi- 
tional proviso read: 

Provided further, That uniforms and other 1 or material 
furnished in accordance with law for use at civilian — 
camps be furnished from surplus or reserve stocks o. 
Department without payment from this appropriation, except for 
aciual expense in n the manufacture or issue. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Finance Depart- 
ment, pay, etc., of the Army,” on page 17, strike out the colon 
and the proviso beginning in line 9, in the following words: 

Provided, That no pers of the money herein appropriated shall be 
used to pay for the allowance or subsistence of any captain promoted 
after the passage of this act in the Army until all first lieutenants in 
the Army, otherwise euD, who were demoted from the gare of 
captain under the provisions of the act of Congress approved June 30, 
1922, as amended by the act of September 14, 1922, shall be promoted 
to the grace of captain in advance of officers who were serving in 
the grade of first Heutenant on June 80, 1920, notwithstanding the 
names of some of these demoted captains are carried on the promo- 
tion iist below the names of some such first lieutenants: Provided, 
That no part of the funds herein appropriated shall be utilized for the 
recruiting or enlistment of boys under the age of 21 years without 
the written consent of the parents or ns, any, of such bo 
or unless the applicant furnishes a birth certificate or the affidavit 
two disinterested witnesses showing such applicant for enlistment to 
be 21 years of age. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 18, to strike out the colon 
and the proviso beginning in line 16, in the following words: 

Provided, That this ropriation shall not be available for 1 
pay — flying status to. more than 500 enlisted men. wll Rar pe 

The amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I would like to ask the Senator 
from New York to explain the amendment just agreed to, 
on page 17, beginning in line 9. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are two amendments on that 
page. The first one has to do with a very technical subject 
aud which I will do my best to explain, although I doubt my 
ability. It provides that no part of the money appropriated 
for the pay of officers shall be used to pay for the allowance 
or subsistence of any captain promoted after the passage of 
this act in the Army until all first lieutenants in the Army 
otherwise eligible, who were demoted from the grade of cap- 


for 


tain, shall be promoted before him. It does not accomplish what 
the author of the amendment expected. It was offered upon 
the floor of the House. 

Here is the situation: In the demotions which took place 
last August something like 800 captains were demoted to the 
grade of first lieutenant. Their relative positions upon the 
promotion list of the Army are not changed. About 275 of 
those captains who were demoted are found upon the demotion 
list since that time among the first lieutenants. They lost 
the grade and rank of captain. Their places on the promo- 
tion list are exactly the same as they were before. They can 
not, under existing law, be restored or promoted back to the 
grade of captain until several first lieutenants, whose names 
stand ahead of theirs on the promotion list, are promoted to 
the grade of captain. This language was intended to cure 
that situation, but it does not do it. It does not accomplish 
the desired purpose. All it does is to say that any first lieuten- 
ant who was not demoted from the grade of captain and who 
is promoted hereafter to the grade of captain shall not be paid 
for it, which is, of course, an absurd conclusion. The fact, 
however, is that the situation sought to be corrected by the 
amendment will not arise for two years, so we struck out the 
provision. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, may I ask 
the Senator from New York a question? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Is it not a fact that the de- 
moted officers are still receiving the pay and allowances of the 
rank from which they were demoted? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They are. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. I think that ought to be under- 
stood by the Senator, so that he will realize that no injustice 
is done to the demoted officers by striking out the provision. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The injustice is in the future, and not 
at the present. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, the injustice has been in 
the past and in the present, and it will be in the future. Many 
of these captains were examined—in fact, all of them were ex- 
amined. They passed competitive examinations. After such ex- 
aminations they were given commissions as captains and en- 
joyed them for awhile, and then were demoted to the grade of 
first lieutenants. 

I did not know we had reached the provision. I have an amend- 
ment which I wish to offer to it. On page 17, I move to strike 
out the proviso, beginning in line 9, down to and including the 
word “lieutenants” in line 20, and in lieu thereof to insert the 
following: 

Provided, That no part of the mon 
used for the pay and allowances of officers on the promotion list“ 
who shall be prooton to the de of captain after the passage of this 
act unless said promotion shall have been made in the following man- 
ner, which is hereby established as the method of promotion to the 
grade of captain of officers on said promotion list, to wit: So long as 
there shall remain in the grade of first lieutenant any officer discharged 

p 


in the de of captain and recommissioned in the grade of first lten- 


tenant in accordance with the provisions of the act of June 30. 1922, 


as amended by the act of September 14, 1922, who was appointed in the 

de of captain in the Regular Army under the provisions of section 
St of the act of June 4, 1920 (Pub. No. 242, 66th Cong.). Promotions 
of officers on the promotion list to the grade of captain shall be made 
solely from such officers. 

Mr. President, I offer this amendment in justice to the cap- 
tains. The promotion list has been construed so as to demote 
those men. They came into the Regular Army on the assurance 
that the result of their examinations would determine their fit- 
ness and their places in the Army. They received captaincies 
as a result of this examination. So long as they are making 
proper officers, the Government is under a moral contract with 
them to retain them in the grade of captain, 


I think it is little short of monstrous that the Government of 
the United States should conduct an examination and hold out 
to men who take the examination the promise, “If you make 
a certain grade, if you come within certain requirements, the 
Government will appoint you to the position of captain,” and 
then after they have made that grade, after they have secured 
these positions, demote them to a lieutenancy and promote sec- 
ond and first lieutenants over them. That, to my mind, is an 
act of bad faith on the part of the Government. After having 
invited these men to take the examination, after having urged 
many of them to come back into the Army, we owe it to them 
not to demote them unless they have by their acts committed 
an offense which requires them to be demoted or discharged. 
I ask Senators to join me in doing the right and fair thing 
by these men. The House provision does not give them what 
they are entitled to have, and I ask that the amendment which 
I offered may be adopted by the Senate. 


herein appropriated shall be 
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Mr. KING. Mr. President 

Mr. McKELLAR. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. This is rather a terra incognita to me. I have 
received some complaints by individuals who have insisted that 
an injustice had been done them. I should like to inquire of 
the Senator from Tennessee upon what theory, after a man has 
been promoted as a result of an examination, he is demoted for 
the purpose of advancing over him officers of lower grade. Is 
it for the purpose of advancing those who have been through 
West Point over those who have come in from civil life? Is 
there any favoritism growing out of the fact that one man is 
a West Pointer and the other is not? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, all I can say about that fs 
that charge is made by many of those who have had to under- 
go this demotion. It is “passing strange” that the Govern- 
ment, after having given the commission of captain to a num- 
ber of men and after they had accepted that commission and 
entered into a solemn contract, changing, perhaps, the whole 
course of their lives, should undertake to demote them to the 
grade of second lieutenant or first lieutenant, as the case 


may be. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
at that point? 

Mr. McKELLAR. TI yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Congress specifically commanded 
that to be done. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I know that, and that is what I am com- 
plaining of; but Congress never dreamed that it was com- 
manding that to be done. That construction of the act of Con- 
gress I believe to be wrong, and have believed it to be wrong 
ever since it was first placed upon the language of Congress. 
What I propose is that Congress should right that wrong, so 
far as it can. It can not right it entirely, perhaps. Many 
of the captains who have been thus demoted to first lieuten- 
ancies have resigned from the Army rather than submit to de- 
motion, and probably they were right. Those who have re- 
signed from the Army on that ground have been greatly in- 
jured. 

We can appreciate the situation. The Government invited 
these men to take an examination, and as a result of that 
examination, as a result of their record, as a result of their 
competency and efficiency, they were appointed captains. They 
had a right to expect to be made captains and to retain their 
captaincies; but, without any reason except that certain legal 
officers. of the War Department construed the act to mean 
something that was never even vaguely in the mind of Con- 
gress, in my Judgment, they have been so demoted. They have 
been humiliated and disgraced in the minds of their friends 
in a way they ought not to have been. There is no reason 
for it. If it was the fault of Congress in the beginning, as 
the Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH] has stated it 
was, surely Congress. can remedy that wrong, can remedy that 
mistake, can remedy that injustice; and now is the time to 
do it. The matter is involved in the pending bill. 

I wish here to read what one of these captains has said 
about the matter. It is a technieal matter and one which 
from that standpoint, perhaps, I do not understand; but I 
do understand what the result is. The result is wrong. It 
is a wrong that no Government ought to be willing to per- 
petrate upon its citizens whom it invites to take an examina- 
tion. I now read from a statement of one of these officers: 


The Army reorganization act of June 4, 1920, increased the com- 
missioned personnel of the Army and also created the “ Promotion 
Ust. 


Which is commonly known, I may say, as the signal list of 
promotion. 


The act provided that the newly a 
of lieutenant colonel and major shoni be 


The law with reference to 5 the captains and lleutenants 
on the promotion list was entirely different. It prona that the 
newly appointed captains and lieutenants should be on the 
promotion list with the Regular Army officers of those grades aec- 
cordi. to length of com loned service between April 6, 1917, 
2 November 11, 1918, and regardless of the grade to which ap- 
pointed, 

In other words, let me put the case as I understand it. 
Two young men had been in the late war; one was a second 
Heutenant all through that war and the other was a captain; 
the second lieutenant had been appointed prior to the time 
when the other young man was appointed a captain. The lieu- 
tenant had been im the service, say, two weeks longer than the 
captain, After the war was over these two officers were dis- 


charged; both came forward to take a new examination upon 
the invitation of the Government to go into the Regular 


Army. The second lientenant, we will say, had been in the 


very company in which the other officer was a captain. The 
captain had by his ability, his efficiency, and his devoton to 
duty and his heroic action on the field of battle not only main- 
tained his captaincy but had become a major or a lieutenant 
colonel, perhaps, and in one case, I believe, the officer was 
made a lieutenant colonel. 

The second lieutenant held on to his second lieutenancy all 
during the war and did nothing to distinguish himself as a 
lieutenant. The lieutenant colonel and the second lieutenant 
come forward after the war to take the examination. Upon 
being graded, the lieutenant colonel is offered a captain’s com- 
mission and the second lieutenant, who served during the war 
as a second lieutenant, not having distinguished himself for 
efficiency particularly, but still capable of being a second lieu- 
tenant, received a second lieutenant’s commission. Under the 
strained construction of the lawyers of the War Department 
the second lieutenant goes ahead on the promotion list of the 
captain, who had been a lieutenant colonel during the war. No 
regard is paid to the examination. The fact that one man 
was examined and found qualified to be a captain cuts. no figure 
at all; the fact that he had performed remarkable service as 
a lieutenant colonel cuts no figure at all; but, solely because 
the second lieutenant went into the World War two weeks be- 
fore the lieutenant colonel, the second lieutenant, under the 
present interpretation of the law, is promoted over the lieu- 
tenant colonel. So the second lieutenant comes before the 
captain or the first lieutenant on the single list, and of course 
becomes a ‘captain while the officer who has been a captain 
is demoted. In the rearrangement, while many first lieutenants 
and second lieutenants have been promoted to captains, many 
captains, I believe, have been demoted to first lieutenants. 
That is not fair. That would not be done in private life. No 
Senator would invite a man to take an examination, if he 
were going to employ him, and tell him that he was going to 
give him a place as the result of that examination, and then 
take it away from him. There is no Senator on the floor who 
will say that what has been done in this case is fair dealing. 

If the legal officers of the department are right—and we 
must assume they were right in their construction—in their 
construction of the provision Congress placed in the law in 
1920, ought we not to right the wrong which has been done? 
We have a chance to right it now; we can do it as to those 
officers who still remain in the Army, and we ought to right 
that wrong as nearly as possible. My amendment proposes to 
right that particular wrong, and I hope the Senate will adopt it. 

F continue to read: 

The result of this ne lag = anaga was that if a second or first lieu- 


tenant had more service than a captain, the Heutenant was placed 
above the captain: on the promotion list. 


That is all wrong 


After the new appointments had been made the promotion list was 
prepared as above outlined. The newly appointed captains were 
scattered from near the top of the list of captains to near the bottom 
of the list of second lieutenants. The first and second lieutenants were 
arranged in the same way—all according, to length of service and with- 
out regard to grade, age, experience, or qualifications: 

After the promotion ust was prepares, 3 were made to fill 
vacancies created by the act of June 4, 1920; which had not been filled 
by appointments from the emergency officers. Promotions were made. 
according to standing on the A oe on list. Over 2,000 first and sec- 
ond lieutenants were promoted to the grade of captain with rank from 
July 1, 1920; some of these were from the emergency forces and some 
from the Regular Army officers who were lieutenants on July 1, 1920, 
These emergency lieutenants had been examined various boards and 
had been found qualified for the grade in which they were pointed, 
However, because of the law with reference to — — on the 
promotion list they immediately. became captains with rank from July 

1920, and as such outranked any newly appointed captain on the 
romotion list who was unfortunate enough not to have had greater 
ength of commissioned service. 


HOW DEMOTION HAS AFFECTED THE EMERGENCY CAPTAINS, 


The Army appropriation bill of June 30, 1922, as amended by the 
act of ember 14, 1922, authorized the reduction of the commissioned 
personnel of the Army and required that a number of officers in each 
grade should be disc and recommissioned in the next lower 
grade. This legislation made it necessary to discharge and recommis- 
sion in the next lower grade in the inverse order of their standing on 
the ea list approximately 800 captains; Of this number a 
pro: tely 300 had been originally appointed in. the grade of captain. 
under the act of June 4, 1920. The remainder, appro: ately 500, had 
been appointed first and second lieutenants under the act of June 
1920, or were first lieutenants in the Regular Army, July 1, 1920. 6 
the demoted tains originally appointed in that grade, 275 stand on 
the promotion t among the first lieutenants and are scattered from 
almost the top to almost the bottom of the list. Unless there is some 
legislation in their these demoted captains will not again attain 
the grade of captain until they are reached in the ordinary course of 

romotion. Some of them will not reach the grade of captain again 
Por 10 or 15 years. 
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I stop here long enough to ask what must we think of a 
Government that will invite a young ex-service man to come 
into the Army as an officer, and, after he makes as a result of 
a competitive examination the grade of captain, and is ap- 
pointed to that grade, will say to him afterwards, without any 
fault of his own: “ We are going to demote you, and you can 
not become a captain for 15 years”? Yet that is what we are 
doing if we let this law stand. 

These are the ones near the bottom of the list of first lieutenants. 
(This statement is made on the estimate that approximately 150 
vacancies in the grade of captain will occur each year. 

Although approximately 300 captains, originally appointed as such, 
have been demoted and will not again attain that grade for a lon 
time, there are still hundreds of captains who were originally appoint 
as first and second lieutenants, or were Regular Army officers of those 
grades, as of July 1, 1920, and who were 1 promotet to the 

rade of captain and who have not been demoted. This is due to the 
fact that they were so high on the promotion list that they were not 
reached in the process of demotion. 3 

It is submitted that the captains pa fie! appointed as such 
under the act of June 4, 1920, should not have been demoted when 
officers originally appointed in the grade of first and second lieutenants 
at the same time and who were immediately promoted to the grade of 
captain were not demoted. This situation can be remedied by any one 
of the following methods, viz: 

1. Create a surplus in the grade of captain by at once restoring 
these 300 demoted captains to their original rank and permit them to 
be carried as surplus until absorbed in the 9 course of pro- 
motion. This method will create an excess of 300 in the grade of cap- 
tain, which will be slowly reduced as promotions occur. It will con- 
stitute no saving in money. 5 

2. Immediately restore these 300 demoted sea, Beye to their former 
rank and demote an equal number of captains who have been promoted 
to that grade since July 1, 1920. his method accomplishes sub- 
stantial Justice, i. e.. these lieutenants should not have been promoted 
in the first place. If they are demoted at this time they will placed 
where they ought to have been placed in the first instance, and yet 
they will get the pay of the advanced grade. This method also accom- 

lishes a substantia) saving in pay, because the first lieutenants who 
Save never been captains but who are ahead of the demoted captains on 
the promotion list will not be promoted until all demoted captains have 
been restored to that grade. 

8. As fast as vacancies occur restore to the grade of captain the 
300 captains appointed in that grade who have been demoted before 
the other demoted captains are restored to that grade. This accom- 
plishes substantial justice and also a substantial saving. It will take 
about two years for the last demoted captain to get back his original 
rank, but it causes no further demotions and creates no surplus in 
the grade of captain. 

Mr. President, in order to remedy this wrong that has been 
done to this class of our citizens, to remedy the unfairness and 
the injustice that has been done to them, I have offered the 
amendment which I sent to the desk, and I hope it will be 
adopted. I hope the chairman of the committee will accept it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I have a few observations 
to make. 

This situation has arisen solely and entirely as the result of 
the acts of Congress. No law officer of the Government, no 
person in the War Department, nobody in the Army, through 
any construction given to language or through any arbitrary 
act of his, is to blame for it. Only the Congress is to blame. 
The language of the two statutes involved in this situation is 
so plain that there could be no appeal whatsoever, although 
appeals were attempted time and time again against this con- 
struction. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I protested myself against this demo- 
tion; but the pacificists in this country were so strong, and the 
Congress was so carried off its feet by all the silly twaddle 
that was talked about here last year, that it passed the legis- 
lation which finally compelled the discharge from the com- 
missioned strength of the Regular Army of 1,400 officers, and 
the demotion of 1,800 more. The Senate conferees begged and 
implored that no such severity should be indulged in. The 
Senate conferees begged and implored that the very men to 
whom the Senator has referred be not subjected to demotion. 
We could not get our way. The best we could secure was a 
compromise—a compromise between the extreme of the paci- 
fistic proposal, which was for the purpose of putting out of 
the Regular Army 2,500 officers instead of 1,400—— 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just a moment. Now, this situation 
has arisen: 

There are about 270 former captains in the Army who have 
been demoted to the grade of first lieutenant, and who find them- 
selves literally in a morass so far as future promotion is con- 
cerned. The Senator has described that, and the letter which 
he has read describes it correctly. Unfortunately, no legislation 
that we can pass correcting it can take effect for two years. 
The officer states, in the letter which the Senator read, that 
the last or junior captain who was demoted will not be reached 
for promotion again for two years. That is not accurate. 
The senior captain among that group who are low down on the 
single list will not be reached for two years. The amendment 


which the Senator offers will not become operative for two 
years. Nothing can be done about it, because there will not 
be enough vacancies occurring in the grade of captain and 
above to reach down and absorb or commence to absorb these 
outraged officers until two years have gone by. 

That is the fact. I am in complete sympathy with the intent 
of the Senator from Tennessee to amend the promotion law so 
that these demoted captains who are now first lieutenants, and 
are far down on the promotion list, shall be promoted back 
again to the grade of captain before any undemoted first lieu- 
tenant is promoted. That is what he is driving at. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That is what my amendment proposes. 
Why should we not adopt it? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have not declined to accept it; but 
will the Senator please permit me to proceed a moment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Oh, yes; I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I merely want to say to the Senator 
and to the Senate that, whether it is accepted in conference or 
not, it makes no difference this year or next year—none what- 
Soever. 

Mr. McKELLAR. But we will have done what we could to 
right a wrong which the Senator agrees with me should he 
righted. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. 
frankly : 

The matter is exceedingly technical. The mistake of a word 
or two in the final phraseology, if there shall be any final 
phraseology, coming out of the conference and adopted by both 
Houses, may destroy the whole thing. What I should prefer is 
that the Military Affairs Committee of the Senate be given au 
opportunity to examine this amendment. I have already intro- 
duced a bill recommended by the War Department for this very 
same purpose, expressed somewhat differently. This may be 
better; I do not know. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will not the Senator do this: Will not the 
Senator accept the amendment, and I, for one, will be entirely 
willing to leave it to the Senator's good judgment as to the 
wording worked out in conference? I know that the Senator 
has as good knowledge of these matters as any man in the 
United States, and I would be perfectly willing to take his judg- 
ment about it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have expressed my fear, which is 
very great. I have described as best I could the situation. 
I shall not raise a point of order against this amendment, on 
the theory that it may go to conference, and there may emanate 
from the conference—I will not promise it—the proper, accu- 
rate, deadly accurate, legislation that shall cure this situation ; 
but in any event there are no tears to be shed, even if it fails 
this year, because it does no good for this year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I hope the Senator will let it pass and 
be part of the act, and then I am sure he will attempt to work 
it out in a way that will make it a workable measure. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I was just going to ask the 
chairman of the Military Affairs Committee, in churge of the 
bill, a question. It would seem, even though no results can 
happen for two years, that if we have committed an error, or if 
we want to rectify a situation, the sooner we start to do it the 
better. If we put it off another year it will be still farther and 
farther away. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course, generally speaking, the Sen- 
ator is correct; but the Senator knows how dangerous it is to 
attach a highly technical piece of legislation to an appropriation 
bill which must be handled by Members of the House and Mem- 
bers of the Senate who are not thoroughly familiar with the 
legislative history of the case; that is all. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I agree to that, but I still think that, al- 
though it may not result in much benefit for two yeurs, the 
sooner we start upon it the better. I was going to ask the Sen- 
ator whether the provision on page 17 which the committee 
strikes out of the House bill has any bearing upon this? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. The amendment adopted upon the 
floor of the House is absolutely inoperative. It shows the dan- 
ger of trying to legislate in that hasty way. It does not mean 
anything. It accomplishes nothing for these outraged officers. 

Now, I desire to know if the Senator wants to substitute his 
amendment for the House amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. I imagine the way to do would be to 
agree to this as a substitute for the House provision. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It can be made in two motions—to agree 
to the committee amendment striking out the first proviso, be- 
tween lines 9 and 20, inclusive, and then the Senator from Ten- 
nessee can offer his amendment, to go in at that point. 

Mr. McKELLAR. All right. 


Here is my fear, and I will say it quite 
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Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, let me suggest 
that it all ought to be one amendment, to strike out and insert, 
so that it will be considered in conference at one time, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I think so. I think the Senator from 
Washington is entirely right about that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator’s suggestion is a good one. 
That throws the whole thing into conference. 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Yes. I just want to agree to the whole 
amendment with an amendment substituting the provision 
which I have sent to the desk. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask unanimous consent to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment of the committee was adopted. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Has it been adopted? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not know that. 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question is on the request for 
reconsideration. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I desire to ask a question for in- 
formation. The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR], by 
the illustration which he gave of an injustice which might be 
done to a lieutenant colonel, following the illustration of a cap- 
tain, by demoting them and elevating to a position above them 
a man who was a second lieutenant, and who had exhibited no 
particular ability to entitle him to elevation over the others, 
has illustrated that that situation arose under the law of Con- 
gress. What I am trying to get at is, How will the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Tennessee or the amendment 
offered by the Senator from New York, which is now pending 
before the committee, cure that evil? Will they demote the 
second lieutenant who has been elevated? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The second lieutenant has not been 
elevated. It is the captain who has been demoted; and we are 
going to provide, the Senator from Tennessee and I, if we have 
our way about it, in appropriate language that the captain who 
was demoted last year as the result of the arbitrary act of 
Congress shall be the first one among the first lieutenants to 
be promoted again; that is all. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I am in entire sympathy with this 
legislation, and I think a very great wrong was done—— 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is a wrong against which I protested 
at the time. 

Mr. KING. But Iam at a loss to perceive just how the wrongs 
which have been done are going to be corrected. I rely, how- 
ever, upon the wisdom of the committee and the duty of the 
War Department to right a wrong and do justice to those to 
whom injustice has been done. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on reconsidering 
the vote by which the amendment was agreed to. 

The motion to reconsider was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Tennessee to the committee 
amendment, 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Commencing on line 20, that should be 
treated as a second amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It should read “ Provided fur- 
ther,” and the committee proposes to strike it out. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That has been adopted. I merely want 
it printed as a separate amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Where is it? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. At the bottom of page 17. It has noth- 
ing to do with the promotion of officers. It is another matter. 

Mr. FLETCHER. The motion upon which we have acted, I 
understand, then, is to strike out the first proviso and to insert 
what the Senator from Tennessee has proposed? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. ‘The question is on agreeing to the 
committee amendment, striking out the second proviso. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the committee was, in the item for 
pay of enlisted men, Aviation Corps, on page 18, line 16, to 
strike out lines 16, 17, and 18, as follows: 


Provided, That this appropriation shall not be available for increased 
pay on flying status to more than 500 enlisted men. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator explain that? The Sena- 
tor knows that I was not on this committee. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The proviso reads: i 

Provided, That this appropriation shall not be avallable for increased 
pay on flying status to more than 500 enlisted men. 

We do not propose to increase the amount of money which 
the Chief of the Air Service may expend in paying enlisted men 
of the Air Service for flying service, but we do propose to strike 
out the limitation on the number, For example, the Chief of 
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the Air Service testified to the committee that from time to 
time he wants the opportunity and the right to order an en- 
listed man in the Air Service upon flying duty for a month, or 
two months, or three months, aid while on such duty, of 
course, the man is entitled to an increase in his pay on account 
of the risk. With the limitation inserted by the House, the 
Chief of the Air Service could not put upon flying duty more 
than 500 different men among the enlisted men in the entire 
calendar year. He would like to have the opportunity of using 
nae than 500 men, but using some of them for only a part of 
year. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator’s explanation is entirely sat- 
isfactory to me, and I thank him for giving it. 

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator with respect to 
the item, on lines 5 and 6, for aviation increases to commis- 
sioned and warrant officers of the Army, $950,000, whether it 
is proposed to increase the number of Army officers and war- 
rant officers who are engaged in aviation? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; it is not. Every officer on flying 
status receives 50 per cent increase in his base pay under the 
law passed by Congress. 
cae KING. Was that provided in the Army reorganization 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; but I think that in turn was a 
repetition of previous legislation. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator believe that there should be 
that great difference between the base pay and the flying pay? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do, Mr. President, when I remem- 
ber that the casualties among the fliers of the United States 
Army are 10 per cent a year. 

Mr. KING. I was inquiring for information as to whether 
the committee had investigated that, and it was their judgment 
that that distinction should be permitted. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, yes. 

Mr. KING. Is that the distinction which prevails in other 
countries? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; the flying services in all other 
armies are paid at higher rates than the other branches. 

Mr. KING. Must there be so many hours per month or per 
year in order to entitle them to the increase? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; habitual and continuous fiying. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. : 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading was continued to line 20, page 18, the 1 - 
graph read being: N N 


For pay of the enlisted men of the Philippine Scouts, $1,060,140, 


Mr. KING. I inquire of the Senator with respect to the item 
under the head of Philippine Scouts, what part of those are 
natives, and what part are the Regular Army? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They are all natives. They are a part 
of the Regular Army. They number 7,000 men, in round figures. 

Mr. KING. And the proposition is, of course, that we shall 
care for them and pay them for the coming year? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, on the 16th day of March last, 
that being the calendar day of March 30, I offered a resolution 
which, in effect, called for the withdrawal of the United States 
from the Philippine Islands. It reads as follows: 


Whereas the Congress of the United States, by the 
August 29, 1916, entitled “An act to declare the porpess or tarpovat 
of the United States as to the future political status of the people of 
the Philippine Islands, and to provide a more autonomous government 
for those islands,” vested in the Philippine Legislature, created by said 
act, general legislative power with respect to the Philippines, in order 
that by the use and exercise of popular franchise and governmental 
powers, the people of the Philippines might become prepared to assume 
tan responsibilities and enjoy the privileges of complete independence ; 
am 

Whereas the Congress of the United States, in said act, expressly de- 
clared that it was the purpose of the Government of the United 
States to rp A BOTOT 5 the Philippine Islands and to 
recognize the ependence o e islands as soon as a stabi V 
8 25 5 ets and 1 

yhereas, in conformity with the provisions of said a a stabl v- 

ernment, founded upon principles of political libert ap Snare gh ad 
lar franchise, has been erected in the Philippine Islands and is ex- 
ercising political powers therein, subject only to the wers vested in 
the Governor General of the Philippines and other officials appointed 
by the President of the United States, and certain supervisory powers 
exercised by the Secretary of War, and the right of Bow to the 
Supreme Court of the United States from final judgments and decrees 
of the Supreme Court of the Philippine Islands: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate that the President enter 
into negotiations with the powers having territerial interests in the 
Pacific, or adjacent thereto, for the purpose of concluding a treaty 
er treaties ereby said gones agree to recognize the Philippine 
Islands as an ind lent te, and covenant to respect the political 


independence and territerial integrity of such Philippine State, when 
such State shall have been established and declared by the United 
States, and that upon the execution and ratification of such a treaty 
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or treaties the sovereignty of the United States over the Philippine 
Islands shall be transferred to an independent 4 ery Government, 
and that thereupon all sovereignty by the Unit States over the 
Philippine Islands shall cease and determine. 

I think the time has come, in view of the promise made by 
solemn enactment of Congress, for the United States to with- 
draw from the Philippine Islands and to surrender whatever 
authority it is now exercising to the people themselves and to 
the Government which they may establish. Our persistent re- 
tention of sovereignty, and our exercise of power and jurisdic- 
tion over the islands and the people, are provoking resentments 
and suspicions, indeed, fears upon the part of some Filipinos 
that we intend to disregard the solemn promise made and to 
retain the Philippine Islands for an indefinite period if not 
permanently. I believe the time has come when we should 
withdraw from the islands. The people of the Philippine Is- 
lands have demonstrated their capacity for self-government. 
The progress which they have made during the past 15 or 20 
years is remarkable. They want independence and desire that 
the United States withdraw its authority and control. Re- 
cently a delegation of distinguished Filipinos came to the 
United States and conferred with the President, and, as I am 
advised, with the Secretary of State. They made a strong 
appeal for the independence of their country, and presented 
reasons which can not be controverted for the redemption of 
the provisions made to them by this Government. In view of 
our declarations and protestations, and in view of the historic 
ground which we have occupied in favor of the right of peoples 
to govern themselves I can not understand why we persist in 
retaining sovereignty and jurisdiction over the islands and 
denying the prayers and petitions of these people. 

Before we conclude the discussion of this bill, I shall offer as 
an amendment to it the resolution which I have just read. 

The reading of the bill was continued. The next amendment 
was, on page 19, at the end of line 3, to increase the appropria- 
tion for pay of retired enlisted men from “ $7,000,000" to 
“ $7,200,000.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. Before that is adopted, will the Senator 
from New York state why an additional $200,000 was appro- 
priated for the pay of retired enlisted men? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The number of retired enlisted men is 
known accurately. The amount of money to which each and 
every one of them is entitled under the statute is calculated 
accurately. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And 
enough? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Budget estimate and the Division 
of Finance in the War Department estimate is $7,200,000 to 
fulfill the obligations of the Government. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 20, line 7, to increase 
the appropriation for pay of nurses from 850,000“ to 
“ $680,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, line 18, after the 
word “any,” to strike out “child” and insert “ married child 
or any unmarried child over 21 years of age,” so as to make 
the paragraph read: 

None of the funds herein, heretofore, or hereafter appropriated 
shall be used for permet of the six months’ pay (authorized by the 
act of December 17, 1919, to be pes to certain specified beneficiaries 
of officers or enlisted men of the Regular Army who died from wounds 
or disease not the result of their own misconduct) to any married 
child or any unmarried child over 21 years of age of a deceased officer 
or enlisted man who is not actually a dependent of such deceased 
officer or enlisted man. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 21, after line 21, to strike 
out: 

None of the funds appropriated in this act shall be used for payment 
of any officer of the Army on the active or retired list while such 
officer is engaged in the business of selling supplies or services to the 
United States, or is employed by any individual, partnership, or cor- 
poration which engages in such business, 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Will the Senator from New York explain 
that amendment? To what does it refer? I have not had time 
to yo into the matter and I am not familiar with it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This amendment was put in upon the 
floor of the House, It was not reported by the House com- 
mittee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Is that the amendment commonly known 
as the Harbord amendment? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It prevents the receipt of retired pay 
by any retired officer of the Army employed by any concern 
which sells any goods or performs any services for the Govern- 
ment, In my humble judgment, without intending to be over- 


the House did not appropriate 
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critical, I think it should be entitled, “ A provision to impover- 
ish retired officers.” 

The committee has stricken it out. We have just compul- 
sorily retired a thousand officers from the Army, not because 
they were deficient in any degree, but because we insisted upon 
reducing the number, and if this were to remain in as it is, it 
would mean that no one of those men, most of whom were 
retired at very modest pay, could work for any railroad com- 
pany, any telegraph company, any telephone company, for very 
few banks, and for any number of industries which at some 
time or other might sell something to the Government or 
perform some service for the Government. 

Unfortunately the name of one officer was brought in in con- 
nection with this amendiment—the name of General Harbord— 
who, I think, was mentioned and has been mentioned rather 
conspicuously in connection with this amendment. He has 
recently accepted employment with the Radio Corporation of 
America. It may be of interest to know that the Radio Cor- 
poration of America did $60 worth of business with the Gov- 
ernment last month, and, that company having done business 
with the Government of the United States, General Harbord 
would be denied his retired pay. 

It seems to me that this thing has reached a point where we 
are asked to distrust all the officers of the Army, active and 
retired, and deny to them the right, upon retirement, to take up 
some modest employment here and there to eke out the very 
small sum which they receive in their middle and old age to 
support themselves and their families. 

Mr. McKBLLAR. This is a more important matter than it 
might appear to be. I want to say so far as General Harbord 
is concerned—and I regret that his name has been mentioned in 
reference to the matter—I have known him as being one of the 
highest minded men in the country. There is no question about 
his honor and integrity, and I take great pleasure in bearing 
testimony, so far as I can, to his integrity and uprightness.- But 
a very wise Man said a long, long time ago that no man could 
serve two masters. We have a legal inhibition in our law 
against a man representing ‘the United States Government in 
any way and dealing with it. I think that law is a very wise 
one. I doubt very much whether any of our retired officers 
ought to engage in such business as would bring them in con- 
tact with the purchasing powers of the Government. A man 
who has been in the Army, say, 30 or 40 years and is in touch 
with it, and who leaves and begins business with that very 
organization, the Army, does something that I am sure ought 
not to be permitted by the Congress. I doubt if any agent of the 
Government ought to be permitted to do such a thing. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a 
question? x 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Certainly. 

Mr. SPENCER. When we retire an officer in good health and 
pay him retired pay, as we do in some cases, $20, $40, or $50 a 
month, and he has a family to support, what possible employ- 
ment could he enter if this provision were in the law, except 
teaching school? Can the Senator name a single employment 
that he might enter? 

Mr. McKELLAR. He could enter into any business, as I un- 
derstand it, except the business of buying from the Government 
or selling to the Government. There is a general statute, as the 
Senator knows, that prohibits that now. 

Mr. SPENCER. But the Senator has not answered my ques- 
tion. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He is still an officer of the Government. 
There is such a statute. I do not recall the exact citation of it 
at this moment, but I remember we discussed it here some years 
ago when we found men who were engaged in business and who 
were serving the Government as officers at the same time. We 
found quite a number of officers who were buying for the Govern- 
ment on the one hand and selling to the Government through 
their houses on the other hand. That we prohibited by law. It 
has always been prohibited by law. 

I doubt very much the wisdom of permitting any officer of 
the Government to buy from the Government or sell to the Gov- 
ernment while he is an officer of the Goyernment. I think 
that is as far as we should go. Of course, we should not pro- 
hibit a man from engaging in any business that he might wish 
to engage in, but merely to prohibit him from buying from 
the Government or selling to the Government as long as he 
is an officer of the Government it seems to me is not going too 
far. I think it is a very wise provision of the law and I 


hope it will not be interfered with. 

I am not in any way criticizing any of our splendid Army 
officers. We have a great many on the retired list who are 
engaged in other business, I do not know of any of them who 
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are engaged in the business of buying from or selling to the Gov- 
ernment, but those who are so engaged ought not to be per- 
mitted to do it, is my humble judgment. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the provision which is 
stricken out, I may say to the Senator from Tennessee, pro- 
hibits a retired officer from accepting employment with any cor- 
poration, individual, or partnership that may at any time sell 
supplies or service to the Government. He could not keep 
books for a corporation that was selling anything to the Gov- 
ernment. He could not counsel with a corporation if that cor- 
poration was selling service or material to the Government. I 
do not hesitate to say that a more ridiculous proposition could 
not be written into the law. 

I asked the Senator a moment ago if he could name one 
single line of employment, outside of teaching school, which a 
retired Army officer could enter into if that provision were in 
the law. I do not believe he could name one. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Oh, yes; I am quite sure many such could 
be named. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President, I am inclined to agree with 
the Senator from Missouri as to that portion of the bill which 
begins on line 25 after the words “ United States.” I think it 
is very well to strike out the remainder of the provision, in- 
eluding the words “or is employed by any individual, part- 
nership, or corporation which engages in such business.” But 
down to the words United States” in line 25 I can see some 
very good reasons for the provision, It takes care of a situa- 
tion where a retired officer of the Army actually engages in 
the business of selling supplies or services to the United States. 

I question very much if a retired officer of the Army, draw- 
ing pay from the Government and in that attitude and that status 
connected with the Government, ought to engage in the busi- 
ness of selling supplies or services to the United States. But 
it does seem to me it is going too far to exclude him from 
employment by any partnership or corporation that may be en- 
gaged in such business. There he is not brought directly, neces- 
sarily, in contact with his brother officers, his late associates 
in the service, and could not be influenced in the same way as 
if he himself was actually engaged in the business of fur- 
nishing services or supplies to the Government. 

Mr. SPENCER. May I ask the Senator from Florida a ques- 
tion? When the Government gets through with an officer we 
say to him, “ You are no longer needed. You are retired, but 
if a war arises we may call upon you again. You are not in 
active service. You must find such employment as you can. 
We can no longer employ you.” Why should not that officer be 
free to accept any honorable employment anywhere he can get 
it? If his experience is such as to enable him to be best em- 
ployed either in the buying or selling department of a corpora- 
tion or partnership, why should not he be free to do it? 

Mr. FLETCHER, My answer to that is simply that we are 
never through with an officer. He is never disconnected from 
his relation with the Government. He is always subject to be 
called into active duty again. He is always on the pay roll of 
the Government. He is always available as an officer of the 
Army. He can do anything else in the world except engage in 
the business of furnishing services or supplies to the Govern- 
ment, because he is in a sense a part of the Government. I am 
perfectly willing to leave the whole field open to him beyond 
that to find employment by any partnership or corporation; and 
he ought not to be deprived of that, in my judgment. But for 
a retired oflicer, while holding that relationship to the Govern- 
ment and being on the pay roll of the Government and liable to 
be called into service at any time, actually to engage in the 
business of furnishing supplies or services to the Government it 
seems to me would be a very gross impropriety. 

Up to that point, without reference to any individual, because 
I have no individual in mind at all, but upon principle I am 
inclined to think the provision is all right and ought to remain. 
Beyond that I think it goes too far. I would be willing to 
amend the action of the committee by striking out what occurs 
after the words “ United States,” in line 25, down to the end 
of the sentence. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Missouri said such a 
contention was ridiculous as that here proposed. The Senator 
is a member of the Judiciary Committee and is familiar with 
the statutory laws of the United States. There has been a 
statute on our books providing for the exact principle which is 
contended for here almost ever since our Government was estab- 
lished. There is a provision of law now, and always has been 
since the very early years of the Government, providing that 
an official or employee of the Government could not trade with 
the Government. , 

Mr. GLASS. Mr. President, I have wondered whether the 
discussion is academic or whether it is practical, I am a little 


curious to know if there has been any abuse under the system 
which it is proposed to correct. I have been unable to ascer- 
tain that there has been. The very distinct impression that I 
get is that this provision, put in the bill elsewhere, is aimed 
directly and solely at General Harbord, who is one of the best 
officers that we have ever had in the Army. If that is so, as 
I think it is, I shall vote here, as I voted in the committee, 
against incorporating it in the bill. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I may say to the Senator that not a 
single instance has ever been cited of a retired officer abusing 
the confidence of the Government in this connection. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I inquire how many 
cases have ever come to the attention of the Senator where a 
retired Army officer has been in the employ of some concern, 
or running the concern itself, where they entered into a con- 
tract with the Government to do work for or sell something to 
the Government? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. None have been specifically called to 
my attention, except the case of General Harbord. 

Mr. HARRISON, Is that the only case which the Senator 
recalls? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is the only case that has been 
specifically called to our attention. General Harbord is the 
president of the Radio Corporation of America, which is an 
immense concern, Their total business with the Government of 
the United States, however, last month was only $60. Under 
this provision he will be stricken from the list of retired offi- 
cers of the United States Army, so far as receiving any emolu- 
ment is concerned, on the ground, of course, that he can not be 
trusted. 

Mr. HARRISON. What is the practice with respect to naval 
officers? Is there any provision of law similar to this provi- 
755 that would apply as against naval officers on the retired 
ist? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is; and that arose from the 
specific case back in the nineties where some retired naval 
officer was made the head of a plant which, I think, was 
making battleship armor. The Navy Department wanted him 
there. He knew how to make such armor, and no one else in 
the country knew how to do it. So he was retired in order 
that he might go there and run the plant so that the Govern- 
ment, in turn, could get the proper kind of armor; but it did 
create a row at the time, and back in the nineties legislation 
preventing that or something of that kind was enacted with 
respect to naval officers. I doubt if it is as drastic and wide- 
sweeping as is this. That is the only instance that anyone has 
been able to remember. 

Mr. HARRISON. But it is now the law as applied to naval 
officers? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not know what the law is as 
applied to naval officers. There is something of that kind upon 
the statute books. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator would have no objection to 
the amendment going over, because the bill must go over until 
Monday next? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. HARRISON. Then we may take it up and in the mean- 
time examine the provision with respect to naval officers. If 
there is a similar provision as to those officers, it would seem 
to me that it should either be repealed or should apply to 
Army officers the same as to naval officers. I can not see any 
difference in the proposition at all. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I myself think the whole situation from 
the practical standpoint is nonsense. 

Mr. HARRISON. But the Senator has no objection to this 
amendment going over until Monday? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. None at all. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from New York doubtless re- 
calls that only recently there have been a number of indictments 
found in the District of Columbia against certain ex-officers of 
the Army who traded with the United States while they were 
officers. The Senator recalls that, does he not? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; but that has nothing to do with 
this matter. This only has reference to the retired officers of 
the Regular Army. 

Mr. McKELLAR. One is a class of retired officers who are 
receiving Government pay, and the others were officers in the 
Army who were receiving regular pay from the Government. 
I am talking about the principle. I want the Senator to under- 
stand that so far as General Harbord is concerned there is no 
difference of opinion between him and me as to the perfect 
rectitude of that officer. I am not speaking about that propo- 


sition at all but of the principle involved. 
As I recall, on the very principle which the Senator from 
Missouri [Mr. Spencer] characterized as ridiculous a while ago, 
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recently a number of indictments have been found based on a 
statute of the United States. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. But, Mr. President, I think the Senator 
from Tennessee will find that those to whom he has reference 
were indicted for conspiracy to defraud the Government. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; but because as officers they dealt 
with the Government. 

Mr. SPENCER. That was not the ground of the indictment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That was not the reason for the in- 
dictment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I think several were indicted on that 
ground. 

Mr. SPENCER. Can the Senator from Tennessee name one? 

Mr. MCKELLAR. Mack somebody, it was—although I do not 
recall his name co now. It was not, however, McKellar. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that the amendment may go over, 
then, Mr. President. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be passed 
over, $ 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, under the head “ Quar- 
termaster Corps,“ on page 24, line 8, after the word “ includ- 
ing” to strike out “enlisted men of the Enlisted Reserve 
Corps,” so as to read: 


issue as rations to troops, 
vit 


prisoners of war (including Indians held by the ginyen 2253. 
made), 


Mr. McKELLAR, Mr. President, will the Senator from New 
York explain the reason why the amendment striking out the 
words “enlisted men of the Enlisted Reserve Corps” is pro- 


posed. 

Mr..WADSWORTH. Whatever subsistence is ever used for 
the enlisted men of the Enlisted Reserve Corps is taken éare 
of under the Organized Reserve appropriations and should not 
be chargeable to this appropriation. That same observation 
applies to several similar amendments following this point in the 
bill 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; I noticed there are several such 
amendments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the amendment 
is agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed, The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 25, line 7, 
after the word “ including”, to strike out “ enlisted men of the 
Enlisted Reserve Corps and,” so as to read: 

Provided further, That no com tor shall be entitled to commu- 
tation of rations excess of $1.50 per day, and when meals are 
furnished no greater expense than that sum per man per day for the 

sriod the contest is in progress shall be incurred. For ments: 
Br commutation of rations to the cadets of the United States Military 
Academy in lieu of the r established ration; of the regulation 
allowances of commutation in lieu of rations to enlisted men on fur- 
lough, enlisted men when stationed at places where rations in kind 
can not be economically issued, including retired enlisted men when 
ordered to active duty, and when travel ng on detached duty where 
it is impracticable to carry rations of any kind, enlisted n selected 
to contest for places or prizes in department and Army rifle competi- 
tions when traveling to and from places of contest, applicants for 
enlistment and general prisoners while traveling under orders. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 26, at the end of line 1, 
to increase the appropriation for subsistence of the Army from 
$14,250,000 to $14,500,000. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I presume that that appropriation is 
within the Budget estimate? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Budget estimate is for $15,000,000, 
It is $500,000 lower than the estimate, but as it is an item in 
which the incurrence of a deficiency is authorized by the statute 
we can take our chances, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 


amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 26, line 5, 
after the name “Alaska,” to insert Philippine Islands, and 
China,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

None of the funds paige ning a in this act shall be used for the 
payment of e of operating sales commissaries other than in 
Alaska, Philippine Islands, and China, at which the 8 cargos do 
not include the customary overhead costs of 9 aling, storage, 
2 Hellvery, notwithstanding the provisions o the act o July 5, 
1 


Mr. MCKELLAR. I ask the Senator from New York for an 
explanation of that amendment, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The committee thought it was unfair 
to the personnel stationed in the Philippine Islands and China 
to be called upon to bear the entire share of the extra overhead 
cost of the running of the commissary sales stores in those far- 
away places. It would raise the cost of goods which the 
soldiers bought in those stores considerably above the cost 
chargeable to the soldiers here in the United States, where 
overhead is much less. The word “Alaska” is in the current 
law, The same situation, to a greater or less extent, exists in 
the Philippine Islands and China. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 27, line 4, 
after the word “including,” to strike out “enlisted men of the 
Enlisted Reserve Corps, and,” so as to read: 


lar supplies of the Quarter- 
;. construction and 


ratus 
ciplinary barracks; also — pot stoves, coffee roasters, and appliances 


the necessar. wer for the operati f ving- 
chines ; authorised — W N A 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, at the beginning of 
line 14, to strike out “$4,500,000” and insert “ $4,900,000,” 
50 as to make the proviso read: 


Provided, That from this appropriation not to exceed $710,000 
shall be expended for the pay of civilian employees; not to exceed 
$1,250,000 shall be expended for power, heat, and eleetric current ; 
not to exceed $40,000 shall be expended for maintenance and repair 
of 8 A akan repair of machinery) for laundries; not to 
exceed $ A shall be expended for the maintenance and re 

of heating apparatus (other than stoves); not to exceed $150,000 for 
maintenance and repair of electric and fixtures; not to 
exceed $10,000 for the repair and exchange of Yd Pd eon not to 
exceed $3,750,000 for fuel; not to exceed $4,900, for forage, in- 
cluding salt and vinegar and bedding for animals, and straw for 
soldiers’ bedding; not to exceed $200, for ice; and not to exceed 
$100,000 shall be expended for stationery. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 29, line 20, after the word 
“ineluding,” to strike out “enlisted men of the Enlisted Re- 
serve Corps and,” so as to read: 

$ oth, 
gaben End mashisctare of clothing Yor the Aray, inchodlug recited 
enlisted men when ordered to active duty, for issue and for sale. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 31, at the end of line 23, 
to strike out the comma and the words “members of the 
Officers’ Reserve Corps, enlisted men of the Enlisted Reserve 
Corps,” so as to read: 


Transportation of the Army and its supplies: For tra rtation of 
the Army and its supplies, Including er e of the troops when 
moving either by land or water, and of ir b inclu war- 


e, 
rant officers and retired enlisted men when rod to active duty, 
including the cost of packing and crating; for transportation of re- 
cruits and recruiting parties, of applicants for enlistment between 
recruiting stations and recruiting depots. 


Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire of the Senator if the trans- 
portation of those officers is provided for in some other portion 


of the bill? 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; it is provided for in the appro- 
priations for the Organized Reserves. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Not only as to transportation but as to 
other items as well? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. In arranging the bill this year 
an effort has been made, and, in fact, that object has been 
accomplished, to put into one place the entire expense of the 
support of the Organized Reserve, including mileage, sub- 
sistence, transportation, pay, camp expenses, headquarters, and 
everything. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 35, at the end 
of line 5, to increase the appropriation for transportation of 
the Army and its supplies from “ $15,500,000 “ to $16,000,000,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 


— 


1923. 


The next amendment was, on page 36, line 9, after the word 
“exceed,” to strike out “$25,000” and insert“ $50,000," so as 
to make the paragraph read: 


rocuring and introduc- 
itary posts and stations 


thin buildings where the 


N and repair of fire apparatus, 
or tna 8 of sewage, an e 
o water an an um A 
42.048.600! Posed $50,000 of this appropriation 
shall be expended for new construction work. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Horses for 
Cavalry, Artillery, Engineers, ete.,” on page 87, at the begin- 
ning of line 1, strike out “$200,000 ” and insert “ $210,000, 
so as to read: 

For the purchase of horses of ages, sex, and size as may be pre- 
scribed by the Secretary of War for remounts for officers entitl to 

ublic mounts for the Cavalry, Artillery, Signal Corps, and Engineers, 
fhe United States Military Academy, service schools, and staff colleges, 


and for the Indian scouts, and for such Infantry and members of the 


Medical Department in field campaigns as may be required 
mounted, and the expenses incident thereto (including $25, 
purchase of remounts and $150,000 for encouragement o the breeding 
of riding horses suitable tor mie Army, Jocluding. conprat with the 
0 * + 
purse of animals for n purposes and their maintenance), 

210, $ 

Mr. FLETCHER. Under the head of “ Horses for the Cav- 
alry, the Artillery, the Engineers, and so forth,” it is proposed 
to take care of the horses for the National Guard? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No. That item is taken care of in the 
Militia Bureau appropriations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, under the subhead 
“Military posts,“ on page 38, at the beginning of line 12, 
strike out “$154,875” and insert $939,875,” and in line 17, 
after the name “Georgia,” to insert “$85,000 for barracks at 
Langley Field, Va.,“ so as to make the paragraph read: 

ctio: d enlargement at military posts of such 
DSA. i Pg tage . of the Secretary ot War may be neces- 
sary, including all appurtenances thereto, $239,875, W $124,875 
for continuation of construction at Fort Benning, Ga., $85,000 for 
barracks at Langley Field, Va., and $30,000 for an addition to the hos- 
pital at Fort Sill, kla. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I should like to inquire what is the nature 
of the particular improvement? I understand it is for bar- 
racks; but what is proposed to be done? Is Langley Field to 
be maintained permanently? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. At Langley Field the machine shops, 
the headquarters building, and officers’ quarters are all of per- 
manent construction. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. 
there were quite a large number of quarters, 
as were needed. z 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is true as to officers’ quarters, but 
not as to barracks for the enlisted men; and that is the trou- 
ble. This item is for barracks for the enlisted men who are 
to-day at Langley Field living in the great hangars. 

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘They ought not to be, of course. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Senators can imagine the degree of 
comfort which they enjoy in a huge tin structure like a barn, 
which can not be heated. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed, The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, under the subhead 
“Military posts, Hawaiian Islands,” on page 38, line 21, after 
the figures 532,000,“ insert for construction of six standard 
storehouses, $54,000; for one shop for care and preservation of 
ordnance material, $18,000"; and at the end of line 23, strike 
out “$313,500 ” and insert “ $385,500,” so as to make the para- 
graph read: 

For completion of refrigerating plant, Schofield Barracks, including 
ice-making machinery and equipment therefor, $81,500; for continua- 
tion of construction of the Ku Tree Reservoir, $200,000 ; for construc- 
tion of magazines for storage of ammunition, $32,000 ; for construction 
of six standard storehouses, $54,000; for one shop for care and pres- 
ervation of ordnance material, $18,000; in all, $385,500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Barracks and 
quarters,” on page 39, line 13, after the word “including,” to 
strike out “enlisted men of the Regular Army Reserve,” and 
in line 14, after the word “men,” where it occurs the second 


When I was there it looked to me as if 
probably as many 


\ 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


2959 


time, to strike out the comma and the words “and members of 


the enlisted Reserve Corps,” so as to read: 


For barracks, quarters, stables, storehouses, magazines, administra- 
tion and office buildings, sheds, shops, and other buildings necessary 
for the shelter of troops, public animals, and stores, and for admin- 
istration purposes, except those pertaining to the Coast Artillery; for 
construction of reclamation plants; for constructing and repairing 
publie buildings at military posts; for hire of employees; for rental 
the authorized allowance of quarters for officers on duty with the 
troops at posts and stations where uo public quarters are available ; 
of barracks or authorized allowance of quarters for noncommissioned 
officers and enlisted men, men on duty where public quarters are not 
available, including retired enlisted men, when ordered to active duty; 
for grounds for cantonments, camp sites, and other military purposes, 
and for buildin or portions of Mapper 4 for occupation by troops, 
for use as stables, storehouses, and offices, and for other military 
purposes. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 40, line 2, after the word 
“shall,” to insert “be available for garages and stables of 
military attachés abroad but,” so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for garages 
and stables of military attachés abroad but not be available for rent 
for military attachés, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I desire to offer a perfecting amend- 
ment to the committee amendment. In line 2, after the word 
“for,” I move to insert the words “rent of,” so as to read 
“ shall be available for rent of garages.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment to the amend- 
ment will be stated. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY, In the committee amendment on 
page 40, line 2, after the word “for,” it is proposed to insert 
the words “rent of.” 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator object to the amend- 
ment to the amendment? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have no objection to the amendment to 
the amendment, but I wish to ask the Senator in regard to the 
original amendment reported by the committee. Does the Goy- 
ernment furnish automobiles for military attachés abroad? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. In the larger countries; yes. It is 
absolutely essential that the military attaché have some way of 
getting around. He has to visit posts and stations of a mili- 
tary character; he has to follow the troops of the country to 
which he is attached. For example, in a movement of troops, 
such as is going on now in Europe, if any military attaché 
representing the United States is to observe the operations, he 
must have an automobile or he is simply out of it. For years, 
under very strict regulations which allow such automobiles to 
be used only when necessity impels, the military attachés at 
certain of our embassies abroad have been furnished automo- 
biles for their use. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, can the Senator tell us 
what attachés have these private automobiles furnished at 
Government expense and operated at Government expense? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have just told the Senator. 

Mr. McKELLAR. How many are there? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not know how many there are. 
There are very few. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Was it brought out in the hearings in any 
way? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; not the number. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As the Senator knows, I am making some 
investigation about the cost of passenger automobiles generally, 
not only in this department but in the other departments as 
well, and that was an item of automobile expense that I had 
entirely overlooked. It never has been called to my attention 
before, ; 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is so small that I think the Senator 
could not find it with a spyglass. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not know. If each of our foreign 
attachés has an automobile, run at Government expense, it 
would amount to very nearly as much as the salary of the 
attaché. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I happen to know that not all of them 
have it, and they are very few in number anyway. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I notice just below, in line 7, that they 
have a provision for stables. Do these attachés have both 
automobiles and horses? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Some are actually required to have 
horses. It would be impossible for them to perform their duties 
from time to time without them. For example, the military 


attaché of the United States attending the maneuvers of a great 
army—and maneuvers are constantly recurring incidents in 
Europe—can not follow the maneuvers which he is supposed 
to observe and concerning which he is supposed to inform our 
War Department here at home unless he has a horse. 
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Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, would it be considered an 
ignoble thing for an attaché to hire a horse under circum- 
stances like that, or hire an automobile under circumstances 
like that; or is it necessary for the Government to furnish 
equipage of this kind all the time, just so that the attaché 
can have it on hand when he desires to follow Army maneu- 
vers? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course, if we put that expense on 
the military attachés—— 

Mr, McKELLAR,. Oh, no. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just a moment—if we put that ab- 
solutely necessary expense upon the military attachés, none but 
rich officers could be assigned to the duty. It is very difficult 
even now, with these allowances, which are very small in the 
aggregate, to find officers of the Army who can afford to go 
abroad and live at a foreign capital and keep up their end of 
the game, as it were, and not run inte debt. The effort of the 
department since the Great War is to get the best educated, the 
best informed and best trained officers for this service, realizing 
as the result of experience in the war that information is the 
first thing that must be obtained before armies can move. 
Prior to the war we were hopelessly behind. We had nothing 
in the way of military information; and the War Department 
under Mr. Baker hoped, and this department hopes, and I for 
one hope, that we never shall be found that way again. We 
had to withdraw military attachés from nine posts last year. 
There are several important countries which were not covered 
at all because the Congress slashed the appropriations. The 
House proposes to slash them again in this bill. Whatever the 
number that are left available for service, their comparatively 
small automobile and horse charges are carried under this 
item. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, it is so late on Saturday 
that I am not going to ask for a record vote on this question; 
but it does seem to me that we are being exceedingly extravagant 
if we provide, just in order to have automobiles when necessary 
to observe Army maneuvers, that military attachés shall be 
given machines and their upkeep and garages and chauffeurs 
and all the other expenses, costing, doubtless, much more than 
their own salaries and expenses cost. It seems to me that we 
are being exceedingly extravagant in the use of automobiles 
if we do that, although no more extravagant there, I will say, 
than we are here, where practically every officer seems to have 
a machine at his disposal and a chauffeur to run it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am sure the Senator does not want to 
make that observation seriously. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I have just put into the Reconp—— 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just a moment, if I may beg the Sena- 
tor's pardon. He has just said that it appears that nearly every 
officer has a machine at his disposal. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Here in the District of Columbia. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘There are only 30 automobiles in the 
service of the War t in the District of Columbia 

Mr. McKELLAR, I think the Senator is very greatly mis- 
taken, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. According to the report which he put 
into the Reconp himself. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The report will show the number. I do not 
recall the exact number, but it seemed to me to be quite a large 
number, and included practically all the general officers. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I am insisting that this 
be done accurately. May I have that report? The Senator put 
it in himself. 

Mr. McKELLAR. That will show for itself. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; it will. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I do not remember how many there are. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are 30 in the District. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Of course, if the statement I have just 
made differs from the statement of the War Department, I refer 
to the War Department's statement for accuracy. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator will remember that he said 
that nearly every officer had one. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are only 30 in the District. How 
could every officer have one? It is an extravagant statement. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I remember that there were six or seven in 
one pool. There are quite a number of officers who have them. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, may I say to the Senator, as 
a matter of fact, that I happen to know that even the Surgeon 
General of the United States Army, with the rank of a major 
general, does not have a car at his disposal. 

Mr. KING. Why should he? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. He has to travel a great deal on official 
business. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Yes; and the Senator from Missouri, rep- 
resenting the great State of Missouri in this body, and needing 


an automobile virtually all the time, is not furnished with an 
automobile by the Government. I do not see that the services 
performed by the Surgeon General of the Army, as important 
as they are, are any more important than the services performed 
for his Government by the Senator from Missouri, who is ad- 
dressing me at this time. 

Mr, President, as I said, I am not going to ask for a yea-and- 
nay vote on this subject. The Senator from New York said that 
there were only a few officers, a few military attachés, who 
have automobiles. If that is correct—and, of course, the Sena- 
tor from New York is very accurate about such matters; he 
studies these questions, and he can be relied on to state them 
accurately—what I want to cali attention to is this: If just a 
few of them have automobiles, and garages, and chauffeurs 
to run the cars now, it will be only a short time before they will 
all have them; and why should they not? If one officer has 
them, other officers should have them, just as in the case of the 
Surgeon General. I can easily understand why he should com- 
plain of the Government if the Government gives other officers 
of like rank automobiles and chauffeurs, and does not give them 
to him. It is a discrimination against him. If there are other 
officers, probably of less rank—and I think the report of the 
War Department shows it—who have automobiles, and chauf- 
feurs, and accounts charged to the Government, it is 
hardly fair to the Surgeon General; it is hardly fair to these 
officers, We ought to limit the use of these automobiles, as I 
have often said before, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to ask the able 
Senator from New York a question, with his permission. Where 
do you draw the line in supplying automobiles to officers of the 
Army? 

Mr, WADSWORTH. The department, of course, is confined 
in its expenditures of this kind by the appropriations, and the 
allotments made from the appropriations. The reduction in the 
use of the automobile has been immense in the last three years, 
due in part to the reductions made in the appropriations by the 
Congress, and due in equal part, in my humble judgment, to the 
business ability of Secretary Weeks. The automobile is as- 
signed where it is most needed to save time, and hence money, 
in the transaction of the Government’s business; that is all. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, that is undoubtedly a very reason- 
able explanation. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Of course, in some ‘activities, the auto- 
mobile is a tremendous money saver; in others, it would be an 
extravagance, 

Mr. KING. Undoubtedly, Mr. President, there has been a very 
great abuse in various departments of the Goyernment in the use 
of automobiles. There is an abuse now in some of the depart- 
ments—I shall not say in the War Department, because I am 
not sufficiently advised. That, in part, grew out of the fact 
that following the war the Government had a very large number 
of automobiles. There was a sort of scramble upon the part 
of the executive branches of the Government to reach out and 
gather into those various executive agencies as many automo- 
biles as possible, and hence there grew up a very great abuse, 
Of course, we have decentralized authority here in Washington; 
we have demobilized the great Army that was mobilized to 
fight the World War, and with that demobilization necessarily 
there has come a diminution in the use of automobiles in the 
District of Columbia. The compliment paid by the able Senator 
from New York to the present Secretary of War undoubtedly 
is deserved. 


RETIREMENT OF CIRCUIT JUDGE WILLIAM W. MORROW. 


Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I desire to make a statement. 
When the nomination of Mr. Frank H. Rudkin for circuit 
judge in the place of Judge William W. Morrow, retired, was 
sent in, the nomination was sent in in this form: 
UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE, 

Frank H. Rudkin, of Washington, to be Weng States circuit judge, 
ninth circuit, vice William W. Morrow, 

Judge Morrow, of the circuit conrt, = written a letter to 
the Secretary to the President complaining of this, stating that 
he did not resign, but retired. There is a distinction in the 
law about that, and he wants the Reoorp corrected. I have 
here a copy of the letter which was written to the President's 
secretary, which I think would correct it, and that is the only 
correction that can be made in the RECORD. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, let me ask the Senator whether, 
when the nomination came 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. Rudkin’s nomination was sent in as cir- 
cuit judge, vice William W. Morrow, resigned.” Judge Mor- 
row objects to the word “resigned.” He says he did not re- 
sign; he retired; and he wants that correction made, 

Mr. KING. Has Judge Rudkin been confirmed? 
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Mr. NELSON. Oh, yes. The nomination was confirmed 
several days ago, and I do not know any other way of correct- 
ing it in the Recorp than to have this letter printed. 


Mr. KING. What 1 wanted to ask the Senator was this: 
Has anything been done, based on the President’s nomination, 
that would affect the retirement pay and privileges of Judge 
Morrow? 

Mr. NELSON. No; nothing at all, The law permits judges, 
when they have served 10 years and have attained the age of 
70 years, to resign or to retire. If they simply retire, they are 
still in the service. In both cases they draw full pay; but they 
are still in the service, and may be called for duty, if they have 
retired instead of resigning. Judge Morrow states that he sent 
in notice to the President that he would retire, and that he did 
not resign. When the nomination of Judge Rudkin was sent 
in, it stated that he was nominated in place of Circuit Judge 
Morrow, “ resigned”; and it is to correct that statement that I 
wish to have this letter printed in the Recorp. 

Mr. KING. I understand that. While the Senator is speak- 
ing about judges, may I inquire how many. judges have been 
nominated by the President under the recent act which pro- 
vided for an increase to the number of 24? 

Mr. NELSON. My recollection is that 13 judges have been 
nominated out of the lot—I think the lot was 24—and 11 of 
them have been confirmed, and the nominations of 2 will come 
before the committee next Monday. 

Mr. KING. Without desiring to be partisan at all—I dis- 
claim that 

Mr. NELSON. I simply ask, Mr. President, that this copy 
of the letter of Judge Morrow be published in the Recorp. 
That is the only correction that is possible, so far as I can see. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wiis in the chair). Is 
there objection to the request of the Senator from Minnesota? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The letter is as follows: 


Secretary to the President, White House, Washington, D. 0. 
My Dran Sin: In the Conorgessionan Recorp of January 5, 1923, 
Ee “United States circuit judge, ninth circult, is stated to be “ Vice 
Wm. W. Morrow, resigned.” 
I did not resign, but 110 80 for retire- 
. ry of en 5 of February 
Well you kindly corect this error where it may have been made and 
repeated and advise the printer of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp for the 
permanent edition of the 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator understands, as 
I do, that Judge Morrow’s idea in wanting to be considered as 
that he is willing to be considered as available for further 
service if called upon. 

Mr. KING. I inquired of the Senator from Minnesota how 
many appointments had been made under the recent act. 

Mr. KING. I wanted to follow that by another question. 
Does the Senator know whether or not there has been a single 

Mr.. NELSON. I do not know. I do not know the politics 
of any of these judges. 
such a tremendous amount of business in the United States 
that, the courts being so much behind, it was imperative that 
they must be filled immediately because of the great urgency in 
the public business. We passed the law months ago; 13 judges 
merely mention it to illustrate the nonpartisanship of the 
present administration in the matter of our judiciary. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I desire to submit a request 
for unanimous consent. After the great Pullman strike in 
the Debs case, the Attorney General, at the instance of Con- 

` gress, published an appendix to his report. That was in pur- 
contains simply the orders, the telegrams, and proceedings 
which passed between the Department of Justice and the various 


January 19, 1928. 
Hon. Gronan B. CHRISTIAN, Jr. 
1306 the nomination of Frank H. Rudkin, of Washington, to 

This is of course an error. 

5, 1919 (40 Stats. 1157), 

Will 

Recoxp 7 
Very truly yours, Wm. W. Morrow. 
having retired instead of resigned is that he wants it understood 

Mr. NELSON. Certainly; that is the idea. 

Mr. NELSON. I stated the number. 

Democrat named among that number? 

Mr. KING. Of course the understanding was that there was 
we pass that law and create 24 additional judgeships, and that 
have been named; and I fancy they are all Republican. I 

APPENDIX TO REPORT OF ATTORNEY GENERAL. 
Chicago in 1894, which resulted in an injunction case known as 
suance of a resolution to Congress. It is an appendix which 
officials of the Government. There is only one copy of it left, 


which the secretary to the Attorney General brought to me. 
The Attorney General would like to have permission to pub- 
lish a similar document in respect to the recent strike in Chicago, 
It contains no opinions, and nothing but the correspondence 
between yarious oflicers of the Government of the United States 


and the Department of Justice. I therefore ask unanimous 
consent that the concurrent resolution which I send to the desk 
may have immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Minnesota? 

Mr. KING. Let the resolution be reported. 

Mr. NELSON. It is to be printed as an appendix to his 
annual report, not as an independent document. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is to be paid for, of course, out of the 
appropriations for the Department of Justice? 

Mr. MOSES. Oh, yes; it will be paid for out of the De- 
partment of Justice appropriations. 
3 PRESIDING OFFICER. The concurrent resolution will 

rend. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 35) was read, con- 
sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as follows: 

Resolwed by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That the Attorney General be, and is hereby, authorized and instructed 
to print, as an appendix to his last annual report, full copies of all 
telegraphic and other co ndence between the Department of Justice 
and public officers and agents, private persons, railroad companies, and 
their officers and agents, in the year 1922, relative to the disorders 
in the United States of America during said year, and to the action 


pri by the Government of the United States in suppressing the 


SENATOR NELSON'S EIGHTIETH BIRTHDAY, 


Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I noticed in the morning 
papers that the distinguished senior Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. Netson], who has just offered the concurrent resolution 
as chairman of the Judiciary Committee, yesterday attained 
the age of 80 years, and I know I am voicing the sentiments 
of both sides of this Chamber, Republican and Democratic, 
when I extend to him our heartiest felicitations and best 
wishes for many recurrences of that anniversary. 

The senior Senator from Minnesota became a Senator a few 
years after I came, as a young man, to the House of Repre- 
sentatives. I came over to the Senate and made his acquaint- 
ance early, and since that time I have watched his career as 
a Senator,-and I feel that there is no public man in America 
who has rendered more distinguished, patriotic, and efficient 
service to his country than has the senior Senator from Minne- 
sota, I feel that I am voicing not only the sentiments of his 
colleagues on both sides of this Chamber, but that I am voicing 
the sentiments of an appreciative American public, when I 
express the wish that he may live long and serve his country 
as patriotically and efficiently as he has done in the past. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, permit me to say only a 
word in reference to what the Senator from Virginia has just 
said. I assure the Senator that it is a great comfort to me 
that I have the confidence and good will of my associates in 
this body on both sides of the Chamber. I have always aimed 
to conduct myself in such a spirit of fairness that no one 
could complain of .any injustice on my part, and that will be 
my aim in the future. I assure the Senator from Virginia and 
the Senators on the other side of the Chamber that I appre- 
ciate very much their confidence and good wishes. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, as one of those who have 
come but recently into the Senate I wish merely to say that the 
Senator from Minnesota was a gallant Union soldier, and all 
my people followed the Stars and Bars. He is a Republican, 
and all my people are Democratic. Such a magnificent charac- 
ter, however, has the distinguished Senator from Minnesota 
that he disarms me of all the prejudice I have cherished 
through my life, and sometimes I almost feel that I have a 
grievance against him. He is such a good man that I feel that 
I was mistaken when I hated the Republicans. 

It is, indeed, an inspiration to have known a man who has 
been in public life more years than some Members of the Sen- 
ate have lived, and to know that through it all he has brought 
down to a ripe old age nothing but the honor and respect and 
good opinion of all men, so that after 40 years of public service 
not a man rises up to charge him with an act that was little or 
mean or that was not inspired by high motives and a patriotic 
love for his country. It is an inspiration, and it arouses a hope 
that there yet lives in the Republic a spirit that appreciates 
public service where it has been rendered by one who has so 
fittingly discharged the duties of high publie station. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I wish to say only a word 
in this connection. When I came to the Senate I became a 
member of the Committee on Commerce. Shortly afterwards 
the distinguished Senator from Minnesota became the chairman 
of that committee, and I served with him a number of years 
while he was chairman of the Committee on Commerce. I have 
served with him also upon the Committee on the Judiciary and 
in other relations here, and I simply rose to concur in what has 
been said by the Senator from Virginia and the Senator from 
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Arkansas and to speak another word wishing him many years 
of usefulness and of happiness. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, my relations with the Senator 
from Minnesota commenced some threescore years ago, and 
my feeling for him and our relations here are such that I 
regard him almost as if we were of one family. Therefore I 
rise to thank Senators on the other side for speaking so highly 
of one whom I love as a brother. If all that I own and all my 
interests here and elsewhere were in his hands I would know 
that I would always get what we in the western country call 
“a square deal.” 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 18798) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York [Mr. 
WapsworrtH] to the committee amendment. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. On behalf of the committee I offer an 
amendment, on page 40, line 3, after the word “ rent,“ to insert 
the words “ of offices.” That is so as to distinguish between 
the two kinds of expenditures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment, 

The RAIN Crerk. On page 40, line 3, after the word 
“rent,” insert the words “ of offices,” so as to make the proviso 
read: 

Provided, That this appropriation shall be available for rent of 
garages and stables of military attachés abroad but not be available 
or rent of offices for military attachés. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is so as to make it certain what 
the expenditure is for. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 40, line 7, after the word “ garages,” to insert the 
words “ and stables,” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I not appeal to the Senator 
from New York at this hour to consent to an adjournment? 
After the felicitations paid to the distinguished Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. NELSON] it seems to me we are getting down to 
grossly material things in talking about garages and money 
and stables and the Army. Let us cherish the friendship and 
the love and affection for our distinguished friend and take 
an adjournment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am informed that it is the desire of 
several Senators to have an executive session. I am sure the 
Senator from Washington desires to have the unfinished busi- 
ness laid before the Senate, as it is my intention to move an 
adjournment instead of a recess until Monday. 


THE MERCHANT MARINE. 


Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I ask that the 
unfinished business may be laid before the Senate. 

The Senate,.as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and supplement 
the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other purposes. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I move that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to 
the consideration of executive business. After five minutes 
spent in executive session, the doors were reopened, and (at 
5 o'clock and 5 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until 
Monday, February 5, 1923, at 12 o’clock meridian. 


NOMINATIONS. 

Executive nominations received by the Senate February 3 
(legislative day of January 29), 1923. 
PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 

To be colonel. 

Lieut. Col. James Cooper Rhea, Cavalry, from February 1, 

55 
i To be lieutenant colonel. 

Maj. Edmund Anthony Buchanan, Cavalry, from February 1, 
1923. 

To be captain. 

first Lieut. John Curtis Newton, Infantry, from January 

24, 1923. 


APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY, 
GENERAL OFFICERS, 
To be major generals. 


Brig. Gen. Hanson Edward Ely, from February 2, 1923, 
vice Maj. Gen. Adelbert Cronkhite, retired from active service 
February 1, 1923. 

Brig. Gen. Edwin Burr Babbitt, vice Maj. Gen. Henry T. 
Allen, who is to be retired from active service April 13, 1923. 


To be brigadier generals, 


Col. Malvern-Hill Barnum, Cavalry, vice Brig. Gen. Hanson 
E. Ely, nominated for appointment as major general. 

Col. George LeRoy Irwin, Field Artillery, detailed in the 
Inspector General’s Department, vice Brig. Gen. John B. Me- 
. who is to be retired from active service February 8, 

Col. Ira Allen Haynes, Coast Artillery Corps, vice Brig. Gen. 
Edwin Burr Babbitt, nominated for appointment as major 
general, g 

QUARTERMASTER CORPS. 


To be assistant to the Quartermaster General with the rank of 
brigadier general for a period of four years from date of 
acceptance, 


Col. John Thornton Knight, Quartermaster Corps, from March 
8, 1928, vice Brig. Gen. George F. Downey, who is to be retired 
from active service March 7, 1923. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


Commander William V. Tomb to be a captain in the Navy 
from the 6th day of January, 1923. 

Lieut. Commander Carl T. Osburn to be a commander in 
the Navy from the 12th day of July, 1922. 

Lieut. Robert Gatewood to be a lieutenant commander in 
the Navy from the 26th day of February, 1922. 

The following-named lieutenants to be lieutenant commanders 
in the Navy from the 3d day of June, 1922: 

Albert R. Mack. Jay L. Kerley. 

Henry M. Kieffer. James L. King. 

William D. Taylor. John II. Falge. 

Lieut. Charles P. Mason to be a lieutenant commander in 
the Navy from the 26th day of October, 1922. 

Lieut. John J. Brown to be a lieutenant commander in the 
Navy from the 2d day of November, 1922. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu- 
tenants in the Navy from the 31st day of December, 1921: 

Jarrard E. Jones. Alexunder B. Holman. 

Joseph W. Storm. Edwin F. Bilson. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu- 
tenants in the Navy from the 8d day of June, 1922: 

Floyd S. Crosley. Allen D. Brown. 

Charles E. Olsen. Charles E. Coney. 

Albert R. Staudt. Willis W. Pace. 

Charles H. Rockey. Edgar R. Winckler. 

George Paille. Lewis P. Harris. 

Guy R. Bostain. James N. MeTwiggan. 

The following named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieu- 
tenants in the Navy from the 16th day of July, 1922: 

George A. Ott. 

Emil Chourre. 

Robert H. Harrell. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Thomas B. Lee to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the 28th day of July, 1922. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) David A. Musk to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the 16th day of August, 1922. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Maxwell B. Saben to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the Ist day of September, 1922. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieuten- 
ants in the Navy from the 2d day of September, 1922: 

John McC. Fitz-Simons. 

Victor F. Marinelli. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Cecil F. Harper to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the 5th day of September, 1922. . 

The following-named lieutenants (junior grade) to be lieuten- 
ants in the Navy from the 16th day of September, 1922: 

Harvey R. Bowes. 

Albert E. Dupuy. 

Frank R. Whitmore. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Barrett Studley to be a lieutenant in 
the Navy from the 19th day of September, 1922. 

Lieut. (Junior Grade) Herbert A. Anderson to be a lieutenant 
in the Navy from the 30th day of September, 1922. 
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The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 3ist day of December, 1921: 

Charles C. Stotz. Thomas G. Shanahan, 

George C. Neilsen. Laurie C. Parfitt. 

George Schneider. Walter E. Holden. 

Edward G. Evans. Harry A. Newshaw. 

Olaf J. Gullickson. Franklin E. Cook. 

Hubert K. Stubbs. Warren R. Hastings. 

Gurney E. Patton. John O. Jenkins. 

Frank Kinne. 

Ensign Ove P. O. Hansen to be a lieutenant (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 15th day of February, 1922. 

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 22d day of April, 1922: 

Wallace H. Gregg. Milton P. Wilson. 

James P. McCarthy. Fred J, Barden. 

Ralph W. Floody. Joseph A. Guard. 

Glenn S. Holman. Paul G. Haas. 

James C. Taylor. Joseph W. Mullally. 

Joseph H. Seyfried. Donald McK. Weld. 

Ensign Walter O. Roenicke to be a lieutenant (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 2d day of May, 1922. 

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the Ist day of June, 1922: 

John L. Albice. 

Kenneth C. Manning. 

The following-named ensigns to be lieutenants (junior grade) 
in the Navy from the 7th day of June, 1922: 

Horatio G. Sickel, 4th. Augustus J. Wellings. 

Delmer S. Fahrney. William H. Hutter. 

Stanley E. Martin. James B. Carter. 

Frank M. Maichle. William M. Smith. 

Norman R. Hitchcock. 


Asst. Surg. Robert M. Cochrane to be a passed assistant sur- 
geon in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from the 2d day 
of October, 1922. 

Asst. Dental Surg. Julian A. Turrentine to be a passed assist- 
ant dental surgeon in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, 
from the 2d day of October, 1922. 

The following-named assistant paymasters to be passed assist- 
ant paymasters in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from 
the 3d day of June, 1922: 

Frank J. Manley. 

William Elliott. 

The following-named assistant paymasters to be passed assist- 
ant paymasters in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from 
the 16th day of June, 1922: 

Lester B. Karelle. 

Ellory F. Carr. 

Asst. Paymaster Forrest Ivanhoe to be a passed assistant pay- 
master in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from the 4th 
day of July, 1922. 

Assistant Paymaster George F. Yoran to be a passed assistant 
paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from the 
9th day of August, 1922. 

Assistant Paymaster James M. McComb to be a passed assist- 
ant paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from 
the 23d day of August, 1922. 

The following-named assistant paymasters to be passed 
assistant paymasters in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, 
from the 2d day of September, 1922: 

Frank P. Delahanty. 

Hunter J. Norton. 

Assistant Paymaster John H. Skillman to be a passed assist- 
ant paymaster in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant, from 
the 21st day of September, 1922. 

Naval Constructor William B. Fogarty to be a naval con- 
structor in the Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 
lith day of July, 1922. 

Naval Constructor Charles L. Brand to be a naval construc- 
tor in the Navy, with the rank of commander, from the 18th 
day of September, 1922. 

Assistant Civil Engineer Roscoe L, Martin to be a civil engi- 
neer in the Navy, with the rank of lieutenant commander, from 
the 31st day of December, 1922. 

Pay Clerk John F. Flynn to be a chief pay clerk in the Navy, 
to rank with but after ensign on the retired list from the 2ist 
day of May, 1919, in accordance with a provision contained in 
the act of Congress approved July 1, 1918. 


POSTMASTERS. 


ALABAMA, 


Annie Maddox to be postmaster at Helena, Ala., in place of 
J. A. Griffin, resigned. 


CALIFORNIA, 


Daniel G. Thomas to be postmaster at Colton, Calif., in place 
0 Summers. Incumbent’s commission expired September 

Alfred E. Smith to be postmaster at Winton, Calif, Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1923. 


FLORIDA, 


James R. Pomeroy to be postmaster at Stuart, Fla., in place 
tise R. Pomeroy, Incumbent's commission expired October 14, 

Royal W. Storrs to be postmaster at De Funiak Springs, Fla., 
in place of J. A. McDonald, resigned. 


GEORGIA, 


Charles H. Crumbly to be postmaster at Greensboro, Ga., in 
rey of F. D. Smith. Incumbent's commission expired June 6, 

Corine E. Dickerson to be postmaster at Homerville, Ga., in 
place of Abe Hargraves, resigned. 

Pleasant N. Little to be postmaster at Maidson, Ga., in place 
EA, N. Little. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 

Rufus H. Johnson to be postmaster at Hogansville, Ga., in 
place of W. F. Jones, removed. 

Charles R. Jones to be postmaster at Rossville, Ga., in place 
of J. S. Alsobrook. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 28, 1922. 

IDAHO. 


Clyde Hanson to be postmaster at Malad City, Idaho, in place 
s 17 W. Colton. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
{ ILLINOIS. 


Jacob M. Tindall to be postmaster at Chester, III., in place 
of W. L. Hylton, resigned. 

Thomas F. Olsen to be postmaster at De Kalb, III., in place 
A F. Hiland. Incumbent's commission expired October 24, 

Bertie D. Yeazel to be postmaster at Fairmount, III., in place 
of A. L. White, resigned. 

Charles T. Gilkerson to be postmaster at Marengo, III., in 
place of C. T. Gilkerson. Incumbent’s commission expired No- 
vember 21, 1922, 

Walter W. Ward to be postmaster at Maroa, IIL, in place of 
R. D. Bolen. Ineumbent's commission expired October 24, 1922, 

Edgar B. Walters to be postmaster at Oblong, III., in place 
of J. M. Sheats, resigned. 

Merle C. Champion to be postmaster at Byron, III., in place 
of W. F. Whitney, resigned. 


INDIANA. - 


Job C. Burnworth to be postmaster at Columbia City, Ind., 
in place of J. W. Brand, resigned. 

Harry M. Weliever to be postmaster at Darlington, Ind., in 
place of V. E. Craig. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

Samuel Haslam to be postmaster at Edinburg, Ind., in place 
of A. R. Mulkins, Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

James M. Robinson to be postmaster at Franklin, Ind., in 
place of A. B. Weyl. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

IOWA. 


Glen C. Briggs to be postmaster at Brandon, Iowa. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1921. 

Albert E. Fentress to be postmaster at Greeley, Iowa, Of- 
fice became presidential January 1, 1921. 

Mayme A. Kneeland to be postmaster at Clermont, Iowa, in 
place of Elizabeth Crowe. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Smiley B. Hedges to be postmaster at Kellerton, Iowa, in 
place of J. S. Moon. Incumbent’s commission expired Novem- 
ber 21, 1922. 

Otho O. Yoder to be postmaster at West Branch, Iowa, in 
place of N. C. Butler. Inecumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

Charles F. Chambers to be postmaster at West Union, Iowa, 
in place of E. A. Mellree. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

KANSAS. 


George K. Morris to be postmaster at Milford, Kans. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 
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KENTUCKY. 
Elizabeth M. Godsey to be postmaster at Hardburly, Ky. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1922. 
Eugene C. Stockwell to be postmaster at Trenton, Ky., in 
place of W. A. Dickinson, removed. 
MARYLAND. 


Beatryce B. Bounds to be postmaster at Fruitland, Md. Office 

became presidential January 1, 1923. 
MASSACHUSETTS. 3 

John C. Angus to be postmaster at Andover, Mass., in place 
of J. H. McDonald. Incumbent's commission expired October 
1, 1922, 

Erastus T. Bearse to be postmaster at Chatham, Mass., in 
place of O. A. O'Neil. Incumbent’s commission expired Novem- 
ber 18, 1922. 

Merritt C. Skilton to be postmaster at East Northfield, Mass., 
in place of F. B. Estabrook. Incumbent’s commission expired 
October 1, 1922. 

Elmer E. Landers to be postmaster at Oak Bluffs, Mass., in 
place of E. E. Landers. Incumbent's commission expired Octo- 
ber 1, 1922. 

George Hall to be postmaster at Smiths, Mass. Office became 
presidential July 1, 1922. 

Amasa W. Baxter to be postmaster at West Falmouth, Mass, 
Office became presidential January 1, 1923. 

Herbert W. Damon to be postmaster at Framingham, Mass., 
in place of R. M. Raymond. Incumbent’s commission expired 
October 1, 1922. 

Sadie G. Donahue to be postmaster at Huntington, Mass., in 
place of A. W. Gibbs. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 1, 1922. 

Thomas Fisken to be postmaster at Ludlow, Mass., in place of 
M. T. Kane. Incumbent’s commission expired October 1, 1922. 

Robert M. Lowe to be postmaster at Rockport, Mass., in place 
of Eugene Meagher. Incumbent’s commission expired October 
1, 1922, 

K MICHIGAN. 

Robert E. Surine to be postmaster at Nashville, Mich., in 
place of H. C. Glasner, resigned. 

David F. Jones to be postmaster at Unionville, Mich., in place 
of E. W. Eckfeld. Incumbent's commission expired November 
15, 1922, 

Bruce W. Frantz to be postmaster at Algonac, Mich., in place 
of ©. C. Jackson. Incumbent’s commission expired November 
15, 1922. 

Robert Wellman to be postmaster at Beulah, Mich., in place 
of H. A. Ehman, deceased. 

Rob C. Brown to be postmaster at Stockbridge, Mich., in place 
of John Brogan. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
13, 1922. 

MINNESOTA. 

Charles F. Mallahan to be postmaster at Jackson, Minn., in 
place of J. L. King. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 13, 1922. 

Herman Herder to be postmaster at Jordan, Minn., in place of 
M. J. Casey. Incumbent’s commission expired September 13, 
1922. 

Bennie C. Vold to be postmaster at Maynard, Minn., in place 
of M. L. Fredine, resigned. 

MISSOURI. 

James S. Miller to be postmaster at Bloomfield, Mo., in place 
of L. L. Jobe. Incumbent’s commission expired July 25, 1921. 

Harry E. Carel to be postmaster at Blue Springs, Mo., in place 
of F. J. Smith, resigned. 

John F. Hull to be postmaster at Maryville, Mo., in place of 
James Todd. Incumbent’s commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

Arthur T. King to be postmaster at Warrensburg, Mo., in 
place of U. A. McBride. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

Henry L. Windler to be postmaster at Barnett, Mo. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1923. 

Ethel N. Hudson to be postmaster at Clever, Mo. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1923. 

George W. Gasche to be postmaster at Hillsboro, Mo., in 
place of J. J. Hoeken, resigned. 

Roy R. Quin to be postmaster at Moberly, Mo., in place of 
J. R. Lowell, removed. 

Cyrus R. Truitt to be postmaster at Novinger, Mo., in place 
of J. J. Hall. Incumbent’s commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

Ben B. Smith to be postmaster at Potosi, Mo., in place of 
B. E. Flynn. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922. 


MONTANA. ’ 

Fred N. Weed to be postmaster at Terry, Mont., in place of 
B. A. Miller, deceased. 

NEBRASKA. 

Richard L. Roach to be postmaster at Maywood, Nebr., in 
place of William McMichael. Incumbent's commission expired 
October 3, 1922. 

Roscoe Buck to be postmaster at Springview, Nebr., in place 
Ie pared Buck. Incumbent's commission expired October 3, 

William C. Hagelin to be postmaster at Friend, Nebr., in 
place of R. A. Gibson, removed. 

Charles G. Anderson to be postmaster at Shelby, Nebr., in 
8 a H. C. Burritt. Incumbent's commission expired October 


NEW JERSEY. 


Richard Watt to be postmaster at Garwood, N. J., in place 
of F. J. Dushanak, resigned. 

James T. Steel to be postmaster at Little Falls, N. J., in 
place of A. C. Derby, resigned. 

George C. Reed to be postmaster at Park Ridge, N. J., in place 
of A. H. Sibbald, removed. 

J. Hosey Osborn to be postmaster at Passaic, N. J., in place 
of J. J. Cowley, resigned. 

Charles G. Wittreich to be postmaster at Chatham, N. J., in 
place of W. S. Terrell, deceased. 

Wilbert F. Branin to be postmaster at Medford, N. J., in 
place of C. J. Garwood. Incumbent's commission expired 
October 24, 1922. 

Stanley B. Van Iderstine to be postmaster at South Orange, 
N. J., in place of J. J. O'Hanlon. Incumbent’s commission 
expired October 24, 1922. 

Hammond S. Ireland to be postmaster at Williamstown, N. J., 
in place of H. J. Tombleson, Incumbent's commission expired 
October 24, 1922. 

NEW YORK, 


George M. Lewis to be postmaster at Whitesville, N. V. Office 
became presidential April 1, 1922. 

Harry F. House to be postmaster at Chester, N. V., in place 
of H. F. House. Incumbent’s commission expired November 
21, 1922. 

Henry W. Roberts to be postmaster at Clinton, N. V., in place 
5 J. Burns. Incumbent's commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

Mary H. Avery to be postmaster at Elmsford, N. Y., in place 
gi oe E Avery. Incumbent’s commission expired November 

William D. Creighton to be postmaster at Fort Covington, 
N. V., in place of C. E. Dempsey. Incumbent’s commission ex- 


"pired October 24, 1922. 


Oby J. Hoag to be postmaster at Greene, N. V., in place of E. 
A. Clark. Incumbent’s commission expired September 19, 1922. 

Joseph Ogle to be postmaster at Greenport, N. V., in place 
of H. W. Rackett. Incumbent’s commission expired October 
24, 1922. 

Benjamin F. King to be postmaster at Madrid, N. Y., in 
place of G. D. Hughes. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 


| ber 24, 1922. 


Sumter L. Happy to be postmaster at Mount Vernon, N, Y. 
in place of Stephan Van Tassel. 
pired October 24, 1922. 

Burton E. McGee to be postmaster at Norfolk, N. Y., in 
place of T. F. Connolly. Incumbent’s commission expired Oc- 
tober 24, 1922. 

William S. White to be postmaster at Oriskany, N. V., in 
place of G. H. Steele. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 24, 1922. 

Besse R. Griffin to be postmaster at Quogue, N. Y., in place 
of B. R. Griffin. Incumbent’s commission expired October 
24, 1922. 

Fred C. Smith to be postmaster at Vernon, N. Y., in place of 
©. G. Simmons. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

Albert A. Patterson to be postmaster at Willsboro, N. Y. 
in place of J. J. O'Reilly. 
October 24, 1922. 


* 
Incumbent’s commission ex- 


Incumbent's commission expired 


NORTH CAROLINA. 


Elinor C. Cleveland to be postmaster at Highlands, N. C. 
Office became presidential October 1, 1920. 

William E. White to be postmaster at Colerain, N. C., in place 
of A. J. M. Perry. 
5, 1922. 

Leon A. Mann to be postmaster at Newport, N. C., in place of 
Office became third class July 1, 1920, 


Incumbent's commission expired September 


D. A. Garner. 


1925. 


NORTH DAKOTA. 


Inez Grams to be postmaster at Bowbells, N. Dak., in place 
of Evelyn Johnson, removed. 

Ole S. Anker to be postmaster at Minnewaukan, N. Dak., in 
place of J. R. Manley. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Henry W. Willis to be postmaster at Lansford, N. Dak., in 
place of H. W. Willis. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Will N. Thompson to be postmaster at Marmarth, N. Dak., in 
place of P. J. Bott. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
24, 1922, 

Clarence A. Vasey to be postmaster at Mott, N. Dak., in place 
of 11 Wakefield. Incumbent's commission expired January 
24, 1922. 

John P. Breslin to be postmaster at Sanish, N. Dak., in place 
of W. F. Thompson. Incumbent’s commission expired January 
24, 1922, 

OHIO. 

Nancy Robison to be postmaster at Howard, Ohio. 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 

Charles C. Shaffer to be postmaster at Alliance, Ohio, in 
place of F. D. Miller. Incumbent's commission expired Sep- 
tember 19, 1922. 

Leonard T. Cool to be postmaster at Canton, Ohio, in place 
of W. D. Caldwell. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 19, 1922. 

Harley F. Hambel to be postmaster at Glouster, Ohio, in place 
of A. J. Price. Incumbent’s commission expired November 2f, 
1922, 

Harry L. Mefford to be postmaster at Ripley, Ohio, in place 
of J. L. Riesser. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
19, 1922. 

Gilbert M. Brehm to be postmaster at Somerset, Ohio, in 
place of W. F. Gordon. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 19, 1922. 


Office 


OREGON. 


Emil F. Messing to be postmaster at Vernonia, Oreg. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 

Oscar Daley to be postmaster at Vale, Oreg., in place of J. P. 
Houston, resigned. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 

Harry H. Wilson to be postmaster at Blairsville, Pa., in 
place of M. E. Brown, resigned. 

Wade M. Henderson to be postmaster at Brookville, Pa., in 
place of N. D. Matson. Incumbent's commission expired Feb- 
ruary 13, 1919. 

William L. Gouger to be postmaster at Danville, Pa., in 
place of T. G. Vincent. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 19, 1922. 

Frank H. Cratsley to be postmaster at Imperial, Pa., in place 
of Emma McNamee, resigned. 

Quinn T. Mickey to be postmaster at Shippensburg, Pa., in 
place of J. E. Blair. Incumbent's commission expired Septem- 
ber 13, 1922. 

Anthen C. Messinger to be postmaster at Tatamy, Pa., in 
place of G. F. Houck. Office became third class April 1, 1922, 

William Evans to be postmaster at Westgrove, Pa. in place 
of W. F. Johnston, Incumbent’s commission expired August 7, 
1921. 

SOUTH CAROLINA. 

Dora C. Folk to be postmaster at Brunson, S. C., in place of 
II. H. Gooding. Incumbent's commission expired September 19, 
1922. 

SOUTH DAKOTA. 

John H. Deuschle to be postmaster at Ravinia, S. Dak, Of- 

fice became presidential January 1, 1923, 
TENNESSEE. 

Merle Morgan to be postmaster at Graysville, Tenn. 
becanie presidential January 1, 1923. 

Lulu M. Divine to be postmaster at Johnson City, Tenn.. in 
place of F. K. Mountcastle. Incumbent's commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 


Office 


TEXAS. 


Tilmon Y. Allen to be postmaster at Rice, Tex., in place of 
Y. K. Harper. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

Herman Eck to be postmaster at Schulenburg, Tex., in place 
of Rudolph Nordhausen, resigned. 

Ethel Milligan to be postmaster at Pittsburg, Tex., in place 
of J. R. Hooton. Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 
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Surry S. Boles to be postmaster at Thorndale, Tex,, in place 
185 8 T. Fulcher. Incumbent's commission expired July 21, 

Edna Overshiner to be postmaster at Valley View, Tex., in 
place of Edna Overshiner. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 


UTAH, 


Alfred L. Hanks to be postmaster at Tooele, Utah, in place of 
1 85 Gowans. Incumbent's commission expired September 26, 

Ralph Guthrie to be postmaster at Salt Lake City, Utah, in 
place of Noble Warrum. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

Emerson B. Nason to be postmaster at Soldier Summit, Utah, 
TA piace of Eugene Nicholes. Office became third class April 1, 

3 VERMONT. 


Lester E. Boyce to be postmaster at Ludlow, Vt., in place of 
“Pes Rock. Incumbent's commission expired September 19, 
Herbert L. Bailey to be postmaster at Putney, Vt., in place of 
Mg Burditt. Incumbent’s commission expired September 19, 
1 
VIRGINIA. 


Charles W. Kilgore to be postmaster at Coeburn, Va., in place 
of W. F. Horne, resigned. 

Edwin M. C. Quimby to be postmaster at Suffolk, Va., in place 
of J. B. Norfleet, resigned. 


WASHINGTON. 


Winnie L. Angell to be postmaster at Finley, Wash. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1923. 


WISCONSIN. 


George C. Dobbs to be postmaster at Conover, Wis. Office be- 
came presidential January 1, 1923. 

Harry T. Ketcham to be postmaster at Abbotsford, Wis., in 
place of J. A. Paustenbach. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Frederick N. Lochemes to be postmaster at St. Francis, Wis., 
in place of F. N. Lochemes. Incumbent's commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Henry J. S. Hanson to be postmaster at Bayfield, Wis., in 
place of D. S. Knight. Incumbent’s commission expired Decem- 
ber 23, 1922. 

. Peter F. Piasecki to be postmaster at Milwaukee, Wis., in 
place of F. B. Schultz. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 


- 


CONFIRMATIONS. 


Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 3 
(legislative day of January 29), 1923. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR SERVICE. 


Gustave Pabst, jr., to be secretary of embassy or legation, 
class 4. 
Rees H. Barkalow to be secretary of embassy or legation, 
class 4. ` 
COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY. 
Casper Marshall Durgin to be hydrographic and geodetic en- 
gineer, with relative rank of lieutenant in the Navy. 


POSTMASTERS. 


MINNESOTA. 
Hope Mouser, Gilbert. 
Clara A. Toftey, Grand Marais. 
OHIO. 

Cora M. Burns, Beloit. 
John W. Keel, Bolivar. 
Lee B. Milligan, Lowellville. 
Della Boone, Spencer. 

WYOMING. 
Arthur W. Crawford, Guernsey. 


WITHDRAWAL. ~- 
Executive nomination withdrawn from the Senate February 3 
(legislative day of January 29), 1923. 
POSTMASTER. 


Simon F. Wehrwein to be postmaster at Manitowoc, in the 
State of Wisconsin. 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 


- Sarurpay, February 3, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o’clock noon, and was called to order by 
the Speaker. 

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


In Thy own way, O Lord, be with us this day, and above all 
things may we value Thy presence. Where there is weakness, 
give strength; where there is uncertainty, give assurance; where 
there is ignorance, give understanding; where there is doubt, 
give faith. Bless our whole country with a wealth of happiness 
and plenty. O let time, the teacher of wisdom, the soother of 
grief, and the healer of wounds, be most merciful unto us. 
Quench not the light of hope and love in our homes.. In them 
may life be rich and joyous, ever a foretaste of that life which 
is to come. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed bill of the following title, 
in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives was 
requested: 

S. 4287. An act to provide credit facilities for the agricul- 
tural and live-stock industries of the United States, to amend 
the Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal reserve act, 
and for other purposes. : 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 4890) to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of the 
Federal reserve act, as amended by the act of June 3, 1922. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title 
was taken from the Speaker’s table and referred to its appro- 
priate committee as indicated below: 

S. 4287. An act to provide credit facilities for the agricultural 
and live-stock industries of the United States, to amend the 
Federal farm loan act, to amend the Federal-reserve act, and 
for other purposes ; to the Committee on. Banking and Currency. 


ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, the Committee on Enrolled Bills 
reported that they had examined and found truly enrolled bills 
of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the same: 

H. R. 11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first floor 
of the customhouse at Mobile, Ala., to the Mobile Chamber of 
Commerce; and 

H. R. 12473. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Winco Block Coal Co., a corporation, to construct a bridge across 
the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River in Mingo County. W. Va. 

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of 
the following title: 

S. 4890. An act to amend the last paragraph of section 10 of 
the Federal reserve act as amended by the act of June 3, 1922. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS, 


Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend in the Recorp my remarks on the bill H. R. 
13827, relating to the sinking fund, which we discussed yester- 
day. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Nebraska asks unani- 
mous consent to extend in the Rxconn his remarks on the bill 
indicated. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

DOGS. 


Mr. HAWES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend my remarks in the Recorp on the subject of an agricul- 
tural bulletin. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks on the subject indicated. 
Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, we could not hear the gentle- 
man’s request. 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman repeat it louder? 

Mr. HAWES. I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the Recor» on the subject of the necessity of an additional 
agricultural bulletin. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to 
extend his remarks in the Rxconn on the subject of an additional 
agricultural bulletin. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Following is the document referred to: 


Tue Dos. 


Mr. HAWES. Mr. Speaker, the Department of Agriculture 
issues many useful bulletins upon nearly every conceivable sub- 
ject that relates to agriculture and, in addition, upon domestic 
fowls and animals. 

The work of these department bulletins has been of great bene- 
fit, and the demand for these publications from foreign nations 
has done much to impress the world with the care and thorough- 
ness of the work performed by the competent men and women. 
directing their issuance. 

The subjects covered by these excellent bulletins are so varied 
and cover such a wide range of subjects that I was surprised to 
find that no bulletin has been issued upon the subject of our 
“ domesticated ” animal, the dog. 

The subject of any bulletin, to justify its issuance, should be 
practical, useful, and of sufficient general interest to justify the 
expense of preparation and printing. 

My remarks shall be directed to the subject of popular interest 
and to the natter of practical utility. 


HISTORICAL, 


Evading the Darwinian theory as applied to the dog, for fear 
it may become involved in that broader field of present debate, 
it may be said that the modern dog has developed in much the 
same way as our domestic fowl and utility animals, but he must 
not be classed with those, because his association with man is 
closer and more personal and is better described as “ domesti- 
cated " than domestic.“ 

We find his drawing upon the tombs of Egyptian kings, upon 
the tiles of the Assyrians, in the sculpture of the Greeks and 
Romans. 

Wherever civilization has advanced to the art of painting or 
printing he finds a place. 

He has not been neglected by history or forgotten by the- 


poets. 

The religious books of all Pagan nations find a place for 
him, and he is mentioned in both the Old and the New Testa- 
ment. 

Columbus discovered him in the West Indies, our American 
Indians found him useful, and whether at the North Pole or 
the Equator he has had a home and a place in the affairs of 
men. 

OCCUPIES A SPECIAL PLACE, 


There are more different breeds of dogs than of horses, 
cattle, sheep, or poultry. 

He is the oldest domesticated animal, and assisted his master 
to procure food and defend against his enemy before horses, 
cattle, and poultry came under control. 

His story runs back to prehistoric times. He was used as a 
sacrifice upon the altar of Pagan gods. His place in history, 
art, fiction, and poetry ranks second only to man. 

Next to man he ranks highest in intelligence, being suscep- 
tible to all human passions—hatred, love, fear, hope, joy, 
distress, courage, timidity, and jealousy. 

Man requires service from all animals, but only from this 
one receives friendship. He is the only animal that eats all 
of man’s food, flesh, and vegetables. 

Man is taught chivalry; the dog has it naturally. He never 
attacks the female of his species, even when feeding. 

He is the delight of the poor man’s hovel and the rich man’s 
mansion. Faithfully follows his master who tramps the dusty 
roadside, and sits proudly upon the cushioned seat of the mil- 
lionaire’s de luxe machine. 

Wealth, caste, social distinction are all one to him. He is 
content and useful in every station assigned to him by fate. 

But he knows the just from the unjust, the kind from the 
unkind, the charitable from the uncharitable, the true from the 
false, the man from the hypoerite. 

Disguise does not deceive him. Paint, tinsel, silk, and jewels 
are no more to him than tatters, rags, worn shoes, or ragged 
hat. But it is what these things cover, the man, who wins his 
affection or dislike. 

His master’s friends are his friends, his master’s enemies 
are his enemies, no matter what their station. 

He does not count the cost, but gives his life at his master’s 
command, and, even without command, in his master’s defense. 

When master is gay he is merry; when sad, he grieves and 
understands his master’s moods. 
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The destruction of an army, the fate of a nation has been 
decided by a dog’s bark. 

With teeth bared, eyes ablaze, and hair a-bristle, he has 
saved a wife and child from assault and then played nurse all 


day. 

With devoted strength he has rescued his master from a 
watery grave and dragged a child from an angry fire. 

Over bleak and frozen mountains he has carried food and 
drink and brought assistance to the wounded and those in dire 
distress. 

Peary could not have reached the North Pole nor Scott the 
South Pole without the faithful dog. 

He has taken the place of the horse and the ox, his skin has 
been used for shelter and for clothes, his flesh as food, his eyes 
have found the things his master sought, his nose has bared the 
trail his master could not find. 

And in return he asks but a little consideration and a few 
kind words: 

Never yet the dog our country fed 
Betrayed the kindness or forgot the bread. 


USE. 


As friend, companion, and confidant I like him best. His 
manifold uses need little discussion. 

One small dog in a home has more terror for the burglar than 
an armed man outside. In the yard he sounds the warning and 
the night prowler sneaks away. 

In hunting he is almost indispensable. 

An American, Paul Rainey, surprised the sporting world by 
hunting the lion in Africa with dogs raised and trained in Mis- 
sissippi and Louisiana. 

When properly trained he can handle cattle, sheep, and swine 
better than a man. He excels as a ratter and destroyer of mink 
and other vermin. 

All have seen the blind man’s dog, cup in mouth and attached 
to a string, leading his sightless master. 

Before the days of cooking stoves each household had its open 
chimney and “ turnspit” worked by a dog, and even to-day the 
dog on a treadmill churns the butter. 

The expressman and peddler, in delivering their packages and 
wares, usually leave a four-footed guardian in charge. 

Troupes of performing dogs delight the audiences in our 
vaudeville houses and demonstrate what they can do when 
skillfully trained. 

Hagenbeck has a lion tamer who always enters the lion’s 
cage accompanied by two magnificent Great Danes. He informs 
me the dogs are not there for exhibition purposes, but for the 
protection of the keeper. At the first attempt of the lion at 
attack their duty is to attack him. Twice they have saved the 
trainer's life. 

Many fire departments have their mascot, which attends all 
fires and in idle hours entertains the company. 

Some of the leading professional baseball teams take their 
dog mascot with them, and have some doubts of success if he is 
absent. 

There are many thousands of farms in the United States. 
Practically all have one dog; frequently two or more. They 
guard the home, destroy destructive animals, act as companion 
and care for the stock, and protect the garden and orchard. 

Some of the leading fanciers, judges, owners, and handlers 
of dogs in the United States were gathered at my home one 


afternoon. In order to start the conversation, I asked the inno- 
eent question: “ Which is the best breed of dogs?” There 
was a long silence and an effort to change the subject. I per- 


sisted, and started an argument. It started a fight and broke 
up the party, and to this day I do not know. 

Each has its especial advocate and each its particular use. 

For the farm, however, it is my judgment that the rough- 
coated Scotch collie is one of the best general utility dogs, be- 
sides being beautiful and companionable. 

The word “collie” is simply the old Highland term for 
“sheep dog.” 

The dogs have been used for centuries in handling all kinds 
of domestic animals. They are serviceable as companions, 
watch dogs, and have an all-around general utility. They are 
adaptable, loyal, and easily trained to perform all sorts of 
service. 

The tests to which they are put in sheep-dog trials are most 
severe, A long course is marked out by flags and the dog is 
compelled to conduct three strange sheep over the course, 
which is interrupted by hurdles, and deliver the sheep into a 
pen. These dogs are directed only by the voice and signals 
made by the hands and arms, and are unaccompanied by the 
owner, who must remain at a distance. 


During the last war the French, Belgians, and Germans suc- 
cessfully trained many thousands of war dogs. 

These war dogs, like soldiers, are taught implicit obedience, 
their acute hearing and sensitive nostrils were used in giving 
notice of enemy approach, discovering the wounded, and many 
times gave first aid for the Red Cross. 

And then what fun and companionship they provided for 
the men in the trenches! 

It would be unfair to forget the ladies and their pet or 
toy dogs. 

While not fancying these little toy dogs myself, they seem 
to fit into the city household very comfortably, and are intel- 
ligent and companionable. They display a degree of affection 
unequaled in the animal world. 

We all remember the account of the lap dog of Mary, Queen 
of Scots, which accompanied her beautiful mistress to the 
scaffold and continued to caress the body after death, refusing 
food, and dying of grief a few days later. 

The bench show brings into competition the best dogs of 
the various breeds. The dog winning 10 blue ribbons in open 
competition in different shows becomes a champion. This is 
not easy and sometimes requires years for its accomplish- 
ment. 

Field trials are held for sporting dogs in various portions 
of the United States. The setter and pointer here compete 
in speed, bird sense, deportment, and scenting qualities. They 
extend all the way from Manitoba, Canada, down through the 
Eastern and Southern States, the championship being run in 
Tennessee each January. 

Greyhound coursing matches are held under much the same 
conditions, and the contest between beagle hounds is particu- 
larly attractive. The dogs winning their championships only 
under the most exacting conditions then become exceedingly 
valuable. 

Time will not permit of a more extended discussion of these 
enjoyable trials, in which the dog of the poor man contests 
with the dog of the rich, and the happy owner of the winner is 
more elated than by any other sporting event. 

The life of the dog is usually about 12 years—sometimes 
longer—but the end comes all too quickly; and one can but 
join with Kipling: 

Pete oun fT Nei that om fl Ahad 
Perfect passion and worship fed 

By a kick in the ribs or a pat on the head. 
Nevertheless, it is hardly fair 

To risk your heart for a dog to tear. 

We have our compensation in the pleasure of studying a pup 
while developing into maturity. His early surprises, mishaps, 
and mischief have a humor all their own. He teaches his 
lesson, and especially to our own “ kid,” who takes command of 
his education. 

VALUE. 


Some years ago I met a well-known journalist. As we 
were chatting, he pointed to a gentleman and said: “ That is 
Colonel , a lawyer, now making an important investiga- 
tion for the Government.” My journalist friend said: “I want 
you to talk dogs to him, He spends $30,000 a year upon 
dogs.” 

I asked the journalist how he knew I was interested in 
dogs, and he related the following experience: 

Having been well acquainted with Mark Twain, he was sent 
by one of the great New York papers to a little town in Con- 
necticut to report his death. He finished an elaborate story on 
the great humorist’s demise and hurried to the telegraph 
office and told the operator to put the story on the wire imme- 
diately. The operator said he could not do it until he had 
sent a telegram. The journalist stormed and persisted; the 
telegraph operator was firm. Finally, with great indignation, 
he said: “ What telegram can be more important than sending 
the news of Mark Twain’s death to the people?” The telegraph 
operator said: “I have a telegram here for a man named 
Hawes, in St. Louis. It’s about the shipment of some of our 
best dogs to a dog show; and I’m going to send this telegram 
first, no matter what you think.” The journalist said this was 
how he discovered that I was a dog man. 

In this little Connecticut town they have a famous kennel 
and everybody was interested in this kennel coming back with 
blue ribbons. The telegraph operator shared in this local 
pride and sent the dog telegram in preference to the account of 
Mark Twain’s death. 

The president of the American Kennel Club has associated 
with him, on its board of directors, some of the wealthy men of 
the Nation. They have elaborate quarters, issue a newspaper, 
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and spend large sums annually in preserving records of breed- 
ing and chronicling the awards of bench shows. 

At a field trial which I attended some years ago a wealthy 
man from Cincinnati who was riding with me behind the dogs 
saw a black-white-and-tan setter which he greatly admired, and 
told me he was going to buy it. I heard him offer the owner 
$500 for the dog, which was promptly refused. He raised it 
$1,000, was again refused, and just before he left for home he 
effered the owner $3,500, which was again refused. The owner 
of the dog was a man of very moderate means, living in a little 
town in Alabama. He said he would not sell the dog for two 
reasons: His service fees would bring him in that amount in a 
short while, and he would be afraid to go home to the 
“missus” without him. 

I saw $2,000 refused a number of times for small dogs at 
bench shows. 

A good dog costs as much as a horse. Champions of bench 
shows and field trials bring prices that make the horseman 
jealous, And these are not prices paid for fancy pet dogs for 
the fashionable dame. They are dogs that bring a high price 
because of their conformation, type, and correct form, and are 
used for the future improvement of the breed. 

There is no sentiment in these values; they are considered 
investments. Sentiment, of course, does enter into the matter 
occasionally. I had some fancy dogs quail shooting one season 
with a friend of mine. They were too fast and ranged too far 
for a hilly country. A farmer who was with us had a pointer 
named “Sank,” who knew his country and performed ad- 
mirably. My friend asked me to buy him for him, which I did 
for $75. A month later my friend called me up on the tele- 
phone and asked me for the address of the farmer. I gave it 
to him and inquired what he wanted it for. He replied: “I am 
ashamed to have only paid $75 for that dog; I want to send the 
man $50 more, and he is worth twice as much.” 

This old “Sank” came out of a barn. He now lives in the 
finest mansion in the Mississippi Valley. 

While calling on the owner recently my host excused him- 
self and later returned smiling; he had just assisted his 
youngest son to slip “ Sank” upstairs in violation of the house- 
hold rules. This he did every night, so that “Sank,” instead 
of sleeping in a barn, now sleeps in one of the finest bedrooms 
in the western country. 

A trained shooting dog to-day is cheap at $150, and most of 
them bring a higher price, and this price is brought at a year 
old. A horse or a cow has to be kept for three years before the 
same amount could be realized. 

An old darkey put this estimate on the value of his dog: 

Dar's a mighty fine monument standin’ right nigh, 
But to me poor mound looks bigger, 

For dar’s a monument money can’t buy— 
A yaller dog’s love for a nigger. 

Thanks to some of our rich men, we yearly import to this 
country some of the best prize winners of Europe. We have 
been taking so many of their best that they are now beginning 
to come to us for stud dogs. This is particularly true of the 
setter class, 

My fad at one time was Irish terriers. The terrier is a 
very bright, intelligent little fellow, with a shaggy coat, bright 
eyes, and an engaging disposition. He is an agitator, a regular 
devil for a fight, and fond of visiting the neighbors. While 
breeding these dogs I had occasion to send one to a reverend 
ang rate of Gananoque, Canada, for service, for which I paid 

50 


Some years later I met the reverend gentleman at the De- 
troit dog show and was introduced with much ceremony to 
Celtic Badger, the champion Irish terrier of America. I 
asked him what he would sell the dog for, and this splendid 
man replied: “ Well, Mr. Hawes, I don't know. I have a very 
poor parish in Gananoque, and Celtic Badger does much to 
support it. Last year I received $1,800 for his services, I 
do not know how the parish could get along without him. I 
have been offered $2,200 for him and, as we need a church 
addition, I may have to sell him, but I hope not.” 

There are more than 15 weekly and monthly publications 
devoted exclusively to the subject of the dog. Take up Coun- 
try Life in America, or any one of the other big periodicals 
dealing with kindred subjects, and you will find more adver- 
tisements for dogs than for all other kinds of animals com- 
bined. American Field, one of the oldest sporting publica- 
tions printed, devotes pages to him in each issue. There are at 
least 10 large factories manufacturing dog foods and dog 
biscuits, and as many more patent-medicine houses that make 
a speciality of dog medicines. 

These illustrations indicate his value. 
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Strange to say, the average man considers the dog of little 
commercial value and, while he would not ask you for a 
horse or a cow, he would think nothing of asking for a dog. 

I was on a four days’ shoot with a friend some years ago, who. 
had a very fine female setter. The dog was much admired, 
As we went from farm to farm he was frequently asked for 
a pup and, while extolling the virtues of his dog, he freely 
promised a pup not only to those who asked, but offered one 
to many who made no request. I watched this performance for 
several days, and one evening I said: “Do you know you have 
promised 22 pups and will never be able to deliver them?” 
He thought for awhile and then said: “ Hawes, it’s a mighty 
poor man who won't promise a pup.” 

ADVICE. 


If I have aroused an interest in the dog which may lead to 
the publication of a bulletin in his behalf, some general advice 
while waiting for the bulletin may be of assistance. 

Buy a pup over three months old and, unless you are sure of 
forming his acquaintance, do not buy one over 18 months old 
unless purely for breeding purposes. 

Keep your dog’s pedigree. It will only cost $1 to register, 
It adds to both your enjoyment and the value of the dog. 

Feed a pup frequently and an old dog but twice a day. 

Feed from a pan, never on the ground or floor, 

Dogs are classified by weight and feed accordingly: First, 
those under 12 pounds; second, those from 12 to 20 pounds; 
third, those from 25 to 50 pounds; fourth, those over 50 pounds; 
fifth, those over 100 pounds. 

Scraps from the table, when fresh, are the best food, and 
cost nothing. 

Feed the dog yourself; you will control him better. 

Feed morning and evening; the big meal at night, as the 
dog should not be worked immediately after eating. 

Do not feed chicken bones; they are covered with a hard 
substance which frequently cuts through the intestines. 

No other animal shares as fully the life affairs of men as 
does the dog. He resents injustice and has the same respect 
for fair treatment and decision as does the human being. 

shot kennel should be dry, clean, and frequently white- 
washed. 

Use a leather collar, not one made of metal. Don't chain 
unless necessary. 

If the dog sucks eggs, open one end of an egg and put in 
red pepper. 

The master is responsible for a vicious dog. If it is vicious, 
it is largely his fault. 

Properly introduced to the cat, there will be no “cat and 
dog time.” 

If he jumps upon you in caress, gently press your shoe upon 
a hind foot. Do this a number of times and he will stay on 
the ground. 

The pup will imitate an old dog; but don’t try and train 
two young dogs at the same time; give each a private lesson. 

Put your own name and address on the collar—not the dog's. 

Do not kick your dog or strike him on the head. Use a 
switch or, grasping him by the neck and back, give him a 


shaking. 

Do not “holler” at a dog unless he is at a distance. Talk to 
him in a moderate tone, He is guided more by intonation than 
words. You exhaust your emphasis in continuous hollering” 
and he fails to understand, 

Do not let your dog chase horses or autos on the road. It is 
a very bad habit. 

Do not use more than three letters in your dog’s name. If you 
want to use a longer one for his pedigree, give him a short kennel 
nume. 

Do not borrow a dog and do not lend one. You may spoil 
your friend’s dog or he yours. A dog must know his own master. 

Do not punish a dog long after his fault has been committed. 
Be sure he knows exactly‘for what the punishment is admin- 
istered. 

Do not keep a dog in a hot room all day and put him out in 
the cold at night. 

Try and keep a breed that will not require to have their 
ears or tails trimmed. This is a custom which is properly grow- 
ing in disrepute. X 

The English owners of various terriers have long believed 
that biting the tail off was better than cutting it. 

A friend recommended his English coachman to me to per- 
form the operation and sent him to the house. One squeal 
from the first pup was enough. A red head appeared in the 
doorway, soon followed by the indignant form of the cook, 
armed with a broom. On this one occasion, at least, the Irish 
beat the English—that is, with a broom—but the English beat 
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the Irish to the front.gate, since which time I have tried to get 
along without this practice. 

Take your dog into the chicken yard when young and let him 
stay by your side while you work with the chickens. He will 
then learn to know that they are your property and respect 
them, If he is old when you get him and he kills a chicken, 
try a thrashing. If that fails, tie the dead chicken around his 
neck and let him carry it all day. He will soon get enough 
chicken and will leave them alone. This is a favorite method 
of bird-dog men” in breaking a pointer or setter from chasing 
rabbits. 

DOG POPULATION. 

‘We issue over 25,000 dog licenses each year in the city of 
St. Louis. It is safe to say this is not one-third of the total 
number. 

It is estimated that there are over 300,000 dogs in Missouri, 
and in the United States an approximate estimate would be 
over 7,000,000. 

Each of the 48 States has legislation of some kind affecting 
the dog. 

Every city of 5,000 inhabitants has some municipal regula- 
tion upon the same subject. 

And in this town a dog was found, 
As many dogs there - 

Both mongrel, puppy, whelp, and hound, 
And curs of low degree. 

Putting a valuation of only $5 upon each dog would make 
the national investment $35,000,000. 

Every large city in the United States has an annual dog 
show. 

In Great Britain over 700 dog shows are held each year, 
with over 20,000 entries. 

There are in the United States some 15 monthly publica- 
tions devoted exclusively to the dog. 

CONTENTS OF A BULLETIN. 

If the number of dogs, their value and utility, should impress 
the Department of Agriculture with their practical use and 
cause demand for a bulletin, it should contain this information: 

1. Description of useful breeds and their standards. 2. Feed- 
ing. 8. Housing. 4. Disease. 5. Breeding. 6. House training, 
farm training, and special training. 7. Digest of State and 
municipal laws. 8. Outlaw and criminal dogs, sheep killers, ete. 

State legislatures frequently have before them the matter of 
licensing or regulating the dog, and this is true of legislative 
bodies in the cities. 

FINALLY. 

We ‘have in Missouri a Fox Hunters’ Association, with a 
membership of 3,000, which issues the Red Ranger, a monthly 
paper devoted exclusively to fox hunting and fox hounds. 

The members of this association are the “salt of the earth,” 
who meet annually in a tented city and spend a week with na- 
ture and the hounds. 

They are the big mule raisers, whose animals served with the 
armies in Mexico, the Philippines, France, in the Boer war, in 
China, whose voice, next to the “ houn’ dawg,” makes the loud- 
est, if not the sweetest, music. They are lawyers, doctors, 
farmers, and men of good kidney and fine digestion, who worship 
in ‘the big outdoors while their dogs sing en masse, if not in 
mass. 

Of course there are men like one who visited our fox hunters’ 
encampment and was cautioned to be still and listen. Listen 
to what?” he queried. “Listen to the music, man. Don't you 


hear it? It's now getting stronger, sweeter, and clearer,” chided 


the fox hunter. No,“ said the city dweller, “I don’t hear 
nothing but ‘a lot of damn dogs.“ 

If large interest does not appeal, if Investment does not argue 
and utility persuade, perhaps I may be excused for introducing 
the late Senator George Vest, of Missouri, to conclude my state- 
ment. 

Senator Vest illumined ‘this subject in an address to a jury. 
Time antl changed political issues may cause us to forget his 
great speeches, but this classic will always be preserved: 

Gentlemen of the jury: The best friend a man has in this world 
may turn against him and become his enemy. His son or daughter 
that he has reared with loving care may prove ungrateful. nose 
who are nearest and dearest to us, those whom we trust with our 
happiness and our good mame, ‘may become traitors to their faith. 
The money that a man has he may lose. It flies away from him, 

haps when he needs it most. A man's reputation may be sacri- 

ced in a moment of ill-considered action. The people who are prone 
to fall on their knees to do us honor when success is with us may 
be the first to throw the stone ef malice when failure settles its 
cloud upon our heads, The one absolute, unselfish friend that man 
can have in this selfish world, the ome that never deserts him, the 
one that never proves ungrateful or treacherous, is his 15 Gentle- 
men of the jury, a man’s dog stands by him in prosperity .and in 
poverty, in health and in sickness. Ile will sleep on the.eold ground 
where the wintry winds blow and the snow drives fiercely, if only he 
can be near his master’s side. He will kiss the hand that has no 


food to offer, he will lick the wounds and sores that come in encounter 
with the roughness of the world. He guards the sl of his pauper 
master as if he were a prince. When all other friends desert, he re- 


mains. When riches take wings and reputation falls to pieces he is 
as constant in his love as the sun in its journey through the heavens. 
If fortune drives the master forth an outcast in the world, friendless 
and homeless, the faithful dog asks no higher privilege than that of 
accompanying him to guard against danger, to fight against his ene- 
mies, and when the last scene of all comes, and death takes the master 
in its embrace.and his bedy is laid away in the cold ground, no matter 
if all other friends pursue their way, there by his graveside will the 
noble dog be found, head between his paws, his eyes sad but open 
in alert watchfulness, faithful and true even to death. 


EASTERN JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF OKLAHOMA, 


Mr. SWANK. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 
tend in the Recorp my remarks made in the Committee on the 
Judiciary on the bill (H. R. 6376) to amend the act establishing 
the eastern judicial district of Oklahoma. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Oklahoma asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the manner indicated. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Following are the remarks referred to: 


HOUSE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTRE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
W 1. J 41, 1923. 
The subcommittee met at 10.30 o'clock a. m., Hon. RICHARD YATES 
(chairman) gond 5 
Present: Messrs. Bols, HICKEY, and BIRD. 


STATEMENT OF HON, F. B. SWANK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA, 

Mr. Xares, Representative SWANK, of Oklahoma, ap in por eg 
of the bill (H. R. 6376) Jo amend the act esta g the ea 
judicial district of Oklaboma,” the bill being as follows: 

“ Be it e etc., That two ‘terms of the court of two weeks each, 
or more, in the discretion of the presiding judge, in the 
district of the State of Oklahoma, for trial of civil -and criminal 
cases -shall, after the passage and approval of this act, be held at 
Pauls Valley, Okia., each year in said district.” 

Mr. SWANK, we will be d to hear vou. 

Mr. Swank. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, some 
time ago 1 introduced H. R. 6376, a bill to make Pauls Valley, Okla., 
a Federal court town, and wish to thank the committee for giving me 
the privilege of appearing before you to-day to present my a ent 
and the facts in support of the bill. I would have asked for a hearin: 
earlier, but -waited for the passage of the bill creating additional Fed- 
eral district judges. That bill is now a law and — another district 
judge to the eastern disttiet of Oklahoma, but the President has not 
yet made the — i When the appointment is made, the east- 
ern district -will have two judges, and they are needed, as also is 
another place to hold court. 

In 8 criminal laws of the country pro; admin- 


at 

conveniently located ‘that trials may be speedy under our laws and the 
Constitution. Not known to criminal law is more to the advantage 
of the person in 
the criminal and breeds a disrespect for the law and our courts. 

in it rr. ee We DANA ted 
or in many cases it may e ys an 
continuances in trials are not only beneficial to the criminal and the 
person charged but greatly ase the court costs in additional witness 
and jury fees and ‘service of A defendant should be given his 
constitutional ht to a and impartial trial, no difference what 
the charge may This is for the good of ‘the public and society as 
well as to preserve the rights of the defendant. 

Litigants in civil cases also have the right to have their cases heard 
in a reasonable time without running, at great ex , from one end 
of the distriet to the other. The courts are insti for the enforcement 
of the law and to settle civil disputes among our citizens, and they 
should be established at convenient and easily accessible places. ‘The 

ple pay the expenses of the courts the same as the other expenses of 

ent, and they should be ected in their rights, among 
which are law enforcement and the tlement of civil cases. 

Oklahoma is divided into two Federal court districts, with the old 
Indian ‘Territory compri the eastern district and old Oklahoma 
Territory the western district. There are seven court towns in the 
eastern district, viz: Muskogee, Vinita, Tulsa, Hugo, McAlester, Ard- 
more, and ‘Chickasha. For the convenience of the people in this dis- 
trict and to save expense to the Government another court town should 
be created. This would make eight places to hold court, or four towns 
for each of the two judges in the d >, a selection for 
the eighth court town I have not only chosen the most convenient and 
easily accessible place but one of the best towns in the entire State. 
With permission of the committee, I hereby attach information about 
Pauls Valley and ty, Okla., taken from the Pauls Valley 
Enterprise, one of ‘the State’s leading weekly papers: 

“ PAULS VALLEY FACTS THAT ARP TBRSELY TOLD. 


“A population.of over 5,000. An altitude of 871 feet. 

Three banks: Aggregate deposits of over $2,000,000. Three lumber 
yards, <A modern t and gas plant. An up-to-date ice and cold- 
storage ant. Four cotton gins. Large compress and cotton ware- 
louse. Five wholesale houses. One flour mill. Two grain elevators, 
An efficient laundry and -cleaning plant. A well-equipped sanitarium, 
Five churches. 2 

“Three brick grade schools and a $185,000 new high school. 

“Seventy-five ks of pavement and more concrete walks than any 
city its in the Southwest. Ample water supply and adequate 
sewer system. 

“A bulding and loan association. A bit and spur factory. Two 
55 pumping stations. A well-equipped bottling works. A ma- 

ne s . 

“Two weekly newspapers. One hundred and fifty other business 
activities. 

“Service by the main line of the Santa Fe and two branch lines of 
the same system. 

»The largest city within a radius of 50 mi giving it a well-defined 
trade territory that iè- ble for its steady growth. Surrounded 
by an agricultural territory that is as productive as any in the whole 
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Southwest. Oil development in the county has reached a production 
„ 21, barrels a day, with prospects for further 
extensions, 


“ GARVIN COUNTY AND ITS RESOURCES, 


“Garyin County is one of the south-central counties of the 2 
with a 8 of about 35,000 people. Altitude ranges from 7 
to about 1,000 feet above sea level. he mean temperature is about 
60 degrees, with an average annual rainfall of about inches. 

“Tf is the banner alfalfa county of the State, 800 to 1,200 cars being 
shipped annually, and has possibility of production that should make 
it the banner county of the world. 

“Tt is an ideal section for the raising of pure-bred beef stock, as 
well as intensive development of the da activities, on account of 
both natural forage and bountiful crops of feedstuff. 

“Climatic conditions are most favorable for the es of poultry 
of all kinds. The county will produce about $350, worth of 
poultry and eggs this year. 

* It is known the world over for its high standard of broom corn, 

d has in Lindsay, a town within its borders, the largest broom 

rm wagon market in the world. From 100 to 140 cars of broom 
corn are shipped from this community annually. 

“Cotton production, 90 per cent of the long staple Acala being 
raised, averages from 40,000 to 55,000 bales a year. 


“ Pecans, fruit, berries, and grapes, as well as melons, grow success- 
fully in this county. 
Corn, small grains, peanuts, sweet and Irish tatoes, besides the 


other crops mentioned, can be successfully raised here.’ 

Mr. Chairman, this gives some explanation and idea of the place 
where I am asking that another court town be established. Pauls Val- 
ley is more than 50 miles from Oklahoma City, Chickasha, and Ard- 
more, the nearest court towns. 

I ask permission to insert a letter from the clerk of the United States 
District Court at Muskogee, Okla. 

ona Yates. Without objection, the statement will be inserted in the 
record. 

Mr. Bores. I do not know that I have any objection to it, but it is 
rather a peculiar situation to me. The northern district of Iowa has a 
e of between 3,000,000 and 4,000,000 and terms of court are 

eld at only five places in the State. 

Mr. Yares. Without objection, the statement submitted by Mr. Swank 
will be inserted in the record at this point. 

The statement is as follows: 


Hon. F. B. Swank; 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 
Daar Sin; In answer to your inquiry we find that we have pending 
cases as follows, to wit: 


DECEMBER 22, 1922. 


Law cases: 
Filed (during 1922, 196)— 
County 
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Seminole County 


Bankruptcy cases: 
Filed (auring 1922, 479)— 
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McClain County 
Murray County 
Pontotoc County 
Seminole County 
Pending— 
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e e tere 
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Criminal cases: 

Filed (during 1922, 1,232)— 
Garvin County 
McClain County. 
Murray County 
Pontotoc County — 


That the committee may more clearly see the condition of the 
docket for the eastern district and the need for an additional court 
town, I ask permission to here insert a statement by the clerk of the 
Federal court at 8 

Mr. Yates. Without objection, the statement submitted by Mr. SWANK 
will be inserted in the record at this point, 

(The statement is as follows:) 


United States District Court, Eastern District of Oklahoma. 


! 
Civil. | Criminal. 


1920. 


1,085 696 
SM 69) 
725. 74 
Pending June 30, 1020. E A E AEE 45 662 
Commenced during fiseal year 70 1,066 
ted during fiscal Vea 282 963 
Pending June 90; A 

ending June 30, 19211. o 233 765 
Commenced during fiscal year 7 1,310 

Terminated during fiscal year 233 


1920. 


Suits in which United States was not a party: 
Pending June 30, 10199 
Commenced during fiscal year 
Terminated during fiscal Fear 


1922. 

Pending June 30, 192 
Commenced during fiscal year... 
inated during fiscal Fear 


Present status of docket: 
Civil cases in which United States is a party 
Naturallzation ...... nanana 

Criminal, United States a party. 


Civil cases other than United States 
Bankruptcy 


—— 2 enna „„ 


Grand total. 5 re Sae 


CLERK'S FEES EARNED. 


3 8 
SC aces west Sivan „ e 23,720.77 

Mr. Swank. You will see from this statement that the present status 
of the docket is 2,672 cases. The statement also shows that the fees 
collected for 1922 amount to $23,729.77, a large increase over previous 
years. 

A few days ago in Garvin County, in the county seat of which I 
asking Congress to establish a Federal court tor the convenience of 
the people, one of the atest oll wells of the country was brought in, 
and the papers state that it is producing 14,000 barrels per day, and 
many of the largest oil companies in the country are making further 


development and exploring new fields. In addition to this great oil 
8 the production of gas in the county amounts to about 
350, „000 cubic feet daily. There was no oil production in Garvin 


County prior to July, 1921. There is oil production and ma wells 
ing down in the other counties which adjoin or are near to % Garvin 
Jounty. 

I mention these facts for the reason, as the committee knows, oil aud 

s development bring increased litigation, and much of it is in the 

ederal courts. Litigants have their right to have their cases tried 
and settlement made at convenient places. The people haye the right 
to have their Government brought as near to them as possible, and it 
should always be done, and especially when it brings no increased bur- 
dens in the way of expenses, 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I was raised from 
early 88 to manhood in Garvin County, Okla., the county in which 
I am asking this court to be established, and know the people and the 
conditions of the country. This county and the other counties I haye 
mentioned contain an intelligent, educated, Christian, industrious, and 
progressive viper Garvin County is traversed from east to west 

the famous Washita River, whose large and beautiful valley is as 
rich as the fabled valley of the fertile Nile. The same can be said of 
the Rush Creek and ild Horse Valleys. In 1919 the ple of 
Garvin County voted bonds upon themselves in the sum of $150,000 to 
build a courthouse, and it is one of the best in the entire State. It is 
large, sanitary, commodious, and convenient. It has ample room to 
accommodate the Federal court when in session in Pauls Valley. It 
has private rooms for the judge, two large and excellent court rooms, 
plenty of room for grand and petit juries and witnesses. The county 
commissioners of the county, who have charge of the courthouse, 
would be glad to give the Federal court the use of this fine courthouse 
at any time, and it would not interfere in the least with the work 
of the State courts or other county activities, 

The courthouse is situated in a part of Pauls Valley where there is 
the least noise and there would be nothing to in any way interfere 
with the court or any of its officers. Then there would be no question 
of additional expense to the Government, for it would cost the county 
no more to maintain the building when Federal court was in session 
than it costs at other times. It would be no trouble or inconvenience 
for the judge, clerk, and other court attachés to go to Pauls Valley 
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for court. There is already a United States deputy marshal stationed 
in Pauls Valley and a United States commissioner. By are 
this court the committee and Congress would be adding ne additiona 
expense to the Government, but, on the other hand, would be reducing 
expenses to the Government and to the people as well. ere else 
is an elegant and conyeniently equipped courthouse furnished for the 
Federal court without additional cost? ‘These peupie are progressive 
and will furnish these conveniences for the benefit of the people who 
attend court at this plece if the committee will consent to the estab- 
lishment of this court. 

In addition to what I have already said, you would be making court 
more convenient to a large territory and to many people. This court- 
house is four stories high, with a fine jail on top. There is every 
facility in — Valley for the court and the officers, The county is 
thickly Fete „ as are the other surrounding counties. Pauls 
Valley, 8 in the Washita River Valley, is one of the most beau- 
tiful cities on that historie river, and Garvin County has many other 
live, progressive cities and villages. 

I make mention of these towns that the committee may know that 
this section of the State is populated with many people, and where 
there are many people there will be disputes to settle. ‘The same is 
true in the other counties which would be benefited by the passage of 
this bin. There would be MeMain County, ef which Purcell is the 
county seat, on the north; Murray County, Sulphur county seat, on 
the south; Pontotoc County, Ada county seat, on the east; and Semi- 
nole (C ‘ounty, Wewoka county seat, on the northeast. All these counties 
have i cep ys in the Federal court. 

For ow I bad the honor to serve as district judge In the four- 
teenth judicial 9 of Oklahoma, which district included Murray, 
Garvin, MeCiain, and Cleveland Counties, and am therefore familiar 
with conditions in the eastern district. In this district the Federal 
Government is a party to about 75 per cent of the cases filed. 

The Government employs three tribal attorneys, one each for the 
Choctaws, Chickasaws, and Creeks, and eight probate attorneys in ad- 
dition. It is the duty of these attorneys to look after the affairs of 
certain members of the tribes in the State and Federal courts and to 
assist in protecting the rights of these Indian litigants. No such con- 
dition exists in any other State so far as the laws are concerned, and no 
Judge is called upon to construe as many dificult questions. In the 
trial of Indian land cases the court must not only construe the State 
statutes and acts of Congress affecting these tri but in many in- 
stances it becomes necessary to construe various Indian treaties and 
often the statutes of the State of Arkansas, as the laws of that State 
were formerly extended over the Indian Territory. 

With seven court towns and two judges, it is important for the east- 
ern district that each judge bave four places to hold court. It is no 
inconvenience to 2 udge and is a great convenience to the people who 
pay uses the court. Why not report the bill favorably, 
when it will cost the Government nothing, can cost it nothing, but will 
decrease the expenses of the Federal court in this district? ‘earnestly 
and sincerely submit the facts, and 2 me committee will give this 
their usual careful consideration ; hope that you will make a 
favorable report and recommend that Aue bill pass. 

Mr. DICKEY. Have you court ee at this point you mention? 

Mr. Swank. Yes; and I am asking t two terms sa year of the 
Federal district court be held at Pauls Valley, Okla., the sasan 
district. That is the old Indian Territory part of the ente, and in 
this district there are seven court towns. 

Mr. Rind. Do you mean mean State courts? 

Mr. Swank. No; 3 district courts. State district courts are 
held in each count, 

Mr, Binb. You do rat. mean to say that in the Eastern pian of 
Oklahoma a term of the Federal Sitan is held at seven places? 

Mr. Swank. Yes; at seven different places. 

Mr. HICKEY. Is your State divided into divisions as well as districts? 

Mr. Swank. No; there are two districts, the eastern and western. 

Mr. Hickey. And for the convenience of litigants and counsel, they 
have different var ae for Be peers court? 

Mr. Swank. he present time there are seven places for bold- 
ing court, and if ints bin were passed there would be eight. That 
would be four Rover for each j judge, w when a new judge is appointed. 

Mr. Yates, That is what 9755 ill is for—to provide four places for 
holding court for each judge? 

Mr. Swank. Yes; and the bill provides that ute =e of the Fed- 
eral district court shall be held each year at this p 

Mr. Btrp. You mention eight Rp for holding g court if this bill 
were enacted. Do you mean eight for the entire State? 

Mr. Swank. No; ht for the eastern district. 

Mr. Bmp. If you ould have two judges, that would make four 
places for each judge. 

Mr. SWANK. Yes. 

Mr. Yates. You = _ two terms of court at this place each year? 

Mr. Swank. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Yares. The ‘bill | provides that two terms of court shall be held 
3 ae at Pans Valle is me 2. a year held there now? 

w ‘this is 


Federal court town. 

Mr. 018. ‘How farge a Boe 1 it? 

Mr. Swank. Pauls Valley has a 8 of about 5,000 people. 

Mr. Boms. What is the population of Oklahoma now? 

Mr. Swank. The population of the entire State is about two and a 
quarter millions. 

Mr. Bors. I never heard of terms of Federal court being held in 
as many places as that. 

Mr. Swank. In the western district of Oklahoma terms of Federal 
ons are held in Oklahoma City, Guthrie, Enid, Lawton, and Wood- 
war 
once Yares. At how many places do they hold court in the western 

riet 

Mr. alae. At five places. 

Mr. Bores. What is the nearest place to this town at which a term 
of ag is held? 

Swank. About 50 miles. 

Mr. Borns. How uen judges do you have now? 

— Swank. Two Federal judges at the present time. 

r. Bores. How many criminal cases are pending A yt 

Me 5 The statement of the clerk shows 1.311 in 


the eastern 
distric 


Me, HICKEY, 1 bhey pose you have a great many ofl claims that go into 

era 

s . Swank. Yes; Oklahoma produces more oil than any other State in 
a 


What w ne oil production in the five counties that would 
be affected | by this bill? 
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Mr. SWANK. 8 . 
this one county imag Pe brought in + — a „ Garvin 
1 1700 that produces 4.000 8a day. 

„ YATES. What do 52 contend that "These statements you have re- 
erred to show in regard to Federal court business? 

Mr. Swank. The statements show that in the 
homa, on panpe 80, 1919, there were pending 1,883 civil cases and 696 

criminal The statement shows the present condition of the docket 
to be Lait cri criminal cases and 1,361 civil cases. 

Mr. Farns. In the entire district? 

Mr. Swank. Yes; for the whole district; and, as I stated im the begin- 
ning, if this bill were enacted four places would be 5 for each 
one of these judges to hold court when the other pos, apne 5 

Mr. Yates. How much of a docket do you figure 

Mr, SWANK. The statement of the clerk shows the frih for the five 
counties affected. 

Mr. Yares. Suppose this bill should pass and there should be two 
terms of court held at this place, have you figured out how large the 
docket would be? 

Mr. Swank. Yes; the statement of the clerk shows the cases filed 
in the fiye counties re to—Garvin eClain, Murray, Pontotoc, 
and Seminole—to be as follows: Law, 10; equity, 7; bankruptcy, 40; 
ae Kd or a total of 127 cases. 

Mr. 1 would like to o back to the oil question. What are 
the oil Held in those five counties? 

Mr. SWANK. There is oil production in Seminole and Pontotoc 
Counties, and in Garvin County, where I am asking this court to be 
established, there is the Robberson oil field, whi produces about 
21,000 barrels of ofl per day. 

r. Bind. That ts m one well, ts it not? 

Mr. SWANK. No; the big well produces about 14,000 barrels per day. 
That is a new well. This field did not have any big wells ap to that 
time, This field in Garvin County is also producing about 350,000,000 
cubic feet of gas daily. You understand that when they strike an 
oll field, that causes much new litigation, especially in connection 
with Indian lands. 

Mr. Binb. I am trying to determine whether you have a permanent 
sig or whether 2 855 are opening up a new field. 

Mr, SWANK. is is a new field. 

5 5 BIRD. This is fresh production? 

Mr. SWANK. Yes; there was no oi! in this county prior to July, 
1921. Now this new war has opened up a big 

Mr. Bind. There is on l there, and thaw there are scattering 
wells in the other part “Of e field? 

Mr. Swank. In this county, there are a great number of wells, and 
more are going down all the time. In the counties to the east there 
are many producing wells. 

Mr. BIRD, Are they shallow wells or deep wells? 

Mr. Swank, It is what is considered a shallow field. I understand 
the big well mentioned is 1,400 or 1,500 feet deep. 

Mr. Binb. What does the present Federal judge be about this? 

Mr. Swank. I do not know, but do not think he will oppose the bill. 

Mr. Yarns. You are familiar with these five 99 

Mr. Swank. . sir. 

Mr. YATES. Are they in your district? 

Mr. Swank. Three of them are. 

Mr. Yates. Have ge had any conference or consultation with the 

8 regard to this matter? 
T. Swank. No, sir. 

Mr. Yaves, With the Attorney General or Assistant Attorney General? 

Mr. Swank. No, sir. 

Mr. Boms. What are the railroad facilities at this place? 

Mr. Swank. Good; there is the main line of the Santa Fe and two 
branch lines in Pauls Valley. 

Mr. Borges. N are the main Paat for the Feđeral court? 

Mr. Swaxk. The headquarters of the Federal court for the eastern 
district are at Muskogee, 

Mr. oe What are the railroad facilities from this town to Mus- 


ko; 

gre? Swank. The railroad facilities from Muskogee to Pauls 3 
are good. You go direct from Muskogee to Oklahoma, Ci- ahi 
on to Pauls Va we which is nearer Muskogee than is Ardmore ‘an 
50 miles nearer than Chickasha. dge must go from Muskogee 
te ee to hold court, and that ta him 50 miles farther than 

a ey 
ERAD; Do you contemplate that Chickasha will still have a term 
of co 

Mr. Swank. Yes; I am 3 one additional place. 

Mr. ons I confess th stumb block to me is the fa 
that there are so 8 chsh — hold ag te in this distret 
The district in which over mill Uy gg er and 
terms of an are held te ay Aradi e eoria, and 

uincy. I realize, however, t in western territory there are 
always more places at which terms of court are pene 

Mr. Swaxk. There are many more cases to try in this district and 
it covers more territory. Tink: = DRE KADEA eh the CELER one tae 
com ages than in other districts. 

. Hickny. You have a class of litigation that we would not have. 

Mr. Swank. Yes. 

Mr. Yass. Is it customary in Ne districts to have five, six, or 


seven places at which court is held 
Mr. Swank. There are more jos for holding court by reason of 
the larger territory included in the districts and the greater number of 
cases. 
Ba BInp. There are five places for holding court in the entire State 
0 ansas, 
Mr. Yares. How is it in your district, Mr. Boies? 
* rie Fg smog There are five places for’ holding court in the northern 
alf of Iowa 
Mr. Swank. There would not be nearly so many cases as in this dis- 


rict. 

Mr. Borns. I do not think the number of cases cuts much figure. It 
is a question of the convenience of the 

Mr. SWANK. Yes; it is a question of convenience to the people, and 
the number of cases show that the court is needed. That is why a 
State district court is established at each county seat. 

Mr. Boies. Those places at which terms of court are now beld are 


Swank. Pauls Valley, where I am asking a Federal court to be 
les from the nearest place where Federal 
court is held. 


Mr. Bores. You would divide the territory so that the places at 
which terms of court would be held would be 25 miles apart? 
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Mr. Swank. The nearest Federal court town would be about 50 miles 
from Pauls Valley. The enactment of this bill would not only be a 
proart convenience to the people in this part of the State but would cost 
the Government nothing. 

Mr. Bores. It might not cost anything just now, but at any time the 
county felt disposed to charge them, it could do so. 

Mr. Swank. But this county would not make any charge. I believe 
this statement covers the proposition unless some member of the com- 
mittee desires to ask further questions which I shall gladly answer. 

Mr. Yarrs. I would like to have some statement m the Depart- 
ment of Justice in regard to this. 

Mr. Bores. I think we should have a statement from the Department 
of Justice and also from the Federal judge out there. 

Mr. Bind. Yes; the Federal judge should be consulted about it. 

Mr. Swank. The reason I did not ask the Department of Justice for 
an opinion upon the bill was because I preferred to have the chairman 
of the committee ask for it. I wish to thank the committee for your 
patient Rerin 

Thereupon the subcommittee adjourned, 


APPRAISEMENT OF TRIBAL PROPERTY OF INDIANS. 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I submit a privi- 
leged resolution (H. Res. 490) and report (No. 1527) from the 
Committee on Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Kansas submits a 
privileged report from the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Kansas 
yield for a question? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Certainly. 

Mr. GARNER. Does the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. Pov] know that this will be called up? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Yes. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the resolution. 

The Clerk read us follows: 


House Resolution 490. 


Resolved, That immediately on the adoption of this resolution it shall 
be in order to move that the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the 2 Ilouse on the state of the Union for the consideration of 
II. R. 35, A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to ap- 
praise tribal property of Indians, and for other purposes.” General 
debate on said bill shall be limited to two hours, one-half to be con- 
trolled by those in favor of the bill and one-half by those opposed, At 
the conclusion of the debate the bill shall be read for amendment, after 
which it shall be reported to the House with such amendments as may 
have been adopted and the previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the moin to final passage without intervening motion except 
one 1 to recommit. 

. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, this resolution 
Besh in order what is known as the omnibus Indian legisla- 
tive bill. A large number of matters have accumulated before 
the Committee on Indian Affairs growing out of the Indian 
Service, making it desirable to bring the laws down to the 
moment. I understand the report ‘on the several items in the 
bill has practically the unanimous support of the committee. 
Some members of the committee, however, are opposed to ber- 
tain items in the bill. At this time I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. CHANDLER], who is 
opposed to certain items in the bill, be permitted to control 
the time in opposition. I understand there is no member on 
the Committee on Indian Affairs who is opposed to the bill. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Yes. 

Mr. SWANK. I am a member of the Committee on Indian 
Affairs, and I oppose that part of the bill relating to the 
Osage Indians. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. That is the matter that the 
other gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. CHANpLER] is opposed to? 

Mr. SWANK. Yes. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Then, of course, I withdraw 
my request, Mr. Speaker, and suggest that the member of 
the committee control the time in opposition to the bill and 
make such division of the time as the circumstances may re- 
quire, 

Mr. Speaker, I think there is nothing further that I care 
to say, and I ask for a vote on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 13835, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves that 
the House resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill 
H. R. 18835. 

Mr. BANKH HAD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The gentleman from Alabama makes the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. Evidently there is no quorum 
present, 


Mr, CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of 


the House, 


A call of the House was ordered. 
The SPEAKER, The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk 
will call the roll. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Anderson Garrett, Tenn, Logan Reed, W. Va. 
Ansorge Gifford Luce Riddick 
Arentz Gilbert Lubring Riordan 
Bacharach Goldsborough Lyon Rodenberg 
Barkley Goodykoontz McClintic Rose 
Bixler Gould McCormick Rossdale 
Blakeney Graham, Pa, McLaughlin, Pa. 3 
Bland, Ind. Griffin MacGregor 
Bond Haugen Martin Sanders, N. T. 
Bowers lays Merritt Schall 

ox Henr Michaelson Scott, Mich, 
Braud Herrick Mills Shaw 
Brennan Hill Moore, III. hreve 
Britten Himes Morin Rieger 
Erooks, Pa. Hogan Mott Sisso. 
Burke Huck Mudd Smith, Mich. 
Byrnes, S. C. Hukriede Murphy Snell 
Carew ull ’Brien Stevenson 
Clarke, N. Y. Hutchinson O'Connor tiness 
Classon Jeffers, Ala. Oliver Stoll 
Cockran Johnson, Miss. Olpp Sullivan 
Codd Jones, Pa. Osborne Sweet 
Connolly, Pa. hn Overstreet Tague 
Copley Keller a ge Taylor, Ark. 
Crowther Kenned. Park, Ga. Taylor, Colo. 
Cullen Kindr Parker, N. J. Taylor, N. J. 
Davis, Minn. King Parker, N. X. Ten Eyck 
Dempse Kirk 8 Patterson, N. J. Thomas 
Doughton Kite Paul Tucker 
Drane Kleezka Perlman Upshaw 
Dunbar Knight Petersen Voi; 
Dunn Kopp Porter Vo 
Dyer Kreider Prin Ward, N. X. 
Echols Kunz Radcliffe Webster 
Edmonds Langley Rainey, Ala. Wheeler 

ish Lea, C ue Rainey, III. White, Me. 
Focht Lee. N. Y. nsley oo Tex. 
Free Lehlbach Rayburn Wise 
Funk Linthicum e Woodyard 
Gahn Little Reed, N. Y. Zihiman 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 267 Members have an- 
swered to their names, 

Mr. MONDELL. I move to dispense with further proceed- 
ings under the call. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming moyes to 
dispense with further proceedings under the call. Without ob- 
jection, it will be so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. 


OMNIBUS INDIAN LEGISLATION. 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the purpose of considering H. R. 13885, au- 
thorizing the Secretary of the Interior to appraise tribal prop- 
erty of Indians, and for other purposes, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union for the con- 
sideration of II. R. 18835, with Mr. Towner in the chair, 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed 
with. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. MADDEN]. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Chairman, when the War Department 
appropriation bill was under consideration by the House a few 
days ago, I made some remarks on the Muscle Shoals project 
in the course of which I stated that I had taken it upon 
inyself to make a study of the proposition so that I might be 
equipped to give you the benefit of such facts as my investiga- 
tion might bring to light when the House was prepared to con- 
sider the question of policy to be pursued with respect to that 
venture. 

Our late beloved colleague, Mr. Mann, was deeply interested 
in the Muscle Shoals project, and was making a study of it for 
the benefit of the House when he was so suddenly called from 
our midst. It is very much to be regretted that we are de- 
prived of the valuable contribution that he would have made to 
the solution of the problem. I have earnestly endeavored, 
however, to fulfill the promise that Mr. Mann made to develop 
the facts for you. Of course, as you all know, his interest 


was aroused by his brother, Mr. Frank I. Mann, an acknowl- 


1923. 
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edged expert in this country on soil and farms. I will digress 
long enough to read a paragraph from a letter written to our 
late colleague by his brother, which was printed in full in the 
CONGRESSIONAL Recoxp of February 29, 1920. He said: 

If there is any possible and fair way to provide that the Muscle 
Shoals power might be used for fixing nitrogen, and that it might be 
obtained cheaply for farm use, it would be a wonderful step in the 
production of cheaper food and help to quiet the unrest of the present 
and future. 

I have no interest in the matter one way or another except 
to see that we decide upon that course which will be of the 
greatest benefit to the country as a whole, and in the investiga- 
tion I have made of the matter my aim has been to develop 
the facts with that sole object in view. That has been my 
single thought and purpose, and that must be your single 
thought and purpose in arriving at your decision, because the 
undertaking inherently is a national one, conceived first the 
better to provide for our national defense by enabling us to 
produce within our own borders all ingredients essential to the 
manufacture of explosives and, secondly, to make available to 
the American farmer an abundant and less costly supply of a 
kind of plant food necessary to be added or restored to the 
soil to promote food production. 

I can recall of no other matters which would in a greater 
degree be so far-reaching in their effect. And, therefore, I say 
to you that we must dispose of this matter not as one that 
benefits any particular class of people or any particular section 
of the country, but as one which either directly or indirectly 
reaches out to every soul in every village, town, and country- 
side of the Republic. 

If it be the intention to use Muscle Shoals for the purposes 
for which its commencement was authorized, and since the 
Congress has not declared any other policy, we must assume 
that to be the case, the solution of the question becomes com- 
paratively simple. It would seem to resolve itself into deter- 
mining whether it would be more economical for the Govern- 
ment to complete, maintain, and operate the project or whether 
it would be a better business policy to turn the entire venture 
over to private interests with proper and adequate guaranties 
for the fulfillment of the Government's needs in time of war 
and of the continual needs of the American farmer for an ade- 
quate and less costly supply of fertilizer possessing a proper 
nitrogen content. The ascertainment of which of these courses 
it would be the wiser to adopt is further simplified by the 
fact that but one proposal worthy of our attention thus far 
has been submitted by any outside interest. I refer to the 
offer of Mr. Henry Ford, which he delivered to the Secretary 
of War on January 27, 1922. 

The question of disposing of the Muscle Shoals project to 
private interests is not a new one. As far back as the summer 
of 1919 the nitrate director of the War Department, Mr. A. G. 
Glasgow, endeavored to interest private capital in the venture. 
The suceess which attended his efforts is well summarized in 
the statement made by the acting director, Mr. George J. 
Roberts, before the Senate Committee on Agriculture aud For- 
estry in March, 1920. Let me read you what he said: 

The question naturally arises: “ Why does not private industry un- 
dertake the operation of these plants?” I shall not attempt to give 
what is in the minds of those who are most interested in the produc- 
tion of nitrates in this country. All I can state is that months of time 
were expended attempting to get the ferillzer industry interested in 
taking over and operating the Government plants. The presidents of 
all the larger fertilizer companies in the United States were seen and 
the matter fully discussed with them, and they were asked if they 
would undertake the operation of these plants if they were to pay no 
rental to the Government until they had received 9 per cent on their 
working capital, and after that the profit should be divided between 
them and the Go ment. A part of the agreement was that the 
United States would complete the plants so as to provide storage and 
bagging facilities, a sulphate of ammonia plant, and all the work out- 
lined in Mr. Glasgow’s letter of October 22. But they could not be 
brought to the po nt of making a formal offer, An effort was also 
made to get certain financiers In New York to undertake to form a 
company 15 operate these plants. Scant consideration was given to 
the scheme and no investigation undertaken. An appeal was likewise 
made to the coke-oven intereste, with the same result. There seems 
to be a decided antipathy of capiu to engage in any partnership 
arrangement with the Government, 

The efforts to arouse private capital did not stop there, how- 
ever, Very early after the adyent of the present administra- 
tion the Chief of Engineers of the Army, at the direction of the 
Secretary of War, sent out a formal invitation for offers to all 
private parties whom he thought would be interested, proposing, 
I might add, that the United States would complete the dam 
and hydraulic-power plant at Muscle Shoals. General Beach 
subsequently stated that he gave as wide publicity to this invi- 
tation as was possible and that Mr. Ford submitted what he con- 
sidered the only genuine offer. And that holds true to-day. So, 
as between Government and private operation our problem is to 


analyze and draw our conclusions from the figures available to 
us as to whether the Government should continue at Muscle 
Shoals or accept the Ford offer. 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield before he goes into that? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do not think I ought to yield. I think I 
ought to make this statement in consecutive form. I had rather 
not yield now, if the gentleman does not mind. I shall endeavor 
to give you the figures as clearly and concisely as I possibly 
can. I have devoted a great deal of time in gathering them for 
you and I feel that they may be relied upon as accurate— 


Investment to June 30, 1922. 
Construction cost : 


Nitrate plant No. 12222 $12, 887, 941 
Nitrate plant No. 2 (including 

1,302,962,88 on account of Waco 

Set A eee PEE DMD Pe Se 67, 555, 355 
Gorgas-Warrior plant and transmis- 

ETTA ee ae Ss 4, 979, 782 


1 
Dam No. 2 (Wilson Dam) (including 
commitments under contracts)... 16, 281,760 
—— — $101, 704, 838 
Maintenance cost (including experimental 
operations at nitrate plants and research 


e z 
oe a ee AA 277, 577 
Nitrate plants: 
ING a ee $907, 966 
T 3. 613, 771 
— — 4,521,787 
Research laboratory 33. 558 
5. 632. 872 
These figures sum up to—— „%: 107, 337, 710 


and represent our total outlay or investment to June 30, 1922. 

Now what do we have or what are we able to accomplish at 
this time? 

1. Dam No. 2—Wilson Dam—is incomplete and Dam No. 3 has 
not even been started. So we have no water power. 

2. Nitrate plant No. 1, originally designed to produce 9,000 
tons of fixed nitrogen in the form of ammonium nitrate, employ- 
ing a modification of the Haber process, has been completed 
only up to one-fourth of its capacity; was purely an experi- 
mental venture, and up to this time has not proven successful. 
The experiment has cost $12,887,941, and an additional outlay 
for new- machinery costing in the neighborhood of $2,000,000 
would be necessary if further experiments are to be undertaken. 
Furthermore, the employment of this method is fraught with 
great danger from explosion of the high-pressure tanks in which 
nitrogen and hydrogen are impounded. To put the plant on a 
production basis employing the latest approved methods, would 
cost approximately another $4,000,000. 

3. Nitrate plant No. 2, employing the cyanamid process, has 
been completed to its designed capacity of 40,000 tons of fixed 
nitrogen in the form of ammonium nitrate, and was operated 
successfully during a two-weeks trial run, but the cyanamid 
process is considered by the experts to be obsolete as a fertilizer 
process, which most probably will make it necessary to replace 
the machinery and to some extent the buildings. 

That is a rather doleful picture after an expenditure of 
$107,000,000, but if you will take the time to delve into the 
mass of data bearing on the subject you will find that I have 
given you the actual facts. Now, having gone this far, what is 
the best way out? We have an obligation to discharge to the 
American people. We are responsible for there having been 
used well over $100,000,000 of their money and they expect 
and we owe them a proper return on it. Shall we go on in 
the face of what we have experienced and make renewed ef- 
forts to make a go of the thing ourselves, irrespective of what 
the ultimate cost might be? Let us examine carefully what 
this course would quite certainly mean. 

In the first place we would have to complete the Wilson 
Dam (Dam No. 2), estimated to cost from June 30, 1922, an 
additional $25,000,000. And then, to make up for the defects 
or shortcomings of the present layout, so as to put the plants 
on a going basis that fertilizer of a suitable type, in adequate 
quantities and marketable at a reasonable price may be pro- 
duced and that facilities at all times may be available for the 
manufacture of explosives and other war materials, we would 
find it necessary to appropriate approximately these additional 
sums: 

1. Auxilary or reserve water supply to stabilize the flow 
of the Tennessee River that a uniform amount of 
power would be available the year around 

2. For remodeling nitrate plant No. 1 

3. For remodeling nitrate plant No. 2 

4. For a phosphoric acid plant to meet the demand for 

5. 


a mixed fertilizer 


15, 000, 000 
Operating fund 10, 000, 000 
fo) Ae ae ie ene ae ee a ee — 


59, 000, 000 
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Add to that the $25, 
000,000 to complete the Wilson Dam and the $107,000,000 al- 
ready invested and our total outlay will have amounted to 
$191,000,000. In other words, we will have to sink another 
$84,000,000 into the venture before we can function on an 

economical business basis, excluding, of course, let me em- 


These make a total of $59,000,000, 


phasize, any return whatever on the investment. I seriously 
doubt if under Government operation we could even include in 
the selling price of the fertilizer other usual items of overhead 
and keep the price at a figure which the farmer could afford 
to pay. What is the alternative? We can not stop. We owe 
it to the Nation to see the thing through. 

The farmer needs nitrates, and the very life of the Nation 
may at some time hinge upon our ability to supply this neces- 
sary munitions ingredient to the Army and Navy. The answer 
is to go ahead at all hazards, or, I should say, in spite of all 
hazards, or to let private enterprise step in and do the job 
for us. 

Now, let us see what private enterprise has to offer. I refer 
to the Ford offer. 

In the first place we must put up another $50,000,000, dating 
from June 30, 1922, to complete the Wilson Dam and to build 
Dam No. 3, to be located about 15 miles upstream from Dam 
No. 2, the work on both dams to be prosecuted by Mr. Ford at 
actual cost. That would end the demands upon the Federal 
Treasury. We would then have invested $157,000,000, instead 
of the $191,000,000 that would be necessary if the Government 
should determine to finish and operate the plants, and, of 
course, it should be borne in mind that the $191,000,000 does 
not include any money whatever for Dam No. 3, estimated to 
cost $25,000,000, 

Having provided the money for the two dams, to complete 
one and to build in its entirety another, Mr. Ford then 


agrees— 

First. To operate nitrate plant No. 2 in the manufacture of 
nitrates at its full present capacity, namely, 40,000 tons of fixed 
nitrogen per annum, for a period of 100 years. 

Second. To maintain nitrate plant No. 2 at all times in ef- 
ficient modernized operating condition for the use of the Goy- 
ernment in time of war. . 
Third. To provide fertilizer to the full capacity of nitrate 
plant No. 2, with profit, if any, limited to 8 per cent above the 
fair actual cost of production. 

Fourth. To supply such quantity of fertilizers, mixed or un- 
mixed. An agreement to furnish mixed fertilizer composed of 
nitrogen, phosphoric acid, and potash will necessitate the erec- 
tion by Mr. Ford at his own expense of a phosphoric acid plant 
at Muscle Shoals, estimated to cost $15,000,000, which the Gov- 
ernment would have to do if we should decide to operate our- 
selves. 

Fifth. To research fertilizer production and to employ such 
improved methods as may be found successful. 

Sixth. That the capital of $10,000,000 of the company to be 
formed shall be liable for the fulfillment of the contract, backed 
up—please note this—by Mr. Ford's entire personal estate and 
that of his heirs and assigns. 

I do not think any of you entertain any question but that 
the purposes for which the undertaking was authorized will be 
entirely fulfilled under this offer, and I think you will all agree 
that the guaranties are wholly adequate. So assuming, I will 
now address myself to the consideration proposed by Mr. Ford. 
In the first place, he offers to purchase nitrate plant No. 1, 
nitrate plant No. 2, the Waco Quarry and transmission line, 
and the Gorgas-Warrior power plant for $5,000,000 in cash, and 
agrees to valuable contract obligations. Let us analyze this for 
a moment. I have already told you of the contract obligations. 
We have invested in these four units $85,423,078, but, as I have 
shown you, they are practically valueless unless we sink an- 
other $84,000,000 into the entire venture, or $109,000,000. if, 
under Government control, {t should be decided to build Dam 
No. 3; and I do not think there is any question but that this 
dam must not only be built but an auxiliary water flow provided 
besides, if sufficient power is to be generated at all times to 
make it possible to meet the demand for fertilizer. If this be 
true as to Government operation, it applies with equal force to 
Mr. Ford. He will incur no immediate expense on account of 
the dams, but he will have to put out $59,000,000 to get the 
plants on a going basis, the same as the Government would have 
to do. So he is not getting such a wonderful bargain after all. 
He agrees to pay $5,000,000 for what we have paid $85,000,000, 
but to use which he will have to expend another $59,000,000; 
and we must not forget that the $85,000,000 represents Govern- 
ment construction costs, and war-time costs at that. 

That disposes of everything but the dams. To June 30, 1922, 
we had invested in the Wilson Dam, including maintenance 


costs, $16,559,337. Under Mr. Ford's offer we must commit 
ourselves to a further outlay for the Wilson Dam and Dam 
No. 3 of $50,000,000, Let us see what his proposition is as to 
these. After their completion, which he ts to do, he agrees 
to lease the water power derived therefrom for a period of 
100 years on the following terms: 

1, To maintain at his own expense the power houses and all 
equipment incident thereto, returning the same at the end of 
the lease unimpaired. 

2. To pay $35,000 annually for repairs, maintenance, and 
operation of Dam No. 2, its gates and locks, and $20,000 per 
annum for repairs, maintenance, and operation of Dam No, 3, 
its gates and locks, during the life of the lease. The sum of 
$55,000 has been estimated as sufficient for these purposes. 

3. To pay $200,000 annually as rental for the first six years 
on Dam No, 2, and thereafter during the life of the lease 4 per 
cent interest on the sum necessary to be expended for the 
completion of said dam, power house, and machinery, and for 
completing the acquiring of lands and flowage rights. 

4. To pay as rental for Dam No. 3, $160,000 per annum for 
the first three years, and thereafter 4 per cent interest on the 
entire cost of constructing said dam, power house, and ma- 
chinery, including cost of lands and flowage rights. 

5. To establish a sinking fund by the semiannual payment 

of $23,378, which sum, if compounded at 4 per cent semiaunu- 
ally, will amount to $49,071,935 at the end of the lease, and if 
compounded at 42 per cent interest will amount at the end of 
the lease to $58,570,003. It has been claimed, and it is prob- 
ably true, that this fund could be handled by the Federal re- 
serve banks to accomplish this result, and practically without 
expense. 
6. To furnish free 200 horsepower for operating locks at 
Dam No. 2 and 100 horsepower for operating locks at Dam 
No. 3. This would save the Government the cost of operating 
the locks on the Muscle Shoals Canal, estimated to range from 
$35,000 te $85,000 per annum, 

When you analyze it, that is not a bad proposition at all. 
For a period of 100 years the Government is freed of any 
expense in connection with these dams, locks, and power 
houses and machinery, it receives a fairly substantial return 
on approximately two-thirds of its investment in the dams, and 
in the end has repaid to it practically the whole of such 
investment. And gentlemen, remember, that throughout that 
period the farmer will have been getting his fertilizer and the 
Government will have had at its disposal a plant fully and 
modernly equipped and ready to produce explosives and other 
war materials. 

The Government will have been freed from all the hazards 
attendant upon such a vast enterprise, it will have been saved 
the expense of research and experimentation, and the burden 
will have fallen upon others to keep these plants equipped to 
conform with the mareh of progress. 

Now, it is not my purpose to urge you to align yourselves 
on one side or the other of this proposition. I have striven to 
give you the plain unvarnished facts as I have found them so 
that you might be the better equipped to determine the matter 
for yourselves. It is a business proposition with me, purely 
and simply. I feel that we owe it to the taxpayer, to the 
farmer, and to the Nation to finish the undertaking and get it 
into operation at the earliest date practicable, and, so believing, 
my chief aim has been to get for you the facts so that you 
would be the better able to determine upon that course which 
will work out to the greatest advantage of the Federal Treas- 
ury, not just at this time, but throughout the years. I have no 
concern, if we choose to let others act for us, as to who they 
are, what section they hail from, or what their politics may be, 
other than to be certain that their past business record is be- 
yond reproach and that satisfactory guaranties are given. I 
am perfectly frank to say that I know of no person or group 
of persons who have demonstrated a bigger capacity to handle 
a large undertaking of this character than Mr. Ford. [Ap- 
plause.] Therefore, gentlemen, it resolves itself into just this: 
Do you wish to sink another $109,000,000 into this Muscle 
Shoals project, in the light of your experience thus far, to in- 
cur all the hazards incident to the conduct of the business, to 
commit the Government to the continual expense of upkeep of 
such a vast project, a large portion of which has only potential 
value, and to the expense of keeping the entire plant in a 
modern productive state, or do you think the wiser course would 
be to accept Mr. Ford’s offer, put only enough additional in 
the venture to complete both dams, and sell and lease under 
the terms that he has proposed? My own conviction is that we 
should accept the Ford offer and get out of the business. [Ap- 
plause.] I feel that by so doing we will have acted so as better 
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to proyide for the common defense and for the promotion of 
the general welfare. [Applause.] 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I wish to be recognized and 
yield to myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, this bill, H. R. 18835, is a 
compilation of a number of bills which have been presented 
to the House and which have come from the Senate to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. Each of these bills has been 
carefully investigated. Some of them have been in the hands 
of the committee for many months, and extensive hearings 
have been held upon them. Every item in the bill has been 
presented to the House by unanimous vote of the committee, 
so that, barring perhaps a few amendments which may be 
offered on the floor, every item in the bill is before you as I 
state, by the unanimous vote of the committee. 

The reason for a bill of this character is that under the old 
rule these items were carried largely in the appropriation 
bills presented to the House by the Committee on Indian Affairs, 
Of course under the new rule that can not be done. That has 
made it necessary for us as a committee to adopt this policy, 
because of the fact that the Bureau of Indian Affairs, con- 
nected with the Interior Department, is practically a govern- 
ment within a government. It embodies nearly every activity 
of a government, everything I think except the Army and 
Navy. There are a great many different Indian reservations, 
There are a great many different conditions peculiar to par- 
ticular reservations, so that a general law can very rarely be 
enacted that would be equitable or right for all the reserva- 
tions alike. So, on account of the bureau having so many 
activities, it becomes necessary to have legislation affecting 
this department and that department as it applies to the gen- 
eral functions of the bureau itself. 

The bill carries 19 different propositions, and there are 
scarcely any two of them that have reference to the same 
reservation or the same tribe of Indians. 

It is not my intention to attempt to explain the bill in 
detail in general debate, but I will be liberal with explanations 
and liberal with the disposition of time under the five-minute 
rule. There are but one or two contentious points in the bill, 
and I think those have been cleared up since the bill came on 
the floor. 

I have been connected with the Committee on Indian Affairs 
for about eight years, and it is to me a singular thing to ob- 
serve how little information many of the Members of the House 
have with reference to Indian matters. I think this committee, 
of which I have the honor to be chairman at the present mo- 
ment, has about as many difficult legislative problems to solve 
as any committee of this House, 

We have before us now, and are investigating legislation 
which will perhaps come before the House later with reference 
to the Pueblo land titles, of which the House has heard so 
much in the way of propaganda. It has been generally under- 
stood by the public that the bills which have been presented to 
the House are against the interests of the Pueblo Indians them- 
selves. I want to say to this House that, so far as the bill that 
bears my name is concerned, there is nothing in it that would 
be to the disadvantage of the Pueblo Indians, but everything in 
it that would be favorable and to their advantage. 

Mr. WATSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. WATSON. I see by this bill that the Secretary of the 
Interior is to decide these matters, and I would like to ask the 
gentleman if the Indian has any right of appeal? 

Mr. SNYDER. No; there is no appeal. He has no right of 
appeal; under the present law the Indian is declared incom- 
petent and can only be declared competent by the Secretary of 
the Interior. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Certainly. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, The first section of this bill provides for 
an appraisement of the value of the lands, timber, moneys, and 
other property of the Indian tribes, except the Five Civilized 
Tribes and the Osage Tribe in Oklahoma—does that include any 
of the disputed questions relating to the property of the Pueblo 
Indians? 

Mr. SNYDER. None whatever. The Pueblo Indians are en- 
tirely a different type of ward than the others. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. The section is general in its terms. 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes; but we have no control over the Pueblos 
in that way. The Pueblo Indians have never been declared 
competent or incompetent. The titles are so involved and to 


such an extent that it makes this legislation absolutely neces- 
sary, and until it is cleared up nothing of that sort could take 
place. 


The first section of the bill deals with the desire on the part 
of Congress to get rid eventually and entirely of the Indian 
here and there. For instance, in the Chippewa country there 
are about 12,000 Indians, They have something like $5,000,000 
on deposit paying 5 per cent interest. 

There are many Indians on the road who are participants in 
this fund and who receive their share of interest in this fund 
and who are as competent, probably, as any man in the House, 
und he may live in Kansas City or New York. It is impossible 
under the present law to divide up the tribal property in such a 
way that the Indian can be paid off and get his money and be 
discharged as a ward of the Government. What this proposes 
to do is to fix it so that when the Indian wants to become a 
citizen he can have the value of the property in which he is a 
participant appraised, his share paid to him, and leave the tribe 
and become an American citizen. There is no law to-day which 
permits that to be done. I have been trying ever since I have 
been a member of the committee to get out from under Govern- 
ment control as many of these Indians as it is possible. It is 
the first real proposition of that character that we have had 
that will permit it to be done. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I will 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I think the first part of the bill is abso- 
lutely correct in principle ; but there is one provision which will 
be found on top of page 8, lines 1 to 6, which I do not believe 
ought to be enacted into law. That is this: 


That any Indian who may be pasa the amount of his pro rata share 
of the tribal properties as here rovided shall thereafter have no 
further interest in or claim upon the tribal property or funds of the 
tribe of which he is a member, and be required to sign an agreement 
Hi we to this effect, and shall be dropped from the rolls of said 
ribe, 


Now, it seems to me that this provision is too broad. I think 
that all the Indians should be required to do is to release all 
claim to the particular property involved, but here you have a 
clause which compels him in order to take his pro rata share of 
the distribution to give up his claim upon the tribal property 
or funds of the tribes which may come into its possession in 
the future. 

Mr. SNYDER. That is the point exactly, that the property 
of the tribes shall be assessed and divided into equal parts for 
these participants, and those who desire to become citizens 
shall take their proportion and get out of the tribe entirely for 
the present and the future. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Let me say that at the present time 
there is pending in the Court of Claims, or will be in the near 
future, a suit involving the validity of the treaty by which the 
Indians conveyed the Black Hills, in South Dakota, to the 
United States Government. ‘That suit will involve hundreds of 
millions of dollars. If a member of the Sioux Tribe of Indians 
in my State takes his share under this proposed law and signs 
an agreement, he will be cut out from receiving any benefit 
from this suit—— 

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman overlooks the fact that there 
is no compulsion on the Indian. He does not haye to take it; 
he comes of his own volition and requests to have his share 
paid to him. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. No matter how competent he may be, 
he must leave his pro rata share in the Federal Treasury, under 
the law, or forfeit all interest in the Black Hills claim. It is 
all right for him to sign away his interest in the property of 
the tribe appraised, but I do not think he ought to sign away 
his future rights, which are of a character that do net admit 
of appraisement. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I want to interpose a suggestion to 
the gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. WintiAMson] that no 
doubt the appraisers, if a suit was pending or about to be 
begun, as he suggests, would take that into consideration, and 
I doubt very seriously whether, under the provisions of this 
bill, a distribution could be made until some definite determi- 
nation was made of the suit, and the gentleman will also 
observe that under the provisions of the bill the Indian is not 
required to accept settlement until fully satisfied, so that I see 
no possibility, if you take the act as a whole, of the Indian 
being injured in the least. 

Mr. SNYDER. Of course, this section may not be perfect, 
but it is a move in the right direction. We find it very diffi- 
cult to get Indians into the frame of mind where they want 
to become citizens. The quickest way to get them into that 
frame of mind is to show them some property of value that 
they can get by reason of becoming a citizen, and there is no 
reason why these funds should be kept from an individual who 
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has demonstrated his competency. If he ‘has $500 or $1,000 or 
$2,000 that might be his, if he be permitted to get it, he might 
be using it to the advantage of the country, whereas locked up 
as it is now, all he will ever get from it is a little annuity of 
$15 or $16 a year from the interest. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. It has been suggested by the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. LearHrrwoop], I believe, that under the provisions 
of this section as written it would become the duty of the ap- 
praisers to appraise not only the tangible but the intangible 
property—in fact, all of the tribal property—including any suits 
that may be pending for their interests, but take it on page 3, 
line 5, and I do not believe there could be any objection to lim- 
iting that to the property actually appraised by the appraisers. 
That is the real spirit and intention of the law. 

Mr. SNYDER. I would see no objection to that myself. To 
proceed where I left off with the Pueblo matter, I want to get 
before the House a little information in regard to that. A 
tremendous propaganda has been carried on throughout the 
eountry. There has been nothing like it in Indian affairs, so’ 
far as I know. I received, in three days, 250 telegrams stating 
that the senders were absolutely opposed to the so-called 
Bursum-Snyder bill and in favor of the Leatherwood-Jones 
bill. It is a faet, of course, that most of these people, perhaps 
95 per cent of them, know absolutely nothing about the merits 
of those bills, but the consensus of opinion of those who do not 


know is that it is a measure to take something away from the | f, 


Pueblo that he now has. 

The facts are that there is no such intention upon the part 
of any bill. What the bill proposes to do is this: There is dif- 
ficulty about the titles. Land has been squatted on, lands have 
passed to white people by deeds that have no color of ‘title, and 
also by deeds that apparently have good title, and what we are 
proposing to do is to straighten the matter out, and if the 
Pueblo has had anything taken away from him, as a tribe, and 
they all operate as a tribe, it is the intention to pay that back 
to the Pueblos either in kind or in money value equal to that 
which was taken away from them in the beginning. That is all 
that any bill that I ‘know of proposes to do, except that the 
Leatherwood bill proposes to start some new irrigation schemes 
out there. Yesterday the principal witness for the Pueblos’ 
was on the stand, and I put the question to him,“Can you 
point out anywhere in this bill bearing my name any section 
that proposes to take anything away from any Pueblo Indian 
that he now has?” and to that question nothing but an evasive | 
answer could be obtained. Three times I put the question to 
him, and he was unable to show anything, and I am getting 
this into ‘the Rxconb now so that it can be clearly shown that 
in that bill there is nothing proposing to take anything away 
from the Pueblo that he now has. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Is not one of the most controverted 
questions whether the rights of these Pueblo Indians shall be 
determined by existing judicial macliinery or by a new court 
that is proposed to be established? 

Mr. SNYDER. That is one of the things that is proposed, 
but that is not the principal thing. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. May not that be a very important and 
a principal question? 

Mr. SNYDER. That might easily be the foundation for the 
whole thing. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr, CARTER. As the gentleman knows, I have been away 
and have just gotten back. I have not read the bill. The 
dangerous thing that I saw in one bill, I do not remember 
which it was—there has been so much propaganda about this 
that a man could not keep it all in his head—the one thing 
that seemed to me to be dangerous in one of the bills was that 
it made adverse possession of one day give a color of title. I 
understand that is eliminated from the gentleman's bill. 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. CARTER. That was a dangerous ‘thing, of course. 

Mr. SNYDER. Of course I do not know what was in the 
Bursum bill. We never had that before our committee, but I 
do know that there was nothing in the bill that bore my name 
that would take a thing or an inch of property away from the 
Pueblos or anything of value that I know of that he now has. 

Mr. CARTER. Of course, the gentleman is very familiar 
with the Pueblo people, because he made a trip among them. 
The lands that are valuable to the Pueblos are the lands adja- 
cent to their little villages, 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 


Mr. CARTER. ‘They live in villages, in houses something Hke 
apartment houses. They will not live any other place. Bach 
village is a separate community, a separate tribe. The only 
land that is of real value to the Pueblo Indians is that land ac- 
cessible to the village. Does the gentleman know whether any 
of these lands involved, and exchanges of land, would take 
‘away from the Indian the land near his village and give him lieu 
land too far away from his village to be of benefit? 

Mr. SNYDER. It can not take away from the Indian any- 
thing that he now has; but the only question is about what he 
will get in lien of what has been taken away from him, which 
has been taken away and which he can not get back—he gets 
everything back that he had before the last 40 or 50 years— 
and if he can not get back lands adjacent to his own lands of 
the type of which the gentleman speaks, or that might be fer- 


| tile and used for agricultural purposes, he will be given the 


amount of money which would be the value of the land. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. In just a moment. Of course, there is noth- 
ing in this bill that has to do with the Pueblo matter at all, 
That is a later consideration that will come up, perhaps, months 
from now; certainly it will not come up in a few days, 

Mr. KNUTSON. I notice, on page 2, the last proviso, at 
the bottom of the page: i 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, 
decline to pa tipe pro rata share as herein stated if he should deem it 


not for the n of said Indlan, notwithstanding the Indian 
m: a certificate of competency or have received a patent in fee 
‘for or ber allotment. 


I understand that section is objectionable, at least to a num- 
ber of Indians in our part of the country where the tribal funds 
have not yet been distributed. Who is to determine the com- 
(petency of the Indian? How is his competency determined in 
the first place? 

Mr. SNYDER. I imagine that was inserted in the bill for 
the purpose of giving some right to say that the Indian who had 
been declared competent, who had made arrangements for the 
receipt of his money, if something happened between that time 
affecting his competency, he might decide not to give the money. 

Mr. HUSTED. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I will. 

Mr. HUSTED. The gentleman refers to what has been taken 
away from the Indian and speaks of giving something in lieu 
of what has been taken away. Do you mean lands taken away 
by court proceedings, ejectment suits, or matters of that kind? 

Mr. SNYDER. No; what I meant was this: In the last 
three or four hundred years out in the Pueblo country, Indians 
who were members of the Pueblo have had assigned to them 
lands as a community assignment, who have perhaps traded 
for land with some other Indian, neither of them having any 
right to transfer the land. Later on the white man comes 
‘along, picks up whatever color of title the Indian had for 
‘transfer, and he gets the property and settles on it. Now, what 
we are trying to do is to determine whether to take the white 
man off the property and give it back to the Indian, or deter- 
mine what that property is worth. We want to do justice to 
both the white man and Indian 

Mr. HUSTED. Does it also enter into determining the ques- 
tion of whether the Indian has the right to the land or the 
white man? I am trying to get the basis of the justice of 
giving the Indian something in place of what was taken from 
‘him. What is the real basis of it? 

Mr. SNYDER. The basis of it is simply clearing up the 
title. There is a Goud apparently on the title. The whites 
have settled upon it. That was a right of occupancy within 
the Pueblo reservation. Now, much of that property, not 
much but a small per cent, has been taken over, parts of 
cities have been built on it, beautiful towns built on it of 
1,500 to 2,000 people; but there is a cloud on that title, and 
these bills are for the purpose of trying to clear that up and 
give the Indian back, either in land or in money, the value 
of that which has been taken from him. Now, the people who 
have settled on it are being forced off by the Government 
itself in order to protect the rights of the Indians. 

Mr. HUSTED. And in order to protect the people who have 
squatted on this property or obtained it in any legal way and 
have built upon it and improved it, you propese to give the 
Indians something in lieu thereof? 

Mr. SNYDER. Certainly, that is what the intention is. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I will. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I arose because of the inquiry made by 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Knurson] in reference 
to the last two lines on page 2, where the Secretary of the 
Interior has the privilege in his discretion not te pay to an 
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Indian his share even though the Indian has received a cer- 
tificate of competency or patent in fee. I thought the inquiry 
of the gentleman from Minnesota was quite relevant, especially 
in the case of the Indians who have received certificates of 
competency, but as an excuse for retaining the language that 
is in the bill preventing the payment, in the diseretion of the 
Secretary to those who have received patents in fee, L want 
to call the attention of the gentleman to the fact that among 
the Chippewas, with which he is familiar, all mixed bloods re- 
ceived patents in fee, and no one will contend that most of 
them were actually competent. 

Mr. SNYDER. That is right. 

Mr. CARTER. Not all of them; only certain bands. 

Mr. SNYDER. He said most of them. 

Mr. KNUTSON, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. I do not want to yield further. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield to me some time? 

Mr. SNYDER. I will not object to the gentleman getting 
time under the five-minute debate. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield me some time? 

Mr. SNYDER. I will not object to you getting time under 
the five-minute debate. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I do not think a bill of this importance 
should be brought in here without an opportunity to discuss 
it fully. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, in closing, I simply want to 
say again that every measure contained in this bill comes in 
here by the unanimous vote of the committee after careful and 
painstaking consideration, and while I expect that the com- 
mittee will accept some amendments without much discussion, 
I most earnestly hope that in general the bill will be accepted 
by the House as it is before it now. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York yields 
back three minutes remaining. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr, Chairman, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. CARTER]; 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, we had the opportunity of going very thoroughly into 
this Pueblo Indian land matter some two or three years ago on 
a committee of investigation which visited New Mexico, a com- 
mittee of which the gentleman from New York [Mr. SNYDER] 
was chairman. : 

The situation, as I recall it, is about this: The Pueblo Indians 
hold their lands under a grant by the Spanish Government dating 
away back prior to the time that our Government got title to that 
part of the country. We acquired title by the treaty of Guade- 
lupe Hidalgo, and under that. treaty the rights of the Pueblo 
Indians were reserved and guaranteed to them. They pro- 
ceeded along, living in their little towns and villages, as they 
do, with houses all built like apartment houses, one next to 
the other and over the other, none of them living in the country. 
Under that system they improved, by irrigation and. otherwise, 
the lands adjacent to their little towns. By the cultivation of 
those lands they have been self-sustaining for generations. 

The Federal Government has never done anything for them 
except to provide a few schools, and here and there an Indian 
agent to settle differences between them and the white people, 
and so forth. 

Under this condition white settlers have gone in and pur- 
chased; not from the Pueblo, as the tribe is called, but from 
the individual Indian, his right, title, and interest to the land, 
the tribe having, given no. sanction to the purchase in many 
instances. So the white men moved in and took possession of 
certain tracts of these lands without valid title, as it appears 
to me. When the State of New Mexico was admitted into the 
Union they passed an adverse possession law, the time limit 
being, I believe, 10 years. But that has never been applied 
to these lands, because they were Indian lands. 

The white men are on many tracts of those lands, have pos- 
session of them, and are getting the use of them. The Indian 
is getting nothing from them. Thus has sprung up what is 
claimed to be a color of title. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. As I understand, under the laws of New 
Mexico now, all lands of the Pueblo Indians must be conveyed 
by deeds signed by the governor of the tribe, so called, so that 
a sale of Indian lands by an individual would be void, would 
it not? 

Mr. CARTER. That is my understanding. The sale of land 
by an individual would be void unless it is approved by the 
governor of the tribe. 


Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. It is my information, at least, that the reser- 
vation was made in the enabling act, when New Mexico as- 
sumed statehood, reserving jurisdiction and control of all these 
Indian lands in the Government. 

Mr, CARTER. That is true. The individual Indian can 
not. sell, because he has never been allotted. He has never 
had anything but a community interest. He has nothing to 
sell. There has been no partition of the lands at all. There 
can be no valid sale without the governor or cacique of the 
village approving it, and then I take it that the approval of 
2 Secretary of the Interior would be necessary to complete 

e. 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. Yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. The gentleman says, and no doubt properly, 
that the sales of these lands from individual Indians were such 
in nature and character that title never passed? 

Mr. CARTER. Yes; that is my opinion. 

Mr. HUSTED. They are now proposing to give these In- 
inion held by white men the title to which you contend 

a 

Mr. CARTER. I stated the case. The gentleman can draw 
his own conclusion. 

Mr. HUSTED. What I wanted to get up to was this: Is 
there any provision for validating the title to the land new 
held by the white men whose title, you say, is not good? 

Mr. CARTER. I do not know, because I have not examined 
closely the bill of the gentleman from New York. But one of 
the bills that I did examine, as I recall now, made an adverse 
possession of one day give this color of title. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa has expired. 

Mr. CARTER. May I have three minutes more? 

Mr. SWANK. I yield three minutes more to the gentleman. 

Mr. CARTER. Of course, there has been an adverse posses- 
sion of a good many tracts of one day that are not now in con- 
troversy, but they will be drawn into controversy hereafter. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. Les. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I want to say that toward some of the bills 
that have been introduced I am not favorably disposed. I 
have not read all of them, but I think there are some that have 
not that provision. I hope the gentleman will read them before 
leaving that statement appear in the Recorp without qualifica- 
tion, because I know the gentleman always wants his facts 
co: 


rrect. 

Mr. CARTER. That was the impression I got from reading 
the section with reference to possession. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The most extreme provision in that regard 
is in a bill which might be construed as providing that posses- 
sion for 10 years would give title. But that is the most extreme 
provision I have seen in any of the bills, and I have examined 
them quite carefully. 

Mr. CARTER. When I began to get these telegrams and 
letters, such as many of you no doubt have received about this 
matter, I began to get the bills and get them together and 
examine them. As I recall, I found one bill that undertook to 
give this color of title by possession of one day. 

Mr. GHNSMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARTER. Yes. 

Mr. GENSMAN. Did the gentleman get that impression from 
the bill, or did he get it from some of the telegrams and letters 
he reeeived? 

Mr. CARTER, Oh, the gentleman knows me well enough to 
know that when I say it was from a bill, it was a bill; and I do 
not take such impressions from propaganda, 

Mr. GENSMAN. E think the gentleman is confusing it with 
something he heard: 

Mr. ROACH. These bills that are being discussed have cer- 
tain provisions with regard to obtaining title by lapse of time. 
Some of the bills require the possession to be under color of 
title, while others of the bills require no color of title, but only 
mere actual possession. 

Mr. CARTER. I have only five minutes. 

Mr. ROACH. I wanted to help the gentleman to. that extent, 
Perhaps that is where the difference is 

Mr. CARTER. The question of adverse possession is, in my 
opinion, the essence of the thing. If you make the adverse pos- 
session reach back far enough, why certainly a man who has 
been on this land for 40 or 50 years in quiet and peaceful pos- 
session can be said to have some rights; but the man who has 
simply moved on there since this controversy started, as I 
understand many of them have, ought not to acquire such bene- 
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fits by reason of such uncertain occupancy. I would not have 
very much confidence in any rights that he claimed under ad- 
verse possession. 

Mr. SNYDER. I will say to the gentleman that each one of 
these bills goes back to the enabling act of 1910 and then 20 
years back of that. 

Mr. CARTER. That would be 33 years. 

Mr. SNYDER. It is 33 years now, but no one knows when 
the bill will pass, and it is until the passage of the bill. 

Mr. CARTER. That would be 33 years ago now. 


MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The committee informally rose; and Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of 
Michigan having taken the chair, a message in writing from the 
President was communicated to the House of Representatives 
by Mr. Latta, one of his secretaries, who also informed the 
House of Representatives that the President had approved and 
signed bills and resolution of the following titles: 

On January 24, 1923: 

H. R. 13559. An act making appropriations for the Depart- 
ment of the Interior for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, 
and for other purposes. 

On January 25, 1923: 

H. J. Res. 16. Joint resolution providing for pay to clerks to 
Members of Congress and Delegates. 

On January 26, 1923: 

H. J. Res. 261. Joint resolution for the appointment of three 
members of the Board of Managers of the National Home for 
Disabled Volunteer Soldiers. 

On January 31, 1923: 

H. R. 11626. An act to extend the time for constructing a 
bridge across the Mississippi River at or near the city of 
Baton Rouge, La. ; 

H. R. 12777. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
cities of Grand Forks, N. Dak., and East Grand Forks, Minn., or 
either of them, to construct, maintain, and operate a dam across 
the Red River of the North; 

H. R. 13189. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Great Southern Lumber Co., a corporation of the State of 
Pennsylvania, doing business in the State of Mississippi, to 
construct a railroad bridge across Pearl River at approximately 
1} miles north of Georgetown, in the State of Mississippi; 

H. R. 18195. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
State highway commission of Missouri, its successors and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and ap- 
proaches thereto across the St. Francis River in the State of 
Missouri; 

H. R. 13474. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
county of Winnebago, the town of Rockford, and the city of 
Rockford, in said county, in the State of Illinois, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a bridge and approaches thereto across 
the Rock River; 

H. R. 13493. An act to authorize the State road department 
of the State of Florida to construct, maintain, and operate a 
bridge across the Escambia River near Ferry Pass, Fla.; and 

H. R. 13511. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
city of St. Paul, Minn., to construct a bridge across the Missis- 
sippi River. 

TRIBAL PROPERTY OF INDIANS. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr, SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. KNUTSON]. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I know that the Committee 
on Indian Affairs have given long study and conscientious 
thought to this measure, but there are certain provisions in 
the first and second sections of it to which the Chippewas of 
Minnesota take exception. 

In line 19, page 2, the bill says: 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Interior may, in his discretion, 
decline to ag Pee pro rata share as herein stated if he should deem it 
not for the best interests of said Indian, notwithstanding the Indian 
may punes a certificate of competency or have received a patent in fee 
for his or her allotment, 

It seems to me that this provision confers arbitrary powers 
upon the Secretary of the Interior. This is of great importance 
to the Chippewas of Minnesota. It seems to me that in its pres- 
ent form the bill confers altogether too much arbitrary power 
upon the Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. SNYDER. I know that a good many people are afraid of 


that, but in my eight years’ experience with the committee I 
have never seen the time when the Secretary of the Interior has 
used bad discretion in determining these matters. Unless there 
is some such provision as this, here is what will happen: Some 
of these Indians were declared competent many years ago, and 
some of them have become incompetent since these certificates 


were issued. The gentleman knows that some lawyer might 
easily prevail upon one of these Indians to ask for a division of 
his property, and although once declared competent he might 
now be absolutely incompetent, and in such a case as that some 
one ought to have discretion to determine the question. 

Mr. KNUTSON. From the gentleman’s point of view that may 
be all right, 

Mr. CARTER. Let me cite a case to the gentleman. Suppose 
that an Indian has had his restrictions removed and has received 
a fee patent to his land. He proposes to dispose of his prop- 
erty. Since that time he has become an habitual drunkard or 
gambler. I think that in such a case the Secretary ought to 
have the right to say that his money shall not all be paid to him 
at one time, but paid to him in installments, in order that he may 
subsist. And there might be other cases. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I presume that primarily the matter will 
be referred to the local Indian agent, and the agent might have 
a grudge against a certain Indian and he might refuse to 
recommend the claimant. 

Mr. SNYDER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I am glad to yield to the gentleman, but I 
have only five minutes. 

Mr. SNYDER. I will see that the gentleman gets five min- 
utes more. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SNYDER. The gentleman knows that it is impossible 
to enact any general law that will cover every individual 
case. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I realize that, and I want to commend the 
committee for trying to throw proper safeguards around in- 
competent Indians. I am not criticizing the committee, 

Mr. BURTNESS. Does the gentleman contend that all the 
Chippewas of Minnesota who have received patents in fee to 
their allotments are really competent? 

Mr. KNUTSON. I do not like to pose as a competency court. 
I can not answer that. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SNYOER. I ask unanimous consent that the gentleman 
have five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent that the time of the gentleman be extended five 
minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I want to call attention to the fact that if 
the gentleman’s desire should be acceded to it would also 
prevent the Secretary of the Interior from refusing to pay the 
share to a person who has received a patent in fee for his allot- 
ment, and the gentleman will recall that the mixed bloods, re- 
gardless of whether they have received certificates of com- 
petency or not, have received patents in fee. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Of course, all the mixed bloods would come 
under my provision. 

Mr. BURTNESS. If you eliminate this provision, all the 
mixed bloods who received patents in fee could demand their 
share of the fund, regardless of whether they are competent 
or not. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Does not the gentleman think there should 
be some sort of judicial determination to determine a person’s 
competency? It seems to me you are giving too much power to 
the Secretary of the Interior. It is a serious matter to declare 
a man incompetent. As I understand it, this is a measure to 
release as many Indians as possible from the jurisdiction of the 
Indian Bureau and enable the Indian Bureau to cut the Indians 
loose and let them shift for themselves. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I would have no particular quarrel with 
the gentleman’s proposition if he would limit it to those Indians 
who have actually received certificates of competency. 

Mr. KNUTSON, I would be willing to accept such an amend- 
ment, but I think this is altogether too drastic. 

Mr. ROACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KNUTSON. Most of my time has been taken up by 
others, but I will yield to my friend from Missouri. 

Mr. ROACH. I want to state to the gentleman that there are 
certain Indians who, although technically competent, it would 
be to their disadvantage to pay them their share of the fund; 
it would amount to almost a crime to pay the money over to 
them. There must be some discretion somewhere. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Well, let us have the bill amended so that 
the payments shall be made only to those who have received a 
patent in fee. 

Now, on page 3, at the top of the page, it provides— 


That any Indian who may be d the amount of his pro rata share 
of the tri properties as herein provided sball thereafter have no 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


further interest in or claim upon the tribal property or funds of the 
tribe of whieh he is a member, and be required to sign an agreement 
— 5 to this effect, and shall be dropped from the rolls of said 


Now, take the Chippewas in Minnesota. They have great 


wealth. Under the Cass Lake Forest Reserve act there is a 
claim for reimbursement for lands taken that amounts to more 


than $1,000,000. Would you expect our Indians to sign a quit- 


claim giving up that money which may come into the tribal 
fund thereafter? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Could not the value of that claim be 
appraised as well as any other claim or property? 

Mr. HAYDEN. The gentleman does not want the Indian to 
have his cake and also eat it? 

Mr. KNUTSON. No; but I do not think he should be com- 
pelled to sign a relinquishment until he has received the last 
cent to which he is entitled. It seems to me there is oppor- 
tunity here for fraud. 

Mr. BURTNESS. If I get the gentleman’s contention, his 
position is that if he had an interest in a quarter section of 
land and he gave a quitclaim deed for it, he would want to 
reserve to himself the right that whenever that quarter section 
of land became more valuable that he should receive his share 
in that increased value. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Oh, no; I do not want any such thing. The 
gentleman is distorting and twisting my language. But sup- 
pose some Chippewa receives his share of the tribal funds this 
spring, will he have an interest in the money that comes into 
the tribal fund later? 

Mr. BURTNESS. They could get their proportion of the 
value of all the property that belongs to the tribe, and that 
would inelude every claim that they may have against the 
Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Minne- 
sota has expired. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, 
its Chief Clerk, announced that the Senate had agreed to the 
amendments of the House of Representatives to the amend- 
ments of the Senate numbered 8, 16, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33 to 
the bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for the Executive 
Office and for sundry independent executive bureaus, boards, 
commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes. 

That the Senate had further insisted upon its amendments 
numbered 10 and 25 to said bill disagreed to by the House 
of Representatives and had requested a further conference 
with the House of Representatives on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon and had appointed Mr. Warren, 
Mr. Smoor, and Mr. Harris as the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

TRIBAL PROPERTY OF INDIANS. 


The committee resumed its session. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. LINEBERGER ]; 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr, Chairman, in my time I ask to 
have read an excerpt from a letter which I have sent to the 
Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


[Extract from recent letter of French soldier to a friend in America 
who was in the Army with him.] 


Everything is going wrong just now, my dear , and we have 
3 causes for worry—worries in the family; worries in that great 
family, the country. We are disgusted at the difficult position in which 
cartaie of our allies have placed us. We are obliged to go to Essen and 
Bochum, not to get our money but the coal for whieb we must — in 
pounds sterlin We are in polip es be accused of imperialism by 
certain proboches, and yet look at situation ereated for victorious 
France as compared to defeated Germany: 


FRANCE. GERMANY, 

phe tcc of her industries de- Industry intact. 
stro: A P 

Industrial production reduced to Intense industrial activity due to 
one-half. the depreciation of the mark. 


Wealth reduced to nothing. Wealth intact in dollars and 


pounds sterling abroad. 


Debts owed to foreign countries Payments for devastations, mur- 
which she wishes to pay, etc. — etc., which she will not 
make. 
RESULT OF THE WAR. 
France goes to her ruin if she does not make the boches pay, for our 
allies annoy us, not having as we have suffered 3,000,000 


killed—Frenchmen, and not Australians or Canadians—and having pre- 
perron: 3 855 of production they seek purely and simply the sale 
bask ad 8 countries with whom we were till now united in 
an “entente cordiale” is held by the class of international financiers 


who only pursue a policy of frightful selfishness, 


ee and destroy without scruple the miners of their country. 
e saeua on the exchange to the detriment of their industrial 
production—for the rise of the pound sterling does not facilitate the 
export trade of Manchester, Sheffield, etc. Finally, they squarely giv 
their hand to the boches, hoping that by what is practically a cancella- 
tion of reparations, thanks to the famous moratorium, first 1 
by some financiers. of your country, the value of the mark which. they 
are 8 can be restored ! ` 
e look on whilst all this is done—all this bargaining—with our 
souls full of trouble and distress, and we can not but approve of Poin- 
care’s policy of firmness. We believe here that Clemenceau, Wilson, 
and Lloyd- rge were idealists whose advent was inauspicious for the 
whole world. When one has an abcess, one cuts it. That is all—that 
is what should have been done. In short, let us leave matters to those 
who are now in Essen and Bochum and we shall see what will happen. 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr: Chairman and gentlemen of the 
House, I have simply had this excerpt of a letter from a French 
soldier, which you have just heard, read into the RECORD as 
something of a supplement to the views which I sought to 
present on the floor of this House day before yesterday. I 
recognize the fact that there are gentlemen in this country, and 
perhaps on the floor of this House, which the CONGRESSIONAL 
Recorp of April 5, 1917, will show not to have been in accord 
with the great idea which moved this great Nation of ours to 
enter into the war to save civilization, and which did save 
civilization. They were against our entering the war, and, 
quite consistently, voted against the declaration of war against 
the Imperial German Government. I recognize the fact that 
those of us who had the high privilege of serving in that war 
do not owe that privilege to the votes of these gentlemen. It 
was only natural to expect that they would not avail them- 
selves of the privilege to fight which they denied to others, and, 
with one or two notable exceptions, this was true. It is 
perfectly consistent for these. gentlemen to now oppose the 
position I have taken in pleading the cause of France, and I 
have no doubt that such opposition as my views may receive 
here will largely come from that element on the floor of this 
House. These gentlemen are at least consistent, although I 
am sorry to say they are as ill-advised now as then and, 
incidentally, as much in the minority. [Applause.] 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes. to the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HUDDLESTON]. > 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Chairman, my attention has been 
brought to a letter which is said to have been issued confiden- 
tially to the sheriffs and peace officers in general throughout 
the State of Oregon by Lieut. W. D. Long, who purports to be 
the Army intelligence officer at Vancouver Barracks. Tho 
letter is as follows: 

(Confidential copy.) 
HEADQUARTERS VANCOUVER BARRACKS, WASH., 
OFFICE OF THR INTELLIGENCE OFFICER, 
October 16, 02 


Dran Sm: The ebe service of the Army has for its pri- 
Mary purpose the surveillance of all o izations or elements hostile 
or potentially hostile to the Government of this country, or who seek 
to overthrow the Government by violence. 

Among organizations falling under the above head are radical groups, 
as the I. W. W., World War Veterans, Union of Russian Workers, Com- 
munist Party, Communist Labor Party, One Big Union, Workers In- 
ek oun 1 — — ana Bol 8 * — (ten > 

cal o ons as the sts, Nonpa ue, B our 
Brotherhoods, and American Federation of Labor. 

Not ay are we interested in these organizations because they have 
as their object the overthrow of the Government but also because they 
attempt to undermine and subvert the . of our soldiers. 

With the few scattered 89 posts this part of the country, it 
is obviously impossible to cover all points as thoroughly as they should 
be, hence it is necessary in many cases to trust to the cooperation of 
law-enforcement officers whose duties and whose knowledge of a par- 
ticular locality give them a thorough insight into such matters. 

It is requested that you inform this office as to any of the afore- 
mentioned or other radical organizations coming to your attention under 
such headings as (a) location of headquarters, (b) names of 1 
(c) strength of organization, (d) activities of the organization, (e) 
strikes and methods of carrying on same, and (f) attitude of members. 
We will be glad to receive copies of pamphlets, handbills, or other 
radical propaganda spread in your vicinity. 

If from time to time you keep me posted as to conditions in your 
vicinity, such cooperation on the part of yourself and your subordi- 
nates a pene of your duties permits will be greatly appreciated, 

cerely, 


W. D. Lona, 
First Lieutenant, Seventh United States Infantry, 
Intelligence Ofcer. 
Mr. Chairman, I imagine that few Members who voted for 
the Army appropriation bill had any idea that we were sup- 
porting a Government service which was intended to have 
activities of the scope indicated by this letter. Those Members 
of Congress who favor such activity hold to the idea, I be- 
lieve, that they should be carried on by the Department of 
Justice. Some of us do not believe that the Federal Gov- 
ernment should meddle with these matters except only with 
such organizations as might actively be engaged in plotting 
against the Government. It is ineredible that it should be 
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conceived that any branch of the Government should have felt 
authorized to hold under surveillance a group of veterans or 
the labor groups such as the Big Four brotherhoods and the 
American Federation of Labor. Still more outrageous is it 
that lawful and purely political activities of minority political 
parties such as the Nonpartisan League or the Socialists, an 
honored member of which we have in this House, should be 
spied upon. To my mind this incident merely indicates what 
we pacifists have always said about the military mind. It 
conceives of the military as the sole protector of the Nation 
and as the guardian of all of the people in their civil as well 
as other rights. It seems to feel itself absolutely supreme 
and that the people exist merely to furnish military supplies 
and the necessary “cannon fodder.” It is the self-elected 
arbiter and guardian not only of our rights but of our political 
activities, our economic life, our health, and our spiritual 
condition. I presume that we should be thankful that Con- 
gress itself is not under military surveillance and that member- 
ships in its committees has not been proscribed by a military 
satrapy. That, however, will come, no doubt, in due time. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, there is no Member of the 
House more able, more intelligent, or more gifted than the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Huppiesron]. All of 
us admire his intellect. I have no crow to pick with him for 
the speeches he makes on the floor along this line. That is his 
right and privilege. It is my right and privilege to oppose 
such speeches. Though I admire him, I can not agree with him. 
However, I want to say that if I were the Secretary of War 
of this great Nation I would not stop until I had promoted that 
intelligence officer—that young lieutenant out in the Northwest 
who guards our country against communists who conspire to 
overthrow our Government—to a brigadier generalship. That 
is what that patriotic young lieutenant deserves. 

What are the present conditions out in the Northwest? That 
territory politically has ceased to be Republican or Democratic. 
When a man runs for office now in the great Northwest he runs 
either as a radical or as a conservative. I am not for radical- 
ism in this country. I am for 100 per cent Americanism. If 
there is any one organization in the world that has demon- 
strated that it is against all government, it is the I. W. W. 
It and communism stand for anarchy and against orderly gov- 
ernment. 

Why should not this intelligence officer watch them in the 
Northwest when he sees there is a tendency to undermine the 
Government? He is a lieutenant in our Army. His oath re- 
quires him to protect his country against domestic enemies. 
If there has been any one thing demonstrated in this coun- 
try to a mathematical certainty and .beyond doubt, it is 
that such organizations as the I. W. W.'s and communists 
are dangerous domestic enemies and daily seek to undermine 
our great Government. Why should not the intelligence oflicer, 
this splendid young Army lieutenant out in the Northwest, watch 
them? I am behind him as one Representative of this Gov- 
ernment, It is all right for our distinguished friend from New 
York [Mr. Lonvon] to be a Socialist if he wants to. I do not 
agree with him or his doctrines, though I admire him person- 
ally, I have just as much friendship for him personally as any 
other man in this House has for him. There is no greater stu- 
dent in this country and no man more sincere than he, and if 
all of the socialists in the world were like MEYER LONDON 
there would not be much danger from them, because all of his 
danger is in his remarks here. He does not do any harm other- 
wise, but the time has come in this country when not only the 
soldiery but the Members of Congress should demand absolute 
loyalty in America to American principles and good government. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? : 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; I yield to the distinguished gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman know that in the 
State of California, a part of which I have the honor to repre- 
sent, it is a felony to belong to the I. W. W., and that some 10 
or 12 people were put into the State penitentiary in the last two 
weeks because it was proven that they did? 

Mr. BLANTON. That is because I. W. W.’s are anarchists 
and do not believe in orderly government. It ought to be a 
felony in every State in the Union to belong to an organization 
that is against orderly government, that preaches and practices 
anarchy, and is against law and order. It ought to be a felony 
in every State of the Union. : 


I wish the distinguished gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Huppieston] would see fit not to make these speeches. He 
has a perfect right to do it, however, just as I have a right 
to answer him. If he would only put the great talent which 
the good Lord has so bountifully given him and the splendid 
oratorical powers he possesses behind the purpose of that 
young lieutenant to wipe out of existence throughout this land 


all question of Communism and I. W. W.ism and everything 


but strictly 100 per cent Americanism, he would be one of 
the greatest men in the United States. 

Mr. LINEBERBER. Mr. Chairman, 
yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. The gentleman certainly does not in- 
clude the American Federation of Labor and the Big Four 
Brotherhood in the category of organizations that he has been 
discussing? They were mentioned in that letter. 

Mr. BLANTON. The American Federation of Labor has 
within its 4,000,000 and odd membership some of the best men 
in the United States. A 

Mr. LINEBERGER. And patriotic men. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes, and many of them are patriotic men, 
that is true. And so with the Big Four Brotherhood, Many 
of their affiliated members are some of the best men in the 
whole United States. Many of them are patriotic absolutely. 
But what has brought a cloud upon the great American Fed- 
eration of Labor and upon the four great brotherhoods is 
the fact that they have harbored, defended, and protected some 
members who have committed dastardly crimes against or- 
ganized society and our Government, and they haye permitted 
to afliliate with them and their organizations some of the 
worst thugs and anarchists in our Nation, This is what has 
brought them into disrepute. 

Let us consider the late nation-wide shopmen’s strike. ; 

Here are the facts: These 400,000 striking shopmen yolun- 
tarily quit their jobs. In doing so they violated the decision 
of the Railroad Labor Board, which, at great expense to the 
people our Government created and maintains for their special 
benefit, and upon which they have equal representation of their 
own selection. They announced July 1, 1922, that they would not 
work themselves or permit any American to work in the places 
they discarded. They unlawfully entered into a conspiracy to 
force compliance with their demands by inaugurating a reign 
of terror and tying up every industry in the Nation. They 
openly threatened, intimidated, unmercifully beat, tarred and 
feathered, and even murdered Americans who were employed 
to work in the places they had abandoned. They shot into, 
burned, and dynamited homes of workers. They committed 
sabotage in the most dastardly forms. They burned and dyna- 
mited railroad bridges and other valuable property. They 
wrecked trains by drawing spikes from rails and placing ob- 
structions on tracks. They ruined machinery, numerous locomo- 
tives, and other rolling stock. They delayed every train in the 
United States. They forced railroads to employ armies of 
guards with day and night shifts to protect property and work- 
ers, which expense the people pay. They forced each State to 
employ additional constabulary to protect life and property, 
which expense the people pay. They forced the Government 
to appoint an army of extra deputy United States marshals to 
uphold the law, which expense the people pay. The Post Office 
Department reports that 1,259 mail trains have been annulled, 
their crews idling. Many stockmen were ruined, unable to ship 
conditioned live stock to market at the critical period. Many 
farmers lost their year’s labor by crops rotting for want of 
shipment. Food prices soared, affecting every family. Coal 
commands double price, with poor families unable to obtain it. 
Business stagnated, throwing millions out of jobs, until on 
August 18, 1922, in his address to Congress, President Harding 
said: 

Deserted transcontinental trains in the desert regions of the South- 
west have revealed the cruelty and contempt for law on the part of 
some railway employees who have conspired to paralyze transpor- 
fation, and lawlessness and violence in a hundred places have revealed 
the failure of striking unions to hold their forces to law observance, 
Men who refused to strike and who have braved insult and assault 
and risked their lives to serve a public need have been cruelly at- 
tacked and wounded or killed. Men seeking work and guards attempt- 
ing to protect lives and property, even officers of the Federal Govern- 
ment, have been assaulted, humiliated, and hindered in their duties. 
Strikers have armed themselves and gathered in mobs about railroad 
shops to offer armed violence to any man attempting to go to work. 
There is a state of lawlessness shocking to every conception of 


American law and order and violating the cherished guaranties of 
American freedom. 


will the gentleman 


At great expense to the people, the Attorney General of the 
United States finally appealed to the court and obtained an 
Unions immediately crucified 


injunction to stop this anarchy. 
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him and demanded his impeachment and expulsion from office. 
The railway executives announced August 1, 1922, TARTO 4 
ho remained a 

. 8 ike, oy 8 Tisked their lives 
in accepting the jobs and working during the strike, by taking the 
Strikers back with full seniority restored, would do violence to big! 
principle of right and justice and would constitute the grossest breac 
of faith on the part of the railroads to their present workers. 

The representatives of the Federated Shop Crafts heralded to 
their members that they had forced 76 railroads to their terms 
and would not stop until they had forced all others to terms, 

The Attorney General was right when he said that whenever 
labor unions seriously menaced the destruction of this Gov- 
ernment it would destroy them. This Government must re- 
main supreme. All workers, including Congressmen, must be 
made to understand that they have a right to their job only 
so long as they fill it satisfactorily to their employer, and that 
when they voluntarily quit their job another laborer has the 
lawful right to fill it unmolested. This anarchy of union ter- 
rorism must cease. 

I am not an enemy to union labor. It has no better friend. 
I am constantly seeking to save it fiom destruction. I have 
fought only the anarchy and disregard of law in unions. Only 
the open shop will save unions. Without it they are doomed. 
The people are waking up. The great majority of union labor- 
ers are honest, law-abiding, upright men, who do not approve 
of the lawlessness in their unions, but they have no voice and 
are powerless to stop it. Their leaders call me the unions’ 
worst enemy, yet many union members support me. To prove 
this I call your attention to the vote in my district in the last 

general election, November 7, 1922, for United States Senator 
and Congressman : 


County. 


ADC ncisatunscadeensasrs? 1,797 172 
Burnett 811 126 
Callahan 812 9 
Coleman. 1,807 126 
Comanche 1,819 201 
Concho... 471 3 
Eastland. 3,233 385 
S SETS paa u 
Lampasas. ............... 
Liano...... 527 63 
McCulloch. 872 60 
ills... 820 129 
Nolan. 1,043 55 
Palo Pinto. Ay 2,077 91 
— C nag 314 
Shackelford. 710 21 
Stephens. 1,069 91 
Taylor... 405 2,139 143 


10, 215 


You will see from the above that [ am not deemed their 
enemy by so very many union laborers in my district, for there 
are quite a number of union laborers in every county in my 
district. I am known as the uncompromising enemy of radical- 
ism, yet the above tabulation proves that in supporting me the 
best element of union laborers are likewise against this lawless- 
ness. They permitted me to receive 6,851 more votes than the 
Democratic nominee for United States Senator received in my 
district; he having the indorsement of organized labor in the 
State; and I was permitted to receive 648 votes more than 
the popular Democratic nominee for Governor of Texas re- 
ceived in my district in a reelection for his second term. And, 
concerning my district, on September 5, 1922, the Houston Daily 
Post editorially said: 

The seventeenth district has the largest percentage of white popu- 
lation of any Texas district and the smallest per cent of illiteracy. 
Its voters are therefore intelligent and able to appraise issues. 

I mention the above to show you that the people, including 
the best element of union laborers, will support any man who 
stands for law und order. 

Neither Mr. Samuel Gompers, president of the American 
Federation of Labor, nor any other officers of that organization, 
and neither has any officer of the four great brotherhoods 
condemned the men who committed wholesale murder in the 
Herrin massacre, nor have any of them ever demanded an inves- 
tigation to determine who were the murderers or taken any steps 
whatever in their organizations to identify and punish the men 
who committed these crimes. But, on the other hand, Mr. 
Gompers has stood behind many noted anarchists and raised 
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large funds of money to defend them, such noted bomb-throw- 
ing anarchists as the MacNamara brothers, Thomas Mooney, 
and others. 

When unions would not permit the little railroad to run 
down in Arkansas and the good people there stood it for 
months and watched bridges burn and property destroyed, 
they were incensed into taking the law into their own hands 
and committed violence. i, 

Concerning this violence, Mr. Gompers is quoted as follows: 

The facts of mob violence or usurpation of municipal authority, of 
murder, of intimidation are matters of open record. Properly con- 
stituted government in the State of Arkansas can vindicate itself only 
by a speedy determination of responsibility and an adequate and 
quickly determinate punishment for those guilty of one of the worst 
atrocities of our time. Where there is so much enmity against labor, 
surely it is only fair to insist that duly constituted authority take 
charge and perform its duty in a situation such as this, 

But was Mr. Gompers consistent? Why did he not make 
such a protest concerning the massacre at Herrin, III., which 
was just the other side of the same question? 

It is very likely because of all of these facts fresh in the 
minds of patriotic American citizens, may I say to the gentle- 
man from California, is why this young lieutenant in our Army 
service out in the great Northwest may have inadvertently 
included the American Federation of Labor and the railroad 
brotherhoods along with other organizations he thought it well 
to watch. He was thinking of their leaders, not of all of their 
men. He was thinking of the Herrin massacre possibly. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. Is it not a fact that the courts at 
Herrin acquitted these men there? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I have seen how some men are ac- 
quitted in courthouses. 

Mr. LINEBERGER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DENI- 
son] explained that situation very clearly here on the floor o 
the House. ö 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. They were acquitted, but men were 
murdered there, were they not? There were men murdered 
at Herrin, there were men stripped of their clothing and tied 
with ropes behind a high-powered automobile and dragged over 
the ground at the rate of 40 miles an hour, and then, with 
their flesh torn and bleeding, with stones in their flesh, when 
tied in the hot sun they dying begged for water, they were 
told, “I would see you in hell first before I would give you a 
drop of water.” 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. Lonpon.] 

Mr. LONDON, Mr, Chairman, I rise not to reply to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. Branton]. I can not get myself 
to take him seriously. In his enmity toward organized labor, 
in his hostility toward every effort of the man at the bottom 
of society to improve his condition, he becomes absolutely ir- 
rational. 

I have never heard him deliver a logical or Intelligent talk 
whenever he referred to the labor question. [Laughter.] And 
since he speaks on the labor question frequently I have great 
doubt as to his rationality in general. [Laughter.] I am 
afraid that the young lieutenant of whom he speaks in lauda- 
tory terms will commit suicide to-day, and I should hate to 
have that happen. ‘To be praised by BLANTON, of Texas, what 
greater calamity can befall a man. [Laughter.] I want that 
what I am saying should be taken good naturedly. I do not 
speak in any spirit of bitterness. I have no personal animosity 
toward any Member of the House. The gentleman from Texas 
fails to understand that the complaint of the gentleman from 
Alabama is that a military officer should undertake to control 
the political activities and economic theories of his fellow citi- 
zens. Have we come to this, that a semi-ignorant or ignorant 
officer of the Army should assume to supervise the political, 
social, and economic theories of his countrymen? Has the war 
driven you that mad? i 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONDON. I will 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Without intending to praise the gen- 
tleman from New York, I realize he is a man of ability, and, of 
course, he understands that such an encroachment upon civil 
life as is represented by this activity of an Army officer at Van- 
couver Barracks is more dangerous than all the I. W. W.’s in 
America put together and is altogether un-American. 

Mr. LONDON. That undermines the very basis of democ- 
racy. The difficulty is that some people talk about democracy 
without understanding the elements of it. While the gentleman 
from Texas talks democracy he votes for a Republican tariff 
on pigs or on cattle. I do not know whether he is a bovine 
Republican or an assinine Democrat. [Laughter.] When he 
talks about Samuel Gompers and organized labor he fails to 
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realize that there is no democracy unless it comes as a result 
of a struggle from the bottom up, and that is the struggle of 
organized labor. 

Mr. KEARNS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LONDON. I will. 


Mr. KEARNS. I did not hear the speech of the gentieman 
from Alabama and only a part of the speech of the gentleman 
from Texas. If there has been murder committed there at 
Herrin, would the gentleman think the murderers ought to be 
punished? 

Mr. LONDON. Why, does the gentleman know of any man 
who justifies murder? 

Mr. KEARNS. I am asking the gentleman. 

Mr. LONDON, Does the gentleman know of any man in the 
United States who justifies murder? 

Mr. KEARNS. Does the gentleman think the murderers at 
Herrin ought to be punished? 

Mr. LONDON. Why, the murderers at Herrin ought to be 
punished and the burners of men in Texas ought to be pun- 
ished. The murderers in Arkansas ought to be punished. I 
am less interested in punishing the poor devil than I am in 
making it impossible to permit the repetition of the outrage. 
When he encourages a military officer in acting as a spy upon 
his fellow citizens, he encourages the doing of a dastardly deed. 
Nobody can respect a spy. A real soldier is the man who is 
called upon by his country to be the first to expose his breast 
to danger. He is to be always a defender, he is always sub- 
ordinate to civil authority in a democracy, and he should 
never attempt to dictate to the community what it should think 
or do. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. LONDON, I will. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman took the same oath of office, 
as a soldier, to defend the country against domestic as well as 
foreign enemies? 

Mr. LONDON. That is why I defend the country against 
foreign enemies as Well as against a bourbon Democrat from 
Texas. [Laughter.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, as the chairman of the com- 
mittee [Mr. SxTDn] said awhile ago, there was no dissension 
among the members of the committee on this bill so far as I 
know except section 13. An amendment will be offered to cure 
that objection, and therefore the time that was requested will 
not be used, and I have no request for further time. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized in his discretion to raisement to be 
made determine the total value of all the lands, timber, money, and 
other property belonging to ma tribe of Indians, other than the Five 
Civilized Tribes and the Osage Tribe in Oklahoma. 

That the Secretary of the Interior shall appoint three appraisers, 
one of whom shall be an employee of the Interior Department, one a 
member of the tribe whose property Is to be appraised, and one a resi- 
dent of the State wherein the Indians reside, and he shall fix their 
compensation, which shall not exceed $10 per day. The compensation 


of the appraisers and expense of the appraisement shall be 
paid bat ot the funds belonging to the tribe — a Property is ap- 


ra 
Z That when the appraisement is made as provided herein and approved 
by the Secretary of the Interior be shall then be authorized to deter- 
mine and fix what, in his opinion, would be the reasonable cash ralue 
of a pro rata share of the said tribal property of any enrolled member 
of the tribe. When the reasonable cash value of a rata share of 
8 is determined, the Secret of the Interior is 
anthorized, in his discretion, to pay same out of the tribal funds be- 
longing to said Indians to any enrolled member of such tribe who has 
received a certificate of competency or a patent in fee for an allotment 
upon the written uest and application of such Indian: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Interior — 2 in his discretion, decline to 
the pro rata share as herein stated if he should deem it not for 
peed best interests of said Indians, notwithstanding the Indian may 
possess a certificate of competency or have received a patent in fee 
for his or her allotment. 
That any Indian who may be paid the amount of his pro rata 
share of the tribal properties as herein provided shall thereafter have 
no further interest in or claim upon the tribal property or funds of 
the tribe of which he is a member, and be required to 2 0 an agreement 
in writing to this effect, and shall be dropped from the rolls of said 
tribe. 
That any moneys id to any Indian as herein provided shall be 
exempt Peed not Hable to the satisfaction of any debt contracted prior 
to said payment, 
That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to make any 
and all needful rules and regulations for carrying into effect the pro- 
Visions of this act. 


Mr. CLAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN.: The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CLacue: On page 1, line 8, after the word 


Oklahoma,“ strike out the and insert the following words: 
“ to-wit, to the Pueblo Indian Tribe.” 
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‘Mr. CLAGUE. Mr. Chairman, that amendment excepts the 
Pueblo Tribe. 7 

Mr. CARTER. We have no objection to that. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. I want to inquire of the gentleman from New 
York: As I understand the situation, this does not apply to the 
Pueblo Indians? 

Mr. SNYDER. It does not in any way. 

Mr. ROACH. Why should we except the Pueblos by an 
amendment and make this in terms not to apply to the Pueblo 
Tribe when it is not applicable to their property at all? The 
provisions of the section are not applicable to them, and it 
would be a perversity of the facts in the present case with 
respect to titles to makes this bill apply to them. 

Mr. SNYDER. The only reason why I made the statement I 
did was that the bill applies in no way to the Pueblo matter 
anyhow, and simply adding the words that it shall not apply 
to them would neither add to nor take from. The bill in no 
Sense applies to the Pueblos in any way. 

Mr. CLAGUE. I think it does. This is a later provision. It 
would not hurt it in any event. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I think the only difficulty in connection 
with this matter is this, that the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr, CLAGUE] erroneously assumes that the Pueblos, as a tribe, 
own any property. Naturally he does not know the fact that 
the Pueblos are simply private corporations, consisting of In- 
dians within the State of New Mexico, and that only such cor- 
porations as such own the title to property. There is no such 
thing as the Pueblo Tribe within the sense of this bill, and, of 
course, it would be absolutely ridiculous to place the tribe 
under the provisions of this bill. Although the addition of the 
words could possibly do no harm, it would make it ridiculous. 

Mr. ROACH. It would appear to be ridiculous to include a 
tribe like this. 

Mr. SNYDER. The only idea I had was that it would do no 
harm to accept it. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment 
again reported? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the amendment will 
again be reported. 

The amendment was again read. 

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. Chairman, I do not believe there is such 
a thing in law as the Pueblo Indian Tribe. There are the 
Pueblo Indians of New Mexico, but there is no tribal organiza- 
tion that comprises all the Pueblos in New Mexico. The amend- 
ment should read “ or to the Pueblo Indians of New Mexico.” 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

Mr. ROACH. There is no intention or purpose under this bill 
to attempt to appraise the property of the tribe. 

Mr. HAYDEN. If there were there is no Pueblo tribal fund 
out of which any individual Pueblo Indian could get his share, 

Mr. ROACH. I make the exception that they are not in- 
cluded under the provisions of the bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. We all agree that the Pueblos occupy a differ- 
ent status from that of other Indians in the United States; 
that is, they trace the title to their lands back to the Govern- 
ment of Spain. 

Mr. ROACH. This relates only to the tribes of Indians that 
have tribal property. 

Mr, HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to amend the amend- 
ment so that it will read “or to the Pueblo Indians of New 
Mexico.” < 

Mr. CLAGUE. I accept that amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the substitute of- 
fered by the gentleman from Arizona. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Substitute offered by Mr. Haxbzx for the amendment offered by Mr. 
CLAGUE: e 1, line 8, after the word “ Oklahoma,“ insert the words 
“or to the eblo Indians of New Mexico,” 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, there is absolutely nothing in 
this bill that will apply to the Pueblo Indian question that is 
covering the country at the present time in the form of propa- 
ganda and otherwise. The reason why I said I would be 
willing to accept the motion of the gentleman from Minnesota 
IMr. Cracus] is that I think it would add nothing and would 
subtract nothing from the bill, But since I have listened to 
my colleague from Missouri [Mr. Roacu], I think, also, that it 
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would be ridiculous, and would neither add to nor detract 
from the bill, and therefore I am opposed to both of the 
amendments. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, the main problem here is 
not a difference in opinion but rather to try to keep this legis- 
lation in such shape so that it will appear to be Sensible legis- 
lation. The members of the committee will readily notice 
that the appraisement provided for in section 1 relates to 
property that belongs to “any tribe of Indians,” with certain 
exceptions, 

Now, I am firmly convinced that no friend of the Pueblo 
Indians, or the Pueblos themselves, want Congress Ly a solemn 
legislative act to declare, even if it is only by implication, that 
the different Pueblos in the State of New Mexico constitute a 
tribe of Indians as such. It is entirely contrary to the facts, 
and there can therefore be no justification for including the 
proposed language in this bill. They are not tribes. The 
legislation can not possibly apply to them, and if we insert 
reference to them as exceptions following the Five Civilized 
Tribes and the Osage Tribe in this legislation, we are by im- 
plication proceeding upon the theory that the Pueblos come 
within the same general laws pertaining to Indian affairs as 
the ordinary Indian tribes do, when as a matter of fact they 
have not hitherto been regarded as such, and they are not 
regurded as such to-day. The Bureau of Indian Affairs has 
never exercised jurisdiction over them. It has never made any 
attempt to control their property, the disposition thereof, or 
anything of that sort. Bach of these Pueblos is incorporated 
as such under the laws of the State of New Mexico, and each 
one of these corporations has the power to deal with its prop- 
erty as the members thereof see fit, as corporate acts, just as 
valid and proper as the acts of any private corporation. For 
that reason I think the amendment ought to be rejected. 

Mr. CARTER. I think the gentleman is mistaken in one 
of his statements. I doubt if the Pueblos can dispose of their 
property as they see fit, or dispose of their property at all 
without the consent of the governor and the Secretary of the 
Interior. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The Secretary of the Interior has not at 
any time attempted to control the disposition of the property 
of the Pueblos, as such. Of course they, the Pueblo Indians as 
individuals, have no property, for these separate Pueblos as 
corporations own the property. 

Mr. CARTER. The Secretary of the Interior has never un- 
dertuken to deal with them, because they have never under- 
taken to sell property as a community. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, yes; they have sold property time 
and time again. 

Mr. CARTER. You mean the regularly constituted authori- 
ties of the community have sold property? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Certainly. 

Mr. CARTER. With the approval of the community. 

Mr. SNYDER. With the approval of their governor. 

Mr. BURTNESS. By their officers. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two minutes. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for two minutes. Is there ob- 
jection? 


There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The pueblo as a corporation sells prop- 
erty and makes conveyance by the proper officials of that cor- 
poration or pueblo. Does the gentleman from Oklahoma con- 
tend that these pueblos as such would come within the proyi- 
sions of this bill where it uses these words— 
or property belonging to any tribe of Indians? 

Mr. CARTER. No; I think it is very doubtful about that 
coming within the purview of the language, but because there 
might be some doubt about it, I think it is well enough that 
the amendment of the gentleman be adopted. 

Mr. ROACH. What doubt could there be about it? 

Mr. BURTNESS. The gentleman from Missouri asks what 
doubt there could possibly be with reference to it? 

Mr. CARTER. I do not know whether there has been any 
legal determination by a court as to whether the pueblo cor- 
poration is a tribe or not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the substitute offered 
by the gentleman from Arizona. 

The question being taken, the substitute was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now recurs upon the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Minnesota. 

The question being taken, the amendment wus rejected. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the proviso in line 19, extending down to line 24, 
on page 1. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania: Page 2, line 19, 
after the word “ Indian,” strike out the remainder of the paragraph. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I am in hearty 
accord with the expressed purpose of this first section. I be- 
lieve, however, that there are some qualifying phrases there 
which practically rob it of that expressed purpose, and one of 
them is this proviso at the bottom of page 2. The section itself 
undertakes to free the competent Indians in the various tribes 
by appraising the property of the tribes and paying the pro 
rata share to competent Indians and providing that they shall 
sign an agreement and their names be stricken from the roll. 
That is a step in the right direction. It is an advance toward 
the time when all Indians will be declared to be a part of the 
American community. But there is, in my opinion, an instance 
here of what are properly called weasel words, which strike 
the meaning out of what has gone before. Here is the proviso: 

Provided, That the Secretary of the Interlor may, in his discretion, 
decline ta pay the pro rata share as herein stated it he should deem it 
not for the t interests of said Indian, notwithstanding the Indian 
may possess a certificate of competency or have received a patent in 
fee for his or her allotment, 

Mr. KNUTSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota. 

Mr. KNUTSON. If I may call the gentleman’s attention to 
lines 14 and 15, those lines cover exactly the situation and take 
cure of it without the last proviso. In lines 14 and 15 it says 
that the Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in his discre- 
tion, to pay the funds out of the tribal funds. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Yes; but this last proviso 
practically invites the Indian Bureau officials to declare a com- 
petent Indian to be incompetent. I am opposed to giving any 
man—Secretary of the Interior or any other man—the absolute 
power to say that a man who has been declared competent 
through a very difficult procedure is not competent and shall not 
have his pro rata share and individual rights. The difficulty is 
that it is almost impossible for a competent Indian to get a 
certificate of competency. I know the gentleman who is chair- 
man of this committee [Mr. SNYDER] has several times on the 
floor of the House called attention to the fact that it is im- 
possible to get more than a few score Indians out of these 
300,000 declared competent in any one given year. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I wish the gentleman would 
let me go on with my statement, if he will be so kind. No 
later than yesterday I saw a man who belongs to the Chippewa 
Tribe, who is as competent to transact his own business as any 
man on the floor of this House, a man who is married and has 
children, who left the tribal reservation because he could not 
get a certificate of competency. He went to Independence, Mo., 
and is living there. He has tried for 15 years to get a cer- 
tiflcate of competency and has been refused in spite of the fact 
that bankers, lawyers, ministers, and other friends have called 
attention to his worth as a citizen and neighbor. That is the 
real difficulty, not that some Indian declared competent may be 
a failure, as the gentleman from Oklahoma says. 

Mr. SNYDER. I think the gentleman misunderstands. The 
very man he speaks of, from Wichita, was before the com- 
mittee, and he is a competent Indian and has a certificate. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. No; I am speaking of William 
Madison. 

Mr. SNYDER. That is the man that was before our com- 
mittee. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. He lives in Independence, 
Mo., and is still held to be an incompetent Indian. 

Mr. SNYDER. No; at least he said before our committee, 
and it is a matter of record, that he is competent. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I will read the statement 
which he gave me this morning at my request. This is the 
statement of William Madison, of Independence, Mo.: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., February 1, 1923. 

Some time during 1907 I wrote the Indian agent of my reservation 
in Minnesota (White Earth) to recommend to the Secretary of the 
Interior my application for competency papers. After waiting months 
for a reply I secured the indorsement of several of the business men 
of Mahnomen—our county seat—the postmaster, bankers, newspaper 
men, etc. ; and again, backed by these indorsements, I wrote the Indian 
agent asking to be turned loose as a competent Indian. After waiting 
months that stretched into years, at some time in 1910 I approached 
Special Assistant Attorney General E. H. Long, then holding investigation 
at Detroit, Minn., into Chippewa matters, for an explanation of this 
treatment. He dictated a strong recommendation of my competency and 
instructed me to forward same with another application, through my 
Indian agent, and I would have no further trouble. 

Some time after this I received my first answer from the Indlan 
agent, saying the department had refused my apenn bly 
when he saw that Í, like Banquo’s ghost, would not down, but kept 
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going higher for support, he sent my first and unsupported application, 
with recommendation that it be not nted, and it was not. 

Quoting from a letter dated may 8, 1914, from the Indian Office at 
Washington and signed C. F. Hauke—** William Madison noneompetent 
White Earth Indian’; and another letter, dated April 28, 1914—“ and 
that Mr. Madison is classed as an incom nt I . This is simpl, 
an outrage and a piece of pus spite work on the part of Mr. Howard. 
Even though Mr. Madison is classed as a full blood, he is entitled to his 

Troperty under the act of Congress of June 21, 1906, as a competent 
‘ull blood.” This last is signed by A. L. Thompson, then banker in 
Mahnomen. 

And later, within the last few years, the mayor, 

daily news 


— pata an owner of a 
following por to plow 3 
In tion proved that the Indian ut's 


romise to pay if I didn’t—and further 
changed purposes. 

I want to quote the last paragraph of this statement, to show 
that even in addition to that kind of outrageous treatment still 
other difficulties are thrown in the way of an “incompetent ” 
Indian who is as competent as any man to manage his affairs: 


Had I known sooner, I could have secured another outfit. As it was, 
all were engaged for the season, I had seen the plowman often in the 
spring, but he heeded the Indian agent's advice and did not inform me 
he did not intend to plow for me. Hence this year 8 lay Idle. 
By six years of such methods and tactics I was fairly ven from the 
reservation to make a li for my 3 Since 1913 I bave lived in 
Independence, a suburb of nsas City, Mo., the leading men of which 
gave me such strong indorsement a few years ago. 


resentative 


WX. MADISON, 


Now, the statement I have just read bears out exactly what 
I said. Here is a man perfectly competent to look after his 
own affairs, who has been declared incompetent in spite of all 
efforts, and now we find a provision which says that after a 
man has gone through the competency labyrinth and been de- 
clared competent the Secretary of the Interior shall have the 
right to say that he shall not have the rights of a human being 
so hardly If we want to do anything along the line 
that the bill would indicate we must get the competent Indians 
out from under the bureau; we should not undertake to put 
the power in the hands of the Commissioner of Indian Affairs 
or the Secretary of the Interior to repeal and nullify the com- 
petency given. I believe such action would be an outrage, and 
I believe this proviso should be taken out. Then we will have 
the further question to deal with as to how to declare men 
competent who are really competent. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I will. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Does the gentleman know the year 
that this man failed to get his plowing done? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. In 1911. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Did he tell you that he had received 
title to the land, sold it, and received payment many years ago? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. No; he stated to me personally 
what I have read in the letter. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. He stated before the committee not 
more than a week ago that he received title to the land and 
had sold that land for $2,000 and received the money. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. That is not the question at 
all. I was talking of competency under the law. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I want to call the gentleman's atten- 
tion to just what he said before the committee: 

Roach. Have you ever had a land Allotment made to you? 
. MADISON. Yes, sir. 8 
. ROACH. Have you ever received a patent for it? 
. MADISON. No, sir. 


. ROACH, You still have the land? 
. MADISON. No, I sold the land. I have received no patent. I 


t. 
Mr. "ROACH. Then you are not interested in the land allotments? 
. Maprson. No; I am no 
Mr. Roach. You claim an interest in this trust fund? 

Mr. Maprsox. That is all. 

Mr. BurtNess. How much did you get for your land? 

Mr. MADISON. I got $2,000 for 160 acres, 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. There is no contradiction there. 
The man got his allotment and he sold It with the consent of 
the Indian Office. 

Mr. SNYDER. But I understand he told the gentleman that 
he sold the land because he could not get the farmers to 
plow it. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. In 1911 his difficulty occurred. 

Mr. SNYDER. He sold the land before and got $2,000 for it. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. The confusion arises over the 
difference between allotment and being declared competent. An 


tribal lands where oil may be discovered later. 
receives his pro rata share on the present basis of the valua- 


Indian may have an allotment and yet be declared incompetent. 
Competency gives him a right to citizenship. When a man is 
declared competent he gets a fee patent and becomes as far as 
it is possible under present tribal complications an American 
citizen. That is one reason this proviso ought to be taken out. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. This provision of the bill is in a sense an experi- 
ment. We have talked for years that something should be 
done to segregate the competent Indians from the incompe- 
tent. Heretofore Congress has given land to individual In- 
dians, but they retained an interest in the tribal estate. Now 
we are proposing to appraise the tribal estate as a whole, and 
if any competent Indian is satisfied with the appraisal and 
finds that he is going to obtain a fair share of the total fund 
he may make application, sign a waiver, and get his money. 
It is a very different matter to give an Indian his allotment of 
the land than it is to give him cash. Since this legislation ts 
an experiment, we should try it out, with this safeguard 
around it, and if it works properly it can be liberalized later. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Certainly. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is it optional with the Indian to receive 
his pro rata share of the tribal fund? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes; nothing is forced upon him. He must 
make a written application, and if the application is approved 
he must sign a quitclaim to all further interest in the tribal 
property. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Did the committee consider this state of 
facts in connection with this policy? For instance, here are 
The Indian 


tion, but it is not known that it contains oil. Later on oll fs 


| discovered. Would not the Indian have the idea that he 


was entitled to some part of the value of the undiscovered 


property ? 
Mr. HAYDEN. That is why we require each Indian to sign 


an agreement in writing to release his interest in the tribal 


fund and to separate himself from the tribe. Thereafter he 
has no further interest in it. If the Indian does not want to 
do that, he need not take the money. 

Mr. ROACH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. With pleasure. 

Mr. ROACH. It appeared in evidence before the committee 
that there were a number of Indians who had received cer- 
tificates of competency in lieu of patents to the land, and not 
only that but there were a larger number of them who took 
the patents who are incapable. 

Mr. HAYDEN. And have demonstrated their incompetence 


by wasting whatever property they have received up to this 


time, Certainly no one desires to create a number of paupers 
who will fall back on the States for support. We should act 
with due discretion and caution. There will be another Con- 


| gress, and there will be time in which to base a judgment 


founded upon experience. Therefore, I think the amendment 
should be rejeeted. 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY] delights in 
pointing out isolated instances of particular Indians who tell 
him that they have suffered some wrong. He does not hear 
the other side of the story. He brings such ex parte statements 
to the House, and on that kind of evidence asks the Congress 
to adopt a general policy. I do not believe we should follow 
his advice. 


Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Oh, I am not asking for a 


general policy. I am simply asking that the weasel words be 


taken out and honest words inserted. 

Mr. HAYDEN. These are not weasel words. This proviso 
is frank, honest; it is made to reinforce the term “in his dis- 
cretion,” in line 15, which the gentleman from Minnesota has 
pointed out. The bill first says “in the discretion of the Secre- 
tary,” and then, to make it so clear that no Indian can have any 
doubt about where he stands, we repeat it. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. In other words, you want to 
double the statement. x 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Gladly. 

Mr. FESS. Is this power of discretion given to the Secretary 
a nullification of the declaration of competency? 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; we are going to create a new state of 
affairs. We are going to appraise the entire tribal property of 
the Indians, and to such members of any tribe as the Secretary 
of the Interior deems competent to care for their own money, 
he will give them their share on application, making the pay- 
ment out of the tribal funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arizona 
has expired. 
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Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, at the outset I want 
to call the attention of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
_ Keuy], to other testimony given by the Indian to whom he re- 
ferred a moment ago, Pursuing the examination which was 
being conducted by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ROACH], 
the question was propounded : 

You just claim an interest lu this stock fund? 

Ir. Mabtson. That is all. 

. BURTNESS. How much did you get for your land? 

. MADISON. I got $2,000 for 160 acres. 

. BURTNESS. ere is the land, near what town? 

. Maptson. That is about 14 miles from Mahnomen. 

. Burtness. What year did po sell it in? 

. MADISON. I sold it 12 or 18 years ago, 

r. Burtyess: How long after you had the right to sell the land 
did you actually sell it? 

Mr. MApIson. I sold it before I had the right. 

Mr. Chairman; I take it that every member of this committee 
who has given the subject of Indian legislation any considera~ 
tion joins heartily with the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
Kerry] in his desire to emancipate the Indian as rapidly as 
possible, restore him to all of his property rights, and set him 
out in the world upon the same footing: as the white man; but 
as we approach that question we should approach it with the 
same judgment that we would any other proposition of a busi- 
ness nature. The facts are as has already been mentioned, that 
many of the Indians who have been emancipated have imme- 
diately squandered their allowance and are now objects of 
charity and dependent upon the States where they may be 
located for support or upon public charity. 

The result of the amendment of the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania [Mr. KELLY], if it should be agreed to, would be to 
take away from the Secretary of the Interior and the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs the right to humanely look after the incom- 
petent Indians, and while we are anxious: to liberate and give 
to the Indian his property, yet if there is a man who by reason 
of vicious habits is unable to take care of his property, surely 
the gentleman would not say that our efforts to emancipate him 
should be such as to wipe out all of the protecting care of the 
Government. Would the gentleman say that a white man 
under guardianship who by vicious habits had brought himself 
to that situation where he could not conserve his property 
should be restored to competency and given his property to 
recklessly waste it and starve those that might be dependent 
upon him? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I certainly do believe that 
very thing; and I do not believe the gentleman would be in 
fayor of establishing a Federal bureau to take care of white 
people who happened to have vicious habits, or to be wasting 
away their estates. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Of course, the gentleman from Penn- 
Sylvania overlooks the fact that we start with an obligation 
which we have not yet fully performed, and we are reserving 
the right here in this bill before we surrender dominion over 
the Indian to determine whether or not he is in a position to 
take care of himself before we let him go beyond recall so 
far as caring for him on the part of the Government is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Surely the gentleman will 
agree that declaring a man competent would be to place re- 
sponsibility upon him. 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. I agree with the general proposi- 
tion. I am just as much of an enthusiast for emancipation 
as is the gentleman, but I am not willing to say that because 
J believe in emancipating the Indians I would take an Indian 
that is absolutely incompetent, who has vicious habits, and is 
not able to conserve his property, and give that property to 
him, especially when we know, as we do, that those who are 
clamoring for Government aid, and in many cases objects of 
charity, are Indians that have been emancipated. With that 
knowledge in our possession it would be little less than crimi- 
nal for the Government to turn the property over to the Indian 
to be immediately dissipated: 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, I think this is a good 
provision and ought to remain in the bill, and I think I can 
cite illustrations that establish that fact. 

As you know, some 30 years ago the Dawes Act was passed 
which provided that any Indian who receives an allotment of 
land in severalty and a patent in fee shall be a citizen of the 
United States. Now, on the White Earth Reservation some 
10 or 12 years ago an act was passed providing that all who 
had mixed blood should have a title in fee. Now, those two 
acts together made citizens of the United States out of men 
who were incompetent and caused the bringing of about 1,000 
lawsuits afterwards by the Government to set aside convey- 
ances they had made. Some of those Indians were full blood, 
but most were actually mixed blood. And they demonstrated 


to a certainty they were not fit to handle the money. Some of 
them. got as high as $15,000 for 80 acres, because there was 
timber on it, and some of them were separated from their 
money in a very short time, and quite many of them, I believe, 
had to draw assistance from the Government. Now, this will 
protect those who have demonstrated that they are not com- 
petent, although they are actual citizens of the United States. 
I have got, I should say, several hundred of them in my district. 
Now, I do not believe that the Indian Bureau will be arbi- 
trary about this matter, but I think they will be indulgent, 
and as far as I understand. the present commissioner does 
not. believe in refusing certificates of competency where they 
are entitled to them, and I believe it will be demonstrated so 
that he will grant competency certificates to those who are 
actually competent, and I believe he will protect those who 
ought not to have the money, and we ought not to accept 
their resignation from the tribe unless they are competent to 
do business. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman yield for a suggestion? 

Mr. STEENERSON. I will. 

Mr. BURTNESS. If the amendment proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania is accepted, then it would not be 
possible for the Secretary of the Interior to decline to pay 
money even to those who had not. received a certificate of 
competency providing they had received a patent in fee. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Exactly. But they do not need a cer- 
tificate of competency—— 

Mr. BURTNDSS. And those people who received patent 
in fee as being competent caused the trouble there 

Mr. STEENERSON. Exactly; and as was stated, I think 
by the gentleman from Arizona, they will be a charge upon 
the State. The State of Minnesota is interested in this be- 
cause the commissioner has several times pointed out to the 
Indian Committee that the Government is not going to support 
those; they are a charge on the State because they are citizens 
of the United States, and consequently citizens of the State of 
Minnesota, and as soon as their funds are exhausted they 
will be a charge on the State. There are other States, perhaps, 
which are similarly situated. I hope the amendment will not 
be adopted. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on this 
amendment do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, I have another 
amendment to this section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered „ KELLY of 5 Page 2, line 2, 
none a word “appra insert“ who shall be nominated by such 


Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, this section is 
to appoint appraisers to value the property of the Indians. It 
provides for three appraisers, one of whom shall be an em- 
ployee of the Interior Department, one a member of the tribe 
whose property is to be appraised, and one a resident of the 
State wherein the Indians reside, Now, the purpose of the 
amendment I have offered is that one of the members of this 
board of appraisers shall be named by the Indians whose prop- 
erty is to be valued and appraised. 

Mr. ROACH. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I will yield. 

Mr. ROACH. The difficulty I see with the amendment is 
this. I would not have any objection to it personally as a 
member of the committee, but some of these tribes are not in 
harmony themselves. They are divided among themselves, and 
would be unable unanimously to nominate the one to represent 
the tribe in the appointment of an appraiser, 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Well, the gentleman knows 
that even in my district the voters are unable unanimously to 
come to an agreement as to the selection of a Congressman in 
that district, and perhaps it is the same in the gentleman's 
district. 

Mr. ROACH. This is not limited to one district; this covers 
all the tribes—— 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Individual tribes acting sepa- 
rately, however. 

Mr. ROACH. Individual tribes; and they are at a disagree- 
ment among themselves and they could not select anyone to 
represent them. 


Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. That is a point which I 


have considered carefully. Of course it is impossible to come 
unanimously to the selection of a delegate on this appraising 
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board, and it is impossible in a congressional or any other 
district, to come unanimously to a selection of a representative. 
They would have to be named through the American policy of 
a majority vote. What it would do would be to square up 
this policy with the American principle that the best representa- 
tion is to elect a representative by a majority vote. The In- 
dians on the reservation can come together and a majority 
yote can be had on the question of selecting a delegate. It 
seems to me that the Indians whose property is at stake should 
have one representative out of the three. I insist that the 
Indian who is to be their representative shall be appointed 
or selected by the Indians themselves, and that Indian can 
be elected by any tribe by the use of ordinary election pro- 
cedure. Most of the tribes have such a system already for 
electing councilmen, and in this case they could use the old 
machinery, or else new machinery can be constructed where it 
is not now established. I appeal to practical men here as a 
matter of simple justice, that at least one of these men should be 
outside the appointing power of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. How long would the gentleman think it 
would take all the people of the United States to get together 
on one man as their representative? - 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Oh, the Indians are not going 
to come together in Washington to elect a delegate. They 
are going to elect a delegate on the reservation by the use of 
the machinery they have already established, just as they elect 
a member of their tribal council. That is not even idealistic. 
It is simply American. We should let these Indians whose 
property is at stake have the privilege of nominating one out 
of three appraisers. If that is not done, then this is an un- 
just section and can not be justified. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment of the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY]. 

The gentleman's amendment might apply to several tribes and 
work satisfactorily there, but the very one that he has in mind 
would find it impossible, in my judgment, to select a man from 
that tribe who would be reasonably satisfactory to the tribe. 
It is not a question of a majority vote, as the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania says. There is a council elected, or supposed to 
be elected, by a majority vote, and it probably is so elected, but 
the Chippewas as a whole do not recognize any authority on the 
part of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and it would be utterly 
impossible for the tribe itself to select a man who would come 
anywhere near being satisfactory to a reasonable number of 
members of the tribe, not to say a majority of the tribe. There- 
fore, I think the Commissioner of Indian Affairs would be much 
more capable of selecting a satisfactory man than would the 
council of Indians who are not satisfied. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, this legislation provides for 
nothing but an appraisal. It does not add to nor take anything 
from the tribal property. It is only an appraisement for the 
purpose of ascertaining what the value of the property is, and, 
if an individual Indian is qualified and is satisfied with that 
appraisement, he can obtain his share and cease all relations 
with the tribe. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. And the cost of this appraise- 
ment is to be paid out of the Indians’ money? 

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. KELLY]. 
The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. WILLIAMSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota offers 
an amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WILLIAMSON: Page 3, strike out all of 

line 4 after the word “ funds,” and insert in lieu thereof “ included in 
such appraisement, and shall be required to sign an agreement in 
writing to this effect.” 

Mr. STAFFORD. What page is that on? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. On page 8. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment 
reported again? 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the Clerk will again 
report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. WILLIAMSON: Page 3, strike out all of 
line 4 after the word“ funds,” and insert in lien thereof “ included in 
such appraisement, and shall be required to sign an agreement in 
writing to this effect.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South 
recognized, 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry of the 
gentleman from South Dakota. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes. 


Dakota is 


Mr, ROACH. The word “member” is on lines 4 and 5. Do 
you seek to strike out the word “ member” on line 4? 
> er I strike out everything after the word 

n 

Mr. ROACH. That is not what your amendment says. It 
says strike out the remainder of line 4 after the word “ funds.” 
5 = Pasi Yes; the remainder of line 4 and lines 

and 6. 

Mr. CARTER. I suggest that the gentleman ask unanimous 
consent to modify his amendment if he so desires. 

Mr, ROACH. Yes. The gentleman can do that by unani- 
mous consent. : 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, I think my amendment reads all right. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, may we have the amendment 
reported again? 

The CHAIRMAN, 
again be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 3, strike out all of line 4 after the word “ funds.” 


Mr. WILLIAMSON. And all of lines 5 and 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
leave to amend his amendment. The Clerk will report it as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered b, N N: 
line 4 after the word ands," and alf ot ines 8 bE 5 — fe 
lieu thereof. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
the amendment? 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, the Clerk has not finished re- 
porting the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
ait of tines B AGA 6 aud insert ta lien nereot “intend te coche 
praisement, and shall be required to sign an agreement in writing i 
this effect.’ 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, Mr. Chairman, we have in South Da- 
kota a situation peculiar to the Sioux Tribe that, perhaps, does 
not exist in any other State in the Union, which, if this bill 
becomes law in its present form, will not permit the individual 
Indian to take advantage of the law. 

Under the treaty of 1868 the Indians of the Sioux Tribe signed 
away what was then known as the Black Hills, the richest 
gold-producing region in the United States, and which to-day 
has the largest gold-producing mine in this country, Under the 
act of June 3, 1920, the Sioux Tribe is permitted to bring suit 
in the Court of Claims for the purpose of establishing any right 
it may have to recover the value of the Black Hills at the time 
of the signing of that treaty upon the theory that the treaty was 
invalid, Now, that claim involves hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars, and if this bill remains in its present form it will be im- 
possible for any of the Sioux Tribe in South Dakota to take 
advantage of the provisions of section 1, because they can not 
take their pro rata share without at the same time signing away 
all contingent rights that they may have in the Black Hills 
claim, should it be determined in their favor. I think this sec- 
tion can be so amended, without doing any violence whatso- 
ever to the general purpose of the bill, that these Indians can 
be protected in this claim, and at the same time permit them 
to take their pro rata share in the distribution contemplated 
by this measure. I believe the provisions of this bill are correct 
in principle; that they ought to be enacted into law and carried 
out and that the undistributed property ought to be appraised 
and distributed to the individual Indians in the discretion of the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr, KELLY of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, I yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. The gentleman is desirous of 
protecting these Indians in claims which may be before the 
Court of Claims in the future. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Yes. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 
last part of the sentence— 
and shall be dropped from the rolls of said tribe. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON, If you drop them from the rolls of the 
tribe, they could not participate, because this is tribal property, 
and nobody who is not on the rolls of the tribe could possibly 
participate. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. 


Without objection, the amendment will 


Is there objection to the modification of 


However, he has left out the 


Would not the gentleman's 


purpose be attained by an amendment to insert after the word 
“member” the words “except as to tribal claims against the 
United States as of this date”? Then his name could be taken 
from the roll. ; 


1923. 


Mr. WILLIAMSON. No; these claims exist to-day. I do not 
think that would reach the case at all. If my amendment is 
adopted, this paragraph will read: f 

That any Indian who may be pao the amount of his pro rata share 
of the tribal properties as herein provided shall thereafter bave no 
further interest in or claim upon the tribal property or funds included 
in such appraisement and shall be required to sign an agreement in 
writing to this effect. 

I think the paragraph as amended ought to be in the bill, 
because I do not think any Indian has any business coming back 
and asserting any rights as against the Government to any 
property that has been appraised, pro rated, and distributed to 
hi 


m. 

This bill, though amended as proposed, protects the Govern- 
ment in that respect, and puts it out of the way so far as all this 
property is concerned, but does not foreclose his interest in 
property or its value which he may be able to establish his 
right to in the Court of Claims, and which from its nature can 
not possibly be appraised. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. But he will still be kept on 
the bureau roll? 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. For that purpose. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from South 
Dakota has offered an amendment that in my opinion is rather 
unfortunate in a way. As one member of the committee I 
would have no objection whatsoever to the first portion of 
that amendment 
included in such appraisement. 

That part of it is all right, but the gentleman strikes out 
the words— 
and shall be dropped from the rolls of said tribe. 

The very purpose and object of this section would be de- 
feated, which is to close up the affairs of these Indians and get 
them out of the way. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
two minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from South Dakota asks 
unanimous consent that his time be extended two minutes. Is 
there objection? 

There was. no objection. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I want to state that I do not believe 
that that would materially affect the purpose the gentleman has 
in mind, The Indian would be automatically dropped from the 
rolls of the tribe so far as any appraised claims are concerned, 
and this would only maintain his tribal relations for the pur- 
pose of reaching matters like the Black Hills claim, to which I 
have referred. 

Mr. ROACH. The purpose of this legislation is to close up 
their affairs as far as possible, 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. In my State the rolls have been closed, 
except possibly as to this Black Hills claim. 

Mr. ROACH. The desire is to close up their affairs and 
drop them from the rolls, and in this way they would never be 
closed up, if they were held on the rolls awaiting the outcome 
of litigation that might be filed in the future. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. There could not be any advantage to 
the Government by having that provision in there. The tribal 
rolls in our State have been closed already. 

Mr. ROACH. We could close up these rolls. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. You can do it under the present law, 
and they have been closed so far as the Sioux are concerned. 

Mr. ROACH. We can not drop them from the rolls as long 
as they have property coming to them. The situation which the 
gentleman says applies to the Indians with reference to the 
Black Hills applies to every tribe of Indians in the United 
States. Nvery tribe of Indians in the United States has some 
kind of a claim against the United States Government. A great 
many of them are asking for jurisdiction bills, and if we should 
put anything of that kind in this bill we would absolutely never 
come to the point where we could emancipate the Indian. We 
would have him on our hands for all time to come, because 
every tribe has some sort of a claim against the Government, 
which they would conie in here and propound, and we would 
‘never get to the time when we could emancipate the Indian 
and get rid of him. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. Not a single member of the Sioux 
Tribe in South Dakota can take advantage of the provisions of 
this bill, if it should pass in its present form, without sacrific- 
ing any right he may have in the Black Hills claim. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to this amend- 
ment, because it would defeat the proposition that we started 
out to bring about. A man can not have his cake and eat it, 
too. The difficulty here is that we have provided a means to 
assess the value of the property of the individual member of 
a tribe; we have given the Secretary of the Interior the author- 
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ity, and upon his request, to pay him off and get a receipt in 
full and be done with that Indian forever. Now, if the Indian 
believes he has a future claim on some gold mine that may be 
discovered on the land later, there can be no good reason why 
he should not consider that at the time he gives his receipt in 
full for the cash that is paid him by the Government as his 
share of the tribal funds. All of those things have been con- 
sidered in this measure and taken carefully under advisement; 
and after every single contingency has been taken into con- 
sideration the conclusion is that this will come nearer giving 
the Indian what he is entitled to than anything else which has 
been proposed, and that it will get rid of more Indians than 
any provision that has ever been presented heretofore to make 
good citizens of Indians. Therefore I sincerely hope that the 
matter will be left as it is in the bill and the amendment de- 
feated, and I move that all debate on the amendment be now 
closed. 


The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves 
that all debate on the amendment be now closed. 

The motion was agreed to. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now is on the amendmen 
offered by the gentleman from South Dakota. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask leave to revise and 
extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from Texas asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD, 
Is there objection? i 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he fs hereby. 
authorized to pay, out of any moneys belonging to the Chippewa 
Indians of Minnesota, such amounts as he may find due any persons 
of Chippewa blood whose names may have been erroneously stricken 
from the Chippewa annuity rolls, or who have been or may hereafter 
be found entitled to enroliment for annuity payments authorized by 
section 7 of the act of Congress approved January 14, 1889 (25 Stat. 
L., p. 642): Provided, That any moneys found due and paid to any 
Indian under the provisions of this act shall not be subject to any lien 
or claim of attorneys or other parties. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend. 
ment, > 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 3, strike out lines 13 to 24, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof 
tne Tut the Bee tary of the Interior be, and he is hereb 

by e re e Interior and he is hereby, authori 
to pay, out of any moneys 8 to the Chippewa In ane. of in 
nesota, such amounts as he may find due any rsons of Chippewa 
blood whose names may have been erroneously stricken from the Bibs 
pewa annuity rolls, or have been or may hereafter be found entitled 
to enrollment for annuity payments authorized by sections 1 and 7 
of the act of Congress approved January 14, 1889 (25 Stat. L., p. 
642) : Provided, That before payment is made hereunder the claim of 
each of such persons for the right of enrollment under the provisions 
of the act of January 14, 1889 (25 Stat. 642) shall be submitted to 
the chiefs and members in council of the pornoa band of Indians 
to which such persons claim membership for the ratification of the 
enrollment of such persons.” 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Chairman, I reserve a 
point of order on the amendment. 

Mr. KNUTSON. I do not see how the gentleman can reserve 
a point of order; there is no appropriation involved. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular 
order. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Then I make the point of order 
that this amendment carries an appropriation, and this is not 
an appropriation bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I do not understand that 
the gentleman from Kansas has made any point of order to sec- 
tion 2 for the reason he has given. Section 2 might be subject 
to the same criticism that the gentleman from Kansas makes to 
the proposed amendment, but not having made a point of order 
to section 2 as embodied in the bill the proposed amendment is 
clearly within the right of the Member from Minnesota to 
offer a germane limitation. We are legislating here and the 
gentleman is placing a further restriction as to how the money 
shall be paid. 

Mr. KNUTSON. The amendment would come within the 
provisions of the Holman rule because it is a limitation. And, 
again, it is Indian money and not Federal money. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. But you can not appropriate 
Indian money on this bill any more than you could Federal 
money. 

Mr. KNUTSON. With all due respect to the gentleman from 
Kansas—and I have great respect for his parliamentary knowl- 
edge—I think he is mistaken. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, as I heard the amendment 
read hastily it appeared to be of a very much wider scope than 
the provisions in the bill, and to my mind is not germane in 
that it includes a different class of Indians and provides a 
method of enrollment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. But the point of order is not made as to 
germaneness. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Then I will make that point of order so that 
it will all be before the Chair. 

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I do not know whether the 
Chair is considering the question as to whether the rule of the 
House applies to Indians or trust funds the same as it does to 
the Treasury funds. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be glad to hear the gentle- 
man from Oklahoma on that. 

Mr. CARTER. The Indian funds are held as trust funds, 
held in a fiduciary capacity by the Government and this Con- 
gress. Any contention that these funds are not subject to the 
“same restrictions in expenditure and appropriation as the funds 
of the Federal Government is to contend that a guardian or 
an agent may handle trust funds more loosely and be less ac- 
countable than he could his own. It was so held by Chairman 
Barnhart on the Indian appropriation bill in 1912 on a point 
of order which had been made by the gentleman from Kansas 
himself [Mr. CAMPBELL]. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. There has never been any ques- 
tion as to funds belonging to the Indians controlled by the 
Government coming under the same restrictions as to appro- 
priations as the funds in the Treasury. 

The CHAIRMAN, Let the Chair ask the gentleman from 
Kansas a question: If that is true and is carried out, it would 
prevent any appropriation from tribal funds except by the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. That is true, and has been true 
since the Budget system has been instituted. All Indian appro- 
priations have been transferred from the Committee on Indian 
Affairs to the Committee on Appropriations. A large part of 
the appropriations carried in the Indian bill are appropriations 
from the Indian fund. ae 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the Chair hear me for one minute? 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman from Kansas has fin- 
ished—— 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. I did not suppose there was any 
question about that—there never has been. The Indians are 
appropriated for to-day by the Committee on Appropriations, 
and it is the only committee that has jurisdiction. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Does the gentleman from Kansas contend 
that section 2 of this biil is subject to a point of order? 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. That is an authorization and 

the amendment is an appropriation, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, I beg the gentleman’s pardon. The 
gentleman from Minnesota uses the same language as that 
used in section 2. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I call the atten- 
tion of the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL] to the 
provision of the Constitution of the United States that no money 
shall be drawn from the Treasury but in consequence of ap- 
propriations made by law. There is no way to get money out 
of the Treasury except through an appropriation, and it is an 
appropriation when we take it out in any way. I think the 
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. CARTER] is correct when he 
says that a specific ruling has been made that the Indian funds 
come within the general purview of appropriations. Of course, 
the point of the gentleman from Wisconsin that when once an 
appropriating section is not objected to it can be amended, 
is well taken, but it must be a specific amendment with refer- 
ence to that particular appropriation. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. But we are not considering an 
appropriation bill; we are considering a legislative bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I wish to impress upon 
the attention of the Chair again the fact that no point of order 
was reserved to section 2; that the amendment was offered 
without any point of order having been reserved to that sec- 
tion. The amendment proposed by the gentleman from Minne- 
sota [Mr. Knutson] used the identic language of the first part 
of section 2, and therefore the gentleman from Kansas is too 
late to raise his point of order, because if his point of order 
be well taken, it should have been made to section 2 to fore- 
close any germane amendment that might be offered to it. 
The gentleman from Kansas is too late to raise the question 
he is now raising that this amendment carries an appropriation 
for the reason that section 2 is subject to the same criticism, 
and the gentleman’s amendment uses the same language. 

Mr. ROACH. But section 2 carries no appropriation. 

Mr. KNUTSON. That is what we have been trying to get 
into the minds of the House. 

Mr. ROACH. Section 2 does not carry an appropriation. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Regardless of whether it does or not, the 
proposed amendment carries the same language. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready to rule. Regarding 
the point raised by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr, STAF- 


ForD] that if an objection be not made to the main body of the 
section it can not be raised to an amendment offered to it 
thereafter, the Chair thinks it is not well taken for the reason 
that the objection under the rule adopted in 1920 is specific 
that the objection can be made either to the original provision 
or to any amendment thereto and at any time. There are 
other provisions which bear on the proposition the Chair has in 
mind not, however, involved in this case, and the Chair will 
not take the time to discuss them. 

The point of order raised by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
CAMPBELL] is very important and not altogether clear. How- 
ever, the Chair thinks it is legitimate and within the spirit at 
least of the rules that it should be brought within the require- 
ment that appropriations are exclusively within the jurisdic- 
tion of the Appropriations Committee. It is true that this is 
not an appropriation from the Treasury of the United States, 
but it constitutes in fact an appropriation of money from the 
tribal funds which are under the control of the Government. 
Being under the control of the Government, it seems to the Chair 
that the same general rules should prevail and that the matter 
should be considered and passed upon by the Appropriations 
Committee. The Chair therefore sustains the point of order. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Has the Chair examined subdivision 8 
of Rule XXIII and authorities there cited indicating what 
bills constituting a charge upon the Treasury or containing an 
appropriation shall be referred to the Committee of the Whole, 
and that bills containing appropriations out of trust funds need 
not be considered in Committee of the Whole, the same as ap- 
propriations out of contingent funds? You do not draw that 
out of the Treasury any more than you draw the Indian funds 
out of the Treasury. As a matter of fact, under this rule you 
passed last year a bill disposing of thousands of acres that be- 
longed to the Indians without consideration in Committee of the 
Whole, because it was not a charge on the Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is very true, but the point directly 
involved has been directly passed upon. Some years ago an 
amendment was offered on an appropriation bill which provided 
that no money shall be expended from the tribal funds be- 
longing to the Five Civilized Tribes.” A point of order was 
made against this provision as not a limitation within the 
Holman rule, the grounds urged being that it was not a limita- 
tion on an appropriation from the Treasury. After an extended 
argument the objection was overruled. The effect of this ruling 
was to apply the same rule to tribal funds as to ordinary ap- 
propriations. 

In this case the amendment to the section made provides for 
payment to certain designated persons out of tribal funds, The 
objection that such a provision is in excess of the authority of 
the committee would seem clearly within the rules and prece- 
dents. The mere fact that bills regarding trust funds need not 
be considered in Committee of the Whole would not be sufficient 
to overturn a direct precedent that direction for payment of 
tribal funds shall be considered an appropriation. For these 
reasons the Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. KNUTSON. Wherein, in this amendment, is the Sec- 
retary of the Interior directed to make any payment? The 
word “‘ authorized” is clearly used there. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was erroneously informed if 
it is used in there, but that has not anything to do with the 
main proposition. The Chair sustains the point of order. 

The Clerk calls the attention of the Chair to spelling of the 
word “enrollment” on line 19, page 8, and without objection 
the spelling there of that word will be corrected. 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 4. That the restrictions upon the northeast quarter of the 
southeast quarter of section 21, township 25 north, range 24 east of 
the Indian meridian, in Oklahoma, which is land heretofore allotted to 
Isaac Jack, Seneca allottee No. 264, are hereby removed, and the 


Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to cause to 
be = to said Isaac Jack a patent in fee simple for said described 
and, 


Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. What I may say as to this section, which embodies 
a private bill which has been heretofore reported from the 
Indian Affairs Committee, will apply to several other sections 
of the bill, each of which embodies private bills heretofore re- 
ported favorably from that committee. I wish to get the view- 
point of the gentlemen who are interested in this section and in 
these other private bills, as to whether they would prefer to 
have this item carried in the omnibus claims bill, and objection 
raised when the private bill is given consideration, or would 
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prefer to have this stricken out and take their chance of having 

the private bill go through in regular order, i 
Mr. LANHAM. I am not a member of the committee that 

reported this private bill. However, I am the gentleman who 


originally introduced it. It is included here in this omnibus 


bill. 
porated in this omnibus bill. 
any objection in the meantime, should this measure pass, to 
letting the bill retain its place on the Private Calendar and 
have it passed over without prejudice. 

And then, in case this bill was not passed in the Senate and 
failed to become a law, it could be taken up in order on the 
Private Calendar. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I have no objection, I will say to the 
gentleman, to this section nor to the private bill the gentleman 
refers to. I have examined the report in each instance, but I 
would think that he stood a better chance of having the private 
bill go through in the congested condition of business in the 
Senate than an omnibus bill, but if the gentleman thinks he has 
a better chance in an omnibus bill, it is up to the gentleman. 

Mr. LANHAM. I should like to say that that is a matter 
over which I haye no jurisdiction. I am not a member of the 
Committee on Indian Affairs, but they have reported this omni- 
bus bill with this item in it. 

At the same time, I can say in behalf of this constituent who 
is entitled to this remedy, that I should be glad to see it go 
through either way. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman may have a greater influ- 
ence with one or two of the Senators from his State if he just 
merely had one special bill he desired to get through, which 
could be passed through in the morning hour, than in an omni- 
bus bill which contains legislative provisions that may be seri- 
ously contested by certain Senators from other States. 

Mr. BURTNESS. If the gentleman will yield, the gentleman, 
I understand, wants to know in a general way what the policy 
of the committee is. I can simply say that so far as I am con- 
cerned I happened to report the bill embodied in section 4, the 
bill which was placed in the omnibus bill, and I consulted with 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. LANHAM], who consented to 
having it included in an omnibus bill and rather preferred it be, 
and I want to say that has been the policy of all members of 
the committee with reference to these bills. 

Mr. LANHAM. One word further to my friend from Wis- 
consin. This bill has been on the Private Calendar for, lo, 
these many months and we have not had an opportunity to have 
it considered. It has never been reached in due order, and now 
the Committee on Indian Affairs opens the door and gives an 
opportunity for its consideration, and certainly I can not think 
I should be the one to rise in my place and object. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Iam not saying. The gentleman can take 
either horn of the dilemma he chooses to take. 

Mr. LANHAM. It seems to me it is possible to choose both. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The gentleman can not have both. 

Mr. LANHAM. I can not see any objection to allowing the 
bill to remain on its place on the Private Calendar. 

Mr. STAFFORD. That is entirely agreeable. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SNYDER. I ask that debate now close on this para- 

aph. 
er, BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER. We have got to get along with this bill; we 
want to get through to-night. Let us go ahead and get a 
little of the bill read. 

Mr. BLANTON. I only want to ask the gentleman a ques- 
tion, since I have been recognized by the Chair. 

Mr, SNYDER. All right. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman said something about the 
difficulty of getting an omnibus bill through. It is not hard 
sometimes to get an omnibus bill through. He has forgotten 
it has not been but a week or so since the distinguished gentle- 
man from New York [Mr. SNELL] on unanimous-consent day 
got two omnibus bills passed here that involved some 15 or 20 
or 30 pages each with numerous claims involving large sums of 
money. I just wanted to mention that, because usually the 
gentleman from Wisconsin is accurate. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I wish to say in reply to the gentleman 
from Texas, those bills did not contain any legislative pro- 
visions which might provoke opposition in another body. 
They were purely omnibus claims bills. This is a mixed legis- 
lative bill and a mixed omnibus claims bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. They were omnibus bills embracing numer- 
ous claims, but through the great influence of the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SNELL], who soon will assume 
the dignity of presiding over the great Committee on Rules, he 
was able to pass them throygh without trouble, 


Speaking personally, I should like to see it thus incor- 


I can not see that there could be | 


Mr. STAFFORD. Again I repeat that those bills did not 
contain any legislative provisions which might provoke opposi- 
tion of the other body. ‘ < 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 6. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
authorized and directed, in issuing patents in fee to Indians for their 
original or inherited trust allotments under the acts of May 8, 1906 
(34 Stat. L. p 182), and June 25, 1910 (36 Stat, L. p. 858), or any 
other act authorizing the issuance of such patents, to cause to be 
inserted in each such patent a provision to the effect that it shall not 
become effective until after the expiration of 30 days from the date 
thereof: Provided, That any contract, deed, mortgage, or other instru- 
ment purporting to convey the land or any interest therein described 
in such fee patent entered into with the patentee by any person or 
persons prior to the expiration of the 30-day period shall be null and 
void and shall be a violation of the provisions of the act of June 25, 
1910 (36 Stat. L. pp. 855-856), and subject the person or persons con- 
Peun with the patentee to the penalties provided in section 5 of this 


Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. 
lowing amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Sanpers of Indiana: Page 5, line 12, 
after the word “ thereof,” strike out the proviso and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: “that any contract, deed, mortgage, or other 
instrument purporting to conyey the land or any interest therein exe- 
cuted prior to the expiration of the 30-day period shall be null and void 
and the provisions of section 5 of the act of June 25, 1910 (36 Stat. 
L. p: 855), including the penalties provided therein, shall be appli- 
cable to any person who shall induce any Indian to execute any such 
instrument or who shall offer any such contract, deed, mortgage, or 
other instrument for record in the office of any recorder of deeds.” 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, I offer this 
amendment not for the purpose of changing the substance of 
the proviso but for the purpose of more accurately stating the 
purpose of the proviso. The proviso refers to section 5 of the 
former act, and did not make it clear that both of the pro- 
visions should be applieable to the person who induced the In- 
dian to make the conveyance. I have explained it to the chair- 
man and it is satisfactory to him. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, it has been referred to the 
committee, and I accept the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 7. That the Secretary of the Interior is hereby authorized to 
transfer and convey to schoo] district No. 30, in Ferry County, State 
of Washington, g the Meteor-Inchelium school district, the north 
500 feet of lot 5 in section 5, township 32 north, range 87 east, 
Willamette meridian, ik te ties ae use, upon condition that Indian 
children shall be admitted to the schools of said district without dis- 
crimination, and that any Indian children who are not Federal wards 
shall be admitted without payment of tuition. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the sec- 
tion, a bill of the same purport having passed the House. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the pro forma 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment of- 
fered by the gentleman from New York. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Snyper: Page 6, beginning with line 22, 
strike out all of section 7. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 11. That hereafter, in wg dl case in any court for the pu 
condemning for public purposes land included in an allotment held by 
any Indian under a trust or other patent containing restrictions against 
alienation without the consent or approval of the President or the 
Secretary of the Interior, it shall be necessary to the validity of such 
proceedings that the Secretary of the Interior be made a party thereto; 
and no final order, Judgment, or decree of any court in any such pro- 
ceeding shall be of any force or effect in default of such notice; and 


Mr. Chairman, I offer the fol- 


ose of 


| certified copy of each such final order, judgment, or decree shall be 


filed in the office of the Secretary of the Interior. 
Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment as a 
new section. . 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 


amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
Mr. SNYDER. I desire, by unanimous consent, to withdraw 


it for a moment, while the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CoLE] 
offers an amendment which, as I understand, is a perfecting 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. COLG of Ohio: Page 8, line 9, after the 
word “effect,” strike out “in default of such notice,” and insert in 
lieu thereof „unless the service be made on such Secretary of the 

Mr. COLE of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, that is just simply a 
perfecting amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Ohio. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SNYDER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I offer the committee 
amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered Mr. SNYDER: Page 8, between lines 12 and 13 
insert a new paragraph, to read as follows: “ That the Secretary of 
the Interior is hereby authorized and directed to issue a patent in fee 
for the east half of the southeast quarter of section 35 and the west 
half of the southwest quarter of section 36, all in township 4 north, 
range 13 west of Indian meridian, in Comanche County, Okla., to 
James F. Rowell, a full member of the Kiowa Tribe of Indians in 
Oklahoma, who has heretofore received no allotment of land from any 
source; this to be in lieu of all to any allotment of land or 
money settlement in lieu of an allotment, upon the payment to the 
United States of the sum of $1.25 per acre." 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, this is a new proposition 
not embodied in the report. I think some explanation should 
be given to the committee concerning it. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I simply have this to say, 
that it is just another of these individual matters, the same 
as the Jack claim, that we had over there. Here is a man 
who is entitled to an allotment, who for years has been denied 
it, and be has an opportunity now to get 40 acres of land up 
in the mountains somewhere, where there are no mineral 
rights under it, and it seemed to the Committee on Indian 
Affairs that he is entitled to it. oO 

Mr. STAFFORD. No rights are involved? 

Mr. SNYDER. No rights are involved. He lived on it for 
many years; at least he has a hunting camp on it that nobody 
seems to want, and he desires to have the land. He is en- 
titled to it, and I know of no injustice being done to any- 
body or any harm that can be done. 

Mr. ROACH. A special bill is pending for that purpose and 
hearings have been had on that special bill, and the committee 
has been authorized to incorporate that as an amendment? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from New York. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
dispense with the reading of section 12, as a bill to the same 
effect has already passed the House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that section 12 shall not be read. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent request? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves 
that it be stricken out. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. SNYDER: Page 8, line 13, strike out sec- 
tion 12, beginning with line 13 and extending down to and including 
line 15 on page 9. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 18. That the Secretary of the Interior shall cause to be paid 
at the end of each fiscal quarter to each adult member of the Osage 
Tribe having a certificate of competency his or her pro rata share, 
either as a member of the tribe or heir of a deceased member, of the 
interest on trust funds, the bonus received from the sale of leases, 
and the royalties ved du the previous fiscal quarter. So 
long as the income is suficient the Secretary of the Interior shall 
y to the adult members of said tribe not having a certificate of 


Interior. Property pur ith ected Osage funds shall not 
be sub, to the lien of any debt, claim, or judgment eicept taxes: 
all just existing individual obligations of 


adults not having certificates of com 
on March 31, 1921, and inclusive o 


i 
All funds of acc 


to the quarterly allowance provided for herein. 
Osage Indians their 
supervision of the Secretary of the In 


legal or natural gua 
Indians, or direct to such Indians, or their heirs, in the discretion 


rdians, or administrators of the estates of such 


tary of the Interior under regulations promulgated by 
Lands devised to incompetent members of the Osage Tribe 

under wills — —.— by the Secretary of the Interior shall be inalien- 
able unless such lands conveyed with the approval of the Secretary 
of the Interior. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I send to the Clerk's desk a 
committee amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


of the 
hin. 


tency his or her 
heir of a dec member of the interest on trust funds, the bonus 
received from the sale of leases, and the royalties received during the 
* fiscal quarter, and so jong as the income is sufficient to pay 
o the adult members of said tribe not having a certificate of compe- 
tency $1,000 quarterly, except where incompetent adult members have 
legal guardians, in which case the amounts provided for herein shall be 
paid to their legal guardian, and to pay for maintenance and education 
to the parents or legal Ne actually having minor members under 
21 years of age personally in charge, $1, quarterly out of the income 
of each of said minors, and so Jong aa the income is sufficient to allow 
members having unallotted minor children $500 quarterly for each such 
minor in addition to the allowances above provided, and to invest the 
remainder, after ing all the taxes of such members, either in United 
States bonds or Oklahoma State, county, or school bonds, or other 
investments, or place the same on time deposit at interest in banks in 
the State of Oklahoma for the benefit of each individual member under 
such rules and SSS as tary of the Interior may pre- 
scribe: Provided, That at the beginning of each fiscal year there shall 
first be reserved and set aside out of the Osage tribal funds available 
for that pu e a sufficient amount of money for the expenditures au- 
thorized y Sopan out of the cenpe funds for that fiscal year: Pro- 
vided further, t all just existing individual obligations of adults not 
haying certificates of competency and minors outstanding on Ma: 
1921, and inclusive of that date, when approved by the SA pk aye 
of the Osage Agency, shall be paid out of the money of such individual, 
as the same be placed to his credit, in addition to the quarterly 
allowance provided for herein.“ 


Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, a point of order against the 
amendment. 

2 CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state his point of 
order. 

Mr. ROACH. I wish to make this point of order, that it 
can not be offered as a committee amendment, as it is being 
offered by the chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. That does not affect its parliamentary 
e The gentleman can offer it as a Member of the 

ouse. 

Mr. ROACH. I make the point of order that it Is offered 
as à committee amendment and that it is offered without 
consultation with the committee or without having ever been 
submitted to the committee for its consideration. Here is an 
amendment offered which covers a subject upon which the com- 
mittee has held extensive hearings. The committee has re- 
ported it to this House in the form in which it appears in the 
bill. 

Mr. SNYDER. I offer the amendment as an individual I 
supposed the members of our committee had all been consulted 
and had agreed upon the matter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York has a 
right to offer it as an individual member. In fact, he did so 
offer it, stating that it was a committee amendment. 

Mr. SNYDER. When various members of the committee 
agreed upon time it was understood that I offered the amend- 
ment as an individual. 

Mr. ROACH. I submit that it was offered as a committee 
amendment. I am a member of the committee and was not 
consulted about it, and I think other members of the com- 
mittee were not. 

Mr. SNYDER. I offer it as an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. It will be so considered. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I reserve a point of order until some ex- 
planation is made. 

Mr. SNYDER. I shall be very glad to make it, but I have 
not had the opportunity yet to speak to the amendment. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I have not deprived the gentleman of that 
opportunity. 


Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, it is quite true, as the gen- 


tleman from Missouri [Mr. Roach] has stated, that he has 
had no opportunity to sit in the committee and pass upon this 
amendment. It was brought here when the bill was brought 
into the House, and the amendment was passed around to as 
many members as I could find, and different members of the 
committee, all of us sitting here in this row, put more or 
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less annotations upon it, and time was agreed upon, based upon 
the understanding that this amendment was to be accepted 
by the committtee, or at least those who were consulted about 
it, and when I offered the amendment I offered it as a com- 
mittee amendment. 

The only difference between the amendment and the bill 
itself is this: In the second part of this section we prescribe 
that the Bureau of Indian Affairs shall be the sole guardian 
of all incompetent Indians, and that was the way I desired 
it, and that is the way I think it should be; but in a spirit 
of compromise we accepted this amendment, including every- 
thing that we had in it with the exception that instead of 
giving the superintendent of the tribe jurisdiction over all in- 
competent Indians we permittted the guardians that have al- 
ready been appointed to remain custodians of these incompetent 
Indians, but only to pay them the same amount quarterly 
that we pay to the incompetent Indians who are under the 
supervision of the bureau. 

Mr. STAFFORD. To what extent does the gentleman’s 
amendment release the control over the Indians by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior? 

Mr. SNYDER. It does not release any control. It makes 
the control more drastic. Under the present law, if a guardian 
is appointed, all of the annual funds and all of the trust funds 
are turned over to the guardian. We found that was being 
abused, not only by the individual guardians but by the courts 
of Oklahoma; that is, that the courts appointing the guardians 
were not careful and did not use discretion. In one case we 
found where the court had appointed a woman guardian of five 
Indians and made her husband counsel for the five. We 
thought it was time to call a halt on that sort of thing. As 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Roach] says, that had delib- 
erate consideration and careful investigation, and the commit- 
tee decided to put all the power back in the hands of the 
bureau, but there has been such an outery raised regarding it 
and so many members here have desired to have a modification 
of it that I put it before as many members of the com- 
mittee as I could find, and we agreed that at this time it 
was better to take half a loaf than not to get any, but to serve 
notice upon the attorneys and guardians for these Indians that 
we might take this question up again and that next year this 
thing might be modified. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Have the committee or any fraction of 
the committee at any time given consideration to the phrase- 
ology of the amendment offered as a substitute to the section? 

Mr. SNYDER. None whatever, except what has been given 
here on the floor. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The phraseology of the substitute amend- 
ment is the phraseology of the existing law. 

Mr. SNYDER. Certainly, it goes back and writes into the 
bill the provisions of the law of 1921. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I want to clear this matter up. 
I do not want to oppose the gentleman’s amendment, but I want 
to call the attention of the gentleman and the committee to the 
fact that this section of the bill was very carefully considered 
by the Committee on Indian Affairs and that extensive hearings 
were held on this particular section of the bill under considera- 
tion. As the chairman of the committee well knows, we held 
hearings covering many days of the sitting of the committee. 
The original bill introduced was finally substituted by a draft pre- 
pared by the chairman of the committee and the Commissioner 
ot Indian Affairs, subsequent hearings were held, and it was 
thoroughly discussed by the committee. It was a complicated 
piece of legislation to begin with, in my mind. The committee 
reported that proposed legislation out. Now, it is proposed, in a 
minute, without some members of the committee having had 
the opportunity to read the amendment, to absolutely change 
the original purposes of the legislation, changing the provision 
with relation to the guardians of the State of Oklahoma, which 
at present is in the State courts, back into the Interior Depart- 
ment. And the provisions which the Indian Affairs Committee 
considered important are all eliminated in this amendment, as 
I caught the reading of it from the Clerk’s desk. 

Mr. SNYDER. It is not all eliminated. 

Mr. ROACH. What about the Oklahoma Indian Agency? 
The purpose of the original bill was to take the jurisdiction 
out of the State courts and place it all with the department. 

Mr. SNYDER. The State court has the same jurisdiction, 
except that the bureau has the right to prescribe the amount 
of money. 

Mr. ROACH. The original bill would have brought juris- 
diction back into the Interior Department, where it belongs, or 
at least that is what it intended to do, right or wrong. 

Mr. SNYDER. I am not certain that the original legislation 
would ever get through. I thought we would accomplish this, 
and it would be better to have a half loaf than no loaf at all, 


Mr. ROACH. Does the gentleman's amendment increase the 
quarterly payment? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes; it is the exact language of our bill, 
except that we take away from the superintendent out there 
the right to act as guardian of those who have already been 
appointed guardians, except to provide that the guardians shall 
be paid the same amount quarterly that we pay the incom- 
petent Indians under the superintendent of the bureau. 

Mr. ROACH. Under the present law you pay $1,000 quarterly 
to the adult Indian and $500 to the minor. What does the 
gentleman’s amendment propose to do? 

Mr. SNYDER. Exactly what the bill does. It gives the adult 
$1,000 quarterly and it gives the minor $1,000 quarterly; it 
gives the same as the bill—the minor who is not on the roll 
originally; that is, children who have been born since the 
roll, $500 each. That is in the bill. Now, coming down to 
the guardian part, instead of turning over the money to the 
guardians appointed by the court we make them the same 
quarterly payment as the superintendent of Indian affairs 
makes to incompetent Indians under his jurisdiction. The bal- 
ance is impounded. 

Mr. ROACH. What does it propose to do with reference to 
debts as provided by the original law? 

Mr. SNYDER. The same as the bill provides. 

Mr. ROACH. I think it is unfortunate that an amendment 
of this importance should be offered in this way at the last 
moment on a bill without consulting all the members of the 
committee when extensive hearings have been held. 

j Mr. SNYDER. I think so, too; but it is a condition we must 
ace. È 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I note in the original section 
of the bill, page 10, lines 8, 9, and 10, it says: 

All payments to incompetent adults to be subject to supervision, in 
the discretion of the superintendent of the Osage Agency. 

That was not in the law that we passed March 4, 1921. 

Mr. SNYDER. We struck that out in this amendment. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. I think it should be out in 
this amendment. 

Mr. HILL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. HILL. This amendment gives more individual protection 
to the Osage Indians than the existing provisions in the bill. 

Mr. SNYDER. It gives protection to incompetent Osage In- 
dians who have no guardian which it did not give before. 

Mr. HILL. How much of a fund has this Osage Tribe of 
Indians? 

Mr. SNYDER. More than $30,000,000 or $40,000,000. 

Mr. HILL. They are the richest Indians in the country. 

Mr. SNYDER. They are the richest people in the world per 
capita. 

Mr. HILL. I have understood that some have an income of 
$12,000 a year. 

Mr. SNYDER. They have been paid an annual payment of 
that amount for several years. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SNYDER. Yes. 

Mr. CHALMERS. I would like to ask the gentleman why he 
makes the statement that it is better to have half a loaf than 
it is a whole loaf. Why can not we get the whole loaf? 

Mr. SNYDER. There is another House through which this 
measure must pass. Unless we reach a spirit of compromise in 
the bill it will be likely to be killed entirely ; we would not only 
be unable to get the Osage matter through but all other 
matters, 

Mr. CHALMERS. Does not the gentleman think it would be 
better for it to go through in this way and let the conferees 
work it out than to accept the half loaf here? 

Mr. SNYDER. I am willing to be voted down on the amend- 
ment. If the House does not think the amendment is satis- 
factory, it is subject to further amendment. 

Miss ROBERTSON. Mr. Chairman, I am on this committee 
and have given very careful attention to the bill as originally 
prepared. I have not seen the amendment as it now stands. 
This amendment, as I understand it, is for the protection of 
the judges of the county courts, and for the white guardians 
of the Indians, who do not need to be protected, whereas, as 
it originally stood, it was entirely for the protection of the 
Osage Indians. They are under the care of a superintendent 
under whom I worked for five years. I know him and he 
knows me. They say we are “two of a kind”; and they say of 
him, and I guess they would say the same thing of me, that 
he knows only two kinds of people in Oklahoma—Indians and 
grafters. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I regret very much to rise in opposition to an aniend- 
ment offered by the chairman of my committee, but to my 
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mind there is absolutely no excuse or justification for the adop- 
tion of the amendment, and it would be unwise to establish 
a precedent of this kind, The only thing, then, that this bill 
would accomplish if we should adopt this amendment, if I 
correctly understand it, would be to give to the Indians, who are 
entitled to these distributions from time to time, more money 
éach quarter, and it is questionable in my mind, from the 
long hearings which we held, whether it would be in the in- 
terest of the Indian to give him any more money quarterly 
than is now being paid to him. That is all the bill would 
then accomplish, if we should adopt this amendment. Nothing 
more, nothing less. As has been stated by my colleague from 
Oklahoma [Miss Rorerrson], the original purpose of the legis- 
lation, when it was introduced, was entirely different from 
that which the bill would finally accomplish. The original 
purpose of the legislation was to take those guardianships out 
of the State courts of Oklahoma, and put them back in the 
Interior Department, where the committee finally. determined 
they properly belonged, and thereby incidentally save the In- 
dians of Oklahoma a great expense in the administration of 
their estates. 

Mr. COLLINS, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. COLLINS. Does not the amendment accomplish a sav- 
‘ing to the Indian by forbidding the guardianship court from 
han more than the incompetent Indian would be orig- 
inally entitled to, and for that reason the Indian would not 

ermit his property to go into the guardianship court, because 

e could get just as much without it as he would with the 
guardianship proceedings? 

Mr. ROACH. Oh, no. Let me get this clear before the gen- 
tleman: The Indian is paid now $1,000 quarterly out of his 
funds. The remainder of his funds are held by the Interior 
Department and administered by that branch of the Govern- 
ment, and $4,000 is administered by the State courts of. Okla- 
homa. He has two administrators over his estate, both of them 
apparently expensive, but the long hearings before the com- 
mittee developed the fact that the entire estate could be admin- 
istered less expensively by the Interior Department than by the 
State courts of Oklahoma, therefore the whole estate should be 
administered by the Interior Department, or at least that is 
their contention, i 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the gen- 
tleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. The gentleman made the 
Statement that they were given more money than they are now 
given. This provides for the payment of $1,000 quarterly, and 
the amendment of Mr. Snyper provides for exactly the same 
amount. 

Mr, ROACH. Certainly; but under the original law Indians 
receive only $500, and this gives them $1,000; and that is all 
that is left of the original bill, and that is what I complain 
about. This bill, if enacted as originally written in section 13, 
will put the jurisdiction of all of these estates back into the 
Interior Department, where the committee found that it belongs, 
and we are striking out that provision of the bill by this amend- 
ment and merely giving them more money, and utterly disre- 
garding all of the hearings as to the question of whether we 
should change the judisdiction from the State courts back to 
the Interior Department, where the committee finally decided 
that it belonged. 

Mr, SNYDER, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. SNYDER. The income of the incompetent Indian is ap- 
proximately $12,000 a year? 

Mr, ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. SNYDER. Under the present law the guardian has all 
that money annually. What have we done in this amendment? 
While it does not go as far as our bill, we do take two-thirds of 
pare $12,000 away from him and put it into the hands of the 

ureau. 

Mr. ROACH. But you offer this as a committee amendment 
without consulting all the members of the committee, and by 
which amendment you put two administrations over the In- 
Alan estates, and that is the very thing the Indian is complain- 
ing about. What they are interested in is in getting their 
affairs back into the hands of the Government, out of the 

ardians' hands in Oklahoma, out of the State courts, and back 

to the Indian agency. 

Mr. SNYDER. But by this amendment we get two-thirds of 
their money anyway, 

Mr. ROACH. How do you relieve them of the expense when 
vou continue the two administrations over their estates, when, 
As a mabésr of fact, there should be only one? 


The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman from Missouri 
has expired. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to pro- 
ceed for three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. How are the guardians paid—on the amount of 
the estate administered or a straight salary? 

Mr. ROACH. They are paid on the commission basis. 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. Oh, I beg the gentleman's 
pardon. The court fixes their pay. I hate to hear the gentle- 
man make a statement of that character. 

Mr. ROACH. They are paid on a percentage basis. The 
court allows the fee on a percentage basis, and the testimony 
before the committee showed that the percentage was figured 
at about 5 per cent of the total amount. 

Mr. CARTER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. I Will. 

Mr. CARTER. Why, it is a flat fee of $250, 

Mr. ROACH. Not on all estates. 

Mr. CARTER. If there are any expenses in connection with 
the estate, such as allowance of an attorney, it is to be paid, but 
the fee of a guardian is $250 per annum, unless there is some 
additional work. 

Mr. 3 Those are small estates where only 8250 is paid 
as a fee. 

Mr. CARTER. All the same, the estates are the same. 

Mr. ROACH. If I recall the hearings before the committee 
correctly, the evidence showed that the fees as figured amounted 
to about 5 per cent of the total amount of the estate handled by 
the guardians of the State of Oklahoma, regardless of whether 
the law makes provision for a flat fee or how you figured it. A 
number of settlements of the guardians of the State of Okla- 
homa were brought in as exhibits before the committee, in order 
that we might determine the reasonableness of the fees which 
had been allowed to the guardians by the State courts of Okla- 
homa, and in some instances the evidence showed that the 
authority and the discretion of the court had no doubt been 
abused, but in most instances, I will say to the credit of the 
State courts of Oklahoma, the Indians have been fairly dealt 
with in the handling of this money. At least that was the evi- 
dence before the committee. 

Mr. CARTER. If the gentleman will refer to the hearings 
held at Pawhuska February, 1920, with reference to these fees, 
he will find that Superintendent Wright, in answer to a ques- 
tion of Mr. Elston, “ What are these guardians paid, a certain 
percentage of the estate?” answered. May I ask Mr. Wood- 
ward about that. I think they are paid $250 a year.” 

Now, I know that to be a fact. 

Mr, ROACH, Of course, the gentleman is familiar with the 
State laws of Oklahoma, but what I intended to state was 
that the court took into consideration in fixing the fee to be 
allowed the guardian or his attorney the amount or rather 
the value of the estate handled. 

Mr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. I will. 

Mr. LONDON. Does the law determine the fee for counsel 
and guardians? 

Mr. ROACH, They pay both a counsel fee and a guardian 


fee. 

Mr. LONDON, Is there any determinate fee for counsel and 
for guardians? Does the law provide a definite fee? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes; but here is what I am complaining 
about ` 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, I ask that the gentleman’s time 
be extended for five minutes in order that I may ask a question 
on the point that he has raised. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
extension of time for tive minutes? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, 

Mr. BEGG. Now, if the gentleman will permit 

Mr. ROACH. I will gladly yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. BEGG. I think it is vital to know whether or not the 
fee paid for the administrator is on a flat basis or is on a fee 
basis. Now, if it is on a fee basis, the statement made by the 
chairman of the committee [Mr. SNYDER] is an inaccurate state- 
ment that you are saving two-thirds of the cost to the Indian 
by this amendment, On the other hand, if it is on a flat-rate 
proposition 

Mr. SNYDER. No. 

Mr. BEGG. It will be just as expensive for him as it ig 
under the present system, 
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Mr. ROACH. Let me say to the gentleman that he is in- 
necurate in that statement that we are saving two-thirds. This 
bill as originally reported by the committee transfers the 
estates of these Indians back to the Indiam agency and saves the 
fees collected now being paid to guardians and attorneys for 
guardians in the State courts, and it is in the interest of the 
Indian to do it, and this bill as originally reported gives 
authority to do it, and that is the purpose of the original legis- 
lation, but its original purpose will be defeated by this amend- 
ment, which has been offered by the chairman without con- 
sulting me as a member of the committee, although extensive 
hearings were held on the bill. 

Mr. CARTER. All the expenses of the administration of 
these estates, whether by the courts ef Oklahoma, by the Indian 
agency or what not, are paid by the Osage himself from the 
tribal funds. 

Mr. ROACH. Absolutely. 

Mr. CARTER. It does not save one cent whichever way you 


6017. ROACH. The gentleman certainly does not mean for 
that statement to stay in the RECORD? 

Mr. CARTER. It was made for the RECORD. 

Mr. ROACH. Let me show the fallacy of it. Here is a 
$100,000: estate. It Is to be paid to the Indian quarterly, or 
$4,000 a year, as provided by the bill. That is paid over into 
the hands of a guardian in the State of Oklahoma. He ad- 
ministers that portion of the estate. It is cumulative. The 
department administers and charges expenses of administering 
the principal ef the estate. He is allowed a fee, whether it is 
a commission or a flat fee. The atterney for the guardian is 
also paid. The Indian is also charged with the expenses of 
administration of the principal part of his estate by the de- 
partment. Now, the Osages came before our committee and 
asked that this duplicate administration De dispensed with and 
the administration of his estate be all placed in the department, 
where, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Interior, the 
Commissioner of Indian Affairs said it should be placed. 

We agreed to do that by the passage of this bill, and now 
at the eleventh hour and after having had careful hearings 
extending for weeks and after having many, many witnesses 
appear before our committee, at the last minute it is proposed 
to defeat the original purpose of the legislation for which all 
these Indians have been bombarding our committee for so 
long by adopting an amendment of the chairman of the eom- 
mittee without consulting the committee. I do not like that 
kind of procedure. 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROACH. Yes. 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. How many Indians have 
been bombarding your committee? 

Mr. ROACH. We have had many delegations before our 
committee. The gentleman from Oklahoma was not even 
there before the committee when these hearings were held. 
The gentleman from Oklahoma does not understand what the 
hearings were about. 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. My dear friend, I have lived 
and was raised among the Indians down there, and I know 
more about the Osage Indians in one minute than you ever will 
know. [Laughter.] 

Mr. ROACH. Is this the way you propose to pass legisla- 
tion, to let a committee have hearings for months, and bring 
dozens of witnesses before them, all to no purpose? We had 
nearly all the lawyers and half the judges of Oklahoma before 
us at the hearings of our committee, and we determined that 
that legislation was wise; and now on the spur of the moment 
we are told to hand the Indians a little more money and strike 
down all the rest of the legislation, which was really the legis- 
lation under consideration. I do not like to see legislation con- 
sidered in that way. I do not criticize the committee’s action, 
but I say if that is the way members of a committee are to 
be treated who have given months of their time to the prepa- 
ration and. consideration of legislation, I do not care whether 
J am off the committee or on it. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota offers 
an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Mr. Burress offers an amendment to the amendment offered by Mr. 
SNYDER : After the word Provided,” in line 3 of page 2 of the amend- 
ment, insert “all of said quarterly payments to the legal rdians and 
adults not having certificates of competency, to be paid under the 
supervision ef the superintendent of the Osage Agency.” 


Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, I want to discuss this matter briefty, and I do not want 


to limit my remarks simply to the amendment I have offered 
as an amendment to the amendment proposed by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SNYDER]. 

I recognize that there is considerable force in the statements 
that have just been made by the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Roach on the floor, and I regret that a misunderstanding 
should have arisen regarding this matter. I think the Mem- 
bers of the House are entitled to know a little more in detail“ 
what the facts are. Shortly prior to the time that the arrange- 
ment was made with reference to the division of time in gen- 
eral debate—in fact, while the rule was being considered—a 
number of gentlemen, particularly the Congressmen represent- 
ing the State of Oklahoma, mixing among the Members of the 
House and members of the committee, stated that they were 
very much opposed to the section that is now under considera- 
tion, and a member of the committee, the gentleman from Okla- 
homa [Mr. Swanx], was in fact recognized to control half the 
time upon the theory that he was opposed to this particular 


section as written. Thereupon the gentleman from Oklahoma 


[Mr. CHANDLER] circulated among a great many members of 
the committee—at least I received a copy of it—a copy of the 
amendment which he proposed to submit. I know that a great 
many members of the committee, including myself, did consider 
that amendment, and eonsidered it quite carefully here this 
afternoon. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I regret that the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. Roach] apparently did not have an opportunity to con- 
sider it as did other members of the committee. 

Mr. ROACH. No such amendment was shown to me or sug- 
gested to me. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I know it could not have been, because the 
gentleman from Missouri is always fair and could not have 
made the remarks he has made on the floor if he had seen such 
an amendment a few moments after 12 o’clock, as other Mem- 
bers did. 

Mr. ROACH. Does the gentleman think that is the proper 
way to amend legislation of this kind? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I did not take the floor for 
the purpose of being interrogated as to what the committee 
should or should not haye done. I said that there is a great 
deal of force in the argument the gentleman has made. The 
practical question now, however, is, Which legislation are we 
going to adopt here this afternoon? 

The act of March 8, 1921, transferred jurisdiction with ref- 
erence to guardianship of these Osage Indians to the probate 
courts of the State of Oklahoma, and there is no question but 
that some abuses have arisen down there. That wonld be 
natural, perhaps, in most communities, dealing as they were in 
large sums of money, and there is a great deal of sentiment in 
some quarters in favor of changing the law. But we must re- 
member this, that there are different kinds of guardians. There 
are good guardians, and there are bad guardians. 

Another matter that has been overlooked entirely in the dis- 
cussion is this, that every incompetent Indian does not have a 
guardian appointed for him by the State courts of Oklahoma 
at the present time. In the case of many of these incompetents 
their money is handled solely by the Indian Bureau, and under 
the terms of the law approved on March 3, 1921, such incom- 
petent Indians receive a thousand dollars each quarter, 

Mr. BEGG. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes. 

Mr. BEGG. Is it optional now with the Indian that he have 
this guardian, or must he have it? 

Mr. BURTNESS, It is not optional with the Indian. Any 
interested person can move in the local courts for the appoint- 
ment of a guardian. The superintendent of the agency testified 
that sometimes he took the Initial steps to have a guardian ap- 


pointed. In other cases the Indian himself takes the initial 


step to have a guardian appointed; in some cases a relative of 
the Indian takes the initial step, and sometimes a lawyer or 
some other person interested in getting a guardian takes the 
initial step. 

Now, the main reason why people who have other than honest. 
motives desire to become a guardian of an Indian is so that 
they may have control over his funds. The reason why I 
agreed that the amendment just proposed by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Snyprs] was satisfactory to me was 
based upon this fact, that it would take away from the guardian 
who now handles a large sum any dishonest incentive that may 
now prompt him to become the guardian. You take away from 
him the main money incentive that appeals to such dishonest 
guardian and he will not try to become appointed. He will not 
want the job. The amendment offered by the gentleman from 
New York does this. It prevents the guardian when he is ap- 
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pointed from receiving any more than $4,000 per year, $1,000 
per quarter, the same amount that is now turned over to every 
incompetent Indian down there by the Indian Bureau, and that 
is the amount that in turn will be turned over by the guardian 
appointed by the courts of Oklahoma to the Indian for his per- 
sonal and family use. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, may I have five minutes 
more? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from North Dakota asks 
unanimous consent to proceed for five minutes more, Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is the amount, I repeat, which will 
in turn be paid over by the guardian to that incompetent In- 
dian for his family expenses. These people are wealthy, and 
it is the policy of the Government, as established here two years 
ago and not changed in this proposed legislation, to allow that 
amount of money to be paid regularly to all Osages—these 
people who have a great deal of money impounded to their 
credit—and if this amendment is agreed to the guardian will 
have practically no money to handle himself. It must all be 
turned over to the family and all the rest of the money 
belonging to the Indian will remain impounded with the 
United States, drawing interest, as provided for in the act 
passed two years ago and again provided for in the proposed 
amendment. In other words, if you adopt this amendment 
it seems to me that you are retaining for the benefit of the 
Indian, if he has a good guardian, the personal relationship 
which should, and in many cases does, exist between a guard- 
ian and his ward, and by the adoption of this amendment 
you are doing away with perhaps 90 per cent of the bad 
features that have arisen down there. It is an experiment, 
and rather than go the whole way and abolish all guardian- 
ships it seems to me that if we adopt the proposed amendment 
the action of Congress will be a rather strong warning to 
the people down there in the State of Oklahoma, to business 
men, yes, and lawyers and judges, if you like, that they 
will have to act in strict fidelity with these Indians or else 
all the jurisdiction will be taken away from the State courts 
and the entire matter will be handled solely by the Indian 
Bureau. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman explain the purpose 
of his amendment to the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SNYDER]? 

Mr. BURTNESS. The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. Snyper], as you will see if you followed 
it closely, follows the act of March 8, 1921, except the changes 
with reference to the amount that can be paid minors and limit- 
ing the amount that can be paid to the guardian, as has already 
been referred to. But in drawing that amendment—I assume 
it was drawn by the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. CHAND- 
LER I—1 find upon a careful examination of the law, which I 
have made here this afternoon, that these words were omitted, 
the reinstatement of which I have offered as an amendment to 
the amendment: 

All of said quarterly payment to said 
having certificates of competency, however, 
of the Osage Agency. 

Mr. CARTER. That is in the original law. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes; existing law. In other words, I have 
not offered in my proposed amendment to the amendment of the 
gentleman from New York any words which are not found in 
existing law, and I for one am not ready to vote to eliminate 
any words of that sort without more careful consideration than 
we have given, or can give, to this matter this afternoon. Of 
course it is plainly important that this provision, or at least 
part of it, be included, for here under the law you can pay as 
much as $1,000 a quarter to an incompetent Indian. He gets 
that money, to do with as he likes; and if the original amend- 
ment is adopted without the language I suggest, there will be 
no supervision whatsoever with reference to these payments on 
the part of the superintendent of the Osage Agency, and I think 
it is vitally necessary to include it. 

Mr. ROACH. The amendment offered is the existing law on 
the subject, with the exception that you propose to pay the 
Indian more money, Is not that the whole thing in a nutshell? 

Mr. BURTNESS. No; that is not the whole thing. 

Mr. ROACH. What does the bill do except to allow the In- 
dian more money—except to allow him $1,000 quarterly? 

Mr. BURTNESS. The amendment offered by the gentleman 
from New York, coupled with the amendment which I have 
offered, simply changes existing law in these two respects: 
First, as the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Roach! states, it 


rdians and parents not 
o be under the supervision 
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pays to the minor allotted Indian—that is, to the parent or 
natural guardian of such Indian—$500 more per quarter. That 
is the only difference in the amount in his case. 

Mr. ROACH. What else does it do? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Then it pays to the parent or natural 
guardian of an unalloted minor $500 per quarter, so that the 
parent gets that money out of his own funds for the use of his 
unallotted child. 

Mr. ROACH. It pays him more money. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Then, secondly, it does this, which is more 
important than increasing the amount paid minors. I am not 
very much in favor of increasing such amount, personally, 
although I do not raise any objection to it. 

Mr. ROACH. The matter of paying more money was a 
secondary matter with the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. CARTER. I ask that the gentleman have five minutes 
more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Oklahoma asks 
unanimous consent that the time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota be extended five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROACH. I want to ask the gentleman if the matter of 
paying more money was not secondary and if the primary mat- 
ter nas not the one relating to the State courts and the Indian 
agent 

Mr. BURTNESS. When the gentleman asks me a question, 
as he did a few moments ago, which I am now engaged in 
answering, I wish he would show me the courtesy of allowing 
me to answer the question. 

Mr. ROACH, I should like to be allowed to ask my ques- 
tion first. 

Mr. BURTNESS. The next proposition, aside from increas- 
ing the amounts to certain classes of minors and providing for 
another class of minors, is simply this: Under the present 
law whenever the State court of Oklahoma appoints a guardian 
for any Indian that guardian receives every dollar which is 
due to that Indian, and, as shown in the testimony, the average 
was $12,000 a year or something of that sort, In many cases 
it is a great deal less. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Will the gentleman kindly allow me to 
finish this statement? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. All right. 

Mr. BURTNESS. As a result of the adoption of this amend- 
ment the guardian can not receive more than $4,000 for that one 
Indian in one year, and naturally that $4,000 will be used in 
taking care of the family of that Indian and the balance of the 
Indian’s income is impounded in the United States Treasury, 
and dishonest guardians or anyone else will not have an oppor- 
tunity to deal therewith. 

Mr. ROACH, That keeps the guardianship in the Oklahoma 
State courts, does it not? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes. N 

Mr. ROACH. And puts the Indian to that expense. Now, 
was it not the desire of the Indians to put these guardianships 
back into the Indian agency, and was not that desire expressed 
before our committee? 

Mr. BURTNESS. That was the desire probably of the attor- 
ney of the tribe, but of the Indians not entirely. In fact the 
original bill, upon which lengthy hearings were held and which, 
I presume, was drawn originally by the capable attorney for 
the Osage Indians, did not pretend to take the jurisdiction away 
from the State courts, but in that original bill it was suggested 
to put the power in the hands of the superintendent to stand 
over the court and to say to the court, Even where a guardian 
is appointed I will do as I like, whether I pay any of this money 
to this guardian or not. If I want to I will pay it direct to the 
incompetent Indian.” I think the gentleman will agree with me 
that there were many members of the committee who were 
rather opposed to that proposition. 

Mr. ROACH. The original bill did not have anything in it 
about an increase in the quarterly payments, did it? 

Mr. BURTNESS. I do not recall definitely; it did have 
something in it in reference to increase in certain cases. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Certainly, 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I do not live in an Indian territory, but 
do I understand the law to be that notwithstanding the State 
courts appoint a guardian the Interior Department, after all, 
has supervisory jurisdiction over all funds in the making of 
investigations and asking for the removal of guardians? 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is correct; they have that power 
under the present law. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Do I understand that this applies to 
Oklahoma? 
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Mr. BURTNESS. It applies purely to the Osage Indians in 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Do I understand that the delegation | 
from Oklahoma favors the amendment proposed by the gentle- 
man from New York? 

Mr. BURTNESS. That is my understanding. I do not know 
whether they are unanimous, ‘but certainly the membership of 
the committee from Oklahoma are in favor of it and most of 
the Members eutside of the committee from that State. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BURTNESS. Yes. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. The Osage Indians are citi- 
zens of the United States. 

Mr. BURTNESS. I think so. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. They have had property given 
them by the act of Congress which comes down to their heirs. 

Mr. CHANDLER of Oklahoma. I beg the gentleman’s par- 
don, it was not given to them; they paid for it. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. They are citizens of the State 
and they took over this land which has come down to their heirs. 
Now, by an amendment you propose to take away the rights of 
these citizens of the United States and put them back under the 
bureau. I do not believe that that can be done. 

Mr. BURTNESS. No; the amendment does not propose to 
change the present law in that respect 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. That law is in the process of 
adjudication, and I think it will be held that there is no 
power in Congress to take away the rights of a citizen. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, yes; I understand the gentl 
from Pennsylvania is one of those well-meaning visionaries 
who would like to see any Indian, no matter how incompe- 

tent, if he has a million dollars, get that million dollars at 
once, throw it away as he sees fit, und then let the State take 
cure of his children or dependents as paupers. 

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Oh, I have seen Indians as 
competent as the gentleman from North Dakota who did not 
have the right of citizenship. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Oh, yes; I concede there are thousands 
as competent as the gentleman from North Dakota. We are 
here dealing with those who have not certificates of compe- 
tency. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from North 
Dakota has expired. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate on 
this amendment close in five minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. SWANK. Mr. Chairman, occasionally you will hear an 
onslaught made against the citizens of Oklahoma and against 
the courts of that State. Sometimes they are made by citizens 
of that State. The gentleman that represents the congressional 
district in which is located the Osage Tribe is the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. CHaNprer], a member of the Cherokee 
Tribe. He was raised in that country, born there, and knows 
something about Indian affairs. The chairman of the commit- 
tee, Mr. Snyper, who has been a member of the committee 
for many years, is always looking out for the welfare of the 
Indians; always favoring legislation that in his opinion is to 
their benefit. Then there is the gentleman here who has been a 
Member of Congress from Oklahoma every since statehood, Mr. 
CARTER, who knows more about Indian affairs than any other 
man in this House. [Applause.] Mr. CHANDLER and the 
chairman of this committee, Mr. SNYDER, favor this amendment 
which the chairman has offered. 

Yes; I was raised in that country myself. I know something 
about Indians, although I am not a member of any tribe. I have 
had experience with the courts of Oklahoma. The county judge 
in that State is judge of the county court, judge of the probate 
court, and judge of the juvenile court. If a white man dies 
and leaves a fortune to his children his estate is administered 
by the county judge and under his supervision. If a citizen of 
the Osage Tribe dies and leaves a fortune to his children his 
estate is administered by the county judge under the super- 
vision of the Indian agent, who is under control of the Interior 
Department. 

Now, there may have been times when a candidate for county 
judge has said to some person, “If you support me, I will ap- 
point you a guardian of some rich estate.” I have been there 
a long time and I have never known anything like that. ‘The 
courts of Oklahoma, from the supreme court to the county court, 
are honest, and look after the affairs of the Indians and ad- 
minister their estates with the same particularity and faithful 
supervision as they do of the white citizens. 

Mr. CARTER. In that connection, will the gentleman allow 
me to call his attention to the statement made by J. George 
Wright? 


rights recognized as existin 


Mr. SWANK. I was just going to read it. 


It is as 


follows: : 


Mr. ELSTON. It opens up a field of inquiry. How are these guardians 


appointed ® < 
. Wrist. By the local courts. We have a very good law here 
that is not applicable to the Five Tribes. The local courts here have 
jurisdiction of probate matters, but ‘the department has authority te 
approve and to investigate any matters pertaining thereto, we 
aay a law clerk who gives that his attention. ‘There is a check 
ere, e 


Mr. ELSTON. Th is a double ch k 
by or adn Ome a double check by ‘the court and also a check 

Mr. WRIGHT, Yes, sir; and it works very well. 

The CHAIRMAN. ich one of those checks prevails usually? 

Mr. WRIGHT. They both go together pretty well. I do not recall any 
— 95 where the court has declined to follow the recommendation of our 

Mr. SWANK. What more do you want, if the county judge 
listens to the Indian agent down there? In addition to that, 
they not only have an Indian agent, but they have a probate 
attorney as well, whose sole duty it is to look after the affairs 
of the Osage Indians, and he represents the Interior Depart- 
ment. The estates of the Indians, as are the estates of white 
persons, in Oklahoma are administered as honestly and as 
efficiently as they are in any other State of the Union. It does 
not make any difference what anybody says to the contrary, 
whether he lives in Oklahoma or not. 

Mr. ROACH. Mr. Chairman, I am sure that I would not 
want the gentleman to convey the impression that I have in any 
sense questioned the integrity of the courts there. 

Mr. SWANK. I know the gentleman has not. 

Mr. ROACH. Neither would I want the gentleman to leave 
the impression that I said that Mr. Wright appeared in the 
interest of keeping the jurisdiction of these Indian estates in 
the State courts. 

Mr. SWANK. Section 13 of the bill provides that this money 
can be paid to the legal or natural guardian. The amendment 
should be adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Okla- 
homa has expired. All time has expired. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw the reservation 
of the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. Burrness] to the 
amendment of the gentleman from New York [Mr. Snyper]. 

The question was taken, and the amendment to the amend- 
ment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The question now is on agreeing to the 
amendment as amended. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Roach) there were—ayes 84, noes 4. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec, 15. That jurisdicti is hereby ferred th ‘ 
Claims, with Mentor app ito the Huprenie Court of The United Senter 
to consider and determine all legal and equitable claims against the 
United States of the Blackfeet Blood, Piegan, and Gros Ventre Nations 
or Tribes of Indians, residing upon the Blackfeet and Fort Belkna 
Indian Reservations, in the State of Montana; and the Fiathea 8 
Kootenais, and Upper Pend d'Oreilles Nations or Tribes of Indians, 
residing upon the Flathead Indian Reservation, in the State of Montana ; 
and the Nez Perces Tribe of Indians, residing upon the Lapwai Indian 
Reservation, in the State of Idaho; and upon the Colville Indian 
Reservation, in the State of Washington, for lands or hunti 
recognized as existing in these said nations and tribes of Indi 
virtue of said st | of October 17 55 ( ~ 
followi uly 16, 1855 (128 Stat. L. p. 976, and the 


by the . or attorneys selected 
approval of the 
executed and appr 


necessa expenses in prosecuti said suits. 
such a ia shall ayes maf — 
to the cred: 
rate of 4 per cent per annum. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word for the purpese of directing an inquiry in respect to 
section 14. I notice in line 16, on page 12, the words “ hunting 
g in these said nations.” That lan- 
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guage is rather broad and seems to recognize these claims. I do 
not think it is intended that we should in any way recognize 
the validity of. the claim. 

Mr. SNYDER. To what line does the gentleman refer? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Line 16, page 12. Why would it not give 
the same power to the court if instead of using the words “ rec- 
ognized as” we should use the words “claimed to be exist- 
ing 2 

Mr. SNYDER. I do not see any objection to that. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I do not want any attorney going into 
court and saying that we have recognized the existence of these 
rights. 

Mr. SNYDER. I agree with the gentleman that the language 
should be changed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Then I ask unanimous consent to with- 
draw my pro forma amendment and offer as a substantive 
amendment on page 12, line 16, to strike out the words “ recog- 
nized as“ and substitute in lieu thereof the words “claimed 
to be.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma amend- 
ment will be withdrawn, and the Clerk will report the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Amendment offered by Mr. Srarrorp: Page 12, line 16, after the 
word “rights,” strike out the words “recognized as and insert in 
lieu thereof the words “ claimed to be.“ 


The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered | 


by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment, which I send to the desk: 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 12, line 25, after the word“ counterclaims,” insert“ including 
gratuities.” 

Mr. HAYDEN. That is the usual form of legislation. 

Mr. SNYDER. I accept the amendment, 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Arizona. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Clerk omit the reading of section 16, because it has already 
been passed in the House in another form. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the Clerk omit the reading of section 16, 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER, Mr. Chairman, I now move to strike out sec- 
tion 16. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 14, line 3, strike out all of section 16. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 18. That unless otherwise specifically provided, the provisions 
of the act of February 8, 1887 (24 Stat. L. p. 388), as amended, be, 


and they are hereby, extended to all lands eretofore purchased or 


hich may hereafter be purchased by authority of Congress for the 
5 “or benefit of any individual Indian or band or tribe of Indians. 


Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment 
Which I desire to offer as a new section. 

Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Chairman, I desire to be recognized on 
section 18. I move to strike out the last word in order to di- 
rect the attention of the chairman of the committee to the 
word “resolution” in line 6, page 16, in the prior section. 
Ought not the word “ provision ” be substituted. 

Mr. SNYDER. I would be very glad to accept that amend- 
ment, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Then, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous 
consent to return to section 17 for the purpose of offering a 
minor amendment, to substitute the word “ provision” for the 
word “ resolution” in line 6, page 16. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN, The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. STarrorp: Page 16, line 6, strike out 
the word resolution“ and insert the word “ provision." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN, 


I offer the following 


The Clerk will report the amendment, 


The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 16, after line 21, add a new section, as follows: 

Sec. —. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he hereby is, au- 
thorized, with the consent of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, to 
transfer and convey to the State of Minnesota, under such rules, regula- 
tions, and conditions as he may prescribe, all the land with the 
buildings thereon, constituting the present White Earth Agency and 
school reserves, upon such terms as may be agreed upon by the Secre- 
tary of the Interior and said Indians and said State. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, this is the bill (H. R. 
14000) recommended by the Committee on Indian Affairs, with 
some amendments. Mr, STEENERSON, the author of the bill, is 
here, and I am sure he will be glad to answer any questions 
which you may desire to ask. 

Mr, STEENERSON. Mr. Chairman, this reservation con- 
sists of some 600 acres, with hospital fully equipped and school 
buildings which must have cost $50,000 or $60,000, with a house 
for the agent. It has been abandoned and vacant for nearly two 
years because the Interior Department has moved the agency 
to Cass Lake, and the State of Minnesota is anxious to acquire 
it for putting some State institution on it. The governor was 
down here and conferred with the Interior Department in re- 
gard to the matter. This bill was pending before the com- 
mittee, and the committee amended it so as to leave the terms 
to be agreed upon by the State of Minnesota, the Interior De- 
partment, and the Indians. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer an amend- 
ment, a committee amendment, as an independent section fol- 
lowing the last amendment which has been adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Add at the end of the amendment just adopted a new section, 
as follows: 


“Sec. —. That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is hereby, 
authorized to withdraw from the Treasury of the United States during 
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1923, and June 30, 1924, in all not 
exceeding $50,000 of the principal fund on deposit to the credit of 
the Chippewa Indians in the State of Minnesota, arising under sec- 
tion 7 of the act of January 14, 1889, entitled ‘An act for the relief 
and civilization of the Chippewa Indians in the State of Minnesota,’ 
and the same shall be available and may be expended to relieve dis- 
tress of any enrolled Chippewa Indian, either in furnishin food, 
clothing, fuel, medical or hospital care, or other necessary ass tance; 
and the amount of any funds used for such purposes for any Chippewa 
Indian shall be charged to such Indian and reimbursed out of any 
moneys that may accumulate to his or her credit; or, in case of 
death, any part of the amount so charged remaining unpaid may be 

aid from the proceeds of the sale of any property or from any funds 
elonging to the estate of such Indian." 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Chairman, I reserve the point of order 
until some explanation is made of this very important amend- 
ment, a 

Mr. BURTNESS. Mr. Chairman, this amendment is the bill, 
H. R. 13953, introduced by Mr. Larson of Minnesota, with this 
exception that the amount authorized in the bill as introduced is 
$300,000. The committee held hearings upon this matter and 
decided to recommend the legislation with the amount cut down 
to $50,000. Mr. Larson of Minnesota is here; it is a worthy 
proposition; and, of course, if the point of order is pressed at 
this time, the chances are that it will be impossible to secure 
the legislation at this session. 

Mr, STAFFORD. If the point of order is withdrawn, has the 
gentleman any more of these long, substantive amendments to 
offer? 

Mr. BURTNESS. This is the last. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, under that condition, sol- 
emnly entered into, I withdraw the reservation. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SNYDER, Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Clerk may change the numbers of the sections so that they 
will come in proper sequence. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, that will be ordered. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SNYDER. Now, Mr. Chairman, I move that the com- 
mittee rise and report the bill back to the House with the 
amendments, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New York moves 
that the committee do now rise and report the bill back to the 
House with the amendments, with the recommendation that the 
amendments be agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 
The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Towner, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having under consideration the bill (H. R. 13835) 
authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to appraise tribal 
property of Indians, and for other purposes, had directed him 
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to report the same back to the House with sundry amendments, 
with the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and 
that the bill as thus amended do pass. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question on 
the bill and all amendments thereto to final passage. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves the 
previous question on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

- The previous question was ordered. r 

The SPEAKER. Isa separate vote demanded on any amend- 
ment? If not, the Chair will put them in gross. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Snyper, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

RECOMMITTAL OF A BILL. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, by direction of the Committee on 
Naval Affairs, I ask unanimous consent that Senate bill 4137, 
now on the Union Calendar, to authorize the transfer of cer- 
tain vessels from the Navy to the Coast Guard, be recom- 
mitted to the Committee on Naval Affairs for further consid- 
eration. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Reserving the right to object, 
Mr. Speaker, I understand that this is a unanimous request? 

Mr. HICKS. Yes; a unanimous-consent request from the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. - 

Mr. STAFFORD. What is the title of the bill? 

Mr. HICKS. It is to take certain vessels of the Navy and 
transfer them to the Coast Guard. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE—REPORT OF DIRECTOR GENERAL OF RAILROADS 
(H. DOC. NO. 546). 

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce and ordered printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith, for the information of the Congress, the 
report of the Director General of Railroads and Agent of the 
President, showing the progress in the liquidation of all ques- 
tions and disputes arising out of or incident to the Federal 
control of railroads for the year ending December 31, 1922. 

WARREN G. HARDING. 

Tar Warre House, February 3, 1923. 


PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE—PERRY’S VICTORY MEMORIAL COMMISSION 
(S. DOC. NO. 296). 


The Speaker also laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read and, 
with the accompanying papers, referred to the Committee on the 
Library and ordered printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 

I transmit herewith the second annual report of Terry's 
Victory Memorial Commission, dated December 4, 1922, which 
was submitted to the Secretary of the Interior, pursuant to sec- 
tion 5 of the act entitled “An act creating a commission for the 
maintenance, control, care, etc., of the Perry’s Victory Memorial 
on Put in Bay Island, Lake Erie, Ohio, and for other purposes,” 
approved March 3, 1919 (40 Stat. 1322-1324). 

Warren G. HARDING. 

THe Warre House, February 3, 1923. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly at 5o’clock and 26 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until Monday, February 5, 
1923. at 12 o'clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETG. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 
945. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting u 
proposed draft of a bill“ To reimburse certain persons for loss 
of private funds in the form of Liberty bonds of the fourth 
issue and Victory notes while they were general court-martial 
prisoners confined in the naval prison, Portsmouth, N. H.“; to 
the Committee on Claims. 


LXIV——190 


946. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimate of appropriation for 
the Department of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 
80, 1923, amounting to $356,480 (H. Doc. No. 543); to the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

947. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the United States Coal Commission for the fiscal year end- 
ing June 30, 1923, and for a portion of the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1924, $400,000 (H. Doc. No. 544); to the Committees 
on Appropriations and Interstate and Foreign Commerce and 
ordered to be printed. 

948. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the United States Employees’ Compensation Commission 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1923, $475,000 (H. Doc. No. 
on 5 to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be 
printed, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. VOLSTEAD: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 13998. 
A bill making section 1535c of the Code of Law for the District 
of Columbia applicable to the municipal court of the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1522). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
14077. A bill to extend the benefits of section 14 of the pay 
readjustment act of June 10, 1922, to validate certain payments 
made to National Guard and reserve officers and warrant ofti- 
cers, and for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1523). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. JEFFERS of Alabama: Committee on the Public Lands. 
H. R. 13272. A bill granting a license to the city of Miami 
Beach, Fla., to construct a drain for sewage across certain Gov- 
ernment lands; with amendments (Rept. No, 1524). Referred 
5 me Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 

nion. 

Mr, FOCHT: Committee on the District of Columbia. H. J. 
Res. 418. A joint resolution authorizing the use of public 
parks, reservations, and other public spaces in the District of 
Columbia, and the use of tents, cots, hospital appliances, flags, 
and other decorations, property of the United States, by the 
Almas Temple, Washington, D. C., 1923 Shrine Committee 
(Inc.), and for other purposes; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1526). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. MORGAN: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 8625. 
A bill to provide for the cession to the State of Michigan of cer- 
tain public lands in the county of Isle Royal, State of Michigan; 
with amendments (Rept. No. 1528). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 
3103. An act to amend section 2294, United States Revised 
Statutes, relating to homesteads; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 1529). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 
3794. An act to amend section 35 of the act entitled “An act to 
promote the mining of coal, phosphate, oil, oil shale, gas, and 
sodium on the publie domain,” approved February 25, 1920; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1530). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 
7762. A bill to provide for soldiers’ and sailors’ homestead en- 
tries in Alaska; with amendments (Rept. No. 1531). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 
12171. A bill to grant certain lands to the city of Skagway, 
Alaska, for a public park; with an amendment (Rept. No. 
1532). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. McCORMICK: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3593. 
An act to authorize an exchange of lands with owners of 
private-land holdings within the Glacier National Park; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1534). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the state of the Union. : 

Mr. COLTON: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3588. 
An act granting certain lands in the city of Ogden, Utah, to 
protect the watershed of the water-supply system of said 
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city; without amendment (Rept. No. 1535). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. RAYBURN: Committee on nterstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 14078. A bill to revive and to reenact an act 
entitled “An act granting the consent of Congress for the 
construction of a bridge and approaches thereto across the 
Arkansas River between the cities of Little Rock and Argenta, 
Ark.,” approved October 6, 1917; with amendments (Rept. No, 
1537). Referred to the House Calendar, 

Mr. DENISON: Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com- 
merce. H. R. 13554. A bill authorizing the construction, main- 
tenance, and operation of a dam and other struetures across or 
in the Potomac River at or near Williamsport, Washington 
County, Md.; with amendments (Rept. No. 1538). Referred to 
the House Calendar. 

Mr. BURTNESS: Committee on Indian Affairs. H. R. 13953. 
A bill authorizing, for the relief of the distress of the Chippewa 
Indians of Minnesota, the withdrawal of moneys from the tribal 
funds of said Indians; with an amendment (Rept. No. 1539). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. 

Mr. SUMMERS. of Washington: Committee on the Public 
Lands. H. R. 10682. A bill authorizing the issuance of patent 
to Charles Swanson; with amendments (Rept. No. 1525). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. McCORMICK: Committee on the Public Lands. S. 3594, 
An act for the relief of Anton Rospotnik and the exchange of 
certain lands owned by the Northern Pacific Railway Co.; with- 
out amendment (Rept. No. 1533). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. BENHAM: Committee on the Public Lands. H. R. 10825. 
A bill for the relief of the heirs, assigns, and legal repre- 
sentatives of Thomas Johnson, without amendment (Rept. No. 
1536). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House, 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committees were discharged 
from the consideration of the following bills, which were re- 
ferred as follows: 

The bill (H. R. 13306) granting a pension to Anna D. Gooeh; 
Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions, j 

The bill (H. R. 13899) granting a pension to Aaron N. Mont- 
gomery; Committee on Invalid Pensions discharged, and re- 
ferred to the Committee en Pensions. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII. bills, resolutions, and me- 
morials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BLANTON: A bill (H. R. 14181) providing for the 
election of certain of the commissioners, of the members of the 
Board of Education, and of a Delegate to the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the United States for the District of Columbia; for 
the reorganization and future selection of the Public Utilities 
Commission, repealing certain of its orders, and further limit- 
ing its powers, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
District of Columbia. 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 14182) in reeognition of the 
valor of the officers and men of the Thirty-seventh Division 
who were killed in action or died of wounds received in action; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. DENISON: A bill (H. R. 14183) to authorize the 
Secretary of the Treasury to sell a portion of the Federal build- 
ing site in the city of Duquoin, III.; to the Committee on Pub- 
lic Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. FOCHT; A bill (H. R. 14184) to authorize the elos- 
ing of a part of Thirty-fourth Place NW. and to change the 
permanent system of highways plan of the District of Colum- 
bia, and for other purposes; to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

By Mr. ZIHEMAN: A bill (H. R. 14185) to make an investi- 
gation of the needs of the Nation for publie works to be car- 
ried on by Federal, State, and municipal agencies in periods 
of business depression and unemployment; to the Committee 
on Labor. 

By Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 14186) fixing 
date for the beginning of regular sessions of Congress; to the 
Committee on Election of President, Viee President, and Rep- 
resentatives in Congress. 


By Mr. CRAMTON: A resolution (H. Res 508) directing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to furnish to the House. of Repre- 
sentatives certain information regarding the shipments of in- 
toxleating liquors for beverage purposes, consigned to repre- 
sentatives of foreign governments having a diplomatic status 
in the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, a resolution (H. Res. 504) directing the Secretary of 
State to furnish to the House of Representatives certain in- 
formation regarding the shipment of intoxicating liquors for 
beverage purposes, consigned to representatives of foreign gov- 
ernments having a diplomatic status in the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CANNON: A resolution (H. Res. 505) to pay Arthur 
Lucas $50 for special janitor services rendered during the 
fourth session of the Sixty-seventh Congress; to the Committee 
on Accounts. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A resolution (H. Res. 506) for the im- 
as consideration of H. R. 11674; to the Committee on 

ules. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BEGG: A bill (H. R. 14187) granting an increase of 
pension to Mary Savanack; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BLAND of Indiana: A bill (H. R. 14188) for the 
relief of Leonard R. Coates; to the Committee on Agriculture, 

By Mr. BRIGGS: A bill (H. R. 14189) granting a pension 
to William P. Johnston; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 14190) granting a pen- 
son to Margaret J. De Witt; to the Committee on, Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H. R. 14191) for the relief of 
Horace G. Wilson; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. HOOKER: A bill (H. R. 14192) granting a pension to 
Annie M. James; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. LAWRENCE: A bill (H. R. 14193) granting a pen- 
sion to Lany M. Brelsford; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MCLAUGHLIN of Michigan: A bül (H. R. 14194) 
granting a pension to Margaret Donahue; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14195) granting a pension to Clarissa A. 
Grover; to the Committee on Invalid. Pensions. 

By Mr. MAPES: A bill (H. R. 14196) granting a pension to 
Elisha M. Chilson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 14197) granting an inerease of 
pension to Mary F. Schenck; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. SLEMP: A bill (H. R. 14198) authorizing and direct- 
ing the Seeretary of War to cause to be made a preliminary 
examination and survey of Little Wicomico River, Northumber- 
land County, Va.; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors, 

By Mr. SUMMERS of Washington: A resolution (H. J. Res. 
434) for the relief of Harry C. Stanton, administrator of the 
estate of James and Mary Sinclair, deceased; to. the Committee 
on War Claims. 3 


PETITIONS, PTC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII. petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7174. By the SPEAKER (by request): Resolution of the 
board of directors of the American Society of Civil Engineers, 
relating to war-fraud indictments; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

7175. By Mr. AN SORGEH: Petition of Henry J. Gielow (Inc.), 
New York City, favoring passage of House bill 12091, permitting 
American citizens to have admitted to American registry with- 
out collection of ad valorem duty yachts built or purchased 
abroad; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish- 
eries. 

7176. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of District of Columbia Insti- 
tute of Accountants, Washington, D. C., urging passage of Senate 
bill 2531, creating a board of aceeuntancy for the District of 
Columbia; te the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

7177. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of citizens of the forty- 
first congressional district of New York, favoring legislation 
extending aid te the people of the German and Austrian Repub- 
lies; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7178. By Mr. SABATH: Petition of the Tilinois Manufne- 
turers’ Association, protesting aguinst the cancellation of foreign 
war debts; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 
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7179. By Mr. THOMPSON: Petition of 17 residents of Henry 
County, Ohio, urging favorable action on House Joint Resolution 
412, for the relief of the famine-stricken areas of Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

7180. Also, petition of 37 residents of Henry County, Ohio, 
urging favorable action on House Joint Resolution 412, for the 
relief of the famine-stricken areas of Germany and Austria; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 


SENATE. 
Monpay, February 5, 1923. 


The Chaplain, Rey. J. J. Muir, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 


Our Father, in Thy good providence we are permitted to 
assume the duties that require attention. We humbly ask that 
Thy guidance may be had and that in every phase of life and 
its responsibilities we may be able to recognize that Thou art 
our God, willing to aid us in every perplexity, to guide our steps 
aright, and to lead us finally into Thy presence. We ask in 
Jesus’ name. Amen. s 

THE JOURNAL. 


The reading clerk proceeded to read the Journal of the pro- 
ceedings of the legislative day of Monday, January 29, 1923, 
when, on request of Mr. Curtis and by unanimous consent, the 
further reading was dispensed with and the Journal was ap- 
proved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed a 
bill (H. R. 18835) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
appraise tribal property of Indians, and for other purposes, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the House had further 
insisted upon its disagreement to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 10 and 25 to the bill (H. R. 13696) making appro- 
priations for the Executive Office and sundry independent execu- 
tive bureaus, boards, commissions, and offices, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes; agreed to the 
further conference requested by the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. Woop of Indiana, 
Mr. Wason, Mr. Dickinson, Mr. Byrns of Tennessee, and Mr, 
GRIFFIN were appointed managers on the part of the House at 
the further conference. 


SENATOR NORRIS ON A MODEL STATE LEGISLATURE. 


Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the Recorp in 8-point type an article by the 
junior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Nonkls], published yester- 
day in the New York Times, entitled “A model State legisla- 
ure.” 

There being no objection, the article was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp in 8-point type, as follows: 

(By Grone W. Norris, United States Senator from Nebraska.) 
LEGISLATURE SHOULD CONSIST OF ONE BODY, 


When our forefathers adopted the Constitution of the United 
States they provided that the legislative function of govern- 
ment should be composed of a House of Representatives and of a 
Senate. It would be interesting, but it is not material in the 
present discussion, to give the reasons why this was done. It 
is sufficient o know that the Federal Government in this re- 
spect was accepted as a model and was followed by all of the 
States of the Union. The experience of more than 100 years 
has demonstrated that the two-branch legislature, at least so 
far as the various States are concerned, has been very unsatis- 
factory in its results. One of the fundamental requisites that 
should always exist in any legislature where universal suf- 
frage prevails is to enable the citizen to properly place responsi- 
bility either for the success or the failure of legislation. 

In every legislature composed of two branches the finishing 
touches on practically all legislation are made by conference com- 
mittees. A bill that has passed one branch and then been amended 
in another one must go to conference for adjustment of the 
differences between the two houses. These conference com- 
mittees in all two-branch legislatures are absolutely essential 
in order that anything may be accomplished. Experience has 
shown that it is within the privacy of the conference com- 
mittee room that jokers get into legislation, and that provisions 
of law demanded even by a majority of both branches of the 
legislature are sometimes not included in the finished product. 
When a bill is in conference it is necessary that compromises 


be made in order to secure any legislation. It very often hap- 
pens that the most important features of legislation are put 
into the bills while they are being thus considered. Members 
of conference committees are often compelled to surrender on 
important items where no surrender would be even demanded 
if consideration of the legislation were in the open where a 
public record could be had of the proceedings. When the bill 
emerges from conference it is not then subject to amendment. 
It must be accepted or rejected as a whole. The conference 
is held in secret. There is no record vote on any proposition 
decided at the conference. The public is excluded from the de- 
liberations, and the only thing that emerges from the confer- 
ence is the final agreement. 

The individual legislator must then vote upon a conference 
report without any opportunity of expressing by his vote his 
opposition to anything that the bill in this form contains. The 
citizen is deprived entirely of an opportunity to pass a just and 
fair judgment upon the result. In conference, provisions are 
often put in and other provisions taken out, where an entirely 
different result would be obtained if the action took place in the 
open where a record vote could be had upon all provisions of 
the bill. 

A one-branch legislature would obviate all these difficulties. 
There would be no way for any member of the legislature to 
conceal his opposition upon any legislative propositions that 
come before the body. The citizen would be able to absolutely 
and without difficulty place responsibility where it properly 
belonged for every act of the legislature. It would thus be 
easy to punish those whose records are unsatisfactory and to 
reward those whose services are meritorious. 

It is quite a common thing in a double-branch legislature for 
one house to shift responsibility for failure upon the other 
house, Bills are often passed when it is known by those who 
pass them that the bill is to be killed in the other house, and 
in like manner bills coming from the other house are pigeon- 
holed in the first one. Responsibility for failure is thus divided, 
enabling participants in the fraudulent procedure to conceal 
their own records and to cover up their own tracks. 

In a one-branch legislature it would be impossible to thus 
obseure the record by parliamentary tactics and proceedings 
that make it impossible for the ordinary citizen to properly 
judge the record of his representative. It is not only the un- 
worthy legislator that ought to be exposed, but the faithful one 
ought to be able to make his record clear to his constituents 
without the necessity of a long and tedious explanation of the 
various parliamentary predicaments into which existing condi- 
tions placed him. A single-branch legislature would simplify 
the entire record. The ordinary citizen, without becoming a 
parliamentary expert, could easily satisfy himself as to whether 
the official conduct of his representative Was satisfactory or 
otherwise. Adroit politicians would be unable to cover up their 
practices, but every act would be performed in the open, and the 
record would be simple and easily understood. 


LEGISLATURE SHOULD BE SMALL IN NUMBER, 


One of the evils of our legislatures is that they are entirely 
too large. In theory a large legislature is supposed to give a 
larger and more complete representation of the entire citizen- 
ship. In practice, however, it has been demonstrated that a 
large membership is detrimental to real representation. We 
should avoid either extreme. A large body of men, in order 
to accomplish any legislative results, must of necessity surren- 
der many of the individual rights and prerogatives of its mem- 
bers. Members must deny themselves the right in large bodies, 
on important matters of legislation, to even offer amendinents. 
They must surrender to committees the right to determine pro- 
cedure. The very size of the bodies sometimes makes it impos- 
sible for the necessary and proper deliberation and discussion 
that should always take place before legislation is enacted. The 
House of Representatives in Washington illustrates this point. 
The Members of the House are, as a class, both able and con- 
scientious. They are moved by the highest of motives and are 
a picked body of fine men. And yet any constructive critic will 
say that their work is not only incomplete but is very unsatis- 
factory and often ill considered. This result comes about en- 
tirely and solely from the huge size of the body. In order to 
accomplish anything whatever they are often compelled, in the 
most vital kind of legislation, by special rule and otherwise, to 
deprive themselves of the right to offer amendments and of the 
right to debate and thus point out errors or suggest corrections, 
and the result is not only disappointing but it brings about all 
kinds of errors in the final enactment. Members are thus often 
compelled to vote for bills containing provisions that in their 
own judgment are absolutely wrong in order to get what, in 
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their judgment, is right and proper; or they are compelled to 
vote against bills because, in thelr Judgment, the evil contained 
is greater than the good. It is true, of course, that in the 
final passage of a bill through any legislature, members in 
deciding how they shall vote must weigh the good and the bad 
and yote as their judgment dictates; but in a smaller body of 
men there would always have been an opportunity to offer 
amendments striking out bad provisions and to offer amend- 
ments suggesting good ones, so that the record of the member 
upon all provisions of the bill would clearly appear. If this 
right were not denied, it would mean better legislation and 
enable members to keep a correct record of their own positions, 
It would often occur that if the right to debate and the right 
to offer amendments had not been denied, bad provisions would 
be excluded on a roll call and good provisions put in. 

The exact number that should be contained in the member- 
ship of a State legislative body would undoubtedly vary some- 
what with the different States. Having in mind a State about 
like Nebraska, I should say that the membership should not 
exceed 20 or 30. This would make it absolutely impossible for 
any member to cover up his record in any respect or to shift 
any responsibility. It would enable a citizen to be fully in- 
formed upon the record of his representative without the neces- 
sity of doing anything more than to read the news while the 
legislature was in session. Punishment could be meted out to 
those who deserved it, and the faithful could be properly re- 
warded. It would give to the State a business admi ration. 
It would result in full discussion, complete deliberation, and 
the highest possible wisdom in the enactment of laws. 


SALARIES OF LEGISLATORS SHOULD BE INCREASED, 


A State having the kind of legislature I have outlined would 
be able to increase the salaries of its members. Under existing 
conditions it is a well-known fact that it is extremly difficult 
in many instances to secure good men in State legislatures, be- 
cause the ordinary individual can not afford to leave his busi- 
ness and expend the time necessary to attend the sessions of 
the legislature. The result is that we not only get a less de- 
sirable membership but the good legislator, who is induced to 
sacrifice himself, must give the greater portion of his time to 
his private business and never becomes really posted on the 
propositions that come before the legislature. Existing condi- 
tións afford inducements to the dishonest and corrupt; who 
avail themselves of the opportunity to become candidates for 
the legislature with a view of recouping themselves after elec- 
tion by their official conduct. There are, of course, many hon- 
est and able men who are members of the State legislatures. 
Undoubtedly, a large majority of them could be thus designated; 
but it is oftentimes much easier to deceive the honest man than 
it is to buy the corrupt man. The ordinary farmer or business 
man who goes to the legislature with the very best of inten- 
tions is often deceived by lobbyists and evil influences. He is 
in attendance upon the legislature but a short time, and devotes 
the balance of his time to his business or occupation, and it is 
a physical impossibility, whatever may be his desire, to prop- 
erly qualify himself for the duties of his office. 

A member of the legislature ought to be paid a sufficient salary 
so that he could devote his time to the duties of his office. 
This would not only attract better men for the position but it 
would enable good men to perform better service. He ought to 
be paid a salary that would command all of his time, and he 
should, in my judgment, be elected for a term of four years. 
This term, with the right of the people to recall their repre- 
sentative, would not, in my opinion, be too long. 


THE PROPOSED PLAN WOULD BE ECONOMICAL, 


The plan I have outlined would not only result in better legis- 
lation but it would save money for the taxpayer. If members 
of such a legislature were paid a salary equal to the salary of 
other State officials whose entire time is required in the per- 
formance of the duties of their offices there would still be, 
in most cases, a large saving of money on the salary item alone. 
We would not only get better legislators and not only have 
the benefit of their entire time but we would do it all with a 
less cost than under present conditions. Better results for 
less money would be the outcome. 


PARTISANSHIP WOULD BE ELIMINATED. 


The members of the legislature should be elected by districts 
upon a nonpartisan ballot. The business of the legislature of 
a State is in no sense partisan. The evils that creep into State 
management and State legislation on account of such positions 
being coupled up with national questions of politics are exceed- 
ingly great. Men are often elected to the State legislature 


because they happen to be candidates on some particular party 
ticket, while the duties they are to perform when elected have 
nothing to do with the national administration or with the wel- 
fare or success of any political party. If politics were elimi- 
nated, members would be elected according to their qualifications 
for the State legislature. The State would be similar to a 
gigantic corporation and the members of the legislature would 
be members of the board of directors. 

Without being handicapped on account of any partisanship 
matters, they would be able to give the best that was in them 
for the welfare of the State. Their duties would be mainly of 
a business nature. How illogical it is to elect a man to the 
legislature because he believes in a tariff for protection, or be- 
cause he is a free trader, or because he believes in a Federal 
subsidy to the national merchant marine or is opposed to such 
subsidy, or because of his ideas on the League of Nations, or, 
what is more probable, because he belongs to some political 
party and will follow that party regardless of what course it 
takes, when, as a matter of fact, the duties of the office for 
which he is a candidate haye nothing to do, either directly or 
indirectly, with any of these partisan questions. Why should 
we not divorce the business of our States entirely and com- 
pletely from such. partisan influences? Why not elect a legis- 
lature that shall become a business organization, looking solely 
after the interests and the welfare of the people of the State? 
It would not be difficult to have a legislature entirely divorced 
from partisan politics, and the smaller the membership the more 
easily would it be possible to make it a business institution en- 
tirely independent of partisanship. 


THE ELIMINATION OF CORRUPTION IN LEGISLATIVE PROCEEDINGS. 


A legislature such as I have outlined would be much more free 
from corrupt influences than would a two-branch legislature or 
a legislature composed of a very large number. I know that 
many people at first blush do not realize the truth of this state- 
ment, but I am sure that the candid student, especially one who 
has had experience with two-branch legislatures, will agree that 
this is true. The corrupt legislator, or the one who in reality 
represents some special interest, is always looking for a place 
and an opportunity to cover up his tracks. The two-branch 
legislature gives him many opportunities to ply his trade with- 
out being found out. He is able to shift the responsibility. 
Through various parliamentary maneuvers and proceedings, and 
often through the instrumentality of conference committees, he 
is able to deceive the honest citizen, If there were no opportuni- 
ties for this deception he would not be a candidate for the leg- 
islature. He would know in advance that he would be a one- 
termer, and if the recall existed in his State he would probably 
not serve even one term. But the lobbyist not only deals with 
corrupt men—he often deceives honest men. In fact, the actual 
cases of honest men being misled are far more numerous than 
the purchase of dishonest men. 

With the increased salary we would get, to begin with, men 
who, on the average, would be high class and more difficult to 
deceive than we do now. The opportunities for deception or 
corruption would be greatly lessened. The men, therefore, to 
be deceived would be much less, and the man who would try to 
practice the deception would be almost powerless, and we 
would have a legislature that would be untrammeled and to a 
great extent untempted. A legislature that is known to be 
incorruptible would be practically free from attempts at cor- 
ruption. It is said, I know, that a small legislature could be 
purchased easier than a large one, and that one branch could 
be more easily deceived than two branches. If the opportuni- 
ties for deception and the caliber of the membership were the 
same in both instances, then this statement would be true; 
but when the possibility of covering up the tracks of those who 
want to deceive is practically wiped out and when the morale 
of the membership is raised to the highest possible point of the 
citizenship of the State, then this argument falls to the ground. 
Who would say, for instance, that the judges of our various 
States are corrupt and argue that, therefore, we should have 
five or six judges instead of one presiding at a trial? And yet 
if we had the kind of a legislature I have outlined the members 
would stand as high as the members of our judiciary. They 
would bechme as expert in their line as the judges are expert in 
the construction of laws. Perfection, it is true, would not be 
attained, but the morale and the standing of our State legisla- 
tures would be on the same high plane as our judiciary. 

CALL OF THE ROLL. 


Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll to 
ascertain the presence of a quorum. 


The reading clark called the roll, and the following Sena- 
tors answered to their names: 


Ashurst Glass McLean Smoot 
Bayard Goodin McNary Sa in 
Borah Hale Moses Sterli 
Brandegee Harreid Nelson Sutherland 
Brookhart Harris New wanson 
88 Hannen fran di 8 

eron e or 
Capper Hitchcock Norris Underwood 
Caraway Johnson Oddie Wadsworth 
Colt Jones, W. Page Walsh, Mass. 
Couzens Kendrick Phipps Walsh, Mont. 
Culberson, Keyes Pittman Warren 
Curtis Kin Poindexter Watson 
Dillingham Lad Pomerene Weller 
Ernst Lenroot Ransdell Williams 
Fernald Lodge Reed, Pa. Willis 
Fragt Neuner ‘Sheppard 

uysen um 

Geotee si Mekala Shiel 


Mr. UNDERWOOD. I was requested to announce that the 
junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Diaz] is absent be- 
cause of illness. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. Smrrx] is absent on official business. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I desire to announce that the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forrerre] is detained at hearings be- 
fore the Committee on Manufactures. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-three Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. 


GERMAN REPARATIONS. 


Mr. MoCORMICK. Mr. President, since we are likely to 
consider fully and not infrequently the foreign policy of the 
country during the remaining days of the present session, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the Recogp in 8-point 
type, first, a cable account of M. Poincare’s refusal to partici- 
pate in any economic conference; and, secondly, the British 
version of Mr. Boyden’s now celebrated address to the Repara- 
tion Commission delivered on the 9th of January, 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp in 8-point type, as follows: 

Panis, January 31.—An important group of American bankers, 
among whom was an official of the Bankers’ Trust Co., as well 
as representatives of most of America’s largest financial insti- 
tutions, visited Premier Poincare yesterday with an offer to 
start a world-wide campaign for an international reparation 
conference to be held in the United States as soon as possible. 
The proposal was made in the most friendly manner to France. 

Premier Poincare replied at length, giving reasons for his 
flat refusal to encourage such discussions as long as Germany 
maintained its present attitude. To discuss reparations now, 
when financial Germany is in no position to pay anything, the 
premier asserted, would be playing into the Reich’s hand, mak- 
ing the reconstruction of France impossible and giving Ger- 
many the victory. 

France is now in action—“ en pleine action“ —he said. Ger- 
man resistance, he declared, was 2 maneuver carefully planned. 
Had a two-year moratorium been granted, M. Poincare con- 
tended, the world would have faced German economic and mili- 
tary hegemony. This would have been accomplished, in his 
opinion, through the Reich policy of reducing a part of the 
population--the bondholders—who are expensive and unpro- 
ductive, to poverty, while enriching and upbuilding the pro- 
ducers. 

These now have attained such a position of wealth and 
security that they could pay all the taxes necessary for Ger- 
many’s financial reforms and budgetary stabilization, as well as 
for the improyement of the mark, he said. Then, with a strong 
financial position, commanding world credit, with an immense 
reserve both of men and of raw materials in Russia, the pre- 
mier says Germany would flatly refuse to take up its repara- 
tions payments and would coldly invite France to come and 
take them if it could. France then would be in a helpless posi- 
tion and would be forced to acquiesce, 

REMARKS MADE BY MR. BOYDEN AT REPARATION COMMISSION MBBETING, 
JANUARY 9, 1928, 

Mr. Boyden stated that not being one of the official judges, as 
were his colleagues, it would be easy for him to remain silent, 
but he preferred to assume his own responsibility in his per- 
sonal capacity as they had assumed theirs in their official 
capacity. In English and American courts it was not uncom- 
mon for a person of judicial education to sit with the official 
judges as an “amicus curis,” who though in fact not a judge 
expressed his own personal view. Mr. Boyden had endeavored 
to form an opinion upon the judicial aspect of the situation, 
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Paragraph 17 of annex 2 referred to default and paragraph 
18 referred to voluntary default. Mr. Boyden was in agree- 
ment with the decision of the commission that in both cases 
voluntary default was intended, 

What was voluntary default? One excuse for nonperform- 
ance would be recognized by all, viz, “force majeure,” but in 
Mr. Boyden’s view the expression “voluntary default“ in- 
eluded other excuses. It meant the doing or the failure to do 
something, with the knowledge at the time that the action or 
the failure to act might reasonably have the effect of resulting 
in default, 

There was in Mr. Boyden’s view a very considerable difference 
between the question then under discussion and the question as it 
had arisen in connection with deliveries of timber. The demand 
for timber was a single demand, The main reason for the tim- 
ber default seemed to consist in the difficulties which arose 
from the depreciation of the mark. These difficulties were of 
an extraordinary nature, such as had never before arisen in 
Germany, and it was easily conceiyable that the persons who 
had to meet them did not at once see how to meet them and 
did not realize at the time that their failure to do certain 
things promptly would result in default. Nevertheless, Mr. 
Boyden was inclined to think that even in connection with 
wood there had been a voluntary default within the meaning 
of the treaty. The difference between the timber question and 
the coal question lay in the fact that the coal requirements were 
monthly requirements. The Germans, faced with deficits in 
any month, ought at once to have taken whatever precautions 
were necessary to see that those difficulties, whatever they had 
been, were avoided during the next month, They had failed to 
do this, and the deficits had continued month after month. 

One further juridical point arose, to which Sir John Bradbury 
had referred, in connection with the purpose of paragraph 17. 
In Sir John Bradbury’s opinion the purpose of that paragraph 
was to enable the commission to appeal to the Governments 
only when the measures at its command had proved inadequate 
to enforce obedience. That was a perfectly comprehensible 
interpretation, and explained in a large part the difference be- 
tween Sir John Bradbury and his colleagues as to the action 
to be taken. Mr. Boyden’s own reading of paragraph 17 was, 
however, different. In his view the commission was required 
to report any voluntary default forthwith, partly for the in- 
formation of the Governments and partly to enable the Gov- 
ernments to take such action as they thought fit. Mr. Boyden 
recognized that the previous action of the commission with 
respect to coal defaults had not been consistent with that in- 
terpretation, for the commission had not automatically reported 
defaults as they had arisen, Although this previous practice 
did not in his view represent the walver of a right it was, 
nevertheless, a practical fact which should be taken into ac- 
count, particularly by the Governments themselves in whatever 
action they might take. 

From the juridical point of view he was of opinion that the 
argument put forward by the German delegation to the effect 
that in private contracts a deficiency of 10 per cent did not 
constitute a default was of no value. The treaty did not con- 
template the application of any such commercial custom to its 
provisions, 

With regard to the letter of March 21 Mr. Boyden considered 
that the commission did not by its terms abandon its right 
under the treaty to report a voluntary default. At the time 
when the letter was drafted he had called the attention of his 
colleagues to the danger which existed from the language used, 
which had been quoted. He did not remember exactly what 
views his colleagues then held, but it might be taken for granted 
that the language would not have been accepted by certain 
delegates if they had thought that it eliminated the possibility 
of reporting a voluntary default. 

The argument to which the German delegation attached the 
most weight was that concerning the needs of Germany, as 
indicated by her importation of nearly as much coal as she was 
delivering to the Allies. Legally that argument seemed to him 
to be applicable not to the question of a yoluntary default 
but to the decision of the commission as to the demands made 
on Germany. 

The argument would have weight if used to show that the 
commission's decision upon the amount of coal which Germany 
could supply without undue interference With its industrial 
requirements was incorrect. But the commission's decision re- 
mained a decision unless changed, and Germany’s industrial 
requirements had nothing to do with Germany’s obligation to 
carry out the decision so long as it was not changed. 

But having expressed his view of the legal situation Mr. 


! Boyden desired to add that several of the foregoing considera- 
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tions, particularly Germany’s need for coal and her importation 
of coal from abroad, the previous practice of the commission 
with respect to coal default, and the commission’s letter of 
March 21, had a practical bearing on the situation which 
would naturally be taken into account by the Governments 
after the commission reported a default. 

The report by the commission of the wood default seemed to 
him to be very defective. When reporting a voluntary default 
it was of the utmost importance for the commission to report 
the extent of the intention which had entered into that default. 
The commission was the tribunal which found the accused 
guilty; punishment would be meted out by another tribunal. 
It was therefore of the greatest importance that the exact 
nature of the crime should be reported by the commission, so 
that the punishment by the Governments might fit the crime. 
Mr. Boyden agreed with Sir John Bradbury that the word 
“punishment” was not appropriate and that the real purpose 
of the provision was constructive. The real point was that the 
report should be made in such a way as to aid the Governments 
in adopting methods which should lead to constructive results. 
But it was of equal importance that the quality of the crime 
should be made plain in the report, whether the results were 
to be punitive or constructive. The commission in its report 
on coal deliveries should set forth not merely the fact of 
default but also the causes of the default and all extenuating 
circumstances. It was only upon such a basis that the Gov- 
ernments could fairly perform their duty in the matter. 

If Mr. Boyden were asked to express in a few words what 
Germany had failed to do, he would say that Germany had 
failed to take those exceptional and rather extraordinary meas- 
ures month by month which were necessary to cope with the 
difficulties which the experience of previous months had shown 
would arise. 

It was understandable that Germany’s opinion of her own 
requirements should affect her attitude.. Her opinion on this 
point and the facts on this point were both of great importance 
in connection with the extent of her culpability. In that con- 
nection, it would seem, in fairness to Germany, that the re- 
port should emphasize the percentage which expressed the real 
extent of the default—while the default was important from 
the financial point of view, as M. Delacroix had explained— 
the percentage of demand which Germany had not supplied 
was small, and this must be recognized as proving that Ger- 
many had made a very considerable effort in a yery difficult 
matter and had attained a very large measure of success. 

Mr. Boyden had hitherto confined himself to the voluntary 
default on the part of Germany and the reasons which tended 
to lessen her culpability. If, however, he were making a re- 
port, he would go further and would deal with the whole 
question of the failure of Germany in the execution of her 
obligations under the treaty, and would explain that the con- 
ditions imposed by the treaty had been demonstrated by ex- 
perience to be impossible and that that impossibility had af- 
fected not only Germany's financial situation and her financial 
obligations to the Allies but also her obligations like those 
in respect of coal and wood. He would further express the 
opinion which he had already expressed before the commission, 
that the continuance of these conditions had already resulted 
in a great loss of money to the Allies and would result in still 
further loss so long as they were maintained. 

RETURN OF AMERICAN TROOPS FROM GERMANY. 


Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I submit a concurrent resolu- 
tion and ask unanimous consent for its immediate considera- 


tion. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, may we not have the regular 
order this morning? 

Mr. HARRIS. This is a concurrent resolution authorizing 
the appointment of a committee of five from the Senate and 
five from the House to go to Savannah, Ga., to attend the 
services upon the occasion of the return of the American troops 
from Germany. 

Mr. CURTIS. Very well; I have no objection. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What are the ceremonies to be at 
Savannah? 

Mr. HARRIS. Upon the occasion of the return of the troops 
from Germany the city of Savannah is going to have cere- 
monies there to welcome them. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 36) was read, con- 
sidered by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as follows: 


Whereas the U. S. transport St. Mihiel is expected to arrive at 
Savannah, Ga., on or about February 7, 1923, with the last contingent 
of American troops from Germany: Therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That a committee of five Senators, to be designated by the President 


of the Senate, and five Members of the House of Representatives, to be 
ge the Speaker, is authorized to represent the Congress at 

vannah, Ga., at such ceremonies as may be N to be proper 
ane appropriate. One-half of the expenses of such committee shall be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate and one-half shall be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the House of Representatives, 


SALE OF SHIPS BY SHIPPING BOARD (5. DOC. NO. 299). 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the chairman of the United States Shipping Board, 
reporting, in response to Senate Resolution 421, agreed to on 
the calendar day of January 27, 1923, relative to ships sold 


since March 4, 1921, which was referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 


REINTERMENT OF SOLDIER DEAD. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica- 
tion from the Acting Quartermaster General of the Army, in- 
closing a list of soldier dead returned from overseas, to be re- 
interred in the Arlington (Va.) National Cemetery, Thurs- 
day, February 8, 1923, at 2.30 p. m., which was ordered to lie 
on the table for the information of the Senate. 


SENATOR FROM MARYLAND. 


The VICE PRESIDENT presented the credentials of WILLIAM 
CABELL Bruce, chosen a Senator from the State of Maryland 
for the term beginning March 4, 1923, which were read and 
ordered to be placed on file, as follows: 

THE STATE OF MARYLAND. 
To William Cabell Bruce, Esq., of Baltimore, Md., greeting: 

Be it known that the people of the State of Maryland, reposing 

eat trust and confidence in your integrity and wisdom, did, on the 
Tth day of November, 1922, elect you a Member of the Senate of the 
United States; you are therefore, to execute the said office justly, 
honesty, eraty; and 3 scoring to 8 and hold the 

six years from t 2 
you shall be duly discharged theron ee 
v nder my hand and the great seal of M 
„ on the Ist day of mber, in the ear oe 3 


SEAL.) 
1 ALBERT C. RITCHIE. 
PHILIP B. PERLMAN, Secretary of State. 


SENATOR FROM MONTANA. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana. I present the credentials of Bur- 
TON K. WHEELER, Senator elect from the State of Montana, 
which I ask may be read and placed on file, 


The credentials were read and ordered to be placed on file 
as follows: i 


IN THE NAME AND BY THE AUTHORITY OF THE STATE OF MONTANA. 
To all to whom these presents shall come, greeting: 


Know ye that I, Joseph M. Dixon, Governor of the State 
do hereby certify that at a general election held in the 383 
Montana on the 7th day of November, A. D. 1922, pursuant to sec- 
tion 531 of the Revised Codes of the said State, Burton K. WHEELER 
was duly elected to the office of United States Senator in and for 
m eA —.— N he ETS ee the 1. 7 number of votes 
ars from a cer c 
ery arn N we on file in m office” „ 
nd by v eo e power vésted in me by the. Consti 

pursuance of the laws, I do hereby commission him, 8 
K. WHEELER, to be United States Senator, hereby authorizing and em- 
powering him to execute and discharge all and Singular the duties ap- 
pertaining to said offi and enjoy all the privileges and immunities 
thereof for a period of six years, nning March 4, 1923. 

In testimony whereof I have hereunto subscribed my hand and caused 
the at seal of the State of Montana to be affixed at Helena, Mont. 
the. bet ea 55 = vent = 3 and in the one 

seven r o e inde 
States of America. z V 
Jos. M. Dixon, 


[SEAL.] 
By the governor: 

C. T. Stewart, Secretary of State, 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS, 


Mr. CURTIS presented the following concurrent resolution of 
the Legislature of Kansas, which was referred to the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce: 


Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 6, relating g 
zens of Kansas against the Government o 
losses of cattle on account of Texas fever. 


Whereas many citizens of the State of Kansas are interested in claims 
pending against the Government of the United States which must be 
allowed by Congress; and 

Whereas sald claims grew out of losses of live stock infected by 
Texas fever by reason of the negligence of the Government in allow- 
ing the same to be transported in interstate commerce into the State 
oe panes without proper inspection and preventive means being used ; 
an 

Whereas said claims amounting to more than $225,000 have been 
recommended to be paid by the Secretary of Agriculture, and proof has 
been made satisfactory to said Secretary and the committee of Con- 
gress of said claims in said amount; and 

Whereas Senate bill No. 854 has passed the United States Senate 
and has been reported favorably by the Committee on Claims of the 


certain claims of citi- 
the United States “tor 


House of Representatives for passage, and is now on the Ho len- 
dar awaiting its turn for action; and er ner: 
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Whereas in the event that said bill fails to be enacted at the present 

session of Congress A vast amount of time and effort would be neces- 

sary to secure the advancement of a like measure to the position now 

[held by said Senate bill No. 854, and there would be lost the effort 

and expense which has been expended by said citizens of Kansas in 

prosecuting said claims in the 8 and grave danger of the failure of 
ngress : 


said bill at another session of : Be it 
Resolved by the Senate of the State of Kansas and the House o 
Representatives concurring therein, That the Senators of the Unit 
States and Representatives in Congress from the State of Kansas are 
hereby earnestly requested to use their best endeavors to secure con- 
sideration of said Senate bill at the present session of Congress, and 
| 12 9 77 its enactment into law and the allowance of said claims; be 
urther 
Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be sent to each Senator 
and Representative in Congtess from the State of Kansas. 
I hereby certify that the above concurrent resolution originated in 
the Senate and passed that body January 19, 1923. 
i Bex S. PAULIN, 
President of the Senate. 
ARTHUR S. McKay, 
Secretary of the Senate. 


CHAS. H. Maxx, 

Speaker of the House. 
Liste McCELHENNEY, 
Ohtef Clerk of the House. 


Passed the House January 81, 1923. 


Approved February 1, 1923. 
JONATHAN M, Davis, Governor. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana presented the following memorial 
of the Legislature of Montana, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce: 

Senate Resoiution 6, introduced by committee on agriculture, 
GREAT LAKES-ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY PROJECT. 


Be is resolved by the Senate of the State of Montana (the House of 
Representatives concurring therein)— 
fhereas the great and natural resources of the State of Montana are 
as ‘yet undeveloped, and said State is dependent upon agriculture for 
its prosperity, and agriculture being the fundamental basis for pros- 
prde in all Northwest States; and 
ereas in a large measure, if not entirely, the price of agricultural 
products is dependent upon foreign markets; and 
Whereas the present rates for transportation of such products are 
too high to be in just proportion to the prices received therefor at 
terminal markets, and thus a tendency to curtail the production of the 
‘staple articles of agriculture needed by all people in all lands; and 
Yhereas the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway project, if com- 
pleted and perfected, will furnish to the people of the State of Mon- 
tana a cheaper method of transportation of their products to foreign 


markets, thus assuring them a higher revenue for the same: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the Highteenth Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Montana (the House of Representatives concurring therein) 


That we do hereby memorialize the Congress of the United States, an 
respectfully urge that Congress take immediate action toward the pas- 
sage of such laws or law, which will make possible the early completion 
ie 5 of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence waterway project; be 
urther 

Resolved, That the secretary of the senate send a copy of this resolu- 
tion to the President of the United States and the President of the Sen- 
ate, and Spenker of the House of Representatives of the United States, 
jand of Nerth Dakota and Minnesota Legislatures, respectively, also to 
our Members in Congress, 


Mr. WALSH of Montana presented the following memorial of 
the Legislature of Montana, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Finance: 


To His Excellency the President of the United States, the honorable 
Senators and Representatives in Congress of the United States, and 
5 N sic of the United States Veterans’ Bureau of Washing- 
on, D. 0.: 

Your memoralists, the members of the Eighteenth Legislative As- 
sembly of the State of Montana, respectfully represent : 

Whereas the United States Government has, through its administra- 
tive agency, the United States Veterans’ Bureau, established at Fort 
(William Henry Harrison, a military reservation near Helena, Mont., a 
Teterans“ hospital known as United States Veteraus“ Bureau Hospital 
No, 72, for the care and treatment of wounded and disabled veterans 

f the late war between the United States of America and the Imperial 

‘Governments of Germany and Austria-Hungary; and 
Whereas said United States Veterans’ Bureau Hospital No. 72 has 

up to this time been used and employed solely as an observation hos- 


Warm 8 
ont, and the Montana State Tuberculosis ‘Sanitarium, at Gane’ 
Mont.; and 


Whereas the climatic conditions obtaining at and near Fort William 
Henry Harrison aforesaid make said point peculiarly adapted to the 
eatment of tuberculosis cases, and likewise well suited, from the 
Standpoint of environment, for the treatment of psychoneurotic dis- 
eases; and it is the established gree of well-informed medical ex- 
rts that if a tuberculosis patient intends to live and spend his life at 
Pieitudes such as are found within the State of Montana, and in areas 
where climatic conditions are the same as in Montana, said tubercular 


patients must be cured, if at all, at such altitudes and under such 


climatic conditions: and 
‘Whereas the State of Montana furnished a 3 quota of men, in 


Parents to actual population, to the mili 
t 


naval forces of the 


ed States during the late war than any other State, and as a con- 


— 8 has had returned to it many hundreds of wounded and dis- 
ab veterans, there being at the present time in Montana about 500 
cases of active tuberculosis and about 900 cases of neurotic disability 
directly caused by or be ator by military and nayal service; and 

Whereas said hospital No. 72 at Fort William Henry Harrison has 
already been enlarged and fitted at a great expenditure of money to 
accommodate tubercular and psychoneurotic cases; and both medical 
and economical considerations urgently persuade to the use of these 
accommodations for their intended pu es, but said types of cases 
have scarcely been accepted thereat: me 

Whereas every reason and inducement exists for treating and caring 
for all of Montana’s veterans, suffering from any of disability or 
wound or wounds, at the said veterans’ hospital No. 72 within the 
State of Montana: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of the Bighteenth Ln gee igs Assembly of the 
State of Montana in regular session assembled, That we do hereby: me- 
morialize the Director of the United States Veterans’ Bureau of Wash- 
ington, D. C., and respectfully urge upon him that he immediately 
authorize the full use and employment of the said hospital No. 72, 
now under his jurisdiction, so that said hospital may, on or before 
the Ist day of February, 1923, accommodate all the tubercular cases of 
veterans originating in district 10 and all the psychoneurotic cases 
of veterans originating in the district 10, and, in general, all and every 
type of case or disability of Montana veterans, to the end that it may 
not be necessary to send said veterans, at great expense and at prob- 
able injury to their chances for recovery, to other sections of the 
United States; and be it further 

Resolved, That the chief clerk of the house forthwith transmit a 
copy of this memorial to the President of the United States and to 
each of the Senators and to each of the Representatives from Montana 
in the Congress of the United States and to such other persons as the 
speaker of the house may designate. 

CALVIN CRUMBAKER, 
Speaker of the House. 
James A. SHOPMAKER 

Chief Clerk. 


Mr. NELSON presented the following resolution of the House 
of Representatives of the State of Minnesota, which was re- 
ferred to the Committee on Banking and Currency: 

Resolution, 


Be it resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of Min- 
nesota, now in session, That we are of the opinion that branch. bank- 
mg would be especially detrimental to rural banks, and that if the 
policy of the Comptroller of the Currency in permitting the establishing 
of branch banks is continued it become a serious menace to the 
continuation of the present system of independent banking as prac- 
ticed in the United States, a system that has contribut very ma- 
terially to the rapid development of our country; it is further 

Resolved, That we are opposed to branch banking for the following 
reasons : 2 

1. Our present system of independent banking is adequate to the in- 
dividual bank. 

2. The individual bank would lose its identity. 

8. Branch banking is.monopolistic in its operation and not for the 
best interests of local communities. 

4. That the centralization of the credit power in the hands of the 
few would result in the destruction of industry and the depopulating 
of the rural districts. 7 

5. The laws of our State do not permit State banks to operate 
branches and no national bank should receive privileges not accorded 
to State institutions; be it further 

Resolved, That the State of Minnesota adhere to its preen laws 

rohibiting the transaction of banking business by any bank in this 
Skate through branch banks or by means of branch banks, and calls 
upon the Congress of the United States and the executive officers of 
the United States Government having in charge the enforcement of 
pe icy of the State in the transac- 
S 


the banking laws to adhere to the 
State by national banking asso- 


tion of the banking business in th 
clations, to the end that there may be no conflict in this State be- 
tween the policy and laws of the Federal Government and the policy 
and laws of the State of Minnesota; and be it further 

Resolved, That the attention of the Comptroller of the Currency is 
hereby called to the fact that national banks are conducting business 
in part by the establishment and operation of branch banks in the 
city of their domicile, and we hereby most respectfully call upon the 
Comptroller of the Currency to cause said banks to desist from the 
operation of their said branch banks and refrain from the establish- 
ment of other or further branch banks; and be it further a7 

Resolved, That we hereby petition the President of the United States 
to direct the Comptroller of the Currency to cause said branch banks 
in the State of Minnesota to be suspended and closed and to prosecute 
or cause to be prosecuted any and all such actions as may found 
necessary therefor; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be promptly forwarded to 
the President of the United States, to the Comptroller of the Currency 
of the United States, and to each Member of the Congress from the 
State of Minnesota. 

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of sundry Chippewa In- 
dians of White Earth, Minn., praying for the passage of legis- 
lation granting a per capita distribution of their individual 
funds in the Treasury to the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Mr. LODGE presented a resolution adopted by the board of 
aldermen of the city of Medford, Mass., favoring the passage 
of legislation placing an embargo on the shipment of coal from 
the United States to Canada, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. = 

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Clinton, 
Worcester, North Adams, Fitchburg, and Leominster, all in the 
State of Massachusetts, remonstrating against the passage of 
legislation providing for compulsory Sunday observance in the 
District of Columbia, which was referred to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. KEYES presented a resolution adopted at the annual 
meeting of the Union Congregational Church, of Bartlett, 
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N. H., favoring an amendment to the Constitution regulating 
child labor, which was referred to the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary. 

Mr. LADD presented a petition of sundry citizens of Hurds- 
field, N. Dak., praying for the passage of legislation extending 
immediate aid to the famine-stricken peoples of the German 
and Austrian Republics, which was referred to the Committee 
on Appropriations. 

Mr. KENDRICK presented a resolution of the Fort Me- 
Kinney National Farm Loan Association, of Buffalo, Wyo., 
both approving and disapproving of certain proposed amend- 
ments of the Federal farm loan act, which was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

He also presented a resolution of the Lambs Club of Kem- 
merer, Wyo., favoring the passage of the so-called Towner- 
Sterling educational bill and the Sterling-Lehlbach reclassifica- 
tion bill, which was referred to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

He also presented a communication in the nature of a peti- 
tion from sundry citizens of Wyoming, praying for the prompt 
passage of the so-called Sterling-Lehlbach bill providing for 
reclassification of positions and salaries in the Federal civil 
service, which was referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

He also presented a resolution adopted by Helen Gould 
Auxiliary, No. 8, United Spanish War Veterans, of Laramie, 
Wyo., favoring the passage of legislation extending the benefits 
of the war risk insurance act to disabled veterans of all wars, 
which was referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented resolutions of Surat Grotto, M. O. V. 
P. E. R., of Cheyenne, and Casper Lodge, No. 1182, Loyal Order 
of Moose, of Casper, both in the State of Wyoming, favoring 
the setting aside of a week to be known as national antinarcotic 
week, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES, 


Mr. McNARY, from the Committee on Manufactures, sub- 
mitted a report (No. 1087) to accompany the bill (S. 4399) to 
fix standards for hampers, round stave baskets, and splint bas- 
kets for fruits and vegetables, and for other purposes, heretofore 
reported by him. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, from the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor, to which was referred the bill (S. 4447) 
to establish standards for anthracite coal shipped in inter- 
state or foreign commerce, reported it without amendment. 

Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs, to which was referred the bill (S. 4464) in reference to 
a national military park at Yorktown, Va., reported it with 
amendments and submitted a report (No. 1088) thereon. 


ARKANSAS RIVER BRIDGE, ARKANSAS. 


Mr. CARAWAY. From the Committee on Commerce, I re- 
port back favorably with amendments the bill (S. 4489) to 
revive and to reenact an act entitled “An act granting the 
consent of Congress for the construction of a bridge and ap- 


' proaches thereto across the Arkansas River between the cities 


of Little Rock and Argenta, Ark,,” approved October 6, 1917. 
I ask unanimous consent for the present consideration of the 
bill. 

There being no objection, the bill was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The amendments were, on page 2, line 1, after the word 
“authorized,” to strike out may,“ and in line 2, after the 


word “approval,” to insert “thereof.” so as to make the bill 
; read; 


i thos and 1 


Be it enacted, etc., That the act approved October 6, 1917, peene 
the consent of Congress for the county of Pulaski, in the State o 
Arkansas, its successors and alee to construct a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at the city of Little Rock on the site now occupied 

the free highway bridge constructed by said county in the years 
897 be, and the same is hereby, revived and reenacted : 

Provided, That this act shall be null and void unless the actual con- 
struction of the bridge Ae authorized be commenced within one 
year and completed within three years from the date of approval 


; thereof. 


Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended and the 


i amendments were concurred in. 


The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: A bill to revive and 
to reenact an act entitled ‘An act granting the consent of 
Congress for the construction of a bridge and approaches 
thereto across the Arkansas River between the cities of Little 


Rock and Argenta,’ approved October 6, 1917.“ 


ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED. 


Mr. SUTHERLAND, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, 
reported that on February 3, 1923, they presented to the Presi- 
dent of the United States the bill (S. 4390) to amend the last 
paragraph of section 10 of the Federal reserve act as amended 
by the act of June 3, 1922. 


BILLS INTRODUCED. 


Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. McLEAN: 

A bill (S. 4477) to amend sections 3, 4, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, and 
25 of the act of Congress approved July 17, 1916, known as 
the Federal farm loan act; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. GOODING: 

A bill (S. 4478) to promote agriculture by stabilizing the 
price of wheat; to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry. 

By Mr. ROBINSON: ; 

A bill (S. 4479) for the relief of Rose City Cotton Oil Mill 
and others (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Claims. «> 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4480) for the relief of John Dzikowicz; to the 
Committee on Claims, 

By Mr. HALE: 

A bill (S. 4481) for the relief of Herbert G. Black, owner of 
the schooner Oakicoods (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. BURSUM: 

A bill (S. 4482) granting a pension to Leandra Montoya de 
Pfeiffer; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. BORAH: 

A bill (S. 4483) providing the number of judges which shall 
concur in holding an act of Congress unconstitutional; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. NORBECK: 

A bill (S. 4484) granting an increase of pension to Mary E. 
Zimmerman; to the Committee on Pensions, 

By Mr. WADSWORTH: 

A bill (S. 4485) conferring jurisdiction upon certain courts 
of the United States to hear and determine the claim of the 
owner of the steamship Almirante against the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on Claims. 

BLANCHE WINTERS. 

Mr. CURTIS submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 11397) to authorize appropria- ~ 
tions for the relief of certain officers of the Army of the United 
States, and for other purposes, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Claims and ordered to be printed. 

PENSIONS AND INCREASE OF PENSIONS. 


Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment intended to be pro- 
posed by him to the bill (S. 4305) granting an increase of pen- 
sion to certain soldiers of the Mexican War and Civil War and 
their widows and minor children, widows of the War of 1812, 
Army nurses, and for other purposes, which was referred to the 
Committee on Pensions and ordered to be printed. 


COMMITTEE SERVICE. 

On motion of Mr. Loner, and by unanimous consent, it was— 

Ordered, That the senior Senator from Maryland [Mr. FRANCE] be 
excused from further service as a member of the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate and that the junior 
e from New Hampshire [Mr. KEYES] be assigned to service 

PURCHASE AND SALE OF FARM PRODUCTS. 

Mr. NORRIS. I ask unanimous consent for the reprinting, 
for the use of the Senate document room, of 1,000 copies of 
Senate bill 4050, providing for the purchase and sale of farm 
products, as the same was reported by the Committee on Agri- 
culture and Forestry. f 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is sò ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, in the month of De- 
cember, 1920, the attention of the Senate was called to certain 
charges which were made against the Department of Justice in 
connection with what were known as the “red raids.” The 
matter was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary for in- 
vestigation and report. It was referred by the committee to a 
subcommittee, which took testimony for some months. The sub- 
committee were unable to agree upon the report and were even- 
tually discharged by the order of the full committee. There- 
upon, however, I, a member of the subcommittee, submitted a 
report to the committee, and another report was submitted by, 
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the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING], also a member 
of the subcommittee, to which subsequently I replied. 

Recently a motion was made before the committee that the 
report submitted by myself be reported to the Senate as the re- 
port of the committee. That motion was defeated by the fol- 
lowing vote: 

Yeas—Borau, NORRIS, ASHURST, and WALSH. 

Nays—DILLINGHAM, STERLING, ERNST, SHORTRIDGE, OVERMAN, 
SHIELDS, and NELSON. 

Absent and not voting—CoLT, BRANDEGEE, CUMMINS, REED of 
Missouri, and CULBERSON. 

Thereupon the committee resolyed that no report be made to 
the Senate upon the subject. I ask unanimous consent that the 
various reports referred to be printed in the RECORD. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I did not quite understand 
the request of the Senator from Montana. Does the Senator de- 
sire that all the reports submitted to the committee may be 
printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is my request that all the re- 
ports which were submitted to the committee shall be printed 
in the Recorp and that the committee be discharged from the 
further consideration of the subject. by 

There being no objection, the Committee on the Judiciary 
was discharged from the further consideration of the subject 
and the reports were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: r 


CHARGES OF ILLEGAL PRACTICES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 


Mr. WALSH of Montana, from the Subcommittee on the Judiciary, 
submitted the following report on * Report upon the illegal practices 
of the United States Department of Justice,“ made by a committee of 
lawyers on behalf of the National Popular Government League, and a 
memorandum describing the personnel of the committee: 

The subcommittee, as a part of the duty imposed upon it under the 
resolution of the Senate (66th Cong., 3d sess., c. 10, 1920), pursuant 
to which it acted, inquired into certain charges of illegal practices 
made against the Department of Justice in a pamphlet Gp sob a to 
be a report by a committee of lawyers appointed by the National Pop- 
ular Government League. For the pater part, the matters complained 
of relate to the arrest of aliens with a view to their deportation and 
to the proceedings had to that end. To some extent, at least, the 
report is founded upon affidavits of the persons arrested and their 
friends and sympsthizers, reciting oppressive or abusive conduct on the 
part of the officers making the arrest or charged with the enforcement 
of the law or to the unwholesome character of the quarters in which 
the prisoners were incarcerated or detained. It was assumed by the 
committee that charges of such a nature would be met with denials 
on the part of the officers involved, as they were in many instances, if 
not in all, those to which specific reference is made in the report. 

The cœnmittee was not impressed with the view that any good pur- 
pose would be subserved by a searching inquiry into the acts of sub- 
ordinates not appearing to be countenanced or authorized by their 
superiors, and accordingly made no special effort to follow that line of 
inquiry. So far as it has been pursued, the committee finds no reason 
to believe that the prisoners were subjected to any ill treatment or 
underwent any discomforts not incident to the conditions under which 
the proceedings were prosecuted, as hereafter detailed. Some of them 
were of that class that rancorously BETA themselves against all gov- 
ernment and cultivate faultfinding with its ministers as a fine art. 

More serious are the accusations touching the general character and 
conduct of the so-called raids through which most of the arrests 
were made, of usurpation by the Department of Justice in connection 
with the same, and of flagrant disregard of the constitutional rights 
of those against whom they were directed. 

Between November 1, 1919, and April 26, 1920, warrants were issued 
by the Department of Labor for the arrest, with a view to their de- 
portation, of approximately 6,350 aliens who were alleged to be in this 
country in violation of the law. Approximately 3,000 arrests were 
made of persons named in such warrants, Others, in considerable 
number not definitely fixed in the testimony, ascertained speedily to 
be citizens, were taken into custody in connection with the arrests 
of the aliens and more or less promptly discharged. (Testimony, pp. 
312-783.) The total number of arrests, it is quite likely, ex ed 
10,000. Of the 3,000 imprisoned, 762, at the last report before the 
committee, had been ordered deported, the warrants were canceled by 
the Secretary of Labor in 1,293 cases, and after some eight months 
or more approximately 1,000 still awaited final disposition. (Id. 

Most of the arrests were made in the course of the “ raids,” the 
most fruitful of which were those directed against the Union of Rus- 
sian Workers in November, 1919, and against the Communist Party 
and the Communist Labor Party on January 2, 1920. These were 
carried out simultaneously in many of the larger cities and industrial 
centers of the Union Boston and vicinity, Paterson and the adjacent 
towns, Buffalo, Detroit, and Chicago. The unusually large haul of 
January 2, 1920, arose from the apprehension of all persons attending 
meetings of the proscribed parties being held on the night of that day, 
the meetings having been called at the particular time at which they 
were held by the procurement of * under cover agents of the Depart- 
ment of Justice acting under explicit directions in that respect from 
Washington. In and about Boston from to 1,200 arrests were 
made; apparenuy no accurate record was kept (testimony, p. 55); in 

troit about S00 (testimony, p. 720); in Bufalo 150 (testimony, 
p- $ 

The proceedings were founded upon the statute of 1918, which sub- 
jects to deportation “aliens who are members of or affiliated with an 
organization that entertains a belief in, teaches, or advocates the 
overthrow by force or violence of the Government of the United States 
or of all forms of law.” The organizations referred to were held by 

an 


the Department of Justice to be within the class thus proscribed 
the warrants were issued upon that basis. 

In specific instances it was charged further that the alien proceeded 
against was an anarchist, or that he believed in or advocated the over- 
throw by force or violence of the Government of the United States, or 
allegations were made bringing him under some other provision of the 
p in the 


statute, but in all or substantially all the cases membershi 


proscribed organization was charged, prima facie evidence of that fact 
was regarded as sufficient ground for holding him, and proof sufficient 
to establish the fact made a case for deportation. A circular con- 
taining instructions from the Department of Justice to the officers 
under whose immediate direction the “raids” of January 2, 1920, 
were conducted disclosed that they were directed against all members 
of the Communist Party and the Communist Labor Party, whether the 
person proceeded against had brought himself under other provisions 
of the statute or not. 

We forbear from any inquiry and refrain from the 1 of any 
opinion as to whether any of the organizations condemned by the 
Department of Justice do, in fact, believe in, teach, or advocate the 
overthrow, by force or violence, of the Government of the United 
States, as charged. We shall assume for the purpose of this discus- 
sion that they do. The Department of Labor must have held, perhaps 
without mature consideration, that they, each of them, do, since it 
issued warrants in large numbers founded on that fact alone. Subse- 
uently it ruled, however, that the Communist Labor Party does not 
all under the ban of the statute, its conclusion being supported in an 
opinion by the Assistant ee which the question was can- 
vassed at length and distinctions med important, between its prin- 
ciples and teaching and those of the Communist Party, inted out. 
On this important question Anderson, one of the judges of the Circuit 
Court of Appeals for the First Circuit, and Knox, district judge for 
the Southern District of New York, reached diametrically opposite 
conclusions, the former holding that neither of the parties named 
teaches or advocates the overthrow of the Government by force, the 
latter that the Communist Party at least does, The Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the First Circuit has since the above report was prepared 
held that the Communist Party comes under the ban of the statute 
reversing the order made by Judge Anderson. The question is now 
ene. on appeal, but, regardless of what may be the ultimate out- 
come, the Department of Justice is fully justified in the ition taken 
by it with respect to the character of the Communist Party, judged 
by the standard of the statute, both by the decision of Judge Knox 
and the informed conclusion of the Department of Labor. Nor is it to 
be censured for having judged adversely with reference to the Com- 
munist Labor Party, seeing that both the Assistant Secretary of Labor 
and Judge Anderson felt impelled to examine critically the claim of 
immunity asserted on behalf of its members, so ambiguous were the 
authoritative expressions of its policy and purposes. The offense of 
the department, so far as it has been Uty of any offense, to be 
judged by what follows, does not lie in that direction. The question 
confronts the investigator at the outset as to the existence of any 
authority whatever in the Department of Justice in the premises 
whether any of its acts in connection with these wholesale arrests 
have the sanction of the law. 

The administration of the immigration laws, including all proceed- 
ings for the deportation of aliens, is reposed by the acts of Congress 
not in the Department of Justice but in the Department df Labor. 
They were, for the greater part, made in response to a popular demand 
for the protection of labor against ruinous competition from foreign 
elements accustomed to and content with a standard of living lower 
than that reasonably demanded and 5 enjoyed by the American 
laboring man. In its inception this legislation was aimed largely at 
Chinese immigration and the evils of contract labor. 

With such an origin and such a purpose it was quite reasonable that 
Congress should intrust its enforcement to the Department of Labor, 
and as those dangerous characters whose insidious and destructive 
activities the newer provisions of the law were intended to meet and 
overcome almost invariably addressed themselves to the wageworkers, 
of whose welfare they professed themselyes exceptionally solicitous, 
there appeared to Congress no reason for any change in the licy 
which had theretofore been pursued. It was, apparently, Still be 
lieved that the Department of Labor could and would more under- 
standingly and more sympathetically administer the law, welcoming 
the immigrant coming with honest purpose and regard for the law 
into the ranks of labor and sternly excluding those whose presence 
the law declared to be inimical to the interest of those with whom 
they sought to associate themselves or to the safety of the country. 
Moreover, the proceedings provided for by the law for determining 
whether an alien is entitled to enter or to remain in the country after 
he has entered are not criminal, or even judicial. strictly speaking, in 
their nature, but administrative. Accordingly, the rivileses guaran- 


teed by the Constitution to defendants in crimi proceedings can 
not be claimed, as a matter of right, by an alien proceeded against 
under the immigration laws. Such proceedings, accordingly, are beyond 


the scope of the duties with which the Department of Justice is ordi- 
narily charged—outside of its legitimate sphere—in a field into which 
Congress has not deemed it wise to require or authorize that department 
to enter. 

Its force is trained in the methods pursued in running down crimi- 
nals and in bringing them to justice, prone by the experience of their 
daily lives to judge and to act harshly in respect to those they deem 
such. The alien resident or sojourner subject to deportation is not by 
that fact a criminal. None of the six thousand and odd persons for 
whose arrests warrants were issued during the five months’ period 
Sob 3 November 1, 1919, had committed any crime for which they 
were being prosecuted. Some of them may have violated the penal 
statutes; doubtless they did. Among their number were a few, at 
least, who were notorious criminals. Of the generality of them more 
will be said later. But good or bad, they were not being proceeded 
against because they had committed any crime. They were simply 
charged with being illegally in the country because of their member- 
ship in one or the other of the proscribed organizations and therefore 
subject to deportation. 

Whatever may have been its motives, Congress has vested the 
officers of the Department of Justice with no power whatever in con- 
nection with deportation proceedings, either in making complaints 
looking to the issuing of warrants or the issuing of the same or in 
the conduct of the inquiry following. And yet the hearings con- 
ducted by your committee disclose that to a very large extent the 
proceedings looking to and following the issuance of the six thousand 
and more warrants of arrest referred to were conducted by and under 
the direction of the Department of Justice. Its agents carried on an 
extensive campaign for the purpose of ferreting out those identified 
or alleged to be identified with the Communist Party or the Com- 
munist Labor Party. They made or had made the affidavits upon 
which most of the vast mass of warrants mentioned were issued. In 
many cases there was no affidavit submitted as a basis for the war- 
rant, the unsworn statement of the agent of the bureau being accepted 
as sufficient, the theory being that his official oath met the constitu- 
tional requirement. ese statements, sworn and unsworn, were not 
delivered to some local representative of the Department of Labor or 
transmitted to the department itself, as a rule, at least. They were 


gent to the Department of Justive and by it transmitted to the Depart- 
ment of Labor with a request that warrants issue. (Testimony, p. 12.) 

The course which the warrants took is not made clear in the testi- 
mony, but it is clear that they were served, so far as one can speak of 
their haying been served, not by agents of the Department of Labor, 
as the law contemplates, but by agents of the Department of Justice; 
indeed by the same agents who: made the investigation; and upon whose 
initiative the warrants were issued. It is not to be understood that in 
each case the informant actually made the arrest; what is meant is 
that the Bureau of Investigation, a branch of the Department of Labor, 

ularly — to —.— ye Secret ph eee ih ea Toan — 
quiry, procu or prepa e necessary a: ‘or the warrant, an 
made or conducted the making of the arrests: It is really only by the 
most generous construction that it can be said the warrants ever were 
Served.“ What was done was substantially as follows: A batch of 
warrants was sent to an agent of the bureau at a particular place— 
Boston, Chicago, or Detroit. He secured the cooperation of the local 
police officers and with their aid the places of meeting—the synchro- 
nized meetings having 17 4 been arranged for by him or through him, 
as heretofore stated—the places of meeting were raided. It was as- 
sumed or perhaps surmised that the individuals against whom warrants 
were beld resi ag, hes the neighborhood of the 3 respectively. 
would be amon ose attending. Possibly, not unlikely, in some in- 
stances information more definite in character was in the possession of 
some of those acting in the premises that the persons whose arrests 
had been authorized were actually present at the . the warrants 
for such serving as justification, such as it was, for the invasion of the 
premises. But regardless of the warrants every person in the room 
was placed under arrest. They were lined up along the wall after the 
manner of the making of arrests of desperate criminals or of an old- 
time stage hold-up and searched: 

They were then assembled at some point to determine, among other 
things, what American citizens had been caught in the net, and who 
in addition to those for whom warrants were out, among those taken, 
might be held for deportation. Those. who were able to prove citizen- 
ship were either discharged or turned over to the local authorities as 
possible offenders against State statutes. Aliens unable to clear them- 
selves of the unfavorable inference drawn from their presence at the 
meeting were held and telegraphic warrants for such were asked, of 
which more hereafter. Meanwhile the place of meeting was thoroughly 
searched for literature, membership cards, financial and other recor 
and correspondence. When arrests were made at the homes of y o 
the persons sought, they too were searched with like purpose, and in 
any case the residences of the officers of the local lodges or branches 
were searched pursuant to specific instructions issued from Washington 
for evidence that might be of value, Search warrants were in some 
instances sued out to insure the capture of such papers, documents, 
and records: 

The essential lawlessness of the proceedings detailed needs no com- 
ment. It will be star to learn that they were carried ont in strict 
accordance with instru ns sent by the Department of Justice to its 
agents in the field through a circular letter, the extraordinary character 
of which justifies its incorporation at length in this report. A copy 
sent to the agent at Boston is as follows: 


[Confidential instructions, December 27, 1919.] 


Strictly confidential 7 
DEPARTMENT or Justice, 
BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION, 
Washington, December 27, 1919. 
Gro. E. KELLEHER, ES. . 
Bow. 3185, Boston, Mass. 


Dran Sin: I have alrea 


res) 


At the time of the apprehension of these persons eve 
be made by you to definitely establish the fact that 
rested are members of either the Communist Pa of America or the 
Communist Labor Party. have been reliably informed that instruc- 
tions have been issued m the headquarters of each of these organiza- 
tions to their members that they are to refuse to answer any questions 
put to them by any Federal officers and are to destroy all evidence of 
membership or tion with their respective organizations, It is, 
therefore, of the utmost importance that you at once make every effort 
to ascertain the location of all of the books and records of these 
organizations in your territory and that the same be secured at the 
time of the arrests. As soon as the subjects are apprehended you 
should endeavor to obtain from them, if possible, ation that they 
are members of either of these’ parties, together with any statement 
concerning their citizenship status. I can not impress upon you too 
stron e necessity of obtaining documentary evidence proving mem- 


bership. 

Particular efforts should be made to apprehend all of the officers of 
either of these two parties if they are aliens; the residences of such 
officers should be searched in every instance for literature, membership 
cards, records, and correspondence. The meeting rooms should be 
thoroughly searched and an effort made to locate the charter of the 
Communist Party of America or the Communist Labor Party under 


effort should 


which the local organization operates, as well as the membership and 


financial records which, if not found in the meeting rooms of the 
organization, will probably be found in the house of the recording and 
financial secretaries, r * All literature, books, papers, and 

on the walls should be gathered up; and 


anything hanging the ngs 
eee should be sounded for hi places. After obtaining an 
mentary evidence the same should wrapped up in packages — 
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(officers that such arran 


‘particular activities of the persons apprehended. 


‘instructions to cooperate with you nuy 


e persons ar- |, 


FEBRUARY 5, 


marked thereon the location of the place and the name of the persons 
obtaining the evidence and the contents of each package. 

Violence toward any aliens should be scrupulously avoided, Immedi- 
ately upon apprehending an alien he should be thoroughly searched. If 
found in groups in meeting rooms, they should be lined up against the 
wall and there searched, particular attention being given to finding the 
srg | book, in which connection the search of the pockets will 
not be cient. In no instance should money or other valuables. be 
taken from the aliens. All document evidence taken.from an alien 
should be placed in an individual envelope provided for the purpose, 
which envelope should be marked showing the contents. contained in the 
same, whether they were found in the possession of the alien or in his 
room, and if in the latter the address of the house should be given as 
well as the name of the alien and the officer who obtained the evidence. 
A duplicate record should be kept of all evidence thus obtained. At 
the time of the transfer of the alien. to the immigration inspector, you 
should also turn over to the immigration inspector the original evidence 
obtained in the particular case, plainly marked, so that there may be 
no complaint by the immigration officers. as to the manner in which eyi- 
dence has been collected by the agents of this bureau. 

I have made mention e that the meeting places and residences 
of the members should be thoroughly search I leave it entirely 
to your discretion as to the method by which you should gain access 
to such places. If, due to the local conditions in your territory, you 
find that it is absolutely necessary for you to obtain a search war- 
rant for the premises, you should communicate with the local authorities 
a few hours. before the time for the arrests is set and. request a warrant 
to search the premises. 

Under no conditions are you to take into your confidence the local 
police authorities or the State authorities prior to the making of the 
arrests. It is not the intention nor the desire of this office that Amer- 
ican citizens, members of the two organizations, be arrested at this 
time. If, however, there are taken into custody any American citizens, 
through error, and who are members of the Communist Party of Amer- 
len or the Communist Labor Party, you should immediately refer their 
eases to the local authorities. 

It may be necessary in order to successfully make the arrests that 
you obtain the assistance of the local authorities at the time of the 
arrests, This action should not be taken unless it is absolutely neces- 
sary; but I well appreciate that where a large number of arrests are 
to be made it may be impossible for the same to be made by special 
agents of this department, in which event you are authorized to request 

e assistance of the local police authorities. Such assistance should 
not be requested until a few hours before the time set for the arrests. 
in order that no “leak” may occur, It is to be distinctly underst 
that the arrests made are being made under the direction and super- 
vision of the Department of Justice. 

For your own personal information, I have to advise you that the 
tentative date fixed for the arrests of the communists is Friday even- 
ing, January 2, 1920. This date may be changed. due to the fact that 
all of the immigration warrants may not be issued by that time. You 
will, however, be advised by telegraph as to the exact date and: hour 
when the arrests are to be made, 

If possible, you should arrange with your under-coyer informants to 


‘have meetings of the Communist Party and the Communist Labor Party 


held on the night set. some of the burean 


I have been informed wy 
his, of course, would 


ments will be made. 
facilitate the making of the arrests. 

On the evening of the arrests this office will be open the entire 
night, and I desire that you communicate by long distance to Mr. 
Hoover any matters of vital importance or interest which may arise 
during the course of the arrests. You will possibly be given trom 7 
o'clock in the evening until 7 o'clock in the morning to conclude the 
arrests and examinations. As inted out previously, the grounds for 
deportation in these cases will based solely upon membership in the 
Communist Party of America or the Communist Labor Party, and for 
that reason it will not be necessary for you to go in detail into the 
It is, however, de- 
sirable that wherever possible you ould obtain additional evidence 
upon the individuals, particularly those who are leaders. and officers 
in the local organizations. The immigration inspector will be under 
and I likewise desire that you 
immigration inspector at the 
time of the arrests, as well as following the arrests. At the hearings: 
before the immigration inspector jt Ser should render any and all reason- 
able assistance to the immigration authorities, both in the way of 
offering your services to them and the services of any of your steno- 
graphie force. It is of utmost necessity that these cases be expedited 
and disposed of at the earliest possible moment, and for that reason 
stenographic assistance and any assistance nece: should be ren- 
dered: by you to the immigration inspectors, An excellent spirit of. 
cooperation exists between the Commissioner General of Imm tion 
und this set Serial in Washington and I desire that the same spirit. 
of cooperation between the field officers of this bureau and the field 
officers of the Bureau of Immigration also exist. 

I desire that the morning following the arrests you should forward 
to this office by special delivery, marked for the Attention of Mr. 
Hoover.” a complete list of the names of the persons arrested, with 
an indication of residence, organization to which they belong, and 
whether or not they were included in the original list of warran In 
cases where arrests are made of persons not covered by warrants, you 
should at once request the local immigration authorities for warrants 
in all such cases, and you should also communicate with this office at 
the same time. I desire also that the morning following the arrests 
that you communicate in detail by telegram, “Attention of Mr. Hoover,“ 
the results of the arrests made, giving the total number of persons 
‘of each organization taken into custody, together with a statement of 
asa interesting evidence secured. 

he above cover the general instructions to be followed in these 
arrests, and the same will be supplemented by telegraphic instructions 


cooperate in the same manner with 


‘at the proper time. 
ery truly yours, Frank BURKE 
Assistant Director and Chief. 
8 12.) 
he arrests having been made, a preliminary examination took place 


1 by such at the inquiry. He was interrogated 
called upon to make answers to a questionnaire intended to a tod 
from him admissions of his alienage and membership in one of 

st — parties. By direction a representative of the Bureau of 
nvestigation attended these hearings. The nature of the assistance 
rendered by him may be gathered m testimony given by Fra R. 
Stone, agent in charge (Bureau of Investigation) at Newark, N. J. 


1923. 
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“Attorney General PALMER, Just describe very Laer Mr. Stone, 
SS pence by which this original hearing was arrived at and con- 
ucted, 

“Mr. STONE. There was an immigration in or, a Mr. Fader, and 
Mr. Dauschitz, who were present at the preliminary questions under 
the warrant. The questions, however, were propounded by me. 

A OTRAI General PALMER. You mean the questionnaire was read 
by you 

“Mr. Stone. Read by me. 

“Senator STERLING. You say the immi 
Was the examination conducted under his direction or supervision? 

“Mr. Stone. His supervision; yes, sir. He made formal service of 
the warrant, and asked me as a matter of cooperation to ask the 
questions, because of my long experience as an immigration inspector 
and law officer in the Immigration Service. * * * 

“Senator Warsa of Montana. Did you submit any of the matters 
to the inspector himself as to whether the man should be held or should 
not be held? 

“Mr. Sroxe. The inspector sat alongside of me. We are old col- 
leagues. We worked at Ellis Island together for years and he used 
to be my interpreter. The reason I selected him was that he was 
a man that understands, reads, and writes many languages, and I 
selected him because not only would I be safe as to a thorough immi- 
gration man but I would have a thorough translator so that I would 
not have to depend on broken English.” (Testimony, pp. 563, 567.) 

Those held upon the preliminary Inquiry were then transferred to 
a more permanent place of detention. Thereafter the evidence opon 
which was determined the case of each prisoner thus héld was taken 
before a representative of the Department of Labor, by whom it was 
transmitted to that department which, in due course, upon consideration 
of the same, made its order either of deportation or discharge, the 
pee being accorded the right to counsel at such hearing. o some 

human aspects of these proceedings attention will be invited later. 
For the present it is asserted as indisputable that— 

1, The agents of the Bureau of Investigation of the Department of 
Justice have no authority to make arrests in deportation proceedings, 
if, indeed, they have authority to make arrests at all. 

2. The agents of the Department of Labor have no authority to 
make an arrest looking to deportation without a warrant. 

8. The issuance of a warrant upon the unsworn statement of an 
agent of the Bureau of Investigation is a plain violation of the fourth 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

4. There is no authority in the law for the conduct of a search in 
deportation proceedings, either of the residence of the alien or of the 
meeting places of societies condemned by the immigration laws or for 
the seizure of books, records, or papers of either. 

5. There is no authority in the law for the issuance of a search 
warrant in deportation proceedings at all, 

6. There is no authority in the law for the issuance of a search 
warrant to seize books or papers to be used as evidence, even of the 
3 of a crime, much less to establish a case in deportation 
roceedings. 

Š 8 ip, nne ges to inquire whether under any circumstances, 
except such as justify any person in acting, agents of the Bureau of 
Investigation have authority to make arrests. It is erally under- 
stood that they are investigators mere gathering information which 
they submit to the officers charged with the 1 of crime and 
the arrests of criminals or those accused of crime. No pretense is 
made that in virtue of the office they hold they have any right to 
make arrests in deportation proceedings. It is in effect conceded that 
they have not. The Attorney General being interrogated on that point 
declined to answer further than to say that they had authority to do 
what they did, which he asserts was “as a matter of fact to assist 
the immigration inspector in taking into custody persons for whom the 
immigration inspector had warrants.” (Hearings, p. 635.) If this 
statement is mbna yy od disingenuous it exhibits a delusion on his part. 

Multitudes were afrested for whom no warrant was out. The in- 
structions contemplated that there were to be. The participation of 
the immigration inspector or of any official of the Department of Labor 
“in the raids” approached, if It did not reach, the vanishing point. 
The theory advanced by the Attorney General is altogether incom- 
patible with the circular letter quoted above, issued by 
8 instructions for the conduct of the officers directing the 
raids, e whole instrument is at war with that idea, but the ex- 
tracts set out below particularly refute it. The letter from which 
these extracts are made was transmitted to George E. Kelleher, an 
agent of the Bureau of Investigation at Boston. The chief of that 
bureau having byot told Kelleher that he, the chief. having submitted 
affidavits from Kelleher to the Commissioner of Immigration, upon 
which he, the chief, bad asked warrants which would be transmitted 
to the inspector who would inform Kelleher of their receipt, the latter 
would be advised when to poceni and . Ke cher, on the 
telegraphic order, not of the Department of r, but of the Chief 
of the Bureau of Investigation, was not to aid or cooperate with the 
inspector in making the arrests, but himself “to take into custody all 
persons for whom warrants have been issued.” 

“Tt may be necessary for you,” the instructions continue, “to 
obtain the assistance of the local authorities,” not to have the in- 
Spector procure such assistance, Finally, setting all doubt at rest, 
the instructions admonish the agents that “it is to be distinctly 
understood that the arrests are being made under the direction and 
supervision of the Department of Justice.“ This remarkable declara- 
tion prompts some curious speculation. By whom was it to be so 
understood? What steps were to be taken to make it so understood? 
Was it to be so understood by the immigration inspector should he in 
any wise attempt to control the conduct of those gore] y the arrests? 
Was it to be so understood by the parties arrested possi ly to impress 
them with the futility of making any attempt to evade the sleepless 
eye of the Government Secret Service, or was it to be so understood 
by the public through interviews given to the press, and, if so, to what 
end? om those instructions it was evidently expected that the 
inspector should sit in his office with the warrants while the actual 
arrests were being made by the agents of the Department of Justice 
and those whom they should call to their assistance. And that is just 
what was done. From the testimony of Mr. Kelleher before the com- 
mittee the following is taken: 

observe here that J naie Anderson says that bhr testified that you 
had under your direction that night something like 300 men. 


ation inspector was present. 


is authority, 


say. 


Mr. KELLEHER, Indirectly, I might 
“Senator Wals of Montana. 
“Senator Kino. You mean 300—— 

“Mr. KELLEBER. That included the police department. 


Yes. 


“Senator WalsH of Montana 
“* Kelleher said he had from 800 to 
assumed to be a moderate estimate.’ 
“ Now, just how did you allow yourself so much latitude as that, 
n 


reading) 


men. This may fairly be 


from 300 to 500 men? 

“Mr, KELLEHER. It is the merest guess at best, for the simple reason 
that in one town they might have a lice force of 3 men or they 
might have a police force of 100 men. here would be no way for me 
to tell, being called upon the stand without any previous preparation. 
5 85 0 Wals of Montana. They were all acting under your 

rection 
“Mr. KELLEHER, Yes; but so many points were covered that it is 

ible to tell exactly. 
Senator KING. They were not officials of the department, but they 
were police officers? 

Mr. KELLEHER. Yes; in certain places there were police officials as 
well as Department of Justice officials. 

Senator WALSH of Montana. Just how many Department of Labor 
officers were there that night in the territory? 

„Mr. KELLEHER. I could not say. I should say possibly half a dozen. 

Be e WaLsH of Montana. And how many arrests were actually 
made 

“ Mr. KELLEHER, I believe that the record shows about 600. 

“Senator WALsH of Montana. So that arrests made by the officers 
of the Department of Labor obviously included only a very small propor- 
tion of the 600? 

Mr. KELLEHER. Ves. 

“Senator Walsu of Montana. The other arrests were made by whom? 

“Mr. KELLEHER. By Department of Justice men in cooperation with 
police officers.” (Hearings, pp. 493-494.) 

The frankness of this witness, who is a lawyer, is to be extolled. 
Witness the following: 

“Senator WaLsH of Montana. By virtue of what law does an agent 
of the Department of Justice make an arrest in a deportation case? 
“Mr. KELLEHER. I do not know of any law.” (Hear dez p. 494. 

To get the full Import of the foregoing it must be understood that 
simultaneously raids were made in the following cities and towns, all 
under the direction of Mr. Kelleber, namely: Boston, Chelsea, Brockton, 
Bridgewater, Norwood, Worcester, Springfield, Chicopee, Holyoke, Gard- 
ner, Fitehburg, Lowell, Lawrence, Haverhill, all in Massachusetts ; 
Nashua, Manchester, Derry, Portsmouth, Claremont, Lincoln, all in 
New Hampshire. (Hearings, p. 54. - 

2. The number of persons arrested for whom no warrants were out 
can not be determined. There is no record of the total number taken 
into custody. In the Boston district estimates vary from 600 to 1,200. 
(Hearings, p. 55.) But after the weeding-out process on the prelimi- 
nary in uiry, the release of citizens or others with reference to whom 
the evidence was too shadowy to justify detention, if there was any 
evidence, 100 telegraphic warrants were applied for. 

The law tolerates arrest without a warrant on a charge of crime or, 
under some circumstances, upon suspicion of the commission of a crime. 
The rule is that no arrest may be made without a warrant. Exceptions 
have been developed in the course of the ages arising from necessity and 
to prevent esca In the case of heinous crimes greater latitude is 
allowed. In misdemeanors arrest without a warrant is not sanctioned 
except the perpetrator be caught in the act or perhaps upon bot pur- 
suit. This is the common law, the law which derives its force from 
the custom of centuries, 

A constitutional guaranty that no warrant shall issue but upon prob- 
able cause, supported by oath or affirmation, would be an absurdity if 
general arrests could be made without warrant, or if a warrant for one 
person would afford justification for taking 2 or for 400 could sanction 
the arrest of 600. 

Arrest without warrant rests upon the common law, but there is no 
common law touching arrest for deportation. It is purely statutory in 
its origin and the statute neither authorizes nor contemplates an arrest 
Ct by virtue of a warrant. It will bear repetition that there was 
no charge of crime, either felony or misdemeanor, against any of those 
caught in the raids. It should be said in palliation of the evident dis- 
regard of the law and the Constitution on the part of the department 
in connection with these arrests without a warrant, that the course 
followed had the sanction in part of a 1 7 of some years stand- 
ing at least, pursued by the Department of Labor and crystallized into a 
rule promulgated by it for the guidance of its agents, as follows: 

“Application for warrant of arrest: * Telegraphie applica- 
tion may be resorted to only in case of necessity, or when some sub- 
stantial interest of the Government would be sübserved thereby, and 
must state (a) that the usual written application is being forwarded 
ii mail, and (b) the substance of the facts and proof therein contained. 

e code supplied by the department should be used whenever prac- 
tleable.“ (Rules of May 1, 1917, of Bureau of ret eee p. 71-72.) 

The procedure in accordance with this rule is detailed by if Kelleher 
in his testimony. (Hearings, p. 496.) 

Manifestly no sworn statement could be before the department until 
the arrival of the affidavits and the warrant sent by wire is wholly 
without the support required by the fourth amendment, of the existence 
of which both departments seemed to be entirely oblivious. It remains, 
however, as it is to be hoped, in its pristine vigor as follows: 

“The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, 
and effects against unreasonable searches and seizures shall not be 
violated, and no warrants shall issue but upon probable cause, sup- 

orted py oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to 
searched and the persons or things to be seized.” 

3 the Department of Labor realized that a warrant of some 
kind on some foundation was requisite for arrest or to Justify detention. 
The rule implies that an arrest without a warrant, in anticipation of 
the arrival of a telegraphic warrant, would not be justifiable, and the 
record does not disclose that such authority was ever assumed by its 
agents or such a course sanctioned by the department. Arrest without 
any warrant appears to have been an innovation inaugurated by the 
Department of Justice. Instead of correcting the obviously illegal 

ractice of issuing telegraphic warrants, it took a further step away 
rom the standard prescribed by the Constitution. Some vague notion 
seems to have prevailed that none of the constitutional guaranties of 


im 


liberty are available to aliens in deportation proceedings, and ill-con- 
sidered remarks to that effect ma found in the opinions of some 

judges. (In re Chin Wah, 182 Fed. 256.) 
It is, of course. true that one can not claim in deportation octet. 
ose o 


ings any of the coc secured by the fifth amendment save 
transcendent importance guaranteed by the last two clauses thereof, not 
because he is an alien, but because of the nature of the proceedings. It 
reads as follows: 

“ No person shall be held to answer for a capital or otherwise infa- 
mous ¢ e unless on a presentment or indictment of a grand jury, ex- 
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cept in cases arising in the land or naval forces or in the militia when 
> actual service in time of war or patie danger, nor shall any n 

subject for the same offense to twice put in jeopardy of or 
limb, nor shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against 
himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process 
of law, nor shall private property be taken for public use without just 


compensation, 
Every right to which it refers, except as above noted, relates, as is 


lainly apparent, to p in criminal actions, and deportation 
Proceedings, it may be justifiable to repeat, are not criminal in their 
nature at all. 


Se the sixth amendment by its plain terms applies to criminal cases, 
and the rights guaranteed by it can not be claimed in deportation pro- 
ceedings. It is as follows: 

n and noble triel by am impartial dary of the beats and district 
speedy and publie y an e an c 
wherein the crime shall bave been 9 which district shall have 

previously ascertained by law, and to be informed of the nature 
and cause of the accusation; to be confronted with the witnesses 
him; to have compulsory process for obi witnesses in his favor, 
and to have the assistance of counsel for his defense.“ 

The clause preceding that with which the fifth amendment concludes, 
“Nor (shall any ) be deprived of life, liberty, or property with- 
out due process of law," is obvi not so restricted. One can not be 
deprived of his life, his liberty, o property by any procedure, how- 
ever it may be classified, due 
process of law. 3 it has been authoritatively held that de- 


portation pr must 
(Whitfield v. H; 222 Fed. 745, and cases cited ; The Ja 
migrant case, 189 Rai 

or is there an 


ard 

compelled in any criminal case to be a witness against him 

ly a nt that the fourth amendment, above quoted, 

Uization. It applies to arrest in civil cases as well 

Referring to this amendment, the Supreme 

232 U. S. 392), “ This protection 

reaehes all alike, whether accused of crime or not.” Whatever the 

nature of the proceeding, no warrant may issue but upon probable cause 
supported by oath or affirmation. 

Amendment VIII, as follows: “ Excessive bail shall not be required, 

nor excessive fines imposed, nor cruel and unusual punishments in- 

fü 


ngs now to be considered. 


features of the 
formerly employed in the De- 


in the Distrie 


sworn.” ‘This statement was neither supported by the prodaction of 
the pa so denounced nor, on the other hand, was it refuted in any 
way. It can readily be believed, however, in view of the testimony 


papers 2 the 9 in view of their number and the 
* 

head of the tment and h 

But that 9 because it is conceded that when the 
charge against the person for whom a warrant was made consisted of 
a written statement by an agent of the Bureau of Investigation, as 
was the case in rue Sars not most instances, no verification was made, 
it being contended that none was required, the position being taken 
that the official oath of the agent fulfilled the constitutional require- 
ment. Indeed, the rule of the Department of Labor, from which an 
extract has heretofore been made, provided that in such case the oath 
or affirmation may be d sed with. No support can be found for 
any such doctrine in the comment of any writer of repute on the Con- 
stitution or in any ted case so far as your committee can 
learn, and the of the times in which the amendment had its 
or refutes the notion advanced, 

n the troublous 1 preceding the Revolution warrants of arrest 
were ued upon mere demand or statement of officers of the 
Crown and on equally frail support writs of assistance were sued out 

0 


gled. 
These were among the acts of oppression which brought on the war. 


mistaken notion tha 

aliens or that it applied to criminal 

may have become confused in 

to the effect that when the affida 

is made by the r 

mation and belief, 
required b 


affirmation be dispensed witb, but 
only that in view of 


e official oath he has taken, the public prose- 
cutor may verify a formal charge made by him in his offlelal capacity 
on information and belief. Other cases insist that in every ease the 
oath or affirmation must be made by one who speaks as of his own 
knowledge. It is unnecessary to canvass those vary views. None 
of them supports the rule to which the Department of Justice gave its 
sanction so repeatedly in connection with the arrests under inquiry. 

Qn the related question of the necessity and form of the verification 
of an information, not as the basis of a warrant but as a foundation 
for a prosecution, there is likewise some diversity of opinion. Conflict- 
ing: decisions on that subject may have contributed to the view on 
which the rule is found A note in which they are canv: 

1 — pa to the case of Weeks v. United States (54 L. R. A. 


foundation fo 

inted out, uivecally declared that under the 
‘ourth amendment and similar constitutional provisions no warrant can 
issue unless the charge is verified, no matter who makes it, an official 
or a private person. 
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4. That part of the circular of lupstrugtious to agents of the Bureau 
ann making the arrests relating to Searches is here re- 
“Particular efforts should be made to a proband all of the officers 
of either of these two parties if they are aliens ; the residence of such 
officers should be searched in every Instance for literature, membership 
is, records, and correspondence. The meeting rooms should be 
thoroughly searched and an effort made to locate the charter of the 
Communist Party of America or the Communist Labor Party, under 
which the local organization operates, as well as the ship and 
financial records, which, if not found in the meeting rooms of the or- 
ganization, will probably be found in the house of the recording and 
nelal secretaries, respectively. All literature, books, papers, and 
anything banging on the walls should be gathered up; the ceilings and 
partitions should be sounded for W After obtaining any 
documentary evidence, the same should wrapped up in packages and 
marked thereon the location of the place and the name of the persons 
obtaining the evidence and the contents of each package. 

“I haye made mention above that the meeting places and residences 
of the members should be thoroughly searched.” P leave it entirely to 
your discretion as to the method by which you should gain access to 
such places. If, due to the local conditions In your territory, you find 
that it is absolutely necessary for you to obtain a search warrant for 
Wan goa 4 omg Sopa tecare wie n authorities a few 

e time for arrests is reques 
search the premises.” e VARS RS 1D 

It is difficult to conceive how one bred to the law could ev G 

promulgated such an order, As heretofore stated, t Ws 

Es are purely statutory. There is no applicable common law. 
Justification must found in the statute for whatever is done. The 
statute authorizes the issuance of a warrant and necessarily the arrest 


of the person against whom it runs. Doubtless it authorizes, as would 
an ord { warrant of arrest, the search of the person of the prisoner. 
That is all. To rife bis drawers, peer into his private papers, walk 


off with his books and any documents that the invadin, 
choose to carry away. is flot only without the slightest sanction 40 the 
45 Arta an offensive tyranny having, it is hoped, few precedents in 


the guilty 

y as they are, are not to be aided by th 

Sacrifice of those great principles established by years of endeavor and 
in 


against such action. Under such circumstances, without sworn infor- 
mation and rticular description, not even an order of court would 
have jus such procedure; much less was it within the authority 


the accused.” (232 U. S. 393. 

Whether similar conduct directed against even a proscribed organi- 
zation or one believed by the Attorney General 65 be such ot 
offense less grave need not engage our attention. It is equally law- 
less. Some pretense is made that priyate houses were not searched 
except oe the consent of the occupant and that often the prisoner 
wou mself aid in the search. msent given with the dread rep- 
resentative of the ga Government secret service, who was charged 
to make known at the door the character in which he was acting, b 
a startled householder, presumably an alien, possibly unfamiliar wit 
the language of his interlocutors and unfamiliar with his rights, 
affords little condovation for the acts hereby condemned. But what 
is more important, the Instructions directed that the course pursued 
be followed with or without the consent of those whose premises were 
invaded. If the arresting officers neglected to search in every instance 
where they otherwise should have made search, consent not been 
withheld, they would have violated the command emanating 
Department of Justice. So imperative were their instructions with 
1 aged to making search that they were not even to arm themselves 
with a search warrant unless it was “absolutely” necessary, in which 
case they were to secure the writ. 

5. But a search warrant in deportation proceedings is a thi 

inary circumstances an 
in criminal 


from the 


unknown to the law. It is under all ord 
under all ordinary and usual statutes an auxiliary r 
proceedings only. 
ended authority of which search warrants were issued in connection 


that at the Dearing the Attorney General, u 


ings, p. 24.) 

Section 6 referred to reads as follows: 

“If two or more persons in any State or Territory, or in any place 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, conspire to over- 
throw, put down, or destroy by foree the Government of the United 
States, or to levy war against them, or to oppose by force the author- 
ity thereof, or br soree to prevent, hinder, or delay the execution of 
any law of the United Sta or by force to seize, take, or possess 

to the authority thereof, 
or imprisoned not more 


any property of the United States contrar, 
they shall each be fined not more than $5, 
than six years, or both.” 


th.“ 
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The features of the search warrant law relied upon are as follows: 

“Sec. 2. A search warrant may be issued under this title upon 
either of the following grounds: 

“2. When the property was used ag the means of committing a 
felony ; in which case it may be taken on the warrant from any house 
or other place in which it is concealed, or from the po: ion of the 
person by whom it was used in the commission of the offense, or from 
any 7 ee possession it may be. 1 trolled 

"3. en e property, or an, per ossessed, con or 
used in violation of section 22 of this title; 5 Which case it may be 
taken on the warrant from the person violating said section, or from 
any person in whose possession it may be, or from any house or other 
place in Which it is concealed. 

“Sec. 22. Whoever in aid of any foreign Government shall know- 
ingly and willfully have possession of or control over any property 
or papera designed or intended for use or which is used as the means 
of violating any penal statute, or any of the rights or obligations of 
the United States under any treaty or the luw of nations, shall be 
ages ani more than $1,000 or imprisoned not more than two years, 
or * 

It is sufficient to say that no proceedings were ever instituted under 
section 6 of the Criminal Code, presumably because the department 
was conyinced none sych could be maintained. It would be unjust 
to believe that it willfully omitted to enforce the criminal law having 
evidence sufficient to justify the belief that it had been violated. 

It will be noted that the statute authorizes the seizure of property 
which was used as the menns of commit a felony or which was 
designed or intended for use or was used in ald of a HRSA py Goy- 
ernment in violating a statute or any right of the United States 
under any treaty of the law of nations. Some copies of affidavits 
used as the basis for search warrants and of the writs are found in 
the record. (Hearings, pp. 772-773.) 

They disclose that the claim was made that the papers to be seized 

were to be used “as the means of committing a fT aes 
conspiracy in violation of section 6 of the Criminal Code. 
the affidavits it is averred that the affiant has good reason to believe 
and does believe that such a conspiracy is being committed upon and 
by the use of a certain pamphlet or leaflet entitled Communist 
Labor,” by divers other books or pamphlets, by mailing lists, and 
solicitations for funds or membership. this was issued a warrant 
reciting such belief on the part of the commissioner and his state- 
ment as to the place where the things described were to be found, 
followed by this command: 

“You are therefore hereby commanded, in the name of the Presi- 
dent of the United States, to enter said 3 with the nee 
and proper assistance, there diligently to investigate and searc 
into concerning said n and 
same as required of you and this 


describe the 0 
that it does not constitute “ probable 


h 

rant is a judicial or quasi judicial function. Proof must be submitted 
to the officer who issues it sufficient to justify a belief on his part. 
He has nothing before him when he has only the statement that some 
one believes that a crime has been committed without a single 
fact upon which such belief is founded. 

In Veeder v. United States (252 Fed., 418), the Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the Seventh Circuit said: 

“No search warrant shall be issued unless the judge has first been 
furnished with facts under oath—not suspicions, beliefs, or surmises— 
but facts which, when the law is properly applied to them, tend to 
establish the necessary legal conclusion, or facts which, when the law 
is properly applied to them, tend to establish probable cause for belley- 
ing that the legal conclusion is right. * t the sworn accusa- 
tion is based on fiction, the accuser must take the chance of punishment 
for perjury. Hence the necessity of a sworn statement of facts, because 
one can not be convicted of perjury for having a belief, though the 
belief be utterly unfounded in fact and law.” 

But why dissimulate? The things seized were taken not because they 
were “the means of committing a felony”; they were taken that they 
might be used as evidence of membership in and of the teachings of the 
Communist Party or the Communist Labor Party, with a view to secur- 
ing orders of deportation. Commendable candor would compel a frank 
admission to that effect, in view of the instructions given to those 

places and residences of the 

for “literature, membership 
The very same paragraph con- 


suing them out, to search the meetin 

officers of either of the parties na 

ere records, and correspondence.” 
nues : 

“All literature, books, papers, and anything hanging on the walls 
should be gathered up; the ceilings and partitions should be sounded 
for hiding places. After obtaining any documentary evidence the same 
should be wrap; up in packages a marked thereon the location of 
the place and the names of the persons obtaining the evidence and the 
contents of each package.” 

There is room for the contention, though it would be a strained 
contention, that circulars or pamphlets intended to arouse individuals 
to overthrow the Government by force or violence are things used“ 
or at least to be used “in the commission of a felony.” But what can 
one say in justification on such a und of the seizure of member- 
ship cards, financial records, all literature, books, papers, and any- 
thing hanging on the walls“? 

The search was not made to secure articles “ used in the commission 
of a felony” as, for instance, a counterfeiter’s or burglar's outfit, 
gambling instruments, guns assembled in an effort to transport them 
to another country in violation of the neutrality laws, or contraband 
liquor held in disregard of the p ition laws. There was the less 
excuse for setting up the shallow pretense upon which these search 
warrants were issued, in view of the fact that the Supreme 
had solemnly warned the department of its futility and its error in 
the Weeks case, the benp 
declare in Silverthorne v, United States (251 U 


v. United States ( U. S. 
sidered were under review, n th: 
a search warrant can not lawfully issue for books and papers that they 


may be used in evidence. 
nation of the court in that case. 
uestion was enacted pursuant to a 


The attempt to do se again met the eondem- 


stion from 


t be 
rder 


of books, papers, and documents being evidence of the commission of 
crime. But the Judiciary Committee refused to sanction such a 
statute, because in the opinion of some members at least, such a search 
would unreasonable within the meaning of the fourth amendment 
and be violative of the sixth amendment because, in effect, compelli 

ceused in criminal prosecutions to be a witness against himsel 

rtment finding itself unable to get from Congress the authority 
it sought in re: to searches to secure evidence, sought to attain its 


end by a . pan e mat nahn NA 
Nor are t fəregoing ont rticulars in which the law was 
those who were, in a peculiar way, 


wrenched to suit the purposes o 
constituted its ee 

1. Ball was ed, as a rule, at $1,000, in some cases as high as 
$10,000, in some as low as $500. The result was that the more 
prominent among those arrested, the more influential and perhaps 
pae mate 1 pane ee ak yi whom — — 2o have been 
00 „ secu while the poor ran uded, compara- 
tively harmless foreigner, with a la family to su ort and onl 

ally wa mee eir y wants, fo t utterly impossible to 
secure und of $1,000 or even The i 
tion will be adver to later, 
bail was ex 


from the bureau, but which contained a on wee feature to be 


identity of the language used in the two instruments. Bu 
important, as the reference to it is made only to disclose the state of 
those who carried on these “raids.” Among other 


things Mr. Kellcher's subordinates are directed: 
“8. If a person claims American citizenship, he must produce docu- 
mentary evidence of same. If native born, through birth records. If 


hereby admitted to tates.” Hear- 


ings, . 54,) 

r: writer recalls that during the war a similar rule was in force 
concerning applications for passports. A gentleman 80 years of age, 
born in the State of New York, a veteran of the Civil War, past com- 
mander of the Grand Army of the Republic of the State of Montana, 
who had resided in that State since its birth and in the Territory 
since the pioneer days, who had repeatedly served as a member of the 
legislature of the State of which he was an honored citizen, and who 
pastry oe a passport, intending to yisit the Orient, found himself utterly 
unable to meet the requirements of the rule. 

It has been held that the law indulges the presumption that every 
resident of this country is a citizen thereof. At least it casts upon 
anyone asserting the contrary the burden of establishing the fact. 

y 1 5 ae provision of the statute this 8 is unavoldable 
to an oriental who is ulred to produce the proper ce te when 
his ht to remain in the country is challen by the department 
officia The rule issued by Kelleher in his official capacity is harsh 
enough as to a naturalized citizen. His By ort may not be readil 
available. It is rare that they are preserved with the care with whic 
currency or bills receivable are guarded. The ordinary citizen of for- 
eign birth seldom, if ever, has occasion to, adduce them. In the case 
of the native-born citizen it would be exceptional that its requirements 
could be met except after no inconsiderable e 

In the case of one for whom a warrant has n issued, it is to be 
presumed that an affidavit was filed as a basis for the warrant in 
which his alienage is averred. It was 3 not intended that on 
the preliminary inquiry a searching investigation should be carried on 
to ascertain the truth of the charge in that respect. The instruction 
dealt primarily with those cases in which ne warrant had been issued, 
applied te persons as to whom no one had charged alienage. The 
p er had simply been taken in one of the raids, was present at a 

of one of the proscribed parties. This was deemed sufficient 
to subject him to the suspicion not only of being a member of the 

arty and an alien, but gave rise on the issue of alienage to a re- 
uttable presumption against him of which he could free himself only 
by the proof called for by the rule here questioned. 

In at least one case some 40 or more, a large number of whom 
were citizens, were gathered in under the mistaken belief on the part 
ef the officers that they were raiding a communist meeting. As a 
matter of fact the gathering was assembled to consider the subject 
of organizing a cooperative baking asseciation. (Hearings, p. 58.) 
An apparently trustworthy witness who, as a newspaper reporter 
inquired into the facts of the “raid” in Detroit at time of its 
occurrence, told on information so gathered that everyone in the House 
of the Masses, even t eating in the restaurant, students attending 
the classes conducted under the authority of the society owning the 
building, merrymakers at a ball in progress, and even the orchestra 
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playing thereat—a corps of musicians commonly employed about the 


city—were arrested. (Hearings, p. 712.) 

he House of the Masses was the headquarters of the Socialist 

Party. When it split, a condition hereafter to be explained, the wing 
whi became the Communist Party secured control of the building, 
but a suit was in progress to settle the question of the right to pos- 
session as between the two warring wings. The files of the partment 
of Labor disclose that in not a few cases the only evidence connecting 
the prisoner with any of the proscribed parties was attendance at a 
school conducted under its auspices, (Hearings, 328.) uite 
naturally no inconsiderable number of those arrest were, in fact, 
citizens. A witness of high character, in no manner associated with 
one of the proscribed parties, estimates that about one-half- of those 
taken in Detroit, in all about 1,000, were citizens. (Hearings; p. 728.) 
But it is not 8 that in the number estimated by him to have 
been citizens were included a considerable number of aliens who 
„ in convincing the examining officers of their innocent char- 
neter. 

3. On the issue of membership the 1 of the name of the 
prisoner on what purported to be a roll of members was regarded as 
sufficient evidence that he was such. (Hearings, pp. 359, 360, 361.) 
Even if these purported rolls were identified as such, and they were 
not, according to the testimony, the recitals thereof would be the 
merest hearsay, particularly in the absence of evidence that they were 
kept in aceordance with some rule or long-established custom of the 
society. Even official records must be identified as such before they 
can be admitted in evidence. When one reflects on how easily, con- 
sidering the ardor of partisan enthusiasts, particularly on the eve of 
a campaign, the name of a citizen may be mistakenly enrolled as a 
member of n Democratic club or a Republican club, the proposal to 
subject a man to perpetual exile, whatever may be his ob igations to 
his family or others, on such evidence, is shocking. 

4. Neither the law nor the Constitution guarantees to the individual 
proceeded against in deportation proceedings the right to counsel, 
though the result may be of gravyer import to him than a conviction 
of crime. The law makes no provision for counsel for the accused 
and the constitutional guaranty in that respect extends to criminal 
prosecutions only, But an impelling sense of justice constrained the 
officials of the Department of Labor long since to establish a rule 
giving to the accused in deportation cases the ht to be heard by 
counsel. Prior to December 30, 1919, and since rch, 1919, the rule 
read as follows: 

“At the beginning of the heari under the warrant of arrest the 
alien shall be allowed to inspect the warrant of arrest and all the 
evidence on which it was issued, and shall be apprised that he may 
be represented by counsel, The alien shall be required then and there 

to state whether he desires counsel or waives the same, and his reply 
shall be entered on the record.” 3 p. 174.) 

On December 30, 1919, while the 3, warrants issued in contem- 

lation of the raids of January 2 were outstanding, all of such war- 

nts bearing date December 27, 1919, in the absence of the Secretar 
and the Assistant Secretary of Labor, the solicitor of the department, 
one John W. Abercrombie, Acting Secretary, promulgated a new rule 
reading as follows: 

“Preferably at the beginning of the heari 
arrest, or, at any rate, as soon as such hea 
ciently in the development of the facts to protect the Government 

interests, the alien shall be allowed to inspect the warrant of arrest 
and all the evidence on which it was issued, and shall be apprised 
that thereafter he may be represented by counsel.” (Hearings, p. 176.) 

Under the new rule none of those with whose arrest this report is 
concerned were accorded the right of counsel at what is called the 
preliminary hearing, at which evidence was adduced against him and 
every effort made to draw from bim, by both oral examination and 
written interrogatories, admissions of culpability. 

When Secretary Wilson, who was absent on account of the serious 
iliness of bis wife, returned on January 27, 1920, he revoked the order 
of the Acting Secretary and restored the rule as it was prior to De- 
cember 80, 1919, but too late, of course, to affect the cases of those 
taken in the raids of January 2, 1920. 

5. Many of the accused, perhaps most of them, were unable to 
speak English and the services of an interpreter was consequently 
required. Not infrequently some agent of the Department of Justice 
acted. Such an agent conducted the initial investigation and nrade 
the report on which the proceedings were instituted; subscribed, if 
he did not swear to the charge, made the arrest, prosecuted at the 
preliminary hearing, and translated the testimony adduced. The 
same individual may not have acted in each capacity, but the injus- 
tice is but little mitigated by that fact. They were all moved by a 
common professional pride to hold as many of the prisoners as possi- 
ble. It would have been humiliating to the entire force to see a very 
large percentage of the prisoners released, and the more there were 
discharged the nrore intense would become the desire to make a case 
against the remainder. 

But if the tighta guaranteed by the Constitution and accorded by 
the law of the land, heretofore regarded as peculiarly sacred and in- 
violable, were recklessly denied the victims of the “raids” made 
under review, the dictates of enlightened humanity were no less 
ruthlessly disregarded in connection therewith. Viewed from that 
standpoint, it is not unjust to speak of the affair as an unmitigated 
outrage. 

No 8 was made, at least no adequate provision, to take 
care of the thousands of persons taken into custody in these raids“ 
while the sifting peoa was going on and the department was en- 
deavoring to ident iy those for whom warrants had n issued, those 
for whom telegraphic warrants were to be asked, and those who, be- 
cause they were citizens, or, because lacking admissions, sufficient 
evidence even of the ‘ten ta and inconsequential character dee 
adequate was not at hand, were entitled to be discharged without 
further inquiry. 

In Detroit this process consumed a 
working continuously. (Hearings, p. 707.) The . and detention 
houses of the great cities and industrial centers in which the raids 
were conducted were not sufficiently capacious to hold any such num- 
ber of prisoners in addition to those brought in regularly for offenses 

iving rise to arrest. This condition was, of course, to be anticipated. 
n Detroit the prisoners were herded to the number of about 800 in 
the corridor on the top floor of the Federal Building, the total area 
of which was 4,872 square feet. 

The conditions had better be told in the language of the assistant 
custodian of the building: 

“On the night of January 2, Mr. Barkey, of the Department of 
Justice, specia 


under the warrant of 
ng has proceeded sum- 


week or more, 12 inspectors 


agent in Detroit, came to my office in the Federal 


“Mr. Garrep. This corridor had a total area of 448 square feet. 
If you are interested, I have prepara a sketch of this N show- 
ing the dinrensions and facillties [handing paper to the chairman]. 
This had no outside windows. The only light they had was throug! 
an open court in the center, over which was a skylight. They had one 
toilet—one water-closet—and these men were lined up robably 40 
and 50 in the line, awaiting their turn to use this toilet. Some of 
them were unable to wait, and urinated in the corner room, back in 
the corner where it was a little dark. Before long—before many 
e stench was quite unbearable in some parts of this corridor 

“Senator STERLING, You say before many days.’ Were the re 
800 kept there for days? Were they not rel >d from time to bret 

‘Mr. GARRED. They were released from time to time, after probably 
the third day; I could not state definitely, but I am retty sure it 
was at least three days they were kept there. The whole 800 were 
not there at the start. There were 400, and then they increased this 
number as they made subsequent raids; and probably at the end 
of the third day they had 800; and from then on it ‘commenced to 
decrease as they examined them.“ (Hearings, p. 706.) 

“Senator STERLING, Preliminary examinations were going on there 
all the time, you understand? 

a es GARED. Ves. Ana X i 

enator STERLING, And as the result of these prelimina mi- 
nations men were being released from time to timer. ry SERAI 

“Mr. GARRED. Yes, They also had access to the roof. There are 
two stairways, one at each end of the corridor, and some of them 
went up on the roof for toilet . ey 

“Senator WALSH of Montana. ey had air there? 

“Mr. Garrep. Yes, 

“Senator STERLING. Is there a tollet on the roof? 

“Mr, GARRED. No; they went up there, though, and it was a flat 


roof, 

“Senator STERLING. And they used the roof? 

“Mr, Gannzp. Yes, They had hot and cold water over a slop sink 
adjacent to this toilet. 

As to food, the friends of these men brought in sandwiches and 
apples and milk, etc., in suit cases and boxes and bags, and they 
go food. As to some of those who had no friends, I do not know what 
hey got. I guess, probably, they divided up. I went through thix 
eer two ty yore times—walked through—to see conditions.” 

earings, p. 8 

They had no bedding of any kind except newspapers and over 
coats and clothing, and 110 awnings that we had there. We had 
110 1 stored in this attie space which we would have removed 
if we had known there were going to be so many in this corridor, and 
these men pulled the canvas off of those awnings, off of the frames, 
and used the canvas for bedding. 

“Senator STERLING. How was it as to the air; was it reasonably 


air? 

“Mr. Garnep. As I stated, there were no outside windows. 

1 $ SAEPE STERLING. No outside windows; and how about the ventila- 
on 

“Mr. GARRED, The ventilation was poor, because this was the top 
floor of the sl g and all of the impure air from the other corridors 
came up there, This skylight space is open down to the first floor, from 
the second floor up, and of course all of the warm air and heat would 
go to the ceiling, and it was quite hot up there and rather close. 

“Senator STERLING. This was in the wintertime? 

“Mr. Garrep. The 2d of 8 yes. 

“Senator WALsH of Montana. ow long did that condition con- 
tinue, Mr. Garred? 

“Mr. Garrep. Which condition are you speaking of? 

“Senator WALSH of Montana. The condition you have spoken of; 
the 1 of the corridor? 

“Mr. Garkep. They were confined there from the 2 ee of January 2 
to the forenoon of January 8, or some time during the Sth, I believe, 
before they were all removed.“ (Hearings, p. 707. 

“Senator STERLING. And you mean except as they were from time to 
time released on examination? 

“Mr. GARRED. Yes; some of them were there my two or three days, 
and perhaps not as long as that, some of them. They started to exam- 
ine them, I believe, on the second day.“ (Hearings, p. 708.) 

„Mr. GARRED. We protested about keeping them there so long with- 
out haying the proper conveniences for men—human beings—and Mr. 
Barkey, the special agent in charge, told us that he was doing every- 
thing within his power to remove them as soon as possible. Fort 
Wayne had not been opened up to them at that time, I understand. 
There was some difficulty ade sare e Fort Wayne—in getting the War 
Department to let them use Fort Wayne—and he said they were nego- 
tiating and trying to get that, and as soon as they got that they would 
be able to handle them much faster.“ (Hearings, p. 708.) 

“Mr. GARRED. The post-office building was only a temporary accom- 
modation for them until they could make arrangements elsewhere, and 
some of them went to the county jail and some to the municipal-court 
building and other places.” (Hearings, p. 709.) 

“Senator WALSH of Montana. Who was in charge of these men while 
they were incarcerated at the Federal building? 

“Mr. Garrep. Mr. Barkey. Of course, there were guards at each 
end of this corridor, and it was screened off with gates at the fourth 
floor, under Mr. Barkey's supervision, I believe.” (Hearings, p. 709.) 

The local jails to which the prisoners who were held to await a 
more formal examination were so densely crowded that the sanitary 
conditions became so insuffernble as to induce the city council to 
spread upon its records a solemn protest and demand that the prison- 
ers be removed, en that their further detention therein was a 
menace to the health of the city. The resolution is set out in the rec- 
ord. (Hearings, p. 698.) 
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Thus prompted, the prisoners were removed tu the Fort Wayne Bar- 


racks outside the city, or in its suburbs. Of the 1,000 or more men 
arrested in Detroit 128 only were ordered deported: on the final hearing 
before the Department of Labor. Just how many were detained for the 
more formal inquiry does not . The plight of those eventually 
held, and particularly of their ilies, aroused. the sympathetic inter- 
ests of the bumane people of the city in which they had taken up their 
residence, for when the order was made, either because ships were not 
available for their transport or it was impossible because of conditions 
there prevailing to deliver them in the countries from which they came, 
they continued in confinement at the Fort Wayne Barracks. A com- 
mittee consisting of four eminent business men and an Episgopal bishop 
was appointed, which, with the approval of the Assistant Secretary of 
Labor, undertook to review the cases for the pi of making recom- 
mendations. touching the disposition of those eld. It called to its as- 
sistance three high-class lawyers, each of whom had a creditable war 
record. ‘These lawyers examined the records upon which the prisoners 
were held and reported to the committee their conclusions. Thus aided 
the committee en yg 100, the department paroled 9 more, 3 were 
released on bond, and 8 it found so dangerous or so deserving of de- 
portation that they were left at the barracks. 

It may be the fact, doubtless it Is the fact, that conditions for some 
reason were worse in Detroit than elsewhere. But th 
less shocking at Deer Island, where were concen the prisoners 
taken in the Boston district, as appears from the following recital in 
the opn filed: 1 Judge Anderson in Skeffington u. Colyer: 

40 0] At Deer Island the conditions were unfit and chaotic. No ade- 
quate 8 had been made to receive and care for so large a 
number of people. Some of the steam pipes were burst or disconnected. 
The place was cold; the weather was severe. The cells were not prop- 
erly equipped. with sanitary appliances. There was no adequate number 
of guards or officials to take a census of and properly care for so. many. 
For several days the arrested aliens were held practically incommuni- 
cado. There was dire confusion of parasite as between the immigra- 
tion forces and the Department of Justice forces and the city officials 
who. had charge of the prison. Most of this confusion and the resultant 
hardship to the arrested aliens was probably unintentional; it is now 
3 only as it bears be e question of due process of law, 
shortly to be discussed. Undoubtedly it did have some additional ter- 
rorizing effect upon the aliens. Inevitably the atmosphere of lawless 
disregard of the rights and feelings of these aliens as human. beings 
affected, consciously or unconsciously, the i etors who short! 8 
at Deer Island the hearings, the basis of the records involving e 
determination of their right to remain in this country. 

“In the early days of Deer Island one alien committed suicide by 
throwing him from the fifth floor and dashing his brains out in the 
corridor below in the presence of other horrified aliens. One was com- 
mitted as insane; others were driven nearly, if not quite, to the verge 
of insanity.” (Hearings, p. 59.) 

At Newark the inspectors worked all night and until 2 or 3 o'clock 
the next day, ordering those to Ellis Island whom they deemed it 
justifiable to hold. (Hearings, p. 565.) At Boston the od of deten- 
tion, while the weeding-out proeess was in pro . was from a few 
hours to two or three days. (Hearings, p. 56. 

It is to be borne in mind that among those thus detained for periods 
varying from a few hours in the dead of night to a week were some 
who, when the opportunity came in the regular course of the inquiry, 
were able to sa the uisitors of their citizenship, Regrettable 
as it be, there are individuals. enjoying American citizenship even 
as a birthright who are numbered among the members of the Com- 
munist Party. Many such must have been gathered in. Moreover, 
some who were unquestionably innocent were taken. 

Reference has heretofore been made to the arrest of a group of 39 at 
Lynn, Mass., assembled to confer: about organizing a cooperative 
bakery, a considerable number of them, about one-half, according to 
Ju Anderson, being citizens. Thirty-eight of those arrested were 
di the next . Boas p. 788, 58.) 

One of the gentlemen serving on the etruit committee gave the fol- 
lowing. testimony : 

“To ag rs the 8 that Hin American 4 8 755 Daren in, $- was 
known to those people as a person who. was a sort of a r, and was 
considered as a sort of friend of both sides, and I was not looked 
upon as an ene of the proletariat, and a young man who with his 
wife had been o 
ings I was carrying on to educate: the foreigners, came to my office, in 
my business place, one morn im a very much excited state of mind. 
His name is Adolph Meyer. e lives at 74 Medhury Avenue, Detroit. 
He told me this s t he was attending a lecture, which was not 
a forbidden lecture any means, and was: surrounded and 
everyone in the hall was taken and imprisoned, amongst them himself. 
When he did not come home, his wife, who was a young woman, began to 
worry about midnight, but she did net know where: to inquire for him, 

great state of mind until she learned about this raid, 


but finall 
she found him, along toward daylight, and was permitted to talk 10 
him through the bars, he was released the next Doran 
2 E What ball was that and what was purpose 
e r 

“Mr. Ingram. It was. raided for the p of taking people 
who were said to be members of the 8983 Party. 

Senator STERLING, It was the hall where they assembled, a hall 
that was the meeting place for that party 

„ Mr. INGRAM. No; I think it was a public hall where some one was 
giving a public address; but it was assumed to be one of that kind of 
people, and that was why they. were raided. 

“Senator STERLING, Do you know whether that hall was a common 
meeting place for the members of the Communist Party? 

“Mr. IvGraM. I do not know, but L do not think it was I was not 
= to understand that it was. He said it was a public halk I 
hink he told me the hall, but I do not remember it. He wanted to 
know what could be done. gr ig thought he had some remedy. 
I a that nothing could be done, t it was a mistake, and to for- 
ma Senator STERLING. Did he claim to be a citizen? 

“Mr, INGRAM. He is a citizen. > 

“Senator STERLING. And he had been arrested 

“Mr, INRA. He had been detained all night, but they let him out just 
as soon as they found that he was a citizen. There is no question 
about his citizenship. There is no question about his being a law- 
mechanic, and was working for Mr. 
He is in business for 3 now. 

e 


abiding citizen. He is a skilled 
Ford at that time, 
“Senator STERLING, He is a German, is 


‘of deportation had gone against them the 


considerable assistance to me in these publie meet- | 


“Mr. INanau, I do not know: It is a German name He does not 


appear to be a German, so far as his language is concerned. He is an 


ented man. He is in one af the best parts of the residential section 
of Detroit.” (Hearings, pp. 728-729.) s 
Of the anxieties ar in the families of those arrested, of the 


eager search of wives for unreturning husbands, of their pilgrimage 
from one place of concentration to another in their quest, ng 
s that no worse fate had befallen their loved ones than tt 


had been caught in the raids, of the distress occasioned and the want 
induced the incarceration of the breadwinners of so many house- 
holds, it unneces: t the hearings should tell, as y do, 


Such incidents and. conditions were miserable concomitants of the pro- 


ings. 

This aspect of the affair never seems to have addressed itself to the 
conscience or the heart of the Attorney General. He coolly declared 
that it was no part of the business of the Department of Justice to 
look after the families of those who commit er or render them- 
But he overlooks the fact that. none of those 


would be entitled to their discharge without 
must necessarily ensue, considering ber 
even among those held a 2 

for want of evidence to justi Bigg, Menke or heeause their innocence 
was established. It seems qu kely from the kept 
that at least one-half of those taken were discha pre- 


r 
on the 
age cs S| 4 a 


Questioned about the amount of the bail in which the prisoners were 
held, the Attorney General . that bail was fixed by 
the partment of Labor, the intima 


on being conveyed that harig 
regard to the line which separated the jurisdiction of the Departmen’ 
of Justice from that of the 8 of Labor, the subject of bail 


Moreover, ít 


is at war with the idea that the two 
* cooperating,” 


e must 


Apparently 4 
upon to perform functions analogous to those it cha: in connee- 
thon with the prosecution of crime, the officials of the ent of 


roceedings. 

p But everyone conyersant with the administration of justice knows 
that, ordinarily, the most perfect cooperation“ prevails between the 
district attorney and the Judge in t to in criminal cases, 
The amount is ordinarily suggested by the prosecuting officer or fixed 
by the judge after conference with and an intimation from him 
that bail ought to be reduced is rarely dis: rded. 

Having made the wholesale arrests with the deplorable consequences 
to which reference has been made Hing upon the guilty and the 
innocent alike, the Department of Justice can net escape its share of 
the responsibility for not making diligent inquiry as to whether multi- 
tudes of those held should not be admitted to bail in some nominal 
sum or allowed to go om their own recognizance, Even after orders 
troit committee “ paroled” 
nearly half of those held at the Fort Wayne Barracks without, it would 
appear, the loss ef a man. 

he Attorney General assured the committee that he had never heard 
of the herrible conditions prevailing in the Detroit jail and other de- 
tention quarters or of the action of the city council with referenee 
thereto, though the metropolitan newspapers carried articles detailing 
them, the publieation of which. contributed to. the public sentiment re- 
sulting in the appointment of the revisory committee referred to, It 
remains questionable whether his innocence is tory or an aggra- 
vation of the wrong done through his official „as it must be 
judged in the light of the humane view of our times touching the 


‘treatment dhe even to con 


Some advance has been made in that regard 


Since man first pent his fellow men 
Like brutes within an iron den, 


the proceedings a 
5 of . h 


raids were in progress and which to some extent s was 
popularly. believed that all those taken were of that c that they 
were all red.“ t was quite natural “sons more or less re- 


that pe 
should attend the hearin: 
of the committee, as ag Sears so that the nary became known to the 
R i S reporters as the “red” hearings. Indeed, anyone who chal- 
e anitari: 
paint, laid. 


hum: an. 
to. some extent in- 

carnadine. of those arrested. 
ea, even of those ordered deported, were perfectly harmless, deluded 
{ndividuals, many of them unable to speak a word of English, with 
little or no comprehension of the principles or the purposes of the 
pA party of which upon one consideration or another they had 
5 members, offenders against the letter but not the spirit 
0 e law. 

In a report on cases submitted to him, speaking from the record, one 
of the lawyers called to aid the Detroit reviewing committee says: 

“The evidence in these cases tends. to show a technical 


; in a Communist Party organization, but utterly fails. to show the fore’ 


aeter of the membership. No attention is given to the social, racial, 


| and educational factors involved. and no attempt is made to determine 
whether the man is a member of a certain organization. simply be- 


writing, 
eh it repre- 


cause of the restaurant facilities and the classes. in 1 oat 
or because he is interested in the political doctrines 
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sents. It does not appear that the men are at all cognizant of the 
political doctrines of the organization.” (Hearings, p. 701.) 

Another of the lawyers commented similarly. (Hearings, p 702.) 

It is not dificult to accept these views when it is remembered that 
learned judges have differed on the question of whether the literature 
of the Communist Party does or does not propose the policy of destroy- 
ing or advocate the destruction of the Government by force, so am- 
biguous, possibly, or at least so inconclusiye, is the language of the 
documents. The two serbian Sy concerned entertained varying ideas 
touching the attitude of the Communist Labor Party in that regard. 
This may seem strange to some people, but the writer has long held 
the view, and expressed it on the floor of the Senate, that the I. W. W. 
advocates the destruction of the Government by force, but neither of 
the departments referred to appear to agree with him, or ug would 
haye proceeded, presumably, agāinst its alien devotees as they did 
against those ‘alleged to be members of the parties against whom the 
raids in question were directed. 

Many of those arrested were householders, and not a few had accu- 
mulated considerable property. Instances were not rare in which the 
victims were the fathers of families, including a number of children 
born in America, while, sad to relate, not a few had enviable war 
records, having served in the grand Army of that country whose Goy- 
ernment they were accused of proposing to overthrow by force and vio- 
lence. (See hearings, pp. 313-880.) For, be it remembered, these 
things were not done during the war, when official acts questionable 
in character at other times, might be held excusable, if not justifiable 
or defensible. A year and more had elapsed since the armistice at the 
time of these raids. Among those taken were skilled mechanics. Alto- 
gether, save for the class first named, they were the raw material out 
of which the American public school has made and will make in the 
first generation native to our soil our sturdiest manhood and the peers 
in devotion to this country and its ideals of any of its citizens. x 

Mr. Barkley, the Detroit newspaper man heretofore mentioned, said 
of those apprehended in that city : 

“They seemed to be simple men, not, perhaps, very highly educated. 
They were clean. Most of them were fairly well dressed for working- 
men, not dirty-looking fellows. They did not look like what we have 
been led to believe Bolsheviks look like—that is, when they were taken 
in there. After four or five days, of course, they had all grown a 
pretty good eop of beard. They were not permitted to shave, and they 
slept in their clothes. 

Senator WALSH of Montana. Did they look like good, decent, repu- 
table workingmen, or did they look like what you might call tramps 


and general rounders? 

r. BARKLEY. No; sey were reputable workingmen. Their fami- 
lies were very well clothed. In fact, one of the papers Stated about 
some well-dressed women who had incited these men. It was their 
wives and families who had come in there. Some of them were making 

3 to $10 and $12 a day. They were skilled workmen.” 
Hearings, pp. 718-719.) 

He t about one of the victims, one Walter B. Reps, as follows: 

“He was born in Poland 34 years ago and married there and came to 
the United States in 1913. He was a small man, neatly dressed and 
sturdy, with work-calloused hands and an intelligent, kindly expression. 
He had been an industrious workman. He had learned his trade as a 
cabinetmaker in Poland, and when he reached the United States he 
came to Detroit and went to work at once in a furniture factory. 
Later he left this factory to work for the Ford Motor Co., where he 
was employed at the time of his arrest. In order to become more 
expert in mechanics and English, he attended a school conducted four 
nights a week in a Polish educational society's hall. In 1917 he 
bought a little house, paying $1,000 down and $75 every two months. 
He continued to go to night school and placed his children, now 5 and 
7 years old, respectively, in the public schools. He had been a member 
of the Socialist Party in Poland, and as all his associates in Detroit 
were members of the Detroit Polish branch of the same party in this 
country he also joined here. 

* en the Detroit Polish branch switched its allegiance from the 
Socialist Party to the Communist Party last fall he believed, as did 
his fellow members, that the switch meant merely a change in name, 
inasmuch as the membership Bay remained the same. That was the 
basis or ground for his are. e told me that he was arrested on 
the evening of January 2, when he and a dozen others were studying 
an Po lesson at their hall, No. 1648 Central Avenue.” (Hearings, 
R It — * of this class of men Mr. Ingram, one of the Detroit com- 
mittee, 8 

„The bardship was incurred in the raiding rather than in custody. 
They did worry those young men who were ignorant of what was 
going on and uncertain as to what their future would be. That got 
some of them in that bad mental condition. They went crazy in some 


cases. 

It should be said in explanation of a feature of the testimony 
of Mr. Barkley aboye that in the month of September, 1919, a conven- 
tion of the Socialist Party was held in the city of Chicago at which a 
split occurred, the more radical wing, if that is the proper expression, 
taking the name of the Communist rty, the rank and file, as is 
usual in such cases, following their leaders, as a rule, in remaining with 
the old or joining with the new party. 

Mr. Ingram read to the subcommittee the report of his revisory com- 
mittee, constituted as heretofore stated, in which was set out that 
it was imp with the fact that in the case of many (mostly young 
men still in their twenties) it was obvious they were of Sopan sim- 
puaty and goon will, innocent of political or social bias of any kind, 

aving no idea or only very vague ones regarding the Communist Party 

and its declarations, for membership in which they were sentenced to 
deportation. 
e added: 

“Tt would have excited the sympathies of this committee to have seen 
that so many of these young men were absolutely naive. They were en- 
tirely innocent of any political consciousness.” 

And then he tells of one of these young men who “ went crazy.” 
ther on the report referred to says: 

“The men seetned to be of excellent physique, remarkably free from 
social or any other disease, simple, straightforward in manner, and 
with few exceptions they seemed to possess mechanical skill in trades 
much needed in this country. Most of them disclaim any intention of 
violating the laws of this country or to commit acts of violence. For 
the most part they are impressed with the inequities of our system of 
distribution, and believe that a general discussion will lead to improve- 
ments of the economic system. Their impressions are, for the most 
part infantile, and in general their discussions gave a valuable outlet 

any feelings of resentment. Most of the men, however, did not join 


Fur- 


in the tabooed 1 parties on account of the principles, but largely 
on account of the language, races, social, and business association. The 
clubhouse was in most cases a convenient hang out, and only the 
smallest number was prepared to make any serious sacrifices for po- 
litical or economic causes. i 

“Young men knowing only their mother tongue spurred to brave the 
risks of a strange land and language by their ambition to better their 
wordly 8 they quickly yielded to the educational inducements of 
the institutions recommended by persons of their own race and speak- 
ing their own language. Thus they were lured by the prospect of not 
only learning the language of the people with whom they must now 
live, but by the further inducement of acquiring the education neces- 
sary to dischar, e the duties of citizenship in a land to which they were 
strangers.” (Hearings, p. 740.) 

During this long detention at the barracks they were eager students, 
Mr. Ingram tells us: 

4 ap there in the barracks I do not not think there has eyer been a 
time in the daytime but what 75 per cent of those prisoners were 
ranged around tables with a teacher and were studying. There were 
three subjects that they were particularly interested in. One was arith- 
metic, as they had an idea that arithmetic was the gateway to a busi- 
ness career; and then they were studying about government, and were 
studying the English language. There was some one of their class 
that was teaching them. It was interesting to see how they were 
teaching them in that adult way.” (Hearings, p. 740.) 

Mr. Butzel, a Detroit lawyer who was active 2 promoting the organi- 
zation of the revisory committee, said: 

want to make this plain, I was interested socially in this, and I 
wanted particularly to know how these people got into this thing, and 
I wanted to try to get the psychological backing of it. It was highly 
8 that there was not found in the whole crowd a single case 
of gonorrhea or of syphilis. There were a great many Tolstoyians, abso- 
lutely noresistant, believing in no form „ and in no form 
of attack on government, who were followers of the Christ in the most 
literal way. here were a surprising number of skilled workmen; and 
the men who could not be classified as skilled were of the highest type 
of unskilled workmen, who had had some machinery experience. In 
ordinary times, if there was no political matter involved here, they were 
of the type that we should have imported from Russia; because we were 
very busy then, although we are not so now. 

“Senator STERLING. You speak of Tolstoyians. 
apprehended and held? 

Mr. BUTZEL. Yes. 

3 Senator STERLING. Were they held for deportation, many of them? 

Mr. BUTZEL. Yes; they had joined the Socialist Party and had been 
transferred to the Communist Party, and therefore they were held. 
They were technical members of the party. 

“The Ukrainians who were members seemed to have Joined the party 
principally for eating purposes, because the restaurant there was about 
he only place where they could get strict Ukrainian food and cooking ; 
and if you wanted to eat there har joined and paid and got the meal. 
a 647 not quite so true of the other groups.” (Hearings, pp. 
7 704. 


The first raid was directed against the Union of Russian Workers 
which, according to a well-informed witness, had an inside and an 
outside council ; the latter unexceptionable in its professions, the former 
advocating the overthrow of the Government by force. The witness re- 
ferred to, W. W. Sibray, is immigration inspector at Pittsburgh. He 
ae an gina Sabra 

t ma interesting to note that approximately 90 per cent of the 
number of the Russian workers taken into custody by this office entered 
the United States in 1913 and 1914. Most of them were of the ignorant 
peasant type and were unable to read and write. Americanization work 
practically ceased with the beginning of the war in 1914. These igno- 
rant Russian workers were therefore cast adrift, with no effort on the 
part of our own people to teach and inculcate in them the spirit of 
Americanism, Of the number arrested four had families in this country. 
The rest of them left their families in Russia. After Russia made 
peace with Germany and the Allies declared a general blockade of the 
Russian ports these men were unable to communicate with or hear from 
their families. They had not been here long enough to learn to speak 
English, and their only associates were their own people. The worry 
and suspense as to the fate of their families in Russia was such as to 
place them in a proper frame of mind to seize upon any pretext offered 
to oppose the po icr of our Government, and when organizers for the 
Union of Russian Workers presented themselves they quite readily be- 
came members of the organization. The majority of them, however, 
insisted that their only thought was to have the ports opened and be 
permitted to return to their native land.“ (Hearings, p. 749.) 

There was incorporated in the record a pamphlet written by one 
Constantine M. Panunzio, a minister of the Methodist Episcopal Church 
and published by the Federation of the Churches of Christ in America, 
giving the result of a study made by the author of the records in 200 
of these deportation cases and of an investigation conducted by him 
into the affair of the raids, in the course of which he visited many 
of the jails in which the prisoners were confined, and talked to and 
studied them. There are some inaccuracies in the report touching the 
disclosures of the record, arising from the fact that the author is not 
a lawyer. But as a whole it must mee the just mind by its tem- 
perate and highly judicial character, ong the interesting facts dis- 
closed are those related in the folowing extract: 

“Of the 200 cases whose records were examined, 7 were women and 
1 was a minor. Ten nationalities were represented in the list. One 
hundred and forty-eight, or 74 per cent, were Russians. Next in num- 
ber came the Poles, with 19, or 9.5 per cent; the Lithuanians, with 9, 
or 4.5 per cent; the Austrians, with 8, or 4 per cent; the Croatians, 
with 6, or 3 per cent. There were also 3 Germans, 2 Yugo-Slays, 2 Hun- 
garians, 1 Italian, 1 1 and 1 Hollander. (Hearings, p. 312.) 

“The war record of the alien was frequently omitted. However, 37 
are recorded as having purchased Liberty bonds and 24 as having 
bought thrift aed ed or contributed to some patriotic fund. Two of the 
alleged radicals who were arrested and held for deportation had actu- 
ally served in the United States Army. In the case of Steve Kerekoff 
(warrant No. 54860/156), a certified copy of his honorable discharge 
from the Army was introduced in the alien's defense. When questioned 
as to the organization of which he was a member he replied, “ The 
American Legion. His personal effects consisted of a suit case and an 
army uniform. (Hearings p- 8.) 

“In connection with the prison investigations four ex-soldiers were 
found at Detroit among those being held on a charge of belief in the ovyer- 
throw by force of the United States Government. These men were Poles, 
and each had received his honorable discharge from the Army. One 


Were any of them 


had served 17 months in France and had been discharged because of 
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disability. He had made application for citizenship while In France and 
remarked to the investigator: ‘They did not kill me in France; they 
get me here.“ A second had served 12 months at the front, and the 
other two had been in service 5 months each. Two of them had ex- 

rienced difficulty in finding work after leaving the Army; one had 
Been out of work for five months. Still another man said when inter- 
viewed that he had tried to join the Army, but had been rejected. 
He had volunteered for Government service and had his badge and 
certificate to prove this. 

“ Occupationally these persons represented the average run of immi- 
grants in America. They were steel and brass workers, carpenters, 
painters, printers, restaurant waiters, teamsters, mechanics, shoe- 
makers, and manual laborers. In over half of the cases no reference 

. is found to the economic status of those studies. In only 19 of the 
records is it stated that the individual had no money. On the other 
hand, 45 persons were found to have sums ranging from a few dollars 
to $2,000. The money was usually in a savings bank, but one man 
kept his savings in a Prince Albert tobacco box, and one stated that 
his wife was his savings bank. 

“A number had interests in various kinds of business. One man had 
an interest in an ice and coal business; one owned stock in a mining 
concern, and another in a motor-truck company. One man owned an 
automobile, two persons owned a home, nearly paid for, while two 
others owned grocery businesses worth $2,000 and $7,000, respectively. 
Another man referred to his having lost $1,700 in a business enter- 
pe: The prison investigations showed similarly a considerable range 

economic status. 

“Four men stated that they had lost all they had since being 
arrested ; one of these had given power of attorney to a fellow country- 
man who had taken all the money and ppes 2 

“A personal testimony: It may be added that in some cases, both in 
the prison investigations and in the examination of the records, em- 
ployers, social-service agents, pastors, and even a deputy sheriff, im- 
migration inspectors, and Department of Justice agents spoke well of 
the men. In the case of four persons, a representative of the Ford 
plant in Detroit, where they had been employed, stated that he had 
always considered the men good workmen. An official physician at a 
certain detention station in a letter to the author, dated May 11, 1920 
sums up the opinion of rein 838 who came into personal conta 
with the alleged radicals. his physician had had personal charge of 
all the aliens while they were being held pending their hearing or their 
deportation. I quote from his letter: 

Most of them impressed me as rather ordinary foreign workmen, a 
grade above altogether unskilled labor, of fair intelligence. A few had 
more intelligence and some were quite pleasant. A few also were ob- 
stinate, unreasonable, grouchy, and generally unpleasant. The few 
with whom I talked had fairly radical ideas of social change, ad- 
vanced with varying degrees of skill. I never was able to corner any- 
one into an admission of a n of violence. None of the men 
pressed his views upon me until approached, and then only as a matter 
of statement. They quite resent some clerk’s error in referring to 
them as anarchists, rder was kept fairly easily. The radicals chose 
their own committees, through whom they dealt with the authorities, 
They made rules for their own conduct, 

They complained occasionally of their food and the sanitation 
of their quarters; most of these complaints had at least some ground. 
I never heard of any violence against their guards or attempt at it. 

In general, a few of these people I should not care to have around 
me at all; they are a general nuisance. Most of them seem harmless.’ ” 
(Hearings, p. 314.) 

It is not to be understood that it is contended that those who did 
not conscientiously embrace the principles of the Communist Party, 
knows that it contemplated the overthrow of the Government by 
force, though they had in form become members of it, were not 
technically subject to deportation. We forbear entering upon this 
delicate question of law involved. Assistant Secretary of Labor Post, 
acting for his chief, held that something more must be shown than 
that the accused was technically a member of the proscribed party, 
or at least that if it appeared that he did not understand that the 
purpose of the organization was thus to overthrow our Government, he 
should be released. His view seems to have been quite like that of 
the Detroit committee and the lawyers upon whose recommenda- 
tion it “paroled”. many of those ordered deported, On this point, 
as well as upon the character of the Communist Labor Party as an 
organization affected by the deportation statute, a controversy arose 
between the Assistant Secretary of Labor and the Attorney neral. 
But we unhesitatingly condemn the making simultaneously of thousands 
of arrests, including many such persons and multitudes of others who 
by no stretch of the statute were amenable to deportation, with not 
only the dire attendant consequences heretofore adverted to but 
with the result that the Department of Labor was so overwhelmed with 
the work of taking the testimony and reviewing cases that it was 
months before a final determination was arrived at; in many of them, 
the prisoners meanwhile, the innocent and the guilty, at least those 
not able to secure the excessive bail fixed, rotting in jail, and no re- 
lief at hand from the close confinement even when the order of 
deportation was made for most of those found subject thereto. 

The following is quoted from the Panunzio report, which purports 
to speak from the records on file in the Department of Labor: 

Ignatz Maritzka (warrant No. 54860/734) was arrested on Jan- 
uary 3, 1920. The warrant for his arrest was issued on January 16. 
Bond to the amount of $1,000 was asked, which the alien was unable to 


furnish. Absence of evidence led to the cancellation of the warrant of 
cysts on April 1, 1920. He was therefore detained for a period of 
ays, 


“Sam Kot (warrant No. 54860/787) was arrested on or about Jan- 
uay 15, 1920. His warrant was issued on January 17. The testimony 
and evidence presented at the hearing were such that the warrant was 
ordered canceled on April 14. Since bail was set at $1,000 and the 
alien was unable to furnish it, he was held from the time of his arrest 
until after April 14. He was therefore detained for a period of 90 


days. 

kivan Dudinsky (warrant No. 54810/3406) was arrested on or about 
January 3, 1920. His warrant was issued on December 29, 1919. 
Bond to the amount of $10,000 was asked, which alien was unable to 


furnish. Efforts were made to haye the bail reduced, but without 
success. The case was closed on March 12 and ordered reopened on 
March 22. On April 12 bail was reduced to $1,000, which was fur- 


nished, and the alien was released on or about that date. 
therefore detained for a period of 101 days. 
at the time. 


He was 
The alien had tuberculosis 
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"Wasil Lalajo (warrant 54709/190) was arrested on November 7 
1 on warrant dated November 6. Bond was required to the amount 


of $1,000, which he was unable to furnish. A hearing was held on 
November 9, and the cory gonad made the following summary of findings: 

Two of the Spenn agents who haye investigated lajo's case 
strongly recommend that the warrant be In fact, they 
wanted me to release this alien last night, but owing to the fact that 
the warrant calls for a bond I did not feel like doing it without au- 
thority, from the department, I recommend that the work in this 
case canceled and that the department notify the inspector in 
charge at Cleveland by telegraph that this alien can return to work 
and to support his family.’ 

This statement was dated November 9, 1919. When the allen was 
visited in the Youngstown jail on April 8, 1920, five months, less one 
day, from the date of this recommendation, pales was still bein 
detained. All warrant proceedings against this alien were cancel 
11 days later, and if he was released immediately upon the cancellation 
of proceedings he had been detained for a period of 162 days. His wife 
H 8 1575 meanwhile reported to be destitute and suffering.“ 

Not . the accused had been held or was out on 
bail for two or ee months, the Department of Justice which as- 
sumed the role of prosecutor, announced, as the record shows, that 
it had no evidence to sustain the charge or that the only evidence it 
had came from its confidential informants or “ under-cover men,” whose 
identity it was deemed inadvisable to expose. 

Attention has been called to the fact that about one-half of those 
arrested were discharged upon the preliminary inquiry. Subsequently 
the same ratio is noticeable in the number of those released on the 
final hearing, From the 200 records examined by Panunzio it a 


canceled. 


that in 98 cases the warrants were ordered canceled, in 78 0 ora of 
deportation were issued, the yemainde s 
ware.” (tensions, aT T A re r being disposed of in various 


The Department of Justice procured the issuance of the warr: 
made the arrests, acted as prosecutor before the inspectors before icra 
the . — was conducted, and having swamped the De- 
Attorney General nonchalantly: ere HaT pato tie thousands, tha 

nonchalan asser t he not re: 

SOTA aE e 1 7 Dares service: i ders 2 cone ted 
ven e wisdom o; e policy of a d enforcement of the 
against every individual ascertained to — member of one of vcd 
proscribed parties, whatever the degree of his culpability be admitted, 
the course pursued of arresting thousands of them simultaneously is 
indefensible. It has usually been considered wise, in the case of riot 
and other outbreaks of a mob participated in by great numbers of 
people, to apprehend and try the leaders and inciters of the lawless- 
ness, exercising some forbearance toward those who were induced 
unreflectingly to join or who were deluded into joining the movement. 
Such was e course pursued in the “ Gordon riots” and in the “ whisky 
insurrection.” The Government of the United States did not hold or 
try for treason every soldier of the Confederacy who surrendered at 
Appomattox. Evidently the 3 of following that course must 
have addressed itself to the Attorney General, for he reported to Con- 
gress in connection with his testimony before the House committee in 
Support of the estimate for his department in the spring of 1920, that 
it had caused the arrest for deportation of the “ officers” of the Rus- 
sian Workers and the leaders“ of the Communist and Communist 
Labor Parties, Had he gone more into detail, the committee could not 
have failed to appreciate the humorous element in the issuing of six 
thousand-odd warrants to arrest only the officers” and leaders of 

the organizations named. 

But if a stern sense of duty impelled the Attorney General to pro- 
ceed against every alien falling even technically under the ban of the 
statute, there was no occasion for precipitation in making the arrests, 
Conceding that the purpose of the proscribed 3 was, as charged, 
to overthrow the Government of the United States by force, there is 
not the slightest evidence furnished by any of the “raids,” nor has 
evidence from any source been adduced of any intent presently to carry 
out such pu No military organization seems to have existed, no 
guns or munitions of war were captured, none were assembled so far 
as appears, no plans for a military movement were disclosed. At best 
or at worst, the leaders in the movement seem to have contemplated 
that at some indefinite time in the future, near or remote, depending 
upon a concatenation of circumstances, a situation would arise offering 
an 3 to accomplish their ends through a display of force 
10 wama t e 5 maae, 4 tee 

Those foremost in e advocacy of this course, even those mild} 
advocating it, as distinguished from those who merely accepted the 
doctrine they taught, could have been arrested in an orderly way, 
given a hearing in an atmosphere less surcharged with hysteria than 
must have prevailed under the conditions herein outlined, the pro- 
ceedings being dignified and safeguarded from error by the application 
of those principles which have ennobled the administration 91 justice 
in England and America, in contrast to that of the countries from 
which most of those directly affected came. Unfortunately, the course 
taken could not have impressed them with the view that any just claim 
could be made to superiority in our system. It is quite likely that by 
the time it became convenient to arrest the less guilty most of them 
would have abandoned their affiliation with the proscribed party, so 
that there would be no occasion to prosecute. 

It is appreciated that such a course would not have placed the 
Government in the possession of the documentary evidence it secured 
in the raids, tending to establish the lawless character of the organiza- 
tion proscri or the membership of particular individuals in it. It 
is perfectly evident that to secure such evidence was the prime pur- 
pose with which the raids were made, but the searches and seizures 
were, as demonstrated, the lawless acts of a mob. The law does not 
tolerate the procurement of evidence by such means. The wise men 
who framed our Constitution and who had some experience with arbi- 
trary government were convinced that such means were inconsistent 
with the spirit of liberty, and on the whole subversive of justice, 
They believed in the doctrine that “every man’s house is his castle,” 
and determined to make the law of the Republic they were establishing 
at least as liberal as that of the parent country, because of the protec- 
tion of which the most eloquent orator of the day said: 

“The poorest man may, in his cottage, bid defiance to all the forces 
of the Crown. It may be frail; its roof may shake; the wind may 
blow through it; the storm may enter; the rain may enter; but the 
King of England may not enter; all his force dares not cross the 
threshold of the ruined tenement.” 

Those who conceived the procedure here criticized were oblivious 
of the letter and wholly unappreciative of the spirit of the Bill of 


Rights. It should be said, for what extenuation there may be in It 
that the practice of making such unlawful searches and is no! 
without precedent in the d t. It is an abuse of modern 28 
Which ted condemnation by the Supreme Court has been ineffective 


against whose members the proceedings P 
This view of that strike, ae a tinea a Ee ea by the press, accord- 


was, it is there asserted, who! 
oe 2e rik e Bra 7 55 old- pre K Ae about by unduly 
ong hours, inadequa „ and untowa 

pecure relfef on those lines and for no oe pipas and waged in old- 
fashioned way. recent announcement United 5 . — 


of its 


e It is 
They 


and better wages 

ment had taken sides with their employers in an effort to 

strike and even that the arrests were made to that 
The participation in the d tion proceedings under inquiry 

on the part o 5 Justice was a deliberate usu 


to the 8 of Labor as liberal an 
„ on such proceedings as is desired, but 


wr ation for the conduct of p 
— 7 us appropriation to the Department of Justice amount- 
1,000,000, according to cting Secretary of 
which was utilized to that end. The only $1,000,000 
to the nt of Justice, available at the time 
n. and therefore, the one which must have been referred 
was the usual appropriation for the “ Detecti 
erimes." General when — 3 


n their nature 
were consequently not entitled to the rights accorded to those accused 


of crime. 
Some correspondence relating this subject between a member of 
this committee and the pir AE pa of the Treasury is set ont: 
UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTED ON DISPOSITION OF USELESS PAPERS 
IN THE Ex cri DEPARTMENTS, 


y 3 April 25, 1921, 
on. W. W. WARWICK, 
Comptroller of the howe T ` 
Treasury Department, Washington, D. C. 
ven by Mr. Aber- 


Dear MR. WARWICK : From some testimony 
crombie, formerly Acting of Labor, 
of the Committee on the 


quoted : 
“Mr. Chairman and 


Secretary ore a subcommittee 
Judiciary of the Senate, the following is 


tlemen, you will recall that in response to 


a widespread made an appropriation of $1,000,000, 
or approximately $1,000,000, or perhaps more n a million dollars, 
te the Department of Justice to be used for the pu of detecting 

ed Reds.“ The De of T, 


and prosecuting the Labo 
through the Bureau of I tion, had requested Congress to make 
an an priation of some 7850.88. recollection is that it was 
$000, : — 1 265 E the 8 of Labor through the Bureau 
of Imm n for a like pu 

«The request of the Department. of Labor was not nted. As a 
result, the Department of Justice had something like 1.000, 000 for 
that pepe while the authority to arrest, try, and deport aliens 
was in D t of Labor. That de t was greatly em- 

inability te fanction adequately on account of lack 
e country was wild on the subject of th 

bey newspaper was full of it, and in 

-e demand Congress gave this appropriation to the rtment of 
ustice.” 
Will you have the kindness to advise me to what appropriation to 


ent of Justice Mr. Abercrombie refers, if you are able 
y? The committee th 


te deportation, 
for deportation by 
Eber bs statement of the 


truly yours, T. J. Wats. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE or COMPTROLLER OF THE 


Washington, 
Hon. THOMAS J. WALSH, 
United States Senate. 
| teutimony ‘piven ‘by Wir” Abercrombte, formerly AGEE. Booeree | 
entimo ven r. 0 
La bor, "before a_subcommittee of the Senate Committee on the Ju- 
fect that Congress made an 9 of approxi- 
the Depa of Justice for 


TREASURY, 
April 27, 1921. 


the pur- 

De- 
| partment, or in an the 
E of Justice has had annual D ection 
a 


prosecution of crimes" generally, bat has never had a special 
appropriation for detecting and p aliens who are subject to 
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Annual ropriations of the ment of Labor under the head 
of Immigration Service have carr provisions for the expense of 
enfor this 9, 1919, 41 Stat., 221; act of 


statute. STY of July 1 
t., 518; act of June 5, 1920, 41 Stat., 
Agents of the Department of Justice who 


936.) 


o were alle to be of the classes 
this statute. The Department of Labor 
burse the Department of Justice for these expenses 
from its appropriation on the ground that the services had been ren- 
dered ese agents without request or authority from the De - 


ment of Labor. The e ses were paid by the disbursing clerk of 
the Department of Justice from the appropriation for detection and 
m of crimes. In a decision dated June 26, 1920, the 


Proved credit of these payments in the 
for reasons stated in the decision, a 
for your information, 
paid by the Department of Justice 
he poh nto and set apart from other expenditures un- 
der this appropriation, so the — ftps amount thereof can not 
readily be ascertained and repor to you by this office. I am in- 
formed by the Department of Justice that such payments have aggre- 
gated 8 $55,000. That is 5 a fairly correct esti- 
mate. that statement is not sufficiently accurate fer your purposes, 
the accounts. and vouchers covering the payments are on file in the 
office of the Auditor for the State and Other Departments, who can 
examine them in detail and report as accurately as may be the sum 
total of these payments. The vouchers, however, are for salaries and 
expenses, and do not indicate the particular work on which each 
employee was rie ty 

Probably the 00,000 appropriation to which Mr. Abercrombie 
referred is that made Congress in the deficiency appropriation act 

4, 1919 (41 Stats., 337), for “ Detection and prosecution 

The appropriation for that fiscal year 
of July 19, 1919 (41 Stats., 207), in the sum 
1,600,000, For the current fiscal year f 1921) the appropriation is 
000.000. in the act of June 5. 1920 (41 Stats., 921). 

The hearings before the committees of no doubt will 
show the reasons ven by the Attorney General for asking the 


$1,000,000 appropriation, 
Sincerely yours, W. W. Warwick, Comptroller. 


TREASURY DEPARTMENT, 
OFFICE or COMPTROLLER OF THE TREASURY, 
Washington, June 26, 1920. 


of 


proval, disapproval 
the effect that ce 


to e classes subject to arrest deportation by the im i 
authorities under the provisions of section 2 of the act of Octo 1G 
1918 (40 Stats. 1012) gue ai a be credited to the disbursing clerk 
under the a tion “Detection and prosecution of mes,” 
rs which 8 aor pore cane 4 AFA 

appears tha e apprehension and arrest o ese allens 
of the ment of Justice grew ont of activities of that 9 


in connection with the enforcement of criminal laws relating to aliens 


The serv- 

8 incurred without request or author- 

ity from the Department o bor, and therefore are not properly 
chargeable to the appropriation of that department. 

The auditor's decision that credit for the payments which have been 

made may be given under the appropriation for detection and prose- 


cution of crimes is approved, 
W. W. WARWICK, Comptroller. 


It will be noted that the Department of Labor, despite the cla 
of “ cooperation,” insist that “ the services rendered by” the “ nents 
of the Department of Justice, herein considered, were so rendered 
“ without request or authority“ from the former. 

The most charitable view to take of the affair is that the Attorney 
General was in no mg | frame of mind because of the dastar 
3 partly successful, to oe his house in the summer of 1919, 
and like attempts npon the lives of other public or prominent men, 

It is refreshing note that the transactions reviewed have not 
been suffered to pass without emphatic condemnation from the bar, 
supplementary to the arraignment found in the pamphlet the pub- 
lication of which ve rise to the inquiry, spoar the sponsors for 
gr ae kas the dean the law school of perhaps the foremost university 
n America. 

Ex-Senator Beveridge challenged the legality and the justice of the 
procedure in an a delivered before the American Bar Associa- 


tion. (Hearings, p. “sig © 
John Lord O'Brian, late Assistant RODAT. General of the United 
States in charge of the criminal business of the department during 
the war, a vigorous prosecutor and an able lawyer, reviewed the de- 
portation cases in an address before the Maryland State Bar Association 
and un ly denounced the course pursued. (Hearings, p. 781.) 
tary Hughes, at the time the 89 at Phe bar in 
at the Harvard Law School cente declared the pro- 
gs here reviewed to “savor of the worst practices of t. Xa! 
Hon, Francis Fisher Kane, United States district attorney for 
eastern district of Pennsylvania, a personal and litical friend 
the Attorney General, resigned his office because E could not con- 
e sly carry out the policy of the department concerning de- 
portations. 


1923. 
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Had any degree of trust or confidence been reposed in the ability, 
8 and discretion of the several district attorneys in the matters 

erein dilated upon, there probably would have been little occasion 
for criticism, 

The transactions reviewed just: the fears the founders of our 
Government quite generally entertained of a RAONS centralized gov- 
ernment. This country is too large to warrant the belief that a satis- 
factory administration of the criminal law can be had under detailed 
directions from the city of Washington, or that the Department of 
Justice can handle successfully from the same center analogous de- 
portation proceedings in remote and populous centers. It will be 
eee that the officers charged with the duty of making the 
arrests were not admonished to confer with the local district attorney, 
or report to him, but to report to Mr. Hoover in Washington by wire. 
The pelicy exemplified in the transactions under consideration is gain- 
ing continually in strength until the United States district attorney 

being reduced to the status of a mere clerk, while the force of the 
Department of Justice continnes to grow, that explicit directions may 
be given him in almost every case he is called upon to institute or try. 

In view of the revelations made by the Inquiry, the result of which 
is here reported, it is recommended : 

1, That that part of the act of October 16, 1918, which makes aliens 
subject to deportation who are “members of or affiliated with any 
organization ‘That entertains a belief in, teaches or advocates the over- 
throw of force or violence of the Government of the United States be 
repealed, or that it be amended so as to afford a locus penelcutia, by 
virtue of which one who has not himself taught that doctrine or been 
otherwise instrumental in propagating it, upin proof before a Fed- 
eral court that be never consciously embraced it or had in faith 
renounced it, may avert deportation. Those who believe In such a 
policy or inculcate such belief would still be liable under the statute. 

2, The Department of Labor should be directed to revise its rules 
lain mandate of the Constitution. 
eportation proceedings by judges 


so as to make them conform to the 8 
no 


3. The issuance of warrants in 
and court commissioners should be authorized so there may 
occasion for resort to the device of telegraphic warrants, 

4. The right to have counsel from the time of the arrest in proceed- 
ings for deportation should be guaranteed by law. 

5. A limit should be fixed on the time during which one arrested in 
deportation proceedings may be held in jail to await a determination 
by the Department of Labor, the per of delay occasioned by him 
not to be included. 


CHARGES OF ILLEGAL PRACTICES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE. 

Mr. STERLING, from the subcommittee of the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary, submitted the following 0 

On the 10th day of December, 1920, there was referred to the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary for investigation and report the “ Report 
upon the illegal practices of the United States Department of Justice,” 
prepared by a self-constituted committee of lawyers in May, 1920, 
8 the auspices of the National Popular Government League. The 
report was signed by the following-named lawyers : 


R. G. Brown, Memphis, Tenn, Alfred 8. Niles, Baltimore, Md. 
Zechariah Chafee, jr., Cambridge, Roscoe Pound, Cambri, e, Mass, 
Jackson H. Ralston, Washington, 


Mass. 
Felix Frankfurter, Cambridge, 


Mass. 
Ernst Freund, Chicago, Il. 
Swinburne Hale, New York City. 
Fisher Kane, Philadel- 


2. 

be Wallerstein, Philadelphia, 
a. z 

Frank P. Walsh, New York City. 


Francis Tyrell Williams, St. Louis, Mo. 
phia, Pa. 
The report is addressed “ To the American people,” and the opening 
paragraph of the report is indicative of the general tenor of the charges 


made ee against certain practices of the Department of Justice. 
It reads: 

“For more than six months we, the undersigned lawyers, whose 
sworn duty it is to uphold the Constitution and laws of the United 
States, have seen with owing apprehension the continued violation 
of that Constitution and breaking of those laws by the Department of 
Justice of the United States Government.” 

The report alleges that the illegal practices charged against the de- 
partment were committed under the guise of a campaign for the sup- 
pression of radical activities conducted by the office of the Attorney 
General, whose agents throughout the country acted under express 
instructions from Washington ; that in this campaign many of the con- 
stitutional guaranties relating to personal liberty and property were 
ignored and constitutional rights violated. Among other things it is 
charged that these illegal practices of the department included : a) A 
violation of the eighth amendment of the Constitution, which provides 


that— 
“excessive bail shall not be uired, nor excessive fines imposed, nor 
cruel and unusual punishments inflicted.” 

It is alleged that “ punishments of the utmost cruelty and heretofore 
unthinkable in America have become usual"; that great numbers of 
persons arrested, both aliens and citizens, have been threatened, beaten 
with blackjacks, struck with fists, jailed under abominable conditions, 
or actually tortured.” 

Certain exhibits annexed to the report are referred to as proof. To 
1 75 and other exhibits some consideration will be given further on 
n 5 report. 

(2) A Violation of the fourth amendment to the Constitution, which 
provides : 

“The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, 
pares and effects against unreasonable searches and seizures shall not 
violated, and no warrants shall issue but upon probable cause, su 
Syn by oath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place to 

searched and the persons or things to be seized.” 

It is alleged that many hundreds of persons have been arrested with- 
out warrant or prenin of warrant; that mass raids and mass arrests 
were made without warrant as a result of both oral and written 
instructions from Washington; that in “ countless cases” the homes, 
offices, and gathering yeca of persons suspected of radical affiliations 
haye been invaded and property seized and removed, without pretense 
of search warrant, for use by the Department of Justice, and that 
1 which could not be removed or which was of no use to the 

epartment “was intentionally smashed and destroyed.” 

As proof of these charges further exhibits are referred to, and of 
which more later. 

In this same connection, it is charged that the department made use 
of under-cover, provocative agents, “agents provocateurs,” for the py 
pe not only of informing upon but of instigating acts which might 

e declared criminal. 


| 
} 
| 


(3) A violation of that part of the fifth amendment to the Constitu- | 


tion, which provides that— 

“no person shall be compelled in any criminal case to be a witness 
against himself, nor be deprived of life, liberty, or property without 
due process of law.” 

In this connection, the report calls special attention to the Cannone 
case, as shown by Exhibit 9 annexed to the report, and in which case 
the committee of lawyers charges that the agents of the department 
‘committed assault, forgery, and perjury.” 

In addition to these very serious charges of illegal and unconstitu- 
tional practices on the part of the Department of Justice and its agents, 
the Attorney General charged with “deliberate misuse of his office 
and a deliberate squandering of funds intrusted to him by Congress 
in carrying on a ropaganda against radicals through the public press 
for the purpose of prejudicing the public in favor of his actions." 

In proof of this charge, reference is made to Exhibits 17 and 18, an- 
nexed to the report. 

The report apparently in conclusion seeks to minimize the results of 
the efforts of the Attorney General against the so-called red menace, 
in making the statement that prior to January 1, 1920, there were 
actually ceportes 263 persons; that since January 1, 1920, there haye 
been actually deport only is rsons; and that since 8 1. 

ve 


1920 (and up to the time of making the report, of course), there 
been ordered deported an additional 529 persons, making a total of 
only 810 persons actually deported and ordered deported since the 


beginning of the campaign instituted by the Department of Justice 
some time prior to January 1, 1920. 

It will thus be seen that the charges made against the Department 
of Justice and the Attorney General are of a very serious character. 
They, in effect, say that e sacred rights of citizens and residents 
under the Constitution and laws, and the principles which Rovers 
our free institutions, have been ruthlessly violated by that depart- 
ment, and that the Attorney General himself is largely resonsible for 
such violation. 

But, under the principles invoked by those who charge these illegal 
practices committed by or under the direction of the Attorney General, 
it is but fair and just that that official and the Department of Justice, 
of which he was the head, should have the right to be heard, either 
by way of complete defense or in mitigation of any of the charges 
made. It is e therefore, to call attention to the law applicable 
to the exclusion and deportation of aliens and to the decisions by the 
courts construing the law, and also briefly to review the evidence 
submitted in support of the charges of e committee of lawyers, 
hereinbefore summarized, as well as those portions of the evidence 
submitted to the subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary. 
charged with the conduct of the investigation, which are deemed at ali 
relevant to the issues. 

In the first place, it should be noted that the arrests and seizures 
complained of were made in cooperation with the Department of Labor 
in two distinct campaigns, or “raids, against different classes of 
aliens: The first, the raid against the Union of Russian Workers, of 
November 7, 1919; and the second, that of January 2, 1920, directed 
mainly against the members of the Communist Party and of the 
Communist Labor Party, membership in which organizations way 
deemed sufficient to subject the alien to deportation under the pro- 
visions of the act approved October 16, 1918. Sections 1 and 2 of thir 
act are as follows: 

“That aliens who are anarchists; allens who believe in or advocate 
the overthrow by force or violence of the Government of the United 
States or of all forms of law; aliens who disbelieve in or are opposed 
to all organized government; aliens who advocate or teach the assas- 
sination of public officials; aliens who advocate or teach the unlawful 
destruction of property; aliens who are members of or affiliated with 
any organization that entertains a belief in, teaches, or advocates the 
overthrow by force or violence of the Government of the United States 
or of all forms of law, or that entertains or teaches disbelief in or 
opposition to all o ized government, or that advocates the duty, 
necessity, or propriety of the unlawful assaulting or killing of any 
officer or officers, either of spanne individuals or of officers generally, 
of the Government of the United States or of any other organized 
government, because of his or their official character, or that advo- 
cates or teaches the unlawful destruction of property, shall be excluded 
from admission Into the United States. 

“Spc. 2. That any alien who, at any time after entering the United 
States, is found to have been at e time of entry, or to have 
become thereafter, a member of any one of the classes of aliens enumer- 
ated in section 1 of this act, shall, upon the warrant of the Secretary 
of Labor, be taken into custody and deported in the manner provided 
in the immigration act of February 5, 1917. The provisions of this 
section shall be applicable to the classes of aliens mentioned in this 
act irrespective of the time of their entry into the United States.” 

It was believed that the principles and constitutions of such organi- 
gations taught or advocated the overthrow of the Government by force 
and violence. It had been so held by the Secretary of Labor, whose 
decision upon the question is, under the law, final. (See sec. 19, immi- 
F 530 of Feb. 5, 1917; Fong Yue Ting v. United States, 149 


No form of procedure is prescribed by the act of October 16, 1918 
beyond this, namely, that any allen who is a member of any one of 
the classes enumerated in section 1 of the act shall, “upon the war- 
rant of the Secretary of Labor be taken into custody and deported 
in the manner provided in the immigration act of February 5, 1917.“ 

The act of February 5, 1917, is scarcely more explicit in regard to 
procedure in deportation gases. Section 1 rovides that 

At any time within five years after entry, say alien who at the 
time of entry was a member of one or more of the classes excluded 
by law; * * any alien who at any time after entry shall bè 
found advocating or teaching the unlawful destruction of property, or 
advocating or 8 anarehy or the overthrow by force or violence 
of the Government of the United States, or of all forms of law, or 
the assassination of public officials; * * * shall, upon warrant 
of the Secretary of Labor, be taken into custody and deported.” 

Aside from the proceedings before the special board of inquiry, 
provided for in the act of February 5, 1917, and which are not perfi- 
nent to the issues here involved, the only other reference in the act 
relating to procedure which may be construed to refer to procedure 
in cases like those in controversy is a provision relative to immigrant 
inspectors, found in section 16 of that act, as follows: 

“Said inspectors shall have power to administer oaths and to take 
and consider evidence touching the right of any alien to enter, reenter, 
pass through, or reside in the United States, and where such action 


may be necessary to make a written record of such evidence; and any 
person to whom such oath has been administered, under the pro- 
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visions of this act, who shall knowingly or willfully false evidence 
or sver to a 3 in any way — : g = — —— 
to the right of an en admission, or readmission to, pass 
through, or to reside in the United | States shall be deemed guilty, ete, 
e further provision is made — 

Any comm 3 r of immigration or inspector in charge shall also 
have power to require by subpena the attendance and testimony of 
witnesses before said ins ors and the production of books, papers, 


and documents touching the right of any alien to enter, reenter, reside 


in, or pass through the United States, and to that end may invoke the 
aid of court of the United States.” 
But th provisions of the statute 


these as apparently the o 
8 power of the Secretary of Labor relative to deportation 
and the issuance of warrants therefor, and the power of immigration 
ngs they are autho: to conduct, the 

3 ulgated a system of ions and rules 
governing arrests of aliens for deportation and the hearings. upon such 
arrests, The parti bea po. 
is rule 22, with. its various subdivisions, We quote such parts of the 
rule as are pertinent. i 

RULE 22. ARREST AND DEPORTATION ON WARRANT. 

“ Subdivision 1 of this rule simply enumerates the different classes 
of aliens subject to deportation as provided by section 19 of the immi- 
gration, act of February 5, 1917. 

SUBDIVISION 2, INVESTIGATION AND REPORT OF CASES. 

„Officers shall make thorough investigation of all cases when they 
are credibly informed or have reason to believe that a specified alien 
in the United States is subject to arrest and deportation on warrant. 
All such cases, by whomsoever discovered, shall be reported to the 
immigration officer stationed nearest the place where the alien is 
found to be. 

SUBDIVISION 3. APPLICATION FOR WARRANT OF ARREST. 


ft ; and, exeep 
aten (chinese) involved, should be accompanied by some substan- 


tial supporting . 


-ap 
su 


yi racticable. 
ee Subdivision 4 relates to the proof in cases of aliens who have be- 


come public charges. 
SUBDIVISION 5. EXECUTION OF WARRANT OF ARREST AND HEARING THEREON. 
“(a) Upon receipt of a te aphie or written warrant of arrest the 


alien shall be taken before the person or persons therein named or 
described and a hearing to enable him to show cause, if any 
there be, why should not be deported. Pending determination of 


the ease, in the discretion of the immigration officer in — he may 
be taken into custody or allowed to remain in some place deemed by 
such officer secure and proper, except that in the absence of special 
instructions an alien confined in an institution shall not be removed 
therefrom until a warrant of deportation has been issued and is about 


re ted 


sel and the recommendations of the examining officer and the officer 
in charge, for determination as to whether or not a deportation war- 
rant shall issue. 


SUBDIVISION 6. RELEASE UNDER BOND. 


“The amount of any bond under which an arrested alien may be 
released shall be $500, unless different instructions are given by the 
a ent, which, prior to release, shall approve the d. except 
that the approval of the local United States attorney as to form and 
execution II be sufficient when the immigration officer in char 
deems it proper, with a view to avoid delay, to submit the bond to 
such attorney for approval. United States bonds om be accepted in 
lieu of sureties on 1 bond, or sureties, deposit United States 
bonds instead of justifying in real estate. ens who are unable to 
ve shall be held in jail only im case no other secure place of 
etention can be found. 


SUBDIVISION 7. WARRANT FOR DEPORTATION AND DEPORTATION THEREON, 


tal condition, and destination. 
On December 31, 1919, the Acting 5 Labor, Mr. John W. 
Abercrombie, on thr recommendation of the mmissioner General of 


of subdivision 


beginning of the hearing under the warrant of arrest, or at any rate 
as soon as such hearing has proceeded sufficiently in the development 
of the facts to protect the Government’s interests, the alien shall be 
allowed to inspect the warrant of arrest and all the evidence on which 
it was ed and shall be apprised that thereafter he may be repre- 
sented by counsel.” (Hearings, pp. 397-399.) 

But to the exeeution of the warrant, it will be observed 
that neither the statute nor the rules and regulations thereunder pro- 
vide in what manner or by whom the warrant of arrest in a deporta- 
tion proceeding shall be served, or by whom the alien shall be “ taken 
into custody upon the warrant of the Secretary of Labor. The rules 
do not designate any class of agents or inspectors of the Department 
of Labor or of the Bureau of migration who are or who may be 
specially commissioned to make such arrests. Admittedly the proceed- 

for the deportation of an alien are not criminal proceedings. 
t is not necessary, therefore, that the arrest be accomplished by a 
marshal, sheriff, or other peace officer. So far as anything in the im- 
tion law or rules is concerned, the arrest might be lawfully made 
by any —_ person to whom the N Labor or an immi- 
a pector should direct and deliver the warrant for service, 
he act of delivering itself being sufficient authorization for taking into 
custody the alien. named therein. 

The inquiry follows: If any agent of the Bureau of Immigration not 
specifically authorized by law or tion, or any private person to 
whom a warrant for that pu given, may execute the warrant 
— taking the party into . xy why may not an agent of the Bureau 
of Inves tion of the Department of Justice qualified to receive 
from the partment of Labor, or any of its duly authorized agents 
or inspectors, the warrant issued by the Secretary of Labor, and to 
carry out the mandate of the warrant by taking into custody the party 


Taking into consideration the statutes, rules, and decisions of the 
courts relating to deportation, and therewith recognizing the fact that 
the deportation proceeding is not a criminal proceeding, we see no 
Illegal practice, nor the violation of any constitutional right, in the 
mere fact that ee the t majority of—warrants in the 
so-ealled raids of November 7, 1919, and page? 4 2, 1920, were exe- 
cuted by agents of the Department of Justice, the warrants therefor 
havin: issued by the Secretary of r. Neither would it ap- 
pear t any constitutional right had been violated in the issuance of 
a telegraphic warrant for arrest or a warrant based on a telegram 
received by the Department of Labor from a sworn officer or agent of 
either the Department of Labor or the Department of Justice. 

In these raids there was from the ou and avowedly a close 
and consistent cooperation between the Department of Labor and the 
Departmentment of Justice. There was an apparent necessity for it, 
arising largely out of the insufficiency of the appropriations for the 
Department of Labor, which left that department with a force of men 
wholly inadequate for the undertaking. The situation as viewed by 
the Department of Labor is shown in part, at least, by the statement 
before the committee of Mr. John W. Abercrombie, former solicitor 
pa the Department of Labor, and Acting Secretary of Labor, as 
‘ollows : 

Senator WALSH of Montana. Just what do you mean by saying that 
it was being handled by the Department of Justice? Is not this a 
matter that was intrusted to your office? 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. I mean that the Department of Justice and the 
Department of Labor were cooperating in their activities relating to 
aliens charged with anarchy—relating to the arrest of aliens charged 
with violations of the anarchy laws. 

“Senator Walsu of Montana. Were you ignorant of the matter to 
such an extent that you did not even know the day of the arrests? 

“Mr, ABERCROMBIE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, you will recall 
that in response to a widespread demand Congress made an appro- 
priation of $1,000,000, or 35 $1,000,000, or perhaps more 
than a million dollars, to the Department of Justice to be used for 
the purpose of detecting and prosecuting the so-called ‘reds.’ The 
Department of Labor, rough the Bureau of Immigration, had re- 
quested Congress to make an appropriation of some $500,000—my 
recollection. is that it was $600,000—to be used by the Department of 
Labor through the Bureau of Immigration for a like purpose. 

“The uest of the Department of Labor was. not nted. As a 
result the Department of Justice had something like $1,000,000 for that 

urpose, while the authority to arrest, try, and deport aliens was in 
fhe Department of Labor. That department was greatly embarrassed 
by its inability to function adequately on account of lack of funds, 
The country was bape 5 = the ae apa of coy ge A 
every newspaper was full of it; an nse to popular de- 

+ riation to the Department of Justice. 


mand Congress gave this appro 
4 tor Kine. Judge, may 1 interrupt you there? An ap nope 
tion was made, as I recall, for deportation purposes and investigations 


of the Department of Labor; but I am advised that som y in the 
Department of Labor has devoted it—or at least a part of it—to other 
purposes. È 

“Mr. ABERCROMBIE. My recollection is that tbe increased appropria- 
tion made to the gis foes of Labor was for the purpose of deport- 
ing those who had already been ordered to be depor' and who could 
not be deported on account of conditions incident to the war. We 
could not deport while the war was on, and as a result when the war 
clo: there were many allens—thousands of them, according to my 
recollection—who were held for deportation; and while I am not abso- 
lutely certain about it, my recollection is that the appropriation to 
which Senator Kixeg refers was wade for the purpose of deporting those 
who had already been found subject to deportation. At any rate the 
Department of bor and the Department of Justice felt it their duty 
to cooperate, the Department of Justice having the money, the neces- 
sary appropriation, and the Department of Labor having authority 
under t law to deport. So we cooperated to the extent that the 
Department of Labor issued warrants for arrests upon proper affidavits 
submitted the Department of Justice. 

“All the hearings, of course, under the law had to be conducted by 

Department of Labor. 5 

“Senator Warsa of Montana. But the arrests were actually made 
by the eg earns of Justice? 

Mr. ncnonmn. In cooperation. The representatives of the 
3 of Justice and the Department of Labor acted cooper- 
atively. 

Senator WALSH of Montana. And the expenses were met out of this 
appro} riation for the Department of Justice? 

Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Their part of the expenses. Our officers were 

paid out of the regular appropriation of the Bureau of Immigration. 

“Senator King. All of the employees you had at your Coe at for 

deportation purposes continued in cooperation with the Department of 
| Justice employees? 
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“Mr. ABERCROMBIE. Les. Our employees acted in cooperation with 
their employees. 

“ Senator STERLING. You had your regular force? 

“Mr, ABERCROMBIE. We had our re; r force. 


for the Department of Labor? 
“Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Yes; that is my understanding. It was simply 
an effort of the two departments to cooperate in the performance of 


spectors would not do it alone.’ (Hearings, PR 403-407. 
Mr. Charles T. Clayton, attorney at law, W. 


“Mr. Crayrox. There had been times, I think, at Intervals for N 15 
years, that field officers in the Department of Justice had worked wit 
the field officers of the Department of Labor in such matters; that 
they got information about some persons already in the United States, 
having been admitted, who were engaged in practices not in conformity 
with the law, when they would bring the matter to the attention of the 
officers of the Department of Labor and cooperate with them in con- 
tining the guilty party, or in establishing such prima facie facts as to 
bis guilt as would initiate processes in the Department of Labor. 

“Senator Warst of Montana. The Department of Labor had so- 
licited the aid of the Department of Justice in connection with that 
work? 

„Mr. CLAYTON. That I could not answer. 

“Senator WALSH of Montana. You would sce no impropriety in 
that, would you? If officers of the Department of Justice, of the 
Bureau of Investigation, being out endeavoring to ascertain about crimi- 
nal practices, found some man against whom no criminal charge could 
be brought, and yet he wes in this country in violation of the immi- 

tion 1 s. you would see no impropriety in their calling the atten- 
fion of the Department of Labor to that fact and rendering them such 
aid as they could in securing a ruling that that individual ought to be 
deported ? 

Lr. CLAYTON. Mk ke further than that, and I should say there 
would be no impropriety in any citizen doing that.” (Hearings, pp. 
351-352. 

N as to cooperation and the need of cooperation between the 
two departments, Attorney General Palmer states as follows: 

“Attorney General PALMER. The deportation statute, of course, is a 
statute to executed, I may say, by the Department of Labor. 

“But in December of 1919, when the sitnation in the conntry was 
pretty bad, Mr. Chairman, when violence had broken out in a’ great 
many places of a nature that gave all thoughtful citizens much concern, 
there was a feeling that there ought to be cooperation in the enforce- 
ment of this statute—of the closest kind—between the Department of 
Labor and the Department of Justice; and after conferences it was 
agreed that the Department of Justice would make the investigations 
and present the cases to the Department of Labor, laying the facts 

thered by the Department of Justice before the partment of 
Saher and allowing the Department of Labor to act as the law provided. 

“That course was proceeded with. Individual arrests for deporta- 
tion were made, but the situation was teo big to be met by that sort 
of thing. The Department of Justice came to the conclusion that there 
was an organized effort—or there were several organized efforts—of a 
quasi revolutionary character; efforts were being made to organize 
masses of pie, as we believed and as the evidence showed, to attempt 
to injure 7 jovernment by force. 

“The first organization that we investigated, which resulted in a 
number of arrests, was the Union of Russian Workers. 

“Senator STERLING. This was after your understanding with the 
Department of Labor? 

“ Attorney General PALMER. Yes. 

“Senator Bonak. Was that understanding agreeable to the Depart- 
ment of Labor? 

„Attorney General PALMER. Yes. We made a large number of ar- 
rests of the members of the Union of Russian Workers, because their 
organization and its tenets, its purposes, its plaus, its beliefs, brought 
them within the language of the deportation statute. 

“Now, of course, we made simultaneous arrests. What is com- 
motily called a “ raid ” is really a large number of simultaneons arrests. 
That was not done because it had a sensational appearance. It was 

- not done for any purpose of giving publicity to what was being done. 
It was done to protect the Government’s interests in the matter. If 
there was a statute under which men had to be arrested—and there 
were large numbers, as the Government believed, that violated that 
statute—obviously we could not go and arrest one or two men and give 
all the rest of those men notice of what the Government was going to 
do, and get anywhere near the enforcement of the statute. So that the 
plan of simultaneous arrests was adopted, and several hundred of the 
members of this Union of Russian Workers were arrested and turned 
over to the inspectors of immigration and went through to the 
ment of Labor, and many of t were eventually deported under the 
statute. 

“ During the fall the formation and activities of the Communist 
Party and the Communist Labor Party proceeded, and by the end of 
the year 1919 we were convinced, and the Department of Labor agreed, 
that the Communist Fasty was an organization membership in which 
made an alien subject to deportation under the statute, and we organ- 
ized our poopie for the parrots of making simultaneous arrests of the 
members of that party in 38 cities of the United States. Of cour 
larger numbers were involved, and the arrests, for the reasons I stat 
a moment ago, had to be simultaneous.” (Hearings, PR: 7 and 8.) 

It is evident from the foregoing that both the public and Congress 
— . — 8 ori the activities re Hie Lakers neat N in son 
nection w eportation en or raids made for the purpose o 

n 1 and ens subject to deportation ander the 


tle tute already quoted, But it is also to be observed that according 
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to the uncontradicted testimony all examinations of parties arrested 
and all heari were before an immigration agent or inspector, who 
alone could hold an alien for ortation. 

Attorney General Palmer in statement before the House Sopro: 
. Committee, when considering the sundry civil appropriation 

ill, March. 1920, gave a detailed account showing the number of war- 
rants issued, arrests made, including the arrests of leaders of the Com- 
munist and Communist Labor Parti and the deportations ordered, 
He also discusses the form of deportation proceedings. The statement 
of Attorney General Palmer before the House committee will be found 
at pages 614-630 of the hearings before this committee. 

In addition to the statement made by the Attorney General to the 
Appropriations Committee in connection with anarchist and similar 
activities, attention is called to the fact that in the spring of 1919 
there were great and prolonged strikes in many of the industrial cen- 
ters of the country, and that in these strikes foreign agitators and 
ee ag were prominent. It may be recalled, however, that Mr. 

illiam Zz. Foster, an American citizen, as secretary of the committee 
composed of the 24 international unions, was the chief figure in the 
management of the groat steel strike of 1919. He was before the sub- 
mittee of the Committee on Education and Labor, appointed to inves- 
tigate that strike. argh ig from his book on ™ Syndicalism” were 
put into the record made by the committee, showing that he believed 
nothing illegal if necessary to carry out his views, and that he advo- 
cated, violence in strikes. His associates were Mr. 8 attorney 
for the I. W. W. at Pittsburgh, and Vincent St. John, formerly secre- 
tary of the I. W. W. The committee characterized such men as dan- 
gerous to the country and dangerous to the eause of union labor. 
(Rept. No. 289, 66th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 17 et seq.) The belief was 
2 that many of the agitators were paid out of Russian money 
urnished for the purpose of stirring a large alien element of our popu- 
lation te revelutionary action. About the same time infernal machines 
were addressed to many different Government officials, resulting in 
Serious injury to some individuals; and these outrages were followed 
about a month later by bomb explosions wherein the lives and homes of 
various State and Federal officials were imperiled. 

As a result of this agitation and these acts of violence, including 
attempts at assassination and destruction of property, the public war 
much aroused. There was considerable impatience because of the appar- 
ent inactivity of the Department of Justice, and this was to some 
extent reflected in the nnanimous adoption of a Senate resolution intro- 
duced by Senator Poinpexver October 19, 1919, which resolution is ar 
ollows : 


SENATE RESOLUTION 213. 


“ Resolved, That the Attorney General of the United States is re 
quested to adyise and inform the Senate whether or not the Department 
of Justice has taken legal proceedings, and if not, why not; and if so, 
to what extent; for the arrest and punishment of the various persons 
within the United States who, during recent days and weeks, and fot 
a considerable time continuously previous thereto, it is alleged, have 
attempted to bring about the forcible overthrow of the Government of 
the United States; who, it is alleged, Ge aD ee anarchy and sedi- 
tion ; who. it is alleged, have advised the defiance of law and authority, 
both by the printing and circulation of printed newspapers, books, 
pamphiets, circulars, stickers, and dodgers, and also by spoken word; 
and who, in like manner, it is alleged, have advised and openly advo- 
cated the unlawful-obstruction of industry and the unlawful and violent 
destruction of property, in pursuance of a deliberate plan and purpose 
to destroy existing property rights and to impede aud obstruct the 
conduct of business essential to the prosperty and Hfe of the community. 

“ Also, the Attorney General is requested to advise and inform 
Senate whether or not the Department of Justice has taken tegal pro- 
ceedings for the arrest and deportation of aliens who, it is alleged, have 
within the United States committed the acts aforesaid, and if not, why 
not; and if so, to what extent.” (Senate hearings, p. 580.) £ 

In response to this resolution the Attorney General submitted to the 
Senate a aes . in detail iu which, among other things, he pointed out 
the proposed plan of cooperation with the Department of Labor in the 
enforcement of deportation statutes. 

The Attorney General also, during. 1920, issued a document entitled 
“Red Radicalism as Described by Its Own pei % the same having 
been printed by the Government Prin Office. his pamphlet con- 
ss exhibits collected by the Attorney eral and the foreword con- 

udes: 

“The whole is submitted for the furtherance of a more realizi 
popular i iglesia of the menace involved in the unrestrained sprea 
of criminul communism among the masses.” 

The report of the Attorney General in response to the Poindexter 
resolution is Senate Document 153, Sixty-sixth Congress, first session. 
The Attorn General, after stating that the administration of the 
deportation statutes is eben” | within the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Labor, but that it seemed to be the only means at his disposal of 
attacking the radical movement, and as Congress had seen fit to refuse 
appropriations to the Department of Labor for its enforcement he had 
cooperated with the irrigration officials to the fullest extent, and, 
among other things, says: 

“Since the organization of the radical division a more or less com- 
plete history of over 60,000 radically inclined individuals has been gath- 
ered fogather and classified and a foundation for action laid, either 
under the deportation statutes or legislation to be enacted by Congress. 
I should, of course, communicate to you but little of this information. 
However, it is at the gipon of 5 Phd for proper and confiden- 
tial use. The record in the Emma Goldman and Alexander Berkman 
cases is marked Exhibit No. 6° and Exhibit No. 7.“ ~ 

“One of the first matters receiving the attention of the radical di- 
Vision after its organization was the various societies in the United 
States adhering to anarchistic doctrines. ig be among these was the 
organization known as the Federation of the Union of Russian Workers. 
The investigations made by this department soon led it to the conelu- 
sion that this organization was formed for the sole purpose of destroy- 
ing all institutions of government and society. It was necessary, how- 
ever, in order to prove the anarchistic nature of this organization, to 
secure copies of its constitution, as well as copies of documents and 
literature published and circulated by it. It is impossible for me to 
set forth the methods by which same were secured, owing to the ex- 
tremely confidential nature of these investigations. After definitely es- 
tablishing the fact that this organization was anarchistic in tenden 
and in teachings it then became necessary to locate the officers of eac 
of the locals and to establish their membership to this society. Again 
this department e ienced meet diffculty in establishing membership, 
as the members had been ady to guard carefully against information 
connecting them with the organization. 
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“ After thorough investigation in this matter the cases of the persons 
who were actively identified with the Union of Russian Workers were 


submitted to the Department of Labor, and that department issued war- 
rants for the arrest of these persons. On November 7, 1919, simulta- 
neous arrests of over 250 officers and members were made in 12 different 
cities of the United States upon the warrants issued by the Secretary of 
Labor charging persons with advocating the overthrow of the 
Government of the United States by force and violence. 

“I am attaching hereto, marked as ‘ Exhibits Nos. 8 and 9, two 
translations of publications issued by the Federation of the Union of 
Russian Workers, one entitled ‘ Manifesto of anarchists-communists,’ and 
the second ‘Fundamental principles,’ which clearly indicate the pur- 
pone of this organization and which justify the drastic action taken by 
his department in the matter.” 

The Attorney General then attaches to his report a ony of detailed 
instructions to all the agents of his department, setting forth the re- 

uirements necessary to satisfy the Immigration Bureau in a deporta- 

on case. From these instructions we quote the following: 

“The character of the organization may be proven— 

„() By authentic copies of its charter, by-laws, or declaration of 
3 official publications, and possibly by membership cards 
therein, if any. Proof may be made by the affidavit of anyone person- 
ally knowing the facts 3 authenticity of the document referred 
to. The strongest proof possible should be obtained, and a number of 
affidavits from creditable persons should be secured. 

“(b) By affidavit stating in detail the facts upon which it is based of 
persons who are members of, or affillated with, or who have attended 
meetings of these organizations and can swear, from occurrences or 
things said or done at the meeting or meetings, that the particular or- 
ganization believes in, teaches, or advocates any of the doctrines set 
forth in section 1 of these instructions. 

“Mere proof that one may in general terms be said to be a Bolsbe- 
vist, either by his own admission or by other evidence, is not sufficient, 
Additional facts must be secured bringing him within section 1 of these 
instructions. 

Membership in an organization may be shown by— 

“(a) Production of a membership card, together with proof and cir- 
cumstances showing that it belongs to the person under investigation. 

“(b) Admission by the person under investigation that he is a mem- 
ber of such organization. 

%, Proof that the person under investi 
regularity, attended and participated in meet 

i Assuming to act as officers or agents of such organ, zation by 
seeking new members, collecting or disbursing money, or distributing its 

terature. 

“(e) Any other facts that would tend to prove or strengthen the 
proof of such membership. 

“Special agents must not satisfy themselves with proof of member- 
ship in an anarchistic organization, but should seek further to establish 
against the individual himself a ease under one of the clauses of section 
1 of these instructions. 

“ Special agents will constantly keep in mind the necessity of presery- 
ing the cover of our confidential informants, and in no case shall they 
m 8 N fer the testimony of such cover informants during deportation 
proceedings.” } 

In the opinion of your committee, these instructions Issued by the 
Department of Justice here at Washington to its agents in the field do 
not indicate any purpose on the part of the Attorney General or of that 
ofticial of the department having the investigation of radical activities 
in charge to act or to countenance the agents of the Bureau of Inves- 
tigation to act in violation of the Constitution or to deprive any per- 
son whomsoever of any legal or constitutional right. On the contrary. 
it seems apparent to your committee that the department was, in the 
interests of the personal liberty and security of the persons suspected 
or taken into custody, proceeding with due caution and in accordance 
with well-recognized rules of evidence. 

Under the conditions which existed at the time, your committee find 
nothing to condemn in the cooperation of the Department of Justice 
with the Department of Labor in . any number of aliens 
whose beliefs or practices rendered them subject to deportation under 
the law, neither Boa your committee believe that ms wrong is done 
or constitutional right invaded by taking membership in an “ organiza- 
tion that entertains a belief in, teaches, or advocates the overthrow b, 
force or violence of the Government of the United States or of ail 
forms of law, or that entertains or teaches disbelief in or opposition to 
all organized government,” as pee facie evidence at least of a like 
belief on the part of such member. It is doubtful whether under any 
Federal statute it is a crime for the individual alone, whether citizen 
or allen, in the absence of a conspiracy to so believe, teach, or advo- 
cate; but certainly in the interests of national self-preservation there 
should be no hesitancy in N the right to arrest and deport any 
alien who on investigation is found to come within any of the classes 
proscribed by the statute. 

But, nting that cooperation between the agents of the two de- 

rtments does not of itself involve or imply ed violation of law or 
legal practice, there is yet the question as to whether in the manner 
of carrying out the purpose to apprehend and deport all aliens subject 
to deportation the porom taken into custody, or whose houses and 

remises were searched, were consciously subjected to any undue hard- 
Piip or were deprived of any — 55 or constitutional right by the agents 
of the department, and for which the department should be held re- 
sponsible. In other words, to what extent, if at all, are the allegations 
of the committee of 12 lawyers, first herein referred to, supported by 
the evidence adduced at the hearings before your committee 

But first it should be borne in mind throughout the consideration of 
this subject that it is for the executive department of the Government 
to put in force any act of Congress for the exclusion or deportation of 
aliens. In the case of Nishimura Ekiu v. United States (142 U. 8. 
651) it is latd down as an accepted maxim of international law— 
“that every sovereign nation has the power, as inherent in sovereignty 
and essential to self-preservation, to forbid the entrance of foreigners 
within its domains, or to admit them only in such cases and upon such 
conditions as it may see fit to prescribe. In the United States this 

wer is vested in the National vernment, to which the Constitution 
Ess committed the entire control of international relations, in peace as 
well as in war. It belongs to the political department of the Govern- 
ernment, and may be exercised either through treaties made by the 
President and . or through statutes enacted by Congress,” 

And in the case of Fong Yue Ting v. United States (149 U. S. 698) 


tion, with more or less 
gs of sald organization. 


it is said: 

“The power of Congress, therefore, to expel, like the power to ex- 
clude, aliens, or any “ified class of aliens, from the country ma 
be exercised entirely through executive officers, or Congress may call 


in the aid of the judiciary to ascertain any contested facts on which 
Raine right to be in the country has been made by Congress to 

In applying the foregoing principles to the case at bar, the court 
pro ed as follows: 

“ For the reasons stated in the earlier part of this opinion, Congress, 
under the power to exclude or expel aliens, might have direct any 
Chinese laborer found in the United States without a certificate of 
residence to be removed out of the country by executive officers without 
judicial trial or examination, just as it might have authorized such 
officers absolutely to prevent his entrance into the country. But Con- 
gress has not undertaken to do this.” 

The Fong Yue Ting case arose under the act of Congress of May 
5, 1892, an act entitled “An act to prohibit the coming of Chinese per- 
sons into the United States.“ Section 6 of this act provided that 

any Chinese laborer, within the limits of the United States, who shall 

neglect, fail, or refuse to comply with the provisions of this act, or 
who, after one year from the passage hereof, shall be found within the 
jurisdiction of the United States without such certificate of residence 
shall be deemed and adjud to be unlawfully within the United 
States * è and may be arrested, by any United States customs 
official, collector of internal revenue or his deputies, United States 
marshal or his deputies, * * and taken before a United States 
judge, whose duty it shall be to order that he be deported from the 
Inited States as hereinbefore providen, bd unless he shall 
establish clearly to the satisfaction of said judge that by reason’ of 
accident, sickness, or other unavoidable cause he has been unable to 
1 his certificate, and to the satisfaction of the court, and by at 
east one credible white witness, that he was a resident of the United 
States at the time of the passage of this act.“ 

Provision is made for cases where a certificate had been lost or 
destroyed, and for time in which to procure a duplicate, etc, 

The court in the Fong Yue Ting case, in construing the act of 1892, 


says: 

“The proceeding before a United States judge, as provided for in 
section 6 of the act of 1892, is in no popar sense a trial and sentence 
for a crime or offense; it is simply the ascertainment by appropriate 
and lawful means of the fact whether the conditions exist upon which 
Congress has enacted that an alien of this class may remain within the 
country. The order of deportation is not a punishment for crime; it 
is not a banishment in the sense in which that word is often applied 
to the expulsion of a citizen from his country by way of punishment; 
it is but a method of enforcing the return to his own country of an alien 
who has not complied with the conditions upon the performance of 
which the Government of the Nation, acting within its constitutional 
authority and through the proper departments, has determined that his 
continuing to reside here shall depend. He has not, therefore, been 
deprived of life, liberty, or property without due process of law; and 
the provisions of the Constitution securing the right of trial by jury 
and prohibiting unreasonable searches and seizures and cruel and 
unusual punishments have no application.“ (See also In re Chin Wah, 
182 Fed. 256.) 

These quotations from great and leading cases will apply with 
equal force to the law and the procedure thereunder as ‘herein- 
before set forth, and to the ific complaints of illegal practices to 
which the committee calls attention. he committee would empha- 
size the fact, however, that not only the law and judicial decisions 
but also the conditions as they existed or were believed to exist be- 
fore and at the time of the raids should have weight in determining 
whether the Department of Justice or the Attorney General was, 
under the circumstances, guilty of illegal practicés which merit 
the public condemnation and censure of the Congress. The com- 
mittee is entitled to consider the interest of witnesses, the bias or 
prejudice arising therefrom, the circumstances under which affidavits 
describing alleged outrages and injuries were made, and the interest 
or bias of those who prepared these affidavits, and this for the reason 
that the credibility of these affidavit witnesses is, as will appear from 
the record, necessarily involved. 

Referring to the exhibits attached to the report of the com- 
mittee of 12, Exhibit 1 being a statement of the committee itself, 
alle that in Bridgeport, Conn. on November 8. 1919, various 
workingmen had come together to discuss ways and means for 
vying, an automobile to be employed for instruction purposes, 
and that the meeting was raided; that 63 men were arrested with- 
out warrants and taken to the police station, where they were held 
for three days; that they slept on iron bunks without covers or 
mattresses, and were fed little or nothing; and that persons who 
applied to the Hartford qan to see their friends were taken 
up and confined in the jail, and that some of the men were beaten 
and threatened with hanging or suffocation in order to obtain an- 
swers from them, and that most of the men remained confined for 
five months, until they were transferred by authority of Mr. Post 
to Deer Island. It is also charged that prisoners were allowed 
no reading matter; that they were kept alone in their cells, except 
for visits of agents of the Department of Justice or hearings be- 
fore inspectors; that they were refused knowledge of the charges 
against them or the amount of bail; that they were allowed only 
two to five minutes a day to wash their faces and hands, and only 
five minutes once a month to wash their bodies; that they were given 
practically no exercise, and were fed with foul and insufficient food. 

These statements are based upon Exhibits Ia, Jb, and 1c, being the 
aftidavits respectively of Semeon Nakhwat, Peter Muzek, and Anton 
Dimitroff. 

Nakhwat in his affidavit tells of his arrest along with 62 others, at 
Bridgeport, Conn., on the 8th of November, 1919, stating that the 
arrest was made hy Edward J. Hickey, a special agent of the De- 
partment of Justice, who had helping him about 14 Bridgeport police- 
men in uniform and about 9 Department of Justice agents in plain 
clothes; that after 3 days he was removed from the police station at 
Bridgeport to the Hartford jail, where he remained for 6 weeks 
without any hearing, and that on the seventh week he had one hear- 
ing before the Labor Department, which hearing was held in the 
post-office building, and that he was then returned to jail. He further 
states in his affidayit that in the thirteenth week of his confinement 
Mr. Hickey came into his cell and asked him to give the address ot 
a man called Boyko, In Green Point, Brooklyn; that he did not know 
this man, and told Hickey that he did not, and that thereupon Hickey 
struck him twice with his fist, once in-the forehead and once in the 
ead knocking him down, and that Hickey then kicked him until he 

me unconscious. He states in his affidavit that Hickey is a big 
man, weighing about 200 pounds; that for 3 weeks after that he 
suffered severe pain where he was kicked in the back; that afterwards 
he asked the guards to let him have a doctor to treat a finger which 


had become infected; that he was refused, and, on a second request, 
they took him to the basement of the jail and put him into a pitch- 
dark room, the floor of the room being hot and the walls very warm 
to the touch, and that he was k in the room for 36 hours, from 
8.30 one morning to 8.30 the following evening, and that the only 
food received aurie these 36 hours was 1 glass of water and 1 slice 
of bread given him on the evening of the day; that he was re- 
jeased from the jail on April T, having been in confinement 5 months; 
that the only times he was allowed to be out of his cell, except on 
one occasion when he had an interview wi 
8 minutes every day when he was allowed to wash his face at a sink, 
and 5 minutes once a month he was allowed to take a bath in a tub. 
He charges that the food in the jail was very bad, some of it so foul 


bared it could not be eaten at all, and not sufficient in quantity to main- | 
tu 


a nm in health; that no books or newspa) were allowed him 
daring the fee months, altho he asked for In his afidavit 
Nakhwat, while denying that he is an “anarchist, socialist, or Bol- 


1 admits that he was a member of the Union of Russian Workers. 


unprovoked and 
be committed by 


ons given to Agent George E. Kelleher, in 
charge of the Boston district, under date of December 27, is as fol- 
lows: Violence toward any aliens should be 5 avoided.’ 

It is presumable that was the attitude of the Department of 
Justice on the 8th of November preceding, when the Bridge 
were made; and that if the assault, as described by D 
committed it was absolutely con to the will of the Attorney Gen- 
ral or of Mr. Burke, Chief of the Bureau of Investigation of the 
8 of Justice, who signed the instructions sent to Mr. Kelle- 
her, as above stated. 

It will be observed that this affidavit alleges that the arrest and 
subsequent assault was made by Edward J. Hickey, but on the 29th 
day of May, 1920, at the city of Washington, D. C., Mr. Hickey, a 
special agent of the Department of Justice of the Bureau of Investi- 
gation, assigned to offic duty in the district of Connecticut, made 
an affidavit in which he states that he has read carefully the alleged 
affidavit of Semeon Nakhwat, as printed in the report n the illegal 

ractices of the Department of Justice, and after reci ng those por- 
one ot the affidavit relating to the arrest of Nakhwat and the vicious 
and brutal assault made upon Nakhwat by Hickey, has this further 


to say: 

= Deponent further states that he was not in the city of Bridgeport, 
Conn, on the date given, November 8, 1919, and did not participate in 
and had no knowledge of either the said Semeon Nakhwat or his 
arrest; that ag ee never even yisited the meeting place referred 
to and had no knowledge of its character or location. Deponent fur- 
ther says that at no time has he entered the cell in the Hartford jall 
occupied by the said Semeon Nakhwat, and that he has never struck 
or otherwise abused him.” 

But with reference to personal assaults and cruelties by the agents 
or officers making the arrests, elther at the time of the arrest or 
afterwards, it is probable that all the cases of such alleged craelty 
have ‘haps no better foundation than the case of Lem Kosopud and 
14 others, all apparently Russians, decided by Judge Westenhaver 
in the District Court for the Northern District of Ohio June 12, 1920, 
and which case is hereinafter more particularly referred to. In tne 
— paragraph but one of his opinion Judge Westenhaver states as 
‘ollows : 

“All of the specific objections urged on this hearing are covered by 
the foregoing observations. In addition thereto, it is said that some 
of the petitioners were at the time of their arrest or during their ex- 
amination by the arresting officers insulted, abused, or physically 
mistreated. The evidence to this effect is so unsubstantial that I do 
not deem it necessary to comment thereon, Certainly nothing appears 
to indicate that the petitioners, or any of them, did not have a fair 
hearing, or that the executive officers abused their discretion or took 
any a renege of the petitioners, or deprived them of any opportunity 
to make as full and complete a defense as desired. All of them were 
called as witnesses, said that they were informed by the inspector ox 
their right to counsel, and that this right had been waived.” 

The case of Peter Musek, covered in Exhibit 1b, also refers to 
conditions in Bridgeport and Hartford. The Attorney General in 
reply to reg affidavit submitted (see p. 96) a copy of his statement 
before the House Committee on Rules, in which his case was ex- 
plained. It is shown that extreme care was exercised in accounting 
and receipting for money and valuables taken from the aliens. The 
so-called steam room in the Hartford County jan was- substantially 
admitted by counsel for the National ular Government League 
before the House Rules Committee, to exist only in the imaginations 
of the allens, 

The affidavit of Anton Dimitrof! (Exhibit C1), also of Bridgeport, 
Conn., covers substantially the same matter as contained in the two 
preceding exhibits. 

The testimony before your committee in this case appears on page 98, 
and shows that the Attorney General has twice answered this affidavit, 
once before the House Rules Committee. Dimitroff also mentions the 

lied steam room and conditions in the Hartford 


an agent or officer enga 
the confidential instru 


rt arrests 


Ischenko (Exhibit 2d), 
T. Kravchuk (Exhibit 2e), and Peter Karas (Exhibit 2f), are set fi Š 
charging brutality on the part of agents of the Department of Justice 
also the theft of money and. other property, These charges of 
rutality and theft were met by affidavits from the officers who par- 
ticipated in the affair, denying the allegations. 
r committee deem it proper to set forth the short statement of 
Attorney General Palmer Committee on 


as made before the House 
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special agent of the Department of 
general charge of the raid on this 


Rules, followed by the affidavit of 
gnoe; Frank PARS, who had 


Mr. Palmer says: 

“Now, as to the raid on the Russian People's House, New York, re- 
ferred to on page 16 of the report. I have had a thorough investiga- 
tion made of this so-called raid, and have in my on affida 
from a number of individuals. Agent Francisco, who was in charge of 
the affair, with Sergeant Gegan, of the New York bomb squad, had 
entered the building and made known their identity. The two left one 
of the rooms to procure assistance, and as they left several bottles 
were thrown at them. t Edward Anderson, who participated, was 
on the third floor, where there were about 25 men in one room. After 
stating the 1 of his visit, and it appearing that the aliens in- 
vol were willing to accompany him, rson led the way. Upon 
reaching the head of the steps he was violently ed and fell down 
the entire flight, cau bruises on his arm and leg. These two in- 


stances a gene disorder of the persons in the house, and it 
was necessary to call additional assistance in order to handle the men, 
| who openly declared they were ready to fight. Under these conditions 


it was necessary to take all the parties involved in the affair to the 
offices of the department, where they could be examined with some 
order“ (p. 106, House hearings). 

Since Mr. Francisco was in general charge of all the 8 sat 
the Russian People's House, we deem it important that his affidavit 
should be set forth in full. as follows: 

“ Frank Francisco, of lawful age, 9 ys 
that he is a special spa of —— Department of Justice of the United 
States; that on the night of November 7, 1919, he was in charge of a 
peleen of special agents, and, aecompanied Sergt. James Gegan, of the 

ew York bomb squad of the police department, city of New York, the 
latter . 25 detectives, ee to and entered a 
house known as the People's House, at 1 Kast Fifteenth Street, the 
door of which was wide open, and upon the first floor Ser, t Gegan 
and myself showed our shields and told the occupants who we were. 
When Sergeant Gegan and myself left the room to secure the help of 
other detectives, and our backs being turned, several pop bottles were 
thrown at us, same coming from the rear of the room, V 


sworn, deposes and sa: 


lle Sergeant 
aras was obtaining assistance, agent informed the men that there was 
to no violence or resistance; that we were there to make an investi- 
gation, and we wanted their cooperation; that we did not want to ap- 
prehend anybody that was innocent. 

“ After I had finished talking, I heard several volces in the rear call 
the Department of Justice and the police “sons of b and other 
vile names, and one individual shonted: “ We are raay to fight.” 
At this time there was a commotion 8 and Sergeant Gegan left 
the ground floor to investigate the matter upstairs, and in his absence 
several detectives, whose names are unknown to me, came to my as- 
sistance, probably saving me from assault, and it was necessary for 
the police to resist about a dozen men who were in the rear pushin; 
and crowding others in front of them to attack the police and myself. 
No violence was used on the men in the front of the room, but we 
forced our way to the rear, where we found the disturbers, and they 
were immediately taken out of the room, placed in e wagon, and 
pris to the office of the bureau of investigation, at Park Row, this 

t 


T 

“ After these disturbers had been sent to the office of the Department 
of Justice, there was no more trouble on this floor. Investigation 
showed that a number of these men were prepared for trouble, as 
various parts of the room contained various instruments such as black- 
jacks and small “ billies.” 

“ Deponent then went to the third floor, which was being used as a 
school, and found in the front part of the building a class of about 25 
men, together with a teacher, They were guarded by either police 
officers or ial agents of this department, and I informed them they 
were to be taken to the office of the Department of Justice, where they 
would be questioned as to their identity. When conveyances were 
ready, these men were passed out in single file, marched down the 
stairs, being counted as they left the room, also being counted at the 
door up to a number as high as 22, as the patrol wagons would not 
accommodate more than 22 persons. It was necessary to take these 
precautions. in order to get the number of persons apprehended, and 
Pas caution was taken so as not to cause confusion or a miscount, 

e stairs used were very narrow and 15 and I recall that I men- 
tioned this fact to Sergeant Gegan, and he had one of bis men light a 
gas jet that had not been lighted, so the prisoners could see where they 
were going. There was no confusion in removing these 22 men. 

“As near as I can recall, the school-teacher was not sent away with 
these men, but was held downstairs and was brought to the office In a 
separate cab, accompanied by several women, including Ethel Bernstein 
and several others. 

“ Deponent then went to the fourth floor, and to the best of my 
recollection there were about four men on this floor, and they were sent 
downstairs unaccompanied to the ground floor, I notifying Sergeant 
Gegan and the rest of his men that four men were coming down un- 
accompanied. 

* Deponent was instructed by Agent Charles J. Scully to obtain 
evidence, such as books, records, and cards of the organization known 
as the Union of Russian Workers, and in a small room on the top floor 
I found a quantity of books, cards, which were.confiscated and brought 
o the office. In this room were two typewriters with Russian key- 

rds. The pees not being evidence, same were left behind. 

he last persons to leave this building, and as I was 
leaving there was a crowd of about 100 people on the ontside, and T 
was asked if any objection would be made to their entering the build- 
ing. I saw at least 25 people enter the building, including two re- 
parens of the New York Call, the latter information being obtained 
rom the two men themselves, but none of their credentials were shown 
to deponent. 

„After all the prisoners had been sent away, I returned to the office 
of the Department of Justice. On the following day, November 8, 1919. 
en route to the office of the Workman and Peasant, n newspaper, at 241 
West Thirteenth Street, I stopped at the People’s House, found the 
door open, and there saw two men sitting in the room who had been 
brought to the office on the ht before and questioned and later re- 
leased. asked these men what they were doing there, and the 
Pays after they had foun 
them destroying the property. They said the rs had been kicking 
pictures, cooking utensils, etc., around the floors the different rooms, 
and also had broken a number of windows in the rear of the house. 
I then went upstairs, where I had secured the organization records, and 
found the t. ters above-mentioned had been destroyed. Upon my 
arrival I noticed that the gas had never been turned out, but had re- 
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paues lighted all night, making it possible for anyone to enter the 


ullding at any time they chose, es ly as the house was mainly a 
place of curiosity for the people 


the neighborhood, especially the 
children. 


In several bookcases, where we had removed books, the same had 
poen 66.151.) the floor, thereby breaking same.“ (House hearing, 
pp. . 

This affidavit may serve to explain the coaren made by the committee 
of cath that “property * + was intentionally smashed and de- 
stroyed.’ t 

The committee refers also to the affidavits of Special Agents Edward 
Anderson, Harry C. Lesile, and John L. Haas, found on pages 102 and 
103 of the House hearings, and for ile denial of the affidavit of 
Nicolai Melikoff the committee refers to the affidavits of Frank Fran- 
cisco, Harry C. Leslie, James A. Kennedy, and Charles J. Scully, found 
on pages 103 and 104 of the House hearings. 

As a further answer of the department to the 5 a of brutalities 
following the arrests of members of the Union of Russian Workers 
and members of the Communist Party in New York, the committee 
call#sattention to the affidavit of Mr, George F. Lamb, division super. 
intendent in the Department of Justice, and assigned to the Bureau of 
Investigation in New York City, found on page 105 of the House 
hearings. Among other things, Mr. Lamb says in his affidavit that 
his attention had been called to charges made that various persons 
had been assaulted by agents of the department, either at the place 
where the arrest was made or after being brought to the office of the 
Bureau of Investigation. He says that he questioned all of the agents 
who had taken part in the arrests, and they denied having struck or 
otherwise assaulted any person on that occasion; that the examination 
conducted at the bureau was under his immediate supervision, and that 
resent throughout the whole period of the examination, which 
did not terminate until about 4.30 o'clock a. m., Noyember 8, the arrests 
having been made on the night of November 7, He describes how the 
examinations were held in various rooms of the bureau, all these rooms 
connecting, and that it would have been impossible to make a noise or 
create a Jisturbance in one room which would not have been heard in 
several of the adjacent rooms, He says that, being in charge of the 
bureau, he felt 5 responsible for the proper conduct of the 
examinations, and all through the night visited each examiner in turn 
to see how he was progressing, and that at no time did he hear of 
anyone being assaulted or hear any improper language applied to any 
of the persons being examined. He says further that he has inquired 
of every agent who was connected in any way with the Union of Rus- 
sian Workers matter on November 7 if he struck or assaulted or encour- 
aged anybody else to strike or assault any of the parties arrested on 
that occasion, either In the rooms of the bureau or at any place out- 
side of said bureau, and that every agent had denied having struck or 
ome unea anyone or having subjected a prisoner to improper treatment 
of any kind. 

The committee also calls attention to the afidavit of Charles J. 
Scully, special agent of what is known as the radical division of the 
bureau, and who acted under the supervision of Director Willlam J. 
Flynn and Division Superintendent Lamb, found on page 106 of the 
House hearings. 

With these affidavits before them, the committee can not believe that 
the charges made of brutalities, or even improper conduct, on the part 
of the agents of the Department of Justice in the raid on the Russian 
People’s House at 133 East Fifteenth Street, New York City, have been 
sustained. That if assaults on any of the men arrested were at any 
time committed by the agents of the department in any of the raids 
it is difficult to believe that they were committed without provocation 
or a first assault on the part of some of the men who were taken into 


custody, 

Exhibit 8, in the pamphlet of the National Popular Government League, 
is an affidavit made by one Albert de Silver, who is an official of the 
National Civil Liberties Unton, in regard to the alleged raid on the 
Novy Mir, one of the official organs of the Communist Party 

per on which Leon Trotski worked as an editorial 
is becoming minister of war of Soviet Russia, and on 

K. Martens also held an editorial pano prior 
to his becoming representative of the Russian Socialist Federated 
Soviet Republic, in New York City. 

Mr. de Silver in his affidavit deseribes the confusion he found in the 
two rooms which had been occupied as editorial offices of the paper, 
saying that they were entirely covered with torn books and papers, 
some of them in Russian and some of them in English, and that there 
were pieces of broken typewriters mixed up in the wreckage, and that 
desks and tables had been upset and the contents removed and torn, 
and in some cases the panels and drawers of such desks and tables 
were smashed, 

It is significant that Mr. de Silver, considering his position, did not 
appear before either the subcommittee of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mittee or the House Rules Committee, although he alleges that he 
was an eyewitness, In his affidavit he states that on his visit to the 
oflice of Novy Mir he recognized and spoke to Mr. Mortimer R. Davis, 
Special agent of the Bureau of Investigation of the Department of 
Justice, who seemed to be in charge. He desired to know of Mr. Davis 
it he might go inside. and alleges that Mr. Davis ssid that he didn't 
care, but that he might get hit over the head if he did, In the hear- 
ing before the House Committee on Rules Mr. Palmer stated that Mr. 
Davis, who was then in St. Louis, bad been communicated with by 
distance, and that he denied emphatically that he had made any 
statement to Mr. de Silver, and further stated that there was no 
undue destruction of property in the offices of the Novy Mir by agents 
of the Department of Justice on the night of January 6. 

The circulation of the Novy Mir is estimated at 20,000. Two or 
e ort extracts from editorials appearing in that paper may be of 

erest, 

On March 8, 1917, under the title Prepare soldiers of the revolu- 
tion,” among other things, is the following: 

“It is important to establish everywhere reading circles of the Novy 
Mir, to read and discuss jointly the most important articles. It fs 
necessary to rouse and push forward the proletarian mind. It is neces- 
sary to prepare soldiers of the revolution. : 

“A spirit of revolt spreads larger and larger oyer the working masses 
of the entire world. Neither threats nor curses of the high priests 
of the bourgeoisie society are capable of holding back the pressure of 
Ras not yel masses, Even in countries where heretofore the revolution 


he was 


office of 
of America, a 
writer prior to 
which Ludwig C 


lon, 
sue 


& not yet unfurled its red flag and the bourgeoisie gods have not yet 

n deposed from their pedestals, over there grows a big wave of 

people's protests which may any day flare up with a red flame. 
But the revolutionary strike wave, extending more and mo 

oyer the world, is raising the workingman of the United States, an 


8 him the European methods of struggle, His role is yet to 

Melar 

22 at must interest us and what we must consider first is the 
sentiment of the broad circles of American working masses, Are they 
72 05 to do something in order to really better their condition? The 
problem of the high cost of living will be solved only so much, as much 
as the organized American proletariat is capable, not with words but 
with deeds, to measure its strength with American capitalists and the 
Government that is defending their interests. All ‘accursed problems’ 
can be and must be solved only from this point of view.” 

Exhibit No. 4 of the National Popular Government League is a short 
statement with regard to the Salsedo and Elia cases, which were re- 
ported in the daily press, during the month of May, 1920. Salsedo hav- 
ing jumped from the fourteenth floor of the Park Row Building, New 
York City, where the offices of the Department of Justice are located. 
He was confined there with Blia, both being detained in connection with 
the investigation of bomb plots. Those two cases are distinct from the 
nation-wide raids in November and December of the same year. ‘The 
Attorney General before the House Rules Committee went into detail on 
this case, his testimony 1 on pean 41, 42, and 161 of the 
House committee record for June 1, 1920, showing that they were con- 
fined with their own consent and the consent of their attorneys, and 
that Important admissions were made by Salsedo. There is nothing 
whatever in the record before either committee to indicate that the 
death of Salsedo was due even indirectly to negligence or improper 
actions on the part of the Government officers. 

Exhibits Nos. 5, 5a, 5b, and Se of the National Popular Government 
League refer to conditions in Detroit, Mich. The charges are similar 
to those already set forth, and include particularly unsanitary condi- 
tions in places of confinement. Exhibits 5a and 5b also refer to 
brutality. 

There was considerable testimony in regard to conditions in Detroit, 
and the assistant custodian of the Federal building submitted the floor 
plan of that building. Undoubtedly the facilities were too limited for 
the large number of aliens apprehended, although Mr. Arthur I. 
Barkey, special agent in charge, in giving account of the conditions in 
answer to the charges made by Attorney Solomon G. Paperno, stated 
that the corridor around the Federal building, where the arrested aliens 
were taken, extended around the four sides of the building, and sur- 
rounded an open court, at the top of which was an extensive skylight, 
which during the daytime proyided the entire lighting for the interior 
of the Federal building. @ further stated that this corridor was 18 
feet wide, 12 feet high, and in the aggregate measured 4,512 square 
feet, which allowed approximately 8 square feet for the occupancy of 
every alien held, and that it is therefore untrue that those arrested 
did not have sufficient room even comfortably to stand. It had been 
alleged pi Mr. Paperno that the flooring in this corridor was stone, 
45 5 asi ERRIREN edn A „ Toonen foor, iis eh ae on all four 
sides o e corridor. t. Barkey’s statement is found in full on pa 
458-463 of the Senate hearings. adie 

In answer to the charge as to insufficiency of food, it was shown 
that after the aliens had been removed from the Federal bullding there 
were large quantities of food left by them. 

One of the witnesses as to conditions in Detroit was a member of 
the citizens’ committee, appointed by the Assistant Secretary of Labor, 
Mr. Post, and ithe committee had also before it a pamphlet issued by 
the Federal Council of the Churches of Christ, prepared by Mr. 
Panunzio, as well as the letter from Attorney Paperno, of Detroit, to 
which the statement of Mr. Barkey, above referred to, is a reply. 

Admitting, however, that there was for a few days an unfortanetely 
crowded condition in the Federal building in Detroit, which it would 
seem the department agents sought to relieve as rapidly as possible 
with the facilities at hand, through their examinations of the aliens 
arrested, yet such condition was largely the result of a campaign of 
this size and character, although your committee believe that much of 
the inconvenience and hardship to persons arrested might have been 
avoided by the exercise of reasonable care and foresight to begin with. 

While not taking the position that the agents of the Department of 
Justice, or both the Departments of Justice and Labor, had no suf- 
ficient cause for arresting and holding, elther for warrants or for ex- 
amination, the persons actually taken, yet the committee is of the 
opinion that in the Detroit raids the number likely to be arrested 
should, if possible, have been ascertained in advance and provision 
made by those in charge of the raids for the housing under reasonable 
conditions as to room and sanitation of all who were arrested. 

There were two houses raided in the Detroit campaign—one the 
South Slavic Hall, which was the headquarters of the South Slavic 
Branch No. 17, Communist Party of America, and was a rendezvous 
for all radicals of that nationality, according to the statement of Mr. 
Barkey ; and the other was the House of Masses, said by Mr. Barkey to 
be owned by an association composed of all the well-known radicals in 
that district. ‘It was a place in which for a long period of time 
speakers openly advocated the overthrow of the Government of the 
United States by force and violence and was the distribution point for 
insidious propaganda against the country. When the agents visited 
these halis they found secret meetings in progress, and it was at these 
halls that the most active agitators were taken into custody for in- 
vestigation.” 

The testimony of the Attorney General before the House Rules Com- 
mittee on conditions in Detroit appears on pages 60 to 63, House 
hearings. 

Exhibits 6 and 7 of the National Popular Government League refer 
to the subject of provocative agents, and the one notable instance cited 
purports to be given by Miss Pratt. Miss Pratt charged that one of the 
agents of the Department of Justice testified that as such he had joined 
the Communist Party of Buffalo and had become its recording secretary. 
He appeared as a witness against Miss Pratt before the board of educa- 
vie of Buffalo when she was suspended as a teacher in the public 
schools. 

On page 87 of the House committee hearings this charge is branded 
by the Attorney General as a deliberate and unwarranted falsehood. 

e introduced a transcript of the record of the case before the board 
of education of Buffalo and showed that the particular agent had no 
connection with the Department of Justice at the time, and, in fact, 
has never worked as an undercover agent. With regard to Petzold 
(Exhibit 7), the Attorney General replies to the House committee on 


page 154 of that record. This covers the same special agent referred 
o in the previous affidavit. 
Exhibit 8 of the National Popular Government League is a general 


charge to the effect that the Départment of Justice in western Penn- 
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sylvania and West Virginia at least followed the practice of using 
undercover informants hand dg: by the private detective e 52 
which in turn are employed by the steel and coal companies ; he - 
partment of Justice accepting the reports of these private detectives 
as the basis for action. No evidence of a substantial nature was 
resented to your committee on this pons either by thè National 
Popular Government League or the witnesses who appeared. It is 
also charged in this connection that arrests were frequen ly made upon 
the unsupported statements of these private informants, the arrests 
being made by the local police without warrant, the police reporting 
the case to the rtment of Justice, which then proceeds with an 
investigation. No facts are presented in this connection. Your com- 
mittee can not censure the partment of Justice for making an in- 
vestigation in cases reported to them by the police, regardless of how 
the arrest was made, provided the Government merely investigated and 
was not responsible for the initial arrest. 

The pamphlet of the National Popular Government League devotes 
considerable space to the case of one Gaspare Canone, an anarchist 
of New York, there being included photographs purporting to show his 
condition after being 8 to brutal treatment by the Government 
agents and police as well as specimens of his handwriting purportin 
to show that his name was forged by Government agents, who place 
the same on a statement alleged to have been made by him. The At- 
torney General referred to this case before the House Rules Commit- 
tee, stating that he bad ordered a special Investigation of the same. 
He filed with your committee a number of affidavits of officers and em- 

loyees in this department (see pp. 92 and 134 to 155 of Senate hear- 
fh S) 8 e case in great detail, He also filed an authenti- 
cated photograph sworn to by a local police officer, who took the same 
just after Canone’s arrest, and which shows the aye to be in an 
entirely different condition from that indicated in the exhibit filed 
with the charges. The charges are answered by the officers in the 
order made in this case and their affidavits appear in full. In addl- 
tion, it is shown that Canone is an adinitted anarchist. 

Exhibits 10, 11, and 12 refer to the confidentia! instructions issued 
by the Bureau of Investigation of the Department of Justice to its 
agents at the time of the raids. This subject is closely related to the 
exhibits immediately following, referring to the Colyer case at Boston, 
a habeas corpus proceeding in the United States district court before 
‘Judge George J. Anderson. These instructions of the department ap- 
pear to form the main basis of the charges of illegal practices against 
the department, The decision of Judge Anderson apposte to be based 
very largely on these same instructions, although in that proceeding 
the court gave consideration to a great mass of other matter. That 
the Department of Justice and the Attorney General, as the chief law 
officer of the United States, had sufficient legal authority to act in the 
enforcement of the deportation statutes, particularly in cooperation 
with the Department of Labor, has been already discussed. 

On the subject of arrest without warrant, it appears from the testi- 
mony that warrants were applied for in many hundreds of cases, and 
that while executing or attempting to execute these warrants the offi- 
cers found large numbers of ind{fyiduals in circumstances indicating 
they also should be held as fit subjects for action similar to that con- 
templated in the cases where warrants were in their possession. In 
this respect it is claimed that the officers followed an old practice of 
the Immigration Service in 9 party or parties and applying 
immediately for tel phic warrants of arrest, and that the art- 
ment of Justice in its participation merely followed the custom of the 
other department. 

But in such case what difference in principle between the arrest of a 
party without a warrant who is found in the commission of a public 
offense and the arrest of a party without a warrant who is found par- 
tlelpating in the meeting of an organization proscribed under the 
deportation statute, and who to all appearances is a member of such 
organization? Especially if warrants were in ssession for the arrest 
of specifically named persons found at a meeting of the proscribed or- 

anization, would not the agents be justified under the law in taking 
nto custody for examination others found at the meeting but for 
whose arrest no warrants had been issued or even telegraphed for 
before the arrests were made? 

Confusion arose in some instances due to the misspelling of difficult 
names, which resulted in mistaken identities. The Iwanko case, a 
discussion of which is found on pages 542-560, Senate hearings, is an 
example. It is hardly a matter of wonder that ln a movement of such 
proportions some mistakes were made or that in some cases American 
citizens were arrested. In com n to the total number of warrants 
issued or arrests made, it would appen that the percentage in which 
there was a mistake as to citizens p was, after all, very small, and 
the record shows clearly that e tly upon the discovery of American 
citizenship the party was re . There has been some difference 
of opinion in the courts with regard to arrests without a warrant in 

ossession. thn Anderson, in the Colyer case, took the position that 
n such a case ere was not due “process of law,“ and ordered the 
release of the petitioners on habeas corpus. On the other hand, Judge 
Westenhaver, on June 12, 1920, in the United States District Court for 
the Northern District of Ohio, in the case of Lem Kosopud, ruled in 
effect that an arrest in these cases without the officer having a war- 
rant in his possession is not Irregular. The opinion of Judge Westen- 
haver is instructive, and more particularly so because it involves a 
large number of arrests of aliens made on telegraphic warrants on the 
night of January 2, 1920, and at the same time raids and arrests were 
made in other cities of the United States, It bears on nearly all the 
points Involved in this investigation. 

We quote from the opinion as follows: 

e * + “Other grounds more rene. urged in argument are the 
following: That the petitioners were originally arrested without war- 
rant; that some, not all, were immediately interrogated, before 
obtaining counsel, with respect to the charges alleged in the warrants; 
that the answers then made were given in evidence against them in 
some, if not all, of the cases on the hearing before the immigration 
inspector; and that at the time of their arrest membership cards in 
the Communist Party and literature in their possession tending to 
support the charge made in the warrant were seized and afterwards 
introduced in evidence against them. The warrants in all except two 
cases were issued December 29, 1919. Telegraphic notice of the 
issuance of these warrants was given to special agents of the Depart- 
ment of Justice and arrests made January 2 or 3, 1920. At the time 
of such arrest the formal warrants were not in the possession of the 
arresting officers, It is also true that immediately thereafter some 
if not all, of the petitioners were interrogated without the presence of 
any counsel NN them, aud the statements then made were 
3 1 1 — = nce, ana taat Ha oo 8 membership 

and other incriminating evidence foun n e 
seized and used. a . 


“Nor is any sound reason suggested why the original arrest. was 
unlawful because the arresting officer did not have in his physical 
possession the warrant of arrest. It had been issued and instructions 
to act had n received by the arresting officer. It would be a strong 
roposition in an ordinary felony case to say that a fugitive from 
ustice for whom a capias or warrant was outstanding could not be 
apprehended until the apprehending officer had phyaical possession of 
the capias or the warrant. If such were the law, criminals could 
circulate freely from one end of the land to the other, because they 
could always keep ahead of an officer with the warrant. The practice 
in such cases is precisely that which was followed in these cases. 

For do I perceive any good reason why the arresting officer may 
not lawfully interrogate or examine the pore arrested with r et 
to the charge made against him, even though the alien is not then 
represented by counsel and is under arrest. This is the usual course 
in criminal proceedings. Whether his statements thus made may be 
given in evidence Li bim depends upon whether or not they were 
voluntary. They will be presumed to have been made voluntary unless 
the contrary appears, and they will be held to be Involuntary only 
when shown to haye been induced by threat, promise, or encourage- 
ment of hope of favor. The absence of counsel, the fact that the 
prisoner may not have been warned that be was not required to make 
a statement, or that if he did it might be used against him, or that 
he was under arrest and restraint, do not by themselves prevent the 
statements from being yoluntary or make them Incompetent as evidence. 
(See Wilson t. United States, 162 U. S. 613.) 

“No objection was made on the hearing before the immigration 
inspector, or at any other time, to the use of this testimony because 
it was not voluntary or on any other ground. Likewise, as to the 
membership cards and incriminating literature seized at the time of 
their arrest, the petitioners on the hearings freely admitted the 
authenticity of the cards, their membership in the Communist Party, 
familiarity with the contents of the incriminating literature, and i 
many, if not all, cases a belief in the views therein contained. To 
make available the constitutional provision that unreasonable searches 
and seizures without warrant render inadmissible evidence thus selzed 
an objection should be interposed at some time or another. Whether, 
if such an objection had been interposed on the hearing before the 
immigration inspector or before an order of deportation was made, 
these cards and this literature would be admissible presents a question 
which does not arise upon the record and as to which no opinion need 
be expressed. 

“Another objection much urged is that the petitioners did not have 
a falr hearing because they were not represented by counsel. As 
already stated, they did not have counsel when interrogated by the 
arresting officer. The immigration inspector, however, testified that 
all of them were advised during their hearings before him that they 
were entitled to have the assistance of counsel in preparing their 
defense and in defending against any order of deportation. The pro- 
ceedings show that the warrant was fully read and explained to each 
of them, and that they were advised of their right to counsel, and that 
each of them waived his right to counsel. * * * 

“The only legal * upon the foregoing facts is whether or not 
the petitioners were denied counsel {n such a way as to deprive them 
of a fair hearing. Manifestly, the absence of counsel when they were 
being interrogated by the arresting officers is immaterial. The situn- 
tion iu that respect is no different from that which exists in most 
cases of arrest ou a criminal charge. The aid and assistance of 
counsel at or during the hearing before the immigration inspector and 
before the order of deportation is made is the privilege which the law 
accords to aliens charged with being unlawfully within the United 
States. Nor does it make a hearing before an immigration inspector 
unfair and subject to review because the alien may not have had the 
benefit of counsel at the beginning of those proceedings. It is sufficient 
if, during the hearing, he is advised of bis rights or is accorded counsel 
and no part of the evidence previously taken or used against him is 
concealed or withheld from his counsel and he is not thereby deprived 
of the privilege of betning forward any explanation or rebutting evi- 
dence. It was so held in the following cases: Low Wah Suey v. 
Backus (225 U. S. 460, 471) ; Mok Nuey Tan v. White (9 C. C. A.; 
234 Fed. 743); Guiney v. Bonham (263 Fed. 582, 585). > 

Your committee believes In administrative cases involving the con- 
trol of immigrants the Government through its executive departments 
has and must continue to have what might seem to be but which are 
really not extraordinary powers. So far as arrests on telegraphic 
warrants are involved in the present charges against the Department 
of Justice, it is very evident that the department was but following 
rule 22 of the Department of Labor governing the proceedings. in 
deportation cases, which rule and the 8 under it was sustained 
by Judge Westenhaver in the Koposud case. The validity of a tele- 
N warrant when issued in accordance with the rule of the 

bor Department is recognized in Jouras v. Allen (222 Fed. 756). 
So far as arrests without warrant of any kind are concerned, they 
should be justifiable, no law prohibiting them, in cases and under 
eircumstances analogous to arrests in criminal cases when permitted 
at common law and under the statutes of perhaps all the States. 

Concerning the charge of unlawful searches and seizures in these 
raids, evidence was introduced showing that search warrants were 
secured in many instances, and that certain 3 of the espionage 
act were used as the basis for the issuance of the same. When Title ft 
of the espionage act, relating to search warrants, was framed the 
Judiciary Committee endeayored to clearly fix the limits of action 
thereunder so as to insure a due regard for the constitutional rights 
of the citizen, However, if your committee are to be guided wholly 
by the principles so plainly laid down in the case of Fong Yue Ting 
(149 U. S. 698) and in the case In re Chin Wah (182 Fed. 256), it 
would seem unnecessary to discuss further the question as to whether 
searches and seizures without warrant in deportation cases were 
inhibited by the Constitution, for the lan ge of the court in the 
first named of these cases, and which is followed in the Chin Wah 
case, is that “the provisions of the Constitution, securing the right 
of trial by jury and prohibiting unreasonable searches and seizures and 
cruel and unusual punishments, have no application“ in deportation 
proceedings. However, it is but proper to say that the view and 
explanation of the Attorney General concerning the theory under which 
search warrants were issued and used was that the evidence procured 
would be used as the basis for possible criminal prosecution. He 
refers to the fact that the cases of Silverthorne Lumber Co. v. United 
States (251 U. S. 385), and Ex parte John Jackson (96 U. S. 277), 
referred to in the charges against the Department of Justice, were 
not decided until, in the Silverthorne case 24 days, and in the Jackson 
case 40 days, after these raids, and that in framing the confidential 
instructions to the agents of the department he did not have the guide 
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of these decisions, if they could have been of guidance at the time the 
instructions were framed. 

Title II of the espionage act makes it incumbent upon the judge or 
commissioner, when proper grounds are shown, to issue the search 
warrant, It is only reasonable to suppose, therefore, that the officials 
considered the showing made sufficient to justify the issuance of the 
warrant. It should be observed that the evidence introduced ys the 
Attorney General before both the House and Senate committees shows 
among other things, that much of the radical p nda material 
was minated through the mails. The espionage act makes it a 
penal offense to distribute certain described matter through the mails, 
and the Postmaster General in administering those sections had pro- 
hibited this class of matter, The Attorney General urges that the 
continued dissemination through the mails was, therefore, a violation 
of the penal statutes of the United States, in which the rs them- 
selves were the means of committing the offense. He icated his 
consideration of section 6 of the Code in connection with 
search warrants. Whether that section would apply to this class of 
matter has never been determined by any competent court, but the 
view of the Attorney General was that whether he actually uses the 
evidence procured on a search warrant for prosecution under one 
statute, or in the preparation of a ease under another statute, or, in 
fact, whether he uses it in any prosecution at all, is a matter of ad- 
ministrative discretion for which he is not compelled to answer. 

In the consideration of the written instructions issued by the De- 

t of Justice in connection with the raids, and covering the 
matter of search warrants, the Attorney General contends that at 
least there were sufficient grounds upon which to base application for 
such warrants. 

As to searches and seizures in the absence of search warrant, the 
Attorney General showed that in the average case searches and seiz- 
ures were made with the consent either express or implied of the party 
whose premises were searched. It is but just to say that in many 
cases = was a conflict on this point tween the testimony on 
behalf of the alien and that introduced by the Attorney General in 
reply. None of the aliens were examined directly by the committee, 
and it is a eet under all the circumstances as to which is more 


by stating that it was intended to cover those instances in which the 
alien objected to a search or stood u his rights as to the search 
warrant. It should be noted that aside from the one case of Sedar 
Sarachuk, in which a denial is made by the Department of Justice, 
there was no case presented to your committee in which a search ot 
the dwelling was made over the expressed protest of a householder. 
Considerable attention has been devoted to the so-called immigra- 
before both your committee and the committee of the 
ttee on Rules. The change made in this has been noted. 


of counsel. This rule was uphel 
in the case of Low Wah Suey (225 U. S. 460). where it 
“a preliminary ation of an alien without counsel is 
by the statute; and if at subsequent stages of the procee 
alle has counsel, there is no denial of right.” 

case decided by Judge Westenhaver. 

It seems necessary to 8 FN (b) of subdivision 5 
of rule 22, as amended in ber, 1919: 

“ preferably, at the beginning of the hearing under the warrant of 
arrest, or, at any rate, as soon as such hea has proceeded sufficiently 
in the development of the facts to protect the Government's interests, 
the alien 1 be allowed to inspect the warrant of arrest and all the 
evidence on which it was issued, and shall be apprised that thereafter 
he may be represented by counsel.“ 

It will be seen that the rule, in substance, requires that before the 
beginning or soon after the beginning of the hearing the alien shall 
be apprised that thereafter he may be represented by counsel. 

Un the proeedure authorized by is amended rule the Federal 
officer or officers conducted a preliminary examination of the alien, 
in which they used a form which had been prepared for that purpose, 
setting forth questions as to identity, birth, age, citizenship, address, 
and affiliations, if any, with certain ed organizations. The ob- 
jection ean to tbis procedure is wholly untenable under the authorities 
above cited. 

But the record shows no case, so far as your committee is advised, 
where the alien was not, at least after the preliminary examination 
above mentioned, advised of his right to counsel, and no case in whi 
he was prevented from securing counsel. 

In view of the fact that these were not criminal cases, and because 
of the past experiences of the Government in eyen identifying the 
subjects, the committee is of the opinion that the rule was justified. 
In any event, the rtment of Justice can not be charged with 

egal practices, when it was following the rule of the Department of 
Labor, which rule already had been approved by the United States 
Supreme Court. However, the rule has since been changed. 

conclusion, on this 3 subject, and with special regard to 
Exhibit No. 13 of the National Popular Government League, there 
has not only been a wide difference of opinion as to the regularity -of 
process, but also on the question of whether the Communist and Com- 
munist Labor Parties fell within the provisions of the act of October 
16. 1918. as proscribed organizations, 5 in or affilia tion 
with which subjected an en to deportation. he Department of 
Labor ruled that the Communist Party was such a proscribed organi- 
vation; but although the principles and teachings of both pnia were 
identical, it saw fit to exclude the Communist Labor Party. This 
decision was made on the theory that the program of the Communist 
9 taught the overthrow of the Government of the United States 
oree. f 
pa Anderson, in the Collyer case—a ‘habeas corpus proceeding— 
endeavored to overrule the rtment of Laber in this decision, he 
holding that the Communist ty did not teach the forcible over- 
throw of this Government. As stated above, he has since been over- 
ruled by the Court of pe estat but prier to the decision of the higher 
court at least three Federal judges disagreed with 


Judge Knox, in the case of Martin Abern, in New York; and Judge 
Hough, of the Federal Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit, in the 


held that 
rmitted 
ings the 
See also the Koposud 
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v. — while Federal Judge Albert B. Anderson, 


case of Georgian v. 
35 be United — = par ot Court * Indiana, on ee the certificate 
tizen of Paul P. Glaser on the und of membership in 
Communist Party. (May 28, 1920, case Ko. 7926.) 8 pi 
Another portion of the confidential instructions of the Department 
of Justice, which was the subject of considerable uestion, is that 
instructing that confidential informants of the aepactovent should ar- 
E . 8 to “ge ay hee > paes for the night on which 
0 e s for the t > 
teat somes Eat Met Sect af dhe aes ai pretends ea 
ee can not agree mere arrangi for hav 
subjects appear at a given time and place in order to expedite pion 
by the authorities is a provocative act, so far as offense is in- 
volved. The use of undercover informants is one of the oldest prac- 
tices in criminal investigation, and it has the speeifle- approval of the 
courts. In some cases the Supreme Court has re to consider 
confidential informants on 8 sees as accomplices, even 
used decoys. ee Grimm v. Unit 5 
604, and Goode v. United States, 159 U. 8.662). States, 150 U. 8. 
ane Pras ap has been introduced before 


use of provocative agents, 


speech or writin 
of violence or the use of 


warranted from the evidence produced 

the record in the Collyer png — 
opular Government e is merely 
the case of 


mittee (see pp. 196-199) covered the facts in the Truss case - 
tail. Although several witnesses before your committee . — pa 
the Tr no ‘new evidence was introduced tending to show 


uss case, 
any illegal action on the part of 
mie felt that h 
t your committee in this report has gone sufficie 
road detail ne rere te the charges presented in the order in which 
appear 

The inquiry included repeated demands upon the Attorne e: 
for an lanation of the statutory authority for nearly 8 
made by the ent of Justice and the Department of Labor in 
the cumpaign. our committee, however, feels that many of these 
details are of a cter concerning which the Attorney General js 
a pera to exercise some administrative discretion along the lines 

dicated by the Supreme Court in the McDaniel case (7 Pet.), where 
it was said by the court that while the head of a department 

is limited in the exercise of his powers by law; * „ 
it does not follow that he must show a statutory provision for every- 
thing he does.” 


Your committee, while not in any way imp ing the motives or 
questioning the sincerity of any of the committee — 12 lawyers in 
making these charges against the Department of Justice, are sposedl 
to believe that the special interests und affiliations of some of them are 
relevant to the inquiry. 

Three of the most prominent of the committee of 12, namel , Felix 
Frankfurter, Ernst reund, and Frank P. Walsh, were identified 
with the American Civil Liberties Union, a consolidation of organi- 
zations advocating unlimited free speech. union was organized 
on January 12, 1920, the same being a reorganization of the National 
Civil Liberties Bureau. One of its directors was Mr. Roger N. 
Baldwin, who made a statement before the New York joint legis- 
lative committee, in which he set forth the purposes of the union and 
the scope of its activities: In the course of his statement he said, 
among other things: 

“I would say on behalf of the entire committee that all of them 
disbelieve the legal theory of constructive intent, and that all of them 
believe in the right of persons to advocate the overthrow of govern- 
tment by force and violence, while all of the members of the committee 
totally disbélieved in any such doctrine themselves.“ 

Mr. Baldwin gave some advice to Louis P. Lochner, noted for his 

einst activities after the war declaration, for his conduct of a 
lobby against the espionage act, and his connection with the Non- 
gan League, a Socialist of German descent, in which Mr. Baldwin 
said: 

“We want to also look like patriots In everything we do. We want 
to get a lot of good flags, talk a good deal about the Constitution and 
what our forefathers wanted to make of this country, and to show 
that we are the fellows that really stand for the spirit of their insti- 
tutions.” ` 

One of the documents issued by the unions composing the American 
Civil Liberties Union bas this to say: 

“ There should be no contro] whatever in advance of wnat nny per- 
son desires to sax. There should be no prosecution for the 
mere expression of opinion on mutters of public concern, however rad- 
cal, however violent. Laws purporting to prevent the advocacy of 
the overthrow of the Government by force or violence are all violations 
of the right of free speech. The expression of all opinions, however 
obnoxious, should be tolerated.” 

Your committee think it has been rightly said that the “ effect of the 
activities of the American Ctyil Liberties Union is to create in the 
minds of the ill-informed people the impression that it is un-American 
to interfere with the activities of those who seek to 1 42857 American 
institutions. They seek to influence legislators and executives to re- 
peal or veto any law calculated to protect the State or the Federal Goy- 
ernment from the attacks of agitators" (pp. 1979-1982, Report of the 
New York legislative committee). 

The conclusion of the New York committee is that the American 
Civil Liberties Union, in the lust analysis, is a supporter of all sub- 
wersive movements, and its propaganda is detrimental to the interests 
of the State. It attempts not only to protect crime but te encourage 
attacks upon our institutions in every form. Many of the members of 
its committee—that is, the committee of the American Civil Liberties 
Union—are undoubtedly sincere in their convictions, but the conse- 
quence of their activities is injurious to the publie interest. 

Zechariah Chafee, jr., who testified before your committee, is a pro- 


fessor of law at Harvard University. He with Mr. Frankfurter were 


associated with other counsel for the aliens in the Colyer case. Al- 
though it does not appear that he is a member of the Civi) Liberties 
Union, Mr, Chafee has written a book in which he declares that there 
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should be no law against sedition and anarchy (p. 187, Senate hear- 


ings). 

Phe activities of Mr. Frank P. Walsh have poen, gute pronounced. He 
has been something else than cochairman of the War Labor Board. He 
first was a member of the Neutral Conference Committee, organized 
ostensibly to bring before the public the idea of a conference of neutral 
nations, irrespective of ce platforms, e and the terms of 
the war settlement. While cochairman wit ex-President Taft, of the 
War Labor Board, be advised and assisted in putting out pr da 
literature justifying the position of the I. W. W. in New York. 
I., S. Chumley, who had his offices with the National Civil Liberties Bu- 
reau, was in correspondence with Roger Baldwin, hereinbefore referred 
to. and in writing Mr. Baldwin said that Mr. Walsh would do the same 
and asked for su tions how to raise $25,000 bail for Haywood. t 
appears therefore that Mr. Walsh had his active relations with both the 
Civil Liberties Bureau and the I. W. W. (See p. 1901 of report of the 
New York legislative committee.) 

Mr. Francis Fisher Kane, another of the 12, had on January 12, 1920, 
resigned his position as United States district attorney for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania, stating as reasons therefor that he was out 
of sympathy with the antiradical policies of Mr. Palmer and his method 

f carrying them out. Entertaining the views he did and as expr 
fo a letter to the Attorney General of January 12, 1920. Mr. Kane acted 
most honorably in tendering his resignation, and his sincerity can not 
easily be questioned. Ile states in his letter that as he reads the mani- 
festos of the Communist Party that party does not W stand for 
the overthrow of the Government by force; further that he “ believes 
in the nationalization of the railroads, of the coal industry, and per- 
hape other public utilities.” He disagrees with the Post Office Depart- 
ment in denying to the New York Call (Socialist) second-class mailing 

rivileges and says that he would like to see section 8 of the espionage 

ct die, ete. Mr. Kane's statement before the committee and the letter 

to the Attorney General, found on pages 294-350 of the Senate hear- 
ings, gives the impression that his tendencies are strongly Socialistic 
and serves to explain his part in the report of the committee of 12 
and his appearance before the Senate committee. 

Mr. Swinburne Hale is also a signer of the report of the committee of 
12. While BARE no statement before the Senate committee, his 
testimony before the House committee was published in B redii form 
under the caption “ Do we need more sedition laws?” e was & mem- 
ber of the platform committee of the committee of 48 at the St. 
Louis convention, December, 1919. He held the rank of captain in 
the National Army and was in the military intelligence section. He 
resigned when the New York legislative committee emanded informa- 
tion regarding Ludwig Martens. He is reported to have said durin 
the course of a speech before the committee of 48 in Chicago, 
will never be drafted or serve again in another war of offense or de- 
fense.” 

Dean Tyrrell Williams, of the Washington University Law School, 
St, Louis, Mo., is also one of the complainants who appeared before the 
Senate committee. His statement is found at pages 207-224 of the 
hearings. The committee find nothing of value in the statement and 
little that is relevant to this inquiry. 

Jackson H. Ralston, of Washington, D. C., one of the signers of the 
report, was responsible largely for the institution of the charges against 
the Department of Justice, as shown by his statement at pa 257-258 
of the Senate hearings. Mr. Ralston communicated with the majority 
of those attorneys who signed the National Popular Government League 
report, and was counsel for some of the men arrested. He was counsel 
for Mr. Louis F. Post, Assistant Secretary of Labor, in a hearing be- 
fore the House committee on charges against Mr. Post arising out of 
his actions and policies in connection with deportation proceedings, 
Impeachment proceedings against Mr. Post were t reatened or imminent 
at the time, hence it does not seem far-fetched to say that the formal 
charges against the Department of Justice had their origin in the in- 

uiry first made by the House concerning the course pursued by the 

ssistant Secretary of Labor. Mr, Ralston, as well as others who signed 
the report, are members of the National Popular Government League. 

In conclusion, your committee is of the opinion there was no usurpa- 
tion of power by the Department of Justice in its cooperation with the 
Department of bor in the deportation proceedings which have been 
the subject of this inquiry; that the execution of warrants of arrest 
by the agents of the partment of Justice was lawful; that no con- 
stitutions right was violated in making arrests on telegraphic warrant, 

s permitted by rule 22 of the rules governing in deportation proceed- 

ngs; that the change made in rule 22 in December, 1919, did not de- 
prive any allen of “due process of law“; that in the matter of searches 
and seizures under warrant, or without search warrant, in deportation 
cases, the Attorney General could justify his course under the decision 
of the Supreme Court holding that in such cases the constitutional 

uaranties have no bg det mr on In any event, your committee do not 
find that any great hardship or deprivation ensued from the use of 
search warrants by the agents of the Department of Justice. 

The question of simultaneous arrests or raids in different cities 
and sections of the country is largely a matter of policy. Reference 
has hereinbefore been made to the conditions existing or believed to 
exist at the time these raids were made. The department evident! 

roceeded on the theory that simultaneous arrests was the most ef- 

ective way of putting an end to extreme radical activities and ascer- 
Saee] who among the great body of aliens in our country were 
subject to deportation because of their membership in organizations 
proscribed by the statute, Your committee can not say but that the 


policy thus adopted and carried out was an effectual one, Subse- 
gen gront and conditions might very well indicate that it was 
ectual, 


But, on the other hand, your committee are of the opinion that the 
arrests of aliens and their detention afterwards was in some in- 
stances accompanied by 8 hardships. In some instances, 
as at Detroit, for example, arrests in such large numbers should not 
have been made, or facilities should have been provided in advance 
for the accommodation, under reasonable conditions as to room and 
sanitation, of all who were arrested. It seems to your committee that 
there was a lamentable want of foresight on the part of those agents 
of the Department of Justice who were in charge of the raids in this 
respect. Further, more complete facilities should have been provided 
for the speedy examination of all who were taken into custody, in 
order that the work of those found not to be subject to deportation 
should not suffer or their families be deprived of their presence at 
home. There was, it seems to the committee, an unnecessary delay in 
making some of these examinations. 

Further, we think that in some cases, particularly in the cases of 


the arrests at Bridgeport and Detroit, there was unreasonable delay 
in nosar determining whether the aliens arrested were subject to de- 
portation, 


But to what extent the Department of Justice should be 


held responsible for these delays your committee is hardly in à posi- 


tion to say. Presumably the work and any supervision on the part 
of the Department of Justice ended when tho arrests were made and 
the alien was turned over to the immigration inspector of the Depart- 
ment of Labor. If delays were thereafter cau by a failure of the 
agents of the Department of Justice to present evidence in the case, 
then the Ceertpent or such agents are responsible, but as to whether 
delay of this kind was caused by the agents of the Department of 
Justice does not clearly appear. But, in any event, and whoever is 
chargeable with such delay, aliens should not be kept confined in 
jails, barracks, or elsewhere for months, as was done in some cases, 
without determination of the question as to whether they are liable 
to deportation or not, or without actual deportation if found subject 
to deportation under the statute. 

Your committee are of the opinion that in the interests of cer- 
tainty and to avoid confusion in the administration of statutes pro- 
viding for the deportation of aliens there should be some additional 
legislation amending present statutes so as to provide: 

(a) A more explicit definition of what shall constitute opposi- 
tion to the Goverrment by force or what shall constitute the adyo- 
cacy of the overthrow of the Government by force or violence, either 
Dy e individual or by any association or organtzation of indi- 

5. 

(bh) That the Department of Justice, through the Bureau of In- 
vestigation, be given specific concurrent authority with the Bureau 
of Immigration of the Department of Labor in the apprehension of 
aliens subject to deportation for any of the statutory reasons, the 
general jurisdiction of the hig embers of Labor to e warrants 
for arrest in such cases and to hear and determine the same to remain 
in the Department of Labor as at present. 

(e) That the Attorney General of the United States be given spe- 
cific authority to be represented by a duly authorized assistant in all 
cases before the Department of Labor based upon evidence or infor- 
mation submitted by the Department of Justice and to have the right 
to examine and cross-examine witnesses, 

(d) That in addition to agents of the Department of Justice war- 
rants of arrest in deportation cases may be executed by any civil 
officer of any State or of the United States engaged in tne enforce- 
menr of law to whom such warrant may be adhtecsed and delivered 
or service. 

(e) A limit should be fixed on the time during which one arrested 
in deportation proceedings may be held in jail to await a determina- 
rer EA 7 9 gy Arent or 8 35 occasioned by 

n 0 neluded, and a limit also % time thin wh: h 
shall be deported if found subject to deportation. Aei 
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REPLY BY SENATOR WALSH OF MONTANA TO THE REPORT HERETOFORE 
SUBMITTED BY SENATOR STARLING TOUCHING CHARGES OF ILLEGAL 
PRACTICES OF THB DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, 


The report submitted by the Senator from South Dakota in the 
nature of a comment made upon the disclosures before the subcom- 
mittee directed to inquire into the char of illegal practices by the 
Department of Justice would, if approv or acquiesced in, afford more 
occasion for alarm, in the view of the undersigned, than even the acts 
of the department he has heretofore felt compelled to condemn, 

It will be noted that in no particular are the facts as recited in the 
report submitted by me disputed. Issue is taken on some of the legal 
propositions advanced, and in connection therewith views are expressed 
which, but for the exigency which their author conceives to exist, never 
would be asserted by him or by anyone who appreciates or prizes the 
essentials of liberty. To these the observations herewith submitted 
will be in the main addressed. In passing, however, it may be re- 
marked that by every adroit method of approval the committee is by 
the report under review solicited to conclude that “ the end justifies the 
means,” Even the horrible condition which prevailed in Detroit in 
consequence of the wholesale arrests made there is, in a measure, con- 
doned by the mildness of the criticism directed at those responsible for 
it. It was perhaps somewhat worse there than elsewhere, but in some 
degree the same dire consequences must haye ensued wherever the 
hordes taken in the “raid” were assembled. It was not only at 
Detroit that some of the victims went iar OY 

I shall spend no time on those portions of the report in which there 
are considered at some length the alleged abusive treatment of indi- 
vidual aliens by the subordinates of the department, set out in the 

amphlet of the Popular Government League, and the character of the 
awyers assuming the authorship of the same, obvious attempts to 
divert attention from the serious matters revealed by the hearings. It 
is enough to say, with reference to the wrongs so complained of, that 
even if fully established it would be sufficient for the responsible su- 
1 officers to say, as they no doubt might truthfully say, that they 

ad in no manner countenanced them and had no knowledge that they 
were perpetrated, 

I ean not forbear, however, from remarking that perhaps the state 
of the record in that regard might not be so satisfactory to the Senator 
from South Dakota had he made any effort to go into the charges in 
that line. The department came forward with its version of the affair, 
. us was the showing in the . as a rule, by affidavit. 

he writer thought it useless, and per ups more than useless, to spend 
time upon such an inguiry. No other member of the committee pro- 
posed a searching inquiry or proposed to call the alleged victims or 
those likely to support their complaint. And now it is regarded per- 
suasive that the charges were not backed up at the bearing. 

This is no adversary proceeding in which the National Popular Goy- 
ernment League or any individual or group of individuals ts required 
to assume the burden of proof. in the pamphlet is an affidavit of one 
De Silver, telling of the way a raid upon and search of the office of 
the newspaper organ of the Communist Party was carried out, the 
place being descri as being in a state of wreck thereafter. The 


report says: j 

“It is significant that Mr. De Silver, considering his position, did 
not appear before either the subcommittee of the Senate gece | Com- 
mittee or the House Rules Committee, although he alleges that he was 
an eyewitness.” 

Mr. De Silver was not called before the subcommittee of which the 
Senator from South Dakota was the chairman. If the issue upon which 
Mr. De Silver testified was by the chairman deemed important, he had 
the pome: of the Senate to compel the attendance of the witness and to 
require him to subject himself to examination and cross-examination. 

As to the alleged “radical” tendencies of the lawyers mentioned, 
their character neither in that ears nor in any other appears to have 
any relevancy whatever to the inquiry before this committee, either 


with respect to the facts which, as stated, are not denied, or with 
re: t to the law applicable te such facts. 

t might reasonably be assumed that some at least of those making 
complaint of the treatment accorded those taken in the raids were upon 
one consideration or another more or less sympathetic with them. 

The argument of the Senator from Sou ta proceeds upon the 
theory, not avowed, but nevertheless clear, that the t of 
Justice may do anything which the law does not forbid. e finds, for 
instance, that while ender the act of 1892 a Chinaman may be ar 
with a view to his deportation, eal any United States customs official, 
collector of internal revenue or deputies, or United States marshal 
or his deputies, and, im poy te no one else, a white man may be 
arrested by anyone to whom ecretary of Labor, or even an immi- 
gration inspector, may deliver the warrant for service or by anyo 
who may by either of such officials be direeted to do so, there being in 
the law no class of officers expressly authorized to make service of the 
warrant upon white allens. So he reasons 5 aud 
seizures, Reaching the conclusion that the fourth 
extend to deportation proceedings and finding in the law no express 
probibition upon the perpetration, under the express command of the 
department, of such outrages as the evidence shows were committed, 
im order to secure documentary evidence, he finds nothing to condemn. 
in either the order or the manner in which it was carried out. 1 
proceed to canvass the contention that searches and seizures, such as 
those ordered and earried out as shown by the record before us are 
not forbidden by the fourth amendment. 

It is indisputable that the Government ef admit or exclude aliens 
fu its discretion except as it may be res ned by. treaty, and may, 
aecordingly, prescribe the conditions under which they may enter or 
remain. le 8 likewise settled beyond controversy that no one is en- 
titled to have tried by a court the question as to whether he is or is 
not subject to deportation—the determination of that question may be 

in an administrative officer. That one charged with being an 
in this country in violation of its laws is entitled to a hearing 
before he can be deported would seem to need neither elucidation nor 
argument. It is monstrous to conclude, as one must conclude it the 
argument of the Senator from South Dakota is to be followed to its 
logical result, that the Secretary of Labor may deport anyone, even a 
citizen of the United States, whom he believes to be subj to deporta- 
tion, without bein uired to observe the constitutional principle 
that no person shall be deprived of bis life, liberty, ar ea te Plage i 
due process of law, implying, as it does, as declared by Webster, the 
right to be heard before ti 3 condemned. Indeed, orders of deporta- 
tion come under review by the courts only upon the contention that 
by the proceedings resulting in them the petitioner has been, and that 
by the execution of such order they will be, deprived of their liberty 
without due process of law, the court gag section 753, Revised 
Statutes of the United States, authorized to issue and to hear writs of 
habeas corpus when a prisoner is in custody “in violation of the 
Constitution * * of the United States.“ The question was 
squa presented to the Japanese immigration case (189 U. 8. 86, 
100-10 ), in which the econelusion of the court was expressed in the 
following language: 

“Tt has been settled that the power to exclude or expel allens 
belonged to the political department of the Government, and that the 
order of an executive officer invested with the power to determine 
finally the facts upon which an alien’s 2 to enter this country or 
remain in it depended was due process of law, and no other tribunal, 


158 U. S. 538, 547.) But this 
be tood as holding, that administrative officers when executing 
the provisions of a statute involving the liberty of persons may dis- 
regard the fundamental principles that inhere in “ due process of law” 
as understood at the time of the adoption of the Constitution. One 
of these principles is that no m shall be deprived of bis liberty 
without opportunity at seme e to be heard before such officers in 
respect of the matters upon which that liberty depends, not neces- 
sarily an opportunity upon a regular set occasion and according to the 
forms of judicial procedure but one that will secure the prompt, vig- 
orous action contemplated by Congress and at the same time be AD EES. 
riate to the nature of the case upon which such officers are required 
Therefore it is not competent for the Secretary of the Treasury 
the year limited by the 
alien who has entered the country and 
in all respects to its jurisdiction and a part of its 
here, to De ken into 


o act. 

er any executive officer at any time within 
statute arbitrarily to cause an 
has become sub. 
Population, although alleged to be ileg 
eustody and deported without giving him all opportunity to be heard 
upon Nigh prac inyolving his right to be and remain in the United 
States. o such arbitrary power can exist where the principles in- 
volved in due process of law are recognized.” 

It will be noticed that the case first cited in the above quotation is 
Fong Yue Ting v. United States (149 U. S. 698, 713). The proposition 
determined therein is accurately stated in the opening sentence of the 
excerpt above set ont. The counsel for the alien had insisted that the 
proceedings under review before a United States judge, as provided by 
section 6 of the act of 1892, were judicial in their character, criminal 
in their nature, and that the guaranties of the Constitution in refer- 
ence to criminal proceedin were applicable. Attacking the views 


exp by the court, J e Brewer said: 
I utterly dissent from and reject the doctrine expressed in the 
opinion of the majority that ‘ Congress, under the power to exclude or 


expel aliens, might have directed any Chinese laborer found in the 
United States without a certificate of residence to be removed out of 
the country by executive officers, without judicial trial or examination, 
just as it might have authorized such officers 8 to prevent his 
entrance into the country.“ An arrest in that way for that purpose 
would not be a reasonable seizure of the person within the meaning of 
the fourth article of the amendments to the Constitution. It would be 
brutal and oppressive.” 

And san 

“His deportation is thus imposed for neglect to obtain a certifleate 
of ce, from which he can only escape by showing his inability to 
secure it from one of the causes named. That is the punishment for 
his neglect, and that, being of an infamous character, can only be im- 
posed after indictment, trial, and conviction.” 

These expressions from the dissenting opinion are not quoted in the 
belief that ef rather than the 5 opinion, constitute the 
sounder view of the law, but simply to indicate the question that was 
before the court in the Fong Yue Ting case and what was decided 
therein. They were answered in the opinion of the court thus: 

“The order of deportation is not a punishment for crime. It is not 
banishment In the 


a sense In which that word is often applied to the 
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expulsion of a citizen from his country by, way of punishment. It is | 

but a method of enforcing the return to his own country of an al 

who has not complied with the conditions upon the performance 

which the Government of the Nation, acting within its 

authority and the proper departments, has determined that 

his continuing to de here shall depend.“ | 
remark so much relied upon by the Senator from | 


Then follows the 
South Dakota: 

“He has not, therefore, been deprived of life, liberty, or property | 
without due procen of law; and the provisions of the Constitution, 
securing the right of trial by jury and prohibiting unreasonable searches | 
and seizures and cruel and unusual punishments have no application.” 

dustiee Gray, for the court, was trying to make it elear that those 
22 of the Constitution securing certain rights to defendants 

ex Sg ego are inapplicable to pro ings for deporta- 
tion. If what he said is to be considered as an asseveration that the 


f 
0 
constitutional | 


the opinion in which the court says: 
„The effect of the fourth amendment is to put the courts of the 
United States and Federal officials, in the exercise of their power and 


writs were not issued in criminal proceedin: but were sued out by 
the customs rs to search for smuggled 8. 

The question of the applicability of the fourth amendment to ar- 
rests with a view to depertation was not presented in the Fong Yue 
Ting case, and being a habeas corpus proceeding to test not the origi- 
nal arrest but the order of deportation could not have been presented. 
It is perfectly well settled that in such a proceeding the validity of 

inal arrest is not a subject of inquiry. In Ekin v. United 
States, 142 U. S. 651, 662, the edurt said: 

“A writ of babeas corpus is not like an action to recover damages 
for an unlawful arrest or commitment, but its object is to ascertain 
whether the prisoner can lawfully be detained in custody; and if 
sufficient ground for his detention by the Government is shown he is 
not to be discharged for defects in the original arrest or commitment.” 
(Ex parte Bollman & Swartwout, 4 Cranch, 75, 114, 125; C v. 
Tennessee, 97 U. S. 509, 519; United States v. McBratney, 104 U. S. 
621, 624; Kelley v. Thomas, 15 1 192; The King v. Marks, 3 East, 
157; Shuttleworth's Case, 9 Q. B. 651.) 

To the same effect are Moy Wing Sun v. Prentis (234 Fed. 24), Ex 
555 Chin Him (227 Fed. 131), and Ong Seen v. Burnett (232 Fed. 

The question to be determined is not whether the allen was or was net 
legally arrested, but whether he is or is not entitled to remain in the 
United States. The legality of his arrest can be determined only 
upon a motion seasonably interposed to discharge him or in an action 
for false imprisonment. So on an appeal from a judgment of conviction, 
the question to be resolved is the guilt or innocence of the defendant, 
and it is wholly irrelevant whether he was h y or illegally arrested. 

Much is claimed for the opinion of Judge Westenhaver, referred to 
in the report which is the subject of this comment, and particularly 
it is asserted that it was by him decided that arrests in deportation 

a may be made without a warrant. That is not what he 
eld. at he asserted was simply that the arresting officer need 
not nec have the warrant in hand. No one will contend that 
when a sh goes with a posse to make an arrest under à warrant 
the member thereof who Te makes the capture must have manual 
possession of the warrant, but the rule applicable in such a case affords 
no justification for an arrest in Con N. H., because of a warrant 
in the hands of an officer in Boston, and a fortiori for an arrest 
without any warrant. But whatever was said by Judge Westenhaver 
touching the validity of the original arrest was as shown by the nu- 
thorities cited above, wholly beside the question before him. Any- 
thing said on the subject is obiter in the extreme sense, irrelevant 
—.— that in considering the question of whether the hearing by the 
administrative officers was fair—that is to say, whether the prisoner 
had a hearing in a just sense-—oppressive and illegal acts of the 
arresting officer appearing to act. conjointly with his inquisitors ma: 
— 8.7450 into consideration, (Whitefield v. Hanges, 222 Fed. 745, 


way, though made the basis of much of the criticism in the pepo 


rt 
reyiewed—admonishes them to sue out search warrants wherever “ ab- 
solutely necessary“ to secure the documentary evidence it was hoped 
would be captured. And such search warrants were sued out in pre- 
tended conformity to the requirements of the fourth amendment, but 
upon a showing that no lawyer could regard as sufficient, as shown 
in the earlier report to this committee. Not only was the showing 
no more than a pretense of compliance with the Constitution but 
the warrant, in its command, made no efforts at “ particularly de- 
scribing the * * thing to be seized.” 

But let it be assumed that the fourth amendment has no application 
to deportation proceedings. Still there Is no warrant in the law for 
entering a man’s house, rifling his drawers, peering into his private 
papers, and walking off with any documents that are his, for any 
urpose, much less to use them as evidence against him, 

Speaking of the great argument of James Otis against the oppressive 
writs of assistance, John Adams said: Then and there the Revolu- 
tion began.“ Otis, who appeared on the stage, of course, before the 
fourth amendment came into existence, contended that searches such 
as were contemplated under writs of the character against which 
he arraigned were con to the principles of elemental justice and 
violative of the spirit of the common law. But even the arrogant | 


1923. 
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minions of the Crown did not go so far as to insist upon the right to 
search without any warrant, nor to contend that, in the absence of an 
express provision in the law prohibiting searches without a warran 
ey, were at liberty to prosecute such. 

he circular letter referred to, which the Senator from South Dakota 
chooses to ignore, says: 

I have made mention above that the meeting 
of the members should be thoroughly searched. 
your discretion as to the method by which you should gain 
such places. If, due to the local conditions in your territory, you find 
that it is absolutely necessary. for you to obtain a search warrant for 
the premises, you should communicate with the local authorities a 
few hours before the time for the arrests is set and request a warrant 
to search the premises.” 

He informs the committee that no searches were made except with 
the consent of the inmates or the occupants of the dwellings. It can 
not be pretended that the subcommittee made any inquiry into the 
conditions under which each search and seizure was made—the com- 
mand was to search and seize nolens volens and to get a search war- 
rant where “absolutely necessary.” 

Of what consequence is it that some of the subordinates of the de- 
partment or all of them considerately disobeyed this command or exe- 
cuted it with some attention to the proprieties which their innate 
devotion to the principles of liberty su ted. The law, under any 
and all circumstances, forbade the searches and seizures for the pur- 
pose of securing evidence, and the pretense that they were made to 
secure the implement of crime ought to be left for exploitation to those 
who are responsible for them. It does not commend the report of the 
Senator from South Dakota that he does not frankly admit that they 
were entirely lawless. He advances, however, a new excuse for them, 
not heretofore thought of by the young man, Mr. Hoover, who, 48 
shown by the famous circular letter, was acting as counsel in the prose- 
cution the raids, PEROT tbat under the espionage act the circulars 
and other proselytizing literature being put out by the proscribed 
organizations having been declared the Postmaster General to be 
unmallable, they became instruments for the commission of the crime 
of mailing the same. The fact that the Postmaster General held the 
8 to be unmailable is of no consequence. The statute reads as 
‘follows : 

“Sec. 2. Every letter, writing, circular, postal card, picture, print, 
engraving, photograph, newspaper, pamphlet. book, or other publication, 
matter, or thing of any kind containing any matter advocating or urg! 
treason, insurrection, or forcible resistance to any law of the Unit 
States is hereby declared to be nonmailable. 

“Sec. 3. Whoever shall use, or attempt to use, the mails or Postal 
Service of the United States for the transmission of any matter declared 
by this title to be nonmailable shall be fined not more than $5,000 or 
ee not more than five years, or both.” 

No new feature is Intreduced into the question by this statute, except 
possibly the feature of forcible resistance to the law as distinguished 
from forcible overthrow of the Government. It is even less exact to 
speak of the literature as “ property to be used in the commission of a 
felony ” when appeal is made to s statute than when reference is 
made to section 6 of the Criminal Code. In my judgment it 1s not an 
instrument for the commission of elther crime, though it undoubtedly 
vin ay and probably would be evidence of the Intent to commit either or 
both. But let that go. I inquire , What justification can be 
offered—none has for the direction of the circular emana 
from the department to selze membership cards, financial records, al 
literature, whatever its character, books (minutes of the meetings of 
the society, even works in its . if it has one), papers, and any- 
thing hanging on the walls,“ a print of Carl Marx or a picture of the 
fal! of the Bastille, for instance 

1 confess to some surprise that the Senator from South Dakota did 
not frankly admit that claim that the searches and seizures ordered 
by the department and carried out by its subordinates is not a mere 
pretense and a yery shallow pretense, the object—and the only object 
of them—being to secure 989 Nor can I refrain from remarking 
that even in the zeal that he has displayed to exonerate the officials 
responsible for them he has had no word to say for either the absurd 
showing upon which the warrants were issued or the equally absurd 
character of the command they carry. He must justify them, so far 
as his own conscience is concerned, upon the theory that they are not 
expressly forbidden in the law, for in justice to him it should be sai 
with reference to the considerations just canvassed the report says, no 
that he maintains but that “the Attorney General claims” or the 
Attorney General insists.” ` 

Not so with respect to arrests without a warrant. Here the Senator 
himself subscribes to the doctrine that the absence of a prohibition in 
room for the belief that they are justifiable. Here is 


rrests without warrant of any kind are concerned, they. 
should be justifiable, no law prohibit them, in cases and under cir- 
cumstances analogous. to arrests in criminal cases when permitted at 
common law and under the statutes of perhaps all the States.” 

The common law—the development of ages—authorizes the arrest of 
one caught flagrante delicto— the actual commission of a crime. 
Upon what course of reasoning can the conclusion be arrived at that 
one who has committed no crime, but is subject to arrest under a 
pares 8 proceeding, with a view to his deportation, authoriz- 
ng an arrest by authority of a warrant, can be arrested without a 
warrant? It is said that by analogy the right arises. Even if that 
were admitted, the conditions are by no means. analogous. An officer 
may arrest one caught in the act, Because all the facts necessary to 
the guilt of the prisoner takes place under the very eyes of his captor. 
His 5 alone will furnish proof of the guilt of the offender. But 
the officer who arrests one taken at a meeting of the Communist Party 
and probably will, be unable to 1) whether the meetin 

è a meeting of the Communist Party; (2) Torman tho 
or eee a postulate who went with a view to determining whether 
to become a member or not, or went out of mere curiosity, 


2 and residences 


“So far as a 


* 


validity“ “when issued in accordance with the rule of the Labor 


756).” 
involved may be by the following from the opinion of the court 
in that case, written’) Judge Sanborn 5 p 

Gust Jouras is a Greek. He entered the United States in accord- 
ance with Its law in 1903, when he was about 16 years of age, and 
has resided in it ever. since. For five years prior to his arrest by the 
inspector he lived in Kansas Cl He was, and long had been, engaged 
in operating restaurants and lunch wagons in that city, and at the 
time of his arrest he and his two partners were the owners of two 
restaurants worth $1,500, which they were operaio The record con- 
vinces. that he was a 4 55 peaceable, business y. There is no 
evidence that he was violent, passionate, or dangerous, or that he 
ever concealed, or intended to conceal, whereabouts, or to flee or 
clandestinely escape from any charge or arrest. Prior to January 5 
1914, the inspector took the ex te statements of Mrs. Brown an 
other prostitutes in reference to charge subsequently made against 
Jouras, and on that day made a telegraphic application for a telegraphic 
Severe of arrest. He received such a warrant of arrest, which eet in 
Arrow Gust Jouras receipt or relay thirty. 

“*4.05 p. m. 
W. B. Wioson, Secretary. 

“The meaning of this statement is said by the inspector to be: 

“ ‘Arrest following-named alien (Gust Jouras) and bring before 
yourself for hearing, forwarding record of proceedings to the department; 
alien found receiving, sharing in, and deriving benefit from the 
earni of a prostitute or prostitutes. Authority granted for release 
under : oe in the sum of $3,000." 

* Rule 22b of the Department of Labor requires that during the hear- 
ing the alien shall be allowed to inspect the warrant. The — — of 
that portion of that rule is to inform the accused of the Passat yee 
of the signature to the warrant and of the charges against him. But 
such a telegraphic warrant in a code of which the alien is ignorant 
accomplishes neither of these objects. The signature to it is not the 
genuine signature of the Secretary, or any officer, and the telegram 
gives the accused no information. Hence rule 22, subdivision 2, re- 
quires that ‘ Telegraphic application may be resorted to only in case 
of necessity." There was neither necessity nor reason for a telegraphic 
application in this case. But the inspector having made a telegraphic 
application_and procured the telegraphic warrant at about 4 p. m. on 
Saturday, January 5, 1914, went to Jouras's restaurant, seized him, 
and caused him to be thrown into and kept in solitary confinement in 
a dark cell at police headquarters ‘for investigation’ during Saturday 
night, Sunday, Sunday night, and unti! Monday at 11 a. m., when 
he took him to his room, handcuffed him, and with a weapon at his 
command gaye him a hearing there without counsel or friend, which 
consisted of questioning him in an exceedingly threateni manner, 
and writing down what he succeeded in extracting from This 
course of action was arbitrary, contrary to the rule regarding telegraphic 
applications, a clear abuse of the discretion of the inspector, and a 
heart thus conducted is unfair and contrary to the fundamental 

anes ken which inhere in due Prete of law.” (United States v. 

niz, 203 Fed. 441, 448; 121 C. C. A. 551.) 

The case immediately procentus ne Jouras case, as they are reported 
in 222 Federal, is Whitfield v. Hanges, which might, with equal ac- 
curacy, be said to “recognize” the “ validity of telegraphic war- 
rants, for, as in the Jouras case, not a word is said as to whether such 
warrants are or are not valid. But some aspects of the proceedings 
assailed before this committee as they present themselves to the jadi- 
cial mind are revealed in their emia character by the following 
from the opinion in that case by the same eminent judge who wrote 
the opinion in the Jouras case: 

“The appellant received a telegraphic warrant of arrest, caused the 
appellees to be arrested, and was examining one of them, and with his 
employees, Captain ae and another police officer, was holding 
them in confinement and preventing them from seeing or consulting 
with any other person, when their counsel appeared and demanded to 
see and consult with them and to take part in the examination. The 
inspector refused this request, permitted no one to see and consult with 
them until after he had examined each of them in secret. After their 
examination Was completed he permitted them for the first time to see 
anyone but himself and the police officers and to have counsel and to 
introduce the testimony of witnesses. It will be noticed that the rule 
gives inspector no authority secretly, in the presence of no one but 
himself and his police officers, whose presence and power unavoidably 
places the defenseless allen under fear and restraint, to examine or 
question him. It is limited to giving authority to the inspector to give 
the alien a hearing to enable him to show cause why he should not be 
deported, and bý its terms it exeludes a secret examination of the alien 
to extort a confession or evidence unfavorable to him. The provisions 
of the rule that the inspector shall grant the alien a hearing, that 
during the hearing he shall be permitted to inspect the warrant, and 
that at such stage thereof as the officer deems proper he shall be per- 
mitted to have counsel were made for the benefit of the alien for the 
purpose of giving him a fair trial. The liberty, and the property also— 

‘or if he is imp: ed and deported he must lose his business and sacri- 
fice his property—of a permanent resident alien, Hke the appellees, as 
well as their deportation, are involved in the issue, and these provisions 
of the rule should be liberally construed to accomplish their plain 

urpose. To the same end the discretion of the inspector in determin- 
ng when the alien shall inspect the warrant and when he shall have 
counsel should be exercised so that his hearing shall be full and fair. 

A denial of permission to him to see the warrant and to have counsel 
within five minutes of the close of the hearing would be a clear abuse 
of discretion and would render the provisions of the rule as adminis- 
tered ‘inconsistent with law” and void, Although a law or rule 
he fair and just in 1 yet if it is applied and administered by 
public authority with an evil eye an oppressive d, so as to 
OTS a person of his fundamental rights, it can not be sustained.” 
(Yick Wo v. Hopkins, 118 U. S. 356, 374, 6 Sup. Ct. 1064, 30 L. Ed. 
220; Henderson v. Mayor of New York, 92 U. S. 259, 23 L. Ed. 543; 
y Uang t. Freeman, 92 U. S. 275, 23 L. Ed. 550; Ex parte Virginia, 
100 U. S. 339, 25 L. Ed. 676; Neal v. Delaware, 103 U. S. 870, 26 

L. Ed. 587: Soon Hing v. Crowley, 113 U. S. 703, 5 Sup. Ct. 730, 28 

L. Ed. 1145.) 

“One of the objects of this rule was to give, not to deprive, the alien 
of the benefit of counsel. The time when an alien, who is ordinarily 
ignorant of the law, of legal procedure and of his rights, may derive 
the most benefit of counsel is when he is arrested and hearing 

| Vany seme It would have been no abuse of the discretion of the inspector 
to have permitted the appellees to have counsel to advise them immedi- 


ately upon their yi to be present and to take part in the proceed- 
ings at and after the t stage of the examination and hearing of the 
aliens. Such a course would have been in accord with the funda- 
mental principles of English and American jurisprudence, consistent 
with the law, and it should have been pursued.” 

The practice here so emphatically and so justly condemned was that 
regularly pursued in connection with the raids of November, 1919, 
and January, 1920. It will be noted that the court seems to regard 
the ht of the prisoner, in custody in deportation mrocesdings to 
counsel “ when he is arrested and his hearing be; "as essential to 
a fair hearing and consequently that to deny it to proceed without 
due process of law. If that be sound, and it certain! sensible, then 
the midnight change in the rule regarding counsel, effected intervenin 
the issuance of the warrants in anticipation of the raids of January 
and their execution, was void, as it was applied, and the refusal to 
permit those proceeded against to procure or consult counsel until after 
what is referred to as the preliminary hearing was a censurable abuse, 

In the Pannunzio report the author states that he found men who 
had been in jail for weeks and for months in some cases and were still 
held incommunicado because they had not yet had their preliminary 
hearing. (Hearings, pp. 335-336.) 5 

The quotation last above will serve to dissipate an erroneous view, 
re entertained by a member of the committee, that the exami- 
nation to which the persons taken in the raids were presently sub- 
jected, without the presence or assistance of counsel, was conducted by 
the arresting officer and that complaint in that regard had no better 
si hana an would be a criticism of a sheriff for talking with his 
prisoner. 

The fact is that the examination was not in the nature of an informal 
conversation between the prisoner and the arresting officer, but was a 
formal inquiry before an immigration inspector, who, at the so-called 
final hearin Gaara and recorded any additional evidence that might be 
adduced either for or against the prisoner and who, under the rules, 
was required, on transmitting the record to the department, to make 
recommendations as to the disposition which should be made of the 
case, 

Though the Senator from South Dakota insists that the warrant 
authorized by the statute may be served by anyone to whom it is 
delivered for service, and consequently that it may be addressed to 
anyone, because the statute does not say to whom it shall be ad- 
dr or who may serve it—another application of the principle for 
which he contends that anything may be done which the law does not 
forbid—he is not so confident of the soundness of that ition as to 
abandon the fiction that the officers of the Department of Justice were 
“ cooperating” with those of the Department of Labor in manng the 
arrests. This he asseverates and reasseverates, though he is signifi- 
cantly silent about the command of the Burke letter, “It is to be 
distinctly understood that the arrests made are peine made under the 
direction and supervision of the Department of Justice,” and so they 
were made. Neither does he think it worth while to comment on the 
statement in the letter of the Comptroller of the Treasury that the 
Department of Labor declined to reimburse the Department of Justice 
on account of expenses incurred by it in connection with the arrests, 
because the services had been rendered “ without request or authority 
from the Department of Labor.” 

Enough has been said on the legal propositions advanced in the 
original report, successfully assailed, as it is insisted, in no particular, 
namely— 

1. The agents of the Bureau of Investigation of the Department 
of Justice have no authority to make arrests in deportation proceed- 
ings, if, indeed, they have authority to make arrests at all. 

25 The agents of the Department of Labor have no authority to 
make an arrest looking to deportation without a warrant. 

3. The issuance of a warrant upon the unsworn statement of an 
agent of the Bureau of Investigation is a plain violation of the fourth 
amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

4. There is no authority in the law for the conduct of a search in 
deportation proceedings, either of the residence of the alien or of the 
meeting. places of societies condemned by the immigration laws, or 
for the seizure of books, records, or papers of either. 

5. There is no authority in the law for the issuance of a search war- 
rant in deportation proceedings at all. 7 

6. There is nọ authority in the law for the issuance of a search war- 
rant to seize books or papers to be used as evidence, even of the com- 
mission of a crime, much less to establish a case in deportation pro- 
ceedings. 

Touching the inhumanity of arresting thousands of persons in one 
night, necessitating their being kept in fearfully overcrowded quar- 
ters, involving long delay in the preliminary hearing before the 
release of those who, upon no theory of the law or the evidence, 
could be deported, and still longer delay before the department, over- 
whelmed as it was, could finally decide whether the prisoner was or 
was not entitled to be released, the report has nothing to say except in 
feeble extenuation of the conditions admitted to have prevailed at 
Detroit, said to bave been ily relieved. It will be remembered 
that the jails of the city be ng crowded with those held after their 
esca from the fetid quarters to which they were originally confined 
in the Federal building, the ci council spread upon its records a 
formal resolution demanding that they be removed, the health of the 
city being imperiled by the condition of the prisons occasioned by the 
presence of prisoners in such numbers. 

Nothing is said in justification or excuse of the course of the 
department in that regard, save for a remark pens to be noticed, 
for it can not be said that the comment that the making of simul- 
taneous arrests is an administrative matter resting in the discretion of 
the officers charged with the execution of the laws offers either excuse 
or justification. Undoubtedly it is an administrative matter—that is 
the nature of the complaint, that the discretion reposed in the depart- 
ment was frightfully, cruelly abused; that there was no exigency 
which required the simultaneous arrest of thousands of perso 
including multitudes who were not legally subject to detention, an 
other multitudes who, though possibly technically subject to deporta- 
tion, were perfectly harmless, deluded individuals, prospective een 
of a most desirable class, wanting only a ru entary knowledge of 
our system of government with which they had had no opportunity to 
acquaint themselves. The committee is still unapprised of the reason 
for these wholesale arrests or why the generality of those held were 
not tolerated until in due course they could be proceeded against in 
an orderly manner, the “leaders” only in the revolutionary move- 
ment, if there was one, and the “ officers" of the proscribed societies 
being apprehended, as the Attorney General with fine sarcasm advised 
the committee he had done. The course pursued had a virtue, how- 
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ever, 


in the opinion of the Senator from South Dakota—it was 


effectual. He says: 
“The 9 evidently proceeded on the theory that simulta- 
neous ar was the most effective way of putting an end to extreme 


radical activities and ascertaining who among the great body of aliens 
in our N were subject to deportation because of their member- 
ship in organizations proscribed by the statute. Your committee can 
Rot say but that the policy thus adopted and carried out was an 
effectual one. Subsequent events and conditions might very well indi- 
cate that it was effectual.” 

That is the idea. why. goinne over the law or dwell upon rigħts 
guaranteed by the Constitution? Why cavil at the means if the ends 
attalned are to be commended? Let that spirit have the slightest 
countenance from the Senate of the United States and the criminally 
inclined will ery, “ Fie upon yonr laws.“ If we do not respect them, 
who — § be expected to except from dread of the gallows or the 
dungeon 

Whether the course pursued, as it has been reviewed, to put “an 
end to extreme radical activities" was effectual or not is wholly be- 
side the question before this committee, and varying opinions may 
well be indulged with respect thereto. For myself, I find it dificult 
to conceive of a course more powerfully calculated to excite wide- 
spread hatred of our Government and of all government, seeing that 
ours is, as we confidently believe, the best that the world knows. The 
indignities and outrages suffered by the victims, the majority of 
whom were released, will rankle in their breasts until their Aing 
day, and their friends and relatives will share with them the con- 
viction that justice “for a season bade the world farewell” when 
i MERE through the ordeal from which some of them emerged ma- 

cal, 

I am skeptical about the claim that the subsidence of radical activi- 
ties is attributable to these lawless raids, 8 as the same 
change is noticeable all over Europe, That the change has ensued 
proves nothing to me. Post hoc non propter hoc. At the time the 
proceedings reviewed were in progress scare articles in the news apers 

ad excited the belief that Bolshevism was about to overrun urope 
and to engulf America. It is quite probable that the founders of that 
political cult, with the ardor that has been often found to characterize 
the devotees of a new religion, went or sent their missionaries into 
remote countries to spread the faith which they had embraced and 
excited the enthusiasm and aroused the activities of those harboring 
related notions of 8 and of the organization of society in 
this country and other countries. It was claimed, and perhaps estab- 
lished, that very considerable sums of mone 


were expended by the new 
Russian Government in propa; 1 4 y 


da, so widely and effectually pursued 

during the war, in disseminating the doctrines to which it was nomi- 

nally attached. If Europe ever was alarmed at the prospect of being 

overrun either by the arms or the ideas of Russia, it has fully recov- 

ered its normal ‘state; if there ever prevailed pir general idea that 

15 people of Europe were about to embrace Bolshevism, it has been 
ssipated, 

Perhaps the initial enthusiasm of its advocates has waned; perbaps 
their pecuniary resources for purposes of propaganda have been ex- 
hausted ; perhaps, in the distress which has calamitously come upon the 

ople of Russia, they find better uses for their money at home; per- 

aps the ill success that has attended Bolshevist rule in Russia has 
hardened the hearts of those who might otherwise yield to the persua- 
sive tongues of its evangelists in foreign parts or chilled the populace 
that might otherwise have heedlessly accepted their plan for the 
regeneration of the world; perhaps, and more likely, the public mind, 
overwrought by the war, has been restored to its normal operation and 
the pa common sense of the American people has again asserted 
itself. Perhaps it is one or all of these causes, or others not men- 
tioned, rather than the lawless acts of the Department of Justice, that 
is ee for the decadence of extreme radical activities in this 
country, * 

It is advanced that they should be condoned because both “ the 
public and Congress must have known of the activities of the Depart- 
ment of Justice in connection with deportation cases or in raids made 
for the purpose of apprehending criminals and aliens subject to deporta- 
tion.“ In that connection erence is made to the testimony of the 
Attorney General given before the House Committee on Rules in the 
month of March, 1920, and to the Poindexter resolution. The fact 
was evidently overlooked that the information pry to the public by 
the hearings before the House committee was disclosed some months 
after the raids, and that the disclosure then made by the Attorney 
General was to the effect that he had caused to be dee the 
“leaders” and ‘officers’? of the proscribed organizations. The re- 

nse of the Attorney General to the Poindexter resolution of October 
17, 1919, was timely, being transmitted under date of November 15, 
1919. By the resolution he was requested to advise the Senate as to 
what steps he had taken to prosecute those guilty of the bomb out- 
rages or of efforts to overthrow the Government by force, or of similar 
offenses, and also to advise and inform the Senate whether or not the 
Department of Justice has taken legal proceedings for the arrest and 
deportation of aliens who, it is alleges. have within the United States 
8 the acts aforesaid; and if not, why not; and if so, to what 
extent.” 

To that part of the resolution he responded as follows: 

“The administration of this law (the deportation statute) is entirely 
within the jurisdiction of the Department of Labor. 

“ However, under the existing conditions of our laws, it seemed to 
be the only means at my disposal of attacking the radical movement, 
and as Congress had seen fit to refuse appropriations to the Depart- 
ment of Labor for its enforcement, I have cooperated with the immigra- 
tion 99155 to the fullest extent.“ (S. Doc. No. 153, 66th Cong., ist 
sess., p. 10. 

The conclusion is a strained one that Songra either knew in ad- 
yance or was later advised of the cruelties inflicted upon or the injus- 
tices suffered by the great multitudes caught in the raids. 

ae has not yet condoned the practices here condemned, and 
while it retains its right to the r t of the American people it 
never can condone them. We must either indorse the conduct of the 
department or we must repudiate its acts. There is no middle course. 
The offense, if offense there has been, was that of the Department of 
Justice. We become equally guilty if, being Broan to our attention, 
and we find ourselves unable to commend it on the one hand, we re- 
frain, from any cause, from denouncing it on the other. 

Nor can we ignore the matter on the assumption that the affair is a 
closed incident. The same practices, or others of like character, are 
being even now pursued by the department officials. The New York 
World of August 6, 1921, has the following news item: 

* After arresting Giuseppe di Filipis, the 23-year-old Bayonne (N. 35 
truckman, on the charge of being the driver of the Wall Street bom! 
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wagon, and keeping him in a cell 14 days, ctically incommunicado, 
Seren oein s went into court r 80 days following the 
original arrest, and asked that the charge be dismissed, virtually ad- 
mitting that their cions were unfounded. Filipis was taken into 
custody by agents of Department of Justice May 17 last on infor- 
mation furnished by Thomas J. Smith, a former lieutenant of the New 
York fire department, who ‘positively’ identified the young Italian 
as the driver of the bomb wagon. Smith had previously positively 
identified Tito Lgi in Scranton.” 

There was a time when it was fondly believed that nothing of the 
kind could occur in America, that the constitutional guaranty of a 
speedy public trial meant something more than a mere n, and 
imprisonment without an immediate hearing to determine whether 
there existed probable cause for holding the prisoner was unknown 
in this land of liberty. 

Recently the offices of a committee directing a strike on a Georgia 
railway in the city of Atlanta were invaded upon the pretended author- 
ity of a sub a duces tecum by the United States marshal, acing: 
under the direction of a representative of the department, and 
books, papers, and other documents therein seized and carried away 
ito be used as evidence before a grand jury, at the time, on the initia- 
tive of the same department official, engaged in an inquiry as to whether 
the officers whose papers had thus been taken were not guilty of some 
offense cognizable by a Federal grand * 4 in connection with the strike 
then in pro ress. It is to the credit of the administration of justice 


but in no case shall any of the money so advanced be expended 
without the United States. Every such advance, and any sale 
of such products made on time, shall be secured by adequate 
security of such character as shall be prescribed by the board 
of directors.” 

The measure had another provision of special interest in view 
of the pending ship subsidy bill. This provision was thus ex- 
plained by Senator Norris: 

“Tt provides—and this has some relation to the ship subsidy 
bill that we are seeking to displace—that to this corporation 
shall be turned over by the Government any ship or ships that 
it owns, not chartered to any other corporation or not in use, 
with the provision that this corporation can use such ships as 
may be necessary in transporting the products it handles from 
this country to foreign ports, without any compensation for the 
use of those ships, except to keep them in repair and pay the 
expense of operation, and that in case of war, or when the 
President at any time believes there is danger of war, he shall 
notify the corporation, and the ships shall be immediately 


in that jurisdiction that the court upon the petition of the parties | turned back, without the payment of any money. This will 
were ¢ led n, ord the surrend 3 x 
. of ait poke sage te sams which might ‘have Sean waa enable the Government to recuperate its merchant marine with- 
It has been said that though the clangor of arms had though | out any expense whatever.” 


actual peace had prevailed for more than a year when the ds were 
made, was a time of high feeling, approaching hysteria, because of 
the general apprehension of the spread of Bolshevism, because of the 
dastardly bomb outrages, and the activities generally of the “ reds.” 
Of this state of mind the Poindexter resolntion affords some evidence. 
There is no extenuation in that condition. It is only in such times 
that the guaranties of the Constitution as to personal rights are of 
any practical value. In seasons of calm no one thinks of denying 
them ; they are accorded as a matter of course. It is rare except when 
the public mind“ 1s stirred by some overwhelming catastrophe or is 
aghast at some hideous crime, or otherwise overwrought, that one is 
required to appeal to his constitutional rights. If, in such times, the 
Constitution is not a shield, the encomiums which statesmen and jurists 
have paid it are fustian. 
CREDIT EXTENSION FOR EXPORT OF GRAIN PRODUCTS, 

Mr. NORBECK. I ask that an editorial which recently ap- 
peured in the Nation be printed in the Recorp in 8-point type. 
It relates to credit extension for the export of grain products. 

There being no objection, the editorial was ordered to be 
printed in the Rxcorp in 8-point type, as follows: 

[From the Nation of January 24, 1923.] 
SENATOR NORRIS’S “ SOCIALISM.” 

Of all the measures which have been put forward to help the 
poor farmer—who grows noticeably more militant in his poverty 
as the days go by—none has been so completely frowned upon 
by the pillars of normalcy as the Norris bill. The recent ex- 
tended debate on this measure afforded us the gratifying spec- 
tacle of advocates of Government subsidies for ships, railroads, 
and banks denouncing Mr. Nonnis's proposals as the most so- 
cialistic ” agricultural program ever presented. 

In the eyes of the administration spokesmen who are also 
engaged in formulating a prescription for the ills of the farmer 
(through the appropriate agency of the Senate Committee on 
Banking and Currency) the Norris bill was radically wrong. 
To these men the ideal remedy for the farmer is a remedy which 
halts the union now being cemented between the workers on 
the land and the workers in the city, a remedy appeasing the 
former while it does nothing to encourage the latter. The 
Norris bill, on the contrary, was specifically designed to“ in- 
crease the price which the producer receives and decrease the 
price which the consumer pays.” The essence ef it was the pro- 
posal that the Government itself step in between the producer 
and consumer, eliminating some of the costly processes which 
eat up the farmer's profits and the worker's wages and stabiliz- 
ing the great agricultural industry by stabilizing the marketing 
of its products. The Government was not to have a monopoly 
of the distribution of food, but through its competition was to 
force efficiency and economy. The bill would have created the 
farmers and consumers financial corporation, to be managed 
by a board of three directors appointed by the President with 
the advice and consent of the Senate. Capital stock, amount- 
ing to $100,000,000, was to be subscribed by the Government. 
The corporation would have been empowered : 

“ To build, buy, lease, and operate elevators and storage ware- 
thouses; to buy agricultural products from any person or co- 
operative organization of producers within the United States 
and to sell such products to any person or cooperative organi- 
zation of consumers within the United States, and to any per- 
son or cooperative organization of consumers, or to any gov- 
ernment or subdivision of government without the United States; 
to act as agent of any person or cooperative organization 
producing or dealing in agricultural products within the United 
States in the sale of such preducts either within or without 
the United States; and te make advances for the purpose of 
assisting any persen or cooperative organization in financing 
the sale, or exportation and sale, of such agricultural preducts, 


Well, for the present the Norris bill is dead. The ship 
subsidy measure has been displaced by the Capper farm credits 
bill, which would extend the life of the War Finance Corpora- 
tion and provide for the incorporation of various credit con- 
cerns, with power to buy and distribute farm products. But 
no appropriation fer the accomplishment of these ends is in- 
cluded in the bill. Senator Leyroor’s measure, also awaiting 
consideration, would authorize the Treasury to advance 
$5,000,000 each to the 12 Federal land banks. Both of these 
proposals aim at easier credit facilities for the farmer; neither 
goes to the root of the problem of distribution and fair prices. 
More credit for the farmer is all very well, but eventually 
mortgages or notes fall due, and as things stand the farmer 
has no cash with which to meet them, because it has cost him 
more to produce his wheat, his corn, and his potatoes than he 
has realized by their sale. Both farmer and labor groups in 
Congress supported the Norris bill. The Farmers’ National 
Council aided in its drafting and backed it vigorously. ‘The 
Cleveland conference of progressives indorsed its passage. And 
then when the vote came the progressives found themselves 
alone. Republicans and Democrats discovered their funda- 
mental intimacy and voted to substitute for the ship subsidy 
bill the safe but ingratiating phrases of Senator CarrEn's 
measure, By this move the whole question of agricultural legis- 
lation is given over to the scant mercies of the Banking and 
Currency Committee. - 

Senator Norris had good authority for his“ socialistie” bill, 
even though it antedated the Constitution: 

“They shall build houses aud inhabit them; they shall plant 
vineyards and eat the fruit of them. They shall not build and 
another inhabit. They shall not plant and another eat.” 

But it takes party support rather than authorities or prece- 
dents to pass bills, and the vote against Senator Nonnrs's meas- 
ure was 53 to 19. We hope that this easy fusion against the 
first radical proposal of the progressive bloc need not be taken 
as an omen; but, perhaps, after all the chief function of the 
progressives may be not to pass legislation nor even to block 
legislation, but te show the country and the old parties that 
valid political differences have little relation to party names. 

VISE RESTRICTIONS AND FEES (H. DOC. NO. 547). 

The VICH PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following 
message from the President of the United States, which was 
read, and, with the accompanying papers, referred to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Relations and ordered to be printed: 

To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith a communication from the Secretary of 
State recommending that Congress confer upon the President 
authority to modify visé fees and requirements applicable to 
aliens temporarily visiting the United States. Such action is 
recommended to enable the Secretary of State to enter upon 
negotiations with foreign governments with a view to obtain- 
ing reciprocal modification of existing visé restrictions and fees. 
The recommendations of the Secretary of State have my full 
concurrence. 


* 


WARREN G. HARDING, 

IInclosure: From Secretary of State, as above.] 

THE WHITE House, February 5, 1923. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED. 

H. R. 13835. An act authorizing the Secretary of the In- 
terior to appraise tribal property of Indians, and for other pur- 
poses, was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee 
on Indian Affairs. 
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REMOVALS IN BUREAU OF ENGRAVING AND PRINTING. 53 although having the effect of law. So the law 


Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I submit a resolution which | requires that all measures making appropriations out of the 


I send to the desk, and I ask unanimous consent for its im- 
mediate consideration. 

Mr. CURTIS. Let the resolution be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the reso- 
lution. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 432), as follows: 

Whereas pursuant to an Executive order of the President of the 
United States, issued March 31, 1922, and immediately effective, the 
director and 27 other officials of the Bureau of Engraving and Printing 
were summarily removed from their positions and stricken from the 
rolls of the civil service; and 

Whereas it would appear from subsequent investigation that this 
removal was without just cause; an 

Whereas said removal reflects upon the honor and integrity of the 
officials so discharged ; and 

Whereas those who were given the places from which said employees 
were removed have been publicly charged as being instrumental in 
having issued said Executive order; and 

Whereas it would be for the best interest of the service that the 
whole matter should be made public; an 

Whereas it would be helpful to know the character, reputation, and 
fitness of ery removed and those appointed to succeed them: Now, 

Resolved, That the Committee on Civil Service be, and is hereby 
directed to inquire into the cause or causes of the removal of said 
employees; the right of the President to have made the order; the 
character, reputation, and fitness of the men and women so removed; 
the wer of the President to name their successors; the character, 
— ARI and fitness of the men and women so designated as their 
successors, and all other facts and circumstances with reference to the 
matter, and to report to the Senate its findings and such recommenda- 
tions as it may see fit before the Ist day of March, 1923. 

The committee is hereby empowered to send for books and papers; 
to uire the attendance of witnesses; to administer oaths, and do 
all things necessary to carry out the purpose of this resolution. 

That the 1 employees, if they shall desire, ay be ig, 98 
sented by counsel of their own choosing and by them to be paid. ‘he 
same privilege, under the same condition, is extended to the director 
of the bureau and those with him appointed to the places vacated by 
the said Executive order. 

All expenses not otherwise herein provided for shall be paid out 
of the contingent expenses of the Senate, such expenses to include 
a stenograpker to be paid not exceeding $1.25 per printed page of 
said testimony. 

Mr. STERLING rose. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I will yield to the Senator from 
South Dakota, the chairman of the Committee on Civil Service, 
if he desires to make a suggestion. However, if he will wait a 
moment, I was going to suggest that the resolution submitted 
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] would have, 
first, to be referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Has the resolution for which the Senator 
from Arkansas desires consideration been referred to the Com- 
mittee to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. It has not been. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I make the point of order that the resolu- 
tion must be referred to that committee. It can not be called 
up for consideration in the Senate unless it has been so re- 
ferred. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the Senator from Mississippi will yield 
to me for a moment, I wish to say that I am merely asking 
unanimous consent that the resolution may be considered. Of 
course, if the Senator wishes to make his point of order he 
may do so, but I hope he will not make it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is a rule of the Senate and of the 
House of Representatives requiring that all measures which 
necessitate the payment of money out of the contingent fund 
shall be referred to the Committee on Accounts in the House of 
Representatives and to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate in the Senate. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Iam aware of that. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There can be no unanimous consent even 
given for the consideration of such measures unless they have 
taken that course. The reason of the rule, Mr. President, is 
perfectly plain, if Senators will stop to think a moment. It is 
that neither House should be allowed by itself to make appro- 
priations ultimately out of the Treasury, for the appropriations 
out of the contingent funds do ultimately come out of the Treas- 
ury. I beg the Senator from Arkansas to believe that I do not 
even know what his resolution is nor what it is aimed at, but I 
do know that, as I caught the reading of the resolution, it pro- 
vides that money shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. The requirement as to the reference of such 
resolutions to the Committee on Contingent Expenses of the 
Senate is not a rule, but it is a law. - 

Mr. WILLIAMS. We have found frequently during the last 
25 or 30 years that measures calling for appropriations have 
been passed in each House by unanimous consent which were 
not acts of Congress, but were merely the act of one House of 


contingent fund shall go to the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate and to the Committee on 
Accounts of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, of course I shall not at- 
tempt to argue with the Senator from Mississippi. I realize 
there is such a statute, but I know it is violated frequently. I 
shall ask, then, that the resolution be referred to the Committee 
to Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate, 
and I hope the committee will report it promptly to the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I desire to reiterate, merely for 
the record, that the requirement for the reference of such reso- 
lutions to the Committee to Audit and Control the Contingent 
Expenses of the Senate is not a rule of the Senate, but it is 
imposed by an act of Congress. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am conscious that it is an act of Con- 
gress; everybody knows that. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; everybody does not know it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution submitted by the 
Senator from Arkansas will be referred to the Committee to 
Audit and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. CARAWAY subsequently said: 

Mr. President, I desire to take just a moment wit reference 
to the resolution which I submitted a few moments ago and 
which was referred to the Committee to Audit and Control the 
Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

The importance of securing some action upon that resolution 
immediately arises from the fact that the Executive order re- , 
moving the employees referred to in the resolution from the 
civil service was issued on the 31st day of last March. Their 
rights as civil-service employees will be gone if there is not 
something done with this matter before the year shall have 
expired. They have waited patiently for a statement to be 
issued by the President giving his reasons for their summary 
removal. The facts have been developed by investigation con- 
ducted both by the Treasury Department and by the Attor- 
ney General's Department, and the reports have been with the 
President now for two months. They show that there was no 
wrongdoing on the part of these people, and therefore that they 
have lived for a year under a suspicion and under a cloud 
that never ought to have been cast upon their fair names. One 
of them is dead. Another is thought to be stricken with a fatal 
illness. All of them are entitled that the world should know 
what the facts were. I sincerely hope, therefore, that no one 
wi stand in the way of a full and free and thorough investi- 
gation. 

The investigation goes further than ordinarily would be re- 
quested because of the fact that by the wording of the Execu- 
tive order and the extraordinary nature of the order the coun- 
try was led to believe that these officials had been guilty of 
some wrongdoing. 

Therefore I say they have labored under a cloud of suspicion 
for a year; they are entitled to a thorough public examination 
of the causes of their removal, of their characters and reputa- 
tions and fitness for the employment in which they were en- 
gaged; and since that is true and since it has been said over 
and over again that they were removed for political reasons 
and that those who succeeded them were the instigators of the 
order, the character and reputation and fitness of the people 
who succeeded them should also be gone into, and the public 
made to know just what the facts were. 

I have been perfectly willing myself, though the resolution 
has been drawn for weeks, to defer its introduction until those 
people who were friendly with the administration—I refer to 
Republican Senators with whom I have counseled—should feel 
that the President had been given all the time necessary in 
order to make restitution to these discharged employees. The 
time has arrived, in their judgment, when some action ought to 
be had. The resolution is full. It gives every side of the con- 
troversy a chance to be heard. It gives the discharged em- 
ployees, if they should wish it, the opportunity to be represented 
by counsel and provides that they shall pay for the counsel; 
it gives those who took their places an opportunity to be rep- 
resented by counsel, if they shall see fit to employ one, to be 
paid by them as the others are to pay their counsel. There 
can be no political bias to it, because each side shall be repre- 
sented ; everyone whose interest has been jeopardized shall have 
his chance to be heard, and nobody, I take it, can object to its 
consideration. 

I hope, therefore, that the Committee to Audit and Control 
the Contingent Expenses of the Senate will see fit to report 
back the resolution at once, and have the examination before 
the year shall have expired and these employees shall have lost 
all their rights. 
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MOBILE RIVER BRIDGE, ALA. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, on Friday last I introduced 
the bill (S. 4469) to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge or bridges and trestles over the navigable channels 
of the mouth of the Mobile River, in the State of Alabama. 
I asked that the bill go over until to-day. It is on the Vice 
President's table, and I now ask unanimous consent for im- 
mediate consideration. 

Mr. GURTIS. Mr. President, it would have to be referred to 
a committee, 

Mr. HEFLIN. No; it would not. 

Mr. CURTIS. Under the rules it must go to a committee. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Not if unanimous consent is granted for the 
consideration, Mr, President, the time will be out on the 14th 
of the present month for the company to commence the work. 

Mr. CURTIS. Let me remind the Senator that the Commit- 
tee on Commerce reports such bills out almost immediately. I 
ask that the bill may be referred to the Committee on Com- 
merce. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Of course, if the Senator objects it will have 
to take that course. 

Mr. CURTIS. It is not a question of objecting; under the 
rule it must go to the committee. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Unanimous consent sets aside the rule. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. ‘The bill will be referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE CALENDAR. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, has morning business been 
concluded? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there is no further morning 
business, morning business is concluded. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent that the call of the 
calender may begin at Order of Business No. 975, where we 
left off when the calendar was last called, and that the Senate 
consider bills that are not objected to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I ask the 
Senator to consent that the call of the calendar begin with 
Order of Business 969, which is just ahead of the number indi- 
cated by him. Order of Business No. 969 was passed over at 
the request of the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. CURTIS. I have no objection to that. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I thank the Senator. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, Is there objection to beginning the 
consideration of the’ calendar at Order of Business No. 969? 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I wish to make an inguiry of 
the Senator from Kansas. In the last call of the calendar was 
the suggestion included that no bills should be considered except 
by unanimous consent? 

Mr. CURTIS. I do not remember; I was not in the Chamber 
when the request was made at that time. : 

Mr. NORRIS. The only objection I have to the Senator's 
request is that it embraces only unobjected bills. 

Mr. CURTIS. I made the request in that form for the reason, 
if the Senator will permit me, that on the last occasion when 
the calendar was considered and there was no stipulation as to 
unobjected bills being considered, practically all the morning 
hour was devoted to the consideration of one bill, and others to 
which there was no objection were not reached. There are on 
the calendar a number of bills to which there is no objection, 
and I think it would be well to dispose of them, because it might 
be possible to have them passed by the House if the Senate 
should consider and act upon them now. 

Mr. NORRIS. I appreciate the Senator’s point, but at the same 
time, if we always do that when the calendar is called and only 
bills which are unobjected to are considered, it means that one 
Senator may prevent the passage of any bill. 

Mr. CURTIS. That is true. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am willing that we should proceed in the 
manner suggested by the Senator on the call of the calendar 
to-day and consider only unobjected bills, but I should like to 
have it understood that when we take up the calendar again 
the request for the consideration of only unobjected bills will 
not be made, but that the bills on the calendar will be considered 
under the rule. 

Mr. CURTIS. That course will be satisfactory to me, so far 
as I am concerned. 

FAMILY OF LIEUT. HENRY N. FALLON (RETIRED). 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the first 
bill on the calendar under the unanimous-consent agreement. 

The bill (S. 3553) for the relief of the family of Lieut. 
Henry N. Fallon (retired), was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. 


LXIV——192 


The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, after the words “sum 
of,” to strike out .“ $2,078.93,” and insert 51,500,“ so as to 
make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized 


and directed to pay to the family of Lieut. Henry N. Fallon, United 
States Navy (retired), out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise 
appropriated, the sum of $1,500 in full satisfaction of all claims for 
and caring for elt Ber No Wallon, after his escape mom Se, 
Elisabeths Hospital, District of Colambia i S TL CAPE AO ma 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed. 

WILLIAM J. EWING. 

The bill (S. 8226) for the relief of William J. Ewing, was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment, on page 1, line 6, after the words “sum 
of,” to strike out 52,000,“ and insert “ $1,560,” so as to make 
the bill read: 

Re it enacted, etc., 
is hereby, authorized 2 V ae 8 aon ibe 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to William J. Ewing, or his 
legal representatives, the sum of $1,560, as full compensation for 

rmanent 7 7 8 — received by the said Ewing on the 18th day of 

mber, 1901, at San Francisco, Calif., while in the performance 
of his duties as an employee of the United States Life-Saving Service. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. McNary] to state briefly the reasons for the 
passage of this bill. I have not had time to read the report in 
full, but the Senator may know just exactly what the reasons 
are. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the reasons are set forth in 
detail by the Secretary of the Treasury, Mr. Mellon; also in 
affidavits by those who were acquainted with the claimant. 

Briefly, Mr. Ewing was in the service of the Government, 
working in the capacity of one connected with the life-saving 
station in San Francisco. While in the course of a drill, Mr. 
Hwing's shoulder was dislocated and many of the muscles were 
torn from the bones. He received treatment and finally was 
compelled to resign, and now is permanently injured, being 
unable to earn his living. The Secretary of the Treasury—and 
I think that is significant in itself—after making a careful and 
thorough examination of all the facts, has reported favorably, 
unconditionally so. The committee—and, by the way, that is 
the only grievance I haye—have reduced the amount from 
$2,000 to $1,560, which I think is very small compensation for 
the injury sustained, permanent in its character as it is, while 
in the performance of his duty. I can not conceive of any ob- 
jection that could be had to this claim, in view of the condition 
in which we find Mr. Ewing to be. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, as I read the report, this accident 
occurred many years ago, over 20 years ago. It seems to me the 
Government is put at a great disadvantage when claims for 
payment are presented 20 years after the alleged injury. I 
shall object to the consideration of the bill until we have fur- 
ther information in regard to it. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, what is the technical objec- 
tion of the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. KING. I object to its consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 


ROBERT J. KIRK, 


The bill (S. 8849) for the relief of Robert J. Kirk was an- 
nounced as next in order and was read. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I do not desire to object to 
the consideration of this bill, but I think the Senate ought to 
defeat its passage. 

The statutes forbade, and still forbid, persons from holding 
the offices of referee in bankruptcy and United States commis- 
sioner at the same time. The policy of the law preventing one 
person from holding those two offices seems to me to be a good 
one. In any event, it is the statute which Congress enacted in 
1896, and which is still in effect. 

This is an appropriation to award the beneficiary, Mr. Kirk, 
a comparatively small sum of money for services rendered as 
United States commissioner while at the same time he was, in 
fact, a referee in bankruptcy in the same district. The justifi- 
cation for the bill in the committee report is that the beneficiary 
was ignorant of the law which forbade him to hold the two 
offices, and that he resigned when he discovered that he could 
not legally perform the functions of the two offices. 
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In my judgment, Mr. President, that is no justification at all. 
Aside from the well-established maxim of the law that every 
one is presumed to know the law, which we all admit is a legal 
fiction in many instances, it is important that one who assumes 
to exercise the functions of an office should know that he is 
eligible to perform those duties. The statute denied Mr. Kirk 
the right to become United States commissioner while at the 
same time performing the functions of a referee in bankruptcy, 
and I believe the bill ought to be defeated. I do not care to 
consume any great length of time in discussing it. If the policy 
of the law which forbids persons from serving as United States 
commissioners and referees in bankruptcy at the same time is 
wrong, we ought to repeal the law. We passed the law, however, 
believing it wholesome and in the public interest, and it is a 
wholesome and a beneficial statute; and instead of enforcing it 
we now propose to relax it in the case of an individual who was 
so ignorant that he did not know that under the law he did 
not have a right to occupy these two offices at once. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, the Senator from South Caro- 
lina [Mr. Smr], the author of this bill, is unavoidably ab- 
sent to-day. He is very much interested in the measure; and I 
ask the Senator from Arkansas if he will not extend the Senator 
from South Carolina the courtesy of permitting the bill to go 
over until his return? 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Kansas can ask that the 
bill go over; any Senator can do that; and I shall be glad to 
make the request myself, in view of the statement of the Sen- 
ator from Kansas. Let the bill go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 


CHARLES D. SHAY. 


The bill (S. 2002) for the relief of Charles D. Shay, was con- 
sidered as in Committee of the Whole. 

The bill had been reported from the Committee on Claims 
with an amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and to insert: 

That the Employees’ Compensation Commission shall be, and it is 
hereby, authorized to extend to Charles D. Shay, who received injuries 
April 7, 1910, without fault or negligence on his part, while in the 
performance of his duties as locomotive engineer on the Panama Rail- 
road, the provisions of an act entitled “An act to provide compensation 
for employees of the United States suffering injuries while in the 
performance of their duties, and for other purposes,” approved Sep- 
tember 7, 1916, compensation hereunder to commence from and after 
the passage of this act. 

Mr. SMOOT, Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator If 
this matter has not already been referred to the Employees’ 
Compensation Commission, I judge, from a letter here from 
A. L. Flint, chief of office of the Panama Canal, that it has 
been. In his letter dated May 11, 1920, addressed to Hon. 
SELDEN P. Spencer, chairman of the Committee on Claims, he 
Says: 

Sm: I am in receipt of your letter of the Sth instant, 


uesting n 
te in connection with the bill (S. 2599) for the relief of Charles D. 
ay. 


In reply I inclose herewith a copy of a letter addressed to this office 
by the auditor of the Panama Canal, dated December 31, 1917, in ref- 
erence to Mr. Shay's case, which is self-explanatory. 

In view of the reference in the anditor’s letter to Mle 8883 of the 


mission, 


So it seems to me that the bill as amended is of little use, 
Mr. KING. I ask that the bill go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over. 


`~ PURCHASE OF SEED GRAIN FOR EASTERN WASHINGTON, 


The bill (S. 4281) to appropriate $500,000 for the purchase of 
seed grain to be supplied to farmers in the crop-failure areas of 
eastern Washington, said amount to be expended under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture, was 
considered as in Committee of the Whole, and was read as fol- 
lows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture is hereby au- 
thorized, for the crop of 1923, to make advances or loans to farmers 
in eastern Washington, where he shall find that special need for such 
assistance exists, for the purchase of wheat for seed purposes, and, 
when necessary, to procure such seed and sell same to such farmers, 
Such advances, loans, or sales shall be made upon such terms and con- 
ditions and subject to such regulations as the tary of Agriculture 
shall preseri including an agreement by each farmer to use the seed 
thus obtained him for ie ead aor of grain. A first Hen on the 
crop to be produced from obtained through a loan, advance, or 
sale made under this section shall, in the discretion of the 3 
of Agriculture, be deemed sufficient security therefor. All such ad- 
vances or loans shall be made through such agencies as the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall designate. For carrying out the purposes of this 
section there is hereby appropriated, out of any moneys 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $500,000, to be tely 
available, and ner more than $10,000 may be used in the District of 
Columbia and elsewhere, by the Secretary of Agriculture in the ad- 
ministration of this act. 


Src. 2. That any person who shall knowingly make any false repre- 
sentation for the purpose of obtaining an advance, loan, or sale under 
this act shall, upon conviction thereof, be punished by a fine of not 
ex $1,000, or by imprisonment not exceeding six months, or both, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if I am not mistaken, this bill 
was incorporated in an appropriation bill, and the House, ob- 
jecting to it, it went out. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, this amendment was offered 
by the junior Senator from Washington [Mr. Porxpexrer] to the 
agricultural appropriation bill. It went out in conference, 
This bill itself was introduced by the senior Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Jones], and while it proposes to do the same thing, 
yet it is a separate measure. Inasmuch as the Senator from 
Washington is here, he can explain it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, the measure seems to be of 
an emergent nature; at least, it is framed upon the theory that 
an emergency exists. I think the Senate ought to consider the 
bill, but I would like to have an explanation of the circumstances 
and conditions which make necessary the passage of the bill. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, what I rose to state was that 
the House absolutely refused to agree to a provision of the same 
character as the proposed bill, when attached as an amendment 
to the agricultural appropriation bill, the Senate having agreed 
to it, and it would seem almost a waste of time to pass this bill 
now, as it is a Senate bill, and send it to the House with the 
expectation of having it pass the House during the few remain- 
ing days of the present session. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I point out to the Senator from Utah 
that under the legislative practice now, an authorization should 
be made for the appropriation before the appropriation is actu- 
ally embraced in the bill; so that the position taken by the 
House of Representatives was technically in compliance with 
the procedure of both branches of Congress at this time. If a 
separate bill should be passed authorizing the appropriation, the 
facts justifying the authorization, it must be that the body at 
the other end of the Capitol would pass the bill as an emergency 
measure. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, for the sake of accuracy I want 
to state to the Senator from Utah that the amendment was not 
defeated in the House. It did not come to a vote. It passed the 
Senate, however, and went into conference, the House conferees 
objected to the item, and the Senate conferees receded from the 
amendment. It did not reach the House, as a matter of fact, for 
consideration. a 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Senator is in error about 
that. He will remember that we disagreed about the item, and 
it went to the House and was rejected by the House. 

Mr. McNARY. On a vote? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. They did not take a yea-and-nay 
vote, but upon a vote without a division it was defeated. 

Mr. McNARY. In that particular I stand corrected. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. May I say just a word, as I was 
called out of the Chamber when the matter came up. I think 
the suggestion of the Senator from Arkansas is a very proper 
one, and I believe the House would look at this matter in an 
entirely different light if it were presented in a separate bill 
rather than as an item in an appropriation bill which they had 
not considered at all. If this bill passes the Senate it will go 
to the House, and in the House will be referred to the proper 
committee, and will be considered; and I am very much in 
hopes that the Senate will pass it. The situation was explained 
quite fully when the amendment covering this matter came up 
during the consideration of the Agricultural appropriation bill. 
I do not want to take the time of the Senate this morning, 
during this unanimous-consent consideration of the calendar, 
to speak at length upon the bill. 

I just want to say that in about five of the counties in eastern 
Washington there has been an absolute wheat failure during 
the last five or six years. The farmers there got only a little 
over $1,300 or $1,700 out of the loans we have made for that 
purpose heretofore, not because they did not need it but because 
the local banks took care of the situation as well as they pos- 
sibly could. They have reached their limit now, however; they 
can not take care of the situation any further, and there are 
about 400,000 acres of land which have already been prepared 
for this year’s seeding; that is, they expected to put in the 
wheat in the fall, and they could not get the seed, and they 
could not do it; but it is summer fallowed and ready to plant. 
The estimate is that there would be a production of about 
4,000,000 additional bushels of wheat if these people could get 
the seed. They are in dire distress. There is probably greater 
need for it in this locality than in almost any locality that suf- 
fered when we made those loans heretofore, and the language 
of this bill is exactly the language of the preceding appropria- 
tion for this purpose. Of course, this applies to only one State; 
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it applies to eastern Washington alone. That is the section of 
the country that is affected; and I would like to have the 
Senate act as it did when the matter was presented as an 
amendment to the appropriation bill. It seemed to be con- 
vineed of the necessity for it then; and I hope the Senate will 
pass this bill as a separate measure, and I hope that the full 
committee, where the matter will probably be heard, will act 
favorably on it and that there will be favorable action also in 
the House. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ROAD CONGRESSES. 

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 263) to authorize the Seore- 
tary of Agriculture to accept membership for the United States 
in the Permanent Association of the International Road Con- 
gresses, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, there does not appear to be 
a printed or other report from the committee accompanying the 
joint resolution. I would like to ask the Senator who intro- 
duced the resolution, or the Senator reporting the same, what 
will be the approximate expense incurred by the passage of the 
joint resolution? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. There is no report, as the Senator sug- 
gests, but there was filed with the committee a message from 
the President of the United States on December 14 last in re- 
sponse to a letter from the Secretary of State, that prompted 
by a letter from the Secretary of Agriculture setting forth a 
reason for membership as provided in the joint resolution. I 
wrote to the department for information in reference to the 
cost. It is set forth in Document No. 275, which I hold in my 
hand, and which I filed with my joint resolution, and a copy 
of which I had hoped to have laid before each Senator. In sub- 
stance, this conference, or congress, was instituted, as I remem- 
ber, in 1908, being held at Paris. Later, in 1910, it was held at 
Brussels, and somewhere else two years later. Then the war 
came on and the activities of the congress were discontinued. 
This year there is a meeting to be held at Seville, Spain, and 
our Government has received an invitation to attend. The Sec- 
retary of Agriculture brings the matter to the Secretary of 
State with the statement that under the law he is not permitted 
to accept membership in such an organization or to invite such 
organization to the United States. 

It is provided in the joint resolution that we shall take the 
maximum membership, which is 15. The subsidy, as they call 
it, or the charge, is 1,000 francs for each member, which would 
mean 15,000 franes, which, with the franc at 20 cents, would be 
about 83,000; but, of course, that is not the value of the franc 
now. 

Mr. WARREN. An annual assessment? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. An annual assessment. 

Mr. WARREN. Of $3,000? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. It would be that if the frane were worth 
20 cents, but as it is now worth about 7 cents, it would be 
about $900. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Out of what fund would the expenses of 
our members be paid? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. They would be paid out of the fund which 
now goes to the road division of the Department of Agriculture 
for administration purposes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What would be the amount of that, ap- 
proximately? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I have forgotten. I think the law pro- 
vides that not to exceed 3 per cent of the appropriation for 
the road department is to be devoted to administration purposes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator from Michigan, 
who I am sure has studied the question, what functions are 
performed by the international road congress? May I say, in 
connection with the question, that I can understand very well 
that the United States would have a direct interest in an in- 
ternational road congress which related to Canada and Mexico, 
perhaps, but it is very difficult for me to comprehend what 
benefit can accrue to the United States Government by repre- 
sentation in an international road congress assembled in 
Seville, Spain, or anywhere else on another continent. I would 
like to be informed by the Senator from Michigan why it is 
that the State Department and the Department of Agriculture 
have found it wise and essential that this Government haye 
representation, and the maximum representation, too, at a 
road congress to be held in the city of Seville, Spain. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. That congress is composed of representa- 
tives from practically every country in Europe, and from a 
large majority of the countries in South America. The general 
objects of the congress are set forth in the following statement: 


1. By organizing road congresses. 
2. By publishing papers, proceedings, and other documents. 


3. By collecting the results of (a) tests carried out on roads; (b) 
laboratory tests roughout the world on materials which are used 
or are suitable for road construction and maintenance. These tests 
may be either in the form of mere records collected by the association 
or they may have been carried out by the association itself or through 
its instrumentality. 


Its affairs are managed by a permanent international commission. 


The Senator says he wants to know why we would be inter- 
ested in a road congress attended by representatives from other 
countries, aside from Canada and Mexico. The Senator is well 
aware, I am sure, of the fact that road construction is one of 
the great subjects now under consideration throughout the 
world, The United States itself is expending millions of dollars 
upon roads. We are trying, through the department and other- 
wise, to prosecute investigations as to the character of roads, 
the character of road materials, and the methods which should 
be employed in construction. 

Some of the nations of the Old World have built the best 
roads that have ever been constructed. It stands to reason that 
we could learn something and we could contribute something 
at the same time. The former Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. 
Meredith, urged upon Congress very strongly that this Nation 
take out membership in the association. The present Secretary 
of Agriculture sets forth in a complete document the reasons 
why we should be members and should participate in the con- 
gresses which are to be held, as we hope now, annually. There 
has not been one held since about 1912 or 1914 on account of the 
war, as I remember, but one is to be held this year in Seville. 

Mr. ROBINSON. With the indulgence of the Senator from 
Michigan, the results of scientific experimentation, whether con- 
ducted by the delegates who assemble in an international road 
congress or the representatives of the governmental depart- 
ments which ordinarily make such investigations, can be ob- 
tained without sending an expensive delegation to attend an 
international congress. If the Secretary of Agriculture wanted 
to find out, for instance, what the Government of Spain has 
accomplished in the way of discovering new or better road ma- 
terials, he would ordinarily not send a junket representative 
of the Department of Agriculture to attend a general pub- 
lic conference but would send an expert, and that expert would 
be able to procure all the information which would be avail- 
able for delegates to an international congress, and much more, 
in all probability. Here is a proposal to incur the expenses 
necessary for the sending of 15 delegates. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Oh, no; the Senator is entirely mistaken 
about that. It is not intended that there should be more than 
one or two delegates sent, but we would have our membership 
represented by the highest number, which is 15. There never 
would be more than one delegate. By the way, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, through the Department of State, has sent un- 
official representatives to various of the congresses. They 
were not entitled to vote. We could not invite the congress to 
the United States under the law without having membership in 
the congress. It was thought desirable by the department that 
we should not only have official representatives at the congress 
but that we should also be in a position to invite the congress 
to meet in the United States on a subject, I repeat, which is 
second in importance to none other coming before the Congress 
of the country. 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator will pardon me, the joint 
resolution provides expressly that the United States shall be 
represented in the congress by the maximum number of dele- 
gates allowable. It seems that the policy of the joint resolution 
is not only to authorize but to require that the Government be 
represented by 15 delegates. Of course, if representation is 
necessary or desirable at all, it might be wise that the Govern- 
ment should have a full delegation at the congress, but I want 
to say to the Senator from Michigan in all seriousness that I 
very much doubt whether benefits to this Government would 
accrue corresponding to the expense that would be incurred 
under the joint resolution. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. If I were not satisfied that the men who 
have given the closest thought and attention to the subject, and 
who have devoted a great deal of study to it, were right about 
the proposition which the department has recommended, and 
that the expense of it would be paid out of appropriations which 
they already have, thus involving no additional expense to the 
Government, I should not have urged the joint resolution. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I think we are working 
under Rule VIII, and it seems to me Senators are exceeding 
the time limit in their discussions. There are other bills of 
importance on the calendar. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The limit of discussion is five 
minutes under the rule. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Very well. I shall not object to the present 
consideration of the joint resolution, but I shall vote against it. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the proposition, it seems to me, 
is of considerable importance. It is true, as has been suggested, 
that it might be made a junket under the terms of the joint 
resolution, If it is carried out, however, in good faith and with 
the intentions of those who are behind it, none would go as 
delegates except experts. If they handle the matter right, it 
can be made very useful, it seems to me. 

I appreciate the point that is made by the Senator from 
Arkansas. It is possible to send 15 delegates. We could easily 
remedy that by amending the joint resolution. It seems to me 
15 are entirely too many, and that we should limit it to 8 or 
some such number. It might be well to have some provision in 
the joint resolution about the kind of people who should be 
delegates, but I think the committee have gone on the theory 
that it would be carried out in good faith, and I have no doubt 
that it would be so carried out. If it is, and the right kind of 
men are selected as delegates, we shall get great benefit from it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. May I ask the Senator from Michigan by 
whom the delegates are to be selected under the joint resolu- 
tion? 

Mr. TOWNSEND. They would be selected by the Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The joint resolution does not so provide. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. That is the intention, however. That has 
been done. As I said, they have been doing it for some time 
without any official recognition. They want official recognition 
and want a vote in the congress. They want to have the right 
to invite the congress to the United States once in a while. 

Mr. ROBINSON. There is nothing in the joint resolution to 
prevent the Secretary of Agriculture from making the selection, 
nor is there anything in the joint resolution which authorizes 
or requires him to do it, 

Mr. NORRIS. I would suggest to the Senator from Michigan 
that he amend the joint resolution so as to limit the number of 
delegates to three, which I think would be ample. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. The only object in having 15 the maxi- 
mum representation is as set forth in the statement of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, that it gives us the highest standing 
with other countries of similar importance before the congress. 
I asked him particularly how many delegates would be sent. 
He said probably never more than one expert from the depart- 
ment, but he would have authority to vote there for the 15 

. memberships for which we pay the subsidy. 

| The VICK PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present 

' consideration of the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered 
as in Committee of the Whole and was read, as follows: 


Resolved, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized and 
directed to accept membership in the Permanent Association of Inter- 
national . and that the United States be represented 
in that congress by the maximum number of delegates allowable, and 
that the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to expend annually, 
out of the administrative fund provided by section 21 of the Federal 
highway act of 1921, the sums necessary to cover the membership 
fees and such other expenses as may be necessary in maintaining mem- 
bership in said association. À 

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 


the third time, and passed. 
AMOS x. STARBUCK. 


Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I notice upon the calendar that 
bills providing for the restoration of injured employees under 
the retirement act, so they may get the benefit of it, have been 
referred to the Committee on Claims. The other day I intro- 
duced such a bill (S. 4460), following the usual form. I asked 
that it be referred to the Committee on Claims, but I found on 
getting a copy of the bill that it had been referred to the Com- 
mittee on Civil Service. I would like to ask the chairman of the 
Committee on Civil Service whether such a bill has been re- 
ferred to his committee? : 

Mr. STERLING. I hardly know to what bill the Senator 
refers. 

Mr. NORRIS. We have just passed several on the calendar. 

Mr. STERLING. Bills for relief? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. STERLING. Do they relate to the civil service? 

Mr. NORRIS. For instance, Order of Business No. 977, the 
bill (S. 2002) for the relief of Charlies D. Shay. I notice that 
bill is word for word, with the exception of one added clause 
with reference to the date when restoration shall be effective, 
with the measure which I introduced the other day. The bill 
was reported and is on the calendar as reported by the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. New] from the Committee on Claims. I 
had no choice with reference to the bill I introduced. I would 


just as lief the bill should be referred to the Committee on Civil 
Service, but I realize that there muy be some difficulty before 
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action is taken on the measure and I would like to have it 
follow the other bills, to whichever committee is the proper one, 

Mr. STERLING. My attention has not been called to either 
of the bills and I do not know whether they are of such a 
nature that they ought to be referred to the Committee on Civil 
Service or not. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will read the bill which I introduced: 

That the Commissioner of Pensions shall and he is hereby, au- 
thorized and directed to extend to Amos Y. tarbuck, a former em- 
ployee of the Railway Mail Service, the provisions of an act entitled 

An act for the retirement of employees of the classified civil service, 
and for other purposes.“ 

If the Senator will read the other bill to which I have called 
attention, reported by the Committee on Claims, he will see 
that it is a copy of the bill I have just read. I am willing 
that my bill shall go to either committee. I have no choice; 
but it seems to me it ought to go to the Committee on Claims. 
I asked that it be referred to that committee, but the Chair 
referred it, I notice, to the Committee on Civil Service. While 
the chairmen of both committees are both present, I would like 
te have the matter straightened out, If such bills as that are to 
be referred to the Committee on Claims, I want to ask that the 
bill I have introduced shall be so referred, 

Mr. STERLING. I am not anxious that any particular 
bill shall be referred to the Committee on Civil Service or that 
the Committee on Civil Service shall have the work of examin- 
ing and considering the bill, but on the face of it it would 
seem to me it is a bill quite appropriate for reference to the 
Committee on Civil Service, because it has to do with the 
civil-service retirement law and the rights of parties under it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am quite willing it should stay there, only 
I wanted to have the Senate know that I have called attention 
to it and I do not want objection to be raised afterwards that 
it should have gone to the Committee on Claims, which is re- 
porting some bills just exactly like it. 

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I think the Senator from 
Nebraska is correct. A great many bills of that nature have 
been referred to the Committee on Claims and have been con- 
sidered by that committee. Usually, I think, they have been 
referred to that committe at the request of the author of the 
bill. I think that has more to do with it than anything else, 
so far as the reference to the Committee on Claims is con- 
cerned. 

Mr. NORRIS. Out of deference to the chairman of the 
Committee on Civil Service, I shall make no request. I will 
let the measure remain with his committee. 


EDITH B. MACON, 


The bill (S. 1678) for the relief of Edith B. Macon was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, reserving the right to object, I 
should be glad to haye the bill read. 

The Assistant Secretary read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia are hereby authorized and directed to pay, out of an 
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Edith B. 
Macon, the daughter of and sole heir of the estate of Davis W. and 
Elizabeth L. W. Bailey, deceased, the sum of $3,127.85, one half of 
said sum to be pei out of the revenues of the District of Columbia 
and the other lt out of the Treasury of the United States, in 
settlement of the claim of said Davis W. Bailey against the District 
of Columbia under his contract for laying asphalt pavement in said 
District: Provided, That the sum aforesaid, when paid, shall be 
accepted as a full and final settlement both of principal and interest 
of the award made July 18, 1892, for the sum of 4 — 519.20, and 
duly filed in the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia in favor 
of the said Elizabeth L. W. Bailey as administratrix of said estate 
of said Davis W. Bailey. 

Mr. ROBINSON, Mr. President, the bill is very unusual in 
form and substance. It appears on the face of the bill that in 
the year 1892 some tribunal made an award, finding these par- 
ties were entitled to $10,519.20. After a lapse of a little more 
than 80 years a bill is brought into the Senate appropriating 
the sum of $3,127.85, with the proviso attached that the parties 
must accept that sum in full accord and satisfaction of an 
award for three times that amount, made more than 30 years 
ago. 

I wish to ask the author of the bill or the Senator reporting 
it for an explanation of the matter, and particularly why, if 
an award has been made in the sum of more than $10,000, the 
parties who are the beneficiaries under that award should be 
required to receive one-third of the amount after the lapse of 
30 years in full satisfaction of the award? By whom was the 
award made and under what circumstances? 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President, if the Senator from Arkansas 
would read the report accompanying the bill he would find two 
communications, in one of Which 

Mr. ROBINSON. But I have not the time to read the 
report, 


1923. 


Mr. MOSES. He would find that is the sum agreed upon by 
the corporation counsel for the District of Columbia as being 
the proper sum to be paid. He would there find another letter 
which recommends that a reduced sum be paid, upon the 
ground that the profits which accrued from a contract then 
were larger than the profits which would accrue from a con- 
tract now made under circumstances more highly competitive 
than they were forty-odd years ago. 

I introduced he bill, Mr. President, and I wish to say to 
the Senator from Arkansas that possibly one reason for accept- 
ing a greatly reduced sum from the award originally made by 
the courts thirty-odd years ago is that practically everybody 
connected with the case, both claimants and counsel, have 
died. The counsel in this case died within a few months, and 
there is nobody left but the daughter of the original claimant 
who received the original award. The report was prepared by 
the junior Senator from Delaware [Mr. Bayarp], and, after a 
careful examination of all the papers and communication with 
the District authorities, recommended to the full Committee on 
the District of Columbia that the bill should be reported favor- 
aby without amendment. 

It is, to be sure, as the Senator indieates, an old claim, but 
the Senator knows perfectly well the heart-breaking experience 
of people who have done legitimate work for the Government 
and who have been years here in trying to get their pay for 
it. This is simply one of numerous similar cases. I think this 
bill has particular merit, inasmuch as it has been passed upon 
by the court and by the District authorities. I assume that 
the Senator has reference rather, when he speaks of the pe- 
culiar form of the bill, to the provision that half of the sum 
to be paid shall be paid out of the District treasury and half 
out of the Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. ROBINSON. No; 1 have reference to the provision of 
the bill which specifies that a court judgment of $10,000 and 
more which was entered more than 30 years ago shall be satis- 
fied by a legislative enactment through the payment of a little 
more than $3,000. 

Mr. MOSES. Mr. President 

Mr. ROBINSON. If the Senator will wait fer just a mo- 
ment, I desire to say that his statement that the profits allow- 
able under transactions of the nature involved in this bill were 
greater 30 years ago than they now are, and for that reason the 
requirements that the beneficiary shall receive one-third of the 
amount found to be due 30 years ago is justified, seems most 
extraordinary. 

Mr. MOSES. No; I did not say that. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The court = 

Mr. MOSES. If the Senator will permit me right there, 
desire to say that I do not advance that as an argument which 
I propose; that is stated in one of the documents which are 
embraced in the report. 

Mr. ROBINSON. With no intention to reflect upon any in- 
dividual, I desire to say that any governmental or legislative 
process which would assume to settle a court judgment ren- 
dered more than 30 years ago for one-third of the face of the 
judgment approximates dishonesty. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If the Senator will pardon an in- 
terruption, I desire to say that the report discloses that the 
judgment referred to was reversed in the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

Mr. MOSES. It does. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That decision was rendered upon 
the ground that the judgment was entered upon an award 
made by arbitrators, and that the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia had no authority under the law to submit the 
claim to arbitration and award. So it goes back to the original 
cause of action, which arose earlier than 1879. 

Here are some dates which are given in the report: 

The contract was made July 30, 1879. 

Suspended February 12, 1880. 

Original suit for damages 8 7 February 24. 1883. 

The arbitrator made his a on July 18, 1892. 

Suit was filed upon this award August 8, 1893. 

Was confirmed by court of appeals November 3, 1896. 

The award was reversed by the Supreme Court of the United 
States May 31, 1898, upon the ground that the commissioners 
had no power or authority under the law to submit the claim to 
arbitration. So we go clear back to a claim that originated in 
1879, and that failed away back in 1898, because the judgment 
had been reversed. 

Mr. MOSES. That does not change the essential fact that 
the work was performed. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Certainly it does. By all of the 
rules of reason the statute of limitations long ago ran against 
the claim.. As the Senator has stated, everybody who knew 
anything about the matter is dead—dead long ago—so that 
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every reason that is at the foundation of the statute of limita- 
tions may be urged against this elaim. 

Mr. MOSES. The only reason why it is brought here is be- 
cause no action can be taken anywhere else. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an inter- 
ruption? 

Mr. MOSES. Yes. 

Mr. KING. I invite the Senator’s attention to the fact that 
the present commissioners state that there was a counterclaim 
against the contractor for defective work, and that in any 
event the board only recommended $1,220.86. 

Mr. MOSES. Yes; that is on the basis of their statement 
that, under present competitive conditions, the profits accruing 
from this work would not have been as much as they were. 
The Senator will find in earlier documents filed by the com- 
missioners that the deduction of the countercharge had already 
been made from the sum of four thousand and odd dollars. I 
am stating the case only as I know it from the record. 

Mr. KING. I reserve the right to object. I think we ought 
to have a little fuller explanation. Furthermore, I suggest to 
the Senator that in any event the Commissioners of the District 
of Columbia have no authority, as I am advised, to pay any 
amount which is properly payable out of the Treasury of the 
United States. I suggest to the Senator that he let the bill go 
over until the next calendar day. 

Mr. MOSES. I have no recourse, Mr. President. 

Mr. KING. I want the Senator to be entirely satisfied. 

Mr. MOSES. I have to be. 

Mr. KING. Let the bill go over. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be passed over, 


SOPHIE K. STEPHENS. 


The bill (S. 1528) for the relief of Sophie K. Stephens was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. KING. I reserve the right to object to the bill after it 
shall have been read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Pornpexrer in the chair). 
The bill will be read. 

The Assistant Secretary read the bill, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on Claims with an amendment, on 
page 1, line 5, to strike out “$7,500” and in lieu thereof to in- 
sert $512.75,” so as to make the Dill read: 


Be it enacted, etc., That the Secretary of the Treasury is he = 
thorized and directed to pay to Sophie K. 9 ob 2107 ToT ot 
Road, Brooklyn, N. Y., the sum of $512.75, out of any money in the 
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, as compensation for and in full 
satisfaction of all claims for dama against the U 
232 We os GP alent hc hear Ae 
e c n left on e 
sington post office, Brooklyn, N. X. $ . 
Mr. KING. I should like to have some explanation from the 
committee with reference to this claim. In the absence of such 
explanation, I object, and ask that the bill go over. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill will be passed over. 
SUPREME LODGE OF THE WORLD, LOYAL ORDER OF MOOSE. 


The bill (S. 4275) incorporating the Supreme Lodge of the 
World, Loyal Order of Moose, was announced as next in order. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, this bill comes 
from the Committee on the District of Columbia. It provides 
for the incorporation of the Loyal Order of Moose, the bill re- 
citing that this organization is to become a corporation in the 
District of Columbia—not of the District of Columbia, but in 
the District of Columbia. 

Heretofore, I think without exception, all of the very many 
bills introduced providing for Federal incorporation have gone 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. That committee has been 
so overwhelmed with applications for special corporate charters 
that it has been obliged to establish a rule for the exclusion 
from the benefit of Federal incorporation of any organization 
whose purpose is not to carry out some power granted to the 
Cngress by the Constitution. Some relaxation in that rule, or 
at least some liberality in its application, has been urged in 
behalf of organizations associated with the conduct of the late 
war, such as the disabled veterans and the nurses whose serv- 
ices were so valuable in connection with the war. Up to the 
present time, however, the committee has not felt constrained 
to relax in any degree whatever its rule in regard to that 
matter. I shall submit at the earliest possible date an amend- 
ment to the rule which will authorize the incorporation of 
organizations which participated in the late war, including the 
nurses and the veterans, but I am perfectly certain that the 
Committee on the Judiciary, which has always handled this 
subject, will not consent to any further relaxation of the rule. 

Now, apparently, organizations which desire incorporation 
endeayor to avoid that by having their bills referred to some 
other committee, and we have here a bill providing for the in- 
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corporation of the Loyal Order of Moose. If this bill shall 
pass, there will be nothing for the Committee on the Judiciary 
to do except to abrogate its rule and allow other similar meas- 
ures to be considered exactly the same way. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon- 
tana yield to the Senator from Mississippi? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator permit me to say that 
this particular request for incorporation goes a little bit fur- 
ther than ordinarily is the case? It is not a Federal corpora- 
tion alone, but the bill proposes to incorporate “the Supreme 
Lodge of the World.” I do not know exactly where American 
congressional power comes to organize anything as a supreme 
lodge of the world” of any description. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That is quite true. 

I regret very much to be obliged to get in the way of the en- 
actment of this legislation, but I am merely calling attention of 
the Senate to the door that it is opening, if the Committee on 
the Judiciary is to be deprived of a power it has always here- 
tofore exercised to pass preliminarily upon these questions, and 
all these applications for incorporations are going to go to any 
and every committee that the projector or proposer of the bill 
may care to submit it to. 

Mr. President, I wish to call attention to the fact that the 
Code of the District of Columbia makes ample provisions for 
the incorporation of fraternal organizations which desire to be 
incorporated as corporations of the District of Columbia. The 
provisions will be found in section 749 et sequitur of the Code of 
the District of Columbia. Of course, if this organization is to 
be a corporation of the District of Columbia, there is no need of 
a special statute, for we have made provision already for the 
incorporation of corporations under the District of Columbia, 
This will be a Federal corporation. It will enjoy the privilege, 
if this bill goes through, of having all of its cases tried in the 
Federal courts throughout the country, wherever they may 
arise—a privilege not enjoyed by other fraternal organizations. 

In view of that situation, Mr, President, I move that this bill 
be referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. The question is on the motion 
of the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ADMISSION OF REFUGEES FROM NEAR EASTERN COUNTRIES. 


The bill (S. 4092) providing for the admission into the United 
States of certain refugees from near eastern countries was an- 
nounced as next in order. 

Mr. McNARY. Let that go over. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr, President, I hope the Senator from 
Oregon will withhold temporarily his objection to this bill. 

Mr. McNARY. I withhold it for the present. 

Mr. STERLING. The bill is a very important one, and it 
seems to me under the circumstances that-this country can do 
no less than to admit these Armenian refugees to the number 
that the Commissioner General of Immigration estimates would 
come in under the terms of the bill. 

Mr. McNARY. What is the number? 

Mr. STERLING. The number, according to the estimate of 
the Commissioner General of Immigration, is perhaps between 
five and six thousand under the first part of the bill, besides the 
25,000 orphaned or homeless children who might be allowed to 
come in. 

Mr. President, the bill is confined to Armenian refugees alone. 
The Committee on Immigration modified the bill so that it 
would include people of that race alone, and it provides for the 
admission only of those who have relatives in this country 
within certain degrees. It provides, as I said, for the admission 
of these 25,000 orphaned or homeless children according to the 
terms of a bill introduced by the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
Wara{s], which was incorporated in the bill. They are ad- 
mitted under such safeguards that no peril or menace can pos- 
sibly arise to the people of this country. Every one of these 
immigrant refugees must be guaranteed against becoming a pub- 
lic charge. They are admitted under the closest restrictions 
as to relatives in this country and as to their being supported 
by those relatives in case there is need for their support. 

With reference to the orphaned or homeless children, they 
may be taken into American or Armenian homes, their support 
being guaranteed, or they may be taken by some philanthropic 
institution or orphanage, their support being guaranteed. That 
pertains, of course, to orphaned or homeless children under the 
age of 16 years. No refugees would be admitted as orphans 
who are over that age, and no others would be admitted unless 
they come under the other terms of the bill, which, as I have 
stated, would admit between 5,000 and 6,000 at the utmost. 


Mr. ROBINSON, 
question? 

Mr. STERLING. 

Mr. ROBINSON. 

Mr. STERLING. 

Mr. ROBINSON. No person can be admitted under its pro- 
visions after that time? 

Mr. STERLING. That is correct, 

Mr, ROBINSON. The Senator states, I believe, that it is 
expected that about 5,000 persons will be admitted under the 
provisions of the bill. 

Mr. STERLING. Between five and six thousand, according 
to the commissioner general. He can not estimate it exactly, 
but he thinks that is a high estimate. 

Mr. ROBINSON. What I desire to know particwarly is how 
the estimate is arrived at—by what process. 

Mr. STERLING. It can not be arrived at except by taking 
into account, of course, the Armenians in this country now and 
ascertaining as nearly as possible ti.ose who may have relatives 
yno fied from Smyrna or that vicinity during the late disaster 

ere. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Any person who can qualify under the bill 
is entitled to admission at any time prior to June 30, 1924? 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON, So that in the administration of the bill 
there can be no discrimination? If the number should exceed 
the estimated number, that will make no difference in the ad- 
ministration of the bill? 

Mr. STERLING. That is correct. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The persons would be admitted without re: 
gard to the number who had theretofore been admitted? 

Mr. STERLING. Yes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Provided they qualified. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Yes; I say, provided they qualified, 

Mr. STERLING. The Commissioner General of Immigration 
appeared before the committee, and I can not think the number 
will exceed the number stated by him. According to the best 
information they have, it can not exceed that number. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. President, may I ask the Sena- 
tor from South Dakota a question? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. What is the limitation; how many ? 

Mr. STERLING. Between five and six thousand, the Com- 
missioner General of Immigration says. 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. And 25,000 children? 

Mr. STERLING. And 25,000 children, who will be taken care 
of in the manner provided for in tae bill. 

Mr. NEW. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from South 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Indiana? 

Mr, STERLING, I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. NEW. I am not objecting to the subject matter of this 
bill at all, but I think it is pretty evident that operating as we 
are for consideration of the calendar under Rule VIII., it will 
be impossible to dispose of this bill within the 25 minutes re- 
maining, It will be impossible for us to give proper consideru- 
tion to it. There are half a dozen Senators on their feet now 
with questions to ask about this bill. While, as I say, I am not 
objecting to the bill itself, it is perfectly evident that the fur- 
ther consideration of the bill now will effectually block the 
consideration of anything else that is on the calendar. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I should like to Say, in reply 
to that, that bills have been considered here this morning—pri- 
vate claim bills, I think—that have consumed much more time 
than we have consumed so far in the consideration of this bill. 
As to any questions that may be asked, I will say that the bill 
is brief, and I will endeavor to answer quickly and briefly any 
questions that may be asked by any Senator. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President 

Mr. STERLING. I yield to the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
an interruption, I should like to make a few remarks. They 
will not take over three or four minutes. We have spent more 
time this morning upon the consideration of a claim for $3,000, 
a claim 30 years old, than we have thus far spent on this bill. 

What is this bill for? Here are these Armenians who went 
to Palestine and fought for the Allies and their associates dur- 
ing the late war, who have been decimated, to say the very 
least, perhaps more than that. In fact, some of the estimates 
go so far as to say that one-third of the entire population has 
been killed and more than a tenth of the women raped; and that 
the Senate of the United States can not give a few minutes to 
the consideration of a measure of this kind is a reflection upon 
American humanity and American patriotism. Even the Soviet 
Russian Government, I notice, set aside the other day a lot of 


Mr. President, will the Senator yield to a 


I yield. S 
The bill expires June 30, 1924, I believe. 
Yes. 


land in Russian Armenia for Armenian fugitives. The council 
at Lausanne has just surrendered to the Turks the demand for 
a homeland for the Christian Armenian people in Asia. The 
Turks positively refused it; and there was not enough spirit in 
France, Italy, and Great Britain to read an ultimatum to them 
to stop the murder and the rape and the deportation of these 


8 this bill asks is that something like 5,000 or 6,000 
adults shall be admitted, provided they are otherwise admis- 
sible under our immigration laws—remember that; they must 
not be diseased and they must not be illiterate—and that 
25,000 little children, orphaned or homeless, shall be allowed 
to come to America and go to orphan asylums, whether religious 
or governmental or philanthropic, which shall give bond to 
prevent them from becoming a public charge until they are 
old enough to work for themselves. That is all the bill pro- 
vides; and certainly the Senator from Indiana is not going to 
tell me that he will object to a few minutes being spent upon 
the explanation of the bill, and a request for unanimous con- 
sent, when we have spent twice that much time upon a little 
question of $3,000 here this morning. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, as the Senator from South 
Dakota knows, I am not opposed to this bill. Indeed, I par- 
ticipated in the consideration of it, and in the drafting of the 
amendments. If the bill is to be now considered, I am very 
strongly in favor of it. I want, however, to correct one mis- 
apprehension that Senators seem to have. The only positive 
limitation is as to the number of orphans that may be admitted. 
The so-called limitation of 5,000 adults really is not a limita- 
tion. 

Mr. STERLING. Oh, no; I thought I made myself plain in 
that regard. I said twice, at least, that that was the estimate 
of the Commissioner General of Immigration. 

Mr. WILLIS. I know, but I heard other Senators speak of it 
as a limitation. That is only an estimate. I am in favor of 
the consideration of the Senator's bill. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I think there 
is a very strong sentiment in this country in support of this 
legislation, and I hope favorable action will be taken to-day. 
The people of my State who have interested themselves in this 
question are among our most representative citizens, and 
numerous petitions and letters from church and philanthropic 
organizations have been sent me indorsing this measure. 

I hope we will not delay longer, as it is now several weeks 
since this legislation was petitioned for. I myself intreduced a 
resolution for this purpose early in December. It seems to me, 
as the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. WIIIIAs] has said, that 
this legislation is in the interest of humanity and a patriotic 
act. I wish the bill was somewhat broader in its scope, but it 
has been very carefully drawn, and it is more definite and 
restrictive than the resolution offered by me and fully protects 
the country against any abuses of our immigration laws. Mr. 
President, I sincerely hope the bill may be favorably acted 
upon to-day. It does not seem possible that there can be any 
serious opposition. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I think the Armenians, in whom 
I have taken a very great interest for a long time, present a 
peculiarly tragic history. They have been deprived of their 
land. The Turks have absolutely refused to give them any 
land to live in. Probably half the population that existed at 
the beginning of the war has been massacred, and their situa- 
tion is piteous in the extreme. I think this bill is carefully 
safeguarded. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Massachusetts pardon a suggestion? They are unlike any of 
the others of these refugees, in that they have no home land 
of their own. 

Mr. LODGE. None. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Greeks have a home land; the Italians 
have a home land. These people have none on the surface of 
the earth except what poor, barbarons, soviet Russia offered 
to them the other day; and we are not going to be shamed 
by letting Russia outdo us. 

Mr, LODGE. That is very true; but the Senator has al- 
Inded to one point that I think of importance, because I take 
great interest also in the Greeks. The sufferings of the Greeks 
in the massacres at Smyrna have been simply terrific. There 
are some 1,100,000 Greek refugees. Of course they have a 
country to go to, but it is a very small country, and their 
situation is trying in the extreme. I do not suppose it is pos- 
sible to add them to this bill, but I wish to make that allusion 
to the Greeks themselves. 

Mr. STERLING. Let me say, in addition to what the 


Senator from Massachusetts has said, that there is little Greece, 
with its population of perhaps 4,500,000. 


It has been estimated 
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that there are as many as a million and a half refugees in 
Greece. Greece can not take care of all of them, yet she is do- 
ing the best she can, and without any discrimination whatever 
as between races. 

Mr. KING. The Senator might add, speaking about the 
Greeks who were from Asia Minor, that there have 
been over 400,000 expelled from Thrace and vicinity, and many 
of them, threading the mountain passes, have reached Athens 
and the surrounding territory, and in those congested districts 
thousands of them are dying from disease, starvation, and ex- 


posure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which had been reported 
by the Committee on Immigration with an amendment, to strike 
out all after the enacting clause and to insert the following: 


(1) That when used in this act the term “ * shall mean 
any homeless person of the Armenian race who shows that he has fled 
from his home in reasonable apprehension of death or bodi! 
at the hands of ‘Turkish troops or the Turkish civilian dar Matton 
the Ist of August, 1914, and was resident ado to feaing from his 
nane LEIR territory now occupied by the kish military or civil 
author: 5 

(2) That when used in this act the term relative“ shall mean a 
husband, a wife, a rent, a grandparent, an unmarried or widowed 
daughter, granddaughter, or a sister, or a son, grandson, or a brother 
under 18 years of age. ` 

Sec. 2. That any person resident within the United States, who is 
either a citizen of the United States or who prior to the approval of 
this act has made a declaration of intention to become a ci „ may 

tion for the admission 


tition the Commissioner General of I 

to the United States of any relative who is a refugee. 

Suc. 3. (1) That the petition for admission must contain (a) the 
name and address of the petitioner; (b) if a cit the date and place 
of his admission to citizenship and the number of his certiticate, or if 
a declarant the date and place of his declaration of intention and 
number of his declaration ; ic) the name and address of his employer, 
or the address of his place business or occupation if he is not an 
employee: (d) the degree of relationship of the person for whom the 
application is made, and the name of the place where such person was 
resident prior to fleeing from his home, and the place of temporary 
sojourn of such person at the time the application was made if known 
to petitioner; (e) a statement that he is able to and will if required 
give bond or undertaking as provided by section 21 of the immigration 
act of February 5, 1917, that the person for whose admission the 
application is made shall if admitted not become a public charge; 
(f) a statement of the circumstances, as far as known, under which 
such person was compelled to flee from bis home. 

(2) The petition must be made under oath before some person bav- 
ing authority to adiminisier oaths and must be supported such 
further evidence as may be required by regulations issued under this 


act. 
(3) Application may be made in the same petition for more than 


one person. 

Spc. 4. That the petition must be accompanied by the sworn state- 
ments of two responsible citizens of the United States to whom the 
petitioner is known that to the best of their knowledge and belief 
the statements made in the petition are true, and that the petitioner 
ible person, able to give the bond required by section 3 


necessary, eith fore country, to 
establish the truth of the statements made in the petition or in the 
accompanying statements. 

2) Any consul or consular officer of the United States shall give 
ek aid to the Commissioner General of Immigration in carrying out 
this act as his other duties permit, 

Sec. 6. The Commissioner General of Immigration may in his dis- 
cretion consider as evidence the official statements of an t of any 
corporation 1 for philanthrepic purposes under laws of 
the United States or any State thereof engaged in the relief of refugees 
and affiliated with any committee appointed by the President for 
Near East relief, if the agent is delegated by his organization for the 


purpose, 

SEC. 7. That if the Commissioner General of Imm tion shall find 
that the persons named in the petition are relatives within 
the 8 of and are otherwise a 
visions of the act of February 5, 1917, and other laws relating to im- 
migration then upon approv of the Secretary of Labor such 8 
shall be exempt from the provisions of the act approved May 19, 1921 
entitled “An act to limit the immigration of aliens into the United 
States,” as extended and amended re the public resolution of May 11, 
1922, and they shall not be included in estimating D of alien 
immigrants of the nationality to which they belong established under 
such act as extended and amended. 


vided herein in respect to such alien. ity to the 
United States of refugees under this act shall, so far as feasible, be 
determined prior to embarka: 

to that end officers of the United States I 
the United States Public Health Service may detailed for service 
abroad, but any examination which may be conducted by such officers 
abroad shall not be in substitution for examination at a United States 


33632ͤͥͤ ok tus DOTAT of Lance, ts POr 
mmigration, to approval o of Labor, e 
authorized to admit as refugees not more than 25,000 pal oe or 
homeless Armenian children under 16 years of age (if physically and 
mentally qualified under the terms of the immigration act of February 
5, 1917, and other 5 Jaws) and who are now under the 
f the Near East Relief or American or European missions and re- 
lief associations in Constantinople, Asia Minor, or elsewhere: Pro- 
vided, however, That some responsible orphans’ home, governmental, 


issible under the pro- 
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religious, or secular, in the United States, or some family, American 
or Armenian, now living within the United States, shall agree to 
receive and care for them, giving proper guaranties to the Secretary 
of Labor that they will not become a public charge. 

Sec, 10. That the Commissioner General of Immigration, with the 
8 of the Secretary of Labor, shall prescribe rules and regula- 
tions necessary to carry this act into effect. 

Sec. 11. That any person who 8 and fraudulently aids in 
any way to secure the admission under this act of any person not 

roperly admissible under it shall be punished by a fine not ex 
3 or by imprisonment for a term of not exceeding one year, or 
Skc, 12. That this act shall take effect upon its passage. No refugee 
shall be admitted under its terms after June 30, 1924, except those 
for whose admission petition has been filed previous to that date. 
PrP pee That this act be cited as the Near East refugee act 
0 23; 

Mr. STERLING, I offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
proposed amendment to the amendment. : 

The READING CLERK. On page 10, line 6, as the bill was 
reported, after the word “ elsewhere,” insert a comma and the 
words “and to this end such officials shall cooperate with the 
Near East Relief in ‘selecting, protecting, transporting, and 
placing in the United States such children.” 

Mr. STERLING. The amendment is offered to give full re- 
sponsibility for the care of those orphan children, and more 
responsibility to the determination as to who shall come. The 
Near East Relief is the one philanthropic agency in the East 
that has a charter from the United States Government. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question recurs upon the 
committee amendment as amended. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I would like to ask the 
Senator from South Dakota how many refugees the committee 
estimates are now living? 

Mr. STERLING. Between five and six thousand adults, 
besides the 25,000 orphaned or homeless children. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendment was concurred in. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 


TRANSFER TO CLASSIFIED CIVIL SERVICE. 


Mr. SHIELDS. Mr. President, I was unable to be in the 
Chamber at the beginning of the call of the calendar, and I 
wish to inquire what was done with Order of Business No. 
927, Senate bill 3247, to transfer to the classified civil service 
agents and inspectors in the field service, including general 
prohibition agents and field supervisors appointed and employed 
pursuant to the national prohibition act, and for other pur- 

3? 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. That bill was not reached on 
the calendar. By unanimous consent the Senate commenced 
at Order of Business No. 969. 

Mr. SHIELDS. The bill to which I have referred was not 
passed? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. 

Mr. SHIELDS. I hope the Senate can go back to it when 
it finishes the call of the calendar. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will proceed to 
call the calendar. 

TRAVELING EXPENSES OF UNITED STATES EMPLOYEES. 


The bill (S. 4176) to amend section 370 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole, and was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 370 of the Revised Statutes of the 
yanes States be, and the same is hereby, amended so as to read 
as See. 370. Whenever the Solicitor General, an attorney, an as- 
sistant attorney, a special assistant to the Attorney General, or 
any other officer of the Department of Justice is sent by the Attorney 
General to any State, District, Territory, or country to attend to 
any interest of the United States the person so sent shall receive 
in addition to his salary and the necessary expenses of travel, his 
actual expenses incurred for subsistence, not to exceed $7 per day, 

ra r diem of $6 in lieu of such actual expenses, while absent 

om Phe seat of government, the account thereof to be verified by 
affidavit,” 
Mr. KING. I shall be glad to have an explanation from the 
Senator in charge of this bill. 

Mr. NELSON. I will make a brief explanation. The em- 
ployees of the Department of Justice, the Solicitor General, and 
all the agents whom they have to send throughout the country 
to investigate matters pertaining to the department find their 
expenses for subsistence much higher than the amount allowed 
by law. Under the existing law they are allowed a fixed sum 
of $5 a day, or, in lieu thereof, their actual expenses, not to 
exceed $6 a day. That means that they have the option of 
taking the $5, or they can have the allowance of $6 a day, but 


in that case they must render their account to show they have 
expended that much. This increases the two items $1 each, 
ae them $6 and $7, respectively. That is all there is to 

Mr. KING, May I say to the Senator that in most of the 
appropriations which have been made for the traveling ex- 
benses of employees of the Government, including officers of the 
Army and the Navy, my recollection is that $4 a day is the 
amount allowed. 

Mr. NELSON. Oh, no; as a matter of fact, they are allowed 
more than the amount here proposed. If the Senator will read 
the report made here, he will find that officers of the Navy and 
the Marine Corps are allowed $7 a day. Federal judges are 
allowed $10 a day. Stenographers are allowed as much as 88 
a day, and other officials are allowed $6. 

This is simply to allow them $1 more in each case, $1 more 
where they take the actual money, and $1 a day additional 
where they render an account. An employee can take either. 
If he is satisfied to take the per diem, he is limited to $6 a day. 
If he wants his actual subsistence, it is limited to $7 a day, but 
in that case he must render an account. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator, because he is 
familiar with many of these appropriation bills, if there are not 
many officials of the Government and employees of the various 
departments whose expenses are limited to $4 a day? 

Mr. NELSON. There may be some of the minor clerks whose 
expenses are so limited, but these employees of the Department 
of Justice are usually experts, sent throughout the country to 
investigate and to obtain evidence in cases. They are more than 
the ordinary department clerks. 

Mr. KING, This amount is to cover their hotel bills? 

Mr. NELSON. It covers all except transportation. It covers 
their hotel bills, their board and room rent, and their sub- 
sistence. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

ADDITIONAL TERM OF COURT AT LIMA, OHIO. 


The bill (H. R. 10817) to amend section 100 of the Judicial 
Code of the United States was considered as in Committee of 
the Whole. 

Mr, NELSON. I desire to say that that is a long bill, which 
reenacts a whole paragraph of the Judicial Code. The only 
change in existing law is the establishment of a term of court 
in northern Ohio, at Lima; and there is no occasion to read 
the bill. The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Waris] will propose 
an amendment to the bill, to which there is no objection. 

Mr. WILLIS. I desire to offer several amendments to the 
bill, on page 2. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendments, 

The Reaptina CLERK. On page 2, line 13, after the word 
“Lima,” insert a comma and the words “if in the opinion 
of the court the public convenience so requires,“ and, on line 14, 
strike out the words “ June and,” so as to make the bill read: 


Be it enacted, ctc., That section 100 of the Judicial Code is hereby 
amended to read as follows : 

“Sec. 100. The State of Ohio is divided into two judicial districts, 
to be known as the northern and southern districts of Ohio. The 
northern district shall include the territory embraced on the Ist day 
of July, 1910, in the counties of Ashland, Ashtabula, Cuyaho Car- 
roll, Columbiana, Crawford, Geauga, Holmes, Lake, Lorain, Medina, 
Mahoning, Portage, Richland, Summit, Stark, Tuscarawas, Trumbull, 
and Wayne, which shall constitute the eastern division; aiso the ter- 
ritory embraced on the date last mentioned in the counties of Auglaize, 
Allen, Defiance, Erie, Fulton, Henry, Hancock, Hardin, Huron, Lucas, 
Mercer, Marion, Ottawa, Paulding, Putnam, Seneca, Sandusky, Van 
Wert, Williams, Wood, and Wyandot, which shall constitute the west- 
ern division of said district. Terms of the district court for the 
eastern division shall be held at Cleveland on the first Tuesdays in 
February, April, and October, and at Youngstown on the first Tuesday 
after the first Monday in March. Terms of the district court for the 
western division shall be held at Toledo on the last Tuesday in April 
and October, and at Lima, if in the opinion of the court the public 
convenience so requires, on the first Tuesday after the first Monday 
in September: Provided, That suitable accommodations for holding 
court at Lima be furnished free of expense to the United States, 

“Grand and petit jurors summon for service at a term of court 
to be held at Cleveland may, if in the opinion of the court the public 
convenience so requires, be directed to serve also at the term then 
being held or authorized to be held at Youngstown. Grand and petit 
jurors summoned for service at a term of court to be held at Toledo 
may, if in the opinion of the court the public convenience so requires, 
be directed to serve also at the term then being held or authorized to be 
held at Lima, 

“Crimes and offenses committed in the eastern division shall be 
cognizable at the terms held at Cleveland or at Youngstown, as the 
court may direct. Crimes and offenses committed in the western 
division shall be cognizable at the terms held at Toledo or at Lima, as 
the court may direct. 

“ Any suit brought in the eastern division may, in the discretion of 
the court, be tried at the term held at Youngstown. Any suit brought 
in the western division may, in the discretion of the court, be 
at the term held at Lima, 
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“The southern district shall include the territory embraced on the 


Ist day of July, 1910, in the counties of Adams, Brown, Butler, Cham- 

aign, Clark, Clermont, Clinton, Darke, Greene, Hamilton, Highland, 
1 Miami, Montgomery, Preble, Scioto, Shelby, and arren 
which shall constitute the western division; also the territory embraced 
on the date last mentioned in the counties of Athens, Belmont, Coshoc- 
ton, Delaware, Fairfield, Fayette, Franklin, Gallia, Guernsey, Harrison, 
Hocking, Jackson, Jefferson, Knox, Licking, Logan, Madison, Meigs, 
Monroe, Morgan, Morrow, Muskingum, Noble, Perry, Pickaway, Pike, 
Ross, Union, Vinton, and Washington, which shall constitute the 
eastern division of said district. 

“Terms of the district court for the western division shall be held 
at Cincinnati on the first 9 in February, April, and October; 
and for the eastern division at Columbus on the first Tuesdays in June 
and December, and at Steubenville on the first Tuesdays of March and 
September. Grand_and tit jurors summoned for service at a term 
of court being held at Columbus may, if in the opinion of the court 
the public convenience so requires, be directed to serve also at the 
term being held or authorized to be held at Steubenville. Crimes and 
offenses committed in the eastern division shall be cognizable at the 
terms held ut Columbus, or at Steubenville, as the court may direct. 
Any suit brought in the eastern division may, in the discretion of the 
court, be tried at the term held at Steubenville: Provided, That suit- 
able rooms and accommodations for holding court at Steubenville shall 
be furnished free of expense to the Government until the completion 
of the Federal building: And provided further, That terms of the 
district court for the southern district shall be held at Dayton on the 
first Mondays in May and November. Prosecutions for crimes and 
offenses committed in any part of said district shall also be cognizable 
at the terms held at Dayton. All suits which may be brought within 
the southern district, or either division thereof, may be instituted, 
tried, and determined at the terms held at Dayton.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator from Ohio whether 
provision has been made for a suitable building, or whether this 
contemplates that the Government will sooner or later be called 
upon to make an appropriation to erect a building? 

Mr. WILLIS. That matter was fully considered, and it is 
provided in the bill that this shall be done without any addi- 
tional expense to the Government. I think I ought in fairness 
also to say that when this matter first came up both of the 
judges of the northern district of Ohio were op d to the bill. 
I have their letters here. They wrote to my colleague and to 
me; but they said, in response to an inquiry from the Rep- 
resentative who introduced the bill, that they would have no 
objection to it, providing the amendment which the Senate has 
just adopted were adopted. In other words, this makes it op- 
tional with the court. I think it quite likely that court will not 
be held there very often, at any rate, while the present judges 
remain on the bench, which I trust will be for a long time, 
because they are very competent judges. 

Mr. ROBINSON, If that is the case, why should Congress 
pass the bill? If it is not expected that court will be held in 
this place, why not wait until there is an actual necessity for 
providing for a term of court at Lima? 

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator did not understand me correctly 
if he understood me to say that it was not proposed to hold 
court there. Court will be held there, but under the terms of 
the bill as it originally stood it was made mandatory that they 
should hold two terms of court there, and the judge advised me 
by wire that if it were provided that there may be only one 
term, and it be left in the discretion of the court he would have 
no objection, and he thinks it would be a wise measure, 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Ohio also said that 
while the present judges are on the bench, it is not anticipated 
court will be held there very often. 

Mr. WILLIS. I think that is true, because there will not be 
a very great amount of litigation, but they do not object to it as 
it stands now. With this amendment the bill meets their ap- 
proval. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Then it would seem there is little necessity 
for this amendment to the existing statute. 

Mr. WILLIS. I think it will be a convenience to litigants in 
that section of the State. It will not be used very often, and 
there will be no increased expense to the Government. That is 
the opinion of both judges. I think the legislation may be 
safely enacted, and I hope the bill will pass. 

Mr. KING. I wanted to ask the Senator another question. 
By whom are the accommodations necessary for the holding of 
the court to be furnished? 

Mr, WILLIS. Of course, there is a Federal building in the 
city of Lima now, so it is not proposed to build an additional 
building. I hope the Senator will not object to the bill. 

Mr. KING. I am interested in knowing whether this is 
merely for the purpose of getting the head of the camel into 
the tent, and using this for the purpose of getting a large appro- 
priation for a Federal building in Litm— 

Mr. WILLIS. I assure the Senator that is not the object, 


and it will not be the result. 

Mr. KING. Upon the theory that We have a court; now we 
must have a suitable building to house it.” 

Mr. WILLIS. No. 


Mr. KING. The Senator from Ohio assures the Government 
and this august tribunal that there will be no appropriation 
asked for to build a public building there to house the court? 

Mr. WILLIS. I assure the Senator that there will be no such 
request flowing from this. : 

Mr. KING. I think the word“ Tuesdays,” on line 13, and the 
word “ Mondays,” on line 14, should be changed to Tuesday“ 
and “Monday,” respectively, in view of the elimination of the 
words “ June and.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 

amendment. 
The Reaping CLERK. On page 2, line 13, to strike out the word 
“ Tuesdays” and insert in lieu thereof Tuesday,” and line 14, 
strike out the word “ Mondays” and insert in lieu thereof the 
word “ Monday.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the 
amendments were concurred in. 

The amendments were ordered to be engrossed and the bill to 
be read a third time, 

The bill was read the third time and passed, 


THE MERCHANT MARINE. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour of 2 o'clock haying 
arrived, the Chair lays before the Senate the unfinished business, 
which will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. A bill (H. R. 12817) to amend and sup- 
plement the merchant marine act, 1920, and for other purposes. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate proceed to the consideration of Order of 
Business No. 1044, Senate bill 4061. It is a local matter of some 
very particular urgency. I ask the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. Jones] if he will not kindly lay aside the unfinished busi- 
ness temporarily? 

Mr. JONES of Washington. If the measure to which the Sen- 
ator refers can be passed without debate, I have no objection, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If there is any debate, I shall with- 
draw the request. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I ask that the unfinished business 
be temporarily laid aside, in order that the Senator from Mon- 
tana may present his request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Washington? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered, 

WATERS OF THE BLACKFEET INDIAN RESERVATION. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I now renew my request for the 
consideration of Senate bill 4061. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill (S. 4061) authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to enter into an agreement with Toole 
County irrigation district, of Shelby, Mont., and the Cut Bank 
irrigation district, of Cut Bank, Mont., for the settlement of 
the extent of the priority to the waters of Two Medicine, Cut 
Bank, and Badger Creeks, of the Indians of the Blackfeet In- 
dian Reservation, which was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That the Secretary of the Interior be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to enter into an agreement, jointly or separately, 
with the Toole County irrigation district, of Shelby, Mont., and the Cut 
Bank irrigation district, of Cut Bank, Mont., and thereby to fix the 
extent of the prior right of the Indians residing and entitled to reside 
on the Blackfeet Indian Reservation, gaa bra to the waters of Two 
Medicine, Cut Bank, and Badger Creeks: Provided, That said districts 
shall furnish in advance the entire cost to be incurred in determining 
the amount of the water of said streams to which such Indians are so 
entitled to priority. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 
ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

EMPLOYMENT OF PRISONERS IN PENITENTIARIES. 


Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of House Concurrent Resolution 53. 
Its consideration will lead to no debate. I think it is an urgent 
matter. It provides for the appointment of a committee of 
three Members from the Senate and three from the House to 
ascertain what shall be done to provide work for the convicts 
at Leavenworth, Kans., and McNeil Island, Wash. I ask the 
Senator from New York if he will allow me to call up the 
measure? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have no objection. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. I desire to say that this will 
be the last measure to the consideration of which [ shall con- 
sent. If this one leads to no discussion, I haye no objection. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the im- 
mediate consideration of the concurrent resolution? 
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There being no objection, the Senate proceeded to consider 
the concurrent resolution, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an amendment, on page 1, 
Une 10, to strike out “1922” and insert “1923,” so as to make 
the concurrent resolution read: 

Resolved, etc., That a special joint committee of the Senate and 
House of Representatives be .created, composed of three members of 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the Senate and three members of 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the House of Representatives, to 
be designated by the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, respectively, that shall investigate and 
report to Congress, not later than the first Monday in mber, 
1223, as to employment of and what articles it is desirable 


prisoners 
to produce or manufacture in the United States penitentlaries at 
Leavenworth, Kens., and McNeil ae the cost of erecting | 


buildings and the oy wy re of such b th the mecessary ma- 
chinery for the production of any such articles, the probable cost of 
manufacture of such articles and the prices now paid under contract 
for such articles, and such other data as may be pertinent to the gen- 


eral inquiry. Such committee may employ clerical and stenographic | 


assistance, and the expenses thereof and of the committee may be 
paid one-half out of the contingent fund of the Senate and one-half 
out of the contingent fund of the House of Representatives upon 
vouchers to be approved by the chairman of such joint committee, 
but such expenses shall not exceed $2,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution as amended was agreed to. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask unanimous consent that the Sen- 
ate resume consideration of the War Department appropria- 
tion bill. 

There being no objection, the Senate as in Committee of the 
Whole resumed the consideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) 
making appropriations for the military and nonmilitary activi- 
ties of the War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1924, and for other purposes. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, pursuant to the rule, 1 desire 
to give the following notice, which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will read the 
notice. 

The Assistant SECRETARY. The Senator from Nebraska 
gives notice, in accordance with the provisions of Rule LX, that 
he will move to suspend paragraph 8 of Rule XVI, in order 
that he may propose the following amendment to the bill H. R. 
13793, the Army appropriation bill: 

On page 104, after line 24, insert the following: 

For the Improvement of nitrate plant No. 1 at Muscle Shoals, Ala., 
by the installation of new machinery therein, in order that said plant 
may be utilized for experimental purposes in extracting nitrogen from 
the air with the view of lessening the cost of explosives in time of war 
and fertilizer in time of peace, $2,000,000. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator in 
charge of the bill whether the committee amendments have 


been disposed of? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No. When we adjourned Saturday we 
were working on page 40 of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
pending amendment. 

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. On page 41, under the heading of 
“Roads, wharves, and drainage,” in line 11, the committee pro- 
poses to strike out “$650,000” and insert in lieu thereof 
* $600,000,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For the construction and repair by the Quartermaster Corps of roads, 
walks, and wharves; for the y of employees; for the disposal o 
drainage; for dredgt nnels; and for care and improvement of 


gery at military — 600,000: Provided, That none 


posts and stations, 
funds appropriated or made aya le under this act shall be 


used for the permanent construction of any new roads, walks, or 
wharves connected with any of the National Army cantonments or 
National Guard camps. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Construction 
and repair of hospitals,” on page 48, at the end of line 18, to 
strike out “ $497,000” and insert $772,000,” so as to read: 


For construction and posts already 
‘or construction 


posts for 

pital 33 one i 
rary gener 

Titera tion of buildin 


The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, on page 43, line 20, after the word 


“hospitals,” to insert “except that not exceeding $275,000 may 


be used for the construction of a hospital at Fort Benning, 
Ga.” so as to make the proviso read: 

Provided, That no part of this appropriation shall be used for the 
‘construction of new hospi K 
SOMERS of mew hospitala, except tiat mot exceeding $279,000 may 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “Office of the 
Quartermaster General,” on page 44, line 16, before the word 
“ messengers,” to strike out “six” and insert “five,” so as to 
make the clause read: 

Five messengers at $840 each. 

The amendment was agreed to. . 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Office of the 
Quartermaster General,” on page 44, line 18, in the total, to 
strike out “$532,060” and insert $581,220.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HARRISGN obtained the floor, 

Mr. TRAMMEL, Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HARRISON, I yield to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst France Moses Smoot 

Ball Frelinghuysen Nelson Spencer 
Bayard George New Stanfield 
Borah Goo Nicholson Stanley 
Brookhart Harris Norbeck Sterling 
Broussard Harrison Norris Sutherland 
Bursum Heflin Oddie Swanson 
Cameron Johnson Page Townsend 
Capper Jones, Wash. Ph: Trammell 
Caraway Kendrick Po oxter Underwood 
Couzens Keyes Pomerene Wadsworth 
Culberson Ladd Ransdell Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis Lenroot Reed, Pa Walsh, Mont. 
Dillingham Lodge Robinson Watson 
Prnst Mekellar Sheppard Weller 
Fletcher MeNary Shields Willis 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-four Senators having an- 
swered to their names, there is a quorum present. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
when the Senmte conclude its business to-day, it take a recess 
until 11 o'clock ‘to-morrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 
‘ing ne objection. it is so ordered. 


SENATE LEADERSHIP AND POLITICAL SITUATION. 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, we have all known that the 
Republican Party was very much on the down grade, because 
it has been evidenced in so many ways. We could read it in 
the faces of the distinguished leaders on the other side as well 
us in the returns of all elections that have been held in recent 
months. We thought that the Democratie Party was pretty 
militant and had rendered great service to the people in point- 
ing out the defects of much of the legislation proposed in this 
body and in the House of Representatives and in constructive 
suggestions and cooperation, but we did mot realize that the 
majority in this Chamber realized that we were so militant 
until Saturday last. We did not know that there was to be a 
confession upon the part of the Republican majority in this 
body that it was impotent, that it was leaderless, that it was 
“on the rocks,” and that something must be done to rehabili- 
tate it. No higher authority could be advaneed to assure the 
truth of that statement than the action of the distinguished 
leader of the majority party in this body on last Saturday. I 
do not know, and I hope some one will be able to tell me 
before this discussion is- over, whether he was acting single- 
handed and alone or after full conference with his colleagues; 
but this we do know, that there appeared in all the morning 
newspapers of yesterday a statement, evidently given out with 
authority from the rooms of the distinguished leader on the 
other side, that he had selected two Senators of the majority to 
act as assistant leaders in this body; that they were to enter 
more frequently into the debates in the Senate; and that he 
had not been able to be in his seat as often as he would have 
desired. The Senator did not in that statement say so, but 
between the lines you could read it. So he selects, without 
caucus action, two very distinguished and able Senators who, 
are to be styled “ assistant leaders of the majority party.” 

I am making these remarks in order to congratulate these, 
two colleagues who haye been so promoted by their leader, and 
at the same time to commiserate with others on the other side 
of the Chamber. 

I had formed the idea from the action of my friend, the dis- 
tinguished Senator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis], that he was 
able to take care of himself; that he had earned the high honor 
that had been thrust upon him by his colleagues in the last 


There be- 
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caucus, when he was named assistant leader of the Republican 
Party in the Senate, and that he had fulfilled every require- 
ment and had made good in every detail. 

I had thought that the distinguished senior Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. Watson] had made pretty good as one of the 
assistant leaders on the other side of the Chamber, because we 
have read every other day in the newspapers that he has been 
at the White House conferring with the President and that he 
would express the views of the President on the following day 
upon the floor of the Senate. It seems, however, from the 
article which I have read, and which I am sure other Senators 
have read with an equal amount of interest, that those two 
distinguished Republican past masters in the art of debate 
are to be dethroned and that two others are to take their places. 

Now, for what reason is that to be done, Mr. President? We 
are told in this statement that one of these Senators was se- 
lected because the conservative wing of the Republican Party 
must be taken care of and that the other was selected as the 
representative of the progressive wing of that party. If the 
distinguished leader of the Republican Party in the Senate is 
going to select Senators as his assistants to take care of the 
various wings and elements of the Republican Party he will 
need a good many more than just two assistants in this body, 
for there are about as many species of Republicans in the 
Senate at this time, and, perhaps, there will be just as many or 
more—no, not so Many, because we got some of them in the last 
election—in the next Congress as there are species of birds 
found in that large cage out at the Zoo. There is a good deal 
of aptness in that comparison, for people come here as curiosity 
seekers to see the various species of Republicans comprising the 
Senate majority, and they likewise go out to the Zoo to see the 
different species of birds that are to be found there. [Laughter.] 

I do not know whether or not the distinguished Senator from 
New York [Mr. WapswortH], who has been selected to repre- 
sent the conservative wing of the party, appreciates the humor 
of the situation. I do not know that he will in the next cam- 
paign in New York admit that he is a conservative. Then, too, 
he will have to give his own definition of just what a con- 
servative is. 

Of course, if it were left to certain Senators on the opposite 
side of the Chamber to choose a progressive to represent the 
progressive element of the party, the choice might not have 
been different. If we should take, for instance, the group of 
Senators represented by the distinguished Senator from Iowa 
{Mr. BrooxHart]; the distinguished Senator from Michigan, 
who sits by his side [Mr. Couzens]; the distinguished senior 
Senator from Wisconsin, who occupies a seat on the other side 
of the Chamber [Mr. La FoLLETTE] ; the distinguished Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. Norris]; and other Senators making up 
that group; we know there would have been no question 
as to the selection of the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
LxNROOT] as the leader of that particular element in this body. 
Surely there would have been no doubt about it; it would have 
been unanimous. So I presume that the distinguished Senator 
from Massachusetts merely took it for granted that there would 
be no objection to the junior Senator from Wisconsin, as the 
assistant leader, representing that progressive group in this 
body. 

I am sure that it was “ glad tidings of good news“ when those 
distinguished Senators read the statement that henceforth and 
forever in this body when some great progressive measure was 
to be championed upon the floor they must sit quietly in their 
seats; that the distinguished junior Senator from Wisconsin 
{Mr. Lenroor} would receive the nod of the distinguished Sen- 
ator from Massachusetts, and he would come forward in debate 
to represent the great progressive principles of that group of 
the party. In other words, from now on we are going to have 
two kinds of music played. When progressive music, quick 
and devilish, whether “rag” or syncopated, is to be played, 
our friend the junior Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroort] 
is to come forward, throw himself in the fray, and dance by it; 
but when the slow and antiquated regular Republican music is 
to be played in this Chamber our friend the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WapswortH] is to receive the nod or the beck or 
the call of the Senator from Massachusetts, and he is to glide 
forward and take up the cudgel of debate. 

I surmise, Mr. President, that there is more than I have in- 
dicated behind this movement. The word has gone down the 
line that Senators must not talk, that they must pass a ship 
subsidy bill, and that they must pass the Army appropriation 
bill; that Senators on the other side should keep quiet in order 
to hasten legislation. But they are evidently becoming so 


frightened at the chances for a vote on the ship subsidy that 
the policy is to be changed, and here, at the eleventh hour, in 
the closing hours of the Congress, these two talkative cham- 


pions, one of the conservative and the other of the progressive 
element, are to come forward in the debate every time the 
Republican Party is attacked. It is peculiarly strange that 
the majority should start such a filibuster at this stage of the 
proceedings. [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, why were the two Senators to whom I have 
referred selected as assistant leaders? The distinguished 
leader from Massachusetts says they were chosen to represent 
the two elements of the party. The same kind of statement 
appears in pretty nearly all of the newspapers, and care is 
taken to say that this did not mean the unhorsing of the Sen- 
ator from Kansas [Mr. Curtis]; but because he was whip and 
because he was assistant leader he had so much to do that he 
could not stay on the floor of the Senate and enter into these 
debates. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question ? 

Mr. HARRISON. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Did the Senator say becanse the Senator 
from Kansas was “whip” or was “whipped”? I did not 
understand him. 
= Mr. HARRISON. It seems now that the “whip” is to be 

whipped.” I do not know how the Senator from Kansas feels 
about this matter. I am going to watch developments, but I 
am sure that some of his friends will come to his rescue here, 
because no Senator sits in the Chamber more patiently all the 
time responding to his name and telling his Republican col- 
leagues how to vote when they come in and do not know how 
to vote, than does the Senator from Kansas. He always answers 
to the roll call louder than any one else, so that there may be 
no mistake as to how to vote. I recall some months ago when 
a delicate question was under consideration respecting the 
Panama Canal, the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram]. I think 
having offered an amendment, Republican Senators were run- 
ning around on their side of the Chamber like ehickens with 
their heads off, not knowing how to vote. The Senator from 
Massachusetts yoted one way, but the Senator from Kansas 
spoke out with the voice of a lion another way and presently 
I saw leaders change their votes and vote as did the distinguished 
Senator from Kansas. He has performed his mission well. 
Mr. President, in the circumstances, do you understand why 
he should be dethroned at this time? 

It is said that the two Senators who have been appointed 
leaders—splendid men—are selected to represent the different 
elements, Are the selections made because of their views on 
tariff rates on wool? The distinguished Senator from New 
York fought the high rates on wool and the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin likewise fought those rates; so that 
they were not selected because they had different views on 
the tariff as far as the rates on wool are concerned. If some 
Senator were going to be selected to represent the wool ele- 
ment, why was my distinguished friend from Idaho [Mr. Goop- 
ING] left out, or my distinguished friend from New Mexico 
(Mr. Bursum], or the distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Smoot]? He is all wool and a yard wide. [Laughter.!] 

It is very sure that if the appointments were based on the 
tariff measure otherwise, representatives of different elements 
were selected, because the distinguished Senator from New 
York voted for the tariff bill while the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin voted against it. There were only about five 
or six Republicans, I think, who voted against it; so I sup- 
pose the Senator from Wisconsin was selected to represent that 
element which condemned the tariff bill, which was sponsored 
by my friend from Indiana [Mr. Watson]. Certainly that was 
one time he cast a wise vote, and it may be the Republican 
leadership now appreciates his wisdom for that act. 

Is it because of the ship subsidy bill? I understand that 
the distinguished Senator from New York is for that, and that 
the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin has been trying to 
amend it over the protest of Lasker and the President of the 
United States. It may be that they were both selected because 
they both had condemned in the strongest language that ele- 
ment in this body, composed in large part of Members on the 
other side, known as the farm bloc, because no one has waxed 
more eloquent than the distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
and the distinguished Senator from New York in condemning 
the farm bloc, so they need representation as assistant leaders 
in this bedy. 

Mr. President, I am inclined to believe that the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts awarded this promotion to the Sen- 
ator from New York because the other day, when a very im- 
portant matter was before the Senate, and the Chair ruled 
according to precedent—there was no other way to rule—the 
Senator from New York appealed from that ruling. The Chair 
had ruled that we could vote on the question of 5-cent fares on 


3040 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 5, 


the street cars in the District of Columbia. He knew that he 
was following precedent when he made that ruling; but the 
Senator from New York immediately appealed, and, with the 
help of the distinguished Senator from Massachusetts and his 
party colleagues over there, overthrew the efforts and decision 
of the distinguished Vice President, so I presume that the leader 
over there was merely rewarding the distinguished Senator from 
New York for helping out the street raflways in the District of 
Columbia. Then, too, I presume that this new-found honor was 
laid upon the tender shoulders of my good friend from Wiscon- 
sin—he deserves it; he is a splendid statesman, a fine de- 
bater—because he put through this body the other day a bill 
with 62 votes for it and not a vote against it; and because of 
standing by the farmers as he had in that instance he is to be 
rewarded by this place as assistant leader in this body. 

So, Mr. President, I rose to commiserate with my friend from 
Indiana [Mr. Watson], who no more can rise here with all his 
force and eloquence and power to debate, because when he does 
he may be told: Sit down! Other assistants have been found 
more worthy than you. You are to be squelched. You just 
keep your seat. You were one of my assistants, but no more.” 
Then, when my friend from Kansas [Mr. Curtis] gets up, 
they can say: “Sit down! You are the whip. You have so 
many duties that you can not attend to this.“ Then I can see 
the Senator from Massachusetts wink at my friend, the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor], and say: “Go forward. It is 
your time. Represent the progressive element in the Republican 
‘Party. Go to them”; and when he has finished, and they need 
a conservative speech, the distinguished Senator from New York 
is to respond. Thus it is, Mr. President, that a new order of 
things has come about in the Senate of the United States. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes, 

Mr. CARAWAY. What if the Senator from Massachusetts 
winks both eyes at once, and they both speak—will it be 
joint debate? [Laughter.} : 

Mr. HARRISON. Well, I am afraid they are going to be 
tripping themselves up quite often. 

It is a peculiar thing that in the same paper of yesterday, 
announcing the appointment of these two assistant leaders, 
there appeared an article from Indianapolis, Ind., headed in big 
letters: Two presidential booms in Indiana. Beveridge and 
Watson are mentioned as successors to Mr. Harding.” And in 
the same paper there appears an article by Mr. Messenger 
headed: President Harding’s friends reject the idea that he 
can be Couéd out of the renomination.” They are putting some- 
thing over on you, [Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER rapped with his gavel. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, is this a movement to get 
the renomination of the Republican Party for Mr. Harding? Are 
they afraid of the distinguished Senator from Indiana? The 
papers are carrying the news that he may seek the nomination, 
and they are afraid to let him be assistant leader any longer. 
They are afraid his clarion voice will ring out, and he will 
make such a record in this body that it might “ gum the cards” 
in the next Republican convention. 

Over there sits my distinguished friend from Kansas [Mr. 
Curtis]. There may be some method in this dethronement of 
him, because his distinguished colleague [Mr. CAPPER] is being 
mentioned in & large part of the press as one of the probable 
eandidates for the Republican nomination for President, and he 
is liable to fool some of you over there. You had better begin to 
make up to him a little bit, like you are making up to the pres- 
ent President now. It may be that they thought that his col- 
league, the present whip and assistant leader in name only, not 
in practice any more, might be in too great a position here to 
help the junior Senator from Kansas secure the nomination for 
President. So it looks as though this must be a Harding propo- 
sition to blend all the elements in the Republican Party together 
to kill off opposition. 

I wish you well. I hope that you have removed the discordant 
elements that have been playing so much within the Republican 
Party. Your leader now has fixed up the eards by the appoint- 
ment as assistants of Senators WapswortH and Lenroor, one 
representing the progressive and the other the conservative ele- 
ment of your party. Everything is going to move along nicely. 
I suppose all are satisfied. There are going to be no more 
speeches from anyone over there except these two distinguished 
Senators, and they are going to be at the beck and call of the 
distinguished leader from Massachusetts [Mr. Longe], who will 
tell them when to speak and when to hold their 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, when my friend from Missis- 
sippi [Mr. Harrison] makes a comic speech he overlooks one 
proverbial saying, that “brevity is the soul of wit.” 


It would be quite possible for me, I think, with a little effort, 
to find the humorous side of the conflict now going on among 
my Democratic friends as to who shall be their leader. It 
would be perfectly possible for me to point out that variegated 
species of Democrats are, to say the least, quite as common as 
variegated species of Republicans. I do not care to waste the 
time of the Senate on matters so wholly trivial. It is enough 
for me to say that the only power that can create offices in the 
Republican organization is the Republican conference. They 
have created three officers there—the chairman of the confer- 
ence, the vice chairman and whip, and the secretary. I have 
the honor to be chairman of the conference. The Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. Curtis] is the vice chairman and whip; and I 
may say, after a long experience, that there never has been 
within my knowledge a more patient, diligent, dexterous, capa- 
ble whip and vice chairman than the Senator from Kansas, 
The secretary is the Senator from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH}. 

Mr. President, I have no power whatever to create the offices 
of assistant leaders or any other offices for the conference, or to 
appoint such officers after their positions have been created. I 
havecreated none and I have appointed no assistant leaders. I try 
to consult with all the Republicans. I try to do everything I can 
to promote the business of the Senate and to promote harmony 
and teamwork on this side. I consult with all, and at different 
times I have asked many of the Republicans here to aid me, and 
shall continue to do so. As the Senator from Indiana [Mr, 
WATSON] has been particularly named, I believe, in some of the 
newspaper reports, let me take this occasion to say that there 
is no Senator on the Republican side with whom I have con- 
sulted more, or on whose advice I rely more than on that of 
the senior Senator from Indiana. Not a day passes that I do 
not consult with him and advise with him. 

No statement was issued from my office, and from the con- 
fused reports in the newspapers almost any inference might be 
drawn. Their perfect unreliability is shown by a report I see 
this morning, that I am so enfeebled and so weary that I do not 
intend to be the leader of the Senate if my colleagues should 
be good enough to choose me again for that position. As that 
has been brought up, let me take the occasion to relieve the 
mind of the Senator from Mississippi and tell him there is no 
truth in it. There is no truth in any of these stories that have 
been filling the newspapers. The two Senators who have been 
named as having been designated assistant leaders are Sena- 
ters who command in a high degree my confidence as well ag 
my friendship, and whom I have repeatedly asked, as I have 
many other Senators, to assist me in the debates on this floor, 
as I shall continue to do. If the Senator is disturbed about 
divisions in our party, I suggest that he look at some of the 
divisions in his own. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, my jocose friend from Missis 
sippi is always interesting and generally amusing, and never 
more so than on the present occasion. I do not know why he 
sought to bring me into this controversy, if there be contro- 
versy, because I am only an innocent bystander, one who always 
gets shot, beyond doubt. 

I never know just how far to be facetious in replying to a 
speech by the Senator from Mississippi and how far to be 
serlous. If the people of the United States understood the 
situation, and could see it here just as it has been portrayed to 
us, I should either not respond at all or else be jocular in my 
response; but when a speech by the Senator is carried out in 
cold type, and is read by the people, they may look upon it as a 
serious proposition and think that in reality there are some 
facts to substantiate the statements made by the Senator. 

Let me assure my friend in the beginning that he need have 
no uneasiness about the future of the Republican Party in the 
Senate or in the country. I have heard my friend make these 
speeches before, on occasions quite similar to that which now 
confronts us, and always with the same result. 

When 1924 comes around, the forces of the Republican Party, 
notwithstanding any seeming division which my friend may find 
in the ranks at this time, will be united and militant. They will 
stand upon a platform that will command the respect of the 
great body of the Amefican people, and they will nominate as 
their candidate, in my judgment, the present President of the 
United States without any opposition in the Republican conven- 
tion. My friend has been kind enough to mention my name in 
connection with that exalted position, largely in order to make 
his speech more facetious and more jocular. 

Mr. HARRISON. I was in hopes it was true. 

Mr. WATSON. I have no doubt that the Senator would be 


glad to see any sort of opposition created to the President of 
the United States, but it will not be. My own thought is that 
if Mr. Harding wants to be renominated for President he ought 
to be and will be, because the Republican Party must stand on 
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the record we have made, the record of his administration, and 
it is not possible to stand on the record of the administration 
and yet repudiate the head of the administration. 

We stand upon the record made by Congress and by the 
President, by the legislative and by the administrative branches 
of the Government, and it is not possible for any party to nomi- 
nate somebody else than the President of the United States 
and yet appeal to the people to support the party on the record 
made by the administration of which the President is the head. 
T have no doubt in my mind that the President of the United 
States will be a candidate for renomination, nor have I any 
that he will be renominated by the convention when it meets. So 
much for that. I am obliged to my good friend for having men- 
tioned my name in connection with that exalted position. It is 
a compliment, even from him, in a jocular and facetious speech. 

Mr. HARRISON. I am very glad that the Senator stopped 
at the renomination of Harding and did not venture to go 
farther. 

Mr. WATSON. That is as far as is necessary to go now. 
The other details will be looked after in the future. 

I may say to my friend, who was talking about the last elec- 
tion, thet it might be well for him to look at the results of the 
very last election that was held, the by-election in New York, 
held only last week, where the Democratic candidate received 
but 206 majority, whereas in the November election he had 3,526 
majority. 

Mr. HARRISON. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator recalls that President Hard- 
ing carried that district by something between thirty and forty 
thousand, does he not? 

Mr. WATSON. Yes; I do. 

Mr. HARRISON. A pretty big loss, from 40,000 down to 
206. 

Mr. WATSON. In November the Democratic candidate car- 
ried it by 3,526 majority, but last week by 206 majority. In 
other words, as Lincoln said, “ You can fool all the people some 
of the time, but you can not fool all of the people all of the 
time,” which, after all, is saving grace for this Republic; other- 
wise the Democratic Party would be in power all the time. 

Permit me to say this in connection with the proposition of 
an assistant leader: I have not been the assistant leader here, 
nor have I ever sought to be at any time. If the Senator from 
Massachusetts wants to be leader—and there is no reason why 
he should not be—I am for him to continue as such in this Con- 
gress and in the next that is to come. Everybody understands 
about the ability of the Senator and his great knowledge of 
parliamentary law, his statesmanship, and his capacity for 
leadership, and I do not intend, in so far as I am concerned, 
even in a facetious speech, to permit my friend to have go out 
to the country that there is any division or discord on this side 
With reference to the leadership of the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts. 

So far as I am concerned, the Senator from Kansas may be 
the assistant leader if he so desires. There is no more com- 
petent man. He and I served together in the House many 
years. I happened to be the whip over there, and at that time 
he was my first assistant whip, and we worked together ad- 
mirably. So far as his work in the Senate is concerned, it has 
spoken, does speak, and will continue to speak for itself. In all 
respects he is admirably equipped and qualified for the position 
he holds. It is not necessary to have assistant leaders on this 
side, but if assistant leaders are to be chosen, where may we find 
two worthier than my distinguished friend from New York 
IMr. WapswortH] and my other equally distinguished friend 
from Wisconsin [Mr. Lexnroor]. It may be true that these men 
have not always voted together on various propositions which 
have been submitted, but after all each man on this side is a 
law unto himself. He thinks for himself, and while we get 
together in conference and thrash out our various propositions, 
and usually go along in harmony, after all, if no conference is 
held on a proposition, it is up to each man to determine his 
own course for himself as a free and independent Senator of 
the United States in this the greatest legislative body of the 
world. 

Therefore I want to say to my good friend, of whom I am 
personally se very fond, that he is building up a beautiful 
man of straw, and then tearing it down with his usual skill, 
in the presence of filled galleries and of all the fine boys in 
the newspaper gallery. But let it be understood that, so far 
as the future of the Republican Party is concerned, there will 
be no division as to national leadership, and no discord as to 
leadership in the Senate of the United States, 


ISLE OF TINES. 


Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if the Senate will bear 
with me just a minute on a matter which is perhaps not directly 
in order, on January 3 I offered a resolution calling upon 
the Secretary of State for certain information with respect to 
American interests in the Isle of Pines. On January 29, the 
Secretary responded to that resolution, and his reply has been 
printed as Senate Document No. 295. 

Without taking time to read the communication, it develops, 
in substance, that there are 10,000 American property holders 
in the Isle of Pines; that they own 90 per cent of the whole 
island; that there are 700 Americans now residing permanently 
on the island; that the citrus fruit groves in that island are 
worth about $1,000 per acre; that there are 10,470 acres of 
those groves, valued at about $10,470,000; that there are other 
lands owned by Americans estimated as worth $11,280,000, mak- 
ing the American holdings in all worth $21,750,000. General 
Crowder, who was also asked as to the value of those lands, 
said, in substance, that he thought they did not exceed $15,- 
000,000 in value. - 

The area of this island is about 800 square miles, or 512,000 
acres. Americans own 90 per cent, or 460,800 acres. The 
other 10 per cent is owned by Cubans and others. Most of that 
land was acquired by the Americans shortly after the Spanish- 
American war, and under the representation and belief that the 
Isle of Pines belonged to the United States. There has been 
considerable contention about it, and it is now an open ques- 
tion, to say the least, as to what Government owns this island. 

Whether the title belongs to Cuba or not ought to be finally 


determined. The State Department has been of the opinion 


that the island belongs to Cuba. There is a treaty pending 
before the Senate in executive session virtually quitclaiming 
to the Government of Cuba the title to this island. Without 
attempting to discuss this question, I want to submit to the 
Senate this proposition: With 10,000 Americans owning 90 per 
cent of the acreage of the island, valued at from $15,000,000 to 
$21,000,000 and over, should we not. out of deference to the 
rights of those American citizens, try to secure sovereignty over 
that island? To that end I submit the following resolution, 
and ask that it may be read for the information of the Senate. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the resolu- 
tion. : 

The resolution (S. Res. 433) was read as follows: 

“ Whereas there is a dispute as to whether the Isle of Pines is ter- 
rit of the United States or of Cuba; and 

1 ereas a large number of American citizens purchased and ac- 
quired land and other e e in and on the Isle of Pines under the 
represon tatou and belief that it was territory of the United States; 
an 

“ Whereas it is estimated from the best available sources of informa- 


“ Resolved, That the President be, and he is hereby, requested to 
enter into negotiations with the Republic of Cuba for the cession of the 
Isle of Pines to the United States upon such terms and tonditions 
as may be equitable and just to the vernments and peoples of the 
United States and of Cuba and to the residents and property Nolders 
of the Isle of Pines.” 


MR. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, will the 


~ . yield. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. I would like to ask the 
Senator where he got his figures about the number of Ameri- 
cans who own property on the Isle of Pines. Residents of the 
Isle of Pines who have been visiting in this country have 
furnished information which would indicate that the number is 
very much less. 

Mr. POMEREND. The facts contained in the preamble to the 
resolution I have taken in substance from the communication 
which was sent to the Senate in response to my resolution by 
the Secretary of State. In view of the fact that the question 
is raised, I ask that the communication from the Secretary of 
State, which is found in Senate Document 295, may be printed 
in the Record as a part of my remarks. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The communication is as follows: 

To the Senate: 


I transmit herewith a report by the Secretary of State in response 
to the resolution adopted by the Senate on 5 (ealendar day, 
January 4), 1923, requesting him to inform the ate “how many 
citizens of the United States have landed or other peed yd interests 
in the Isle of Pines, and the amount and value of such lands and 
other property owned by them.” 

WARREN G. HARDING. 


Tue Warre HOUSE, 
Washington, February 2, 1923, 
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The PRESIDENT: 

The undersigned, the Secretary of State, has received through the 
Secretary of the Senate an attested copy of a resolution adopted by 
the Senate on January 3 (calendar day, 8 4), 1923, as follows: 

“ Resolved, That the Secretary of State be, and he is hereby, directed 
to inform the Senate how many citizens of the United States have 
landed or other property interests in the Isle of Pines, and the amount 
and value of such lands and other 5 owned by them.” 

In response thereto, the Secretary of State has the honor to lay 
before the President the following information with a view to its 
transmission to the Senate, if his judgment approve thereof: 

The latest information received by the ent of State on the 
subject matter of the Senate resolution is contained in a dispatch, 
dated January 13, 1923, from the American consul at Nueva 8 
Isle of Pines, and a telegram from Maj. Gen. Enoch H. Crowder dat 
January 26, 1923. 

In his dispatch the consul reports as follows: = 

“It is manifestly impossible to estimate accurately the value of the 
land and other property belonging to American: citizens without a long 
and expensive ary ess ut it may be possible to deduce from available 
data some idea of the amount and value of their holdings. 

“As many land titles have never been recorded by American land- 
owners in the local regis office, it is only possible to estimate the 
total number. From the t available sources of information it is 
estimated that about 10,000 Americans own Isle of Pines land and 
that their holdings aggregate 90 per cent of the whole island. As only 
about 700 Americans reside permanently in the island, it is obvious 
that the great majority of the landowners reside in the United States. 

“A citrus fruit grove may be estimated as worth $1,000 per acre, 
on an average. As there are 10,740 acres of groves their value would 
be $10,470,000. The other land owned by Americans is estimated as 
worth $11,280,000, including the growing crops and timber, making 
the total value of American-owned d $21,750,000. 

“The value of the land not grove property is arrived at as follows: 
The area of the island in round figures is 800 square miles, or 512,000 
acres, of which Americans own 90 per cent, or 460,800 acres. uct- 
ing from this 10,470 acres of grove property leaves 450,330 acres of 
other land. This is valued at anywhere from $25 to $75 an acre. 
Taking it at the lowest valuation it is worth $11,258,250 without 
timber or crops. The growing crops of vegetables, etc., and the ere 
timber and other timber would easily sage this figure up to 811. 
280,000. This does not take into account the value of mining rights 


owned by Americans. 

“Besides lands Americans own a great variety of other property, 
such as buildings, hotels, fruit-packing houses, stores, dwellings, barns, 
warehouses, schools, and churches, a stocks of merchandise, house- 
hold goods, and personal effects, the steamboat line with three steam- 
boats, other boats and vessels, motor vehicles, farming equipment, 
stock in the bank and in the telephone company, all of which may be 
roughly estimated as worth not less than $1,000,000. This is believed 
to be a very conservative estimate.” 


In his telegram of January 26, 1923, Maj. Gen. Enoch H. Crowder 
states as follows: 


“From best available information the estimates made by the consul 
at Nueva Gerona are correct, with the exception of valuation. The 
value of American-owned property in the Isle of Pines would not ex- 
ceed $15,000,000. 

Respectfully submitted. 


DEPARTMENT OF STATR, 
Washington, February 1, 1923. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, my attention was momen- 
tarily directed to something else, and I did not hear the request 
of the Senator from Ohio with reference to the Isle of Pines 
matter. Would the Senator kindly restate it briefly? 

Mr. POMERENE. I have just presented a preamble and reso- 
lution rquesting the President to enter into negotiations with 
the Government of Cuba for the purpose of securing the cession 
of that island to the United States under such terms and con- 
ditions as may be just and equitable, both to the Government 
of the United States, the Government of Cuba, and the resi- 
dents and property holders of the island. 

Mr. McKELLAR. As I recall, there is quite a dispute as to 
the present ownership of the Isle of Pines. It is held by some 
authorities that it is not Cuban territory and was not ceded 
to Cuba in the treaty which we entered into some years ago with 
Spain. Would not the passage of the resolution be an admission 
on the part of the Senate that we had no right to the Isle of 
Pines? 

Mr. POMERENE. No; it would not. I have expressly recited 
in the preamble that there is a dispute with respect to the 
matter. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I did not hear the preamble read. 

Mr, POMERENE. The Senator will find it in the RECORD. 
I have a copy of it here, if the Senator would like to look at it. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Do the American residents 
go further than to claim that they located there under the 
apprehension that it was American territory? I do not under- 
stand them to claim that it really is American territory. 

Mr. POMERENE. It was claimed by them that it was 
American territory. Senators who may be interested in the 
subject will find in Senate Document 205, Fifty-ninth Congress, 
first session, a majority report from the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, by Senator Foraker, former Senator from Ohio, 
and also a minority report which was presented by former 
Senator Morgan of Alabama and former Senator Clark of 
Montana. 

I did not intend to discuss the matter, and I am not going 
to take time in view of the legislation that is pending. I may 


CHARLES E. HUGHES, 


say, however, that about the time the Americans began to be- 
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come interested in the island letters and telegrams were ad- 
dressed to the War Department, and the War Department 
answered some of the letters to the effect that the island was 
United States property. A map was issued by the War Depart- 
ment containing different colors, representing the sovereignty 
of the several countries and the islands of the Caribbean Sea, 
and the map showed this island to be United States territory, 
I think it is fair to say that upon further investigation by one 
of the committees of the Senate, and I think it was the Com- 
mittee on Foregn Relations, it was contended that there was 
no authority for the printing of the map. 

It was claimed by some of those people that the late Presi- 
dent McKinley said that the island was American territory. 

I have not been able to satisfy myself that President McKin- 
ley ever made such a statement. The Secretaries of State have 
contended, dating from the Roosevelt administration, that it 
was Cuban territory. The controversy arises rather out of the 
reading of the protocol with Cuba, following the cessation of 
hostilities with Spain, and later in the Paris treaty, where it 
was stated—and now I am speaking from memory—that Spain 
relinquished her title to Cuba. 

Then the question arose as to what was meant by the con- 
struction of the word “Cuba.” It was contended on the part 
of property holders and others who believed this to be Ameri- 
ean territory that the word “Cuba” in the Paris treaty and 
in the protocol meant only the island of Cuba. On the other 
hand it was contended that the word “Cuba” in the treaty 
and protocol included not only the island of Cuba but all of 
the lesser islands more or less immediately connected with 
this island. It is contended in favor of that construction that 
during the days when Cuba was a part of Spain they had a 
government of the province of Cuba, and they sent their rep- 
resentatives to the Parliament of Spain. It was claimed that 
the Isle of Pines was always subject to the jurisdiction of the 
province of Cuba, so that it is said that when our commis- 
sioners drafted the protocol and later the treaty of Paris with 
Spain, they had in mind the previous history of the island and 
its connection with Cuba. 

It was the acceptance of that position, I think, that led the 
several Secretaries of State to hold that the Isle of Pines was, 
in fact, Cuban territory. Nevertheless, when the question 
came up afterwards in the Senate, I think it was in connec- 
tion with the ratification of the treaty, the title to the Isle of 
Pines was reserved for future consideration. It also is a fact 
that from that day to this the Isle of Pines has been under the 
jurisdiction of the Cuban Government. Now, whether we 
should be of the opinion that the Isle of Pines is Cuban terri- 
tory or United States territory, it has seemed to me, in view 
of the fact that many of our people—and they are distributed 
more or less all over the country—have acquired their title 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. And were solicited by the 
Government to go there. 

Mr. POMERENE. I was not advised of that, but I accept 
the statement. In any event, it was represented that this was 
United States territory, and I know that many of our people, 
and particularly residents of Ohio, made purchases in the Isle 
of Pines believing it was United States territory. I dare say 
they never would have made a purchase in the Isle of Pines had 
they not so believed. My distinguished colleague [Mr. Wus] 
will recall former Chief Justice John A. Shauck, now dead, who 
was for many years one of the leading jurists of Ohio and 
chief justice of the supreme court of that State for many 
years. He was one of the men who acquired some property in 
the Isle of Pines. He presented to me some years ago a brief 
on the subject. He seemed to have no doubt whatsoever, as a 
matter of law, that the isle really belonged to the United States. 
I have had my doubts about it. G 

I felt, under these circumstances, knowing that 90 per cent 
of the acreage belonged to American citizens, and because there 
are other large investments down there in the form of public 
utilities and manufacturing plants, that our Government ought 
to enter into some negotiation with the Government of Cuba 
looking to the ceding of that island to the United States. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. POMERENE. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The majority report, as I understand it, 
holds that it is not United States territory. 

Mr. POMERENE. Les; that it is Cuban territory. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And the minority report that it is not 
United States territory? 

Mr. POMERENE. That is correct. 

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Is the Senator asking for the 
immediate consideration of the resolution? 

Mr. POMERENE. Oh, no. I could not do that now, be- 
cause under the rule I think the resolution should go to the 
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Committee on Foreign Relations. I ask that it may be referred 
to that committee. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be so referred. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Mr. President, I am not familiar with the 
history of the Isle of Pines from a legal standpoint, but I had 
rather gained the impression that possibly some of the Ameri- 
can citizens, who are very anxious to have it placed under the 
jurisdiction of the United States, would like to relieve them- 
selves from the imposition of the tariff duties imposed upon 
products of the Isle of Pines which come in competition with 
similar American products. I would like to have that point 
considered in connection with any investigation that is made of 
the subject. 

I dare say that many of those citizens went there to grow 
products that would come in competition with American prod- 
ucts just with the hope that they might have that territory 
become territory of the United States and thus be relieved 
of the tariff duties which are imposed. If we take into consid- 
eration the last tariff act and the rates which were increased 
upon a number of products, and properly so, because it was the 
general policy of the Congress to increase tariff rates, we might 
go to their help; but if we had allowed the tariff to remain as 
it was previously on products coming from the Isle of Pines 
coming in competition with the products of certain parts of 
the country, we would not do so. I am just a little appre- 
hensive that a good many of those American citizens down 
there want it to be annexed to the United States so that they 
can be relieved of the imposition of the present tariff rates. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an in- 
terruption? 

Mr. TRAMMELL. Certainly. 

Mr. WILLIS. Would the Senator object? I recall that he 
voted against all those tariff duties. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I would object to it most strenuously 
under the operation of a high tariff on the products coming 
from every other Section of the country and coming in compe- 
tition with the products produced in every other section of the 
country. I think the Senator himself would object to any 
such discrimination. 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly I should, for I voted for the tariff. 
I believe in it. 

Mr. TRAMMELL. I voted to try to equalize the tariff. I 
do not believe in selling goods produced in one part of the 
United States in a free-trade market, and being compelled to 
purchase goods from a territory that enjoys protection. No- 
body could contend that that policy is right. If we are going 
to have a system of high tariff, it must not be applied to the 
products of only one section, ignoring the products of another 
section. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if I may say a word in 
reply, I desire to say that I think it is true that some of these 
people are interested in getting their citrus fruits into this 
country. It is a sort of human desire to get a market. There 
are in the island, I think, 800 square miles or thereabouts. 
Its people raise pineapples, and some oranges and grapefruit, 
but the season for the Isle of Pines is over before the season 
begins in Florida, so I am advised, and all of their fruit should 
be marketed and could be marketed in the United States with- 
out in the least interfering with the Florida product. 

I have a sort of an old-fashioned idea that the people here 
in some of the other States ought to be permitted to eat 
oranges or grapefruit once in a while without paying tribute 
by way of_high tariff taxes to other people. It may be that 
is an old-fashioned view but, nevertheless, it is mine. 


APPROPRIATION 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 44, line 18, 
to decrease the total appropriation for the “ Office of the Quar- 
termaster General” from $532,060 to $581,220. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 44, line 19, after the words 
“sum of,” to strike out “$25,000” and insert “$35,000,” so as 
to read: 

The sum of $35.000 of the appropriation available for the fiscal year 
1924 for the “ Disposition of remains of officers, soldi and ct 
copiers may be expended for personal services in e cemeterial 
division, office of the Quartermaster General, for compiling, recording, 


preparing, und transmitting data incident to bringing home and dis- 
position of remains from abroad. 


The amendment was agreed to. 


The next amendment was, under the head “ Air Service,” on 
page 51, line 19, after the word “plants,” to strike out “ for 
the Regular Army,” so as to make the proyiso read: 

Provided, That not less than ,000 of this amount shall be used 
for continuation of airplane bombing tests against obsolete naval craft; 
not exceeding $500,000 may be expended for the production of lighter- 
than-air equipment; and not exceeding $300,000 may be expended for 
Improvement of stations, hangars, and gas plants. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 52, line 11, before the word 
“title,” to strike out “the” and insert “this,” and in line 13, 
after the name “ War Department,” to strike out “ upon Govern- 
ment flying fields, and no public exhibition flights shall be given 
unless a bond of indemnity, in such sum as the Secretary of 
War may require for damages to person or property, shall be 
furnished the Government by the parties desiring the exhibi- 
tion,” so as to make the additional proviso read: 


The amendment was agreed to. ` 

Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator from New York 
if we have nòw reached the provisions dealing with the Air 
Service? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We have. 

Mr. KING. I wish to ask the Senator with respect to that 
service whether, in his judgment, the appropriation carried in 
the bill is sufficient for any practical or useful purpose; 
whether the appropriations which have been made during the 
last two or three years have resulted in any benefit; and, 
finally, whether the War and Navy Departments or the ad- 
ministration have recommended any plan or have any plan for 
consolidation of all of the air activities under a new bureau 
or a new department, or under some sort of Federal agency, so 
that there may be a coordination of all activities in relation to 
aircraft? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I know of no plans 
being made by the administration to unite all the aircraft 
activities of the Army or the Navy with any other branch of 
the Government. I will say to the Senator that I believe the 
appropriations which are carried in the pending bill are too 
small, but the condition of the Treasury is such that we can 
scarcely afford any larger ones. 

The Senator has asked me if anything has been accomplished 
for the Air Service by appropriations which have been pre- 
viously made. I think a great deal has been accomplished 
in the last two or three years. The new types of planes 
which have been developed since the World War in this coun- 
try, under the guidance in part of the experts of the Army, 
assisted, of course, by experts in civil life, are probably un- 
excelled. The Martin bomber, as is well known, is one of 
the finest heavy machines in the world. The Thomas-Morse 
fast scout plane, which is the last approved design to be put 
into quantity production, is one of the best machines of its 
kind in the world. I also call the Senator’s attention to the 
fact that at the races near Detroit last autumn the American 
flying machines, in part owned or operated by the Army and 
its personnel, broke five world records for speed. I think an 
instance of that kind is somewhat eloquent of the progress 
which has been made in this country. 

It is true we have not enough machines to equip an adequate 
force, nor have we enough flying officers to man the machines 
that would be required for an adequate force, but, with the 
money which we have had, in spite of the very heavy restric- 
tions, I think rather remarkable progress has been made. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator whether the 
progress made has been through the efforts of the Air Service 
of the War Department or through the efforts of private cor- 
porations engaged in the production of these machines? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It has been through the efforts of both. 
Of course, it is only the War Department that spends money out 
of this appropriation. 

Mr. KING. Of course, I understand that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Designs of new planes are invited from 
private manufacturers. Planes are also being made from time 
to time by the Government's own designers. When finally a 
very advantageous design is evolved a couple of machines are 
manufactured in accordance with the design as experimental 
types. Then they are tested, and if they meet the tests—and only 
the War Department can determine the nature of the tests— 
contracts are let for their production in quantity if the Congress 
appropriates the money. 

Mr. KING. I have been advised by one or more persons that 
contracts recently were let for, I think, 100 machines, and there 


3044 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 5, 


was some question as to the utility of those machines. Is the 
Senator advised as to that? 

Mr, WADSWORTH. I have never heard of it. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, without indulging in any criticism 
of the amounts we are appropriating for aeronautics both for 
the Army and for the Navy, I think those appropriations do not 
bring adequate results, and that we never will get adequate re- 
sults with the present divided responsibility. It is obvious, to 
me at least, that there should be one organization, one agency 
to control the subject of aeronautics; that such agency, of 
course, should have representation upon it from the Army and 
the Navy and perhaps from the Post Office Department; that 
there should be developed perhaps some suitable factory for the 
construction of machines, and that the efforts of all the aero- 
nautical agencies or activities of the Government should be 
focused and centralized in the interest of economy and in the 
interest of securing the best results. We spent last year, I 
think, some twenty-odd million dollars for the Air Service of 
the Navy and perhaps from $12,000,000 to $15,000,000 for the 
Air Service of the Army, and this year this bill will carry, directly 
and indirectly, in all more than $20,000,000 for the Army for 
aeronautics. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is nothing appropriated indi- 
rectly; it is all carried right here. 

Mr. KING. I refer to the compensation of officers. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, yes. 

Mr. KING. And to the civilian employees as well as officers. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The appropriation is nothing like $20,- 
000,000. The civilian employees are provided for in the item 
which we are discussing. 

Mr. KING. I refer to the overhead expenses and the number 
of officers and enlisted men whose compensation will be met by 
some other item of the bill; so that the aggregate doubtless will 
approach $20,000,000. Whether more or less, at any rate it is 
a considerable sum; and I have some doubt as to whether or 
not under the appropriations of last year and this year and 
preceding years we have received any benefit commensurate 
with their magnitude, and, in my judgment, we will not do so 
until we have a reorganization and consolidation of these ac- 
tivities. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, in the item for salaries 
in the office of the Surgeon General, on page 56, line 16, before 
the words of class three,” to strike out “ fourteen ” and insert 
“ fifteen ”; in the same line, before the words “of class two,” 
to strike out “ thirty-four” and insert “ thirty-five’; in line 17, 
before the words of class one,” to strike out “ fifty-six” and 
insert “ fifty-seven”; and, at the end of line 24, to strike out 
“ $215,080 ” and insert $219,280,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

Salaries: Chief clerk, $2,250; principal assistant Mbrarian, $2,250; 
principal clerk, $2,000; pathologist, $1,800; microscopist, $1, : 3 
assistant librarians, at $1,800 each; anatomist, $1,6 
$1,600; photographer, $1,500; translator, $1,800; clerks—15 of class 
4, 15 of class 3, 35 of class 2, 57 of class 1, 9 at $1,000 each, 2 at 
$900 each; muitigraph operator, $1,200; engineer, $1,400; skilled 
mechanic, $1,000; 2 messengers, at 0 each; 6 assistant messengers, 
at $720 each; chauffeur, $840; 3 firemen, at $720 each; 3 watch- 
men, at $720 each; superintendent of building (Army Medical Museum 
and 1 $200; 6 laborers, at $660 each; 4 charwomen, at $240 
each; in all, $219,280. 


; entomologist, 


Mr. KING. I should like to ask the Senator from New York 
why there is such a large personnel required in the shape of 
clerks of various grades for the office of the Surgeon General? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, of course it is a very 
large office, and it has highly important work to do. I hardly 
know how to answer the Senator's question, which seems to me 
to be rather vague; but the Surgeon General, as the Senator 
knows, has charge and supervision of the entire medical de- 
partment of the Army, which extends from Portland, Me., to 
Manila. Everything that is done by the Medical Corps is done 
under the direction of this office, and its records necessarily 
are voluminous and its correspondence is great. There has 
been a steady reduction in the number of employees since the 
war. The figure at the foot of the page, $219,280, is the Budget 
estimate. 

Mr. KING. Of course, I appreciate the importance of this 
organization, and I would be the last one to restrict it by fail- 
ing to give sufficient appropriations; but in view of the fact that 
we have but one hundred and twenty-odd thousand soldiers I 
was rather curious to know why it would require such a large 
number of clerks in order to dispose of the clerical work of the 
organization. May I inquire of the Senator whether the War 
8 avails itself of the services of the Public Health 

rvice. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. Not at all. 


The VICE PRESIDENT, The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment reported by the committee, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. The next amendment 
of the Committee on Appropriations was, on page 59, at the 
oo of aa 23, to insert the word “ purchase” and a comma, so 
as to read: 


3 ENGINEER OPERATIONS IN THE FIELD, 

‘or ses inciden 

including the . T of 3 8 ret 
operations, the rental of storehouses within and outside of the District 
of Columbia, the purchase, operation, maintenance, 
drawn and motor-propelled Passenger-carrying vehicles, and such ex- 
penses as are ordinarily provided for under appropriations for “ Engi- 
neer depots,” “ Civilian assistants to engineer officers,” and“ Military 
surveys and maps,” $90,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “ Corps of Engi- 
neers,” on page 62, at line 6, to insert the following subhead: 
“Seacoast Defenses, Insular Possessions.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like to inquire of the 
Senator respecting the item here for the protection and repair 
of fortifications. There was considerable literature on the 
subject, the Senator will recall, during and following the war, 
by reason of the development of submarines, and so forth, as to 
whether our plan of fortifications was archaic, whether there 
Was any necessity for the maintenance of many of these forts 
and fortifications along the Atlantic coast, particularly, and 
along the Gulf. May I inquire of the Senator whether this bill 
keeps all of those fortifications in esse and preserves them, or 
whether a new plan has been devised? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the majority of our sea- 
coast fortifications are manned only by two or three caretakers. 
The guns in many of them, such as they are—and some of them 
are fairly modern guns—are coyered with tarpaulins or wooden 
sheds, for the simple reason that we have not the personne! left 
in the Regular Army to man more than half the seacoast de- 
fenses of the United States. The most valuable ones, the most 
important ones, are still fully manned. I imagine that the Gen- 
eral Staff and the Coast Artillery officers, together with the 
Navy, are constantly planning and revising concerning the sea- 
coast defenses. I know of no new plan having been adopted 
which would result in the total abandonment of all the seacoast 
defenses. The amount appropriated here for repair and main- 
tenance and preservation, $274,000, is, of course, exceedingly 
small. 

Mr. KING. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is cut to the last limit. The com- 
mittee’s information is that a great deal of the Government's 
most valuable property is steadily going downhill in condition. 

Mr. KING. The Senator refers to guns in fortifications? ` 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Guns, range-finding apparatus, electric 
power plants to operate the guns and the ammunition hoists, the 
barbettes themselves, and the structures so necessary for keep- 
ing a seacoast defense in proper order. Severe complaint has 
been made by the Ordnance Department, especially, over the 
lack of funds to keep valuable property actually in repair. 

Mr. KING. I was somewhat surprised at the smallness of 
this appropriation if it was to care for all of our seacoast forti- 
fications. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. This takes care only of the structural 
part of the fortifications under the Engineer Corps. There is 
another item under the Ordnance Department to keep in repair 
the guns themselves. 

Mr. KING. I had in mind the fact that several years ago 
there was considerable talk about new plans being required, 
in view of the developments of the war, which would dispense 
with the necessity of maintaining many of our fortifications, 
and would perhaps call for the development of a different method 
of fortification. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will continue the 
reading of the bill. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations was, 
on page 62, after line 13, to insert: 

For the Installation and replacement of electric 
plants at the defenses of the Philippine Islands, $200, 

Mr. KING. Mr. President. I should like to inquire of the 
Senator—and before we leave the bill I may offer an amendment 
on the subject, as I indicated the other day—if the War De- 
partment is devising any further fortifications in the Philip- 
pine Islands, other than those which seemed to be provided for 
here? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. As I recollect, the four-power treaty 
forbids us to engage in the further fortification of the Philip- 


and repair of horse- 


Aight and power 
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pine Islands. I may be mistaken about that, but I think that 
is the fact. 

Mr. KING. Nothing has been brought to the attention of the 
committee? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, no; no money is being spent there 
ou new construction. This item is in the nature of a replace- 
ment. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator believe that if we were to leave 
the Philippine Islands within a year, this appropriation of $200,- 
000 would be required? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It most certainly would not be; but we 
are not going to leave within a year. 

Mr. KING. That is probably the view of the Senator, and 
probably the view of the administration. I hope, however, that 
both the Senator and the administration will change their point 
of view and will make provision for the United States to sur- 
render the Philippine Islands and their government to the in- 
habitants on the Ist of January, 1924. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is a very interesting suggestion. 

Mr. KING. I shall offer that as an amendment to this bill 
if I ean, and if a point of order is not raised against it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It will be. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, under the subhead “ Field Artillery armament,” on page 
67, at the end of line 7, to strike out “$425,000” and insert 
“ $448,500,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For alteration and maintenance of the mobile artillery, including the 
urchase and manufacture of 8 tools, and materials necessary 
‘or the work and the expenses of the mechanics engaged thereon, 

$448,500 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Chemical 
Warfare Service,“ on page 71, at the end of line 19, to increase 
the appropriation for the purchase, manufacture, and test of 
chemical warfare gases or other toxic substances, gas masks, 
or other offensive or defensive materials or appliances required 
for gas warfare purposes, etc., from “ $650,000" to * $700,000." 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I should like some explanation 
from the Senator in regard to the increase in this item, and 
then generally an explanation as to the activities of this or- 
ganization, and whether, in his opinion, the results are com- 
mensurate with the expenditures which have been made, and 
which are called for in this bill. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I assume that the Senator refers to 
the Chemical Warfare Service. 

Mr. KING, Yes. The Secretary has just announced that 
as the heading. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. As the Senator probably knows, nearly 
all this expenditure takes place at the Edgewood Arsenal, 
which is the experimental and research laboratory, as it were, 
of the Chemical Warfare Service. The Budget estimate was 
$740,000. The House appropriated $650,000, and the Senate 
committee proposes to appropriate $700,000. 

The great proportion of this expenditure is in the direction 
of research work, experimenting, of course, with gases of va- 
rious kinds, and evolying methods of defense against such gases 
if our troops should ever be called upon to confront an enemy 
that uses so-called poison gases. 

The work at the Edgewood Arsenal has been remarkably 
successful, and truly astounding improvements have been made 
in some of the things which some day may be of vital im- 
portance to the soldiers of the United States, and, indeed, to the 
country as a whole. The committee is convinced that the ex- 
penditure of $700,000 a year for experiment and research, 
especially for the development of defensive articles, is well 
worthy of our support, and for that reason the committee 
suggests the sum, 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The reading of the bill was resumed. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, in the items for the office of Chief of Chemical Warfare 
Service, on page 72, line 5, after the word “ exceed,” to strike 
out “$15,000” and insert “ $21,600,” so as to read: 

The services of chemists and such other services as the Secretary 
of War may deem necessary may be employed only in the office of the 
Chief of the Chemical Warfare Service to carry into effect the appro- 


priation for Chemical Warfare Service, to be paid from such appro- 
priation : Provided, That the total expenditures for this purpose for the 
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fiscal year 1924 shall not exceed $21,600. and the Secretary of War 


shall each year in the Budget report to Congress the number of per- 
sons so employed, their duties, and the amount paid to each. 

The amendment was agreed to. / 

The reading of the bill was resumed, and the reading clerk 

read to line 22 on page 72, the last item read being as follows: 
NATIONAL BOARD FOR PROMOTION OF RIFLE PRACTICE. 

QUARTERMASTER SUPPLIES AND SERVICES FOR RIFLE RANGES FOR CIVILIAN 

INSTRUCTION. 


To establish and maintain indoor and outdoor rifle ranges for the 
use of all able-bodied males capable of bearing arms, under reasonable 
regulations to be prescribed by the National Board for the Promotion of 
Rifle Practice and approved by the Secretary of War; for the em- 
ees of labor in connection with the establishment of outdoor and 

door rifle ranges, including labor in operating targets; for the em- 
ape eral of instructors ; adges and other 

signia ; for expenses incidental to instruction of citizens of the United 
States in marksmanship and their participation in international 
matches, $20,000. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, on the item for the 
National Board for Promotion of Rifle Practice, I thought I 
understood the Senator from New York to say that that was 
raised by committee amendment to 889.000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. Mr. President, on behalf of the 
committee I offer an amendment to the paragraph headed 
* National Board for Promotion of Rifle Practice.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reapinc CLERK. On page 72, it is proposed to strike out 
lines 12 to 22, inclusive, and to insert in lieu thereof the fol- 
lowing: 

To establish and maintain indoor and outdoor rifle ranges for the 
use of all able-bodied males capable of bearing arms, under reasonable 
regulations to be prescribed by the National Board for the Promotion 
of Rifle Practice and approved by the Secretary of War; for the em- 
. of labor in connection with the establishment of outdoor 
and indoor rifle ranges, including labor in operating targets; for the 
eee of instructors; for clerical services; for badges and other 
insignia; for the transportation of employees, instructors. and civil- 
ians to engage in practice; for the purchase of materials, supplies, 
and services, and for expenses incidental to instruction to cldzens 
of the United States in marksmanship, and their participation in na- 
tional and international matches, to be expended under the direction 
of the Secretary of War, and to remain ayailable until expended, 
$89,000: Provided, That out of the said sum of $89,900 there may 
be expended for the payment of transportation, for supplying meals, 
or furnishing commutation of subsistence of civilian rife teams au- 
thorized by the Secretary of War to participate in tbe national matches, 
not to exceed $80,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr, President, the language just read 
by the Secretary, with the appropriation proposed, is the exact 
language and the exact appropriation proposed by the Budget 
for 1923. It constitutes, in effect, a proposed increase over the 
appropriation carried in the bili as printed of $89,900 for this 
purpose, and broadens the purposes for which that money can 
be used, and brings it buck to the status of 1922 and years prior 
to that time. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, in reference to that ap- 
propriation, in 1922 for that amount we were only able to 
bring about 30 of the civilian teams to the national rifle 
matehes. That made it necessary to rule out arbitrarily a 
considerable number of the States. In order to take care of 
all the States, about $120,000 will be required for this item, 
instead of $89,000. We had even more than that prior to that 
time, but from the experience we haye had it will require that 
much, or else we will probably have the same trouble that we 
had before, and will have to say arbitrarily to this State or 
that State: “ You can not come, because we have not the funds.” 
I know that that was true in 1922, so I should like to move that 
that amount be raised to $120,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa 
is better informed upon this subject than any other man in 
the Senate. I am very glad to take his word for the condition 
which he described as having existed at the national rifle 
matches, at which he has often been a principal instructor, 
and, so far as I may, I am willing to accept the amendment 
which he proposes, which would make the appropriation 
$120,000, But the limitation in the amendment should prob- 
ably be raised if the total sum is raised. The amendment 
reads that the appropriation shall be $89,900, of which not more 
than $80,000 shall be used for transportation, and so forth. 

Mr. BROOKHART. That should be raised to $100,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. I accept those two modifications. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the 
modified amendment. 

The Reapinc CLERK. On page 2, line 6, of the amendment, 
strike out “$89,900” and insert in lieu thereof “ $120,000," and 
on line 11 strike out “ 580,000“ and insert $100,000.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment as modified. 

The amendment as modified was agreed to. 


for clerical services; for 


The reading of the bill was continued. The next amendment 
was, on page 73, at the end of line 11, to increase the appropria- 
tion for the purpose of furnishing a national trophy and medals 
and other prizes to be provided and contested for annually, 
ete., from “ $6,500” to “ $7,500.” 

Mr. BROOKHART. With reference to that item, for many 
years we- had an appropriation of $10,000 for these purposes. 
The matches are much larger now than they were in those days, 
and I think that item should go back to the $10,000, at least. 
There is no part of the national matches more valuable than 
the distribution of trophies and medals. At one time some of 
that was used for cash prizes, but that was abandoned years 
ago and trophies and medals adopted instead. I move that the 
appropriation be raised to $10,000, as it was for so many years. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the 
amendment. 

The Reaprnc CLERK. On page 73, line 12, in lieu of the 
amendment proposed by the committee, fixing the amount at 
$7,500, the Senator from Iowa proposes to make the amount 
$10,000. 

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Should there not be an amendment in 
that next item? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That does not involve a committee 
amendment. Will the Senator postpone offering an amendment 
to that paragraph until amendments generally are in order? 
Under the unanimous-consent agreement, under which we are 
proceeding now, only committee amendments are in order. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Very well. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Chief of Infan- 
try,” on page 74, line 1, after the word “ of,’ to strike out 
technical, special, clerical, and temporary and insert “ tempo- 
rary, technical, special, and,” so as to make the paragraph read: 

For the purchase of textbooks, books of reference, scientific and pro- 
fessional papers; instruments and material for instruction, employment 
of temporary, technical, special, and clerical services, including the 
services of one translator at the rate of $150 per month, and for the 
necessary expenses of instruction at the Infantry School, Fort Benning, 
Ga., $35,000. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Chief of Cav- 
alry.“ on page 74, line 18, after the word “and,” to strike out 
“materials” and insert “ material”; in line 19, after the word 
“ of.” to strike out“ technical, special, clerical, and temporary“ 
and insert “ temporary, technical, special, and,” so as to make 
the paragraph read: 


For the purchase of textbooks, books of reference, scientific and pro- 
fessional papers, instruments, and material for instruction; employment 
of temporary, technical, special, and clerical services; and for other 
net expenses of instruction at the Cavalry School, Fort Riley, 
Kans., $17,600. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Chief of Field 
Artillery,” on page 74, at the end of line 26, to strike out 
“matériel” and insert “material”; and, on page 75, line 1, 
after the word “of,” to strike out “ technical, special, clerical, 
and temporary” and insert “temporary, technical, special, 
and”; and, in line 4, after the word “Artillery,” strike out 
“Schools” and insert “ School,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For the purchase of textbooks, books of reference, scientific and 
professional papers, instruments, and material for instruction; em- 
foc’ other necomany copesees of instruction, AE ths Wiel) aries 
School at Fort Sill, Okla., $18,000. t me 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ Militia Bu- 
reau, Arming, Equipping, and Training the National Guard,” 
on page 79, line 11, to increase the appropriation for procure- 
ment of forage, bedding, etc., for animals, from “$1,250,000” 
to “ $1,465,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 79, line 13, to increase the 
appropriation for compensation of help for care of matériel, 
animals, and equipment from “ $1,850,000” to “ $2,500,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 79, line 14, to increase the 
appropriation for expenses, camps of instruction, from 510, 
000,000“ to “ $11,000,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 79, line 17, to increase the 
appropriation for expenses, selected officers and enlisted men, 
military service schools, from $300,000” to “$350,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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The next amendment was, on page 79, line 19, to increase the 
appropriation for pay of property and disbursing officers for 
the United States from “$70,000” to “$75,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 80, line 4, to increase the 
appropriation for transportation of equipment, from “ $375,000 ” 
to “ $400,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 80, at the end of line 23, 
to — out “ $2,250,000" and insert “$3,250,000,” so as to 
read: 

ARMS, UNIFORMS, EQUIPMENT, ETC., FOR FIELD SERVICE, NATIONAL GUARD. 

To procure by é 
to the National Guard upon requisition of the governors of the several 
or the N e heey National Guard of 

n 


such number o ted States serv arm 
with all accessories, Field Artillery and Coast Artille a E 


clothing, equipage, and milita 
arm, uni 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 81, line 13, after the word 
“arms,” to strike out “Field Artillery, Engineer, or Signal 
matériel,” so as to read: 


hich shali 


None of the funds appropriat 
used for purchase of arms, public —.—. pe aoe en ee 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the items for salaries, Militia 
Bureau, War Department, on page 81, line 21, after the words 
Chief clerk,” to strike out “$2,250” and insert “$2,000”; at 
the end of the same line, to strike out “ finance clerk, $2,000; “; 
in line 22, before the words “ of class three,” strike out “four” 
and insert “five,” and at the end of line 25, strike out 
cv and insert “$82,200”, so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

Salaries: Chief clerk, $2,000; clerks—three of class four, five of 
sit, ae Seatoaeee "af PISS" eat es 
laborers, at $660 each; in all, $82,200. x ian 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the head “United States 
Military Academy,” on page 82, line 5, to strike out “ construct- 
ing quartermaster, in addition to his regular pay, $1,000” ; and 
at the end of line 8, to strike out “$55,968” and insert 
“ $54,968,” so as to read: 

PAY OF MILITARY ACADEMY. 

Permanent Establishment: For t 3 ‘ 
$2,750; master of the sword, $3 CE 
officers for length of service, $13,900 ; subsistence allowance of pro- 
fessors and officers, $4,818; in all, $54,968. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 86, at the end of line 4, 
to reduce the total appropriation for pay, Military Academy, 
from ‘“ $1,664,585” to “ $1,663,586.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, in the items for miscellaneous 
and ineidental expenses, at the Military Academy, on page 
91, after line 8, to strike out “For supplying materials and 
painting and cleaning the cadet barracks, $3,500,” and in lieu 
thereof to insert: 

For supplying materials, repairing, painting, and cleaning furni- 
ture in cadet barracks, $3,500. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 95, after line 21, to strike 
out: 

No part of the funds appropriated in this act for the supply, mainte- 
nance, and upkeep of athletie grounds and stands at the United States 
Military Academy shall be used for such purposes, unless the authori- 
ties at the Military Academy charge an admission to the principal 
public athletic contests on suc unds in which the cadets take par 
and the funds so received shall used solely for the improvement 
athletic facilities at the said academy. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhend Finance De- 
partment,” on page 96, line 17, after the figures “$1,200,” to 
strike out the comma and insert the following words: “but 
one-half of each monthly payment shall be deducted until an 
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amount equal to the aggregate of the amount of the pension 
which has been paid to him by the Pension Office contrary to 
law shall have been reached,” so as to read: 

t uired t k thl ments to Jobn R. Kis- 
Me “late, “of *Gimpany ob. One nde and *fifty-seventh Indiana 
Volunteer Infantry, also late of the Hospital Corps, United States 
Army, $1,200. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, under the subhead “ National 
cemeteries,” on page 97, at the end of line 4, to strike out 
“ $350,000" and insert $370,220,” so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For maintaining and improving national cemeteries, including fuel 
for . pay of laborers and other employees, purchase of 
tools and materials, and including care and maintenance of the Arling- 
ton Memorial Amphitheater and Chapel and grounds in the Arlington 
National Cemetery, Va., $370,220. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 97, line 10, to reduce the 
appropriation for repairs to roadways to national cemeteries 
which have been constructed by special authority of Congress 
from $24,000 to $12,000. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Was there not a committee amendment 
to be offered on page 95? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The committee amendment will be 
offered when the printed committee amendments are finished. 
Then it is my purpose to go back and propose six or eight com- 
mittee amendments, which are legislative in character, but 
which must be proposed on the floor and unanimous consent 
asked for their consideration. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Very well. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 100, line 4, after the name 
“ France,” to increase the appropriation for disposition of re- 
mains of officers, soldiers, and civilian employees from $150,000 
to $160,000. 

The reading of the bill was continued to line 22, page 101, the 
last paragraph read being: 

For defraying the cost of such extensions, betterments, operation, and 
maintenance of the Washington-Alaska military cable and telegraph 
system as may be approved by the Secretary of War, to be available 
until the close of the fiscal year 1925, from the receipts of the Wash- 
ington-Alaska Military Cable and Telegraph System which have been 
covered into the Treasury of the United States, the extent of such 
extensions and betterments and the cost thereof to be reported to Con- 
gress by the Secretary of War, $140,000. 

Mr. KING. A number of Senators are absent who are inter- 
ested in some of the items we are approaching, and I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ball Hitchcock New Stanley 
Bayard Johnson Nicholson staring 
Borah Jones, N Mex, Norbeck Sutherland 
Brookhart Jones, Wash. Norris Townsend 
Bursum Kendrick die Trammell 
Cameron Keyes Page Underwood 
Capper King Phipps Wadsworth 
Curtis Lenroot Pittman Walsh, Mass. 
Ernst Lodge Pomerene Walsh, Mont, 
Fernald McCormick Ransdell Warren 
Fletcher McCumber Reed, Pa. Watson 
George McKellar Robinson Williams 
Hale McKinley Sheppard Willis 
Harris McNary Smoot 

Harrison Moses Spencer 

Heflin Nelson Stanfield 


Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to announce that the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre] is necessarily absent at- 
tending a hearing before the Committee on Manufactures. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wirzas in the chair). 
Sixty-one Senators having answered to their names, a quorum 
is present. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I understand very well 
that many Senators are particularly interested in the so-called 
river and harbor item. We are now on page 104 of the bill, 
considering committee amendments, The rivers and harbors 
item appears on page 106. I desire to announce that when the 
rivers and harbors item is reached this afternoon, if it is 
reached, I shall ask that consideration thereof be postponed 
until to-morrow, and that the Senate shall proceed as long as it 
may be willing to stay in session to clean up what might be re- 
garded as less important amendments in the bill. 

Mr. BORAH. ‘Then the rivers and harbors item will go over 
until to-morrow? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, 
next amendment. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, in the items for the Lincoln Memorial, on page 104, line 1, 


The Secretary will report the 


before the word “ watchman,” to strike out “three” and insert 
“ four,” and at the end of line 8, to strike out “ $11,320,” and 
insert “ $12,040,” so as to make the paragraph read; 

Lincoln Memorial: Custodian, $1,200; four watchmen, at $720 each ; 
three laborers, at $660 each; heat, light, miscellaneous labor, and sup- 
plies, $3,910; extra services of page phe and additional Lag yg and 
materials to provide for ppening. the Lincoln Memorial to the public 
on Sundays and — holidays, $1,750; for purchasing and supplyin 
714.820. to the four Lincoln Memorial watchmen, 5320; in a 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 105, at the end of line 24, 
to increase the appropriation for construction and maintenance 
of military and post roads, bridges, and trails, Alaska, from 
“ $465,000” to “ $1,000,000.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 106, at the end of line 3, 
to reduce the appropriation for cost of survey and the prepara- 
tion of plans and estimates for a Government dock at Juneau, 
Alaska, from “ $1,000” to“ $600,” 

The amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is only one committee amend- 
ment having to do with rivers and harbors. I think in view of 
my statement a moment ago, that amendment should be post- 
poned until to-morrow. The committee amendment, however, is 
=. connected with the general rivers and harbors appropria- 

on. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The amendments on lines 15 
and 17 on page 106 will be passed over together with the 
whole section, in accordance with the statement made by the 
Senator from New York, in charge of the bill. 

The reading of the bill was continued at page 108, line 4. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was under the head “ National Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers,” on page 115, at the beginning of line 25, to strike out 
“ genera ” and insert “surplus”; so as to make the paragraph 
read: 

For the fiscal year 1925 and annuall 
the Board of Managers of the National 
7 by the Veterans’ Bureau for support, maintenance, and care of 

orld War veterans shall not be used to augment or reimburse the 
appre riations made for the support of the National Home for Disabled 

olunteer Soldiers, but shall be covered into the surplus fund of the 
Treasury, and the Budget for the fiscal year 1925 and thereafter 
shall contain itemized estimates covering the entire cost of the opera- 
tion and maintenance of the National Home for Disabled Volunteer 
Soldiers, including the cost of the maintenance, support, and care of 
beneficiaries of the United States Veterans“ Bureau in such homes. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

The next amendment was, under the head, The Panama 
Canal,” on page 117, after line 15, to strike out: 

The limitations on the expenditure of appropriations for salaries 
and wages of civilian employees hereinbefore made in this act sball 
not apply to the appropriations for the Panama Canal. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, what is the purpose of 
striking out the language on page 117? Will the Senator in 
charge of the bill explain the purpose? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am glad the Senator called atten- 
tion to that. I desired to offer a modification of the committee 
amendment. I first ask unanimous consent that the vote by 
which the amendment was agreed to may be reconsidered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the vote 
is reconsidered. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The committee, in striking out lines 
15, 16, 17, 18, and 19, on page 117, made an error. The in- 
tention was to strike out only the words “for salaries and 
wages of civilian employees,” and to retain the rest of the 
language so that it would read: 

The limitations on the expenditure of appropriations hereinbefore 
pene in this act shall not apply to the appropriations for the Panama 

The Panama Canal is an entirely separate business institu- 
tion. It is under the direct jurisdiction of the President, who 
delegates the task to the Secretary of War. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I recall how that is. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We do not want limitations as to sala- 
ries in the War Department made applicable to the salaries of 
civilians on the Panama Canal Zone, for a different set of stat- 
utes takes care of that. 

Mr. McKELLAR. If the amendment were disagreed to, then 
the Senator from New York could offer his amendment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That is what I am going to do, 

Mr. McKELLAR. The amendment to strike out the four 
lines has just been agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. My purpose is to restore the language 
and then strike out the words “for salaries and wages of civil- 
jan employees.” 


thereafter moneys allotted to 
Home for Disabled Volunteer 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair suggests to the Sen- 
ator from New York that the Senate disagree to the committee 
amendment, which would restore the House language. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask that that may be done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment of the committee. 

The amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I move to amend, on page 117, in line 
17, by striking out the words “for salaries and wages of civil- 
jan employees,” so the paragraph would read: 


The limitations on the expenditure of appropriations hereinbefore 
. in this act shall not apply to the appropriations for the Panama 
nal. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator from New York 
allow me to submit a Senate resolution and ask for its present 
consideration? If it leads to any debate whatever I will with- 
draw it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield for that purpose. 


LEASES UPON NAVAL OIL RESERVES. 


Mr. SMOOT. I ask for the present consideration of the reso- 
lution which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent for the present consideration of a resolution 
which will be read for the information of the Senate. 

The reading clerk read the resolution (S. Res. 484), as fol- 
lows: ; 

Resolved, That Senate Resolution Numbered 282, a; to April 21, 
1923, and Senate Resolution Numbered agreed 10 Suny 18 1922, au- 
thorizing and direczing the Committee on blic Lands and Surveys to 
investigate the entire subject of leases apon naval oil reserves, with 

cular reference to the protection of the rights and equities of the 
vernment of the United States and the preservation of its natural 
resources, and to report its findings and recommendations to the Senate, 
and providing that the expenses of such investigation be paid from the 
contingent fund of the Senate, be, and the same hereby are, continued 
in full force and effect until the end of the Sixty-eighth Congress, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I suggest to the 
Senator that there be added language authorizing the committee 
to sit during the recess of Congress, 

Mr. SMOOT. I think the original resolution takes care of 
that. Senate Resolution 294 was an amendment to Senate Reso- 
Jution 282, and provides as follows: 

That the said committee is hereby authorized to sit and perform its 
duties at such times and places as it deems necessary or proper and to 
require the attendance of witnesses by as or otherwise; to 
require the production of books, papers, and documents; and to employ 
counsel, experts, and other assistants, and stenographers, at a cost 
not „ per printed page. The chairman of the committee 
or any member thereof may administer oaths to witnesses and <= 
subpoenas for witnesses; and every person duly summoned before d 
committee, or any subcommittee thereof, who refuses or fails to obey 
the process of said committee or appears and refuses to answer ques- 
tions pertinent to said investigation shall be . as prescribed 
by law. The expenses of said investigation shall be paid from the con- 
tingent fund of the Senate on vouchers of the committee or subcom- 
mittee, signed by the chairman and approved by the Committee to Audit 
and Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator will observe that it 
does not cover the provision I suggested. 

Mr. SMOOT. I thought the last provision mentioning the 
subcommittee authorized the subcommittee to sit, but it does 
not. Therefore if the Senator will offer his amendment I am 
perfectly willing to accept it. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I offer the following amendment. 
Add to the resolution the following language: 

The committee or any subcommittee thereof is authorized to sit dur- 
ing the sessions or the recesses of the Senate. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana subsequently said: Mr. President, 
the purpose which was intended to be accomplished by the 
resolution offered by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Sacoor] a 
few moments ago is not fully accomplished; and I desire to ask 
unanimous consent to reconsider the vote by which the resolu- 
tion was adopted for the purpose of perfecting the resolution. 

The VICH PRESIDENT, Is there objection to the reconsid- 
eration? The Chair hears none. The question is on agreeing 
to the resolution. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I move to reconsider the vote by 
which the amendment offered by myself was agreed to. 

The motion to reconsider was agreed to. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Then, in lieu of that, I offer the 
following: , 

The committee, or any subcommittee thereof, may sit during the ses- 


sions or recesses of the Senate, and after the expiration of the t 
Congress until the assembling of the Sixty-eighth Congress, ana anti 


otherwise ordered by the Senate. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution, as amended, was agreed to. 


CORONER'S INQUESTS IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I have had some inquiries 
respecting the method of holding coroner's inquests in the Dis- 
trict where people have been killed by accident or otherwise. 
I have a letter from Commissioner James F. Oyster on that 
subject. It is a matter in which a few people feel a very deep 
interest. I think it is of some general concera likewise. It 
gives certain information which a great many people do not 
Seem to have and, I might say, is somewhat at variance with 
the information I have on the subject. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the letter may be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection that order 
will be made. 

The letter is as follows: 

COMMISSIONERS OF THE DISTRICT or COLUMBIA, 
Washington, January 31, 1923. 
Hon. Duncan U. FLETCHER, 


United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


Dran SENATOR FLETCHER: I have your favor of January 30 maki 
certain inquiries regarding the office of coroner, and have endea 
to answer the questions you ask. In this connection I would like to 
invite your particular attention to the relatively small salary attached 
to this tion of coroner when consideration is taken of the many 
puns of the office. in ro Í bez EA 

nswering your specific questions, to reply as follows; 

1. The coroner views all es and makes preliminary investigations, 
determines if autopsy is necessary, and conducts inquests. The deputy 
coroner performs autopsies and reports results to the coroner and 


coroner's jury. 
2. The United States District Attorney is advised in advance of in- 
quests, and a representative of his office attends all inquests. He 


examines all witnesses. 

3. Captains of various police precincts supply the coroner with lists 
of names for jury service. The law fixes the number of jurors at six. 
The jury is disc ed at the end of each inquest and not continued 
3 urors receive 83 à day for services. 

4. Records of inquests are kept on file. Testimony is taken in short- 
tional cases; otherwise in long hand. Testimony so 


hand only in ex 
taken is submitted to the United States District Attorney's office. 
5. f. representatives of all parties congerned are permitted to at- 
tend and allowed unlimited scope in the conduct of their questioning. 
6. Coroner’s compensation is $1,800 per annum. The deputy coroner 
receives no compensation. 


there is any further information desire I will be v glad 
to obtain it for you if you will let me — vend 
Yours sincerely, AMES F. Ox 


J OYSTER, 
Commissioner, District of Columbia, 
FUNDING OF THE BRITISH DEEBT—ARTICLE BY JOSEPHUS DANIELS, 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, since the consideration of 
the War Department appropriation bill has been interrupted, 
I ask unanimous consent that an article by the Hon. Josephus 
Daniels, former Secretary of the Navy, on the British debt 
settlement may be printed in the Record in 8-point type. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 

BRITISH Haye GALL TO Bec Orr DEBT, Asserts DANIELS-—FORMRER 
SECRETARY OF THE Navy DECLARES THAT AMERICA GREW IMPATIENT 
a eae DELAY IN SENDING MISSION TO ARRANGE SETTLEMENT OF 

: (By Josephus Daniels.) 

The return to London of the British mission which came to 

Washington to confer about the debt it owes to the United 


-States, without reaching any agreement, recalls the fact that 


when the United States entered the World War in April, 1917, 
missions Composed of distinguished statesmen and soldiers from 
the allied nations came to Washington for conference with 
American Government officials. 

The able and charming Mr. Balfour headed the British dete- 
gation, which was the first to arrive. It was the first to come 
then to discuss how America could in the best and quickest way 
render its largest contribution to the allied cause. 

Great Britain was the first country which secured a large 
loan of money. It was warmly welcomed and all that we could 
do to aid that Government was as freely given as they freely 
put at our disposal then and afterward all the information and 
aid they could render. 

The first agreement of cooperation between the two English- 
speaking nations was made between Admiral Browning and the 
Secretary of the Navy on April 10, 1917. 

Following closely came Mr. Balfour and his party and the 
beloved Joffre and the French leaders. What impressed me 
most about the British mission was the thorough and expert 
knowledge possessed by its members. 

If Mr. Balfour wanted any information from the highest 
finance to the building of a dreadnought he had an expert at 
hand whose knowledge was full and accurate. 

It is this thoroughness which has distinguished the British 
Government. Where other nations have as noble aims and 
even greater zeal, the British go into the minutest detail and 
that gives them a great advantage. They had more men in! 
Washington at the conferences in the early days than any 
other nation and again the same thing was true at Paris, 
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‘Accurate information and thorough knowledge wins battles 

as truly as guns and ships. Full knowledge has won many 

victories, " 
BRITISH FIRST LOAN, 

I have said that the British secured the first loan made by 
this Government to an allled nation. It had hitherto borne 
the brunt of financing the war. 

Our declaration removed the strain that was almost to the 
breaking point. The big thing it asked the United States to 
‘do, in answer to our request to be advised what aid we could 
best render at once, was to supply money and patrol the coast 
from Halifax to Panama, so their ships could be released to 
go to European waters. We did both at once, beginning in 
April and carrying on to our utmost until victory. 

As a British mission was the first to obtain money from us 
to finance the costly war—I had almost said extravagant war, 
'for modern wars eat up money—so the British financial mis- 
sion was the first to come to Washington to talk about paying 
its debt. 

The visit had been postponed time and again. It was sched- 
uled to reach Washington when Mr. Houston became Secre- 
tary of the Treasury and again toward the close of the Wil- 
son administration. But it got here on a late train, so to 
speak, 

rt was in daily conference with the authorities at Washing- 
ton for weeks. Then it sailed away. The people of both 
countries had little inkling of what was talked about in the 
meeting. 

They had expected that at least in this matter, understand- 
able to the average citizen, there would be “open covenants 
openly arrived at.” But neither Congress nor the people knows 
any more than before they came. Like the King of France, 
they marched up the hill and then marched down again.” 

The gossip around Washington is that they asked for a very 
‘ong time to pay the debt, which request Congress would no 
‘doubt have granted upon the giving of bonds of their Govern- 
ment; but in addition to that they also requested that the rate 
of interest be fixed at 3 per cent. 

I call that request, if the gossip is correct, unadulterated gall. 
The British know the United States did not have a dollar to 
Jend them except what was obtainable from loans from the 
people or taxes imposed on them. Our taxes did not bring in 
near enough for our enormous expenditures to arm our own 
‘soldiers and sailors and pay the expense of a war 3,000 miles 
‘from home. 

In order to obtain the billions we loaned Britain and the other 
allied nations, it was necessary to issue our own bonds and for 
Nr. McAdoo to carry on the most remarkable campaign in his- 
tory to sell them to the American people. 

In order to obtain the largest amount for these bonds, they 
were made tax exempt” That was a mistake if our own coun- 
try was to be considered. 

We entered upon this policy, not permissible on sound princi- 
ples except in war, largely to give our allies the benefit of get- 
ting par when no other nation could float its securities without 
some reduction or commissions. It was done to aid Britain and 
the other allies to every cent possible. 


FIRM AND POLITE NO. 


We agreed to charge Britain no interest except what we actu- 
ally paid to those who bought the bonds. After the war, when 
it was clear that the United States had withdrawn from Euro- 

an settlements, there came a near panic, saved only by the 
Federal Reserve Board, and bonds went below par because the 
interest rate rose from 6 to 8 per cent at the lowest. 

In view of the fact that Britain obtained this loan at such a 
low rate of interest, the people were astounded when it was 
reported that the British mission had asked a reduction to 3 
per cent. Of course, the Washington Government could do 
nothing but give a polite and firm no to the preposterous 
‘request, 

We are ready to give every reasonable consideration to Brit- 
ain with reference to the debt it owes, but its course has served 
‘to chill the feeling entertained for it. 

I refer to its whole course with reference to debts; its delay 
in coming, preceded by Mr. Balfour's tactless statement that 
Britain would cancel all debts due it if the United States would 
do likewise. That was a world proclamation virtually putting 
up to us to shoulder the debts which should be paid by others. 

We have gotten tired of hearing “ America entered late and 
should assume its share of the debt contracted before it came in, 
and should wipe out all indebtedness due from us.“ Mr. Bal- 
four “ passing the buck” to the United States, followed by the 
British financial mission’s request in the year 1923 to reduce 
the interest to a sum far less than we are actually paying, was 

ot calculated to leave a good taste in the mouth, 


BRITAIN SHOULD PAY. 

It has done exactly the opposite. It has stiffened the back- 
bone of Americans to say plainly that we will give every proper 
consideration, but we must insist upon payment of the same in- 
terest the Treasury is paying the holders of the bonds. 

There is no reason why Britain should not pay. We bore our 
expenses of the war and we neither asked nor received anything 
in the way of money, coal, oil, or colonies, or anything else, 
even though at the time Senator Lobak said we ought to demand 
reparation from Germany. Later he was wiser and gloried that 
Woodrow Wilson had demanded nothing. 

The people generally are not informed as to what Britain 
has received as a result of the war. The propaganda that 
France is the only country getting or trying to get reparations 
has made people forget the incomparably great things that 
5 obtained. France asked too much and blundered in so 

oing. 

What has Britain received? I have not the data as to the oil 
concessions and the advantages in countries that have large oil 
fields that will enrich Britain and be of inestimable value to 
its world commerce. When we reflect upon what it did obtain, 
we may well ask, What nation received most out of the war? 

Here is what the war added to the British Empire: Five hun- 
dred thousand square miles of German Southwest Africa, 680,000 
square miles of German West Africa, 75,000 square miles of 
Togo and Cameroon, 180,000 square miles of New Guinea and 
Bismarck. In addition many square miles in the colonies of 
Angola and Mozambique, 1,000,000 square miles in Persia, and 
2,000,000 square miles in Mesopotamia have come under British 
influence. 

BRITAIN’S ATTITUDE. 


It is unfortunate that the British did not come to Washington 
long ago, or even on its recent visit, and say frankly: “ While 
we have received great benefit in German colonies as a result 
of the war they are now liubilities and not present assets. 
While we are to receive 22 per cent of whatever sum Germany 
pays as reparation, Germany has as yet paid us nothing, Our 
oil concessions are yet to be realized upon. The cost of our 
armies to prevent wars in Europe imposes a heavy burden. 
We therefore would be glad to defer payments to a time when 
we can pay without the strain early payments would impose. 
We, of course, expect to pay the same rate of interest you 
must pay the owners of the bonds you issued to obtain the 
money to lend to us.” 

If the mission had come in that spirit and made the request, 
everybody would have approved acquiescence. 

It was a mistake equal to a blunder, as was Mr, Balfour's 
tactless passing the buck to this country. However, these mis- 
takes should not affect the cordial relations between the coun- 
tries, and we should proffer to extend the loans for a long 
period. Britain has walked through deep waters, fought a great 
fight, and the two countries must be ever prepared to prevent 
such another holocaust of war as almost destroyed the world in 
1914-1919. (Copyright, Twenty-first Century Press.) 


THE MERCHANT MARINE, 


Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
to have printed in the Recorp in 8-point type an article entitled 
Economie geometry versus legislative ship subsidy in the mak- 
ing,” with reference to the operations of the Shipping Board. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

The article is as follows: 

ECONOMIC GEOMETRY VERSUS LEGISLATIVE SHIP SUBSIDY IN THE MAKING, 


The U-boat moved westward the center of gravity of the world's 
carrying trade. That center of gravity is still potential A few 
more years of depreciation of the governmental fleet rotting in lay 
up precludes the conversion of potential to kinetic. 

e World War also moved westward the International bullion center 
of gravity. Just so long as that bullion center of gravity rests with 
us, they (the alien), not we, will sweat. Therefore, why assist the 
eastward movement momentam of said center of gravity thro the 
medium of a half-billion-dollar yearly ocean freight bill, distributed 
largely among foreign bottoms. Ditto, 
hull insurance premiums. 

The yearly appropriations for our national defense eperosimate one- 
half a billion dellars, Annual British unemployment doles are now 
of similar amount. America contributes in direct ratio to the building 
of British battleships, French submarines, and Japanese light cruisers, 
as is the proportion of her ocean-borne freights carried in the bottoms 
of the named nationals. 

Island empires are international economic middlemen situated tangen- 
tial to the ebb and flow of sea commerce from producer to ultimate 
consumer. Their adverse trade balances must be restored by carrying 
other peoples’ goods in island bottoms by the expenditures of tourists 
and by the proceeds of international marine insurance, banking, and 
investments, If they fall to restore such adverse balances, they still 
have three other alternatives, to wit, war, starvation, or emigration. 
Britain’s population has doubled in 100 years. 

Displacement of forel bottoms by idle American tonnage may 
smash Norwegian and British triangulation. There are more Nor- 
wegians lu the United States than there are In Norway, Denmark is 


American marine cargo and 


3050 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 5, 


currently reported as arranging emigration of her surplus workers 
to Madagascar and South America. 

Section 34, Jones Act, sought, through imposition of 10 per cent dis- 
criminatory duties upon imports, to deflect return cargoes to American 
bottoms, and thus aid in the upbuilding of our merchant marine, 
Treaty complications have apparently been a deterrent to enforcement, 
Correct in principle, it apparently fails to articulate with present eco- 
nomic fact. Of what avail would it be against an increasing yolume of 
imports capable of breaking through mountain-high tariff walls? The 
8 in the original pending ship subsidy bill of a 5 per cent of 

reights paid deduction from net income tax to American shippers ship- 
ping in American bottoms provided precise and effective impetus. Suc 
eduction might well be 10 per cent for imports and 6 per cent for 
exports, as by value and volume our exports are three times our imports. 
The pulling effect of such percentage deduction should be in inverse 
ratio to volume movement, Legislative regulation of ocean freight 
rates becomes redundant, 

Deductions to industrials shipping, in their own vessels need not 
pom Not because they are rich. The nature of the traffic demands 

t not. 

At present some three hundred and odd Government vessels are oper 
ated upon a cost-plus plan at a $50,000,000 yearly deficit. ‘he 
Government fleet totals some 1,400 vessels. The cost-plus plan of 
operation perpetuates economic farce. Many of the vessel operators 
operating Government tonnage are alleged to have a direct or an indirect 
interest in the various subsidiaries that furnish service to the plying 
merchant vessels touching our ports. Among these is 8 I 
the boss stevedore complains to the vessel operator that stevedori 
wages are insufficient, why quarrel when the blic Treasury pays a 
the bills? Both boss stevedore and vessel operator know that profits to 
subsidiaries are derived alike from American and foreign vessels, and 
that if the major portion of American vessels are tied up the 2 
vessel will fill the vacancies within the limitations of the ability of the 
ultimate consumer to absorb high terminal charges plus ocean freights 
and insurance. The cost-plus effect upon terminal service is to keep it 
high, and to precisely that extent stultify the flow of commerce. A 
chain is no stronger than its weakest link, and interference with the 
law of supply and demand will be reflected up the line, The pendin 
bill presupposes that a portion of oo prons in excess of 10 per cent wil 
be deflected back into the Treasury of the United States where a vessel 

articipates in money 17 52 A subsidiary is prone to pump off profit 
rom the parent company if the necessity demand. It may not be amiss 
to refer to subsidiaries and the railroads in a period not beyond the 
memory of man, 

Aside from the capital-cost differential American versus foreiga 
vessels, it may be well to take into account the ability of some foreign 
combinations to operate their vessels at a 5 per cent loss whilst de- 
riving a 20 per cent profit from interlocking subsidiaries, With this 
in mind, visualize the mass effect of pegging American Government 
tonnage at a yaluation lower than it ever was or ever again can be 
in world history. If it be so pegged, not for one year but for its 
lifetime, and a fixed earned double depreciation equivalent be yearly 
made tax exempt upon the passage of this tonnage to private owner- 
ship, then adverse capital-cost differential will be eliminated and 
replacement and reequipment will be stimulated—five-year trust fund— 
in aad yan if vessel progeny by direct lineal descent be accorded like 
exemption, 

Couple with such basic economic foundation the compelling pull of 
cargoes into American bottoms by the 5 per cent deduction from net 
income tax of freights paid as already outlined, the potential energy 
of 1,400 Government vessels becomes etic, There can be but one 
deterrent, and that an ocean freight rate breaking through the 
meshes of the net exemplified in the above 5 per cent deduction. With 
terminal charges ramaning as they are, a further reduction in ocean 
freight rates is improbable, for, ergo, had such been possible, that 
fact would have been recorded in yet a higher governmental shipping 
deficit or the further displacement of privately owned American ton- 
nage and governmental tonnage by foreign bottoms. 

Pegging the Government's dry steel cargo tonnage, some 1,261 
vessels, at $30 per dead-weight ton and then renting these vessels to 
American citizens at 15 cents per dead-weight ton per month over a 
pee of 15 to 17 years with the understanding that when accumu- 
ated rentals equal the pegged price of the vessel and that the vessel 
becomes such citizen's property without further governmental lien or 
encumbrance is rational solution, Rental equities to be not trans- 
ferable nor capable of stock issue, Under this plan capital outlay by 
rentee reduces to minimum. The small-vessel operator with the Dack- 
ing of his local community can attain sound achievement. The 
tendency will then truly be to make us once more a seafaring nation. 
The Government should require the rentee to carry insurance to cover 
above valuation and inclusive of an adequate collision clause. Rentee 
should also be required to furnish approved surety bond of $200,000 
per vessel, protecting the Government against marine liens, domestic 
or foreign, and abandonment of voyage in a foreign port. 

P: ng the Government's tanker tonnage, some 90 vessels, at $80 
per dead-weight ton and fixing the monthly rental along above lines 
at 45 cents per dead-weight ton per month leayés the passenger ton- 
nage still to be dealt with. The refrigerator tonnage, comprising a 
few vessels, might also be fixed separately. 

Pages 507 and 644, Volume I, joint hearings, pending bill, sets forth 
an informative table. This testimony of record upon which proponents 
base plea for money subsidy for cargo carriers discloses an adverse 
yearly differential of some $15,000. e quote verbatim the informa- 
tive two columns of said table and alongside same place a third column. 
ours, illustrating the practicability of the rental plan of disposing of 
the governmental tonnage: 


Tax- 
pa 
plan. 
Depreciation, at 5 Sent 280,100) .. 
8 at 5.5 3 C e 
Insurance, at 5 per cene . 22 81, 100 


Interest, at 7 per cent. 
Interest, at 6 per cent... 
Monthly rental, at 15 cen 


per d 


41, at 75 cents day. 
4. at 00 penta per day 


. 
%%%» · / AANE VANDS 
e FETTI INSA E 
For voyage: 
Owner's expense for 2 months 16, 192 
Fuel 7 9,614 
8⁰³⁴ 
38, 668 


pen eS Se Se eet 
Present adverse marine hull insurance differential is about one-half 
of 1 per cent. By fractional governmental participation this can be 
overcome and decisively reversed. 
The foregoing table is the 5 of gross expenses of an 
„800 dead-weight tons (6,000 gross 
tons) on a single trans-Atlantic yoyage—Gulf-Havre-Hamburg range— 
and return; book value of both ships, #0 per dead-weight ton, or 
$264,000 ; steaming days, 46; port days, 14; total, 60; burning 86 tong 
of coal per sea day; 5 tons oe port day; coal at $5.57 t. i. b.; stand- 
ard pay roll as of May 1, 1922, for British ship, and American Steam- 
ship Owners’ scale of January 1, 1922, for American ship; pound 
sterling converted at By 1 5 
The reduced involved capital outlay is obvious. The assertion that 
ee vessel operators will not take the vessels for nothing, much 


American and a British steamer of 


ess rent them for 15 cents a dead-weight ton je month, bunk. 
They are now 3 the cream of the cargo fleet, vessels adapted 
s 


to their individual ne and 6 hex know well that if 
they did not, within the limits of the cargoes offered them or procurable, 
rent these vessels upon above basis that other domestic competitors 
would. On the contrary, it would be to their great initial advantage to 
have the first choice in the permanent retention of these vessels, Con- 
trarywise, if the submitted method be adopted in lieu of a money sub- 
sidy it is * neg 4 palpable that with the increase in value of world 
tonnage in the face of a pegged nucleus that more money subsi and 
yet more money subsidy will not be required to balance refiected 
mounting capital operating costs. That is one of the many fallacies of 
the pending bill concealed behind the inadvertent smoke screen of pre- 
dicted ultimate greater return to the Public Treasury by the sale of 
Government tonnage under the stimulus of a direct money aid. 

Page 506, joint RAATIRA apparently fails to adequately explain the 
port charges item of $1: 862 of foregoing table, other than to aver 
that the handling of cargo at both terminals is thereby covered. If 
under that table full Nd e both ways are included, an astounding 
profit is immediately disclosed in these days of extreme depression in 
ocean shipping. Page 644, joint hearings, gives a freight rate of $4.10 
per ton for above voyage. Assuming this vessel to fuel at both termi- 
nals, the available cargo capacity is 7,600 tons. The one-way gross 
voyage revenue is $31,160. Twice that is $62,320. Deducting gross 
voyage expense, $38,668, the total of the third column foregoing table, 
there remains a net profit of $23,652 for the voyage. 

On the basis of five voyages a year, this net amounts to $118,260 per 
year. If the handling charges for the return cargo have been omitted 
we would be happy to have them deducted. A company operatin 16 
such vessels would clear, according to above figures, a yearly net of 

1,182,600. Page 406 of the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp of December 13, 
922, quotes e Avera; September, 1922, revenue per ton for a 
million tons as $5.45. that basis, a company running 10 vessels 
as above would clear a pearly net of $2,208,600. An inquisitive mind 
now desists, and assum ng Sap di once of cargo capacity filled for 
the return voyage on the first s of $4.10 eg on, there is deduced 
a voyage net of $2,877 and a yearly net o 14,385 and a further 
yearly net of $143,850 for a company running 10 such vessels. Indi- 
vidual appertaining subsidiaries, of course, continuing to pront as at 
prann e foregoing deductions are not all necessary. he results 
isplayed in the established columns are sufficient unto the day thereof. 
2 desired emphasis that the small ship operator has a chance is 
ot amiss. 

Fifty per cent of the world Sear y is currently reported to be more 
than 15 years old. At the age of 15 years a vessel commences to run 
out of her class. Marine insurance premiums rise, An indiscriminate 
money subsidy would thus subsidize inefficiency. An overcapitalized 
SO ang e duck could continue forcing a virlle 5-year-old vessel 
o rust in lay up. 

One of the weak points in the pending bill is the large personnel that 
undoubtedly must thereunder be retained by the Government in the 
matter of audit. A large administrative overhead will be incurred in 
chasing the ephemeral 50 per cent of the excess over 10 per cent profit 
around desk corners and into waste-paper baskets. The substitute plan 
here advanced practically cuts out the 7 $10,000,000 administra- 
tive overhead and 7 reduces that personnel from 4, to less 
than 500. This exclusive of the caretakers of the laid-up fleet. Gov- 
ernmental deficits are replaced by positive revenue. It has the further 
advantage of gradually absorbing into the trades laid-up Government 
tonnage, no matter what the degree of reasonable depreciation in the 
next few years. Such absorption would be accentuated if vessel 
operators and vessel owners were 5 additional Income-tax exemp- 
tion to precisely the extent that they invested tax savings in any one 
year in betterments. A minimum of governmental supervision could 
3 and accurately draw the line between betterments and normal 

epreciation inclusive of ordinary voyage repairs. Proper certification 
of such betterments would be sufficient evidence to the collector of 
internal revenue as to allowable deductions, 

Under the submitted plan, geographical divisions of our coasts should 
have tentatively allocated to them such proportion of the whole Gov- 
ernment tonnage as the total yolume of their exports and imports bears 
to the national volume. The solely fuel-oil-burning geographical divi- 
sions would, of course, not draw coal burners. he number of our 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


state the 
ent the additional: 
he has but to call 


reponderates. If for reasons of 
deem 


transocean oil burners 
5 porarily 


rried 
a Careless 3 
ment of the well-being, of privately owned American tonnage b e 
is likewise controllable 
and statistically discernible. of governmental nucleus 
remains until that is usable is absorbed from idleness. 
There remains the problem of the er vessels. These should 
be subsidized with money. The equivalent of 5 per cent of our yny 
custom dues would seem ample. 10 per cent of passenger fare 
deducted from net income tax to American citizens traveling to or from 


‘abroad in American passenger vessels can not but help. The mails might 
be carried free. 5 should preferably be at a flat rate beginn 
at the 16-knot level of speed. Vessels of less may well be 


speed 
the coastwise or island tourist trades when unable to 
maintain competition elsewhere. To neglect upbuilding a great passen- 
ger-carrying trade is tantamount to neglect of national defense. Fast 
Passenger vessels have other uses than that of troop transports. If 
There be another war, it is not apt to be against a contained enemy or 
an enemy capable of being . One hundred fast surface raiders 
can each in time of war account for 10 enemy merchantmen within the 
short period of six weeks or three months. e loss of 1,000 merchant 
\yegsels is decisive. A proud people secure from invasion may be 
greatly disturbed, aye, brought to heel, by having their exportable 
surplus thrown back on them, and in the aftermath of another Ver- 
sailles, through the medium of extortion by alien bottoms, pay a helot's 
tribute to an alien conqueror. 
Gronce JOERNS, 


Lieutenant Commander, United States rig A 9 
Apartment No. 107, The Wyoming, Washington, b. o. 
(Twenty-seven months with Division of Operations, United States 
Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation, Washington, D. C.) 
‘oTe.—General cargo rate north Atlantic, $6. (Letter chairman 
„ „ © December 8. 1922, CONGRES- 


same to foregoing 
* ‘ird vessel's — 5 
p 


of some $2,000 * * » 


absorbed into 


per vessel eve 
Bhippers as ou 
time.) 


FISCAL RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA, 

Mr. PHIPPS. Mr. President, for the joint select committee 
created under the act of June 29, 1922, to investigate the fiscal 
relations as between the Federal Government and the District 
of Columbia, I ask leave to submit a report, which I ask shall 
be printed in 8-point type in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. This 
report has been signed by five of the six committee members. 
I further ask that the report itself, with the report of the 
auditors and the comments made thereon by the auditor for 


the District of Columbia, representative of the Comptroller | 


General's office, and of the Department of Justice, and other 
comments, together with the hearings and minutes of the com- 
mittee, be printed as a public document, under one cover, for 
the use of the House and Senate, and that 1,500 extra copies 
be printed for distribution through the document room. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The report was ordered to be printed in the Recoxp in 8- 
point type, as follows: 

FISCAL RBLATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE DISTRICT 
or COLUMBIA, 
To the Senate and the House of Representatives of the United 

States of America: 

Your committee, appointed pursuant te the act of Congress 
approved June 29, 1922, which contains the following previ- 
sion— í 

“A joint select committee, composed of three Senators to be 
appointed by the President ọf the Senate, and three Repre- 
‘sentatives to be appointed by the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, is created and is authorized and directed to 
Inquire into all matters pertaining to the fiscal relations be- 
‘tween the District of Columbia and the United States since 
‘July 1, 1874, with a view of ascertaining and reperting to 
Congress what sums have been expended by the United States 
and by the District of Columbia, respectively, whether for the 
jpurpase of maintaining, upbuilding, or beautifying the said 
Distriet or for the purpose of conducting its government or 
its governmental activities and agencies, or for the furnishing 
of conveniences, comforts, and necessities to the people of said 
District. Neither the cost ef construction nor of maintenance 
of any building erected or owned by the United States for the 

of transacting therein the business of the Government 
‘of the United States shall be considered by said committee. 
And in event any money may be or at any time has been by 
Congress or otherwise, found due, either legally or morally, 
from the one to the other, on account of loans, advancements, 
or improvements made, upon which interest has not been paid 
by either to the other, then such sums as have been or may 
be found due from one to the other, shall be considered as 
bearing interest at the rate of 3 per cent per annum from 
the time when the principal should, either legally or morally, 


have been paid, until actually paid. And the committee shall 
also ascertain and report what surplus, if any, the District of 
Columbia has to its credit on the books of the Treasury of 
the United States which has been acquired by taxation or 
from licenses. And the said committee shall report its find- 
ings relative to all the matters hereby referred to it to the 
Senate and House, respectively, on or before the first Monday 
in February, 1923. The chairman or acting chairman of said 
committee hereby is empowered to administer oaths or affirma- 
tions. The committee also is empowered to compel witnesses 
to attend its meetings and to testify, and also to compel the 
production of such books and papers as it may deem desirable. 
Any person who has been duly notified to appear before the 
committee either as witness or witness duces tecum. and fails 
so to do, shall be deemed guilty of contempt of Congress, and 
therefore may be punished to such extent as either the Senate 
or the House may determine; and said committee shall deter- 
mine whether the proceeding for contempt shall lie with the 
House or the Senate. The committee may employ such ac- 
eountants and stenographers to assist in the work as may be 
necessary, but the same qualifications for such accountants 
shall be required as was required of accountants by section 6 
of the act of June 30, 1874, entitled “An act for the govern- 
ment of the District of Columbia and for other purposes,” 
and no one shall be so employed as accountant who is or has 
been heretofore an officer or employee of the District of 
Columbia or the United States. No employee of said com- 
mittee shall be paid more than $25 a day while actually at 
work. The Attorney General of the United States hereby is 
authorized and directed to assign a competent attorney from 
his regular force of attorneys to represent the United States 
before said committee; and any Member of Congress shall be 
permitted to examine any witness and argue any question be- 
fore the committee. For the payment of salaries of account- 
ants and stenographers, for printing and binding, and other 
necessary expenses of the committee, there is appropriated 40 
per cent out of the Treasury of the United States and 60 per 
cent out of the revenues of the District of Columbia, the sum 
of $20,000, to be paid out upon vouchers approved by the 
chairman or acting chairman of the committee "— 

begs leave to submit the following report: 

TITLE 1.—FUNCTIONS OF THE COMMITTEE. 


The committee met on July 1, 1922, organized, and elected 
Lawrence C. Prrrrs, a Senator from the State of Colorado, 
as chairman. Since said date numerous meetings and hear- 
ings have been held in the city of Washington. At a subsequent 
meeting, the chairman reported the appointment of C. Brooks 
Fry as secretary, under the authority conferred upon him 
by the committee, and the appointment was confirmed. 

In aecordance with the powers conferred under the terms of 
said act of June 29, 1922, the committee employed Messrs. Has- 
kins & Belis, accountants and auditors, with general offices in 
New York City and Baltimore, Md., who have stated the ac- 
count between the United States and the District of Columbia, 
in accordance with the instructions of the committee, as herein- 
after disclosed. 

Among others there were called into conference the following: 
James F. Oyster, Cuno H. Rudolph, and Col. C. Keller, Commis- 
sioners of the District of Columbia; D. J. Donovan, District 
auditor; Herman J. Galloway, special assistant to the Attorney 
General, selected pursuant to the provisions of the act to repre- 
sent the United States; Earl Taggart, of the general accounting 
office; L. G. Graesle, of the Division of Bookkeeping and War- 
rants, Treasury Department; and the Citizens’ Joint Committee 
of the District of Columbia. The committee also had before it 
certain Members of Congress, including Senators Jones of 
Washington and Grass and Representatives Cramron, and 
Jounson of Kentucky. 

Messrs. Haskins & Sells made a preliminary report in writing 
on November 20, 1922, and filed a final report, containing con- 
clusions, recommendations, and tables, on January 11, 1923. 
Subsequently written reports were received from Messrs. Gallo- 
way, Taggart, and Donovan, the citizens’ joint committee, and 
Mr. Thomas Hodgson. 

Your committee, after careful consideration of the entire sub- 
ject, including more particularly the matters referred to in said 
reports of the accountants and others, has come to certain defi- 
nite conclusions which are contained in this report. 

At the outset the committee considers a brief statement of 
the peculiar relations existing between the Federal and the 
District Governments to be not only helpful, but necessary, in 
order to comprehend fully and fairly the questions involved. 

Washington, the Capital of the Nation, is a city altogether 
under the control of the United States Government. Its ad- 
ministrative officials are appointed by the President, by and 
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with the consent of ‘the Senate, and its laws are enacted by the 


Congress. From the start it has been the desire of that legis- 
lative body, as well as for that matter of the residents of the 
city and certain officeholders here who maintain a legal resi- 
dence elsewhere, to make it a beauty spot of America of which 
our citizens might be justly proud. Hence the expenditures for 
public improvements have been inordinate as compared to those 
of other communities of approximately the same size and popu- 
lation. 

In some cases these expenditures have been authorized upon 
the recommendation of the District Commissioners, who are 
local residents selected by the President. In many other in- 
stances the Congress in the exercise of its rightful prerogative, 
refusing to follow such recommendations, has appropriated 
more or less than desired, as the case may be, and for different 
purposes. 

From 1878 to 1921, as a rule, 50 per cent of all the District 
expenses were borne by the Federal Government, and 50 per 
cent came from the residents of the city. However, the law at 
present provides that the share of the United States shall be 
40 per cent, and that of the District 60 per cent. As in the case 
of the actual appropriations themselves, these proportions have 
been fixed by the Congress, in which citizens of Washington 
have no representation. 

For many years liberal appropriations were made to carry 
out the program of city beautification, during which period of 
time the District was in debt to the Federal Government. The 
accountant’s report shows that prior to 1914 there was a 
balance due the United States, but that at the end of that fiscal 
year the District had a credit balance of $68,300. 

Then came the war period and expenditures for further de- 
velopment were necessarily limited, yet no reduction was made 
in the rate of tax assessments. The District tax receipts in- 
creased, as a matter of fact; the money was deposited in the 
United States Treasury and a surplus created, largley due, as 
will be observed, from failure to continue the proper extension 
of streets, their paving and repaving, the building of public 
schools, and the upkeep of other city activities corresponding to 
the growth of the city. 

It is with this surplus that your committee has to deal, among 
other things. On the one hand it is urged by some that the 
spirit of the entire system of fiscal relations between the two 
Governments, existing since 1878, was violated by the creation 
of such a fund. It is pointed out that had the 50-50 rule been 
adhered to, as provided by law, there would be no such surplus, 
as the money in question would have been expended for schools, 
streets, and other municipal activities and improvements. It is 
therefore claimed that the District is entitled to the entire 
fund, which should be applied to the maintenance of its govern- 
ment and other activities, and should be matched by Federal 
money, according to law. 

On the other hand, it has been asserted that the District has 
no legal claim against any money now in the United States 
Treasury which has been accumulated in this fashion. 

It is argued that there is no law upon which the District can 
predicate a legal claim to any sums of money in the Treasury, 
whether ascertained as to amount or not; such a claim is, 
to say the least, unenforceable at law and hence equitable or 
moral in its nature. Being merely equitable it follows from this 
reasoning that equitable defenses, counterclaims, offsetts, and 
credits may be asserted to reduce the amount of said surplus, 
to wipe it out altogether, or possibly to show that the District 
is equitably or morally indebted in large sums to the Federal 
Government. Parenthetically, no one has urged before your 
committee, irrespective of the magnitude of the claim or offset 
insisted upon, that, inasmuch as the equitable balance might be 
considered as being in favor of the United States, collection of 
such balance from the District, therefore, should be recom- 
mended to the Congress. : 

The foregoing reveals the occasion for the creation of your 
committee, and is illuminating when the language of the act is 
under consideration, to determine the scope of the committee’s 
work and the nature of the report which should properly be 
made to the Congress. 

Briefly, it is the understanding of your committee that it is 
required to make such findings and recommendations as would 
bear directly upon this primary question of the District surplus, 
and could be used by the Congress, in its discretion, as a basis 
for settling for all time the claims and contentions arising out 
of this matter. 

Of course, the scope of the committee’s work has also been 
determined in other ways, including a close examination of the 
language of the act. On this point the committee submits its 
views, subject to the judgment of the Congress. A statement 
of same is deemed necessary at this time because it has been 
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contended that under the language of the act this is little more 
than a fact-finding committee, and that its object is mainly 
accomplished if it furnishes the Congress with a vast array of 
tabulated figures from which Members of that body may draw 
their own conclusions, with few, if any specific recommendations 
on the part of the committee. The following portion of the 
act is emphasized in this connection: 

“A joint select committee * * * is directed to inquire 
into all matters pertaining to the fiscal relations between the 
District of Columbia and the United States since July 1, 1874, 
with a view of ascertaining and reporting to Congress what sums 
have been expended by the United States and by the District 
of Columbia, respectively, whether for the purpose of main- 
taining, upbuilding, or beautifying the said District or for the 
purpose of conducting its government or its governmental activi- 
ties and agencies, or for the furnishing of conveniences, com- 
forts, and necessities to the people of said District.” 

Certain witnesses have contended that this language properly 
includes all expenditures made by the United States for main- 
taining, upbuilding, and beautifying the District since July 1, 
1874, whether or not the same had ever been considered by the 
Congress as in any way affecting the fiscal relations between 
the District of Columbia and the United States; and that it 
includes such activities as the erection of the Lincoln Memorial, 
statues of national heroes, the Congressional Library, and vari- 
ous other large expenditures. 

At least one of the witnesses has declared that, while it was 
not incumbent upon the committee to recommend that such 
items as the Lincoln Memorial be considered under the above 
language, as matters to which the 50-50 or 60-40 ratio was prop- 
erly applicable, yet it was the duty of the committee to report 
on all such items for the consideration of the Congress in the 
determination of this question. 

Another witness, Congressman JoHnson of Kentucky, after 
mentioning the Lincoln Memorial and similar public works, 
stated that “It is my unqualified opinion that the cost of the 
Congressional Library, and everything in it, and 8 per cent in- 
terest, must be offset against any claim of surplus. This lan- 
guage is mighty plain, when you come to read it carefully.” 

Other witnesses have insisted with equal emphasis that such 
things should not be considered for a moment in a report on 
the fiscal relations existing between the District of Columbia 
and the Federal Government. 

Your committee has had the subject under advisement, and 
in this connection called upon Mr. Galloway, as the representa- 
tive of the Department of Justice and of the United States, for 
his opinion. The committee submits to the judgment of the 
Senate and of the House of Representatives its conclusion that 
this provision of the act should not be given a strict literal in- 
terpretation, in disregard of the purpose and intention of the 
act as a whole and of other provisions of the act. In his opinion 
Mr. Galloway states: 

“T am fortified in this conclusion by a consideration of the 
act as a whole, the title of which indicates that it is an act 
dealing with proportional appropriations for the Government 
and other activities of the District of Columbia. It is an act 
directed wholly toward the consideration of those things which 
are primarily and solely for the interest of the District of Co- 
lumbia. All of the act preceding the paragraph quoted deals 
with an arrangement for proportional appropriations and for 
expenses primarily for the support of the District of Columbia. 
The committee is created ‘ to inquire into all matters pertaining 
to the fiscal relations between the District of Columbia and the 
United States since July 1, 1874.“ All past legislation upon the 
fiscal relations between the District of Columbia and the United 
States, so far as I have been able to ascertain, involves expendi- 
tures primarily for the benefit or for the maintaining, upbuilding, 
or beautifying of the District of Columbia and conducting its 
activities, and Congress seems to have had such things always 
in mind when it considered these fiscal relations. 

“There is nothing in any of the acts indicating that Con- 
gress ever intended that such expenditures as for the Lincoln 
Memorial or the Congressional Library were made for the 
primary purpose of beautifying the District of Columbia, and 
even some of those urging a construction which would include 
such expenditures have stated that they do not think that the 
District shoufd bear any proportion thereof. Can it be log- 
ically contended that Congress was directing this committee 
to do a useless thing? Further, should not this act have such 
construction as would make it reasonable and susceptible of 
execution? If it is held to inelude all of these expenditures 
it is conceded by most all that the task would be so enormous 
and the expense so great that the same could not be accom- 
plished either within the time fixed by Congress or with the 
amount of money appropriated. All of these things sustain 
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the conclusion which I have heretofore expressed that this 
act should not have a strict literal interpretation in disregard 
of the act as a whole. It is my opinion that this requires 
your committee to report to Congress what sums have been 
expended by the United States and by the District of Co- 
lumbia, respectively, whether expended primarily for the pur- 
pose of maintaining, upbuilding, or beautifying the said District 
or primarily for the purpose of conducting its government 
or its governmental activities and agencies, or for the furnish- 
ing of conveniences, comforts, and necessities to the people 
of the District, excluding the cost of construction or of main- 
taining any building erected or owned by the United States 
for the purpose of transacting therein the business of the 
Government of the United States and that your report need not 
include expenditures which do have the effect of upbuilding 
or beautifying the District of Columbia but which were erected 
by Congress primarily for another purpose and which inci- 
dentally did in fact upbuild or beautify said District.” 

In a few words, your committee believes that the language 
contained in the clause in question, which reads “A joint 
select committee * * * is directed to inquire into all mat- 
ters pertaining to the fiscal relations between the District of 
Columbia and the United States since July 1, 1874,” not only 
defines but limits the scope of the committee’s investigation 
to matters that properly pertain to such fiscal relations; that 
the words “for the purpose“ mean “for the purpose,” and 
not “for the secondary purpose” or “having the incidental 
effect”; that in the act reference to the surplus is made in 
apt words; that the act must be construed as a whole; that 
the task assigned must be considered as possible of accom- 
plishment; and that when all these factors are taken into 
consideration, including the occasion for the creation of the 
committee, the intent and meaning of all the language of the 
act is clear. 

Your committee is anxious to carry out completely the man- 
date of the Congress, and hence deems it its duty to call atten- 
tion to the various constructions which have been urged and 
to set forth its conclusions in some detail. 

As a part of the findings required under the law, your com- 
mittee has included in this report tabulated figures, secured 
as a result of its inquiry into all matters pertaining to the 
fiscal relations between the two Governments from July 1, 
1874, to June 30, 1922, inclusive, which show what sums have 
been expended by the United States and the District of Co- 
lumbia, respectively, for the purposes enumerated. . 

On the merits of the particular question which has been used 
as an illustration, it is the sense of your committee that no por- 
tion of expenditures made wholly out of Federal funds for the 
purpose of the construction of national memorials or monu- 
ments in honor of any national hero or character, or in com- 
memoration of any national event shall, in making up the fiscal 
balance, be chargeable to the District of Columbia. 


TITLE N.—WORK OF THE COMMITTEE. 


At the beginning of its labors, your committee had its atten- 
tion called to the fact that investigations had already been made 
under authority of the Congress, intending to cover the fiscal 
relations between the two governments during the period up to 
June 30, 1911, and that the reports on such investigations had 
been acted upon by the Congress. Messrs. Haskins & Sells 
were, therefore, directed to make a detailed audit and examina- 
tion of the District accounts from June 30, 1911, to June 30, 
1922, inclusive, and in addition to bring to the consideration of 
the committee any other items pertinent to the inquiry to which 
their attention was called or which came under their observa- 
tion, and which existed during the period between July 1, 1874, 
and June 30, 1911. This detailed audit has been made, and 
a report submitted by the accountants, which includes refer- 
ences to certain outstanding items arising prior to the latter 
date. 

It has been suggested, however, that the investigations made 
relative to these earlier years were not as thorough or compre- 
hensive as they should have been; that errors may not have 
been detected in every instance, and that the reports of the 
investigators could not be considered complete. Your com- 
mittee, therefore, after the report of Messrs. Haskins & Sells 
was received, seriously reconsidered the advisability, not to say 
the necessity, under the direction of the act of June 29, 1922, 
of authorizing the same kind of an intensive audit over the 
period already covered by these prior investigations. In that 
event it would have been necessary to ask the Congress for a 
year’s additional time, at least, within which to make a final 
report, and for an additional appropriation of many thousand 
dollars. As will be recalled, $20,000 was originally set aside 
for this purpose, a small portion of which remains unexpended. 


In this also your committee desires to submit its con- 
clusions with a brief statement of its reasons to the judg- 
ment of the Congress. 

The act of March 3, 1909, enumerated certain advances made 
from time to time to the District government and directed 
that within five years the money should be repaid by the Dis- 
trict into the United States Treasury, together with interest at 
the rate of 2 per cent per annum. The principal of the sum 
refunded was $2,665,081.81, and the interest amounted to $101,- 
313.28. It was, therefore, desired to clear up all remaining 
questions, and certain accountants were detailed by the Sixty- 
second and Sixty-third Congresses, through the proper commit- 
tee, to make an audit which would be final and conclusive. 

One of these investigations was made into the general ac- 
count of the District of Columbia with the United States by 
Messrs. L. Scott Mayes and J. R. Mayes, accountants who 
were employed by and reported to the special committee in- 
vestigating the affairs of the District of Columbia under House 
Resolutions 154 and 200, of the Sixty-second Congress, and 
House Resolution 203, of the Sixty-third Congress (H. Doc. No. 
1627). Said report stated the balance in the general fund of 
the District of Columbia on July 1, 1911, and was described 
by the committee as “a finished report.” This was an investi- 
gation of the accounts between the two governments as they 
relate to the revenues of the District and to the appropriations 
made from the revenues of the United States to the District 
and the advances made from both by the Secretary of the 
Treasury of the United States, as authorized by the various 
acts of Congress since the passage of the act of June 11, 1878, 
to and including the fiscal year ended June 30, 1911; and alse 
all appropriations and advances made by the United States to 
the District of Columbia from June 20, 1874, to June 30, 1878, 
inclusive, which affect the account between the two Govern- 
ments. Said investigation required approximately three years’ 
time and resulted in the discovery of certain items in consider- 
able amount for which reimbursement was required by the 
United States from the District of Columbia. These were as 
follows: 


Reimbursement on account unpaid balance of advances 


to defray District expenses for fiscal year 1878, re 
uired under act of July 11, 1919 $75, 000, 00 
Reimbursement on account of advances for “ic set 1 5 
schools, 1877, required under act of July 11, 1919. 75, 000. 00 
Reimbursement on account of . bullding 
in Georgetown, required under act of July 11, 1919. 50, 865. 00 
Reimbursement for interest on 3.65 District of Columbia 
bonds for 1877 and 1878, required-under act of Mar. 
PS | NS A SE SS ee oe 586, 067. 23 
Reimbursement on account of Freedman's Hospital, re- 
uired under act of Aug. 1, — I te 37, 996. 70 
Reimbursement on account of support of insane in St. 
Elizabeths Hospital, 1881 to 1911, act of Mar. 4, 1913.— 719, 536. 07 
Reimbursement on account of support of insane in St. 
Elizabeths 5 as in full, required under the act 
Pe PN eG 8 | SR Se Se —— 282, 764. 26 
Reimbursement on account of construction of District 
il, required under act of Aug. 31, 1918_--._._.--_ 125, 000. 00 
Reimbursement on account of advances to pay teachers 
in publie schools in 1874, required under act of Aug. 
JJ AAAS SEES ES CANE Te, 97, 740. 50 
rr 2, 049, 969. 76 


A second investigation was made by W. W. Spalding, ac- 
countant, who examined the miscellaneous and general revenue 
accounts between the United States and the District of Colum- 
bia from 1874 to the date of the inquiry. These accounts were 
checked up carefully by Mr. Spalding, who was employed inter- 
mittently between the years 1913 and 1918. His recommenda- 
tions were in every instance favorably acted upon by the Con- 
gress, and certain refunds to the United States were required 
from the District, as follows: 

Reimbursements account of Washington Märket Co., rentals 

1878 to 1914, required under act of Mar. 4, 1915 
Reimbursement account of fines in United States cases in 

criminal division of Supreme Court, District of Colum- 

von between July 1, 1878, and June 30, 1908, required 
under act of Apt. , . ee 

Reimbursement account of fines in United States branch of 
police court between July 1, 1878, and Jan. 1, 1902, 
required under act of Apr. 17, 1917 


$158, 437. 50 


24, 300. 76 


211, 450. 12 
Haking a total c —8 394, 188. 38 


Mr. Spalding appeared before your committee and testified 
hat the work was done as thoroughly as practicable, but that 
e believed at the conclusion of his labors, and believes now, 

that certain other items, totaling possibly $60,000 or $70,000, 
should be investigated. Later on he furnished your committee 
with a memorandum of these items, and it was disclosed that, 
except in three instances, they had already been considered by it. 

These three remaining items have since been investigated by 
your committee and are set forth under the head of Title IV of 
this report. 
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As heretofore stated, Messrs. Haskins & Sells were also re- 
quired to call attention to any items noted by them arising 
during the period between July 1, 1874, and June 30, 1911, 
which might have a bearing on this investigation. In a sum- 
mary of their report, dated January 17, 1923, they state: 

“Certain of the items referred to in the foregoing synopsis 
would be affected by transactions prior to July 1, 1911. In 
erder to complete the inquiry into such questions it would 
therefore be necessary that the examination be extended prior 
to July 1, 1911, so as to cover the entire period comprehended 
by the act creating your committee.” 

But as to each of said items arising prior to 1911 your com- 
mittee has found, as will be hereimafter shown under the head 
of Title IV, that they were properly charged, and that there 
is nothing due from one government to the other. The ones 
concerning which adjustment is recommended by your com- 
mittee, and which are listed under Title III, have no possible 
relation to transactions prior to June 30, 1911. Also, the com- 
mittee's consultants, Messrs. Galloway, Taggart, Donovan, and 
the citizens’ joint committee, are in complete agreement as 
to the existence of the surplus, and practically in accord as 
to the propriety of rejecting possible equitable credits between 
1874 and 1911, suggested for consideration by the committee's 
accountants. 

Again, your committee is advised that many of the official 
records and memoranda necessary to a satisfactory audit have 
Jong since been destroyed, and that, however great might be 
the diligence of the accountants, a complete and thorough 
audit for the entire period in question could hardly be se- 
cured, 

We submit that the above statement of what the facts 
getually are speaks for itself, and we are content to leave it 
to the judgment of the Congress whether or not another audit 
at this late date would be at all justified. As practical men 
we can not escape the conclusion that the investigations made 
in this and prior audits are as thorough as required for the 
purposes of the act, and that, in the absence of certain records, 
they are as satisfactory and complete as any audit could 
ever be. 

No witness appearing before the committee has testified that 
a further detailed audit would be advisable, while on the 
other hand the citizens’ joint committee, Representative JoHN- 
son of Kentucky, and Mr. Thomas Hodgson, an employee of 
the Treasury Department who ‘stated the account of the Dis- 
trict for more than 30 years, have all spoken against the ne- 
cessity for or advisability of the same. No witness who has 
testified before the committee has been able to bring up any 
items of dispute which have not been investigated. 

Your committee, therefore, believes that a further detailed 
audit would be a decided waste of time and money, and wonld 
Serve no good purpose. Neither is the same necessary, accerd- 
ing to our belief, under the provisions of the act of June 29, 
1922, which must be considered with reference to their practical 
effect. 

Your committee, therefore, recommends that the investiga- 
tions already made be taken as a basis upon which definite and 
final action should ‘be had by the Congress. 


TITLE I11.— CLAIMS RECOMMENDED FOR ADJUSTMENT. 


As a result of the inquiry, your committee finds that the ya- 
rious items appearing in the annual appropriation bills for the 
District of Columbia, enacted during the entire period specified | 
in this act, have been properly allocated between the District | 
of Columbia and the United States, with the exception of sev- | 


eral small items. These have either been corrected by prior 
action of Congress or are included under this title in this report. 

Your committee also finds that certain other items, which 
can not properly be considered as accounting and bookkeeping 
errors, and which are considerably larger in amount, have 
either been settled by prior legislation or are covered by the 
recommendations contained under this title in this report. 

Your committee also submits that certain additional items, 
which have been called into question, have been considered by 
its members and reported under the head of Title IV of this 
report, with the recommendation that they should be held to 
have been properly accounted for, and that no changes in the 
account between the District of Columbia and the United States 
should be made in respect to the same. 

1. The committee reports, as its first finding, that at June 30, 
1922, the credit balance, District of Columbia general fund, 
in the United States Treasury, certified to by the Comptroller 
General of the United States, and as shown in Exhibit A of 
the report of Messrs. Haskins & Sells, certified public account- 

| ants, which is $5,260.67 less than that shown by the records of 
the auditor of the District of Columbia. The committee under- 


stands that the difference is being investigated and will be 
properly adjusted. 

Your committee also finds that the records of the District 
appropriation ledgers show encumberances against that balance 
on account of unexpended appropriations, aggregate $2,077,- 
616.24, and also further obligations to the amount of $825,603.69, 
which will eventually have to be paid out of this fund. 

That, subject to the correctness of the liability above stated, 
which can be accepted for all practical purposes, the free sur- 
plus at June 30, 1922, was $4,671,196.97. 

2. The accountants have called attention to certain errors in 
stating the account between the two governments and have 
recommended that the net amount of $665.46 be credited to the 
District. Messrs. Galloway and Taggart also suggest adjust- 
ment of these matters on the basis of figures submitted by 
Messrs. Haskins & Sells, and in this recommendation the com- 
mittee concurs. - 

8. As a partial offset against these credits the committee 
recognizes that the United States is entitled to reimbursement 
on account of the $240 annual bonus paid to certain classes of 
District employees, and which, up to the present fiscal year, 
came solely from Federal funds. 

The accountants, without definitely committing themselves, 
call attention to the fact that such general increases in com- 
pensations of certain employees have been charged wholly 
against Federal appropriations, while the regular salaries, other 
than the increases, have been charged proportionately against 
the United States and the District of Columbia. 

Here is an evident oversight by the Congress, due, no doubt, 
to the fact that provisions for such bonus have been inserted 
from time to time in measures other than the District of Colum- 
bia bill. The appropriation act for the present fiscal year made 
the necessary correction as to the future. There is no doubt 
concerning the policy of Congress in the matter, and your com- 
mittee recommends that the District should pay its propor- 
tionate share of increased compensation in such cases as enumer- 
ated by the accountants in their report. This share amounts to 
$191,890.35. 

The above is in accordance with the recommendations of Mr. 
Galloway and Mr. Taggart, while Mr. Donovan and the citizen's 
joint committee make no argument on the question. 

4, Another item of somewhat similar nature arises in connec- 
tion with appropriations of $80,000 and $2,500 made in the acts 
of June 5, 1920, and March 4, 1921, respectively, for the pur- 
chase of land in connection with the National Zoological Park. 
The cost of land previously secured for this purpose was 
charged proportionately to the Federal and the District Gov- 
ernments; and your committee can see no reason for an ex- 
ception in these two cases. It is believed that this is another 
oversight, caused by the fact that the appropriation in question 
was not contained in the District bill. 

In this position your committee has the support of Mr. Tag- 
gart and, by inference, of the accountants, Mr. Galloway states 
that the moral question is the only one involved, as legally the 
matter is settled, while Mr. Donovan is content to leave the 
matter to the determination of the Congress. 

The citizens’ joint committee, on the other hand, advocates 
not only that this sum be charged wholly against the Federal 
Government but also that there should be a refund to the Dis- 
trict of moneys heretofore contributed for such park purposes, 
Your committee, however, is unwilling to disturb the evident 
intention of Congress in this respect, and, in addition, believes 
that sufficient benefits are derived from the park by local resi- 


| dents to justify the District's share in the expenditures in- 


volved. 

The recommendation, therefore, is that $41,500 be charged 
against the District as its proper proportion of such expenses. 

5. The accountants show that the amount of $634.33 was paid 
out of Federal revenues for the relief of Eldred C. Davis on 
account of loss occasioned by a larceny in the office of the col- 
lector of taxes. As there is no equitable reason why the 
United States should have borne the entire cost, your commit- 
tee recommends that $317.17, one-half of said amount, should 
now be charged against the District, 

Mr. Taggart views the matter in this light, while Messrs. 
Donovan and Galloway make no recommendation. The citizens’ 
joint committee can not understand why the District govern- 
ment should have anything to do with the matter. 


TITLE IV-—ATEMS ALREADY PROPERLY CHARGED. 


Certain other items have been pointed out by Messrs. Haskins 
& Sells, with the comment that although they may not be proper 
matters for adjustment, yet they should at least be interesting 
in connection with future legislation dealing with District 
fiscal relations. 
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In the opinion of your committee, all of the following have 
been properly charged and it is recommended that in all of 
such cases no sums shall be considered as being due, either 
legally or morally, from the one government to the other. 

1. The first one is summarized by. the committee’s accountants 
in a letter to the chairman dated January 17, 1923: 


m par opinion, the general fund should be charged with $545,484.54, 

as follows: 

Redemption of District 5 per cent bonds issued under the 
act of Congress approyed June 10, 1879 oats of 
participation in interest payments and premiums paid on 
redemption), charged Seniant the United States in viola- 
tion of provisions of the act of Congress, as shown on 
page 33 of our report (50 per cent of 1.052.300) 


$546, 150. 00 
Less adjustment of errors, as enumerated on page 9 of 


our report ~~. 22-5 ĩͤ4c“ĩĩ„ͤĩͤ%42¾i 665, 46 
ee ten ee Er cn 545, 484. 54 


The act in question authorized the District commissioners to 
issue certain bonds of the District, redeemable 20 years after 
date, to an amount not exceeding $1,200,000. The committee’s 
accountants base their contention on a provision contained in 
the act to the effect that it should not be construed to make 
the Federal Government liable for any part of the principal or 
interest on the bonds, and they point out that such payments 
were eventually made jointly from the revenues of the United 
States and of the District. 

However, such reimbursement was made on the 50-50 basis, 
in accordance with the express authorization of the Congress, 
contained in several subsequent acts. In the opinion of this 
committee, Congress had knowledge, actual as well as con- 
structive, of the provision contained in the act of June 10, 1879, 
and deliberately intended to place payment of the principal 
and interest of these bonds on the same basis as other District 
expenditures. Such is the view expressed by the District 
auditor and the Citizens’ Joint Committee, while Mr. Taggart, 
of the General Accounting Office, does not give his opinion, be- 
cause he believes the question is one of legal interpretation. 
Mr. Galloway, representing the Department of Justice, reiterates 
that in snbsequent appropriation acts it is expressly recited 
that so much money be appropriated, 50 per cent from the 
revenues of the District and 50 per cent from the moneys of 
the United States, “for the payment of interest and sinking 
fund of the District.“ He adds that Congress certainly had a 
right to do this, and even though the provisions of former acts 
were in conflict with such appropriations the subsequent action 
of Congress must be held to control, the question being now 
legally settled. This position is supported by decisions of the 
Comptroller of the United States Treasury. 

Your committee inclines strongly to this view and believes it 
worthy of note that the Mayes-Spalding investigations brought 
this matter fully to the attention of the Congress, which failed to 
include the item in those for which reimbursement was then 
required from the District. 

2. The next principal item to which the committee’s account- 
ants invite consideration also dates back to the time when the 
present form of government was established in the District of 
Columbia by organic act of Congress. The United States then 
assumed 50 per cent of the debt of the District outstanding 
on June 30, 1878. There were, however, uncollected taxes 
amounting to $1,622,739.75, which were later deposited in the 
United States Treasury solely to the credit of the District. The 
question arises whether such action was proper, or whether the 
Federal Government should have been credited with 50 per cent 
of such tax collections, 

Here, again, in the opinion of your committee, the law con- 
trols, reflecting as it does the evident intention of the Congress. 
The purpose of the organic act was to wipe the slate clean; to 
provide for the payment of prior and future obligations on a 
50-50 basis; and to turn over to the District authorities what 
assets existed at the time. Messrs. Galloway, Donovan, and 
the citizens’ joint committee are in accord with this view, while 
Mr. Taggart takes a neutral position. 

The following extract from the Galloway report states the 
situation clearly: 

“The organic act of June 11, 1878, provides that the Commis- 
sioners of the District shall have power to apply the taxes and 
other revenues of the District to the payment of the expenses 
thereof, and that they shall take over the books, papers, records, 
money, credit, securities, assets, and accounts belonging or ap- 
pertaining to the business or interests of the District, and 
another part of the same act provides that all taxes shall be paid 
in the Treasury of the United States, and the same as well as 
the appropriations to be made by Congress, shall be disposed for 
the expenses of said District on itemized vouchers, etc. In other 


words, it seems that there was an intention to change the forms 
of Government, giving to the new form whatever assets that had 


accrued or were in the process of accruing for the purpose of 
beginning and carrying on the new plan. Even actual money 
then on deposit was transferred, to be used in accordance with 
the new plan, and it certainly was not the intention of Congress 
to deprive the District of all means during the first year of car- 
rying out its duties under this new plan. Had these taxes, un- 
collected at June 30, 1878, been used for other purposes than the 
purposes of the new form of government, the District would 
have been unable to contribute one cent toward carrying out its 
part of said plan until it was able to assess and levy a new tax. 
Certainly Congress did not intend that by this legislation, and, 
in fact, the express provisions of the statute above referred to 
indicate a contrary intent; so that it is my opinion that from a 
legal standpoint this question is also settled, as Congress clearly 
showed that it intended that these uncollected taxes be depos- 
ited in the Treasury to the credit of the District exactly as they 
were deposited.” 

The above is another item which was called to the attention 
of the Congress in the Mayes-Spalding investigations. 

3. The largest item to which the accountants refer, without 
making definite recommendation, consists of receipts from 
licenses, privileges, ete., totaling $6,300,058.57 for the fiscal 
years 1912 to 1922, inclusive. These, in the opinion of your 
committee, fall clearly in the same category as local taxes, and 
were properly collected and deposited wholly to the credit of 
the District of Columbia. The organic act is specfic on that 
point. After the requirement that annual estimates of proposed 
District expenditures should be transmitted to Congress, it pro- 
vides that: 

“To the extent to which Congress shall approve of said esti- 
mates, Congress shall appropriate the amount of 50 per cent 
thereof, and the remaining 50 per cent of such approved esti- 
mates shall be levied and assessed upon the taxable property 
and privileges in said District other than the property of the 
United States and the District of Columbia.” 

District Auditor Donovan, in his report, cites several deci- 
sions of the Comptroller of the Treasury which refer to this 
language and appear to settle the question conclusively in the 
District’s favor. The arguments advanced under this head in 
the brief of the citizens’ joint committee also appeal to your 
committee as being sound and based upon correct rules of legal 
construction, 

It is, of course, quite within the province of the Congress to 
provide for a different disposal of future collections, and from 
time to time the receipts from certain privileges have been 
placed, by act of law, jointly to the credit of the District and 
the Federal Government. But except in cases where such spe- 
cific provision is made the District has been entitled, according 
to your committee, to the full amount of such receipts. 

Mr. Galloway, in his report, confirms this view that legally 
such fees and licenses should be credited wholly to the District, 
as has been done. Mr. Taggart “can see no reason why the 
District should now be charged with any part of these collec- 
tions,” with the exception of a small item known as special 
reimbursable taxes, amounting, during the period covered by 
the accountants’ report, to $9,014.23. It is admitted that ac- 
cording to the law these latter items should be collected in 
the same manner as general taxes in the District of Columbia, 
and the committee can not see how a valid distinction can be 
made as to this class of miscellaneous collections. 

4, Another matter referred to by the accountants, without 

specific recommendation, arises from the fact that certain 
United States Army officers have been assigned from time to 
time to duty in the District Government. Their compensation, 
consisting of pay and allowances, comes wholly out of the 
revenues of the United States. This is also true of civil em- 
ployees of the General Accounting Office who have been called 
upon to work on District accounts, The full amount of such 
Army officers’ compensation between the years 1912 and 1922 
is given as $282,422.18. 

There is no question but that there is specific legislative author- 
ity for the payment of such Army officers by the United States 
and for their detail to the District government; neither is there 
any doubt as to the existence of statutes creating the positions 
held by employees in the General Accounting Office and the 
Treasury Department who keep the District accounts. These 
employees, of course, are selected primarily to safeguard the 
interests of the Federal Government. 

More than this, the arrangement relating to Army officers 
carries out the general policy of the Congress. As pointed out 
by Mr. Taggart, who declines to make a recommendation, it 
has not been the policy to charge for the services of such 
engineer officers for river and harbor improvements, and for 
other purposes, even where the whole cost of the work is paid 
by States, municipalities, or by private interests. 
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Mr. Galloway, Mr. Donovan, and the citizens’ joint com- 
mittee concur in the views of your committee, that no part of 
this item should be properly charged to the District. 

5. An item, to which the accountants have also called atten- 
tion, is that certain collections made by the clerk of the Su- 
preme Court of the District for the issuance of certain licenses 
and for fines assessed against jurors are covered into the Treas- 
ury wholly to the credit of the Federal-Government. The ac- 
countants recommend that the committee consider the item, 
while Mr. Taggart suggests an apportionment between the 
United States and the District as to such collections subsequent 
to June 30, 1922, which the committee understand is covered 
under the terms of the District appropriation act for the pres- 
ent fiscal year. 

There is no question but that there was sufficient authority 
of law to justify the deposit of these funds wholly to the eredit 
of the United States, and your committee believes it consistent 
to recommend that they should not be disturbed. A ruling in 
support of this position was made by the Comptroller of the 
Treasury under date of December 13, 1920. The entire sum in- 
volved is $175,870.99. 

6. The cost of erecting and furnishing the District of Colum- 
bia Court of Appeals Building, provided for by the Act of May 30, 
1908, aggregated $263,600, all of which was paid by the Federal 
Government. Salaries of employees and miscellaneous expenses 
of this building since its completion have been apportioned be- 
tween the United States and the District of Columbia. 

Your committee’s attention has been ealled to the fact that 
in addition to considering appeals from the Supreme Court of 
the District, this appellate court also has original jurisdiction 
in cases involving patents, and that this business is of consid- 
erable volume. Many suits are also brought in or carried to 
this court on account of the fact that one of the parties is an 
offi cd of the United States Government. Neither of these 
clusees of cases can be properly considered as District matters. 

In view of the various phases of this question which have 
been presented, your committee does not feel justified in rec- 
ommending that the matter of the cost of erecting this Court of 
Appeals Building should be reopened. 

This item, as well as those which follow, has been brought 
to the attention of your committee in the conduct of its hear- 
ings, but was not commented upon in the various reports here- 
inbefore referred to. 

7. The annual report of the Commissioners of the District of 
Columbia for the year 1896 (p. 96) refers to a judgment of 
$65,740.47 secured in the old case of the District v. The Metro- 
politan Railway Co. for paving done in the years 1871 to 1875. 
The entire amount was paid to the collector of taxes of the 
District, and the case closed. 

It will be observed that the greater portion of this transac- 
tion arose prior to 1874 and that the work was all done some 
time before 1878. Under the head of item No. 2 of this title 
your committee takes the position that all of these assets prior 
to 1878, even if uncollected, were to go to the District under 
the provisions of the organic act. This case apparently falls 
in that category. 

8. Section 7 of the act of May 18, 1916, provides for an appro- 
priation of $25,000 for the repair and maintenance of the old 
Aqueduct Bridge until the bridge provided for in this same act 
should be completed. This money for such repair and main- 
tenance was appropriated solely out of Federal funds. 

In the preceding six sections of the chapter detailed refer- 
ence is made to the erection of the new bridge, and what was 
appropriated in these sections was to be appropriated on the 
50-50 basis. The amount appropriated to begin construction 
was $25,000 and the amount authorized $1,000,000. 

It seems evident to your committee that.the Congress clearly 
intended that the amount of $25,000 for repair and maintenance 
was to be paid by the United States. 

9. The reclamation of that portion of Potomac Park on which 
the speedway has been built has also been brought to the 
attention of your committee. This reclamation project ex- 
tended over a period of years, and was, of course, directly 
under the control of War Department engineers. It was paid 
for by the Federal Government, although the District shared 
proportionately in the building and maintenance of the improve- 
ments constructed thereon, such as the Speedway itself. 

Concerning the primary purpose or original object of this 
reclamation project there may be some question. One leading 
reason which has been assigned is the improvement of naviga- 
tion in the Potomac River, while sanitation may also have had 
something to do with the matter. After consideration of the 
facts as disclosed your committee does not believe that it was 
the intention to call upon the District to share in this expense 


or that any proportion of same should be charged at this time. 
However, it was deemed proper to make reference to the matter 
in this report for the information of the Congress. 

TITLE V.—MORAL LIABILITY AND INTEREST. 

In making its findings and recommendations, moral as well 
as legal obligations have been taken into consideration by the 
committee pursuant to the instructions of the act of June 29, 
1922. The question of moral obligations has given its members 
some concern, as the language may conceivably be construed 
to cover an extremely wide field. In this, as in other matters, 
the scope of the committee’s authority and duty is so broad 
under the terms of the act that its members felt impelled to 
submit the question to its legal adviser and the representative 
of the United States, Mr. Galloway, who rendered an opinion, 
which is here quoted in part: 

It happens that in this investigation practically all of the 
questions upon which it is contended a moral obligation should 
be predicated, as shown either by the report of your accountants 
or as suggested to your committee from other sources, are mat- 
ters upon which Congress has by specific legislation provided 
or plainly pointed out the manner in which they intended that 
the certain expenditures therein provided for should be paid. 
This would seem to settle the question from a legal standpoint, 
even though there was prior legislation indicating a contrary 
intent upon the part of Congress, because the familiar rule is 
that the last legislation must control. Therefore the moral 
question involved would amount to little else than a determina- 
tion by your committee as to whether or not Congress acted 
wisely when it enacted the specific legislation which is in ques- 
tion, In considering this question it is my opinion that you 
should closely question all suggestions that Congress in enact- 
ing certain legislation overlooked any facts or legislation upon 
the same subject and that you should not rely upon such sug- 
gestions until they are conclusively proven to you, but, on the 
contrary, you should indulge to a great extent in the presump- 
tion that Congress acted wisely with all of the facts before it, 
and after giving all of them due consideration and weight, and 
especially that Congress acted with a full knowledge of all 
prior legislation. While, of course, these considerations would 
not affect the right or wrong of the question in its inception, 
certainly they should have some bearing upon the equities of 
the question as it now exists, in view of the fact that the legis- 
lative body has once passed upon such question and that both 
of the parties to the controversy have long continued their 
ae in their reliance upon the settlement as therein pro- 
v $ 

“The application of the above rules would seem to remove 
from your consideration practically all of the moral questions 
except those wherein rather flagrant injustices appear to exist, 
and upon such questions as those it is my opinion that it is 
your duty to report to Congress with recommendations.” 

Your committee has had in mind the above opinion, to which 
it is bound to give most serious consideration, and believes 
that it contains a proper application of general principles to the 
particular case in hand. 

There remains the question of interest. The language of the 
act of June 29, 1922, is quite specific, and reads: 

“And in event any money may be, or at any time has been, by 
Congress or otherwise, found due, either-legally or morally, 
from the one to the other, on account of loans, advancements, 
or improvements made, upon which interest has not been paid 
by either to the other, then such sums as have been or may be 
found due from one to the other shall be considered as bearing 
interest at the rate of 3 per cent per annum from the time when 
the principal should, either legally or morally, have been paid 
until actually paid.” 

Thus it is made a part of the duty of this committee to calcu- 
late interest at 3 per cent per annum on the sums concerning 
which readjustment is recommended in Title III of this report, 
and to report the amount thereof to the Congress. This has 
been done, and a detailed statement of such interest calculations 
may be found in part 2 of this report. It is assumed that in- 
terest should be figured on annual and not daily balances, as 
the latter would be a practically impossible task. 

It is also the duty of your committee under the act to calcu- 
late interest at the same rate on any sums which have hereto- 
fore been found due by the Congress at any time since 1874 
from one government to the other. As set forth under Title II 


of this report, all such sums on which a settlement has been 
made, with or without payment of interest, consist of reim- 
bursements by the District to the Federal Government. 

items are expressly excluded, by the language of the act, on 
which interest has already been paid, irrespective of the rate. 
Such an item would be the one for moneys advanced by the 
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United States to the District for extraordinary improvements 
between 1902 and 1910. In this case, as hereinbefore set forth, 
the Congress not only required the payment of the principal, 
$4,144,696.35, but also interest at 2 per cent, which amounted to 
$586,702.83. 

Between the years 1910 and 1920 the United States was ap- 
parently quite active in securing reimbursement from the Dis- 
trict on account of advances made by the Federal Government, 
or for other reasons. In addition to the above item of $4,144,- 
696.35 and interest, at least 14 distinct items were collected, 
their total being $2,814,947.76. On most of this amount interest 
was never paid, and it is now proposed that such obligations, 
long since settled, shall be resurrected for the purpose of calcu- 
lating and charging interest. This, at any rate, was the con- 
tention of Congressman Jounson of Kentucky before your com- 
mittee, and the language of the act would appear to bear out 
that construction. Your committee had no alternative but to 
prepare such tables, and has acted accordingly. 

It will be observed that three of the items in question, enu- 
merated in part 2 of this report, in the principal sum of $125,- 
865, on which it is now advocated by some that interest be col- 
lected, date prior to 1878, being for general expenses and the 
construction and maintenance of schools; while the majority of 
the others run through a period of years but have their incep- 
tion prior to 1880. 

Attention is also called to the fact that in the case of “ re- 
imbursement account of Washington Market Co. rentals, 1878 
to 1914, $158,437.50,” the act in question, that of March 4, 1915, 
contained the expression “such sum being in full settlement of 
the amount due the United States for said market rentals.” 

Two other items should be noted, both headed,“ Reimburse- 
ment account of support of insane in St. Elizabeths Hospital,” 
and being for $719,536.07 and $282,754.26, respectively. In the 
case of the latter item, the language of the act is as follows: 
“To further reimburse the United States and in full.” More 
than this, the accountant calculated interest and included it 
in his report; yet no interest was charged. What could be 
clearer than this to show that the Federal Government delib- 
erately intended to waive and did waive any claim to interest? 

This entire statement, as well as the others appearing in part 
2 of this report, should be carefully examined by Members of 
the Congress, 

While the Congress has, of course, extensive powers with 
relation to the District of Columbia, it is our firm conviction 
that the collection of interest on these paid-up accounts, particu- 
larly when it is specified that settlement is“ in full” or “in full 
settlement” can not be supported, either on legal or equitable 
principles. In this connection the views of Mr. E. F. Colladay, 
of the citizens’ joint committee, as expressed in the hearings, 
are quoted below: 

“I would like to present just a few words by way of quota- 
tion from volume 15 of Ruling Case Law, which I believe is 
the best compendium of American Jaw extant. I read from 
page 13, on the subject of interest as incident to or separable 
from the principal debt. (Reading:) 

“The right to recover interest after the payment of the prin- 
cipal sum due, depends upon whether the interest is due by 
the terms of the contract, or whether it is merely implied and 
allowed by way of damages in an action for the principal. 

If interest is due by the terms of the contract, the payment 
of the principal is no bar to its subsequent recovery; but if it 
is not due by the terms of the contract, the payment of the prin- 
cipal sum is a bar to recovery. 

“The reason for the rule is that interest being a mere incident 
to the debt, can not exist without it, and the debt being ex- 
tinguished, the interest must necessarily be extinguished also.’ 

“The relation between the District of Columbia and the Fed- 
eral Government is such that the District of Columbia can only 
act as Congress acts for it, in the matter of payments or de- 
mands. Congress has acted in the matter of requiring the 
District of Columbia to pay back certain items. In one in- 
stance Congress requires 2 per cent interest on an item, and 
the interest was paid, with the item. 

In other instances Congress required the payment of prin- 
cipal without requiring the payment of interest. There was 
no contract obligation nor statute obligation to take the place 
of the contract obligation, prescribing interest. There was no 
interest separate and distinct from the principal obligation.” 

Your committee recommends that in all such cases where the 
Congress has acted and enforced collections of the principal 
sum such action should be treated as final and no interest 
whatever be charged at this time. 

As to the other matters concerning which adjustment is 
recommended in this report, your committee takes the same 


view, though for different reasons. The argument has been 
made, with much force, that if the United States has on hand 
money belonging to the District it should be considered a de- 
mand deposit, which would not be due until demand is requested 
in accordanace with the law. Legally, therefore, interest could 
not be charged prior to such demand. Taking this view of the 
matter it would, of course, be inequitable to make interest 
charges against the District government, if interest was not 
collected when the balance was in the District's favor. 

Furthermore, if equitable principles be held to apply, the 
doctrine of dilatory creditor could certainly be urged against 
the United States in any attempt to collect interest from the 
District of Columbia, even though time limitations may not 
run against the Federal Government. 

Legal and equitable consideration, so far as they may be held 
to apply to the peculiar relationship existing between these two 
governments, cause this committee to recommend that, in mak- 
ing any settlement upon the basis of facts disclosed in this 
report, no interest should be held to be due from the one gov- 
ernment to the other. 

TITLE VI.—CONCLUSION. 


Before concluding part 1 of its report, your committee 
wishes to call attention to part 2 thereof. This contains, as 
required under the provisions of the act by which the committee 
was created, a statement of the sums which have been expended 
by the United States and the District of Columbia, respectively, 
from July 1, 1874, to June 30, 1922, inclusive, for the purposes 
enumerated, as ascertained through the authorized inquiry into 
all matters pertaining to the fiscal relations between the two 
governments, In our opinion, the statement in question shows 
clearly, for the purposes required, the relative participation or 
contributions by the United States and the District. 

Part 2 also contains the interest tables called for by the act 
of June 29, 1922. Among other valuable matters can be found 
in part 2 a statement of estimates submitted by the District 
Commissioners for the past 10 fiscal years, together with the 
amounts actually aliocated in the annual District appropriation 
bills. It will be noted that the estimates total $172,117,932.63, 
and the appropriations $147,089,156.08. One-half of the dif- 
ference of $25,028,776.55 (or $12,514,388.27) may be contrasted 
with the total amount of the free surplus now under considera- 
tion, namely, $4,671,196.97. 

It is believed that from the foregoing statements made by 
your committee a clear understanding of the situation, as re- 
vealed by its investigation, may be secured, and confirmation 
of same may be found in the documents which have been or- 
dered to be printed. Among these documents are: The reports 
of Messrs. Haskins and Sells, containing tabulations; of 
Messrs. Galloway, Taggart, Donovan, Hodgson, and the eiti- 
zens’ joint committee; also your committee’s hearings and 
other papers. 

To summarize: Your committee recommends that the Senate 
and House of Representatives recognize the existence of a free 
surplus in the United States Treasury to the credit of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, as of June 30, 1922, in the— 


Sn. tse —T 8 $4, 671, 196. 97 
665. 46 


(To correct certain errors in stating the account be- 
tween the two governments) 4, 671, 862. 43 
That from these amounts should be deducted the 

following: 

The Distriet's proportion of the 8240 bonus paid to its 


CCC OE Sa ee ͤ——. — 191, 890. 35 
The triet's proportion of cost of additional land for 

the National Zoological Park 41, 500. 00 
One-half of amount appropriated by special act for re- 

Met, of Mildred; d be A 317.16 

y 233, 707. 51 

And that the net balance f 4, 438. 154. 92 


shall be held to be in the Treasury of the United States, subject 
to appropriation by the Congress, as a part of the District’s 
share of the expenses of maintaining its government, in ac- 
cordance with the law. 

In connection with the items on which reimbursement has 
already been required by the Federal Government, and the 
items on which adjustment is recommended in this report, your 
committee recommends that no interest charges shall be made, 
either against the District of Columbia or the United States. 

Your committee reports that the investigations which have 
been made into fiscal relations between the two governments 
are as full and complete, for all practical purposes, as can ever 
be secured, and recommends action by the present Congress 
that will definitely and finally set at rest existing contentions 
and conflicts between the District and Federal Governments. 
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From an accounting and bookkeeping standpoint, and giving 
due consideration and weight to the organic law of 1878, as 
well as other laws passed by Congress from time to time, and 
the rulings of the Comptroller of the Treasury, we believe this 
report to all practical purposes reflects the fiscal relations be- 
tween the United States and the District of Columbia, and 
shows the surplus to the credit of the District in the Treasury 
of the United States. Some members of the committee believe 
that these laws, although binding, were in many instances more 
favorable to the District than they should have been, if due con- 
sideration had been given to the taxpayers of the United States, 
and that under these laws the United States has for a long time 
and is now contributing more than its just proportion to the 
administration of the District government and the upkeep of 
the District; and that this is especially true when considera- 
tion is given to the limited activities and interests of the United 
States in the District, which are not wholly maintained at the 
expense of the United States, as compared to the large, ex- 
pansive, and growing interests of the residents of the Dis- 
trict or those owning property therein, and taking into con- 
sideration also the low tax rate paid on property located in the 
District. 

Respectfully submitted. 

LAWRENCE C. PHIPPS, 

L. HEISLER Barr, 

Wm. J. Harris, 

Guy U. Harpy, 

WILLIAM C. WBRIGET, 
Committee. 


Part Two. 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Expenditures by the United States and the District of Columbia, 
1874 to 1922. inclusive. 


United States. District. 


1874 to June 30, 1878, as fur- 
nished by the auditor of the 


District.. 33, 427, 477. 27 $8, 902, 044. 33 
Fiscal years 1879 to 1911, inclu- 
sive, from the report of 
T. Scott Mayes and J. R. 
111, 110, 030. 08 117, 177, 292. 84 


74, 326,258.17 | 93, 993, 465. 64 


public accountants. .........-- 


Increased compensation paid by 
the United States. $4108 02t. datse an 
Relief of Eldred C. Davis c 
N 189, 209, 502.37 | 220, 072, 802. 81 


Approximate simple interest at 3 per cent per annum on ad- 
vances, reimbursements, credit balances, in general fund, etc., 
computed in accordance with the requirements of the act of 
June 29, 1922. 


DEBITS, 
Amount of interest. 


Advance to defray District expenses of fiscal year 


1878, $75,000, 1878 to 1919, inclusive $94, 500. 00 
Advance fors support of public schools, $75,000, 

$8785t0°1919, inclusive == ee 94, 500. 00 
Advance to construct and equip school building in 

Georgetown, $50,865, 1875 to 1919, inclusive____ 68, 667. 75 
Advance to pay interest on 8.65 bonds, 1877-78, 

$586,067.23, 1878 to 1914, inclusive____________ 632, 952. 61 
Washington Market rentals, 1878 to 1914, 

/ ee ene ee eet 51, 975. 00 
Freedman's Hospital, 1906 to 1913, $37,996.70____ 6, 332. 05 
Support of insane at St. Elizabeths Hospital, 

$719,586.07 and $282,754.26, interest as com- 

puted by J. R. Mayes in his report to former 

congressional committee —-— 203, 770. 01 
Supreme court fines, 1878 to 1908, 524,300.76 19, 636. 62 
Police court fines, 1878 to 1902, $211,450.12______ 174, 907. 72 
Construction and equipment, District jail, $125,- 

000, June 25, 1866; reimbursed in 1919________ 202, 500. 00 
Advance, pay of teachers of public schools, 1874, 

$97,740.50, 1874 to 1918, inclusive 181, 949. 68 
Relief of Eldred ©. Davis, $317.17, 1898 to 1922, 

0 ᷣ . E a cane ete 237. 88 


National Zoological Park: 


$40,000, 1921 to 1922, inclusive 2, 400. 00 
S100 73) MER — 45. 00 
Increased compensation, bonus, $191,890.35, paid 
in fiscal years 1918 to 1922, inclusive - 5 7, 515. 01 
Total debit interest 1, 691, 889. 33 
p CREDITS, 
Errors in stating account: 
$49.60, fiscal year 1917; 1917 to 1922, inclusive 8. 93 
$215.86, fiscal year 1920; 1920 to 1922, inclu- 
PPC: — Stee Bea gem Tey 19. 43 
fc e A 
Credit balances in general fund: 
$68,300.24, beginning fiscal year 1915. 2, 049. 01 
$731,786.74, beginning fiscal year 1916_..___. 21, 953. 60 
$2,664,717.77, beginning fiscal year 1917 79, 941. 53 
$4,056,547.40, beginning fiscal year 1918 121, 696. 42 
$6,053,634.98, beginning fiscal year 1919 181, 609. 05 
$7,142,189.70, beginning fiscal year 1920. 214, 265. 69 
$7,376,244.49, beginning fiscal year 1921_____ 221, 287. 33 
$7,573,235.84, beginning fiscal year 1922_____ 227, 197. 08 
otal: welt eee —4 1. 070, 028. 07 


Statement showing total of estimates of appropriations for the 
District of Columbia, submitted by the Commissioners of the 
District, for each fiscal year beginning with 1912 and ending 
with 1922; and the appropriation granted for each of said 
years as contained in the regular District of Columbia appro- 
priation dels. 


Estimates. Appropriations, 


$12, 741, 450.90 | $10, 524, 096. 50 

12, 818, 935. 50 0, 550, 998. 50 

12, 739, 737. 60 11, 257, 054. 00 

14, 354, 754. 49 | 12, 042, 825. 06 

12, 771, 054.23 | 11,734. 429. 45 

15, 343, 196. 34 12, 581, 117. 20 

16, 278, 092. 66 13, 548, 567. 85 

17, 091, 029. 99 14, 234, 138. 66 

15, 781, 259. 90 14, 613, 211. 00 

18, 242,006.03 | 17, 436, 654. 87 

23, 956, 414. 99 18, 566, 062. 99 

172, 117,932.63 | 147, 089, 156. 08 
Excess of estimates submitted 
by the commissioner over an- 
nual appropriations granted 

on the basis of such estimates 25, 028, 776. 55 


[Norr.—The foregoing figures do not include estimates submitted 
by Federal authorities nor appropriations based on such estimates. 
Beginning with the fiscal year 1923 all appropriations, of whatsoever 
character, chargeable in any part to the District are included in the 
District appropriation act. Prior to the current year, appropriations 
under the Jurisdiction and control of Federal agencies were carried 
in the sundry civil and legislative appropriation acts. Neither are 
any deficiency appropriations included. The statement as sub- 
mitted, therefore, merely presents the actual annual estimates pre- 

red by and approved by the commissioners and the action ot 

mgress in granting appropriations based thereupon. ] 

STATEMENT SHOWING REIMBURSEMENTS MADE TO Tun UNITED STATES 
FROM THE REVENUES OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA BETWEEN 1919 
AND 1920. 

For moneys advanced by the United States to 
the District of Columbia for extraordinary im- 
provements between 1902 and 1910________ ete 

For interest at 2 per cent on above advances____ 
(Notr.—The above indebtedness, both princi- 

pal and interest, liquidated in full between 1910 

and 1916.) 

Reimbursement under section 8 of District of 
Columbia act for 1920 (reimbursed in 1920) 
“That the sum of $75,000 shall be transferred 

to the credit of the United States from the 

amount in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the District of Columbia to pay 
the indebtedness of the District of Columbia to 
the United States on account of the unpald bal- 
ance of the advances to defray District of Co- 
lumbia expenses of the fiscal year 1878, as pro- 


$4, 144, 696. 35 
586, 702, 83 


75, 000. 00 


1923. 
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vided by section 17 of the act providing for the 
support of the District of Columbia for said fis- 
cal year, approved March 8, 1877; and said sum 
shall be transferred to the credit of the United 
States from the amount in the Treasury to, the 
credit of the District of Columbia immediately 


upon the approval of this act. (District of Co- 

lumbia appropriation act for 1920, approved July 

11, 1919, see. 8.) 

Reimbursement under section 9 of the District of 
Columbia act for 1920 (reimbursed. in 1920) 
“That the sum of $75,000 shall be transferred 

to the credit of the United States from the 

amount in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the District of Columbia. to pay the 
indebtedness of the District of Columbia to the 

United States on account of advances for the 

support of public schools of the District of Co- 

lumbia, as provided by a clause of the sundry 

civil appropriation act, approved March 8, 1877; 

and said sum shall be transferred. to, the credit 

of the United States from the amount in the 

Treasury to the credit of the District of Colum- 

bia immediately upon the approval of this act.” 

(District of Columbia ‘appropriation act for 

1920, approved. July 11, 1919, sec. 9.) 

Reimbursement under section 10 of District of 
Columbia act for 1920 (reimbursed in 1920) 
“That the sum of $50,865 shall be transferred 

to the credit. of the United States. from the 

amount in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the District of Columbia to pay the 
indebtedness of the District of Columbia to the 

United States on account of advances to defray 

the expenses of constructing and equipping a 

school building in Georgetown, District of Co- 

rumbia, as provided in the act approved March. 

3. 1875; and said sum shall be transferred to 

the credit of the United States from the amount 

in the Treasury to the credit of the District of 

Columbia immediately upon the approval of this. 

act.” (District of Columbia appropriation act 

for 1920, approved July 11, 1919, see. 10.) 

Reimbursement for interest on 3.65 District of 
Columbia bonds for 1877 and 1878 (reimbursed 
pT EE 223) en ee. SOU I Ofc es Pog L EN ea 
The Secretary ef the Treasury, through the 

accounting officers of the Treasury, is authorized 

and directed to charge to the District ef Colum- 
bia the sum of $586,067.23, as a debt due the 

United States from the District of Columbia on 

account of money advanced by the United States 

to the Distriet of Columbia with which to pay 
the interest on the 3.65. bonds of the Distriet of 

Columbia for the fiscal years of 1877 and 1878 ; and 

in stating the account between the United States 

and the District of Columbia, the accounting offi- 
cers of the Treasury and the accounting officers 
of the Distriet of Columbia shall charge the 

District of Columbia with said sum; and the 

said sum of $586,067.23 must be paid to the 

United States by the District of Columbia on or 

before June 30, 1915, out of the revenues of the 

District of Columbia derived from privileges and 

from taxation upon the taxable preperty in the 

District of Columbia.” (Deficiency act approved 

Mar. 4, 1915.) 

Reimbursement account of Washington Market 
Co., rentals 1878 to 1914 (reimbursed in 1913) 
Washington Market Co. rentals; For amount 

due the United States from the District of Co- 

lumbia for eolleetions made on account of 
the franehise rental of the Washington Market 

Co., fiscal years 1879 to 1914, inclusive, there 

shall be transferred from the revenues of the 

District of Columbia to the United States the 

sum of $158,437.50, such sum being in full set- 

tlement of the amount due the United States for 
said market rentals under the decision of the 

Comptroller of the Treasury, Dec. 2, 1914, and 

to be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous 

receipts.” (Deficieney act approved Mar. 4, 

1915.) 

Reimbursement account of Freedman’s: Hospital, 
1906 to 1913 (reimbursed in 19152222 


$75, 000, 00 


50, 865. 00 


586, 067. 23 


158, 437. 50 


37, 996. 70 


“To reimburse the United States the amount 
due on account of one-half of the per capita cost 
of maintenance of indigent patients in Freed» 
man’s Hospital from the District of Columbia in 
excess of the number charged to and paid for 
by said District during the fiscal years 1906. to: 
1913, inclusive, there shall be transferred from 
the revenues of the District of Columbia to the 
United States, beginning with the fiscal year 
1915, the sum of $37,996.70, which amounts so 
transferred shall be covered into the Treasury 
as miscellaneous receipts,” (Sundry civil: act, 
Aug. 1, 1914.) 

Reimbursement aceount of support of insane 
in St. Elizabeths Hospital, 1881 te 1911 (reim- 
bursed in 1913 and 1914) 
“The reimbursement required to be made to 

the United States by the District of Columbia 

under the provisions ef the sundry eivil appro- 
priation act approved August 24, 1912, on ac- 
count of deficiencies: in payments for the care 
and maintenance of the insane of said District 
during the fiscal years 1881 to 1911, inclusive, 
is hereby fixed at $719,536.08." (District of Co- 
lumbia appropriation act for the fiseal year 
1914, approved Mar. 4, 1913.) 


Reimbursement account of support of insane 
A a Elizabeths Hospital (reimbursed in 
— a ae ——— 
“To further reimburse the United States, and 
in full, the amount due on account of one-half 
of the per capita cost of maintenance of indi- 
gent patients in the Government Hospital for 
the Insane from the District of Columbia in ex- 
cess of the number charged to and paid for by 
said: District during the fiscal years 1879 to 1912, 
inclusive, there shall be transferred the 
revenues of the District of Columbi the 
United States the sum of $282,754.26.” (Sun- 
dry civil act, approved July 1, 1916.) 
Reimbursement on account of fines in United 
States cases in criminal division of Supreme 
Court, District of Columbia, between July 1, 
1878, and June 30, 1908 (reimbursed in 1917)_ 


Court fines: The sum of $24,300.76, represent- 
ing fines in United States cases collected on 
judgments, of the criminal division of the Su- 
preme: Court of the District of Columbia during 
the period from July 1, 1878, to September 30, 
1908, inclusive, and deposited in the Treasury 
of the United States to the eredit of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia, shall be transferred from 
the eredit of the District of Columbia to the 
United States.” Deficiency act approved Apr. 
17, 1917.) 

Reimbursement on account of fines in United 
States branch. of police department between 
July 1, 1878, and Jan. 1, 1902 (reimbursed 
BYE NET!) ec EE EE at cies a canna 
“The sum of $211,450.12, representing fines. — 

United States cases collected on judgments: of 

the police court of the District of Columbia 

during the period from July 1, 1878, to Janu- 
ary 1, 1902, inclusive, and deposited in the 

Treasury of the United States to the credit of 

the District of Columbia shall be transferred 

from the credit of the District of Columbia to 
the United States.” (Deficiency act approved 

Apr. 17, 1917.) 

Reimbursement under section 7 of District of 
Columbia act for 1919 on account of the con- 
struction and equipment of the District Jail 
(reimbursed in 19192 
That the sum of $125,000 shall be transferred. 

to the eredit of the United States from the 

amount in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the District of Columbia to pay the 
indebtedness of the District of Columbia to the 

United States om account of the construction and 

equipment of the District Jail, as provided in sec- 

tion 1097 of the Revised Statutes of the Dis- 
triet ef Columbia.” (District of Columbia ap- 
propriation act for the fiscal year 1919, ap- 

proved Aug. 31, 1918.) 


$719, 536, 07 


282; 754. 26 


24, 300. 76 


211, 450. 12 


125, 000. 00 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE, 


FEBRUARY 5, 


Reimbursement under section 8 of District of 
Columbia act for 1919 on account of advances 
to pay teachers in the District public schools 
in 1874 (reimbursed in 1919922222 
“That the sum of $97,740.50 shall be trans- 

ferred to the credit of the United States from the 

amount in the Treasury of the United States to 
the credit of the District of Columbia to pay the 
indebtedness of the District of Columbia to the 

United States on account of advances to pay 

teachers in the District public schools, as pro- 

vided by the act entitled ‘An act making appro- 
priation for the payment of teachers in the pub- 
lie schools of the District of Columbia, and pro- 
viding for the levy of a tax to reimburse the 
same,’ approved April 18, 1874.“ (District of 

Columbia appropriation act for the fiscal year 

1919, approyed Aug. 31, 1918.) 

Reimbursement account of Maryland School for 
Blind, 1899 to 1906 (with interest at 2 per 
cent, $1,184.81) (reimbursed in 1907; interest 
paid United States in 19072 

Reimbursement account of Meridian Hill Park 
and Montrose Park (principal and interest at 
3 per cent, $12,952.15) (reimbursed in 1912, 
1918, 1914, and 1915 in four equal annual 
Wampe: eee 317, 825. 98 


$97, 740, 50 


52, 973. 64 


WAR DEPABTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, 

The reading of the bill was continued. 

The next amendment of the Committee on Appropriations 
was, on page 120, 1 4, after the word “ practicable,” to in- 
sert: “and the pu of artificial limbs or other appliances 
for indigent persons who were injured in the service of the 
Isthmian Canal Commission or the Panama Canal prior to 
September 7, 1916,” and in line 11, to strike out $550,000” 
and insert “ $584,422.28,” so as to read: 

For sanitation, quarantine, hospitals, and medical aid and support 
of the insane and of lepers and aid and support of indigent persons 
legally within the Canal Zone, including en of their deportation 
when practicable, and the purchase of artificial limbs or other spn: 
ances for indigent persons who were injured in the service of e 
Isthmian Canal Commission or the Panama Canal prior to. September 
7, 1916, and including additional compensation to any officer of the 
United States Public Health Service detailed with the Panama Canal 
as chief quarantine officer, $584,422.28. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 120, at the end of line 15, to 
strike out $930,000” and insert $1,006,200,” so as to read: 

For civil government of the Panama Canal and Canal Zone; district 
judge, $7,500; district attorney, $5,000; marshal, $5,000; and for 
gratuities and necessary clothing for indigent discharged prisoners, 

4 200, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 120, line 16, to increase the 
total appropriation for the Panama Canal from “ $6,559,683 ” 
to “ $6,670,305.28.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment was, on page 121, line 14, before the 
numeral “1922,” to strike out “ July 1“ and insert June 30,” 
so as to read: 

Except in cases of emergency or conditions arising subsequent to and 
unforeseen at the time of submitting the annual estimates to Congress, 
and except for those employed in connection with the construction o 
permanent quarters, offices, and other necessary buildings, dry docks, 
repair shops, yards, docks, wharves, warehouses, storehouses, and other 
necessary facilities and appurtenances for the purpose of providing coal 
and other materials, labor, repairs, and supplies, there shall not be em- 
ployed at any time during the fiscal year 1924, under any of the fore- 
going appropriations for the Panama Canal, any greater number of 
persons than are 7 in the notes submitted, respectively, in con- 
nection with the estimates for each of said appropriations in the Budget 
for said year, nor shall there be paid to any such person during that 
fiscal year any greater rate of compensation than was authorized to be 
paid to persons occupying the same or like positions on June 30, 1922; 
and all employments made or compensation increased because o 
emergencies or conditions so arising shall be specifically set forth, with 
5 therefor, by the governor in his report for the fiscal year 
1924, 

The amendment was agreed fo. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. On behalf of the committee I offer the 
following amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Wirris in the chair). The 
Chair is advised that one amendment of the committee, on page 
21, lines 22, 23, 24, and 25, was passed over. 


Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
Kine] desires that amendment to go over. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. Harrison] requested before that it go over. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from Utah spoke to me about 
it a moment ago. Will the Senator from New York let that go 
over with the other amendment until to-morrow? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am willing that the amendment at the 
bottom of page 21 shall go over until to-morrow. 

Mr. HARRISON. Is that the Harbord amendment, so called? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator from New York has agreed 
that it shall go over until to-morrow. The Senator from Utah 
asked me a little while ago to ask that it go over if it came up 
this afternoon. I have no objection to considering it now, so 
far as I am personally concerned. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment at the bottom 
of page 21 will be passed over, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. In behalf of the committee I offer the 
following amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 10, line 18, after the numeral 
“ $275,000,” insert the following: 

Provided, That the mileage allowance to members of the Officers’ 
Reserve Corps when called into active service for training for 15 
days or less shali not exceed 4 cents per mile: Provided” further, 
That the laws providing for land-grant deductions shall not apply to 
772% 
for the fiscal year 1993, approved June 30, 1922. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
to the amendment offered by the 
behalf of the committee. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. On behalf of the committee I offer the 
amendment which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New York will be stated. ; 

The RxabINd CLERK. On page 35, after line 23, it is proposed 
to insert the following; 


Hereafter the cost of transportation of civilian employees and of 


The question is on agreeing 
Senator from New York on 


material in connection with the manufacturing and purchas actiy- 
ities of the Signal Corps, Air Service, Medica Department, ineer 
Department, and the Coast Artillery Corps, and in connection with the 


construction and installation of fire-control 
cations by the Coast Artillery Corps may be charged to the appro- 
priations for the work in connection with which such transportation 
charges are required. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Will the Senator explain the amendment 
which has just been read? The amendment was read 50 
rapidly that I did not fully understand it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Under present law when the War De- 
partment purchases anything, either by direct purchase or by 
contract, the cost of transporting the finished article from the 
factory door to the place where the Government wishes to use 
it is charged against the appropriation for transportation of the 
Army. There is no authority for the charges of that freight 
bill to the cost of the article. The result is that the transpor- 
tation appropriations are tremendously overburdened with such 
charges in the nature of freight bills on finished articles which 
are to be delivered at the place where the War Department or 
the Army wishes to use them. The Government loses a great 
deal of money by it. 

For example, in the Air Service the only way in which the 
Chief of the Air Service has been able to have the freight bills 
paid on newly made airplanes is to invite the bidders who are 
seeking the contract to include in their bids the transportation 
cost from the factory door to the flying fleld, which may be 
2,000 miles distant. — 

The Chief of the Air Service can not receive a sufficient allot- 
ment under the transportation appropriation to pay for the cost 
of transporting those airplanes by railroad. If he is given 
authority to charge that cost against the appropriation for the 
purchase of the planes, then, if he wishes, he can transport 
the plane from the factory door to the flying field over a land- 
grant railroad and receive the benefit-of the reduced freight 
rates which are allowed to the Government. It is perfectly 
obvious that the amendment, if adopted, would saye money. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator’s explanation is entirely sat- 
isfactory to me, and I have no objection to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 


projects at seacoast fortifi- 


ment proposed by the Senator from New York on behalf of the 
committee. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
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Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk. 

Mr. FLETCHER. May I inquire are the amendments now 
being offered by the Senator from New York offered on behalf 
of the committee, or are they individual amendments? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘These are amendments which the com- 
mittee have authorized the chairman of the committee to offer. 

Mr. FLETCHER. But the Senator from New York himself 


had certain amendments which he proposed to offer which were |- 


printed, and I did not know whether or not the amendments 
which he is now offering were those amendments. 

Mr, WADSWORTH. I have had most of the amendments 
printed for the information of the Senate. The amendment 
which I now offer, I will say to the Senator from Florida, has 
not been printed, but I can remind the Senator from Florida 
about the amendment as soon as it shall have been read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New York will be stated, 

The READING CLERK. On page 52, after line 18, it is proposed 
to insert the following: 

The sum of $400,000 of the e kor the Air Service for 
the fiscal year 1921 contained in the act making appropriations for 
the support of the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1921, and 
for other purposes,” approved June 5, 1920, shall remain available 
until June 30, 1924, for the payment of obligations incurred under 
contracts executed prior to June 30, 1921. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The amendment does not provide a 
new appropriation, but is merely to continue available an ap- 
propriation made two years ago, in order that the final pay- 
ments on contracts for the building of airplanes, and which 
are almost finished, may be made this spring. If the former 
appropriation is not made available, it means that the War De- 
partment will not be able to pay the money which it owes to the 
contractors for the finished planes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New York. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I offer another amendment on behalf 
of the committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New York will be stated. 

The READING CLERK. On page 82, in line 4, after the numeral 
“ $3,500,” it is proposed to insert the following proviso : 

Provided, That the present incumbent, upon the completion of his 
service, shall be entitled to be placed upon the retired List of the 
United States Army (with the rank of lieutenant colonel) under the 
same conditions as are prescribed by law for other officers of the Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICHR, The question is on the amend- 
ment proposed by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Does that amendment refer to the master 
of the sword at the Military Academy? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It does. 

Mr. McKELLAR. He has been there a long time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. He has been there for 40 years. 

Mr. McKELLAR. And he should have this recognition, of 
course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment was a to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. On behaif of the committee I offer 
another amendment, to which I call the attention of the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. BrookHART]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment proposed by 
the Senator from New York will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 95, after line 21, it is proposed 
to insert the following new paragraph: 

That no part of the appropriations made in this act shall be avail- 
able for the salary or pay of any officer, manager, superintendent, fore- 
man, or other person having charge of the work of any employee of the 
United States Government while making or causing to be made with a 
stop watch, or other time-measuring device, a time study of any job 
of any such employee between the . and completion thereof, or of 
the movements of any such employee while engaged upon such work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New York. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I offer an amendment to the amendment 
of the Senator from New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Iowa offers 
an amendment to the amendment, which the Secretary will state. 

The Reaprne CLERK. After the word“ work,” at the end of 
line 9, it is proposed to insert: 
nor shall any part of the appropriations made in this act be available 
to pay any premiums or bonus or cash reward to any employee in addi- 
tion to his regular wages, except for suggestions resulting in improve- 
ments or economy in the operation of any Government plant, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment to the amendment. 


LXIV— i194 


Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, the amendment which I 
have offered to the amendment of the Senator from New York 
makes the same provision in the pending bill as that in the 
naval appropriation bill, which we have already passed. I be- 
lieve also that the same words have been carried in former 
Army appropriation bills for a number of years. 

Mr. McKELLAR. They have been carried in such bills for 
many years. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in the House of Repre- 
sentatives the provision relating to the so-called stop-watch 
method of factory management and relating to the payment of 
bonuses to workmen in Goyernment arsenals and War Depart- 
ment arsenals was stricken out, as I recollect, on a point of 
order. The language, as the Senator from Iowa has stated, has 
been contained in Army appropriation bills for some time past, 

The Committee on Appropriations reports to the Senate the 
provision prohibiting the use of the so-called stop-watch method 
but does not report to the Senate an amendment which would 
prohibit the payment of a bonus to an especially efficient work- 
man. We do not believe that it is wise to install the so-called 
stop-wateh or Taylor efficiency system in the arsenals; we 
join with those who want to have that prohibited by statute; 
but at the same time we do not believe that the Government 
should be denied by statute the right to give additional com- 
pensation to a workman for especially efficient work. That 
being the attitude of the committee, I can not, of course, accept 
on behalf of the committee the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Iowa, and I honestly believe that the amendment as pro- 
posed by the committee actually covers all conditions in the 
manufacturing plants of the War Department of which so 
many of the workmen are suspicious and to which they are 
antagonistic, I do not believe that the workmen of our arsenals 
have any real objection to the Government paying a little extra 
compensation now and then to their fellows who are especially 
efficient. So I hope the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Towa to the amendment of the committee will not be 
adopted, 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Iowa [Mr. BrooKHArT] to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from New York on 
behalf of the committee. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, the amendment to the 
amendment proposes to incorporate in the bill a provision which 
has been in various Navy and Army appropriation bills for 
many years. It is a provision upon which the workingmen lay 
great stress. It has been found to be appropriate heretofore, 
and I see no reason for changing the law. Therefore, Mr. 
President, if the Senate is ready to vote on the amendment, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator be satisfied with a 
division? 

Mr. McoKELLAR. 
division. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I wish to say 
merely a word in explanation of my vote. I have voted here- 
tofore to prohibit the stop-watch method and in favor of the 
bonus provision because I thought that there was simply in- 
volved in the latter case the payment of the ordinary bonus. 
I have made some further investigation, however, during the 
last week with reference to the matter. I have looked into it 
more carefully than I eyer did before, and I am satisfied that 
it is not the ordinary bonus at all which is involved, but that 
it goes much further than that. I think we ought to prohibit 
the payment of bonuses as well as the stop-watch method, and 
so I shall vote for the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Iowa to the amendment of the Senator from New York. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Mr. President, the amendment to the 
amendment does not have in view the ordinary bonus payment 
at all, but that character of bonus which has behind it the 
idea of forcing or driving men to higher speed and a more rapid 
method of working, just as is involved in the case of the stop- 
watch method. There is no objection to a bonus in a general 
way being paid to everybody, so far as that is concerned; but 
it is a feature of the older efficiency scheme that we are trying 
to prohibit, as I understand. I think we had better have a roll 
call on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A division has been called for. 

Mr. BROOKHART. Very well; let us have a division. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment offered by the Senator from Iowa to the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from New York on behalf of the 
committee, 


Very well; I will be satisfied with a 
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On a division the amendment to the amendment was agreed 
to, 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, on behalf of the com- 
mittee I offer another amendment. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 108, after line 15, it is pro- 
posed to insert: 

Notwithstanding the ne ee Provisions of the act of February i 
1896 (29 Stats. p. 21), the Secretary of War is authorized in h 
discretion to permit, bent cost to the United States, the erection ae 
monuments or memorials to commemorate encampments of Spanish 
War organizations which 3 encamped in said park during the period 
of the Spanish-American War. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I ask the indulgence of 
the Senate while I offer two amendments, not on behalf of the 
committee, because it so happens that the committee has had no 
opportunity to examine them. I am offering them as an indi- 
vidual Senator. 

I send the first amendment to the desk. 

The VICK PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reapina CLERK. On page 19, after line 8, it is proposed 
to insert: 

Section 2 of the legislative, executive, and judicial appropriation act 
approved July 31, 1894, is amended by ad at the end thereof a 
new sentence to read as follows: 

“Retired enlisted men of the Army, Na 
Sasra STOM Dos be construed to hold an o 

Payments heretofore made to retired enlisted men of the Army, 
hits Marine Sore or Coast Guard under appointments to civil offices 
with a compensation of $2,500 or more per annum are hereby validated. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator explain 
that amendment? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the statute to which 
that amendment refers forbids the employment of certain per- 
sonnel deemed to hold offices in the civil service of the United 
States at a wage higher than $2,500 a year. There are about 
12 retired Regular Army enlisted men now employed in places 
drawing more than $2,500 a year. To the great astonishment 
of everybody the comptroller or somebody has ruled that a 
retired enlisted man of the Regular Army holds an office as 
such, The result of the ruling is that these 12 old soldiers are 
now called upon to pay back into the Federal Treasury the 
amount of money in excess of $2,500 that they have been 
drawing. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator’s amendment is entirely 
right. It ought to be adopted. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Military Affairs Committee has 
examined into this matter and has reported favorably a bill for 
this purpose. The construction given to the word “officer” 
was so astounding in this case that the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee is unanimous in its support. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from New York. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I send to the desk one 
more amendment of a legislative character which will take 
just a moment to explain, and then I think I shall have fin- 
ished. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 20, after line 16, it is pro- 
proposed to insert: 


Nothing contained in 
88 in pursuance * 


, Marine Corps, or Coast 
te within the meaning of 


existin 
law sh 


laws or regulations or orders 
be construed to authorize on or 

July 1, 1922, the issue of heat or light in kind to any person 
pE the Army, NAVI Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geodetic 
Survey, and Public Health Service, Mk such person is receiving an 
allowance for rental of. quarters under the provisions of the act enti- 
tled “An act to readjust the Arh ne Ne of the commissioned 
and enlisted ce of the Arm „Marine Corps Coast Guard 
Coast and etic Survey, Publ ¢ Health Service, e 
June 10, 1922. 

Mr, WADSWORTH. Mr. President, under the new pay law 
passed last year the allowances known as heat and light were 
abolished, and in their place was substituted one allowance, 
known as the rental allowance. The rental allowance is paid 
to officers of the six services when they are not occupying pub- 
lic quarters. It is to cover their house rent if they have to 
rent houses, and their heat, and their light. We understand on 
very reliable authority that there are certain accounting or 
auditing officers who are expressing the opinion, or are about 
to express the opinion, that in certain cases officers may draw 
not only the rental allowance but also the old allowance of heat 
and light in kind. We do not want that duplication. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Nor do I; so I have no objection to the 
amendment, 


Mr. WADSWORTH. The intent of the Congress was to have 
the rental allowance cover all the old allowances. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from New York. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, that completes the bill, 
as far as the committee is concerned, with one exception. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
to submit a request for unanimous consent touching a vote to 
be had on a provision in this bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, after consultation with a 
number of Senators whom I know to be interested in the mat- 
ter, including the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER] and 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram], I ask unanimous consent 
that at 2 o’clock and 45 minutes on to-morrow the Senate 
proceed to vote upon any amendment that may be pending or 
that may be offered to the rivers and harbors item; and I will 
state my reason for making that request. 

A number of Senators—five Senators—desire to leave on 
the 3.15 train to go to the city of Savannah, including the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris], who is the author of the 
concurrent resolution that passed the Senate to-day; that is, 
assuming that his resolution passes the body at the other end 
of the Capitol. I have consulted with the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. Boran] and the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER], 
and they have indicated their acquiescence in this unanimous- 
consent suggestion. The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Harris] 
is now conferring by telephone with the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. Krna]. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I will say to the Senator that 
F shall object to it. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Utah makes it unneces- 
sary to pursue the matter further. 

Mr. 'WADSWORTH. I had hoped that we might get an 
agreement to vote on the river and harbor item. I was about 
to welcome with a good deal of cheerfulness the suggestion of 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. ROBINSON. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] was 
not in the Chamber when I first made the suggestion, or I 
should have consulted him about the matter, I hope he may 
see fit now to withdraw his objection, in view of the conditions. 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I can not withdraw it at this time. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I say—pérhaps 
the Senator was not in the Chamber—that the committee 
amendments now are finished, with one exception. We are 
to recess until 11 o’clock to-morrow. We shall have between 
11 and 2.45 o'clock, if the Senator's suggestion is adopted, to 
do nothing but debate the river and harbor item. 

Mr. ROBINSON. That will afford practically three hours’ 
debate on the item. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does not the Senator think that is 
sufficient? 

Mr. SMOOT. No; I do not, Mr. President. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. President, I suppose nothing remains 
but to say that perhaps in the morning the request may be 
renewed if the Senator from Utah thinks over the matter and 
concludes to consent to the arrangement I have stated. The 
train leaves at 3.15 o’clock, and in the event the concurrent reso- 
lution passes the House that will be the latest hour at which 
the committee can leave here to arrive in Savannah in time to 
attend the exercises which it is expected will be held there. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, this completes the con- 
sideration of the committee amendments with the exception of 
one which has been put over until to-morrow, that one being 
found at the foot of page 21. I am not entirely certain what the 
pleasure of the Senate is at this time. Before the order for the 
recess is invoked I expect to move an executive session. I do 
not now move it. 

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I desired to address myself 
to the failure of the Senate to do anything touching the codifica- 
tion of the laws—a matter which has been before Congress for 
some time, and which passed the House some time ago, but 
apparently nothing has been done in the Senate. There are only, 
a few days remaining, and if failure comes about all of the 
work that has been done in the House will go for naught. 

I do not see the chairman of the committee having the matter 
in charge, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Ernst]. If he is in 


the Chamber in the morning I shall bring up this matter, so 
that we may know whether something is to be done, or whether 
the bill will die in the Senate, as it has heretofore. 

I shall not say anything further at this time, because the 
chairman of the committee is not in the Senate Chamber. 
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Mr. SMOOT, Does the Senator have reference to the revision 
of the laws? 

Mr. HARRISON. Yes, 

Mr. SMOOT. I certainly hope that some action will be taken 
on it before the close of this Congress. 

Mr, HARRISON, Yes; I knew the Senator felt that way 
about it. A great many Senators feel that way about it, but I 
do not care to discuss it in the absence of the chairman of the 
committee having the matter in charge. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, are individual amendments 
to the bill now in order? 

The VICH PRESIDENT, They are. 

Mr. SPENCER. I ask for the consideration of the amend- 
ment which I send to the desk and which has been printed. 

The VICE PRESIDENT, The amendment will be stated. 

The Reapina CLERK. In the proper place it is proposed to 
insert the following proviso: 

Provided, That hereafter the onene officer in charge of public 
buildings and grounds shall, during the term of his office, haye the rank, 
pay, and allowance of a brigadier general, 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, perhaps I ought to say, in 
regard to that amendment, that the present occupant of that 
office is Col. Clarence O. Sherrill, The amendment meets with 
the approval of the War Department and the Chief of Staff. 
In addition to his duties as the officer in charge of public build- 
ings, which are quite important enough to warrant the title of 
brigadier general, there is this further situation: He is also, by 
virtue of his office, aid to the President. The corresponding aid 
from the Navy is an admiral, and at public functions and in 
meeting with representatives of other governments there is a 
certain embarrassment in having the Army represented by a 
colonel and the Navy represented by an admiral. The cost is 
practically nothing, If the man in charge is 30 years in service, 
there is no difference in cost between the rank of colonel and 
the rank of brigadier general in this office. The average service 
of 27 years would make a difference in cost of $200 a year. 

Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. President, I shall not oppose the 
amendment by any extra effort. I shall not favor it. I expect 
to vote against it. There is nothing personal at all in my 
attitude, because I have no doubt Colonel Sherrill is a most 
efficient officer and deserving of every consideration. I think, 
however, that it is a mistake to proceed here to increase his 
rank to that of brigadier general simply because at social func- 
tions he is the aid to the President. I think he can perform 
the duties of aid to the President just as well as a colonel as 
he could as a brigadier general, and I can not see any real 
justification for this advance in rank to brigadier general 
simply for social reasons, 

I can not support the amendment, although, as I say, I am 
not going to make any particular effort against it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, all I want to say is this: There 
is no question but that Colonel Sherrill does as much work, 
and perhaps more work, than an admiral of the Navy. I know 
of no officer of the Government who does more work than 
Colonel Sherrill. He is a splendid officer. He has good judg- 
ment. I would like to have him taken care of in some other 
way; but if this is the only way he can be taken care of, I have 
no objection. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. 
raise in pay. 

Mr. SMOOT. It is, of $200. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just $200. It is not for that purpose 
that the Senator from Missouri offers the amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. I take it for granted it is not for that purpose. 
I shall not object, if it is thought the proper thing to do. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. SPENCER. I ask that there be placed in the Recorp a 
list of the duties of the Engineer commissioner of the United 
States Army, assigned as officer in charge of public buildings 
and grounds, for information. 

There being no objection, the matter was ordered to be 
printed in the Recorp, as follows: 

DUTIES OF THE ENGINEER OFFICER, UNITED STATES ARMY, ASSIGNED AS 
OFFICER IN CHARGE OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS, 


1. Military aid to the President and his personal escort on formal 
official functions; in charge of arrangements for all diplomatic, social, 
and military functions at the White House; represents the President in 
formal courtesies to ec chon and other foreign officials. . 

2. In charge of the improvement, maintenance, and operation of the 

arks of Washington, namani the administration of all activities 
herein, such as recreational features—bathing beach, golf courses, 
tennis courts, baseball fields, and so on. This work involves an ex- 
penditure of approximately $1,000,000 a year. 

8. In charge of the maintenance and operation of the public me- 
morials, such as the Lincoln Memorial and the Washington Monument, 

4. In charge of the maintenance and upkeep of the White House, 
the executive offices, and the White House grounds, including the dis- 
bursement of funds for the White House police force. 


It is fair to say this is not really a 
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5. Executive officer and in charge of the construction and adminis- 
tration of the details of business for the following commissions ; 

Arlington Memorial Bridge Commission. 

Lincoln Memorial Commission. 

Grant Memorial Commission. 

The Meade Memorlal Commission. 

The Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway Commission. 

The BHricsson Memorial Commission. 

6. A member of the Public age p Commission, which Is charged 
with the duty of assignment of all office space to the departments and 
establishments in Washington. This commission has during the past 

ear by detailed study committed to the officer in charge of public 
ulldings and grounds saved over $100,000 in rentals. 

7. A member of the Zoning Commission, which is charged with the 
administration of the laws prescribing the character of use, height, 
and area of occupancy of all buildings in Washington. 

8. Superintendent of the State, War, and Navy Department Bulld- 
ings, which involves the operation, maintenance, repairs, and cleanin 
and general cag yw of 26 public office buildings with a floor space o 
approximately 6. „000 square feet and involving the expenditure of 
eee $2,000,000 a year. Congress recently added to this 
office's . the Interior Department Building, the Patent 
Office Building, the Land Office Building, and the Pension Office 
Building. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr, President, 
amendment which I send to the desk. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary 
amendment. 

The READING CLERK. On page 18, after line 24, to insert the 
following: 

Any officer whose name is now borne on the Army Register, and who 
served with credit as a general officer of the line during the World 
War, or who was recommended for appointment as a general officer of 
the line by the commander in chief, American Expeditionary Forces, 
prior to November 11, 1918, shall be eligible for selection to the gen- 
eral officers’ eligible list provided for in the national defense act, ap- 
proved June 4, 1920, notwithstanding the fact that he shall now hold 
a grade below that of colonel in the line. 

Mr. REED of Pennsylvania. Mr. President, the only purpose 
of this amendment is to make eligible for appointment as gen- 
eral officers those officers who, during the World War, actually 
served as general officers of the line, and also those who, be- 
cause of conspicuous service, were then recommended for ap- 
pointment as general officers. This does not Increase the num- 
ber in any way, and it does not accomplish the promotion of 
anybody, but merely makes them eligible if the President shall 
select them. I believe the committee has no objection. 

The amendment was agreed to. 


ASSOCIATION OF PRODUCERS OF TURPENTINE AND ROSIN, 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, this morning when the cal- 
endar was being considered, the call was stopped just before we 
reached a bill in which I am very much interested, and which 
I hoped to have passed. The matter is one I offered in the 
form of an amendment to the Capper bill, I believe, to permit 
producers of rosin and turpentine to come under the provisions 
of the cooperative marketing bill, the same as the producers of 
nuts, the producers of cotton, and so forth. I presented the 
matter to the Senute at that time, and was told that I should 
try to have it passed in the form of a separate bill, so I with- 
drew the amendment for that reason. 

The Committee on Agriculture and Forestry unanimously re- 
ported out the bill, and it is on the calendar. The only change 
it makes in the law is in allowing producers of rosin and tur- 
pentine to come under the provisions of that law. I ask unani- 
mous consent for the present consideration of Senate bill 4824, 
to amend an act entitled “An act to authorize associations of 
producers of agricultural products.” 

The VICE PRESIDENT. ‘The Secretary will report the bill. 

The bill was read, as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the first paragraph of the first section of 
an act entitled “An act to authorize association of producers of agricul- 
tural products,” approved February 18, 1922, is hereby amended so as 
to read as follows: That persons engaged in the production of agri- 
cultural products, as farmers, planters, ranchmen, dairymen, nut or 
fruit growers, or producers of turpentine and rosin may act together 
in associations, corporate or otherwise, with or without capital stock, in 
collectively processing, preparing, for market, handling, and N 
in interstate and foreign commerce, such products of persons so engag 5 
suc 


I offer an 


will state the 


Such associations may have marketing agencies in common; an 
associations and their members may make the necessary contracts and 
agreements to effect such 8 Provided, however, That such asso- 
ciations are operated for the mutual benefit of the members thereof, as 
. and conform to one or both of the following require- 
ments.” 

Sec. 2. That this act shall take effect immediately. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. SMOOT. I do not know really why we should pass a 
bill affecting producers of turpentine and rosin. 

Mr. HARRISON. When I offered this, it was to cover naval 
stores, rosin and turpentine being classed as naval stores, but 
the Senator from Massachusetts raised some objection to that 
term being employed, so I restricted it to rosin and turpentine. 
Rosin and turpentine, of course, as the Senator knows, are ex- 
tracted from the yellow pine of the Gulf coast section, and the 
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small farmers down there and the small producers for 17 years, 
with one exception, have had difficulty in getting any fair prices 
for their turpentine and rosin. I can not really see any harm 
in their being permitted to collectively market their products 
any more than there would be wrong in allowing the producers 
of nuts to collectively market. It will aid them very, very 
much in disposing of thelr crops. They call these articles 
“crops,” and the trees “ orchards,” just the same as you get 
crops of peaches from peach trees, That is about all I can say. 
It changes the law in no other particular except the one I have 
mentioned. 

Mr. SMOOT. It seems to me that if the producers of rosin 
have the right provided for in this bill it ought to be extended 
to all industries. I do not see why the producers of rosin should 
have this privilege any more than the manufacturers of glue. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is really an agricultural product. 

Mr. SMOOT. So is glue, made from the hoofs and hides of 
cattle. I do not see any difference at all between the two. 

Mr. HARRISON. That might be a very good reason for in- 
eluding glue. I only know about this particular proposition. 
I know those products have always been carried in the Agricul- 
tural appropriation bill. They are considered agricultural mat- 
ters. These crops are owned by small farmers. In thousands 
and thousands of instances, where they have, say, 40 trees, they 
will box them, and this is to allow them to organize and sell 
their product. There have been times in the past 10 years 
when they could not dispose of their rosin and terpentine at 
any price at all. They are just turned loose, and everyone 
takes care of himself. If the purposes of the other bill for the 
protection of those engaged in agricultural production were 
good, I can not see any harm, under the peculiar circumstances 
confronting these people, in passing this. 

Mr. SMOOT. I shall not object, although I think it is going 
a long way outside of agriculture. I do not know where it 
will end. 

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator is aware that rosin and naval 
stores have been taken care of under the Agricultural appro- 
priation bills and have been considered as agricultural prod- 
ucts. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that. We have had 
legislation in regard to them on every Agricultural appropria- 
tion bill, and special legislation at times, since I have been in 
the Senate, but just because they are handled in an agricultural 
bill does not appeal to me in any way as an argument why they 
should be treated any different from glue or other articles 
which may be made from farm products. That is the way it 
looks to me; but I am not going to object to the consideration of 
the bill at this time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. 
eration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Whole, proceeded to consider the bill. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 


Is there objection to the consid- 


DRAINAGE SYSTEM, PIUTE INDIAN LANDS. 


Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the Piute Indians in Nevada 
have 4,047 acres of land, for which they have already secured 
water rights. Of this land 1,200 acres is water-logged and of 
no use unless it is drained. The State of Nevada under the 
Newlands Act has a drainage district which takes care of these 
4,047 acres, All the land in the drainage district is now in- 
cluded in the project except these Indian lands. 

House bill 10211, authorizing an appropriation to meet pro- 
portionate expenses of providing a drainage system for Piute 
Indian lands in the State of Nevada within the Newlands 
reclamation project of the Reclamation Service is on the calen- 
dar. It authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to place these 
Indian lands within that drainage district. The cost of it, of 
course, is reimbursable. The Senate passed precisely the same 
bill a few weeks ago and it met with the approval of the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. I ask unanimous consent that the 
bill may be now considered. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I do not intend to object 
to the consideration of this bill, and I really have no objection 
to it, but I do not think we should take up the calendar at this 
time in the evening. The main reason is that a good many 
Members of the Senate have gone. We usually transact busi- 
ness of this kind in the morning hour, and Senators are not 
apprised as to what is coming up when the calendar is brought 
up in the evening. I think it is very much better, if Senators 
are going to ask unanimous consent for the consideration of 
bills of this kind, that they should do it in the morning hour 
when those who may want to object or have an interest in them 
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are here and have an opportunity to object, but that it should 
not be done late in the evening when many Senators think we 
are proceeding with the regular order and that such things as 
these are not to be brought up. 

I do not like to object to bills which are not of personal inter- 
est, and I am not going to raise any objection to this; but I 
will ask for the regular order after this bill is considered. I 
hope that when this bill is disposed of we will go on with the 
regular order, and not take up any other bill at this hour. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the immediate 
consideration of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in the Committee of 
ma Whole, proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as 

‘ollows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, 
out of ary money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, the sum 
of $41,077.06, ble in 20 annual installments o 2 100 each, except 
the last, which shall be the amount remaining unpaid, for the purpose 
of meeting the proportionate expense of provi: a drainage system 
for 4,047 acres of Piute Indian lands in the State of Nevada, Sithin the 
Newlands project of the Reclamation Service. 

The money herein authorized to be appropriated shall be reimbursed 
in accordance with the provisions of law applicable to said Indian lands. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business. After five minutes spent in 
executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 5 o’clock and 
5 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously entered, 
took a recess until to-morrow, Tuesday, February 6, 1923, at 11 
o'clock a. m. 


CONFIRMATIONS, 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 5, 
1923. 


ASSISTANT DIRECTOR oF BUREAU oF FOREIGN AND DOMESTIO 


COMMERCE. 
Robert A. Jackson, to be Assistant Director. 
Coast AND GEODETIC SURVEY. 


Donal Bruksicker Pheley to be aid with the relative rank 
of ensign in the Navy. 

Donald Wood Taylor to be aid with the relative rank of 
ensign in the Navy. 

Carl Frederic Meyer to be aid with the relative rank of 
ensign in the Navy. 

Henry William Hemple to be hydrographic and geodetic 
engineer with relative rank of lieutenant in the Navy, 

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY. 


Clarence Harvey Bragg, to be captain, Infantry. 

Paul Rutherford Knight to be captain, Infantry. 

DeWitt Clinton Smith, jr., to be captain, Infantry. 
8 Edward Arthur Dolph to be first lieutenant, Coast Artillery 

orps. 

Joseph Kittredge Baker to be first lieutenant, Cavalry. 

William Mason Wright, jr., to be first lieutenant, Field Ar- 
tillery. 

Herbert William Kruger to be second lieutenant, Field 
Artillery. 

James Lewis Montague to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Henry Dwight Fansler to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
re Asa Earl Watters to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 

Nery. 

Leo Henry Dawson to be second lieutenant, Air Service. 

Michael Vincent Healey to be second lieatenant, Air Service, 

Hilton Welborn Long to be second lieutenant, Air Service. 

Milton John Smith to be second lieutenant, Air Service. 

Carl Budd Wahle to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

James Eldridge Gardner to be second lieutenant, Air Service, 

Leonard Loyd Hilliard to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Lester Vocke to be second lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Frederick Viehe Armistead to be second lieutenant, Field 
Artillery. 

John Leon Dicks to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Thomas Jefferson Randolph to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Harry Edwin Magnuson to be second lieutenant, Coast Ar- 
tillery Corps. 

Gerald Crofoot Williams to be second lieutenant, Air Service, 

Robert Boyd Williams to be second lieutenant, Air Service. 

James Fish to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

LaRoy Sanders Graham to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 


-~ 
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Francis Lavelle Ready to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Joseph Rexford Vernon to be second lieutenant, Corps of En- 
gineers. 

David Hottenstein to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

George John Kelley to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 


Ray Brooks Floyd to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Ray Eugene Marshall to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Morris Miller Bauer to be second lieutenant, Corps of Engi- 
neers. 

George Cabell Carrington to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Charles Henry Berle to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

Harland Fremont Burgess to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Karl Clifford Frank to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

Harry Munroe Leighley to be second lieutenant, Coast Artil- 
lery Corps. 

Clyde Anderson Burcham to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Walter Raymond Miller to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Randall James Hogan to be second lieutenant, Ordnance De- 
partment. 

Herman William Fairbrother to be second lieutenant, Infan- 
try. 

Robert Nicholas Young to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

James Frederick Phillips to be second lieutenant, Corps of 
Engineers. 

Clement Thomas Gleason to be second lieutenant, Finance De- 
partment. A 

John Bixby Shepard to be second lieutenant, Infantry. r 

Theodore Allen Martin to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Allen Crabill to be second lieutenant, Chemical Warfare 
Service. 
Douglas Valentine Johnson to be second lieutenant, Field 
Artillery. 

George Joseph Hill, jr., to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
_ Frederick Williams Watrous to be second lieutenant, Field 
Artillery. 

Charles Elford Smith to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Franz yon Schilling, jr., to be second lieutenant, Field Artil- 
lery. 

Raymond Edward Culbertson to be second lientenant, Field 
Artillery. 

Maynard Harper Carter to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

LaGrande Albert Diller to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Robert Parker Hollis to be second lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Isaac Davis White to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 

Louis Edward Roemer to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Max Hesmer Gooler to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Joseph Howard Harper to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Emerald Foster Sloan to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Newton Farragut McCurdey to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 

John Julius Dubbelde, jr., to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Joe Ford Simmons to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 
Corps. 

Clarence Turner Hulett to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Daniel Powell Poteet to be second lieutenant, Field Artillery. 

Edmund Kennedy Ellis to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 

Frank Henry Marks to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery 


rps. 
Ord Gariche Chrisman to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Gerson Kirkland Heiss to be second lieutenant, Ordnance De- 
partment. 
Grover Cleveland Kinney to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Ransom George Amlong to be second lieutenant, Quarter- 
master Corps. 
Paul Lawrence Martin to be second lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Walter Howard DeLange to be second lieutenant, Air Service, 
Robert Kelsey Haskell, to be second lieutenant, Field Artil- 


lery. 
Walter Sidney Smith to be second lieutenant, Air Service. 
John Owen Colonna to be second lieutenant, Corps of En- 
gineers. 
Walter Francis McGinty to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Ralph Adel Snavely to be second lieutenant, Air Service. 
Claude Armenius Thorp te be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 
Everett Wilcox to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Richard Maxwell Spengler to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Rowland Reid Street to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
John Marquiss Whistler to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 
tillery. 
Thomas Edward Meyer to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 
tillery. 
Howard Miller Fey to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
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i 3 Mandeville Brien to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 
illery. 
8 1 Howard Leusley to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 
illery. 
John Francis McGowan to be second lieutenant, Air Service, 
FP he acne Henry Drummond to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 
ery. 
1 Mavity Rouch to be second lieutenant, Field Ar- 
tillery. 
Charles Llewellyn Gorman to be second lieutenant, Quarter- 
master Corps. 
Edgar Nash, jr., to be second lieutenant, Coast Artillery Corps. 
Joseph Perry Catte to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Albert Carroll Morgan to be seeond lieutenant, Infantry. 
Randolph Burt Wilkinson to be second lieutenant, Infantry. 
Perley Bernard Sancomb to be second lieutenant, Cavalry. 
John LaValle Graves to be second lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
Archie Arrington Farmer to be captain, Signal Corps. 
Emery Williamson to be captain, Signal Corps. 
Lloyd Chandler Parsons to be captain, Signal Corps. 
William Nimmons Davis to be first lieutenant, Signal Corps. 
John Henry Pirie to be major, Air Service. 
William Francis Donnelly to be captain, Air Service. 
Richard Derby to be captain, Air Service. N 
: Joseph Howard Barnard to be lieutenant colonel, Field Artil- 
ery. 
George Edgar Nelson to be major, Field Artillery. 
George Wessley Sliney to be major, Field Artillery. 
Joseph Scranton Tate to be captain, Field Artillery. 
Richard Ernest Dupuy to be captain, Field Artillery. 
Lawrence Archie Kurtz to be captain, Field Artillery. 
: George Francis Wooley, jr., to be first lieutenant, Field Artil- 
ery. 
Edward Herendeen to be first lieutenant, Field Artillery. 
William Sawtelle Kilmer to be first lieutenant, Corps of 
Engineers. 
Hubert Stauffer Miller to be second lieutenant, Corps of 
Engineers. 
Garland Cuzorte Black to be first lieutenant, Signal Corps. 
Ellis DeVern Willis to be first lieutenant, Air Service. 
Robert Gale Breene to be first lieutenant, Air Service. 
Clarence Miles Mendenhall, jr., to be second lieutenant, Coast 
Artillery Corps. 
Grayson Villard Heidt to be colonel, Quartermaster Corps. 
8 Walter Herbert Neill to be lieutenant colonel, Quartermaster 
orps. 
Fred Hayes Gallup to be major, Field Artillery. 
Rufus Wood Leigh to be captain, Dental Corps. 
2 William Adalbert Sproule to be lieutenant colonel, Veterinary 
orps. 
Walter Fraser to be lieutenant colonel, Veterinary Corps. 
Benjamin Ralph Luscomb to be first lieutenant, Medical Ad- 
ministrative Corps. 


POSTMASTERS, 
ILLINOIS. 


Mode Morrison, Manteno. 
William R. Watts, Paxton. 
Milton T. Hunt, Warsaw. 


KANSAS, 
Arthur F. Rader, Smith Center. 
KENTUCKY. 


George T. Joyner, Bardwell. 
James A. Leach, Beaver Dam. 
Emma M. Oldham, Bloomfield. 
James W. Burns, Catlettsburg. 
Anna Glascock, Flemingsburg. 
Martin Himler, Himlerville. 
Jasper N. Oates, Nortonville. 
Ulyses G. Willis, Versailles. 


LOUISIANA. 
Pierre O. Broussard, Abbeville. 

MARYLAND, 
Philip E. Huntt, Waldorf. 

MICHIGAN, 
Ernest Paul, Pigeon. 

MISSISSIPPI, 


Louis B. Phillipps, Eupora. 
NEW JERSEY. 
Milton K. Thorp, Hackettstown. 
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OKLAHOMA, 


Forrest L. Strong, Clinton. 
Elmer D. Rook, Sayre. 
PENNSYLVANIA. 
Frank J. Woodward, Media. 
Mary E. Leavitt, Sharon Hill. 
VERMONT, 
Vernie S. Thayer, Readsboro. 
VIRGINIA, 
Louis H. Stoneman, Columbia. 
Ernest P. Burgess, Fork Union. 
Francis L. Armentrout, Goshen. 
Leonard A, Hodges, Rockymount. 
WEST VIRGINIA, 
Harry R. Adams, Spencer. 
WISCONSIN, 
Floyd D. Bartels, Blue River. 
John B. Schneller, Neenah. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Monpay, February 5, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Blessed Father in heaven, a power full of mercy and com- 
passion belongeth unto Thee, and we are not afraid. In coming 
unto Thee there is an inspiring comfort. Speak graciously to 
all hearts and reveal unto us that which we are unable to 
understand. Keep us close to the people, lest we lose the touch 
of sympathy and thus fail to know their real needs. The Lord 
quicken the public conscience. Make all men to know that the 
chief glory of a nation lies in its high moral tone. Preserve us 
as a people from all sins that bring destructive self-reproach. 
Lift us up to that high moral plane that would cause heaven 
to smile to see a country so blest. Through Jesus Christ, our 
Lord. Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of Saturday, February 3, 
1923, was read and approved. 


MILITARY INTELLIGENCE DIVISION. 


Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, a few days ago there was 
some discussion in the House relative to the Military Intelli- 
gence Division of the War Department. The gentleman from 
Alabama [Mr. Hcppteston] made some remarks, and the gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] took occasion to make some 
remarks on that subject. I ask leave to extend my remarks 
by inserting in the Recorp a statement from the War Depart- 
ment defining the peace-time activities of the Military Intelli- 
gence Division of the War Department, and a letter from 
Secretary Weeks to Mr. W. G. Lee, president of the Brotherhood 
of Railway Trainmen; and also a letter to Mr. Samuel Gompers, 
of the American Federation of Labor. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will it be agreeable to have this go in the 
back part of the RECORD? 

Mr. McKENZIE. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. It ought to go there. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The other day we had a dissertation on 
the dog and some other animals right in the body of the House 
proceedings. Let it go in the back part of the Recorp. 

The SPEAKER. That is where it properly should go. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, what has that dissertation on 
the dog to do with the Secretary of War? [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. This is a dissertation on men. It has no 
reflection on that brave young lieutenant out in the Northwest 
who is trying to do his duty, has it? 

Mr. McKENZIE. As I understand it this is simply a state- 
ment of facts. I am not acquainted with the young officer. 
I do not know him at all. I do not know whether he is a 
brave man or acts wisely. 

Mr. BLANTON. There are letters there from the Secretary 
of War to the brotherhood chiefs and to Mr. Gompers concern- 
ing this matter. 

Mr. McKENZIE. The purpose is simply to put before the 
country the correct status. 

Mr.-BLANTON. I have no objection to general rules going 
to the country, but the gentleman will remember that, because 
a man tries to do his duty as the Attorney General did, some 
of these people try to get him into hot water. 
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Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Illinois that he may extend his remarks in 
the manner indicated, to be inserted in the back of the Recorp, 

There was no objection, 

Mr. McKENZIE. Mr. Speaker, under the leave granted to 
me to extend my remarks in the Record I include the following 
statement of the Secretary of War given to press on incident 
at Vancouver Barracks, Wash.: ~ 
STATEMENT OF SECRETARY OF WAR GIVEN TO PRESS ON INCIDENT AT VAN- 
COUVER BARRACKS, WASH, 


It having recently come to the attention of the Secreta: 
that the unauthorized activities of subordinate officers — Bad tee 
isolated instances occasioned the possibility of a public misunderstand- 
ing of the proper function of military intelligence in time of peace, he 
has directed the publication of the following statement. 

The surveillance of domestic organizations or groups is not at all the 
of the Military Intelligence Division, the authorized activi- 
which are clearly set forth in Army Regulations, 10-15, as 


in general, with 


u 
es of 
follows : 

“The Military 8 Division is charged, 
those duties of the War rtment General Staff which relate to the 
collection, evaluation, and emination of military information. 

“The Military Intelligence Division is specifically. charged with 
the preparation of plans and policies and the obory Alan of all activi- 
) Military, t hical a 

5 ry topograp surveys and maps. 

‘i ” (2) The 3 ot the General Staff map and photograph collee- 
on. 

“(3) Military attachés, observers, and foreign-language students. 

2 { Intelligence personnel of all units. 

“ (5) Liaison with other intelligence agencies of the Government 

and with duly accredited foreign military attachés and missions, 

“ (6) Codes and ciphers, 
7) Translations. 

“ (8) Relations with the press. 

Durr vine Wor Ay ey Se on d military 1 

ng the Wor ar our widespread milita nterests necessitated 

special measures which resulted in authority be! given for the Mili- 
tary 8 Division to conduct investigations of far-reaching 
character. uring the period of demobilization and contraction of the 
Military Establishment to a normal peace-time basis, activities of this 
— 57755 woe transferred as rapidly as seemed practicable to the proper 
civil agencies. 

Not only have the instructions which were in effect for the operation 
of the Military Intelligence Service during the war and shortly there- 
after been rescinded but repeatedly since that time instructions have 
been issued emphasizing the fact that the military authorities are 
expressly prohibited from 3 investigations in time of peace other 
than within the Military Establishment. 

The following paragraphs 7 75 from the above-mentioned instruc- 
tions indicate the intention of the War Department: 

“At certain posts and stations along the coasts and frontiers where 
information in connection with actual or theoretical plans of defense 
is required the necessity for intelligence officers is clear. It is also 
necessary to appoint the intelligence officers prescribed by the Tables 
of Organization and to 8 them in training their personnel in 
combat intelligence. But it is no longer necessary to have intelligence 
officers at all posts and stations in the United States, as the conditions 

uiring their employment have long ceased to exist. 

With the foregoing in mind, a corps area commander will appre- 
ciate the necessity for giving his personal attention to seeing that 
his staff are correctly oriented as to intelligence work in general and 
as to its extremely limited application to domestic affairs. It is a 
case of not only revoking obsolete orders and instructions but of 
guiding such 8 officers as are retained to a correct mental 
conception of the ties of military intelligence within the United 


States. 
Wan DEPARTMENT, Washington. 
Mr. W. G. LEE, 
President Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 
Cleveland, Ohio. 

Dran Mr, LEE: It has recently come to my attention that the inteli- 
pos officer at Vancouver Barracks, Wash., has sent out a circu- 
ar letter to law-enforcement officials of local communities intimat- 
ing that the MuE Intelligence Division of the Army is interested 
in the railroad brotherhoods as elements potentiall ostile to the 
pu of this Government, This letter was printed on page 122 
of The Nation, January 31, 1923. 

The Military Intelligence Division conducts no investigations in time 
of peace of the nature indicated in this young officer’s letter. I feel 
assured that you will agree with me that his assertions are so absurd 
that the War Department should not accord the dignity of a denial 
to the suggestion that organized labor is looked upon as a hostile 
organization. I have directed a thorough investigation of the matter 
an n such corrective and disciplinary measures as may prove 
warranted. 

I sineerely regret this incident and trust that you will look upon it 
only as the immature action of a young man whose enthusiasm has 
completely dwarfed his judgment. 

JosN W. WEEKS, 


Yours very truly, N tong ar Wat. 


War DEPARTMENT, 
Washington, January 30, 1923. 
Mr. SAMUEL Gomprrs, 8 
President the American Federation of Labor, 
901 Massachusetts Avenue NW., Washington, D. C. 

Dran Mr. GomMpers: It was recently brought to my attention that a 
young intelligence officer at Vancouver Barracks, Wash., had sent out a 
circular letter to law-enforcement officials in the vicinity of that t. 
In this letter it is intimated that the Intelligence Service of the Army 
is interested in the American Federation of Labor as an element poten- 
tially hostile to the Government of this country. I have since learned 
that this letter bas been printed on page 122 of the Nation of January 


81, 1923. : 

The Mili Intelligence Division does not conduct in time of ce 
any investigations of the nature indicated by the above-mentioned offi- 
cer. I am sure you will agree with me t the utterly ridiculous 


* 
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assertion that the American Federation of Labor should be considered 
as an organization haying as its object the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment should not even be accorded the dignity of a denial I have di- 
rected a thorough investigation of this matter propose to apply 
such corrective and disciplinary measures as may prove to be merited. 

I sincerely regret this incident and hope that you will attach to it 
only the importance which should be given to the thoughtless and imma- 
ture action of a young man whose enthuslasm has completely dwarfed 
his judgment and discretion. 

ours very truly, 
Joun W. WEEKS, 
Seoretary of War. 


GEN. ULYSSES GRANT M’ALEXANDER. 


Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to address the House for two minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Utah asks unanimous 
consent to address the House for two minutes. Is there objec- 
tion? 

There was no objection. 3 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the 
House, many distinguished officers of the United States Army 
have at various times been in command of Fort Douglas, Utah. 
None has ever been held in higher esteem by the people of my 
Stute than the present commander, Gen. Ulysses Grant McAlex- 
ander. 

The record of the part taken by the Thirty-eighth United 
States Infantry at the second battle of the Marne under com- 
mand of General McAlexander is one that thrills every Amer- 
ican citizen. For three days this particular regiment under the 
command of General McAlexander held in check the flower of 
the German army. Near the close of the third day the order 
came down to the general to fall back if he saw fit. Immedi- 
ately he sent back an inquiry in this form: “Is it left to me to 
decide?” The answer came back, Yes.” Instantly he replied, 
“Then we shall hold our line.” History records that this regi- 
ment did hold its line even though it was shot to ribbons, and 
the record of its heroism is one of the most glorious pages in 
the history of the World War. [Applause.] 

To-night at 8.15 im the Caucus Room of the House Office 
Building General McAlexander, the Rock of the Marne, will 
tell the story of the second battle of the Marne and the part 
that the Thirty-eighth Regiment took in that battle. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will it be illustrated? 

Mr. LEATHERWOOD. Not so far as I am informed. I 
trust that every Member of the House together with all the 
friends he may see fit to invite, may have the privilege of hear- 
ing this address by this distinguished patriot and soldier. 
[Applause,] 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its chief clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed the following concurrent 
resolutions, in which the concurrence of the House of Repre- 
sentatives was requested: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of resentatives concu. 
That the Attorney General be, and is A and 8 
to print, as an appendix to his last annual report, full copies of all 
telegraphic and other correspondence between the Department of Justice 
and public officers and agents, private persons, railroad companies, and 
their officers and agents, in the year 1922, relative to the disorders 
in the United States of America during said year, and to the action 
taken by the Government of the United States in suppressing the 


same. 
Senate Concurrent Resòlution 36. 


Whereas the United States transport St. Mihiel is expected to arrive 
at Savannah, Ga., on or about February 7, 1923, with last contingent 
of rican troops from Germany: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a committee of five Senators to be designated by the 
President of the Senate and five Members of the House of Representa- 
tives to be designated by the Speaker is authorized to represent the 
such ceremonies etermined 


ORDER OF BUSINESS. 


The SPEAKER. To-day is suspension day. The Unanimous 
Consent Calendar is in order. 

Mr. FOCHT. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad- 
dress the House for three minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to 
address the House for three minutes. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Speaker, it seems that some misinforma- 
tion has gone to the Members in regard to the business of to- 
day. I understood myself that this would be District of Colum- 
bia day, but it seems that my informant meant that we would 
have the regular order, which the Speaker has stated to be 
suspension day. 

The Committee on the District of Columbia has been denied 
its day three times on account of the death of Members, and 
not less than three times on account of other matters which 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3067 


were understood to be more pressing—broad national affairs, 
which were more important than anything that has to do with 
the District of Columbia. But I want to say, Mr. Speaker, 
that the Committee on the District of Columbia is here this 
morning and have been and will be, but without the power to 
designate a day for the consideration of their business or to 
set aside other business for that of the District of Columbia. 
And I want to say that if anything is to be done for the Dis- 
trict of Columbia during this Congress we must get a day very 
soon. We have on the calendar a bill for the codification of 
the insurance laws of the District of Columbia which are now 
operating in a most haphazard fashion and concerning which I 
have been importuned by many people; also the accountancy 
bill. In every State of the Union except the District of Co- 
lumbla there is an accountancy law. Then there is the school 
teachers’ salary bill, which we hope may be considered. We 
know there is some objection to it, but at least we should have 


‘a framework, an organic act, which we have not had since 1906; 


also the opening of Fourteenth Street, and other measures of 
greater or less importance. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. FOCHT. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The newspapers of the city heralded it yes- 
terday that the gentleman from Pennsylvania was going to give 
us a day for the District of Columbia to-day, and everyone has 
made plans accordingly. Has there been any change of that 


program? 

Mr. FOCHT. Of course the distinguished parliamentarian 
from Texas knows that the gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
nothing whatever to do with the setting apart of a day for 
the consideration of District business, 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. 

Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman many continue for two minutes more. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FOCHT. Of course every one knows 

Mr. LITTLE. Will the gentleman yield for a second? 

Mr. FOCHT. Yes. 

Mr. LITTLE. I notice the gentleman speaks of the codifica- 
tion of the laws of the District. I want to say that the 
Committee on the Revision of the Laws has had men at work 
codifying the laws of the District and we would be glad to 
have the assistance of your committee to tell us what ought 
to be done. 

Mr. FOCHT. Well, with the aid of the gentleman from 
Texas we can tell you everything that ought to be done. Now, 
I want to say that I have waited and submitted patiently, in 
fact I have nothing else to do but submit patiently, There 
was a time when you could go to the Speaker and find out 
what was going to be done, but now as long as we have the 
Committee on Rules you can not find this most potent invisible 
agency. Of course, we must have a delegated power, but I have 
nothing to do with fixing the time, but am ready at all times 
to obey the will of the House. The Committee on the District 
of Columbia is here now, it has been here, and it will be here 
ready to do the business that pertains to the District. We are 
ready to-day and it is not the fault of committee members 
if the business is not taken up. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania has expired. t 

Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the - 
present consideration of a joint resolution with reference to 
the Almas Temple, granting them space for the meeting here 
in June, when there will be many Masons from all over the 
United States. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has no right to entertain the 
request of the gentleman. 

Mr. FOCHT. I ask unanimous consent for the present con- 
sideration of the resolution at this time. 

The SPEAKER. That is not in order. The Chair has fre- 
quently stated that the rules have taken away from the Chair 
the power of recognition. The gentleman can put it on the 
Unanimous Consent Calendar and in that way bring it up. 

Mr. BLANTON. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that we had better pro- 
ceed with the regular business, 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order that the regular 
business is the District of Columbia, that by the rules of the 
House to-day is District of Columbia day. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair overrules the point of order. To- 
day is the first Monday of the month, and the order of business 
is the Calendar for Unanimous Consent. 
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Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the first bill on the 
Calendar for Unanimous Consent. 

LAC DU FLAMBEAU BAND, LAKE SUPERIOR CHIPPEWA INDIANS. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

H. R. 6428, a bill for the enrollment and allotment of the Lac du 
Flambeau band of Lake Superior Chippewas in the State of Wisconsin 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Speaker, I ask that that go over for 
two weeks. 

Mr. A. P. NELSON. Mr. Speaker, this bill has been up twice 
before and was objected to. I have submitted because I have 
felt that it might be possible to get the information necessary 
to convince the gentleman from Wisconsin and lead him to 
withdraw his opposition. I have endeavored in every way to 
get the information for my colleague in order that he might 
be willing to consent to the bill being passed. I would like to 
ask him, in order that I may be able to bring the proper infor- 
mation, just what are his real objections. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, before this bill was called 
up I assured the gentleman that I would go out of my way and 
see Mr. MERRITT. My colleague suggested last week that Mr. 
Merritr would call upon me and give me the information. 
Mr: MERRITT has not called on me, and I am going to do my 
colleague the courtesy of calling upon Mr. MERRITT and getting 
the information to remove, if possible, the objections I have to 
the bill. I ask unanimous consent that the bill go over for two 
weeks, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks that 
the bill be passed for two weeks. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


MISSISSIPPI RIVER COMMISSION. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 13459) extending the jurisdiction of the 
Mississippi River Commission and making available funds ap- 
propriated under authority of an act entitled “An act to pro- 
vide for the control of the floods of the Mississippi River and 
of the Sacramento River, Calif., and for other purposes,” ap- 
proved March 1, 1917, for the purpose of controlling the floods 
of the Mississippi River from the mouth of the Ohio River to 
Rock Island, III., and for the purpose of controlling the floods 
of the tributaries of the Mississippi River between the mouth 
of the Ohio River and Rock Island, III., including levee protec- 
tion and bank protection, in so far as said tributaries are af- 
fected by the flood waters of the Mississippi River. 

Mr. KOPP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that this 
bill be passed without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


FIXING SALARIES OF AUDITOR AND DEPUTY AUDITOR, PHILIPPINE 
ISLANDS. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 3617) to fix the salaries of the auditor and 
deputy auditor of the Philippine Islands. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I object. 

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may keep its place on the calendar. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

CREATING TWO JUDICIAL DISTRICTS, STATE OF INDIANA. 
= The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 8573) to create two judicial districts within 
the State of Indiana, the establishment of judicial divisions 
therein, and for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. I object. 

Mr. HICKEY. Will the gentleman reserve his objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. We have had this bill up several times. 
There are still 20 judges unappointed, and I object. 

ASSAULT UPON LETTER CARRIERS. 


The next bill on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent was 
the bill (S. 2573) to amend section 198 of the act of March 4, 
1909, entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the penal 
laws of the United States,” as amended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I have given some consideration to this proposed amendment 
of the code. I would like to know why it is necessary to vest 
jurisdiction in the Federal courts over assaults committed 
upon letter carriers as is purposed in this amendment. I would 
think that the State courts would give ample protection to 


carriers in the matter of assaults that might be made upon 
them. The report is not very illuminating in stating in what 
particular the State courts are inadequate to give the necessary 
protection. i 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, I submit to the gentleman 
that the bill is reported by the Judiciary Committee of the 
Senate and passed the Senate. It is a Senate bill. It came oyer 
here and was referred to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. We sent for the Solicitor General; and Mr. Don- 
nelly, of the Post Office Department, in the Solicitor General's 
office, was heard at considerable length upon the very point 
which the gentleman very properly raises. The Penal Code 
passed in 1909 contains a provision exactly as is proposed in this 
bill, but, as stated by the Attorney General and by the Postmaster 
General, and repeated by Mr. Donnelly, who is in the solicitor’s 
office, when the Penal Code was revised in 1916 this clause was 
inadvertently omitted. They have let it run along until re- 
cently, when there was a very aggravated assault upon a mail 
carrier which would not have occurred if he had been a private 
citizen. They found that there was no way to protect the mail 
carrier or the mail. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Wherein would there be no protection ex- 
tended by the State law in an assault committed on a letter 
carrier? I can not conceive of any State lacking in protection 
to any citizen of the State. 

Mr. STEENERSON. This is a law to protect the mail car- 
riers in the line of their official duties, and was the law long 
before the penal code was adopted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Mississippi. Is there not a statute now 
that prohibits anybody from interfering with the mail? It is 
a frequent occurrence to have people indicted for that. If a 
man assaults a mail carrier when he is not on duty, the State 
statutes prosecute him, and if he is on duty when the assault 
occurs there is a statute under which he can be prosecuted for 
interfering with the mail. 

Mr. STEENERSON. This is strongly urged by both the Post- 
master General and the Attorney General as necessary because 
of recent cases that have arisen, and they say that the original 
clause as it was in the Penal Code up to 1916 was omitted by 
inadvertence. 

Mr. STAFFORD. They do not say that directly in the 
report. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Yes; they do. 

Mr. STAFFORD. My reading of it does not lead me to that 
conclusion. 

Mr. STEENERSON. It was so stated by Postmaster General 
Work, and Mr. Donnelly repeated it. That is the explanation 
given by them and by the Attorney General. It was omitted by 
inadvertence. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman kindly answer the 
question and tell us wherein the State law is inadequate to 
give protection. i 

Mr. STEENERSON. The Federal laws ought to protect the 
mail wherever it goes, and the Government ought to protect its 
own mail carriers. The State laws are all right, but this is no 
interference with State jurisdiction. This was the law for a 
long time and no State ever found any fault with it. It ought 
to be within the power of the United States Government to 
protect its own mail carriers from assaults which are occa- 
sioned through their performance of duty. This applies only 
where the mail carrier is acting in line of duty. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Assuming that there is need for having 
this jurisdiction vested in the Federal courts, does the gentle- 
man believe that the assailant of a letter carrier should be 
punished for assault when it is done through cause or provoca- 
tion? 

Mr. STEENERSON. 
sault. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, yes; it would. Mr. Speaker, this is 
but another instance of a very sloppy method of an attempt 
to reenact former provisions of the criminal code. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I was about to address my- 
self to the Chair 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, I imagine that the gentleman is going 
to object. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I have not said that I would object. 

Mr. BLANTON. I withhold the demand for the regular 
order. 

Mr. STAFFORD. When this provision was originally in 
the criminal code it did not provide “shall willfully or mali- 
ciously assault any letter or mail carrier.” This bill has gone 
through the grist of the Department of Justice. Of course, 
I know that the Postmaster General is very busy in the matter 
of appointments to Federal office, and yet I am somewhat sur- 


In such case it would not be an as- 


1923. 
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prised that they were not careful enough to have the law 
written as it really did exist previously. The law formerly 
read, “shall willfully and maliciously assault.” That is the 
way the law read prior to the revision of which the gentleman 
speaks, as found in 35 Statutes at Large, page 1136. I can 
quite understand how the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
STEENERSON] has great regard for the report of the Senate, 
particularly as this bill comes from the Committee on the 
Judiciary, presided over by that great Senator from Minnesota, 
whose eightieth birthday has just been fittingly celebrated, and 
how he should have accepted this without looking up the 
statute itself to find out how the original Jaw read. As I say, 
it read “willfully and maliciously,” and not “willfully or 
maliciously.” If the gentleman can give any good reason why 
there should be such a change, I may not object, notwith- 
standing that I am strongly of the opinion that the State laws 
give adequate protection. 

Mr. STEENERSON. We had this matter up before the 
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads when Mr. 
Donnelly was there, and some members of the committee ex- 
amined the old statute to see how it was. It seems to me 
that it is preferable to have it read “ willfully or maliciously.” 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am not inclined to agree with the 
gentleman. I think the assault should be with malice. There 
may be an asSault with provocation. 

Mr. STEENERSON. I regret very much that the language 
does not receive the gentleman's approval. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, to make a long story short, 
I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made, and the Clerk will re- 
port the next bill. 

CLOSING PINEY BRANCH ROAD BETWEEN SEVENTEENTH AND TAYLOR 
STREETS AND SIXTEENTH AND ALLISON STREETS NW. 


The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the bill (S. 1066) to authorize the Commissioners 
of the District of Columbia to close Piney Branch Road between 
Seventeenth and Taylor Streets and Sixteenth and Allison 
Streets NW., rendered useless or unnecessary by reason of the 
opening and extension of streets called for in the permanent 
highway plan of the District of Columbia. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill be passed over. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, 

LANDS PURCHASED FOR INDIANS. 


The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the bill (S. 1926) to extend the provisions of the 
act of February 8, 1887, as amended, to lands purchased for 
Indians, 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 2 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
will some gentleman of the Committee on Indian Affairs give 
me an explanation why this was not included in the omnibus 
private claims bill which we had up on Saturday last? 

Mr. HAYDEN. It was reported out after that legislation, 
and being a Senate bill, we are handling it in this way. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman give me some expla- 
nation of the bill? I do not on the spur of the moment just 
recall the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The purpose of the bill can be briefly stated. 
Under the terms of the general allotment act of 1887 lands 
within a treaty or Executive order reservation may be allotted 
to Indians. Any qualified Indian may .receive a half section 
of grazing land, a quarter section of ordinary farming land, or 
40 acres of irrigated land. There are certain Indian reserva- 
tions consisting of lands that have been purchased for Indians, 
or where treaties prevent allotments, so that the entire tract 
belongs to the tribe in common ownership. The committee be- 
lieved that as a general policy it is the part of wisdom to divide 
such lands among the Indians. The gentleman will note in the 
report that certain lands have been purchased for Indians in 
California and that in Minnesota and other places specified 
there are treaties with the Indians which prevent allotments in 
severalty. The committee believed that this legislation should 
apply not only as to the past, but also to the future. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I have some question as to whether it 
should be extended to lands purchased in the future. 

Mr. HAYDEN. The situation is the same whenever we buy 
land for a tribe of Indians. Certainly Congress will intend to 


teach the members of that tribe, the same as any other tribe, 


the virtues of individual ownership of property and get them 
away from their communal ideas. It is for the purpose of 
teaching the Indians individualism. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Was not the original purpose of the pur- 
chase so it could be used for the whole tribe and not allotted to 
individuals? e 

Mr. HAYDEN. No; not in any instance. It merely hap- 
pened that the law did not provide at the time of the purchase 
that the land could be allotted. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I withdraw the reservation of the right to 
object. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause,] The 
Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto., That unless otherwise specifically provided, the 
provisions of the act of February 8, 1887 (24 Stat. L., p. 388), as 
amended, be, and they are hereby, extended to all lands heretofore pur- 
chased or which may hereafter Ne purchased by authority of Congress 
ee use or benefit of any individual Indian or band or tribe of 

The bill was ordered to be read the third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hayprn, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table, 


CONVEYANCE OF MARINE HOSPITAL RESERVATION, WILMINGTON, N. C. 


The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the bill (H. R. 13046) authorizing the Secretary 
of the Treasury to convey to the city of Wilmington, N. C., 
a marine hospital reservation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consider- 
ation of this bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby au- 
thorized and empowered to convey to the city of Wilmington, New 
Hanover County, State of North Carolina, by the usual quitclaim deed, 
at a fair valuation to be determined by the Secretary of the Treasury, 
the following-described tract of land with all structures and emp 
ments thereon, being the marine hospital reservation in the city of 
Wilmington, which in the opinion of the said Secretary of the Treas 
ury is no longer needed for marine hospital purposes, to wit: Fifteen 
acres, more or less, covering four whole and two one-half city blocks, 
lying between Bi hth and Tenth Streets and extending from Ann 

treet on_ the north to a int about 125 feet north of the north line 
of Nun Street, in the ci of Wilmington, county of New Hanover, 
State of North Carolina, 

The committee amendment was read, as follows: 


Page 1, line 7, after the word “ Treasury,” insert“ but not less than 
$20,000.” y es 


Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I offer an amendment to the 
committee amendment. After the word “ but“ insert for.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. STAFFORD: After the word “but” insert “ for.” 


The amendment to the amendment was agreed to. 

The amendment as amended was agreed to. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ment: Line 10, page 1, strike out the word which” and insert 
“if,” and after the word “Treasury,” in line 11, insert the 
word “it,” so as to read “if in the opinion of the Secretary of 
the Treasury it is no longer needed.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 

A message, in writing, from the President of the United States 
was communicated to the House of Representatives by Mr. 
Latta, one of his secretaries. 


CONVEYANCE OF MARINE HOSPITAL RESERVATION, WILMINGTON, N. c. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 1, line 10, after the word “ Wilmington,” strike out the word 
“which” and insert the word “ if,’ and in line 11, after the word 
“Treasury,” insert the word it.“ 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read the 
third time, was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. BULWINKLE. Mr. Speaker, I move to reconsider the 
vote and 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I object. There is no neces- 
sity offering everyone of these motions to recommit. There is 
not going to be a reconsideration—— 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

ABANDONING AND DECLARING NONNAVIGABLE SOUTH FORK OF 

CHICAGO RIVER. 


The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the bill (H. R. 9049) abandoning and declaring 
nonnavigable a portion of the west arm of the South Fork of 
the South Branch of the Chicago River. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? ` 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
this bill may go over for two weeks. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani- 
mous consent that this bill be passed without prejudice. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, will that prevent my moving 
to suspend the rules to-day? 

The SPEAKER, The Chair would be disposed to recognize 
the gentleman if he made it now. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The facts are these: Before the Chair 
recognizes the gentleman to suspend the rules, I only want to 
present my proposition—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, we threshed this out once 
before. I ask for the regular order. 

Mr. STAFFORD. No. I ask the gentleman to reserve it for 
a minute. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will be glad to hear the gentle- 
man from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BLANTON. I will withhold my demand for the regular 
order, Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. STAFFORD. In going over this calendar I was under 
the impression that this is the same bill that we considered 
three weeks ago under unanimous consent, so I informed the 
two gentemen from Illinois [Mr. DENISON and Mr. GRAHAM] 
that as there was going to be a day set aside this week when 
bills from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
will be in order I would review this in the meantime, and I did 
not think there would be any objection. I haye not gone over 
this in the meantime. I was laboring under the impression that 
this was the same bill that we passed a few weeks ago, but I 
was told a few minutes ago that it is different. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, while there is a day set apart 
for the consideration of bills from the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, there is yery important legislation pend- 
ing from that committee that will take up all that time. I am 
sorry the gentleman has not had the time to look into this bill. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, I have time always to examine every 
bill placed on the Unanimous Consent Calendar.- 

Mr. DENISON. The gentleman is laboring under a misap- 
prehension. I attempted to bring this bill up two weeks ago, 
but unfortunately it was not then on the Unanimous Consent 
Calendar. The Speaker will remember about this bill. I spoke 
to the Speaker about it. There are a number of Members inter- 
ested in this bill, and it is of great importance. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is practically the same as the other that 
we threshed out two weeks ago, is it not? 

Mr. DENISON. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. There was objection to closing all the west 
fork of the south branch, This may include that very purpose. 
There was no objection to the other proposal acted upon three 
weeks ago. I only ask the privilege and opportunity of going 
over this report. 

The SPEAKER. If this bill is considered to be important, it 
is evident that there is no time to waste, and therefore the Chair 
is inclined to recognize the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DENI- 
son] to ask for a suspension of the rules. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. = 

Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. It is evident that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House, 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Michigan moves a call 
of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names: 


Anderson Chandler, N. Y. Echols Herrick 
Ansorge Chandler Edmo. Himes 
Arentz Clarke, N. Y Fairchild Hogan 
Benham Classon Fairfield Huck 
Bixler Coc Husted 
Bike —— Hutchinson 
Bland, Ind. molly, Pa. Gahn ames 
Boies Copley Johnson, S. Dak, 
Bond Crago Gifford ones, Pa, 
Bowers Cramton Gilbert Kabn 
Brennan Cro Goldsberongh Keller 
Britten Cullen pos Kendall 
Broo Davis, Minn, Goul —. f 
Sanden. Kans. Drane Griest ’ Kin 

am 8. 
Cantrill Dunbar Griffin Kirkpatrick 
Carew Dyer Kite! 
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NY Sullivan 
me A e 
Knight Mudd Reed, W. Va. Taylor, Ark. 
Kraus Newton, Mo. Riddick Taylor, Colo, 
Kreider O’Brien Riordan Taylor, N. J. 
Kunz OC Rodenberg oe 
Lampert Olpp Rose Ten Eyck 
Lea, fe Se rne eee 55 
we verstreet ale pshaw 

Lehibach Paige 2 bik 
Logan Park, Ga. Sanders. N. Y. Ward, N. Y, 

ce Patterson, N. J. Scott, Mich. heeler 
Luhring ul Shaw White, Me. 
McArthur Perlman Shelton ise 
McLaughlin, Pa, Petersen Shreve Wood, Ind. 
MacGregor Pringey Sisson Woodyard 
Merritt Rainey, Ala. Smith, Mich. Wurzbach 
Michaelson Rainey, III. Stiness 
Mills Ramseyer Stoll 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and ninety-three Members are 
present—a quorum. 

Mr. SNELL. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with further 
proceedings under the call. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York moves to 
dispense with further proceedings under the call. The question 
is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr, Speaker, I do not know whether the mo- 
a x pending or not, but I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves to sus- 
pend the rules and pass the bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary in- 
quiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I did not understand that the gen- 
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp] objected. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair understood he objected. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I understood the matter was pend- 
ing, and that he did not object. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Oh, yes; I asked unanimous consent that 
the bill be passed over. Objection was made by the other side. 
The gentleman from Illinois then moved to suspend the rules, 
but did not get very far with that motion. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill again. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 9049) abandoning and declaring nonnavigable a portion 
Sy Jhe west arm of the South Fork of the South Branch of the Chicago 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois moves to sus- 
pend the rules and pass the bill which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act of September 19, 1890, making a 
prope ations for the construction, repair, and preservation of ce n 
public works on rivers and harbors, and for er 7 — pena (26 Stat., 
chap. 907, sec. 7, p. 454), and the act of Mareh 8, , making appro- 

tions for the construction, repair, and preservation of certain pub- 
c works on rivers and harbors, and for other purposes (30 Stat. 
chap. 425, see. 9, p. 1151), and all acts amendatory of either thereo 
shalt not after the 8 of this act apply to that portion of the 
west arm of the south fork of the South Branch of the Chiangs River, 
Wing between the east line of Ashland Avenue and the no line of 
irty-ninth Street, in the city of Chicago, III., as the same now 
exists or may hereafter be extended. 
All rights, authority, or control over that part of the Chi River 
possessed 5 


tes under said acts, or 
thereof, are hereby relinquished 


The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I demand a second. 

Mr. DENISON. My motion should have been to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill as amended. 

The SPEAKER. It was read in that way. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin demands a second. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
a second may be considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that a second be considered as ordered. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ilinois [Mr. Denison] 
is entitled to 20 minutes and the gentleman from Wisconsin 
(Mr. Starrozp] is entitled to 20 minutes. 


1923. 
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Mr. SMITH of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 
Ts it not very unusual for a bill to be brought up under suspen- 
sion of the rules at the beginning of the consideration of the 
Unanimous Consent Calendar instead of at the end of the 
calendar? 

The SPEAKER. No; the bill was reached and objected to, 
and the Chair recognized the gentleman at that time. The 
Chair usually does that, 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. It is certainly unfair to other Mem- 
bers having bills on the calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair hopes we can finish the calendar 
to-day. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, this question involves simply a 
small part of the west arm of the south fork of the South 
Branch of the Chicago River, about 1,000 feet long, lying be- 
tween Ashland Avenue and what would be the intersection of 
Thirty-ninth Street in the city of Chicago. A short distance 
from the lake the Chicago River divides into the North and 
South Branches, and then about 3 miles farther south it divides 
into the west fork and south fork of the South Branch, and the 
south fork again formerly subdivided into the west arm and the 
south arm. The south arm has been filled up already, leaving 
the west arm extending down as far as Ashland Avenue. Fur- 
ther on, beyond Ashland Avenue, it has also been filled up, so 
that that arm of the river stops at a bulkhead at Ashland Ave- 
nue, and there is now there a stub arm of the south fork of the 
South Branch of the river. There is no water flowing into it 
from the surface. It is a slip or stub end of that branch of the 
river. Thirty-ninth Street would intersect it, but it has never 
had a bridge over it, so that Thirty-ninth Street, running east 
and west, comes to this branch of the river, stops there, and then 
continues on beyond on the other side. 

That section of the city of Chicago has been very much de- 
veloped by manufacturing plants, and there is now no way to 
pass across the city from east to west, and vice versa, in a large 
area there except by detouring some distance to the north or 
some distance to the south. They want to extend Thirty-ninth 
Street over this part of the Chicago River, but before they can 
do so under the existing law they must go to the Secretary of 
War, submit plans for a bridge, and obtain his approval, and 
they must also get the consent of Congress to construct the 
bridge. To build a bridge over that part of the river, a draw or 
lift bridge would cost a very large amount of money; the Sec- 
retary of War would require such a bridge, and it was claimed 
in the hearings that it would cost something like $2,000,000, to 
say nothing of the cost of maintenance. Such an expense would 
be prohibitive and would prevent the construction of the bridge, 
which is very much desired and needed. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENISON. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. Is there any real navigation on this stub end 
of the river? 

Mr. DENISON. I will discuss that point now. In 1919 the 
city of Chicago wanted consent to fill up this stub end for 
1,000 feet up to Thirty-ninth Street, so that they could run the 
street right over it. In other words, they wanted permission 
to cut off that much of the stub end of the river and fill it up. 
It has been used principally for sewerage purposes. It is 
offensive, insanitary, and unsightly, and there is no commerce 
on it. They made application to the Secretary of War for per- 
mission to fill it up; he rendered a decision that he could not 
give his consent, because it was a navigable waterway of the 
United States. It is because of that fact or that ruling of 
the Secretary of War that Representative RAINEY originally 
introduced this bill for the consent of Congress to fill up that 
arm of the river. That was the form in which the bill was 
introduced, granting the consent of Congress to declare it 
nonnavigable and fill it up. The bill was referred to our com- 
mittee, and a subcommittee was appointed who held hearings 
in Chicago. The city of Chicago wants to fill it up so that it 
can make these necessary improvements, extend Thirty-ninth 
Street over it, and give the people in those two sections an op- 
portunity to pass to and fro from one side of the city to the 
other. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENISON, Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Identically the same principles are involved 
in this bill that were involved in a Senate bill which we passed 
a short time ago concerning another portion of the river, are 
they not? 

Mr. DENISON. Practically the same question. 

Mr. BLANTON. If there was no objection to the other bill, 
why should there be any to this? 

Mr. DENISON. I do not think there should be; the other 
bill involved the West Fork, which extended several miles onto 


the west side of the city, while this bill involves a little slip 
of the South Fork just about 1,000 feet in length. If this bill 
carries, it means that the United States, so far as the Federal 
Government is concerned, withdraws the exercise of its juris- 
diction over that little part of the river and leaves it to the 
city of Chicago and the State of Illinois to determine these 
conflicting questions as to sanitation and what improvements, 
= any, should be permitted over that particular part of the 
ver. 


As a matter of fact this part of the river has enough water 
in it and is of sufficient width to be navigable for tows, scows, 
or barges. There is no navigation on it—that is, there is no 
commerce on it. There are no docks and wharves on it now, 
and there has been no substantial commerce on it for the past 
30 years, according to the testimony. But as a matter of fact 
it is navigable if a person wanted to so use it. 

Mr, CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENISON. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Would not a great deal of power be nec- 
essary to plow through the filth and dirt and scum that is in the 
river at this point. 

Mr. DENISON. That is very true. Of course, the water is 
black and thick and has no flow. It is stagnant and offensive, 
Sewers discharge into it, and it is not fit for navigation or 
for any other purpose. It is practically a sewer. But the com- 
mittee did not feel that we could recommend the passage of 
an act declaring a stream nonnavigable that is in fact navi- 
gable. There is some question as to whether such an act would 
be valid or not. I believe the courts have held that an act 
declaring a stream to be navigable which was in fact not navi- 
gable was not valid. So the committee concluded that the bill 
should be amended and that we should not pass a direct decla- 
ration that that part of the river was nonnavigable. So we 
decided to get at it in a different way. 

Congress has jurisdiction over rivers of this kind under the 
commerce clause of the Constitution. In other words, the com- 
merce clause of the Constitution gives Congress the power to 
regulate commerce on navigable rivers, and the courts have 
held that where a navigable waterway lies wholly within the 
boundaries of a State Congress has concurrent jurisdiction with 
the State over the regulation of commerce on that river. In 
the absence of action by Congress the State can control it 
absolutely, but whatever action the State takes is subject to 
such modification as Congress may afterwards decide to adopt. 
But where Congress has once acted, then the State can not take 
any action inconsistent with the act of Congress. 

Now, in the report filed by the committee, we have reviewed 
at some length the legal questions and decisions of the courts, 
and we found that Congress has passed two acts dealing with 
this subject, in which Congress has assumed to exercise its 
jurisdiction over all navigable waterways in the United States. 
So the committee concluded that inasmuch as there is now 
practically no commerce on this part of the river and certainly 
none of an interstate character, and since there has been none 
for the past 30 years, and as there is no Federal question in- 
volved and the city of Chicago wants to fill up this part of the 
river and the State of Illinois objects to it, we would recom- 
mend that Congress dispose of the matter in the manner set 
out in the bill. The State of Mlinois is engaged in the enter- 
prise of aiding in the constructing of a deep waterway project 
from the Lakes to the Gulf, and has issued $20,000,000 of bonds 
for that purpose, and is engaged in deepening the Des Plaines 
River, which will connect the Illinois River with the Chicago 
River through the Sanitary Canal; and they hope in the future 
to have a barge system connecting Lake Michigan with the 
Mississippi River. They think they will need all the branches 
of the Chicago River for terminal purposes. That is a matter 
that is one of the problems of the future for the State of 
Illinois. We do not know now to what extent these branches of 
the Chicago River will be needed. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. 

Mr. DENISON. Yes. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I see there has been some 
communication between the authorities in Chicago and the 
Secretary of War. That was in 1919. Has this bill been 
referred to the Secretary of War or to the Chief of Engineers, 
so that we may have the benefit of their opinion? The only 
communication up to this time with the War Department or 
the Chief of Engineers has been by the authorities in Chicago, 
and that was several years ago, and that was not in relation to 
this bill. What I want to ask is, has this bill been referred to 


Will the gentleman yield? 


the War Department, and have you any communication from 
the Chief of Engineers or the Secretary of War as to the ad- 
visability of the provisions of this bill? 


FFF 
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Mr. DENISON. The gentleman evidently thinks that this is 
a bridge building bill. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. No; I know it is not. 

Mr. DENISON. In 1919 Congress by affirmative action de- 
clared that we would not spend any money on this part of the 
Chicago River; we adopted that as a policy. So we do not 
intend hereafter, according to that act of Congress, to spend 
any money on it as a Federal project. This bill as originally 
filed was to abandon that part of the river and permit it to be 
filled up. The recommendation of the committee is merely that 
the two acts of Congress by which the Federal Government ex- 
ercised its jurisdiction over this and all navigable waterways be 
held not to apply to this particular part of the Chicago River. 
In other words, we withdraw all jurisdiction that we have 
assumed over that part of the Chicago River and leave the 
State of Illinois and the city of Chicago to dispose of the 
questions involved as they think best in the interest of the pub- 
lic welfare. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. That is exactly as I under- 
stand it. Now, I ask the question again, Has the matter been 
referred to the War Department and the Chief of Engineers, 
and have we anything from them in relation to it? 

Mr, DENISON. I am unable to answer the gentleman’s ques- 
tion at this time. I shall have to consult the chairman of the 
committee about that. Now, gentlemen, the simple question 
involved in this legislation is not whether we will grant per- 
mission to fill up this arm of the river, but whether, in view 
of the fact that the problems involved are of importance prin- 
cipally to the city of Chicago and the State of Illinois, and the 
further fact that no substantial commerce or interstate traffic is 
involved, we will let the Federal Government stand aside and 
let the State and local governments settle the questions as they 
think best. We simply repeal the acts of Congress which as- 
sume jurisdiction over that part of the river and leave the State 
of Illinois to deal with that branch of the river so far as the 
State thinks it needs protection from the acts of the city. 
The city of Chicago and the State of Illinois are the two parties 
who are most directly concerned. There seems to the committee 
to be no Federal question involved. 

Mr. SABATH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENISON. Certainly. 

Mr. SABATH. Can the gentleman inform the House whether 
if this part of the river is filled in the property would revert 
to the State or the adjoining owners? 

Mr. DENISON. It would go to the adjoining owners, I think, 
under the law of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. STAPFORD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM}. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Hlinois. Mr. this bill is necessary 
in order to permit a very much needed improvement in the city 
of Chicago. Thirty-ninth Street goes through a very populous 
part of the city, on the South Side, and for a stretch of a mile 
and a half north and south through that part of the city there 
is no way to get across the Chicago River by any bridge. A 
great manufacturing district has sprung up down there. The 
Government has built many large warehouses, quartermaster’s 
depots on Thirty-ninth Street, and Thirty-ninth Street, a broad 
thoroughfare, goes from the west for several miles to the Chi- 
cago River and then stops. People who live in that section, 
hundreds of thousands of people, have to travel north or south 
to go across the river, over a stretch of a mile and a half. It 
is essential that this highway be continued toward Lake Michi- 
gan. There is not any way to do much under present cireum- 
stances except by the building of a very expensive bridge, 
which has been estimated to cost several million dollars. The 
river at that place is about 250 feet wide. Not very long ago 
the condition of this river was such that it was testified to 
before the committee that men could walk out on the se 


Wage 
which was lying in that part of the stream, and that it would 


support their weight. It is the worst condition of water that 
I ever saw in my life. It is putrid, the stench is overpowering, 
and extends over all that country, and it lies there in that dead 
end of the river, where there is no circulation and where it is 
impossible to tell which is water and which is sewage. If this 
bill be passed it will permit the making of an improvement 
there which is very much desired. 

We are more interested, I imagine, in transportation as a 
whole than we are in either the improvement of waterways or 
of railways or of any other particular kind of transportation. 
If the people of the United States have any particular need at 
this time, it is transportation. We have found that by this im- 
provement millions of people can be provided an outlet through 
this city, and without it this whole arm or river will lie there 
and be of no importance, no value to anybody. This improve- 


ment will provide the local authorities with a way in which 
they can condemn the river and have it filled if they desire to do 
so and make a way across it. 

Under the law as it exists the situation is somewhat peculiar, 
I refer gentlemen now to the report on this bill, and incidentally 
pause long enough to say that the gentleman from Illinois [Mr, ; 
Denison], of our committee, prepared this report. He went 
into the law extensively ans has prepared a brief which ought 
to be a sort of textbook for Congress in the future on the ques- 
tion of the navigability of rivers and the control of the State 
and the Federal Government over such rivers. He has gone into 
the matter very exhaustively. The report has been prepared 
with much care. The law, in brief, is that the various States 
of the Union have full control over the navigability of the 
various streams within their boundaries, and if the jurisdic- 
tion of Congress is not superimposed upon that power of the 
State so that it takes it away under the interstate commerce 
clause of the Constitution, the State still has full power and 
authority to do anything and everything with reference to the 
navigability or use of the various streams in the various States. 
We are trying to take away from this stream the effect of the 
acts of Congress and leave it as it originally was, so that the 
State of Illinois may have full power to cope with the situa- 
tion, if the State and the city can agree on the improvement 
whereby at some time they can remove this insanitary condition 
and make possible the building of this highway across there. 
If that can be accomplished, it is something devoutly to be 
wished for. We have so arranged by this amendment that the 
acts of Congress by which we took jurisdiction over this river 
are repealed and full jurisdiction is, therefore, left in the State 
of Illinois to handle the whole question. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Even if the State of Illinois should con- 
clude to retain this stub end for the use of barges, the cost of 
a bridge under these circumstances would be much less than 
under Federal control? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Because there would be no necessity for 
making a drawbridge.or one of those rising bridges which must 
provide for the passage of ships of large size. In other words, 
so long as the Federal Government retains control if a bridge is 
to be constructed it would have to be a bridge of such character 
as would permit the passage through the stream of the kind of 
ships which never will pass through it. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes; and it is very likely that if 
the State concludes it wants to keep this piece of river open for 
any purpose, it will provide for a fixed bridge. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Would any costs or charges be imposed 
upon the United States by virtue of this contemplated improve- 
ment? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Nothing whatever. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. Does the city of Chicago and does the 
State of Illinois favor this measure? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. The city of Chicago is earnestly in 
favor of it and is doing everything to bring it about. The 
waterway authorities of the State of Ilinois are opposed to it. 
That is, they state that under present conditions they would 
want to take some steps to preserve their rights before they 
would agree to it. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. And the purpose of the bill is to leave 
that matter open for agreement between the city and the State? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes; and until the State of Illi- 
nois is satisfied, not a spadeful of earth can be removed. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Does the brief prepared by Mr. Denison 
cover canals as well as navigable rivers? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. No; it does not. He goes into 
a question which has been very confusing. That is just why 

has this authority over these streams, and how 
much authority the States had before Congress stepped in. 
It covers all those questions. It is a very comprehensive 
brief and I think it is well worth reading. 

Mr. CHALMERS. I was interested in the concurrent ju- 
risdiction of the Federal Government and the State in the 
operation of canals. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. He does not go into that. 

Mr. ALMON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes. 

Mr. ALMON. I am interested in what the gentleman says 
about Mr, Denison’s brief on this question of the rights of 
the United States In navigable streams. Could not the gen- 
tleman arrange to have the brief printed in the Recorp? 
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Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I think it would be very helpful, 
and I see no reason why it should not be done, and I think a 
little later I shall follow the suggestion of the gentleman and 
ask unanimous consent to have it incerporated. It is not very 
long, and it ought to be preserved in some way. 

Under the leaye to extend my remarks, I now include that 
portion of the report referring to the legal questions involved: 


Several briefs on the legal questions involved were presented both 
by those favoring and those opposed to the bill. These briefs are 
Posey in full in the hearings. The committee has considered ane 

the cases cited and many others and finds that the legal principles 
applicabte to the proposed lation and to the action which the 
committee recommends are well settled. 

Under the common law of England, title to the land under all navi 
ble waters was in the sovereign in trust for the public, and this ti Je 
gaye to the sovereign exclusive right to regulate all commerce on the 
navigable waters of the realm. 

That doctrine applied in the British colonies in this country, and the 
exclusive right to regulate commerce on the navigable waters of the 
colonies was in the British Government. At first the navigable waters 
were held to be confined to the tide waters, but later by analogy the 
principle was extended by the courts 2 iaaa all of the navigable 
rivers of the Interior, as well as those affec ed the tide waters. 

When the American colonies declared and kmat their independence the 
different States became themselves sovereign governments and suc- 
ceeded to all of the sovereign rights that had theretofore belonged to 
the Crown, including the rights over the navigable waterways within 
their respective boundaries. When, therefore, the representatives of 
the different States met in the Constitutional Convention in 1787, the 
8 possessed and 3 the sovereign right of contrGuling, and 

lating commerce on all th navigable waterways. 

section 8 of Article I of the Constitution the States surrendered 
to the Federal Government the right to regulate commerce with 
foreign nations and a the several States. This is the sonree 
and the only source of the power that the Federal Government 
now has over the navigable waterways of the United States. The 
source and the extent of this power of the Federal Government have 
been given judicial eee and declaration in innumerable cases 
that are found in the reported decisions. And the law is well settled 

that by the commerce clause of the Constitution the States 9 

— S 3 Federal Government received plenary power to late 

ng the States and with Mirs nations, and ime 

— th the r right to improve all the navigable waterways of the United 
States and regulate the commerce thereon. 

It is also well settled that where Congress has assumed and exercises 
its jurisdiction over a navigable waterway within a State the State can 
not enact any law which would conflict with the 8 isdiction 
so exercised. But it is also well settled eS Con: the State 
legislatures have concurrent jurisdiction opromme of 
navigable waterways within the States. While the ‘States surrendered 
to Sha Federal Government this power to regulate the navigable water- 
ways and the commerce thereon, yet until Congress acts in the 
. spy of that r the States themselves have the right to im- 
pene and otherwise regulate the navigable waters and the commerce 

ereon within their respective borders, and after Congress has acted 
in the exercise of its power the States mey still act so long as the 
exercise of their powers does not conflict with the action of the Fed- 
eral Government. 

Some of the courts state the jurisdictional question in substantially 
the following form: 

“All rights over the navigable waterways within a particular State 
not surrendered to the Federal Government by the commerce clause of 
the Constitution are retained by the State government; but it is the 
exercise and not the mere possession of the powers conferred upon the 
Federal Government that limits the freedom of action by the State. 
Jurisdiction over the navigable waterways within the State is con- 
current in the State and Federal Government, but that of the Federal 
Government, when exercised, is supreme. No action can be taken by 
the State which conflicts with any action taken by the 8 Gov- 
ernment, and any action taken by tbe State is NN change or 
nullification by any subsequent action that may be taken by the Federal 
Government in the exercise of its supreme Jurisdiction 

The cases of C y v. Board of Wardens as OA 299) and 
Covington Bridge Co. (154 U. 8. 204) gtd state 
these principles. The Minnesota te cases (230 U. 8. 352) assert 
ral sams doctrine with reference to the regulation of commerce on 
railroads, 

In Gould on Waters, third edition, page 80, the author says: 

“Under the Constitution of the United States a State has the right, 
if its legislation does not conflict with the action of Congress upon the 
same subject, to authorize bridges and dams across the navigable 
waters within its limits; to license kag San piers, and docks intruding 
upon such waters; to establish harbor lines to which wharves may be 
extended; to prescribe the ere and manner in which vessels may 
ok ina aiden what lights they are to carry at night, or what course 

shall pursue in nay “ped a river; to gaa reasonable quarantine 

EE peso on laws and pilotage or port’ regulations; to regulate harbor 
beacons buoys, salvage, and similar matters of a local and limited 
nature; to improve the navigability of its waters and to authorize the 
collection of tolls in consideration of such improvements.” 

In Cummings v. Chicago (188 U. S. 410) the Supreme Court, through 
Mr. Justice Harlan, sald, speaking of the Calumet River, which Is also 
in „the city ot Chicago 

“ Calumet River, 170 must be remembered, * within the limits 
of Illinois, and the authority of the State over it is plenary, perce nic 
oy to such action as Congress may take in execution of its 

er the Constitution to regulate commerce among the several — 

That authority has been exercised by the State ever since it was admit- 
ted into the Union upon an equal footing with the original States.” 

In the case of Willson v. The Blackbird Creek Marsh Co. (2 Peters, 
245), a ease involving the authority of a State ee to authorize 
adam to be built across a navigable creek, the Supreme Court, through 
Mr. Justice Marshall, said 

“The act of assembly by which the 1 were authorized to 
construct their dam shows plainly that this is one of those many creeks 


through a deep, level marsh adjoining the Delaware, up which 
the tide flows for some distance. The value of = 
banks must be enhanced by exctuding the water fro: 
the health of the inhabitants probably improved. 


ee on —— 


to and approved by the Secretar 


“ Measures calculated to produce these objects, provided they do not 
ae pores 


come into collision with the of the General Government, are 
undoubtedly within reserved to the States. But the 
measure authorized B act stops a 1 aoe and must be 
supposed to . taar) —.— of who have been accustomed to 
use it, But this ae gre unless it comes to conflict with the 
Constitution or a — of the United States, is an affair between the 
Se copatens of Delaware and its citizens, of which this court can take 
0 c nee. 

e counsel for the 
flict with the power of 
9 nations and amo 

Congress has 


aintiffs in error insist that it comes in con- 
e United States to regulate commerce with 
the several States.” 


any act which bore upon the case, any act 
in execution of the power to regulate commerce, the object of which 
was to control State * over those small navigable creeks into 


which the tide flows, and which abound throughout the ian ps 
of the Middle and Southern States, we should feel not much difficu ity 
in saying that a 3 law coming in conflict with such act would be 
void. But Congress has pe no such act. The repuguancy of the 
law of Delaware to the itution is placed 3 oa ue 3 
nancy to the power to regulate commerce with foreign and 
among the several States, a power which bas not been so —— as 
to affect the question. 

“We do not think that the act empowering the Blackbird Creek 
Marsh Co. te place a dam across the creek can, under all the circum- 
stances of the case, be considered as repugnant to ne ind to regulate 

In its dormant state or as being in conflict with any law 
passed on the subject.” 

Many more cases might be cited which affirm the see of the State 
to regulate, improve, er even destroy the naviga character of a 
waterway within its borders © ae oe Congress has — jurisdic 
ever the particular waterway in on. In the case of Huse v. 
Glover (15 Fed. Rep. 292) the marr speaking through Mr. Justice 


Harlan, said: 

“The doctrines of the adjudged cases sutain the 88 of this 
State— there being no act of Congress forbidding it— ruct locks 
and dams upon the [Hinois River. Her avowed object te 80 — —.— —— 
to improve the navigation of that river and effect a reduction of ca 
Lake Michigan an Mississip 5 
nation: 


to the headwaters of 7 and tọ the 

The and extent of such improvement, in the absence ef 

legislation, based upon the power of Congress to regulate commerce, 

was for her determination. Her discretion in such matters is not to 

be controlled by the courts so ogg A as Congress does not interfere.” 
And when that case went to 5 tg rome . that court, 

through Mr. Justice Field (119 U 3), said: 

“The State is interested in the 5 € 2 well as In the interstate 

and foreign commerce conducted on the Illinois River; and to increase 

its facilities and thus augment its growth it has full a Se 1 — 

only when in the judgment of Congress its action is 

croach upon the navigation of the river as a means of interstate and 


River, 
al 


foreign commerce that that body may interfere and control or super- 
= it. If in = opinion of the State greater benefit would result to 
ree by 


comme: improvements made than by leaving the river in 
its natural state—and on that point the State must necessarily deter- 
mine for itself—it me authorize them, although increased inconvent- 
ence and expense may thereby result to the ——— of individuals. The 
private inconvenience must yield to the public e opening of a 
new highway or the improvement of an old one, the building of a rail- 
road, and many other works in which the public is interested, may 
materially diminish business in certain quarters and increase it ix 
others, yet for the loss resulting the sufferers have no legal ground of 
complaint. How the 3 of a State, whether ae land or 
water, shall be best improved for the public good is n wontter. for 
State determination, subject always to the right of 8 ss to * 
Keto in the cases mentioned. (Spooner v. McConnell, eens Set 

v. 7 1 — — ae Conn. 7; Thames Bank v. Lave 


j 
Conn, 


purpose 
to such extent as they choose, and after the Federal Government acts 
in the exercise of the power conferred upon it the States may still act 


in the exercise of their concurrent i bee neta but their action must 
net conflict with the action of the Federal Government. 

aoe in the act on 22 84 85 19, 1890, Twenty- sixth 

chapter er 907, section vite f 54, Congress — J n py 
nav gabe Waterways fn ti us soe an 


5 build any wharf, piler, 
dolphin, boom, dam, — 55 5 “bulkhead, d, jetty, or structure 1 5 
any kind outside established harbor lines, or in any navigable waters 
of the United States where no harbor lines are or may be established, 
without the permission of the Secretary of War, in any Berhad roadstead, 
haven, hardor, navi; 35 at or other waters of the United Stat es, in 
such manner as bstruct or r nav commerce, or 
anchorage of said Patten and it shall not be lawful hereafter to com- 
mence the construction of any bridge, bridge draw, bridge piers and 
abutments, causeway, or other works over or in any port, road, road- 
stead, haven, parton: ee river, or navigable waters of the United 
States under any act of t islative assembly of any State until the 
location and plan of such b been submitted 
of War, or to Stace to or fill, or 
in any manner to alter or modify the course, locati condition, or 
. of the channel of said navigable water of the’ United States 
approved and authorized by the Secretary of War: Provided, 
That this section shal] not apply to any bridge, bridge draw, bridge 
yes and abutments the on of which has been heretofore 
uly authorized by law, or be so construed as to authorize the construc- 
tion of any bridge, drawbrid, bridge piers and abutments, or other 
eters ed an act of the legislature of any State over or in any 
roadstead, haven, or harbor, or navigatble water not 


e or other works have 


"A "with the limit of such State. 
by the s ment act of March 3, 1899, Thirtieth Statutes, 
ter , section 1151, Con, further e its juris- 


Ge on over’ navigable waterways by the following 1 

“Sec. 9. That it shall not be Jawful Zt construct or commence the 
construction of any ridge, da dam, dike, or causeway over or in any port, 
roadstead, haven, harbor, canal, navigable river, or other navigable 
water of ithe United States until the consent of Congress to the build- 
ing of such structure shall have been obtained and until the plans for 
the same shall have been submitted to and approved by the Chief of 
Engineers and by the Secretary of War: Provided, That such struc- 
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tures may be built under authority of the legislature of a State across 
rivers revi other waterways the navigable 9 of which lie wholly 


within the limits of a single State, provided the location and plans 
thereof are submitted to and approv by, the Chief of Engineers and 
by the 8 of War before construction is commenced; And pro- 

ded further, at when Hinas for any bridge or other structure have 
been approved by the Chief of Engineers and by the Secretary of War 
it s not be lawful to deviate from such 3 —— either before or after 
completion of the structure unless the modification of said plans has 
previously been submitted to and received the approval of the Chief 


of Engineers and of the Secretary of War." 

In the case of Economy Light & Power Co. v. United States of Amer- 
ica (256 U. S. 113), the Government sought to enjoin the power com- 
pany from constructing a dam in the Des Plaines River, III., and the 


question involved was whether or not the Des Plaines River was a 
navigable waterway of the United States, and if so, what was the effect 
of the provisions of these acts of Congress just quoted. In the opinion 
the court said: 

“ Since it (the Des Plaines River) is a natural interstate waterway, 
it is within the power of Congress to improve it at the public penis; 
and it is not difficult to believe that many other streams are like 
condition and require only the exertion of Federal control to make them 
again important avenues of commerce among the States. If they are 
to be abandoned, it is for Congress, not the courts, so to declare. 
The policy of Congress is clearly evidenced in the act of 1899, and, in 
the E case at least, nothing remains but to 5 effect to it.” 

This case, which is one of the latest and leading cases, makes it 
clear, first, that it is within the poar of Congress to abandon a 
navigable waterway if it does not th it wise to expend public funds 
to improve it; and, second, that by the acts of September 19, 1890. 
and March 8, 1899, just quoted, Congress has declared its policy and 
exercised its jurisdiction over navigable waterways conferred by the 
commerce clause of the Constitution. 

In People v. Metropolitan Rallway Co. (285 III. 246) the question 
arose as to whether or not, by the acts of September 19, 1890, and of 
March 8, 1899, Congress assumed exclusive Jurisdiction over all the 
navigable waterways of the country and on ier haps peng the States 
of any further right of control over them, In that case the people of 
the State of Illinois sought to compel the railway company to remove 
a certain bridge across the South Branch of the Chicago River on the 
8 that it had become an obstruction to commerce. After elting 
G8 U. of the Lake Shore & Michigan Southern Railway Co. v. 


the power the State had, previous to those enactments, been authorized 
to exercise. Conceding Congress bas the power to take sole and exclu- 
. over navigable waters wholly within a State, it has 
not done so.” 

The Legislature of the State of Illinois by an act approved June 30, 
1918, created the rivers and lakes commission of the State and de- 
fined its duties and pore Section 7 of the act provides as follows: 

“Sec, 7. It shall the duty of said commission to have a general 
supervision of every body of water within the State of Illinois, wherein 
the State or the people of the State have any rights or interests, 
whether the same lakes or rivers, and at all times to exercise a 
yigilant care to see that none of said bodies of water are encroached 
upon or wrongfully seized or used by any private interest in any way, 
except as may be provided by law, and then only after permission sha. 
be given by said commission, and from time to time for that purpose, 
to make accurate surveys of the shores of said lakes and rivers, and 
to jealously guard the same in order that the true and natural condi- 
tions thereof may not be wrongfully and improperly changed to the 
detriment and injury of the State of Illinois. 

“The rivers and lakes commission of Illinois shall have power and 
authority to inquire into encroachment upon, wrongful invasion, and 
private use of every stream, river, lake, or other body of water in 
which the State of Illinois has any right or interest. The commis- 
sion shall have power to make and enforce such orders as will secure 
every stream, river, lake, or body of water in which the State of 
Illinois has any right or interest against encroachment, wrongful seiz- 
ure, or private use.’ 

The committee concludes that the State of Illinois still has concur- 
rent jurisdiction with the Federal Government to regulate that part 
of the Chicago River involved in the pending bill, and that in the 
exercise of its Jurisdiction and for the purpose of protecting public 
interests in the navigable waterways of the State, there has been 
created a State commission, which has full authority to act for that 
purpose. But the committee further concludes that by the acts of 1890 
and 1899, Congress has assumed jurisdiction over that part of the 
river in question and that neither the city of Chicago nor the State of 
Illinois can take any action respecting that part of the river except in 
compliance with those acts of Congress. 

In the case of Gillman v. Philadelphia (70 U, S. 729) the court said: 

“Tt must not be forgotten that bridges, which are connecting parts 
of turnpikes, streets, and railroads, are means of commercial transpor- 
tation, as well as navigable waters, and that the commerce which passes 
over a bridge may be much greater than would ever be transported on 
the water it obstructs. 

“Tt is for the apy gs power to weigh the considerations which 
belong to the subject and to decide which shall be preferred and how 
far either shall be made subservient to the other.” 

There can be no doubt that Thirty-ninth Street in the city of Chicago 
ought to be opened for traffic over this arm of the Chicago River, 
and that some Sppropriate action should be taken to make that part 
of the river more sig tly and more sanitary. But whether traffic and 
commerce over a bridge, if one should be constructed, is of more im- 
portance than the traffic or commerce that may be hereafter transported 
over that part of the river, is not a question that Congress can well 

ecide; these are largely local questions that ought to be settled in 
the public interest by State and local authorities. 

The committee feel that Congress should not only not be expected 
to settle these local questions but that the general power over navigable 
waterways assumed by the Federal Government by the acts of 1890 and 
1899 should not in this instance be permitted to interfere with full 
freedom of action by the municipal and State authorities. We are 
unable to see where there is involved any question substantially affect- 
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ing interstate commerce, and to the end that the city of Chicago and 
the State of Illinois may themselves freely settle all questions involved, 
we believe that Congress should abandon the authority it assumed over 
that part of the river by the acts of 1890 and 1899. 8 we 
recommended that the pending bill be amended by striking out all after 
the enacting clause and inser ing the following: 

“That the act of September 1 90, making appropriations for the 
construction, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors and for other ery (26 Stat., ch. 907, sec. 7, p. 454), 
and the act of March 3, 1899, making appropriations for the construc- 
tion, repair, and preservation of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors, and for other pu (30 Stat., ch. 425, sec. 9, p. 1151), and 
all acts amendatory of either thereof shail not, after the passage of this 
act, apply to that portion of the west arm of the South Fork of the 
South Branch of the Chicago River lying between the east line of 
Ashland Avenue and the no: line of irty-ninth Street in the eit, 
of 3 III., as the same now exists or may hereafter be extended: 

“AN r ghts authority, or control over that part of the Chicago River 
now posse or assumed by the United States under said acts or 
either of them or any amendments thereof are hereby relinquished and 
abandoned, and all rights, authority, er control over the same that 
were possessed by the Stato of Tilinols before said acts were passed are 
hereby fully restored to said State.“ 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. MADDEN]. 

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I do not think there is much 
more to be said on this subject except this: The principal 
reason why it is necessary. to close this stub end, a ditch that 
is stagnant, putrid, and menacing to health, is that for over 
40 years or 50 years there has been an effort made to open to 
the western limits of the city a great avenue of traffic known 
as Thirty-ninth Street, There is no east and west traffic street 
between Thirty-fifth and Forty-seventh to the west. That is 
just a mile and a half; so that people who wish to get to the 
western limit either have to go across Thirty-fifth or a mile and 
a half south and cross on Forty-seventh Street. Thirty-ninth 
Street is right between the two. An investigation shows that 
the opening of this street will facilitate traffic to such an extent 
that millions of dollars annually will be saved in transporta- 
tion costs and time that is almost impossible to calculate will 
be saved by reason of the opening of this street. Thirty-ninth 
Street is exactly in the center of the city of Chicago, counting 
from north to south. It passes through the stockyards terri- 
tory. The stockyards, as everybody. knows, is one of the most 
tremendous industries in America, but all the territory through 
this street will pass is occupied by great business, and to the 
west of that there will be a great residential territory opened 
on which homes can be erected by those who are employed in 
the stockyards industries. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MADDEN. I do. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is it proposed, if the State agrees to the 
closing up of this stub arm, to have the entire canal er slip used 
for street purposes? 

Mr. MADDEN. Just across the point. I may. say to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin that Thirty-ninth Street runs across 
the slip. The street crosses at right angles, and about 800 feet 
south of Thirty-ninth Street the slip stops. It is the stub end; 
and it is proposed to close up the slip from the stub end 800 
feet south to the north line of Thirty-ninth Street. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Then there is no question of the riparian 
rights of the property owners in the present slip? 

Mr. MADDEN. Absolutely none whatever. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Because the municipality will open it for 
street purposes if the State will accede? 

Mr. MADDEN. It will be opened entirely for the develop- 
ment of Chicago and no other purpose whatever. Many of us 
have been working on that problem for 20 years, and I person- 
ally have been chairman of the improvement association hav- 
ing this development in view, and we have no object in the world 
except to carry out the Chicago plan of development, and with- 
out the opening of this street that plan would be impossible, and 
all we need now to do is to get authority to close up this menace, 
that is a putrid pest hole, which is endangering the life of that 
community, which has no purpose in the world that relates to 
navigation, does not have any reason to exist, and if there is 
nothing else in view except the importance of closing it up to 
relieve the sanitary situation it would be a good work. But it 
has another purpose in view, and that is the development of this 
section of Chicago which will enable the carrying out of a great 
plan for the development of that city. 

The SPEAKER, The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, when the House was con- 
sidering three weeks ago, under the Unanimous Consent Calen- 
dar, a bill providing for declaring nonnavigable a portion of the 
south branch known as the Loop, there was embodied in that re- 
port a suggestion that a proposition was being considered and 
agitated to close up the long stretch of the west arm which was 
seriously contested by some of the riparian owners. A scanning 
of this report showed that the bill had not been referred to the 
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War Department or the Chief of Engineers of late nor had any 
submission of this question been brought to the attention of the 
War Department since September, 1919. 

Mr, MADDEN, Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will yield. 

Mr. MADDEN. In the hearings had on this subject my under- 
standing is that the local Army engineer appeared before the 
committee and testified. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I wish to compliment the gentlemen, 
Messrs, GRAHAM of Illinois, and DENISON, of the subcommittee, 
who, after adjournment of the last session, went to Chicago and 
made a personal investigation of all this territory, and I think 
their opinion, based upon the hearings then had, is sufficient to 
accept their view that navigation interests will not be affected, 
and as far as the local quarrel between the great municipality 
of Chicago, which wishes to close up one of ‘the many cesspools 
of filth, and the State of Illinois, which wishes to irrigate some 
of these cesspools by having some of the good liquid water from 
Lake Michigan enter into it, why I am going to leave that 
battle to those respective contestants. I am not going stren- 
uously to oppose it, in view of the excellent presentation made 
by the three gentlemen from Illinois. [Cries of “ Vote! “] 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. McArtHur). The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
Denison] to suspend the rules and pass the bill as amended. 

The question was taken; and two-thirds having, in the opinion 
of the Chair, voted in the affirmative, the rules were suspended 
and the bill was passed. 

Mr. DENISON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the title of the bill 
be amended to conform to the text. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from IIIinois 
moves that the title of the bill be amended to conform with the 
text. The question is on agreeing to that motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to extend my remarks in the Recorp by including as a 
part of them the report filed in this case. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Illinois 
asks unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp in 
the manner indicated. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Reserving the right to object, will the 
gentleman just limit it to the parts of the report pertaining to 
the legal phases of the question? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Yes; I will do that. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

iis SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 
RELIEF OF CERTAIN HOMESTEAD ENTRYMEN. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 2347) for the relief of certain homestead 
entrymen. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Reserving the right to object, I would like 
to have some explanation of this bill before the objection stage 
s passed. 

Mr. VAILE. Mr. Speaker, the bill is very simple. By the 
act of 1906 we allowed men to make homestead entries in the 
forest reserves of 160 acres on land which was designated by 
the Secretary of the Interior as chiefly valuable for agricultural 
purposes and not possessing any considerable value for forest 
purposes. Now we have enlarged the size of homesteads on 
land which men may take under other form of the homestead 
act. The stock raising act, for example, allows a homestead of 
640 acres, and the enlarged homestead act allows 320 acres. 
We have done that on the theory that it is not possible for a 
man to make a living by stock raising on less than 640 acres. 

Mr. STAFFORD. This is intended to give land to men who 
have hitherto homesteaded in the forest reserves and give others 
that land? 

Mr. VAILE. This would simply give to those who have home- 
steaded in the national forests the same size of homestead as 
is possessed by those outside. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold 
his objection for a momént? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will withhold it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman withhold 
his objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes, 

Mr. SINNOTT. This bill, as the gentleman from Colorado 
[Mr. Vane} states, is very simple. It does not give anybody 
any rights to land in the national forests. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am aware of that. 


Mr. SINNOTT. The Secretary of Agriculture and the Sec- 
retary of the Interior, under this bill, are permitted to give to 
the man in the forest reserves the same rights under this bill 
that one outside the reservation has.. That is, a man under 
the present law having land outside, not in a national fo: 
may take an additional 160 acres. A man having that lan 
to-day may take an additional 160 acres, but a man owning the 
land within a national forest has not that right at present. So 
this is to give the man having land in the national forest, an 
ordinary nonirrigable, nontimbered, nonmineral piece of land, 
the right to take an additional 160 acres outside of a national 
forest. That is all it does. 

Mr. VAILE. We ought to give a considerable inducement to 
lead men to make homesteads there. 

Mr. STAFFORD. This applies to men who already have 
homesteaded on the national forests. They have already taken 
a homestead in the national forest, and now you want to give 
them 160 or 180 acres more. 

Mr. SINNOTT. It is simply to enlarge it to the extent en- 
joyed by homesteaders outside. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I have no objection to passing it over for 
two weeks. 

Mr. SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the bill may retain its place on the calendar. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

3 SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
COLUMBIA BASIN IRRIGATION PROJECT. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 3808) authorizing the Secretary of the Interior 
to investigate and report to Congress on the Columbia Basin 
irrigation project. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle- 
man withhold his objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes; I withhold it. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Does the gentleman from Wis- 
consin reserve the right to object? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Mr. Speaker, this is an au- 
thorization; it makes no appropriation, of course. The first 
item in the bill has already been passed by the Senate. It is a 
project on which the State of Washington has expended $150,- 
000. They have made all the investigations that they could as a 
State. They have called in General Goethals—— 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am quite well aware of what the gentle- 
man is saying. It is too important to be considered under 
unanimous consent. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. Let me say to the gentleman 
that the item in regard to the Colorado basin has already been 
eliminated by a committee amendment, as that item is already 
earried in the Interior Department appropriation bill. Of the 
last item $100,000 is already carried in the Interior Depart- 
ment bill, so that this bill in reality is not what it seems on 
the face of it and does not carry the amount that the wording 
would indicate. 

Mr. STAFFORD. You are proposing a permanent appro- 
priation of $250,000, a policy which the Congress has never 
heretofore adopted. I object. y 

The SPEAKER pro tempore, The gentleman from Wisconsin 
objects. The bill will be stricken from the calendar. 

Mr. SUMMERS of Washington. I ask unanimous consent 
that the bill may retain its place on the calendar, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Washing- 
ton asks unanimous consent that the bill may retain its place on 
the calendar. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill. 


RETIRED PAY OF CERTAIN ENLISTED MEN IN THE COAST GUARD. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 2187) to regulate the retired pay of cer- 
tain enlisted men in the Coast Guard. 

The Cierk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, this bill is one which is of 
particular interest to the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr, 
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Mexrritr], who is ill, and I ask unanimous consent that it be 
passed for two weeks. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without objection, the bill will 
be passed without prejudice. 

There was no objection. 

BRIDGE ACROSS THE MERRIMACK! RIVER. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill on the calendar. 

The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H, R. 18185) to grant the consent of Congress for 
the special commission constituted by an act of the Legislature 
of Massachusetts to construct a bridge across the Merrimack 

iver. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
S. 4288, which is identical with this bill and which has passed 
the Senate, be substituted for this bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts asks unanimous consent to substitute S. 4288, and 
which is now on the Speaker's table. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Olerk read the bill (S. 4288), to grant the consent of 
Congress for the special commission constituted by an act of the 
Legislature of Massachusetts to construct a bridge across the 
Merrimack River, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
for the special commission constituted by chapter 507 of the acts 
passed by the Legislature of Massachusetts during the session of 1922, 
and the county commissioners of Essex County, in the State of Massa- 
chusetts, acting jointly or arately, and their successors and as- 
signs, to construct or reconstruct, maintain, and operate a bridge 
and approaches thereto across the Merrimack River at Main Street 
in the city of Haverhill, in the county of Essex, in the State of 
Massachusetts, in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled 
* An act to regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” 
approved March 23, 1906, said bridge to replace the present or Haver- 
hut lower bridge, so called, at said location. 

Suc. 2, That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I desire to yield to the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. ANDREW] to explain this bill. 

Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, this bill asks 
the consent of Congress for the reconstruction of a bridge 
across the Merrimack River in Haverhill, which bridge burned 
some two years ago. The State Legislature of Massachusetts 
passed an act authorizing the appointment of a special commis- 
sion to reconstruct the bridge, this special commission to con- 
sist of the three county commissioners of Essex County and 
two other appointees of the governor. The special commission 
is to reconstruct the bridge and apportion the cost between the 
city of Haverhill and Essex County. The commissioners in 
their turn will thereafter have authority to maintain the 
bridge. On that account the bill has been so worded that the 
consent of Congress is granted for the special commission con- 
stituted by the act of the Legislature of Massachusetts and the 
county commissioners of Essex County, in the State of Massa- 
chusetts, acting jointly or separately, and their successors and 
assigns, to reconstruct, maintain, and operate the bridge. 

The bill has the approval of the War Department and has 
passed the Senate, 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on the third 
reading of the Senate bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, and was accordingly 
read the third time and passed. 

By unanimous consent, the corresponding bill, H. R. 15135, 
was laid on the table. 

CUT-OVER TIMBERLANDS IN THE STATE OF MONTANA, 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk will report the next 
bill on the calendar. 

The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent was 
the bill (S. 1878) to permit the State of Montana to exchange 
cut-over timberlands granted for educational purposes for 
other lands of like character and approximate value. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the pres- 
ent consideration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I should like to inquire whether it is the purpose of the pro- 
ponents of this legislation to impress upon the exchanged land 
the same conditions that were imposed on the original school 
lands received by the State under the enabling act? 

Mr. McCORMICK. I assume that such is the case. There is 
nothing in this bill that takes the exchanged lands out of the 
operation of the statute under which the lands were originally 
set aside. 


Mr. STAFFORD. Has the gentleman any information as to 
whether the funds received from the sale of the timber on the 
school lands were placed in a trust fund for school purposes for 
future use? 

Mr. McCORMICK. The funds obtained from the sale of the 
lands under this statute? 

Mr. STAFFORD. No; from the sale of the timber. 

Mr. McCORMICK. The money obtained from the sale of the 
timber has been placed in the same fund set aside for the use 
of schools that arose from the sale of the land itself. The gen- 
tleman will understand that Congress has recently enacted 
legislation enabling the Federal Government to do to its own 
forest reserves what the State of Montana is asking to do with 
the lands which it owns. 

Mr. STAFFORD. In order to carry out the intention which 
the gentleman states, has the gentleman any objection to insert- 
ing after the word “ownership,” in lines 8 and 9, of page 1, 
the following limitation— 


which exchanged lands shall be subject to the same requirements and 
limitations? 


Mr. McCORMICK. 
such language. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I withdraw the reservation of objection. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the bill? 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Reserving the right to object, I should 
like to ask the gentleman one question. I have not a copy of 
the bill before me. Is this exchange to be made under the 
supervision of the Secretary of the Interior, or of a commission, 
or how? The exchange is to be made, I assume, under the 
auspices of the forestry department of the government of the 
State of Montana following such directions as the legislature 
may impose. The gentleman will understand that all the lands 
are the property of the State, granted to the State by the Fed- 
eral Government. The Federal Government will have nothing 
to do with the actual exchange of land. 

Mr. WATSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMIOCK, I will. 

Mr. WATSON. What is the acreage of these lands? 

Mr. McCORMICK. By the enabling act of February, 1889, 
the Federal Government set aside for the use of the State of 
Montana, for educational purposes, sections 16 and 82 in every 
township in the State not otherwise reserved. Under the oper- 
ation of this act the State of Montana has in 34 years disposed 
from time to time of various parts of these lands so set aside. 

Mr. WATSON. Is the amount received from the sale of the 
timber applied for educational purposes for State normal and 
county schools? 

Mr. McCORMICK. For what is known as the common-school 
system. 

Mr. WATSON. And not for State normal schools? 

Mr. McCORMICK. Not for the university system or normal 
schools under this particular feature of the grant. Another sec- 
tion of the same act takes care of the higher school system. 

Mr. WATSON. Is the amount received from the sale of tim- 
bor 5) a certain township set aside for that particular town- 
ship 

Mr. McCORMICK. No; it is put into a general trust fund 
to be administered under the rules laid down by the legislature 
and does not necessarily, as I understand it, go to any particu- 
lar township or section of the State. 

Mr. WATSON. Has the gentleman information as to the 
amount of money set aside from the sale of timber? 

Mr. McCORMICK. I have no specific information as to the 
amount that has been set aside up to the present time. Of 
course, this amount has accumulated under transactions cover- 
ing 34 years, consequently it would be hard to segregate the 
amounts received from the sale of timber and the amounts re- 
ceived from the sale of land. I have no specific figures on that 
point. 

Mr. WATSON. Is it the gentleman’s idea that the money so 
set aside has greatly reduced school taxes in Montana? 

Mr. McCORMICK. It has aided in that purpose. The gen- 
tleman will understand that by the report of the Sage Founda- 
dation, I believe made two or three years ago, Montana has 
been accorded the premier position among the States of the 
Union for efficiency and general excellence in extending the 
benefits derived by children from the common-school system. 
The benefits obtained in this manner have been demonstrated 
in a manner which excites the admiration not only of the people 
of the State but of those outside. Of course, it took money or 
its equivalent to do this. 

Mr. WATSON. My object in asking questions along this line 
is to find out what real benefit the proceeds from the sale of 
timber has accrued to the interest of public schools. 


I have no objection to the insertion of 
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Mr. OLDFIELD. Will the gentleman yield for one more 
question? 

Mr. McCORMICK. I will. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. How is it, if the Federal Government has 
no jurisdiction, if the State owns all these lands, that you come 
here with this bill? 

Mr. McCORMICK. The enabling act provided that the land 
should be sold at public auction at a price of not less than $10 
un acre. The enabling act did not provide that the State might 
exchange the land for any other land, and this bill is to enable 
the State to exchange its lands for other lands, in order to con- 
solidate its forestry interests. 

Mr. BLANTON. The United States Government has no inter- 
est in these lands? 

Mr. McCORMICK. No interest whatever. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is a matter wholly for the State of Mon- 
tana to decide? 

Mr. McCORMICK. Absolutely. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the con- 
sideration of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

A bill (S. 1878) to permit the State of Montana to exchange cut-over 
timberlands granted for educational purposes for other lands of like 
tharacter and approximate value. 

Be it enacted, etc., That tracts of timbered lands heretofore nted 
fo the State of Montana for educational purposes, from which the 
timber has been cut or removed pursuant to State laws, may, under 
such rules and regulations as the legislature of said State shall pre- 
scribe, be exchanged for other lands of like character and approximately 
of equal value, private ownership, to the end that the State may 
acquire holdings in reasonably compact form and reforesting be under- 
taken in an economic manner, anything in the enabling act of said 
State to the contrary notwithstanding. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Page 1, line 9, after the word “ownership,” insert Which ex- 
eee jand shall be subject to the same requirements and limi- 
ations.” 


The SPEAKER pro tempore. The question is on agreeing 
to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


TOOLE COUNTY IRRIGATION DISTRICT, MONT. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 3790) authorizing the Secretary of the In- 
terior to enter into an agreement with Toole County irrigation 
district, of Shelby, Mont., and the Cut Bank irrigation dis- 
trict, of Cut Bank, Mont., for the disposal of the waters of 
Two Medicine, Cut Bank, and Badger Creeks, not needed for 
domestic or irrigation purposes by the Indians of the Black- 
feet Indian Reservation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this bill may be passed without prejudice. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. ` 


UNITED STATES COAL COMMISSION, 


The next business on the Calendar for Unianimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 13882) to amend the act entitled “An act 
to establish a commission to be known as the United States 
Coal Commission for the purpose of securing information in 
connection with questions relative to interstate commerce in 
coal, and for other purposes,” approved September 22, 1922. 

The Clerk read the title to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? - 

Mr. BLANTON. I object to this bill coming up by unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. MAPES. Will the gentleman withhold his objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman from Michigan think 
that this bill ought to come up by unanimous consent? 

Mr. MAPES. I do. It is urgently recommended by the coal 
commission which was created in September. As the gentleman 
knows, the life of the commission is very short, and in order to 
get action it is deemed necessary to have this legislation passed. 

Mr. BLANTON. I understand that the distinguished gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. WINSLOw] is going to have the 
floor in about an hour, and we know him well enough to know 
that whatever is necessary to be passet] will be put over. 


LXIV——195 


Mr. MAPES. The distinguished gentleman from Massachu- 
setts has other legislation which he no doubt will call up when- 
even he has the opportunity to do so. 

Mr. BLANTON. If it is very important, it ought to be more 
important than a bill that comes up merely under unanimous 
consent. 

Mr. MAPES. Perhaps the gentleman does not understand. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, I understand. 

Mr. MAPES. While this bill looks rather formidable, it is 
largely a reenactment of existing law for the purpose of put- 
ting it into sections 

Mr. BLANTON. I think the whole proposition from its in- 
ception up to this time has been a farce, so far as reducing the 
price of coal is concerned or giving coal to a family that is now 


freezing. 

Mr. MAPES. But the commission has not yet made its re- 
port. The main feature of this bill and practically the only 
feature, so far as the new matter is concerned, is to enable 
the commission to send questionnaires to the 9,000 operators of 
bituminous mines, require them to answer the questionnaires, 
verify them, and return the same within the time required by 
the commission instead of requiring the operators to come here 
to the District of Columbia to testify in person before the com- 
mission. The bill further provides a penalty for making a 
false statement in filling out the questionnaires, the same as 
though the witnesses were giving testimony before the commis- 
sion itself. 

Mr. BLANTON. The whole object of the proposition from its 
beginning was to get coal at a reasonable price. 

Mr. MAPES. Oh, no; not this legislation, 

Mr. BLANTON. For families. 

Mr. MAPES. Oh, no. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am referring now to the commission. 
That was the primary object, and yet we are now suffering in 
a blizzard. 

Mr. MAPES. Oh, the gentleman is mistaken about this. 
This coal commission was created for the purpose of studying 
the industry and making a report within a year from the time 
of its creation. It was created September 22, 1922, and, of 
course, has not had time to make a complete report. 

Mr. BLANTON, The gentleman has forgotten what the 
President said to us from this platform. 

Mr. MAPES. There were two pieces of legislation. One of 
them was the creation of a coal commission and the other was 
the appointment of a coal administrator, and it was under the 
administration of the other legislation that it was sought to 
regulate the price of coal. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the two were intimately connected. 

Mr. MAPES. Yes; but this has nothing te do with the 
price for the current year. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Has not this coal commission already 
been sending out these questionnaires in tremendous numbers 
and in such quantities as to entail, if answered, the employ- 
ment by the coal concerns of thousands of additional clerks to 
fill them out? 

Mr. MAPES. I can not answer the latter part of the gen- 
tleman's question. I will say to the gentleman that the former 
vice president 

Mr.. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. There are other 
bills to come up. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I was going to object myself. 
ABROGATING CERTAIN AGREEMENTS RESPECTING PANAMA CANAL. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was Senate Joint Resolution 259, authorizing the President to 
abrogate the international agreement embodied in certain Ex- 
ecutive orders relating to the Panama Canal. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the joint resolution? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the joint resolution. 

The Clerk read as follows: : 
Joint resolution (S. J. Res. 259) authorizing the President to abrogate 

the international agreement embodied in certain Executive orders 

relating to the Panama Canal. 

Whereas it is provided in the act entitled “An act to provide for 
the opening, maintenance, protection, and operation of e Panama 
Canal, and the sanitation and government of the Canal Zone,” ap- 
proved August 24, 1912, “that all laws, orders, regulations, and 
ordinances adopted and promulgated in the Canal Zone by order of the 
President for the government and sanitation of the Canal Zone and 
the construction of the Panama Canal are hereby ratified and con- 
— as valid and binding until Congress shall otherwise provide; 
an Whereas among the orders so ratified and confirmed as valid and 
binding are Executive orders, issued by the Secretary of War, wt direc- 
tion of the President, on December 3, December and December 28 
1904, January 7, 1905, and January 5, 1911, in which were embodied 
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the terms of an agreement reached between the 


Secretary of War and 
officials of the Panama Government to serve as a modus operandi 


during the constraction of the canal; and 

w hero the purpose of the a nt In question has passed with 
the formal opening of the canal, and the agreement no lo 
vides an adequate basis for the adjustment of questions 
of the relations between the Canal Zone authorities and the 
were of Panama, and should be replaced by a more permanent agree- 


Presi uthorized brogate the 

i Resolve, ete., That, 3 oe —— —— 1 as 

aforesaid, on December 3, December 6, December 28, 1904, Janu- 

NE 105. and January 5, 1911. 

. That when the President shall exercise the authority hereby 

beget “such orders shall no longer be valid and binding, and the 

egal effect these orders givem te them by the said act of Congress 
approved August 24, 1912, shall be repealed. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, this merely represents a 
technical procedure necessary to enable this Government. to 
work out a treaty with Panama. There is nothing to be said 
about it more than is said in the resolution itself. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Les. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I think some criticism may be lodged to 
the phraseology of the second section. I call the gentleman's 
attention te the last sentence of section 2— 
and the legal effect of these orders given to them by the said act of 
Congress approved August 24, 1912, be repealed. 

Of course the word repealed is the wrong word used there. 
I think the gentleman will agree with me in that. I can not 
see any reason for that last clause at all, and as the phrase- 
ology is poor I suggest the striking out of that last clause or 
sentence, because I believe the first portion of the section gives 
full effect to the idea of the drafter of the resolution— 

d shall exercise the autho: U nted 
3 a pace be valid and binding. in oa ES 

Mr. WINSLOW. All I can say to the gentleman is that the 
State Department submitted this as what they wanted, and we 
felt it was no warrant for us to undertake to change it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Does the gentleman think it is good 
phraseology to provide “that the legal effect shall be re- 

! led“? 

Mr. WINSLOW. It does not strike me as being correct, but 
I would not want to say there was not some sense in the last 
clause of the section. We might agree upon a substitute for the 
word “ repealed ” if it is important. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I thought it was not the purpose to make 
nugatory the actions under all of the orders; that what is 
desired is only to make nugatory the orders as to any future 
lacts. There may be a considerable number of actions pending 
arising out of these orders. What is desired is to terminate 
their applicability when a new agreement is entered into. I 
wunt to see some legislation passed, but here you terminate 
‘action under these orders arising before they are substituted 
by a new a t but perhaps not concluded. 

Mr. WINSLOW. ‘That is what they said is the necessary 
thing to do. 

Mr. STAFFORD. They want to terminate everything, 
whether anything is pending or not? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Yes; they can not ratify the treaty until 
these orders are abrogated. 

Mr. STAFFORD. These orders, as I recall, were issued by 
the Secretary of War, Mr. Taft, to promulgate certain rules of 
conduct on the Canal Zone, and I thought what was desired 
was to only terminate them after a new substitute agreement 
had been entered into. 

Mr. WINSLOW. If the gentleman will turn to the letter of 
transmittal from the President of the United States, I shall 
ask his attention to the following language: 

As soon as the Congress — 4 beg the authority to abrogate the existing 

the ne; a w 
988 e Voin “che 8 of the Gaited State — . 
the Government of Panama. 

That would seem to indieate that it could not be done before, 
and it would seem from the fact that the Senate had passed 
this bill and had debated it, and from all of the testimony of 
the State Department which we have in a communication 
from the Acting Secretary of State, that those who had most 
to do with it might likely be right as to the modus operandi. 


Mr. STAFFORD. Considerable weight should be given to the 


fact that this was prepared by the State Department. I do not 
know whether it is prepared by an underling or what position 
sueh underling may hold in the State Department, but I am 
pointing out what perhaps was a difficulty that was not con- 
sidered by the person drafting the bill. I am not casting any 
reflection: 

Mr. WINSLOW- 
the President of the United States and from the State Depart- 
ment, regardless of who may have drafted the bill. 


We had before us the communication from 


Mr. STAFFORD. I do not wish to refer to the recession of 
these orders. I do not think we should cancel them so that 
actions taken under them that are binding and not concluded 
would be declared nugatory. 

Mr. WINSLOW. It is too mueh for me, I am free to say. 

Mr. TILSON. If the gentleman will yield, let us get at what 
is really intended here. It seems to say that certain Executive 
orders issued prior to August 24, 1912, by that act eertain legal 
effects were given to these orders. Is that correct? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Quite right; that has been referred to. 

Mr. TILSON. Certain legal effects which they practically 
did not have up to that time were conferred upon these orders 
by the act of Congress approved August 24, 1912. Now, it is 
the intention to repeal any such legal effects as that act con- 
ferred upon those orders, and it seems to me that may be the 
proper thing. 

Mr. WINSLOW. In the communication between the State 
Department and the President of the Senate it appears— 

By the Panama Canal act of August 24, 1912, these orders, to- 
gether with all other orders and regulations promulgated in the Canal 

ne by order of the President for the government and sanitation of 
the Canal Zone and construction of the Panama Canal, were ratified 
— 5 — as valid and binding until Congress should otherwise 

I understand the process is this: That whenever existing laws 
are repealed. the State Department is free to go ahead and make 
& treaty. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Surely, I thoroughly agree that some ac- 
tion should be taken by Congress so as to permit the admin- 
istration to enter into a new treaty with the Republic of 
Panama. I am not going to press the suggestion that the word 
“repealed” is very awkward. It does say legal effect repealed ; 
it would be better to say terminated, or would cease. 

: Mr. WINSLOW, I think it would be safer to leave it as 
t is. 

MR. STAFFORD. I shall pardon such State Department 
underling who uses such bad language. I am not going to 
press it, as this has passed the scrutiny of a great committee 
body at the other end of the Capitol. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WINSLOW. I will. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. As I recall, we had no hearings on 
this bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. WINSLOW. We had no hearings, and none were called 
for by the committee. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. It is my recollection that the explana- 
tien made to us was that during the construction of the canal 
certain ordinances were promulgated by the Executive relating 
to the control of the canal, and those ordinances have been 
subsequently ratified by Congress, thus giving them the effect 
of law. And now that the canal has been completed, those 


| crdinances are no longer applicable, yet the Executive can not 


change them because the Congress has made them law, and 
it was desired that they be repealed in order to promulgate 
ordinances. which would be applicable to the present state of 
affairs. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Quite so. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I will say to the gentleman that I have 
no recollection of anything being said to the committee of its 


being necessary to get these ordinances out of the way in order 
to make a treaty with Panama. 


Mr. WINSLOW. That clearly was said. The chairman dis- 
tinctly read the report which we have here from the Senate. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I had in my mind in voting the bill out 
we were simply freeing the hands of the Executive to deal 
with present conditions upon the Panama Canal Zone relating 
solely to the operation of the canal, and that the matter had no 
international aspect. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Quite to the contrary. It was for the pur- 
pose of ratifying the treaty with Panama. That sticks out all 
over the bill and all printed matter in re. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. The gentleman means the negotiation 


of a treaty? 
Mr. WINSLOW. Yes. 
Mr. DENISON. This situation with respect to Panama is 


somewhat different from the ordinary treaty. There were cer- 
tain contracts or agreements entered Into by the Secretary of 
War under what was termed “orders” during construction 
days, and they were in the nature of working contracts or 
agreements with the Republic of Panama. Now, the act of Con- 
gress known as the Panama Canal act gave them the force of a 
statute or act of Congress. by especially referring to the orders, 
and gave them the force and effect of a law or an act of Con- 
gress. Therefore the President eam not abrogate them and can 
not negotiate a new treaty in their place without a specific act 
of Congress. 
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Mr. HUDDLESTON. What we are really doing in legal 
effect is to denounce the treaty with Panama. 

Mr. WINSLOW. No; we are authorizing the President to 
do so. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON, Let me suggest that it is unnecessary, 
as preliminary to the negotiation of a treaty, that we should 
repeal or take any action with reference to an existing treaty. 
That all comes within the scope of the new treaty. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman permit a question, with 
the consent of the gentleman in charge? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Go ahead. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Congress having validated these orders of 
the Secretary of War by a confirmatory act in 1912, that makes 
them the legislation of Congress, so far as the government of 
the Canal Zone is concerned. I question very much, in view 
of the fact of Congress having passed legislation relating to the 
internal affairs of the Canal Zone, whether a treaty entered 
into between our Government and the Republic of Panama can 
supersede these existing enactments of Congress. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I think that on further reflection the 
gentleman will not have tnat doubt, because the Constitution 
gives treaties equal effect with the laws of the land passed by 
Congress, and it has been held many times that laws may be 
repealed by the subsequent ratification of treaties inconsistent 
with them. There is no doubt about that. We can ratify a 
treaty with Panama which in a constitutional manner will be- 
come the law of the land and supersede and repeal all laws 
in conflict with it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. This relates to what we consider to be 
almost the sovereignty of the country. It is true, the zone is 
held under a perpetual lease, but the Hay-Pauncefote treaty 
gives our Government virtual authority over it. 

The very first act that I was called upon to pass upon more 
than 20 years ago in this House was an act validating the Cuban 
reciprocity compact entered into between our Government under 
President Roosevelt and the Republic of Cuba. The pact re- 
quired a validating act. So far as the law applying to the 
Isthmus of Panama is concerned, Congress having passed legis- 
lation applying to that zone, I question very much whether the 
negotiation of a treaty would supersede that law over that which 
we consider as our own dominion. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I was entirely satisfied with the ex- 
planation given in the committee, but I trust the gentleman from 
Massachusetts will pardon me for saying that I am not satisfied 
with the explanation given to-day on the floor. 

Mr. WINSLOW. It is the same one. Perhaps the gentleman 
was paying more attention now. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Perhaps I have brightened up from 
what I was in committee. I will say to the gentleman that I 
would like some one from the State Department to give me a bet- 
ter explanation of what is to be done than we have yet received. 

Mr. WINSLOW. The committee was of opinion that we had 
received sufficient information. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. From the explanation given in the com- 
mittee, I understood the bill had no relation to our international 
relations with Panama. I understood that it applied only to the 
Canal Zone, which is exclusively under American jurisdiction. 

Mr. WINSLOW. It is a pleasure to hear that, because this is 
the first time the gentleman from Alabama has ever been caught 
napping in the committee. [Laughter.] 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
Senate joint resolution. 

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read a third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next one, 

AIR MAIL SERVICE. 

The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 11193) to encourage commercial aviation 
and authorizing the Postmaster General to contract for air 
mail service, and prescribing rate of transportation and postage 
thereon, 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
I regard this bill as being too important to be considered on 
the Unanimous Consent Calendar, I object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is made. The Clerk will report 
the next one. 

EXCHANGE OF LAND WITH THE CITY OF BOISE, IDAHO. 

The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent was 
the bill (H. R. 12007) providing for the conveyance of certain 
land to the city of Boise, Idaho, and from the city of Boise, 
Idaho. to the United States. 

The title of the bill was read. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER, The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc.. That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
hereby, authorized and empowered to convey by quitclaim deed to the 
city of Boise, Ada County, Idaho, for enlargement of the State Capitol 
Park, and for no other purpose, all right, title, and interest of the 
United States of America in and to the alley running east and west 
through block 54, in which is located the post-office site in the said 
city: Provided, however, That the city shall not have the right to sell 
and convey the said premises. nor to devote the same to any other 
purposes t as hereinbefore described, and shall not erect thereon 
any structures or improvements except such as are incidental to bound- 
aries and ornamentation as part of the State capitol grounds; and in 
the event that os pr shall not be used as part of the said State 
capitol grounds, and cared for and maintained as such, the right, title, 
and interest hereby authorized to be conveyed shall revert to the 
United States: Provided also, That the city of Boise shall convey to 
the United States for alley purposes, in accordance with a resolution 
of the city council of Boise, April 25, 1922, a strip of Jand in said 
block 54 as now laid out for such purposes, commencing at the north- 
east intersection of the post-office site (addition) with Jefferson Street; 
thence with said Jefferson Street, crossing sai alley. 20 feet; thence 
in a southwesterly direction 78 feet 6 inches; thence in a reverse curve, 
following the curb now in place, to a north lot line of the said post- 
office site; thence along said lot line, northwesterly, approximately 49 
feet to a point ; thence northeasterly to the point of beginning. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill, 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next one. 


STANDARD OF WEIGHTS AND MEASURES, 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 7103) to establish the standard of weights 
and measures for the following wheat-mill and corn-mill pred- 
ucts, namely, flours, hominy, grits, and meals, and all com- 
mercial feeding stuffs, and for other purposes. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, this is too important a 
bill—— 

Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman withhold his 
objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD, I will be glad to withhold the objection 
for a while. : 

Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, this bill, as the gentleman will 
remember, was threshed out on the floor of the House and 
passed by this House by a unanimous vote after a considera- 
tion of two days. It was amended and passed, and it went to 
the Senate and was favorably reported by the Senate commit- 
tee just two days before the last session of Congress adjourned, 
and there was not time to pass it in the Senate. It is now pre- 
sented, amended just as it passed the House before. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I have had some regrets in 
the past that I was not a Member of the last Congress. I may 
have some regrets later I am not to be a Member of the next 
Congress. When I am out of Congress in these intermittent 
periods between the terms of service which it has been my 
privilege to render here, I do not give any attention whatsoever 
to the affairs of Congress. I put the animal behind me. I 
was unaware until the gentleman apprised me of the fact that 
this bill had been considered in the last Congress and had been 
passed virtually by both bodies. I thought it was a new propo- 
sition. If it had been a new bill, I would have objected. True, 
this is a new Congress, but the last Congress perhaps might not 
have been just as good a Congress as this. And yet I am will- 
ing to accept the action of that Congress in its determination 
as to what should be the policy as to the size of the flour bag. 
I withdraw the reservation of objection. 

Mr. BLANTON. If my colleagues are going to take any hope 
at all out of the gentleman’s remarks they must not hope beyond 
two years, because very likely the gentleman will be back in the 
Sixty-ninth Congress. [Applause.] 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. WINGO. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, 
as I understand the gentleman confines this standardization and 
the criminal penalties to the sale of original packages of grits, 
hominy, etc. There is nothing in the bill that would impose any 
liability upon the farmer or small local miller for selling his 
own products or the products of his neighbors. 

Mr. VESTAL. Not at all. 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman has covered that point so that 


there is no doubt about it, has he? 

Mr. VESTAL. Les. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw any objection on my 
part. 
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Mr. BANKHEAD. How many sections are there in this bill? 

Mr. VESTAL. Eight sections. 

Mr. BANKHBAD. Is it unanimously reported from the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. VESTAL. Unanimously reported. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etoc., That the standard of weights for the following 
wheat-mill products, namely, hominy, ts, and meal, and all commer- 
cial feeding stuffs, shall be 100 pounds avoirdupols, and the standard 
measure for such commodities, whem the same are packed for sal 
shipped, sold, or offered for sale in pac of 5 prann or over, shali 
be a package containing net avoird weight 100 pounds, or a 
multiple of 100 pounds, or one of the following fractions thereof: 5 

, 25, or 50 pounds; and, in addition, for wheat flour only, 140 
pounds; and for commercial feeding stuffs only, 60, 70, or 80 pounds; 
each of which packages shall bear a plain, legible, and conspicuous 
statement of the net weight contained therein. 

With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 8, after the words “ wheat-mill” insert the words “and 


corn x 
Page 1, line 4, after the word “ namely,” insert the word “ flours.” 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the committee amend- 

ments, 

The committee amendments were agreed to. 

Mr, VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an amendment: 
On page 2, line 2, after the word “ flour,” add the words “and 
corn flour.” 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. VESTAL: Page 2, line 2, after the word 
“ flour,” insert the w “and corn flour.” 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman please eluci- 
date? I may be ignorant. Is that the same thing as what we 
know as corn meal? ` 

Mr. VESTAL. Corn meal. The exception was made tọ the 
140-pound sack of wheat flour and we want the same exceptior 
as to corn flour. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think if the gentleman would say “ corn 
meal” it would be much more universally understood. Down 
in our section of the country we would not know what was 
meant by corn flour. 

Mr. WINGO. Is not corn flour a violation of the health laws 
of some States? Corn flour is corn meal, but in some States the 
State boards of health will not permit corn flour to be sola, 
They will permit corn meal but not corn flour. I think the 
gentleman means corn meal—ground corn out of which corn 
bread is made? 

Mr. VESTAL. Yes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Indiana. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. That the standard pakases for the following wheat-mill and 
„ namely, urs, hominy, grits. and meals, and all 
comme feeding stuffs, when the same are packed, shipped, sold, or 
offered for sale in pac! of 5 pounds or over, shall those con- 
taining net avoirdupois weight 100 pounds, or - ae of 100 pounds, 
or the following fractions thereof: 5, 10, 25, and 50 po ; and, 

addition, for wheat flour only, 140 pounds; and for commercial 
feeding stuffs only, 60, 70, and 80 pounds. 

Mr. VESTAL. Mr. Speaker, I desire to offer an amendment 
in line 15, page 2, after the word “ flour insert the words “ and 
corn flour.” 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Indiana offers an 
amendment which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. VESTAL: Page 2, line 15, after the word 
“flour” insert “and corn flour.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The Clerk resumed and completed the reading of the bill. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out 
the last word. I understood the chairman of the committee to 
say that this would not apply to the small merchant. 3 

Mr. VESTAL. This applies to the sale in unbroken pack- 
ages. 
Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Section 2 provides— 

That the standard packages for the following wheat-mill and corn- 

mill products, REET fours, hominy, grits, and meals, and all com- 

mercial feeding stuffs. when the same are packed, shipped, sold, or 

offered for sale in packages of 5 pounds or over, shall hose con- 
taining net avoirdupois weight 100 2 or multiples of 100 pounds, 
or the following fractions thereof: 5, 10, 25, and 50 pounds— 

That includes feed, feed stuffs, grits, and meals. A man goes 
to a small miller, such as we have in pretty nearly all our lit- 
tle country towns, and buys some corn meal or buys some feed 
for stock to put in sacks. If I understand this act correctly, it 
is going to be necessary for this miller to weigh his stuff and 


to mark on the sack what it contains. It must be 100 pounds, 50 
pounds, 25 pounds, or some other prescribed weight. If there 
is any exception to that as regards the size of the business a 
man does, I have not been able to find it yet. I do not think 
the committee intended to make it necessary for the little fel- 
low who runs a little business in a country town to have to 
comply with all these formalities, do you? 

Mr. VESTAL. An exception is made of commercial feeding 
stuffs when they are packed, shipped, or sold or offered for sale 
in packages, that they shall contain certain weights. That is 
different from the rest of the bill. 

These packages must contain 60, 70, or 80 pounds. This was 
put in for the purpose of taking care of the farmer who uses 
corn sacks in going to the mill to buy feed. But the original 
packages of flour or corn meal must have 100 pounds or a deci- 
mal part of 100 pounds. It all comes back to this proposition, 
that by custom in the United States a barrel of flour contains 
196 pounds. We propose that the barrel shall contain 200 
pounds instead of 196. It would be all right to have it at 196 
pounds if they carried it out when they come down to the sub- 
division, but some eighths of a barrel will contain only 233 
pounds. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Ilinois. Let us concede all that to be true. 
You go to the mill or the place where they grind their own 
grist and buy a sack of corn meal or a sack of feed 

Mr. VESTAL. You can buy any amount you desire. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. But where do you get it in the 
bill? Section 3 includes flours, hominy, grits and meals, and 
commercial feedstuffs, and says it shall be one of the standard 
measures in section 2. If that does not include the man who 
sells you a sack of corn meal, I do not know what it does mean. 

Mr. VESTAL. You could go in and buy 26 or 18 pounds of 
corn meal, but if he puts it up in packages he must mark on 
the packages what those packages contain. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. If he sells a sack of feed in the 
original sack, he must stamp the number of pounds in the 
package, and it must be of a certain weight. 

Mr. VESTAL. Yes; but if you come in and ask for 15 or 18 
pounds of corn meal, he can break a sack and put in what you 
ask for and sell you any amount. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I think you are entailing a lot of 
extraordinary work on the little country millers. I am not 
going to object to it, but I want to call attention to the fact 
that the little fellows over the country have got to go to a lot 
k expense and trouble to comply with the conditions of this 

W. 

Mr. VESTAL. I do not believe that is true, because I do not 
know a single miller or a single jobber or commission merchant 
that objects to this bill. They all of them want the bill and 
think it would be for the interest of the people. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I think they would be for the bill; 
but if you ask the little fellows in the little towns, they will 
not be for it. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, both the gentleman from INi- 
nois and the gentleman from Indiana have spoken about carry- 
ing the corn to the mill, when neither of them ever rode old 
Beck to the mill to get the corn ground, and how are they going 
to give us any information? 

Mr. VESTAL. I will say that I have. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. I would like to have the attention of the gentleman from 
Indiana and the gentleman from Ilinois. I did not have time 
to read this bill fully before I found it was coming up, but the 
gentleman assured me sincerely that he believes the bill would 
do what he suggests, that it would not interfere along the lines 
that the gentleman from Illinois has been expressing a fear about. 
I want to suggest to the gentleman that I think he ought to put 
in some language like this at the end of line 10, page 3: “ Pro- 
vided, That the sale of irregular, broken lots sold by actual 
weight shall not be unlawful.” I know what the gentleman wants 
to get hold of; it is the original packages put up in a fancy 
style, or feed in large shipments that he wants to prevent being 
sold by short weight. But you do not want to prohibit the small 
miller, the local merchant, who will grind meal, from selling the 
product in any quantity at his mill. 

Mr. VESTAL. Not at all. That was discussed, and Judge 
Gard offered an amendment. 

Mr. WINGO. Would the gentleman object to this language?— 
“Provided, That the sale of irregular, broken lots by actual 
weight shall not be unlawful.” 

Mr. VESTAL. I do not think it would do any good. 
think it is necessary. 

Mr. WINGO. I think it expresses the idea which I had in 
mind and which the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM] had 
in mind. 


I do not 
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Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I do not want to interfere with the 
little feHows, and neither do you, 

Mr. VESTAL. Certainly not. 

Mr. RHODES. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VESTAL. Certainly. 

Mr. RHODES. Is this the bill which the millers over the 
eountry are in favor of? 

Mr. VESTAL. ‘This is the bill. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I want to offer an amend- 
ment, and it is better to have it come in at the end of line 10, 
page 3, which we have passed. 

Mr. VESTAL. I have no objection to it. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent. that 
we return to page 3, line 10, in order that I may offer the 
amendment which I have indicated. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Arkansas? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend, at the end of 
line 10, page 3, by inserting the following proviso: 

Provided, That the sale of irregular broken lots by actual weight 
shall not be unlawful, 

Mr. VESTAL. I have no objection to that. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Winco: Page 3, line 10, after the word 
measure“ strike out the period, insert a colon and the followin 
language: “ Provided, That the sale of irregular broken lots by actua 
weight shall not be unlawful.” 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, what does the gentleman 
mean by “irregular, broken lots”? Of course, we have some 
concept in our mind as to what that means, but has the law 
enforcement officer that same thing in mind? 

Mr. WINGO. You have to take it in connection with the 
language with which it is used: The original idea is to stand- 
ardize these packages, that where they purport to be of cer- 
tain weight they must be of that weight, and we are trying to 
regulate commefcial packing. The merchant might want to 
sell a broken package of 7 pounds of corn meal, or the miller 
might have an odd lot, and he can say to his customer “I will 
sell you a hundred and odd pounds.” The idea was to restrict 
it to the commercialized packing to be sold in original packages. 
My idea is to provide for a situation where the housewife 
wants to buy 7 pounds of meal, say. In that case the mer- 
chant may take it out of a barrel or he may break one of these 
packages and sell it without having to label it, as is provided 
with these standard-sized containers. 

Mr. VESTAL. That is what we tried to do in the bill before, 
and I thought it had been done. 

Mr. STAFFORD, The word “regular” or the word “ irregu- 
lar” did not occur in the bill at all? 

Mr. VESTAL. No. 

Mr. WINGO. You are trying to reach the regular sale of 
standardized packages, and the sale of others would be irregu- 
lar and would be in broken quantities, which the small mer- 
chant or miller might want to dispose of. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr, SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out 
the last two words for the purpose of making an inquiry. I 
notice that in the latter part of section 4 it is provided that 
when these packages are made up for export and it is later 
determined that it is not desirable to export the commodity, 
that they may be sold here in the packages in which they were 
originally packed for export. 

Mr. VESTAL. By special contract. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Does not the gentleman anticipate 
that there might be a good deal of confusion in the local 
market if he permits that exception? 

Mr. VESTAL. No; I do not think so. The fact is that the 
sale of wheat flour and corn-meal flour to all European coun- 
tries is in packages of 140 pounds. We have made this excep- 
tion here of 140 pounds, and we have also made the exception 
further in section 4 just as the gentleman has mentioned, that 
when the packages are intended for export they can be placed 
in different sized packages than those named in the bill. The 
fact Is that they will be put in 140-pound packages. The bakers 
of the country use 140-pound packages, so that we feel that if 
they were intended originally for export and then were not sold, 
that they would probably all be taken by the bakers, anyway, 
and there would be no confusion about it. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Does not the bill authorize the 
sale of these packages of the size desired by bakers under the 
general terms of it? 

Mr. VESTAL. Yes. 


Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. 
to make this excepton? 

Mr. VESTAL. I really did not think it was necessary, but to 
some foreign countries, outside of Europe, they sell in different 
sized packages. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was erdered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


GRADE OF ENLISTED MEN. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 4037) to amend the grade percentages of en- 
listed men as described in section 4b of the national defense 
aet, as amended. r y 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that this may go over for two weeks. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin asks unani- 
mous consent that this bill may retain its place on the cal- 
endar and be passed over without prejudice. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 


PECOS COUNTY, TEX. 


The next business on tħe Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 6423) to detach Pecos County, in the State 
of Texas, from the Del Rio division of the western judicial 
district of Texas and attach the same to the El Paso division 
of the western judicial district of said State. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of the bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject, as I recall, already in this we arranged to 
have this county of Pecos made a part of the El Paso division 
of the western judicial district of Texas. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I will state to the gentleman that the 
bill was passed by both Houses of Congress, but an error was 
discovered in it and we had to have the President veto it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I was wondering whether they changed 
their minds frequently down there. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Oh, no; they never change their minds 
down there on the Pecos, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That Pecos County, in the State of Texas, be, 

from th 


and the same is hereby, detached e Del Rio division of the 
western judicial district of the State of Texas and attached to and 


If that is so, why is it necessary 


made a part of the El Paso division of the western judicial district of 


said State. 

Sec. 2. That all process against ms resident in said coun 
of Pecos and cognizable before the United States district court sha 
be issued out of and made returnable to said court at Pecos City, and 
that all prosecutions against ns for offenses committed in said 
eounty of Pecos shall be tried said court at EI Paso or Pecos City: 
Provided, That no civil or criminal cause begun and pending prior to 
the passage of this act shall be in any way affected by it. 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I move to strike out the last 
word. Before the redistricting of the State of Texas, at the 
time I represented the old sixteenth district, it embraced Pecos 
County, and I then introduced a bill myself to do just exactly 
what this bill does. Later, the State was redistricted and that 
splendid county was given to my distinguished colleague [Mr. 
HupsPetH] to my loss. Later in this Congress he reintroduced 
the bill, and on one unanimous-consent day the preamble of the 
bill led me to believe that it was the bill creating new courts 
and providing for additional district judges. Inadvertently I 
objected to its consideration at that time, thinking it was that 
additional judges’ bill. 

As soon as I found out that I was in error, I withdrew all 
opposition, but in the meantime the rule was asked to be sus- 
pended. I just wanted to make this statement merely to indi- 
cate to these splendid, good people out there in Pecos County, 
because they are some of the best people in the State of Texas, 
that I have no opposition whatever to the changing of the 
district in which their court was held, in view of the fact that 
the press there indicated opposition from me. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. Hupsreru, a motion to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
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BRIDGE ACROSS THE ALLEGHENY RIVER IN VENANGO COUNTY, PA, 


The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the bill (H. R. 13808) granting the consent of Con- 
gress to the commissioners of Venango County, their successors 
and assigns, to construct a bridge across the Allegheny River 
iy the State of Pennsylvania. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the commissioners of Venango County, Pa., and their successors and 
assigns, to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge and beg Bsc 
thereto across the 5 River, at a int suitable to the interests 

-of navigation, at Oil ty, Pa., connecting Petroleum Street, on the 
south side of the river, with North Petroleum Street, on the north 
side of the river, in the county of Venango, in the State of Pennsyl- 
vania, in accordance with the provisions the act entitled “An act t 
regulate the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” approy 
March 23, 1906. 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


-The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 


DRAWLESS BRIDGES ACROSS A CERTAIN PORTION OF CHARLES RIVER, 
MASS. 


The next business in order on the Unanimous Consent Calen- 
dar was the bill (H. R. 13760) to amend an act entitled “An act 
to authorize the construction of drawless bridges across a cer- 
tain portion of the Charles River, in the State of Massachu- 
setts,” approved November 14, 1921. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? [After a pause,] The Chair hears none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act to authorize the construction of 
drawless bridges across a certain rtion of the Charles River, in the 
State of Massachusetts, approved November 14, 1921, is hereby amended 
to read as follows: 

“That the pera be ener Park Commission, or any town or city, or 
any other public authorized by the State of Massachusetts, all or 
any of them, be, and they hereby are, authorized te construct, at any 
time hereafter, drawless bridges across the Charles River, in the State 
of Massachusetts, connecting Massachusetts Avenue in Cambridge and 
Massachusetts Avenue in Boston, and at any other points upon said 
river at, near, or above said Massachusetts Avenue: Provided, That 
said bridges shall be at least 12 feet above the ordinary level of th 
water in the basin over the main ship channel, and the piers an 
other obstructions to the flow of the river shall be constructed in such 
form and in such places as the Secretary of War shall approve: Pro- 
vided further, That before the construction of said bri , or any of 
them, is begun, the State of Massachusetts shall, by legislative enact- 
ment, provide for adequate compensation to the owner or owners of 
wharf property used as such on or before the 1st day of January, 1921, 
situated on said river above any of said bridges, for damages, it any, 
caused to said property by reason of interference with the accesa by 
water thereto enjoyed on the Ist day of January, 1921, and theretofore, 
because of the construction of said bridge or bridges without a draw: 
And provided further, That said legislative enactment shall provide 
that any person or persons entitled to any such damages to property 
may have the same determined by a jury of the superior court for the 
county of Suffolk or for the county of Middlesex, in said State of Mas- 
sachusetts, on 0 80 therefor filed within two years after any of said 
2 ga a draw causing such damage have been opened to pub- 

e travel, 

“Except as inconsistent herewith, this act shall be subject to the 
provisions of an act entitled ‘An act to regulate the construction of 

ridges over navigable waters,’ approved March 23, 1906." 

Sec. 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 


The committee amendment was read, as follows: 

Page 2, line 15, strike out the words “ or above.“ 

The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I move to amend the bill 
in section 1 by striking out lines 11 to 25, inclusive, on page 2 
and the first two lines on page 3. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2, beginning with line 11, strike out all of page 2 and lines 
1 and 2 on page 3. 

Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I promised certain mem- 
bers of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
that I would offer this amendment when the bill came before 
the House. It seems that when this bill was heard before the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce quite a num- 
ber of the members of the committee who were not present 
when the bill, which afterwards became a law, approved No- 
vember 14, 1921, was before the committee, objected to this 
damage provision on the ground that none of the other bridge 
bills reported by the committee had contained any such pro- 
vision. When I drew the original bill I inserted this damage 
proviso because I understood that the War Department would 
require it. It seems that almost 20 years ago, when the first 


bill was introduced in Congress to provide for the construction 


of a bridge across the Charles River between the cities of Cam- 
bridge and Boston without a draw, it being a new proposition, 
the War Department objected to granting permission to build 
any such bridges without a draw as all the bridges on the 
Charles River at that time had draws. Finally a compromise 
bill was passed with a provision requiring that before the 
bridge should be constructed the legislature of Massachusetts 
must provide by statute for the determination of damages, if 
any, to the riparian owners. 

Now, as a matter of fact, the whole matter was litigated 
when this first bridge, which is located below this bridge, was 
constructed without a draw. That bridge was allowed to be 
constructed without a draw, and the owners or lessees of 
wharyes along the river who considered that they had been 
damaged had an opportunity to bring their suits in the superior 
court of either Middlesex or Suffolk County, and the matter 
was adjudicated. Now it seems that, owing to the fact that 
Congress has already passed two acts permitting the construc- 
tion of bridges without a draw, both above and below this pro- 
posed bridge, the War Department is no longer interested in 
having any such condition precedent inserted in this bill. And 
the War Department being agreeable in order to meet the ob- 
jections of members of the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce to the effect that Congress ought not to go into 
the question of damages, which is entirely a State matter, any 
parties who think that they may be damaged having the right 
under the State law to bring proceedings in the courts of Massa- 
chusetts, I agreed to offer this amendment. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DALLINGER. Certainly. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under the authorization providing for the 
erection of a drawless bridge below the Harvard Bridge, did 
any of the upper owners of property, utilizing the bridge, as I 
remember, for some 30 years back, bring damage suits? 

Mr. DALLINGER. They did. 

Mr, STAFFORD. Did all of them bring damage suits? 

Mr. DALLINGER, All had an opportunity. to bring them, 
and they again had the opportunity when the so-called Stadium 
Bridge bill was passed, which also had a damage clause to it. 

Mr. STAFFORD. So the gentleman's contention is that if 
any of the upper property owners on the Charles had any claim 
for damages arising from the closing of the lower bridge they 
had full reparation under that bill in their claim for. damages, 
and it is not necessary to pass this supplemental enabling pro- 
vision? 

Mr. DALLINGER. Exactly; and even if they have any pos- 
sible claim for additional damages, they would have their remedy 
in the Massachusetts courts, regardless of any provision in an 
act of Congress. Moreover, there are no owners or lessees of 
land on the banks of the river who, in my opinion, can be af- 
fected. Practically all of the land on both sides of the river 
from Cambridge Bridge, which took the place of the old West 
Boston Bridge, clear up to Watertown, has either been taken as 
a public park or is about to be taken. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DALLINGER. Yes. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. These are not drawbridges, as I under- 
stand? 

Mr. DALLINGER. The bridges in between the Cambridge 
Bridge and the Stadium Bridge now have draws. As a matter 
of fact, however, for the last few years the draw on the Har- 
vard Bridge has been seldom opened. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. Does not the gentleman think that the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the War 
Department ought to look into the question of doing away with 
drawbridges throughout the country? I notice in Europe they 
do not have bridges with draws and smokestacks and crow’s 
nest when you go over a bridge. I do not understand why Con- 
gress does not give attention to that, 4 

Mr. DENISON. The War Department has full authority to 
give attention to that now. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I know the War Department has authority 
to give attention to that, but the War Department ought to be 
instructed to look into this question. 

Mr. DENISON. They do look into it. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. We can certainly amend this bridge act 


ere, 
Mr. DENISON. We can not go into details. We give that 
department authority to look into it. 

Mr. OLDFIELD. I know; but it seems to me we ought to 
take it up with the War Department and pass an act of Con- 


h 


gress. 

Mr. WINSLOW. 
[Laughter. } 

Mr. OLDFIELD. 


Let us think it over and do that, some day. 


It would be well to do it. 
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TILSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
DALLINGER. Yes. 
Mr. TILSON. There is one drawless below this. What is 
that? 


Mr. DALLINGER. The new Cambridge Bridge, so called. 
which took the place of the old West Boston Bridge. 

Mr. TILSON. Then what is the other? 

Mr. DALLINGER. It is the Stadium Bridge or Lars Ander- 
son Bridge, near Harvard University. 

Mr. TILSON. This is between the two? 

Mr. DALLINGER. Yes; about a mile above the first bridge 
which I mentioned and about 2 miles below the Stadium Bridge. 

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to the consideration of 
this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

On motion of Mr. DALLINGER, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE NANTICOKE RIVER, DEL, 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 13807) granting the consent of Congress to 
the Delaware State highway department to construct a bridge 
across the Nanticoke River. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. GRAHAM of IHinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that Senate bill 4346, now on the Speaker’s table, 
may be considered in lieu of this bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. GRAHAM] 
asks unanimous consent that Senate bill 4346 be considered 
in place of the House bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


A bill (S. 4346 ting the consent of Congress to the Delaware 
( V 


State Highway 
coke River. 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Delaware State way ent and its successors and 
assigns to construct, ma „ and operate a bri and approaches 
thereto across the Nanticoke River at a point suitable to the interests 
of navigation at or near Seaford, in the county of Sussex, in the State 


of Dela in accordance with the provisions of the act entitled “An 
act to re te the construction of bridges over navigable waters,” 
approved rch 28, 1906. 


The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the similar House bill 
will be laid on the table. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE FOX RIVER, ILL. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 13410) granting the consent of Congress to 
the city of Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Fox 
River. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? z 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate bill 4169, now on the Speaker’s table, 
may be considered in lieu of this House bill. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the Senate bill 4169 be considered in lieu 
of the House bill. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


bri 
reachin, 


end of Main Street with the east end of Galena Street in said city, 


county, and State, in accordance with the provisions of the act enti- 
tled “An act to ridges 
waters,” approved 


te the construction of b 
arch 23, 1906. 


over un 


Sec. 2. That said city of Aurora be, and it is hereby, further author- 
ized and empowered to construct all necessary abutments, piers, and 
other structures for the 8 of this end and to move, 
change, and reconstruct the ng dam if necessary. 

Spc. 8. That the authority empowered to construct said bridge and 
to initiate and consummate the actual erection of said bridge shall 
per for a period of five years from and after the date of the passage 


Sec. 4. s 
8 That tan right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. I ask unanimous consent, Mr. 
Speaker, that the House bill be laid on the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from IIlinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the House bill be laid on the table. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


BRIDGE OVER THE COLUMBIA RIVER. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 4260) to extend the time for the construction 
of a bridge over the Columbia River, between the States of 
Oregon and Washington, at a point approximately 5 miles up- 
stream from Dalles City, Wasco County, in the State of Oregon. 

The title of the bill was read. 

The SPEAKER. Is there ebjection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the times for commencing and completing . 
the construction of a bridge, authorized by act of Congress approved 
January 21, 1922, to be built by The Da Oregon-Washington Toll 
Bridge Co., a corporation of the State of Oregon, its successors and 
assigns, over the Columbia River, at a point approximately 5 miles 
upstream from Dalles City, Wasco County, in the State of Oregon, to 
a point on the opposite shore in the State of Washington, are hereby 


= ae one and three years, respectively, from the date of approval 


Sec, 2. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
Senate bill. 

The Senate bill was ordered to be read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed. 

Mr, SINNOTT. Mr. Speaker, I move to reconsider the vote 
by which the bill was passed and I move to lay that motion on 
the table. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oregon moves to re- 
consider the vote by which the bill was passed and he moves 
to lay that motion on the table. Without objection it will be so 


red. 
Mr. STAFFORD. I object. Mr. Speaker. 
TEXAS PACIFIC RAILROAD co. 


The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill (S. 4029) amendatory of 
and supplemental to an act entitled “ An act to incorporate the 
Texas Pacific Railroad Co., and to aid in the construction of 
its road, and for other purposes,” approved March 3, 1871, and 
acts supplemental thereto, approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, 
March 3, 1873, and June 22, 1874. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present consid- 
eration of this bill? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama objects. The 
Clerk will report the next bill. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks that before that is done 
na calendar ought to be called. The Clerk will report the next 

SECTION 3480 OF THE REVISED STATUTES. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (S. 1016) to amend an act entitled “An act to 
Araiye section 3480 of the Revised Statutes of the United 

tates.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that a querum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama makes the 
point of order that a quorum is not present. Evidently there is 
no quorum present. 

Mr. MONDELL. I move a call of the House. 
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A call of the House was ordered. 


The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members failed 


to answer to their names: 


The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Wyoming moves a call 
of the House. 


Abernethy Edmonds Kreider Reed, W. Va. 
‘Anderson Fairchild Kunz Riddick 
Ansorge Fairfield Lam Riordan 
Anthony Pish Langley Roach 
Aswell Frear Lea, Calif. Robertson 
Atkeson Free Leatherwood Rodenberg 
facharach Gahn N. Rose 
rkley Garner Lehlbach Rosenbloom 
Bixler Gifford Little Oss 
Blakene: Gilbert Lowrey Rucker 
Bland, Ind. Glynn Luce yan 
Boies Goodykoontz Luhring Sabath 
Bond Gould McArthur Sanders, N. Y. 
Brand Graham, Pa. McLaughlin, Pa. Scott, Mich. 
Brennan Green, lowa MacGregor Scott, Tenn. 
Britten Greene, Vt. Maloney hreve 
Brooks, Pa. iriest Mansfield legel 
Brown, Tenn, Griffin Martin Smith, Mich, 
Burke Hays Merritt Snyder 
Butler Himes Michaelson Stiness 
Byrns, Tenn. Huck ilis Stoll 
Cable Hukriede Moore, III. Sullivan 
Campbell, Kans, Humphreys, Miss. Moore, Va. Tague 
Cannou Husted Morin Taylor, Ark. 
Carew Hutchinson Mudd Taylor, N. J. 
Chandler, N. Y.  Jefferis, Nebr. Nelson, J. M Taylor, Tenn. 
Chandler, Okla. Jeffers, Ala. O'Brien Ten Eyck 
Clague Johnson, Wash. O'Connor Thomas 
Clarke, N. X. Jones, Pa. Ipp Timberlake 
Classon Jones, Tex. Osborne Tucker 
Cockran Kahn Overstreet Upshaw 
d Keller 5 olk 
Connolly, Pa. Kelley, Mich Park, Ga. Ward, N. Y. 
‘opley Kelly, Pa. Patterson, Mo. Wheeler 
Crago Kendall Patterson, N.J. White, Kans. 
Crowther Kenned Paul White, Me. 
Cullen Kindred Perlman ise 
vis, Minn Ki Petersen Wood, Ind. 
Deal Kir 8 Lou Woods, Va 
Drane Kitchin Pringey Woodyard 
Drewry Kleczka Rainey, Ala Yates 
Dunbar Kline, N. * Raker Zlulman 
unn 75 Ra mseyer 
er opp 5 
Echols Kraus Reed, N, Y. 


The SPEAKER. On this roll call 247 Members have answered 
to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I move to dispense with further proceed- 
ings under the call. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves to dis- 
peuse with further proceedings under the call. Without ob- 
jection, the motion will be agreed to. 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. 


TEXAS & PACIFIC RAILROAD CO. 


Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (S. 4029) to amend and supplement the act 
entitled “An act to incorporate the Texas & Pacific Railroad 
Co., and to aid in the construction of its road, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 3, 1871, and acts supplemental thereto, 
approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, March 3, 1873, and June 22, 
1874,” with an amendment which I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts moves to 
suspend the rules and pass a bill which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, eto, That in addition to the powers conferred by the 
act entitled “An act supplementary to au act entitled ‘An act to in- 
corporate the Texas & l'acific Railroad Co. and to aid in the con- 
‘struction of its road, and for other purposes,’ approved March 3, 1871,” 
approved May 2, 1872, the Texas & Pacific Railway Co. shall have 
power and authority at any time, or from time to time, by resolution 
of its board of directors, duly adopted at a meeting thereof held in 
accordance with its by-laws, and th the consent of the holders of a 
majority in amount of its then outstanding capital stock, expressed by 
wote in person or by proxy at a special meeting of said stockholders 


called for the purpose upon such notice as its by-laws uire for the 
calling of gach special meeting, to authorize an issue, or ues, of its 
ponds for the completion, equipment, maintenance, or repair Bees lines 

ons, ex- 


ef railroad, the tunding of any debt, the making of any ad 
tensions, or betterments to its property, or for any other lawful cor- 

rate purpose, without limitation in amount to $40,000 per mile of its 
Taen of railroad as prescribed by said act of Congress approved May 
2, 1872, but not in excess of $65,000 per mile, and and to secure said 
bonds, or any of them, by mortgage or other lien upon all or any por- 
tion of its franchises and property. 

Sec. 2. That the capital stock of the Texas & Pacific Railway Co. 
herctofore fixed by its hoard of directors pursuant to the provisions o 
said act of Congress approved March 3, 1871, at $50,000,000, may 
increased at any time, or from time to time, not to exceed in the aggre- 
gate $75,000,000, by resolution of its board of directors duly adopted 
at a meeting thereof held in accordance with its by-laws and with the 
consent of the holders of a majority in amount of its then outstandin 
capital stock, expressed by vote in person or by proxy at a meeting o 
sald stockholders called for the purpose upon such notice as its by- 
laws require for the calling of such special meeting. 

Any additional share of se gh stock so authorized shall be entitled 
to such rights, privileges, and priorities and preferences and be subject 


to such limitations and restrictious as may be determined by resolution 
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of the board of directors with like consent of the holders of majority 
in amount of the then outstan capital stock of the Texas & Pacific 
Railway Co.: Provided, That each share of outstanding capital stock, 
preferred or common, shall be entitled to one vote at every stockholders’ 
meeting, which may be voted in pereon or by written proxy. 

Sec. 3. That all power and authority granted by this act, or by any 
of the aforesaid acts, shall be subject in its exercise to the provisions 
of the interstate commerce act, or any act amendatory thereof or sup- 
plemental thereto from time to time in force. 

Sec. 4. That a copy of the resolution of the board of directors and of 
the stockholders, or of the proceedings at a stockholders’ meeting, au- 
thorizing any such increase in capital stock, or the issuance of any 
such bonds, and of the order of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
or other governmental agency authorizing the same, certified by the 
secretary of the Texas & Pacific Railway Co., shall be filed and re- 
corded in the Departmént of thè Interior, and when so filed shall be 
sufficient evidence of the power and authority of the Texas & Pacific 
Railway Co. to issue such additional stock or bonds. 

Sec. 5. That the Texas & Pacitie Railway Co., for the purposes of all 
actions at law pi or against it, real, personal, or mixed, and all suits 
in equity, shall be deemed a citizen of the State of Texas and an in- 
habitant of the county of Dallas, in said State: Provided, That no civil 
suit in tort brought against said railway company in the State courts 
of Louisiana or Arkansas may be removed by said railway company to 
any court of the United States on account of diverse citizenship. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I demand a second. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama demands a 
second. 

Mr, WINSLOW. I ask unanimous consent that a second be 
considered as ordered. 

The SPEAKER. The gentlemn from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that a second be considered as ordered. Is 
there objection? = 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Winstow] has 20 minutes and the 
[Mr. Huppieston] has 20 minutes. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Texas [Mr. SUMNERS]. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, this bill, as may be 
discovered from an examination of it, very clearly indicates its 
purpose. It was first introduced in the Senate. Some days 
thereafter I introduced it here. I am not as familiar with 
the facts as my colleague from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN], a member 
of the committee conducting the investigation and reporting 
the bill. I will make this very brief statement. The Texas 
& Pacific Railroad Co. is operating under a Federal charter. 
It is now in the hands of receivers. On account of the limita- 
tions upon the issuance of stock contained in its charter it 
finds itself under great difficulty in obtaining the funds neces- 
sary to discharge existing obligations and to make the better- 
ments required in order to give the character of service needed 
in the territory through which it operates, In brief, this bill 
proposes an increase in the limitation of the stock which may 
be issued; that increase, however. to be operative only when ap- 
plication has been made to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and approval had from that commission. In other words, the 
purpose of this bill is to give the Texas & Pacific Railroad Co. 
the same opportunity to go before the Interstate Commerce 
Commission and upon proper showing receive permission to 
execute its obligations and get money which the railroads of the 
country generally have, This bill is reported by the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce of the House, and my 
colleague from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] is more familiar with its 
details than Iam. He will continue the explanation, 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Does the gentleman desire more time? 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I do not know how to continue 
the control of the time on this side. I personally do not desire 
more time. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Will the opposition kindly use some time? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I do not know that I will 
have more than one speech on this side. It occurs to me that 
it is nothing but fair that the proponents of the bill discuss it 
more at length than has been done. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Perhaps the gentleman had better use some 
of his time. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON, If that is the gentleman's idea of 
what is fair, I will take my time. 

Mr. SPEAKER. If the gentleman from Alabama is going to 
conclude in one speech, the Chair thinks those in favor of the 
bill ought to use a little more time. 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, so far as the chairman of the 
committee knows there is but one more speech on this side. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, a rather extraordinary 
situation is presented here. Those who propose this bill seem 
to think it ought to be accepted by a two-thirds vote of the 
House without any explanation of what it is about. By saying 
that I do not mean to disparage what has been said by the 


gentleman from Alabama 
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gentleman from Texas [Mr. SumNeRs]. But manifestly a bill 
that requires debate at all can not have justice done to it by 
any Member, no matter how capable and no matter what his 
qualifications may be, by a mere perfunctory one or two min- 
utes’ talk about it. 

I think these gentlemen ought to show their cards, lay them 
on the table, and let the Members of the House see what sort 
of a case they have got. They come in here and ask us to pass 
this bill. Why should we pass it? It seems that they do not 
dare tell you why you should pass it. If the bill is so meri- 
torious that it speaks for itself and requires no advocacy, why 
do they reserve all their time for debate to answer anything 
that I may say? Surely nothing that I could say would affect 
a bill having such manifest merits as this measure has, as the 
attitude of these gentlemen would imply. 

This is a bill to amend the charter of the Texas & Pacific 
Railroad Co. As the opponent of the bill, I am forced to take 
up the few minutes allotted to me in telling you what it is, 
since the proponents of the bill have failed to do so. It pro- 
poses to amend the charter in three respects—to increase the 
amount of the bonded indebtedness per mile, which it is au- 
thorized under the law to have; to increase its capital stock 
to $75,000,000; and, third, to take away the jurisdiction which 
the courts of Arkansas and Louisiana now rightfully have over 
this corporation. 

The bill, as was originally reported by the committee, pro- 
posed to allow this corporation to remoye suits of all kinds into 
the Federal court because of diverse citizenship. By a change 
it is now in such form as to allow it to remove only suits on 
contract, suits ex contratu as distinguished from suits in tort. 
As far as suits in tort are concerned the State courts are to be 
left with the jurisdiction they now have, but so far as other 
suits are concerned the jurisdiction of the State courts of 
Louisiana and Arkansas is to be taken away by this measure. 

As this railroad company now stands it holds a Federal 
charter and is therefore a Federal corporation. As such it 
has no local situs and is not a citizen of any State. It may be 
sued in any State in which it does business and where service 
may be obtained. The courts of any State by service of process 
may compel the corporation to respond just as any corporation 
of that State would be. But by this measure it is proposed 
to make this corporation a citizen of the State of Texas, so the 
courts of Louisiana and Arkansas will no longer have the 
jurisdiction which they now have, but that jurisdiction over 
contract suits may be taken into the Federal court because of 
diverse citizenship. That is the cool proposal that is being 
submitted to the Congress of the United States—it is submitted 
to the Representatives of the States of Louisiana and Arkansas. 

Whether they will aprove it or not is their responsibility 
and not mine. I feel it my duty to point out to them exactly 
what they are doing, so that there will be no misunderstand- 
ing about it, no plea of infancy put in when their constituents 
bring suit against this railroad corporation and the case is 
taken out of the State court, where it might heretofore have 
been tried, and removed for trial to some distant place, to a 
Federal court, and the constituents put to great inconvenience 
in asserting their rights against the corporation. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Does this bill affect the jurisdictional 
amount at all? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. No; where the amount is sufficient 
and a suit arising out of a contract is brought against the 
railroad the case can be removed to a Federal court on account 
of diverse citizenship if the suit is brought in Arkansas or 
Louisiana. That is what is proposed by the bill. It can not 
be done now. Your States of Arkansas and Louisiana are 
good.enough for the railroad to do business in. Your constit- 
uents are good enough for it to derive its profits from, your 
peace officers are good enough to give it the protection of your 
laws, but your courts are too low in standing and you are too 
lax in the administration of justice for this corporation to 
trust when it comes to suits on matters of contract. 

Of course, I realize that it is a mere matter of necessity 
which induces the gentlemen who are pushing this bill to 
agree that even the tort suits may be left in the State courts. 
They are afraid that otherwise they can not get by with it. 
They caused it to be reported out of the committee in such 
a form that all forms of action could be removed, but now 
they are backing up on tort suits. They think perhaps that 
the Representatives of Arkansas and Louisiana are mere 
damage-suit lawyers and will have no interest in sults on con- 
tracts, and so they can get by with it. I wonder if they can. 
J wonder if the spirit of fairness of the House will allow them 
to get by. 

Mr. WINGO. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. I will. 


Mr. WINGO. Section 5 of the original bill provides: 
That the Texas & Pacific Railway Co., for the purposes of all actions 


at law by or agaiust it, real, personal, or mixed, and all suits in equity. 
shall be deemed a citizen of the State of Texas and an inhabitant of 
the county of Dallas, in said State. 

Now, not only Texas is its legal citizenship but the habitat 
of the corporation is in one particular county. Did the com- 
mittee discuss the possible legal effect of this restriction? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. All the hearings we held on this bill 
was a speech by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. SumNers], 
about as short as the one he made to-day, and the speech of the 
attorney for the receivers of the railroad company. We have 
had no real hearing on the bill; no adverse interests were heard. 

Mr. WINGO. What is the gentleman’s idea about the effect 
of not only making the corporation a citizen of the State of 
Texas but saying that it shall be an inhabitant of one particular 
county in Texas? What is the legal effect in case a suit should 
be brought in Miller County, Ark., and asked to be removed to 
the Federal court? Or suppose you wanted to bring a suit in 
Texas, could you bring it in Bowie County, Tex., or would you 
have to go to the Federal court in Dallas? 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. That depends wholly on the laws of 
the State of Texas; I do not know—I say that frankly. 

Let me get back to the principle that is back of my opposi- 
tion to this bill. I would have trusted the Louisiana and 
Texas Representatives to see this point about the removal of 
suits without any reminder from me, but this bill involves 
a very important matter of principle that I want to present 
to the Members of the House. 

In the seventies there was a great fever to develop the West. 
There was a great era of railroad building, much of it done 
out of the Public Treasury and at the public expense. Gentle- 
men are familiar with the history of that period of specula- 
tion, of promotion, and I might almost say of looting the public. 
Charters to numerous transcontinental systems of railroads 
were granted by the Congress, vast land grants were made, 
and various other subsidies granted, The credit mobilier is 
remembered and many other features that marked that period 
of extreme laxity in the protection of the public interest. 

The Texas & Pacific Railroad Oo. was one of the railroads 
that was chartered at that time. All the other railroads have 
gone under. They have been reorganized under State charters, 
Of all the railroads that had Federal charters granted during 
that period, the Texas & Pacific remains as the sole re- 
minder. It is the last of that crop. It is the last rose of 
summer, left blooming alone. All her lovely companions. redo- 
lent with the odor of the looting of the Public Treasury and the 
robbing of the Nation of a vast domain of public lands are 
“faded and gone.” And this particular corporation has here- 
tofore had occasion to have “faded and gone.” These cor- 
porations were chartered largely on wind and water. They 
were built to “promote” railroads, not to build and operate 
them. They soon went into bankruptcy. ; 

The Texas & Pacific is not an exception. It went into 
bankruptcy years ago, but those in control were able to carry 
on a yoluntary reorganization among the stockholders by re- 
ductions, and so forth, not necessary for me to relate, and so, 
to hang on to their Federal charter, instead of taking the course 
of the other transcontinental lines, and taking State charters 
and taking a clean bill of health. 

The Texas & Pacific is now again in bankruptcy. 
years it has been in the hands of a receiver. A receiver now 
represents it, and his attorney was the only one who made 
any argument for this bill before the committee. Why should 
it not take the course which the other railroads which had 
Federal charters took? Why should it not be reorganized 
under the laws of some State, just as the others were? I say 
to you that I have examined the facts touching this railroad 
carefully, and that there is no good reason why it should not. 

I wanted the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Susners] to get 
up and tell you some reasons why this railroad could not 
reorganize in Texas or in the other States it traverses, just 
the same as the other railroads have done, but you see what he 
does. He “drops the pigeon” on me, makes a blind opening, 
and I am compelled to state his reasons and then to answer 
them, and give him the opportunity to close. That is fair, 
or the gentleman would not have taken that course. 

They say that a railroad can not be organized under the 
laws of Texas and operate in another State, and that rail- 
roads chartered under the laws of other States can not operate 
in Texas, and, therefore, they must have a Federal charter. 
It just so happens that this is not the only railroad that 
operates in Texas. They have not less than a dozen interstate 
lines operating in Texas. What do these other railroads do? 
They get charters under the laws of the adjoining State down 
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to the Texas line, and charters under Texas laws, so far as 
the read goes, in the State of Texas. The Southern Pacific, 
the International & Great Northern, all the numerous other 
railroads that operate in Texas are carried on under that sys- 
tem. Why should not this road do the same? Simply because 
it does not suit their convenience quite as well as to hold a 
Federal charter. 

The statement made by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Scarners] that they wish merely to be put on an equality 
with the other railroads operating in Texas represents to 
my mind a ‘very gross misapprehension of the situation. No; 
fhe reason you want a Federal charter for the Texas & 
Pacific is to give it an advantage over the other railroads that 
operate in Texas. You do not want the Texas & Pacific to be 
put on an equal footing with the other railroads of Texas. ‘That 
is exactly what is endeavored to be prevented by this bill. 
They do not want to reorganize and operate their lines in 
Texas under a Texas charter and their lines in Louisiana 
or Arkansas under a Louisiana or Arkansas charter. That is 
the whole thing in a nutshell, : 

It is just a little more convenient for them not to do it, 
and that is the purpose of ‘this interference with the juris- 
diction of the courts of Louisiana and Arkansas. They want 
to carry -on foreclosure proceedings. Oh, great banking inter- 
ests can do pretty well whatever they want to in this country. 
The great banking house of Kuhn, Loeb & Co. is the financial 
interest back of this railroad. They want ‘to reorganize ‘the 
ruflroad to ‘suit themselves, and they want to foreclose their 
mortgages on it. They are the ‘plaintiff and the defendant, 
they are the receiver, and I had almost said the judge, and 


often in these cuses it does actually seem as though the bond- 


holders were the judge, too. These fmanciers want to reorgan- 
ize and te fix it so that no contract creditor can bring them 
into court in Louisiana or Arkansas, and that is why you are 
passing this bill. They want to fix it so that they can control 
the jurisdiction of the courts. That is why the Texas & Pa- 
vific is to be a citizen of Texas and an inhabitant of Datlas 
County. That is all there is to that feature. It is a little 
more convenient for these financial interests that preside from 
afar over the destinies of these great lines of transportation. 
It is a little more to their interest to have this with a Federal 
charter ‘than to ‘have the railroad under the two ‘charters 
operating just as the other -railoads of Texas are. 

I would not vote ‘to clothe any private corporation with a 
Federal charter, particularly any railroad corporation, by an 
act of Congress, and I will not vote ito amend any charter. 
if I would not vote to grant a charter, I would not vote ‘to 
amend a charter which has heretofore been improvidently 
granted. If an error was made im the seventies, there is no 
reason why 1923 should follow up that error, validate it, and 
make it good and give it out to the world as a proper course 
of procedure. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Alabama 
has expired. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts grant me five minutes? 

Mr. WINSLOW. Mr. Speaker, I have every desire to do so, 
but I would stultify myself if I were to do it, for the reason 
that I stated plainly to the Speaker -and to the House that I 
would have but one more speech on this side. 

Mr. WINGO. I do not think it would be breaking faith with 
the House, for I am against the bill. Tt affeets my district, and 
takes away the jurisdiction of the courts of my district. I 
knew nothing about that feature of it until it came up here on 
the floor of the House. 

Mr. WINSLOW. I should think that those in charge of time 
against the bill would yield time to those who are to 
it. My particular obligation is to those in favor of it. I feel 
that I shall have to keep my agreement with the House, and I 
yield the time to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, to those of you who have net 
served on a committee with the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
Huppreston] and who have not heard this speech many times 
before, as those of us who have served with him, it may im- 
press you just a bit for a moment, but when the cold ‘facts of 
this situation are placed before yon I am certain that prac- 
tically every Member of the House of Representatives will be, 
as was every member of the Committee on Interstate and For- 
eign Commerce except the gentleman from Alabama, in favor 
of this bill. The gentleman from Alabama is a bit amusing. 
First, you find him on one side of the question of Government 
ownership ef railroads arguing that the Government should 
take over all railroads and federnlly charter all af them, and 
then, when occasion arises and when it will serve its purpose 
best, he comes before you ‘and says ‘there shonld mot be one 
railroad in the United States federally chartered. 
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Mr. HUDDLESTON. ‘Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. I did not ask the gentleman to yield, but 
I will yield to him once. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. "The gentleman is undertaking to state 
my position and he will certainly yield to allow me to say 
he is incorrect. Does not the gentleman recognize the differ- 
ence between a charter conferred upon a corporation by act of 
Congress and a ‘private business, profit-making corporation? 
The gentleman ‘does not report me for ‘consistency. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Even I understand it. The Texas & Pa- 
cific Railroad Co. was chartered in 1871 ‘by act of Congress. 
It is the only Federal chartered railroad now operating in the 
United States. At that time Congress said that this railroad 
could issue securities up to $40,000 per mile, and its full capital- 
ization should be $50,000,000 and no more. We find now that 
all the other railroads of the eountry ‘have the right to go 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission and make ‘applica- 
tion for new ‘issues of securities. 

If they go there, and if that commission ‘thinks it ‘is for a 
preper purpose, and it is within their corporate powers, they 
grant them that authority. The Texas & ‘Pacific Railroad Co. 
does not have that power or authority simply because it was 
held down by the charter, and the reason why the Texas & 
Pacific Railroad Co. has to come ‘here to-day is that this is the 
only place where that authority can be grantefl to it. Now, I 
think there are five Members of the Texas delegation who ride 
upon the Texas & Pacific Railroad today. This ruilrond is 
in the hands of a receiver; it is practically bankrupt. We 
have poor service. If there is any objection on the part of 
anybody in Texas to-day I do not know it, or if in Louisiauu 1 
do not know it, or if in Arkansas until it developed under the 
speech of the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. WINGO. Wim the gentlemen yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. 1 will. 

Mr. WINGO. I will say to the gentleman ‘the reason there 
was no objection from me was because I was told by a gentle- 
man, whe I thought was telling the truth about the bill, that 
all ‘it did was to give the railroad fhe same rights before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission as to stock issues as any other 
railroads. I asked him if it affected any interests in Ar- 
kansas. He ‘said No,“ and the fact is he deliberately failed 
to give the information about the jurisdiction in the local 
courts, and it would naturally make me afraid about trusting 
the judgment of gentlemen—— 

Mr. RAYBURN. 1 hope the gentleman will not say that I 
misrepresented ‘the facts ‘to him. 

Mr. WINGO. No; the gentleman did not. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes; and I am going to offer an amend- 
ment right here ‘to protect the State of Arkansas. 

Mr. WINGO. The amendment is only in reference to torts. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The only reason in the world why this 
railroad desires a residence somewhere is that there is not n 
railroad in the United States that dees not have a residence 
except this one. These people are going to be sued upon their 
bond. They want somewhere to go to be sued. Seven-eighths 
of the ‘mileage of this railroad is practically in the State of 
Texas. Their principal offices are there now. When they 
come to be sued, when they go into this and try to clear it up 
and reorganize, they do not want to be sued in three States; 
and I think I may assure the ‘gentleman, after having talked 
with the people who are interested in this matter, that the only 
eases that this railroad expect to take into the Federal court, 
all damage suits and suits in ‘tort, are going to be either in the 
State courts of Arkansas and Louisiana or 

Mr. WINGO. The gentleman is a very good lawyer and for 
whom I have very great respect. If he is right on one propo- 
sition it will relieve me greatly. He said, in order to be fair, 
they did not want to be sued in three courts. The gentleman 
does not mean to say if the Federal court of Texarkana, Ark., 
assumes jurisdiction in such a suit for one purpose, it will not 
have jurisdiction for all purposes, to the exclusion of the State 
courts of Arkansas and Louisiana and the Federal court at 
Dallas. Now, if you adopt this amendment, ‘is it intended to 
give the Federal court of the Dallas district exclusive juris- 
diction, excluding the State courts of Louisiana, Texas, and 
the Federal court of Arkansas? There is no force to the 
gentleman’s argument if it is not true. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Oh, I do not say this company could not 
be sued in the Federal court except the Federal court of 
Dallas, not at all, and I never intended to make such a state- 
ment. 5 


Mr. BLANTON. 
question? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Wes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to ask the gentleman ‘if ‘it is not a 
fact that the giving to these corporations a residence is a 


Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a 


benefit to every attorney who wants to bring a suit against the 
railroad at any time he wants to bring that suit, and it is a 
benefit that they have not had before? 

Mr, RAYBURN. I think that is right, and under the laws of 
the State of Texas this railroad as a corporation can be sued in 
any gentleman’s State, in any State where they can get service 
upon it, wherever it has an office, and it is just like any other 
corporation. These people have the right to come to Congress 
when it does not cost the Federal Goyernment a cent—and this 
does not cost the Federal Government a cent—and ask that 
they may be given the paltry authority to go before the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, like any other railroad, and ask, 
“May we not increase our indebtedness?” Every dollar of 
money they may receive from a new issue of securities will go 
into betterments and improvements, and will benefit every man 
who rides upon this road, and will benefit every man who works 
upon this road. It will not be used for exploiting. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Huppieston] talks about 
this being a Federal chartered railroad. There is no one in 
this country who despises a Federal charter more than I do, 
but these people have a Federal charter and they are not going 
to surrender it. The people in my home town of Bonham and 
the people in Clarksville, the home town of my colleague from 
Texas [Mr. BLAcK], and the people of Abilene and the people of 
Dallas have a right to have that railroad put in proper condi- 
tion for operation. They can not do it until this railroad gets 
money from somewhere to fix up its line and improve its equip- 
ment. This railroad runs through the town I live in. 

Until last fall in that whole territory there never was a 
special car on that railroad. You would have to fight for seats, 
and the track has been so rough all these years simply because 
they have not had enough money to spend upon the roadbed 
and the track to improve it. Over that whole stretch of 243 
miles you could not read a newspaper while riding on one of 
those trains because the riding was so rough. [Laughter.] 

Mr, STAFFORD. How many more railroads are there like 
that in Texas? [Laughter.] 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is the only one of that kind. This 
bill simply grants that railroad the power to come before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and apply for permission to 
issue securities of $40,000 per mile of its line of railroad. The 
book valuation of this railroad is $130,000,000, and the tenta- 
tive valuation given by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
is held at $90,000,000. Yet this railroad is held down to 
$40,000 a mile. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. This does not affect the institution of 
suits for damages against the railroad heretofore? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Not at all. The House may take my as- 
surance that the whole Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce believe as I do about it, that this railroad ought to 
have the right, as other railroads in the country have, to come 
before the Interstate Commerce Commission and ask for the 
right to issue securities in order to have something to invest 
in equipment, betterments, and improvements. 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Of course, the gentleman knows, 
as I understood it at the beginning, that I should be very glad, 
indeed, to take his side of the question, but I would like to ask 
him as to section 5. Do you understand that to mean that in 
the case of a suit on a contract you must go to Dallas to get 
service? 

Mr. RAYBURN. On a contract? 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. Yes. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I rather think that is the case, 

Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. And why should that great benefit 
be given to a railroad with hundreds of miles of track and 
hundreds of agents that might be served? I am serious about 
it; I am not trying to find fault. 

Mr. DENISON. Of course, the gentleman did not mean to 
say that because the habitat or the home of the road happens 
to be fixed at one place, it could be sued only there? 

Mr. RAYBURN. No; I did not mean that. 

Mr. DENISON. You can sue this railroad anywhere you can 
get service? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 

Mr. WINGO. Yes; but where can you get service on it? 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Les. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. The question of service is a ques- 
tion that is settled by the laws of the States in which the roads 
are operated. The courts of Arkansas will have just the same 
jurisdiction as they had before. The question of residence has 
nothing to do with the question of where you can bring suit. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3087 


What is the purpose, then? 
Every other railroad corporation 
By this bill 


Mr. PARKS of Arkansas. 
Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. 
in the country has a residence except this one. 
they can get the advantage of the proposition of diverse citi- 
zenship and have cases transferred to the Federal court when 
the proper occasion arises under the United States statutes— 


a right that every other railroad has. For instance, if a rail- 
road in Indiana sues an Illinois corporation in an Illinois court, 
that Illinois court can transfer the cause to the Federal court. 
This one can not do it. It has not the same right that other 
railroads have. 


Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. EVANS. Is not this the fact, that you are going to give 


the corporation the right to take rights of way and then take 
that jurisdiction from the State court and try the issue out in 
the Federal court? 

Nr. WINGO. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. EVANS. Yes. : 

Mr. WINGO. I think I have a very lively recollection that 
the State of Arkansas had some difficulty on this question of a 
foreign corporation designating an agent. 

There is a clear distinction between the authority of the 
State legislature to determine how service may be obtained upon 
a corporation organized by another State and upon a Federal 
corporation, unless in the grant of the charter itself we give 
the State such a right, and you do not in this case. I fear 
they will run up against a decision that will make every man 
who wants to sue upon a contract in the city of Texarkana go to 
Dallas to get service and bring his suit. 

Mr. RAYBURN. In what sort of a suit? 

Mr. WINGO. In a suit on a contract in a civil action. Under 
this provision here it is very doubtful whether he might not 
find himself out of court at the end of the litigation on the 
ground that the court did not have jurisdiction and that he 
would have to go to Dallas to get service and find a court that 
had jurisdiction to try the case. Certainly he would have to go 
to Texas.. I think the gentleman will agree to that. Certainly 
you do that by giving Texas citizenship and by giving a habitat 
as one particular county. 

Mr. RAYBURN. What would be the use of giving them Texas 
citizenship unless you allowed them to go elsewhere for a resi- 
dence? Their residence has got to be somewhere. 

“Mr. WINGO. What do your Texas statutes provide on that? 

Mr. RAYBURN. They choose their residence, upon which 
their charter is granted, but they may be sued anywhere that 
service is had. 

Mr. WINGO. Why do not you put in here a provision like 
that which is customary in most of the State statutes—that 
service may be had upon certain designated officials and em- 
ployees? Your State statute and mine cover the question of 
service, 

Mr. RAYBURN. If the Legislature of Arkansas will amend 
its statute so that it will contain a provision like that in the 
Texas statute, you can get seryice on them anywhere. 

Mr. WINGO. The Legislature of Arkansas can not provide 
how you shall get service on a corporation that has its charter 
from Congress. Congress alone can fix that. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The State court has jurisdiction wherever 
it can find them. 

Mr. WINGO. I fear the Supreme Court of the United States 
will hold that they can be reached only at the place where they 
have their legal situs, 

Mr. DENISON. If the gentleman will allow me, there is 
no corporation charter which determines where that corpora- 
tion can be sued. There it not one such in the United States. 
The Illinois Central, which is a resident of the State of Illinois, 
runs down through Tennessee, Mississippi, and Louisiana, and 
it can be sued in any one of those States. 

Mr. WINGO. I am familiar with that. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. While the Illinois Central is a 
resident of the State of Illinois, it can be sued in those other 
States, and this act simply makes this Texas & Pacific Rail- 
road a resident of the State of Texas. 

Mr. WINGO. Yes, but the Illinois Central Railroad has a 
charter from the State of Kentucky. 

Mr. DENISON. No, it has not. It has a charter from the 
State of Illinois, but it runs through Kentucky, Tennessee, 
and the States south. 

Mr. WINGO. The point I am trying to bring home to the 
gentleman is that there is a distinction between a corporation 
that has a grant of power from the Federal Government and 
a corporation which gets its charter from a State. If you 
did not undertake to cover this question, then it might leave 
jurisdiction in the State; but when you attempt not only 
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to fix its citizenship but its local habitat, under the well known 
rule you exclude others, and you may not be able to get 
“service upon a local agent; and I doubt whether a State 
authority would have the power to hold that service on a 
station agent at a little country station would be legal service, 
like it would be on the Missouri Pacific or any other company 
that had its charter under State authority. 


Mr. RAYBURN. I think the gentleman is entirely incorrect 
about that, because I know in the State of Texas no question 
like that ever arises. 

Mr. EVANS. Is it not a fact that to-day a man may live in 
the District of Columbia, but if he goes up into Pennsylvania 
and they get service on him there he can be sued there, and that 
a corporation haying its habitat in Washington can be brought 
into the court of a State into which its line runs, in aceordance 
with the State law? 

Mr. WINGO. When it is incorporated under a State charter. 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is the way we do in Texas. I do not 
know how they do in Arkansas. 

Mr. WINGO. If it was incorporated under a State charter, 
it would be a different thing. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Wixstow] to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill. 

The question being taken, the Speaker announced that the 
ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. WINGO. I ask for a division. 

The House divided; and there were—ayes 86, noes 16. 

Mr. HUDDLESTON. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote on 
the ground that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. Obviously 
there is no quorum present. The Doorkeeper will close the 
doors, and the Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members. 
As many as are in favor of the motion to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill will, as their names are called, vote “ yea,” those 
opposed will vote “ nay,” and the Olerk will call the roll. 

The question was taken; and there were—yeas 180, nays 61, 
answered“ present 2, not voting 184, as follows: 


YEAS—1i80. 

Ackerman Bremy Larson, Minn, Shaw 
Andrew, Mass. A Lawrence Siegel 
Andrews, Nebr. El Layton Sinnott 
Appleby Evans Lee, Ga. Smith, Idaho 
Arentz Faust Longworth Smithwick 
Aswell ess McArthur Snell 
Barbour Fisher McCormick Sproul 
Beedy Fitzgerald McDuffie Staford 
Be Fordney McFadden Stephens 
Bell Freeman 1 Stevenson 
Benham French McLaughlin, Mich. Strong, Pa. 
Black Frothingham McPherson Summers, Wash. 
Bland, Va. Fuller Maclafferty Sumners, Tex. 
Blanton Garrett. Tenn. Madden Sweet 
Bowers Gernerd Magree Swing 
Brooks, III. Glynn Maloney Taylor, Tenn. 
Buchanan Graham, III. apes ple 
Burdick Greene, Mass. Michener Thompson 
Byrnes, S. C. Greene, Vt. Mondell Thorpe 
Byrns, Tenn, a Montague Tilson 
Cable Hadley Moore, Va Tincher 
Campbell, Pa. Hardy, Colo. Moores, Ind. Tinkham 
Cannon Hawes Mott Towner 
Cantril Hawle Murphy Treadway 
Carter Herrie Nelson, Me, Tucker 
Chalmers Hersey Nelson, A. P. Turner 
Chindblom Hickey Newton, Minn, son 
Christopherson Hicks Norton Underhill 
Clark, Fla Hill en Valle 
Cole, Iowa Hoch Parker, N. J. Vestal 
Cole, Ohio Hudspeth Parker, N. X. Watson 

olton H ‘aul White, Kans, 
Cooper, Ohio Humphrey, Nebr. Perkins Williams, III. 
Cough Humphreys, Miss. Williams, Tex. 
Cramton Ireland Purnel Winiamson 
Curry Jacoway Radcliffe Wilson 
Dale Jefferis, Nebr. Rainey, III. Winslow 
Dallinger Johnson, S. Dak, Ransley Wood, ind, 
Darrow Johnson, Wash. Rayburn Woodruff 
Deal Ketcham Ricketts Woods, Va. 
Dempsey Kiess Rogers Woodyard 
Denison £ 1 Sabath Wright 
Dickinson ` Kline, Pa. Sanders, Ind. Wurzbach 
Dominick Lanaham Sanders, Tex. Wyant 
Doughton Larsen, Ga. Scott, Tenn, Young 

NAYS—61. 
Abernethy Cooper, Wis. Huddleston on 
Almon Cris Jeffers, Ala. cad 
k Da Tenn, Johnson, Miss. iner 

Bowling Driver ones, Tex. Moore, Ohio 
Box Favrot Kine organ 
Browne, Wis. Fields Kopp Nelson, J. M. 
Bulwinkle ster Lampert O'Connor 
C e Fulmer Lankford Oldfield 
Clouse Gensman Lazaro Oliver 
Collier Goldsborough Lineberger Parks, Ark, 
Collins Hammer. Logun uin 

onnally, Tex. Hardy, Tex. London er 


Rankin Swank Wingo 
Rouse ‘Tillman 
Sandiin Speak, Voigt 
Sinclair Stedman Weaver 
ANSWERED “ PRESENT "—2, 
Schall Steenerson 
NOT VOTING—184, 

Anderson Fairfield Knight Reed, W. Va, 
A Fenn Knutzon odes 
Anthony Fish aus Riddick 
Atkeson Focht Kreider Riordan 
* pa Ronca 

angley rtson 
penne ae Lea, C Robsion 
— 8 5 N 3 

jakeney zurner 
Bland, Ind. Garrett. Tex. n . 8 
Boies iford le Rucker 
Bond Gilbert Lowrey yan 
Brand Goodykoontz Luce Sanders, N. Y. 
Brennan Go Luhring Soott, ch, 
riggs Gould MeClintie 
Britten Graham, Pa. McLaughlin, Nebr.Shelton 
Brooks, Pa. Green, lowa McLaughlin, Pa. Shreve 
Brown, Tenn, Griffin Swain lem 
Burke Haugen MacGregor Smith, Mich. 
Hayden Mansfield In, 
Burton Hays Martin Stiness 
Butler Henry Merritt 0 
Campbell, Kans, imes Michaelson Strong, Kans, 
Carew Hogan ls Sullivan 
Chandler, N. Y. Hooker Moore, III. Tague 
Chandler, Okla: Huck orin Taylor, Ark 
Clarke, N.Y. Hukriede Mudd Taylor, Colo. 
Classon Husted Newton, Mo. Taylor, N. J. 
Cockran Hutchinson O'Brien en Eyck 
Codd James Olpp Thomas 
8 Pa, Johnson, Ky. Osborne —— 
Copley Jones, Pa. Overstreet w 
Crago Lahn peg * nson 
Crowther Kearns Park, Ga, Volk 
Callen Keller Patterson, Mo. Volstead 
Davis, Kelley, Mich. Patterson, N. J. Walters 
Dowell Kelly, Pa. Perlman Ward, N. Y, 
Drane Kendal! Petersen ard, N. 
Dunbar Kenned. Porter Wason 
Dunn inge Pou Webster 
Dyer Kin Rainey, Ala. Wheeler 
Echols Kirk atrick Ramseyer White, Me, 
Edmonds Kitchin Reber Vise 
Elliott Klecaka Reece ates 
Fairchild Kline, N. V. Reed, N. X. Zihlman 
So, two-thirds having voted in favor thereof, the bill was 

passed. 


The following pairs were announced: 

Mr. Roach with Mr. McClintic. 

Mr. Kline of New York with Mr. O'Brien. 

Mr. Fish with Mr. Bankhead. 

Mr. Elliott with Mr. Cullen, 

Mr. Davis of Minnesota with Mr. Rucker, 

Mr. Reed of New York with Mr. Tague. 

Mr. Lehlbach with Mr. Vinson, 

Mr. Dunbar with Mr. Wise. 

Mr. Hukriede with Mr. Kitchin. 

Mr. MacGregor with Mr. Lea of California. 

Mr. Kendall with Mr. Cockran, 

Mr. Brennan with Mr. Hooker, 

Mr. Bacharach with Mr. Ward of North Carolina, 
Mr. Kennedy with Mr. Kunz. 

Mr. Moore of Minois with Mr. Swain. 

Mr. Merritt with Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Dunn with Mr. Barkley. 

Mr. Gorman with Mr. Overstreet. 

Mr. Fenn with Mr. Sullivan. 

Mr. Clarke of New York with Mr. Garner. 

Mr. Connally of Pennsylvania with Mr. Thomas. 
Mr. Patterson of Missouri with Mr. Hayden. 
Mr. Langley with Mr. Johnson of Kentucky. 
Mr. Patterson of New Jersey with Mr. Kindred. 
Mr. King with Mr. Mansfield. 

Mr. Greene of Iowa with Mr. Lowry. 

Mr. Newton of Missouri with Mr. Pou. 

Mr. Free with Mr. Briggs. 

Mr. Butler with Mr. Gilbert. 

Mr. Graham of Pennsylvania with Mr. Taylor of Colorado. 
Mr. Ramseyer with Mr. Gallivan. 

Mr. Snyder with Mr. Stoll. 

Mr. Burton with Mr. Griffin. 

Mr. Shreeve with Mr. Upshaw. 

Mr. Mudd with Mr. Sears. 

Mr. Kahn with Mr. Riordan. 

Mr. Edmunds with Mr. Park of Georgia. 

Mr. Anthony with Mr. Brand. 


Mr. Crowther with Mr. Carew. 
Mr. Rhodes with Mr. Linthicum. 
Mr. Dowell with Mr. Drane., . 
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Mr. Bixler with Mr. Taylor of Arkansas, 

Mr. Rose with Mr. Garrett of Texas. 

Mr. Keller with Mr. Rainey of Alabama. 

The result of the vote was announced as above recorded. . 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief Clerk, 
announced that the Senate had passed the bill of the following 
title, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives 
was requested: 

S. 4439. An act to revive and to reenact an act entitled“ An 
act granting the consent of Congress for the construction of a 
bridge and approaches thereto across the Arkansas River be- 
tween the cities of Little Rock and Argento, approved Octo- 
ber 6, 1917. 


SENATE CONCURRENT BESOLUTIONS REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, the following Senate concurrent 
resolutions were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to 
their appropriate committees, as indicated below: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 35. 


Resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That the Attorney General Nog and is hereby, authoried and instructed 
to print. as an appendix to bis last annual report, full copies of all 
. and other „ between the Department of 
Justice and cig officers and agents, private persons, railroad com- 
anies, and their officers and agents, in the year 1922, relative to the 

isorders in the United States of America ied | year, and to 
the action taken by the Government of the United States in suppressing 
the same; to the Committee on Printing. 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 36. 

Whereas the United States transport St. Mihiel is ted to arrive 
at Savannah, Ga., on or about February 7, 1923, with the last con- 
tingent of American troops from Germany: Therefore be it 

Resolved the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That a committee of five Senators, to be designated by the President of 
the Senate, and five Members of the House of Representatives, to be 
designated by the Speaker, is authorized to represent the Congress at 
Savannah, Ga., at such ceremonies as may be determined to be proper 
and appropriate. One-half of the expense of such committee shall be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate and one-half shall be paid 
out of the contingent fund of the House of Representatives; to the 
Committee on Rules. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. WOOD of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to take from the Speaker’s table the bill H. R. 13696, the 
independent offices appropriation bill, insist on the disagree- 
ment to the Senate amendments, and agree to the conference 
asked for by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Indiana asks unani- 
mous consent to take from the Speaker's table the bill H. R. 
18696, the Independent offices appropriation bill, disagree to the 
Senate amendments, and agree to the conference asked for by 
the Senate. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER appointed as conferees on the part of the 
House Mr. Woop of Indiana, Mr. Wason, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. 
Byrns of Tennessee, and Mr. GRIFFIN. 


RETURN OF AMERICAN TROOPS FROM GERMANY. 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of Senate Concurrent Resolution 36. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the Senate concurrent resolution 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Senate Concurrent Resolution 36. 
IN THE SENATE OF THR UNITED STATES, 
February 5, 1923. 

Whereas the United States transport St. Mihiel is expected to arrive 
at Savannah, Ga., on or about February 7, 1923, with the last con- 
tingent of American troops from Germany: Therefore be it 
‘resolved by the Senate (the House of Representatives concurring) 
That a committee of five Senators to be designated by the President 
of the Senate and five Members of the House of Representatives to be 
designated by the Speaker is authorized to represent the Congress at 
Savannah, Ga., at such ceremonies as may be determined to be per 
and appropriate. One-half of the expense of such committee shall be 
paid out of the contingent fund of the Senate and one-half shall be 

paid out of the contingent fund of the House of Representatives. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the resolution? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER appointed as the committee on the part of 
the House Mr. Jounson of South Dakota, Mr. Reece, Mr. LINE- 
BERGER, Mr. CoNNALLY of Texas, and Mr. BULWINKLE. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill on the 
Calendar for Unanimous Consent. 


REPEAL OF SECTION 3480, REVISED STATUTES. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill S. 1016, an act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
wos section 3480 of the Revised Statutes of the United 

tates.” 

The Clerk read the title of the bill 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD, Reserving the right to object, I recall that 
when the original act went through the House, I believe unani- 
mously, it applied only to those who had served in the Civil 
War against the Confederate forces, as far as the Army was 
concerned. Now, as I understand, this does not affect in any 
way the longevity claim that former graduates of the Naval 
Academy might have against the Government. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. No; not as I understand it. It puts the 
Marine Corps and the Navy on the same basis with the Army. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The reason I asked the question is that 
there was reported from the committee very early in Congress 
the bill to validate claims of Army officers so as to give them 
credit for the time they served at the Military Academy as a 
basis for longevity claims. There have been some gentlemen 
on this side, notably the gentleman from Massachusetts, Judge 
WatsH, who bitterly opposed that legislation. I do not under- 
stand that this bill in any way extends the principle in the 
matter referred to, and I withdraw my reservation of objection. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. The gentleman will notice that this is a 
Senate bill—— 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes; but sometimes Senate bills need cor- 
rection. 

Mr. MONTAGUE. I had nothing to do with the preparation 
of the bill. My duty was to report it at the direction of the 
committee. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of 
the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 


Be it enacted, eto., That the act entitled “An act to repeal section 
3480 of the Revised Statutes of the United States,” approved July 6, 
1914, be amended by adding afer the word “Army” the words “ Navy, 
and Marine Corps.” 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 


BRIDGE ACROSS THE COLUMBIA RIVER AT HOOD RIVER, OREG. 


The next business on the Private Calendar was the bill (8. 
4341) granting the consent of Congress to the Oregon-Wash- 
ington Bridge Co., and its successors, to construct a toll 
bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of Hood 
River, Oreg. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under reservation of objection, I wish to 
have some explanation of the grant of this valuable franchise 
to a private corporation. É 

Mr. SINNOTT. The gentleman speaks about a private cor- 
poration. While the corporation named here is, in a legal 
sense, private, it is really organized for public community pur- 
poses. The people at Hood River, on the Oregon side of the 
river, and the people at White Salmon, on the Washington side, 
desire to construct this bridge. They are going out among 
the citizens of the two States and they are subscribing stock to 
the corporation in order to secure enough money to build this 
bridge. It is not a private corporation at all when you con- 
sider the public purpose of this bridge. It is really a com- 
munity affair between the people living on the Washington 
side and the people living on the Oregon side. They are behind 
this corporation and bridge. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Then there are not going to be any tolls 


arged? 
Mr. SINNOTT. Oh, I think they will have to charge tolls. 
The bridge will cost something like $500,000. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Texas demands the 
regular order. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read the bill, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the Oregon-Washington Bridge Co., a corporation organized under 
the laws of the State of Washington, and its successors, to construct, 
maintain, and operate a toll bridge and approaches thereto across 
the Columbia River at a point suitable to the interests of na tion 
at or near the city of Hood River, Oreg., in accordance with the 

regu the construction 
ble waters,” approved March 23, 1906, 
right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 


ch 


provisions of the act entitled “An act to late 
of eae over na 

Sec. 2. That the 
expressly reserved. 
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With the following committee amendment: 

Page 1, line 6, strike out the word “ toll.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the com- 
mittee amendment. 

The committee amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 

The title was amended to read as follows: “An act grant- 
ing the consent of Congress to the Oregon-Washington Bridge 
Co., and its successors, to construct a bridge across the 
Columbia River at or near the city of Hood River, Oreg.” 

BRIDGE ACROSS FOX RIVER, ILL. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 13616) granting the consent of Congress to 
the highway commissioner of the town of Elgin, Kane County, 
III., to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Fox 
River. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that Senate bill 4353, now on the Speaker’s desk, be sub- 
stituted for this bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the Senate bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the consent of Congress is hereby granted 
to the highway commissioner of the town of Elgin, situated in the 
county of Kane and State of Illinois, to construct, maintain, and 
operate a bridge and approaches thereto across the Fox River in sub- 
3 a direct line, connecting Mill Street on the east side of the 
river with Spring Street on the west side of the river, in accordance 
with the provision of the act entitled “An act to regulate the construc- 
tion of bridges over na ble waters,“ approved March 23, 1908. 

Sac. 2. at said highway commissioner of the town of Elgin be, 
and is hereby, further author and empowered to construct all neces- 
rare 3 piers, and other structures for the accomplishment of 

Sec. 8. That the right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 
expressly reserved. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
Senate bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read a 
third time, and passed. 

The bill H. R. 13616, a similar House bill, was laid on the 
table. 

SALARIES OF SENATORS APPOINTED TO FILL VACANCIES. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was Senate Joint Resolution 248, to provide for the payment of 
salaries of Senators appointed to fill vacancies, and for other 


purposes. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the joint resolution? 

There was no objection. 

The Clerk reported the joint resolution, as follows: 

Resolved, etc., That the salaries of Senators appointed to fill yacan- 
cles in the Senate shall commence on the day of their appointment and 
continue until their successors are elected and qual ; and salaries of 
Senators elected to fill vacancies in the Senate shall commence on the 
day they qualify. 

With the following committee amendment: 

Suay 1, line 7, after the word “ qualify,” insert a colon and the fol- 
1 4 
OM Provided, That where no appointments have been made to fill such 
vacancies the salaries of Senators elected to fill such vacancies shall 
commence on the day following their election.” 

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
joint resolution. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


CHIPPEWA INDIANS OF MINNESOTA. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 14000) authorizing the Secretary of the 
Interior, with the consent of the Chippewa Indians of Minne- 
sota, to transfer and convey to the State of Minnesota all 
lands, with the buildings thereon, now constituting the White 
Earth Agency, and school reserves. 

Mr. STEENERSON. Mr. Speaker, this bill was included in 
the omnibus Indian bill which was passed on Saturday last, 
and I ask unanimous consent that the bill be stricken from the 
calendar and be laid on the table. 


The SPEAKER. Without objection, the bill will be stricken 
from the calendar and laid on the table. 
There was no objection, 


JUDICIAL DISTRICTS, ARKANSAS. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 18571) to amend section 71 of the Judicial 
Code, as amended. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, let the bill be first reported, 
The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 71 of the Judicial Code, as amended, 
is amended to read as follows: 

“Sec. 71. (a) The State of Arkansas is divided into two districts, 
to be known as the western and eastern districts of Arkansas, 

“(b) The western district shall include three divisions, constituted 
as follows: The Texarkana division, which shall include the territory 
embraced on July 1, 1920, in the counties of Sevier, Howard, Little 
River, Pike, Hempstead, Miller, Lafayette, Columbia, Nevada, Ouachita, 
Union, and Calhoun; the Fort Smith division, which shall include 
the territory embraced on such date in the counties of Polk, Scott, 
Logan, Sebastian, Franklin, Crawford, Washington, Benton, and John- 
son; and the Harrison division, which shall include the territo: 
embraced on such date in the counties of Baxter, Boone, Carro 
Madison, Marion, Newton, and Searcy. 

„le) Terms of the district court for the Texarkana division shall be 
held at Texarkana on the second Mondays in May and November; for 
the Fort Smith division, at Fort Smith on the second Mondays in 
January and June; and for the Harrison division, at Harrison, on the 
second anders in April and October. 

“(d) The clerk of the court for the western district shall maintain 
an office in charge of himself or a gepu at Texarkana, Fort Smith, 
and Harrison. uch offices shall be kept open at all times for the 
transaction of the business of the court. 

(e) The eastern district shall include four divisions constituted as 
follows: The eastern division, which shall include the territory em- 
braced on July 1, 1920, in the counties of Desha, Lee, Phillips, St. 
Francis, Cross, Monroe, and Woodruff; the northern division, which 
shall include the territory embraced on such date in the counties of 
Independence, Clebourne, Stone, Izard, Sharp, and Jackson; the Jones- 
boro division, which shall include the territory embraced on such date 
in the counties of Crittenden, Clay, Craighead, Greene, Mississippi, 
Poinsett, Fulton, Randolph, and Lawrence; and the western division, 
which shall include the territory embraced on such date in the counties 
of Arkansas, Ashley, Bradley, Chicot, Clark, Cleveland, Conway, Dallas, 
Drew, Faulkner, Garland, Grant, Hot 8 rings, Jefferson, Lincoln, 
333 8 Perry, Pope, Prairie, Pulaski, Van Buren, White, 
and ell. 

“(f) Terms of the district court for the eastern division shall be 
held at Helena on the second Monday in March and the first mower 
in October; for the northern division, at Batesville on the fourt 

Monday in May and the second yong À in December; for the Jones- 
boro division, at Jonesboro on the first Monday in May and the fourth 
Monday in November; and for the western division, at Little Rock on 
the first Monday in April and the third Monday in ober. 

“(g) The clerk of the court for the eastern district shall maintain 
an office in charge of himself or a Seay at Helena, Batesville, Jones- 
boro, and Little Rock. Such offices s be kept open at all times for 
the transaction of the business of the court.” 

Sec. 2. The following acts are hereby repealed: 

(a) The act entitled An act to fix the time for holding the term of 
the district court in the Jonesboro division of the eastern district of 
Arkansas,” approved September 9, 1914; and 

(b) The act entitled “An act to transfer certain counties in the sey- 
eral judicial districts in the State of Arkansas,” approved March 4, 
1 


5. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the engrossment and third 
reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed and read a third time, 
was read the third time, and passed. 


AMENDING CRIMINAL CODE RELATING TO OBSTRUCTION OF PROCESS. 


The next business on the Calendar for Unanimous Consent 
was the bill (H. R. 13993) to amend section 140 of the Criminal 
Code of the United States, relating to obstruction of process 
and assaulting officers. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of the bill? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, let us have the 
bill reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That section 140 of the Criminal Code of the 
United States be, and the same hereby is, amended to read as follows: 

“ Sec. 140. Whoever shall knowingly and willfully obstruct, resist, 
or oppose any officer of the United States, or other person duly author- 
ized, in serving, or attempting to serve or execute, any mesne process 
or warrant, or any rule or order, or any other legal or judicial writ 
or process of any court of the United States, or United States commis- 
sioner, or shall assault, beat, or wound any officer or other person duly 
authorized, knowing to be such officer, or other person so duly 
authorized, in serving or executing any such writ, rule, order, process, 
warrant, or other legal or judi writ or process, shall be fined not 
more than $300 and imprisoned not more than one year; and whoever, 
in committing, or attempting to commit, any of the offenses in this 
section above described, kills any person, is guilty of murder, and shall 
pa 3 as provided in section 275 of the Criminal Code of the 

nit tes.” 


1923. 
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Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, reserving the 
right to object, I notice that the bill undertakes to define a cer- 
tain offense as murder. Is that not now determined by the law 
of the State? 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. Mr. Speaker, there is a State law 
upon it, but there is no Federal law. The fore part of the sec- 
tion makes it a crime to assault an officer, but under the pres- 
ent Federal law, if the officer be killed, then the Federal court 
has no jurisdiction, and so the amendment consists of adding 
the words— 

n hoever, rommittt mptin mmit any of the of- 
fennen x DD bietan ave 8 d, — A Ea person, 1s guilty of 
murder. 

This has been recommended by the former Attorney General 
and also by the present Attorney General, and what prompted 
me in introducing the bill was the fact that within this past 
month two Federal officers in my home town were assaulted in 
the performance of their official duties and were nearly mur- 
dered; and that was brought to my attention by the United 
States marshal there. It is recommended, as I say, by the pres- 
ent Attorney General in his last report, and I understand 
this amendment was recommended by the former Attorney 
General. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I ask the gentleman—it 
seems to be a pretty far-reaching bill—is it a unanimous report 
of the Judiciary Committee? 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. Yes, sir; it is a unanimous report, 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I want to ask a question, unless the gentleman from Maryland 
desires the floor? 

Mr. HILL. I simply want to ask a question about the at- 
tempt to murder. There is no Federal murder law—— 

Mr. BLANTON. I will yield to the gentleman from Maryland 
(Mr. HILL]. 

Mr. HILL. I would like to examine the bill. 

Mr. BLANTON. While the gentleman is looking at the bill 
I want to ask a question. The gentleman from South Dakota 
does not mean that the things he has stipulated in this bill in 
his State would constitute murder, does he? The mere killing 
of an officer of itself in no case constitutes murder. There 
must be other ingredients of the offense, expressed or implied. 
Why, it would be an infamous proposition for the Federal Gov- 
ernment to say by an act of Congress that the mere killing of a 
Federal officer, regardless of the facts or circumstances, would 
constitute murder. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. Resisting and killing him in the 
execution of his duties. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose a Federal officer should come to 
the door of some citizen in the gentleman's State, who might 
be absolutely unknown to the owner of that Dakota home, and 
in an abrupt and arbitrary manner would attempt to serve 
process under such an insulting demeanor as to create such a 
passion as would provoke an unpremeditated assault and death 
might ensue? It would not be murder in the gentleman’s State 
or in any other State in the Iand. It would be some other 
degree of culpable homicide. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. The bill does not say so. It says, 
“ knowingly.” 

Mr. BLANTON. Knowingly, of course. He might knowingly 
shoot a man, and yet it might not be murder. It might be 
culpable homicide of some lesser degree. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON, “Knowingly and willfully.” 

Mr. BLANTON. To be murder it not only requires that the 
homicide shall be knowingly and willfully committed, but malice 
is one of the main ingredients of murder. There must be a 
premeditated killing, There must not be merely a hurried 
killing in the heat of passion, but it must be premeditated with 
malice to constitute murder in any State in this land. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. There are degrees of murder, 
and these are already defined by law. 

Mr. BLANTON, Of course, but even the second degree of 
murder requires premeditation, and malice is implied. The 
main difference between murder in the first and second degree 
is that in murder of the first degree there is evidence of pre- 
meditation and a formed intention to kill beforehand. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHERSON. The degrees of murder are de- 
fined already 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I do not want a Federal law 
of that kind passed. to make every ordinary homicide of a 
Federal officer murder, and I object. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Texas objects. 


SHASTA NATIONAL POREST, CALIF, 


The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the joint resoution (S. J. Res. 226) authorizing the 
acceptance of title to certain land within the Shasta Nationa 
Forest, Calif. 5 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there any objection to the present con- 
sideration of this bill? [After a pause] The Chair hears 
none. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it resolved, etc., That the Secretary of Agriculture be, and he is 
hereby, authorized to t, on behalf of the United States, and with- 
out expense to the United States, except for recording deed and for taxes 
for the current year, from Mary Burt Brittan, of San Francisco, Calif., 
a t of certain land described as lots 1, 2, 3, and 4, section 18, town- 
ship 89 north, range 4 west, Mount Diablo meridian, and the northeast 
quarter of section 24, township 39 aare range 5 west, Mount Diablo 
meridian, conveyed by deed dated Jul 1922: Provided, That said 
lands shall thereupon become a of the Shasta Nations! Forest and 
subject to all laws rel: thereto exeept the mineral- laws. 

Suc. 2. That the Secre of Agriculture is authorized to pay the 
expense o: of the deed and taxes for the current year from the 
appropriation made for general expenses of the Forest Service. 

The Senate joint resolution was ordered to be read the third 
time, was read the third time, and passed. 

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I move to reconsider—— 

Mr. STAFFORD. I object. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the next bill. 


SALE OF MONTREAL RIVER LIGHTHOUSE RESERVATION. 


The next business_in order on the Calendar for Unanimous 
Consent was the bill (H. R. 13032) to authorize the sale of the 
Montreal River Lighthouse Reservation, Mich. to the Goge- 
bie County Board of the American Legion, Bessemer, Mich. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 


Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 


that this is a Private Calendar bill and should be transferred 
to the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair has not looked into the bill and 
does not know. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I ask unanimous consent that it be passed 
over for two weeks. 

The SPEAKER, Without objection the bill will be passed 
over withaut prejudice. 

There was no objection. s 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, that will keep it on the calendar? 

The SPEAKER. That will keep it on the calendar. 

Mr. MAPES. Mr. Speaker, while I am on my feet may I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill relating to the Coal Commission 
(H. R. 13882), which was objected to, may keep its place on 
the calendar? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Michigan asks unani- 
mous consent that the bill relating to the Coal Commission, to 
which objection was made, shall keep its place on the calendar, 
Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I object. 

EXCHANGE OF LANDS IN NEW MEXICO. 

The next business in order on the Calendar for Unanimous Con- 
sent was the bill (S. 3702) providing for the acquirement by 
the United States of privately owned lands situated within 
certain townships in the Lincoln National Forest, in the State 
of New Mexico, by exchanging therefor lands on the public do- 
main, also within such State. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera- 
tion of this bill? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
I would like to ask the chairman of the Committee on Public 
Lands wherein the general law authorizing the exchange of 
lands in public forests would not apply to the case provided in 
this bill? 

Mr. SINNOTT. The general law relating to national forests 
requires the exchanges to be within the forests. This permits 
lands inside of the national forests privately owned to be ex- 
changed for lands outside, so that there will be left no privately 
owned land within the forests. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the reservation. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, etc., That whenever the owner or owners of any pri- 
vately owned lands, situated within township 18 south, range II east, or 
townships 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19 south, ramge 12 east. New Mexico 
rin meridian, within the county of Otero and State of New 
exico, and within the present boundaries of the Lincoln Na- 
onal Forest, shall submit to the Secretary of Agriculture a proposal 
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for the exchange of said lands for lands apos the publie domain situ- 
ated in the county of Otero and State of New Mexico, and such Secre- 
tary shall be of opinion that the acquirement of the same by the United 
States for national forest purposes would be beneficial thereto, he is 
hereby authorized and empowered to transmit to the Secretary of the 
Interior such offer so made to him, together with such recommenda- 
tions as he may see proper to make in connection therewith, together 
with a description of the property included in such offer and an esti- 
mate of the commercial or other value thereof, intrinsically or other- 
wise; and if he shall recommend the acquirement of the same by the 
United States under the provisions hereof, then, and in such even 
the Secretary of the Interior shall be, and hereby is, authorized an 
empowered in his discretion to enter into and conclude negotiations 
with such owner or owners thereof and in exchange for such desig- 
nated privately owned lands, and upon conveyance by the owner or 
owners thereof to the United States by a good and sufficient deed, to 
cause to be peang to such owner or owners such fence, of non- 
mineral, nonirrigable grazing lands not suitable for agricultural pur- 
pores except for rais grass, situated within the said county of 

tero, State of New Mexico, of equal total value, as near as he may be 
able to determine, to the lands so conveyed to the United States. 

Sec. 2. That any lands, conveyed to the United States under the 

rovisions of this act shall, upon acceptance of the conveyance thereof, 
Peona and be a part of such Lincoln National Forest. 


Sec. 3. That before any exchange of lands as above provided is | 


effected, notice of such exchange proposal, describing the lands in- 
volved therein, shall be published once each week for four consecutive 
weeks in some newspaper of general circulation in the county in which 
such lands so to be conveyed to the United States are situated. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order 
that there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn, 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman withhold his motion for 
a moment? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I will withhold it. 


PRESIDENT’S MESSAGE—VISE FEES OF ALIENS TEMPORARILY VISIT- 
ING THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC. NO. 547). 


The Speaker laid before the House the following message 
from the President of the United States, which was read and, 
with the accompanying documents, referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs: 


To the Senate and House of Representatives: 


I transmit herewith a communication from the Secretary of 
State recommending that Congress confer upon the President 
authority to modify visé fees and requirements applicable to 
aliens temporarily visiting the United States. Such action is 
recommended to enable the Secretary of State to enter upon 
negotiations with foreign Governments with a view to obtain- 
ing reciprocal modification of existing restrictions and fees. 

The recommendatons of the Secretary of State have my full 
concurrence, 

Warren G. HARDING. 

Inclosure: From Secretary of State as above. 

Tue Warre House, February 5, 1923. 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee, Several gentlemen about me, 
interested in the subject matter of the President's message, 
have asked me if the accompanying document will be published 
in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER, It will not. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will it be published as a 
document? 

The SPEAKER. Unless the Chair thinks it of special im- 
portance he will not order it printed. The Chair has not 
looked at it yet. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I understand the Committee on 
Immigration is interested in the subject, and if it is not too 
long 1 think it would be a good idea to have it printed in the 
Recorp. If that meets the approval of gentlemen on the 
majority side I will ask unanimous consent that that be done. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani- 
mous consent that the document accompanying the President's 
message be printed in the Recorp. Is there objection? 

Mr. MADDEN. Should not the gentleman ask unanimous 
consent to have it published as a document? I think that 
would be better. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. 
man ask unanimous consent. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
it be printed as a document. 


That may be. Let the gentle- 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent that the document accompanying the President’s 
message be printed as a document. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

SERVICES IN HONOR OF THE LATE REPRESENTATIVE MONTOYA. 


Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to submit an order 
which I send to the Speaker’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio asks unanimous 
consent for the immediate consideration of an order which the 
Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Ordered, That Sunday, February 25, 1923, be set apart for addresses 


on the life, character, and pene services of Hon. NESTOR MONTOYA, 
late a Representative from the State of New Mexico. 


The SPEAKER. Is there objection. 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 


EXTENSION OF REMARKS. 


Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speaker, in accordance 
with permission granted by unanimous consent of the House to 
extend my remarks in the Recorp and print this so-called 
“slacker lists,” I desire to call attention to a letter from The 
Adjutant General's Office, dated January 31, 1923. 

It is my intention to insert these lists on the 5th day of each 
month, until all of the names are printed. No good soldier will 
be injured by the publication of his name in these lists, but, on 
the contrary, if his military record is one to be proud of the 
publication will only serve to call attention to that record, If 
by mistake the names of good soldiers have not been eliminated 
from the record, it will be my pleasure and duty to insert in the 
Recorp the facts in each individual case and to see that the 
facts are brought to the attention of the Secretary of War, who 
is as anxious as any soldier of the late war with Germany to 
have the records correct, Mistakes ought to be corrected while 
the men are living and while there is evidence to substantiate 
any valid claim as to service, 

The letter is as follows: 


[After a pause.] The 


War DEPARTMENT, 
THE ADJUTANT GENERAL’S OFFICE, 
Washington, January 31, 1923. 
Hon. Royat C. JOHNSON, 
House of Representatives. 


My Dran Mr. JOHNSON: 1 have the honor to transmit herewith for 
publication in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of February 5 lists of alle; 
draft deserters, which lists were released by the War 8 9 or 

ublication between December 5, 1922, and January 4, 1923, both dates 
nelusive. A copy of the statement to be printed at the head of the lists 
is also herewith. 

There is also transmitted herewith for insertion in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL RECORD a list of the names of registrants which have been 
removed from the lists of alleged draft deserters heretofore published 
in the Recorp, the reasons for such removals being set forth in the sec- 
a paragraph of the statement which is to precede the lists in the 
ECORD. 


Very respectfully, C 


Rosert C. Davis 

The Adjutant General. 

The following names have been removed from the lists of 
alleged draft deserters heretofore published in the CONGRES- 
SIONAL Recorp since the publication of such names: 

LOCAL BOARD FOR THE CITY OF MONTGOMERY, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
417 Hudnall (Hudall) James, 219 Holcombe Street, Montgomery. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF DADE, STATE OF FLORIDA. 

8522 wage 8 Leslie Lee) Hardie (Hardin), 1013 Avenue A, 


am = 
8308 Frank B. McCluney (McPluney), box 103, Lemon City, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF MACON, STATE OF GEORGIA, 
810 Earnest (Ernest) Brown, 116 Enterprise Street, Macon, Ga. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF ADAMS, STATE OF ILLINOIS. 

662 Otto Fussehuan (Fusselman), Plainville, III. 

LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF DES MOINES, STATE OF IOWA. 
2426 Arvil 9 Wilson Knott, Palmis Hotel, Des Moines, Iowa, 

room 33. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 8, SOMERVILLE, MASS. 
1741 Bernard J. (Bernard Joseph) Conlon, 47 Hinckley Street, Somer- 
ville, Mass. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION No. 14, NEWARK, N. J. 
240 Colagero Facciponte (Facciponte Colagero), Newark, N. J. (2983 
Morris Avenue, Newark, N. J.). 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF TOLEDO, STATE OF OHIO. 
569 James B. Schover (James Vincent Schaver, James Schover), 
Sixteenth and Monroe, Toledo, Ohio. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF ROANE, STATE OF TENNESSEE. 
Geo. W. Taylor (George Washington Taylor), Rural Free De- 
livery No. 5, ngton, Tenn. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF SULLIVAN, STATE OF TENNESSEE, 
2380 H. Carl Hackady (Horhrody, Hachrody), Rural Free Delivery No. 
2, Bristol, Tenn, 


LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 3, CITY OF NASHVILLE, STATE 
TENNESSEE. 


2251 John Raoch (John Roach), 1808 Twelfth Avenue south, Nash- 
ville, Tenn. 
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LOCAL BOARD FOR COUNTY OF LEWIS, STATE oF WASHINGTON. 
1668a Fred J. Rosebrock (Fred James Rosebrock), Rural Free Delivery 


2, Chehalis, Wash. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR COUNTY OF YAKIMA, CITY OF YAKIMA, STATR OF 


* WASHINGTON. 


420a George William Ross, Moxee City, Wash. 

The men whose names appear below and who were under the 
jurisdiction of the local boards named, were, according to the 
public draft records, classified and reported by the draft au- 
thorities as deserters from the military service of the United 
States. The lists in which these names were originally included 
have been given at least one month’s publicity. 

The name of any man who, since the publication of the lists, 
has been found to have actually served in either our own forces 
or in those of the Allies during the period between May 18, 
1917, and November 11, 1918, is not included; nor is that of any 
man who, though he rendered no service during the period men- 
tioned, has, since the publication of his name, been found to 
have been erroneously inducted or to have been erroneously cer- 
tified as a deserter, nor that of any man who is known to be 
no longer living. 

Every reasonable effort has been made by the War Depart- 
ment to eliminate from these lists names which, for any of the 
aforementioned reasons, should not appear thereon. Should it 
develop, however, that certain of the names listed below should, 
for any of these reasons, likewise be removed, notice to that 
effect will be published in each such case in a later issue of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 1, CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, STATE OF ALABAMA, 


116 


Ike e (McNabb), Route No. 6, Box 164, Hillside, Birming- 
ham, A (Birmingham ys No. 1, Ala. ; 1822 North Fiftieth 
Street, nin, ham, Ala. ; Jefferson County Bank Building, 
Birmingham, Ala. ; 1823 Fifth Street, Birmingham, Ala.). 


LOCAL BOARD OF DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, STATE OF ALABAMA. 


3444 


Solomon Alexander, 2118 Alley A, Birmin Pigg epee tree A 

Ezekiel Allen, 283 Pwenty- fourth Street, irmingham, Ala 

Henderson Anderson, 2321 Seventh Avenue, ‘Nora Bir Ala, 

Maus James Anderson, 2415 Third Avenue, North trmingher, 

Ala. (care of Southern Hotel, Birmingham, A 

Charlie er: 2144 (rear) Highland . aa 
Ala. erson, Ga.). 

Ed hadie) Arnold, 2220 Avenue G, Birmin Ala. 

Paul Astor, 219 South Twenty-fifth Street, B rmingham, Ala. 

William Atwater, 2504 Avenue B, Birmingham, Ala. 

Raphael Aunguzza, 2205 Avenue b. Birmingham, Ala. 

Henry Baldon, 2408 Tenth Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 

Johnie Banks, 2512 First Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 

Ben Barber, 2206 Sixth Avenue, Birmingha m, Ala. 

sons W. (John William) Barber, Alley Humbolt, between Twen- 
ms Randy second and Twenty-third Streets, Birmingham, Ala. 

Richard Walter Barnsfield, 2222 Third Avenue, Birmingham, Ala, 

Edward Bell, Molton Hotel, Birmingham, Ala. 

James Bell, 2829 Mountain Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 

Lemmie Betties (Bettios), 918 Twenty-fifth Street, North Bir- 
mingham, Ala. 

Andrew Blackman, ere South Treaties Street, Birmingham, Ala, 

Gazzie Bones, 2816 Avenue F, Birmingham, Ala. 

Lee Booker, 2510 Third 1 Birmingham 28 

Willie Bradford, 2612 Second Avenue, B gham, m, Ala. 

Max Bresoff, 2121 Sixth Avenue, North Birm gham, rare 

Hunter Brothers, 2506 Fourth Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. (2508 
Fourth Avenue, North Birmingham, Ala, ; care of J. C. Mattox 
& Sons, Vernon, Ala.). 

Eldridge M. Brown (Eldridge Melvin Brown, Eldridge Brown), 
2311 Alley H, Birmingham, Ala. 

George Brown, 2520 First 8 5 . Ala. 

Henry Brown, 308 Alley C, Birmingham 

James Brown, 2417 Avenue I, Birmingham, Ala. 

Willie Brown, Alley C-Twenty-third Street, Birmmgham, Ala. 

Wilson Brown, 2700 Fourth Avenue, North rth Birmingham, Ala. 

John B. Bushard (John eee. 1 Shannon, Ala. 

Pete Cade, 2310 Alley B. 19 5 5 Ala. 

Willis Caldwell, ae c Between enty-third and Twenty-fourth 
Streets, Birmin gh am, Ala. 

Robert Calhoun, 1215 Twenty-second Street, Birmingbam, Ala. 

Sam Canterberry, 2426 Third Avenue, North Birmingham, Ala. 

Thornton Carter, 2318 Avenue F, Birmingham, Ala. 

Isaac Chatman, 3105 Avenue E, Birming oe Ala. 

Ellis Chism. 2220 Avenue C, Birmingham, Ala. 

Rene Clark, 2208 Aer e. (2808 Alley D); "Birmingham, Ala 
1 557 ole, ey e rmingham, 
(care of Lockhart Iron & Steel Co., Pittsbur £ 

Palmer Chatman, 1708 Fourteenth Alley, 8 Weh am, Ala. 
(1410 North Second Avenue, ee am, Ala.) 

Charlie Collins, 2518 Second Avenue, e Ala. 

Frank Collins, 2631 Avenue D. Birmingham, 55 

5 Co a ae Ena 7 8 5 = Ala. 
arence or enty-eight treet (217 North 
Twent SE at Street). Birmin 1 70 Ala. ( 

andergriff F. Cross (See G. V. Farmer Cross, See G. 
Vandergriff armer Cross), 2017 Avenue D, Birmi ngham, Ala. 

Hey Curtin, 2104 North Twenty- Second Street, Birmingham, 


Will David, 117 arate aes Street (117 North Twenty-third 
Street), Birmingham, 
Frank Davis, 210 Twenty- “third (Twenty-ninth) Street, Birming- 


ham, Ala. 

Sra ‘Deghazor, rear 3204 Seventeenth Avenue North, Birming- 
am, 

Lester Dixon, 2515 Avenue E. Birmingham, Ala.. 

Guy Dobbs, 3618 Two Alley North, Birmingham, Ala. 
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Tonay Donaldson, 526 North Twenty-sixth Street, Birmingham, 


Henry 3 Dorsey, 2407 Avenue B, Birmingham, Ala. (H. Dorsey, 
South Twenty- third Street, Birmingham, Als.). 

Kelly (Kelley) Dorsey, 2305 Avenue B, B rmingham, Ala. 

John Dudley (Johnson Dudiey), 2405 Avenue F, Birmingham, 


waton Dudley, 2249 Short 212 C. & — Birmingham, Ala. 
Willie Dureston, 3119 Alle F, Birming ham, Ala. 
Johnnie Enes 300 South ‘twenty-sixth Street, Birmin ham, Als. 
. 9 7 306 South Twenty-sixth Street, Birming „Ala. 
Will Fieldin; R 2331 Avenue D, Birmingham, Ala. 
Walter Fincher, Twenty-sixth Street between Third and Fourth 
Avenues, Birmin ham, Ala. 
vee Flint, 2722 South Twenty-seventh Street, Birmingham, 


willie Ford, 2506 Avenue B, Birmingham, Ala. 
Percy Forest, 2220 Avenue C, Birmingham, Ala. 
Foster (or Joe Ausburn Foster, J. A Foster), Molton 
Hotel, Birmingham, Ala. 
Austin Freene „ 2509 Fourth Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 
Joe Fuller, 216 Twenty-fourth Street South, Birmingham, Ala. 
Frank Gaddis, 28183 157 71 Second Avenue, nE Ala. 
Ridgewa ay Gaines, 2305 Alley H, Birmin; 
Hubert rdner 5 rdener, Hubert 5 general 
delivery. ae am, A 
Lewis Gary, 2512 North Second Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 
Johnie (Johnnie) Gee, 2830 Avenue I, Birmingham, Ala. 
Charlie Gibson, 1 HL Avenue B, Birmingham, Ala. 
J. C. Gibson, 2224 Alley C, Bi rmingham, Ala. 
1 Sixteenth Avenue and Thirty-fifth Street, Bir- 
ngham, A 
cases Young Goosley (Goolsby), 2403 Third Avenue, Birming- 
am, Ala. 
Ed Gordon, 318 Twenty-second Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
Tommie Green, 2416 Second aler Birmingham, Ala. 
Ed Grier, 515 Thirty-second Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
Vis Gripes, 2315 Seventh arenas (3315 North Seventh Avenue), 


spare Ala. 

Hare $ 3 “Windham, H. W.) Grubbs, Reliance Hotel, 
Birmingham, 

car Hale, Avenue C and Twenty-first Street, Birmingham, 


Granville Hall, 530 Thirty-third Street North, Birmingham, Ala. 

8 8 Twenty-fourth Street and Powell Avenue, Birming- 
am, A 

Arthur Harris, i 22103 Second Alley (22103 First Alley), Bir- 
mingham, 

Ben Harris, 2417 Avenue I, Birmingham, Ala. 

George Harris, 2227 Avenue A, Birmingham, Ala. 

3 2515 First Street (First Avenue), Birmingham, 


8 Hayes, 2516 Alle TS G, Aer T Ala. 

eliver (Toliyer) Herney, 2734 Birmingham, Ala. 

Alcie Hill (Aleie Hail), Alley E an Twenty-eighth Street, Bir- 
mingham, Ala. 

Charles Hines, 2020 Tenth Avenue South, Birmingham, Ala. 

Thomas (Thos.) H. Hines, 2731 Baron Avenue, Birmingham, Ala, 
a me West 9 5 Street, Chattanooga, Tenn.) 

1 Twelfth Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 

Leun F. Hoffman ee. F. Hoffman), 2503 North Twelfth 
venue, Birmingham, Ala.) 

Captain Holston, 3029 Seventh Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 

W ro Hopper, 832 South Twenty-fourth Street, Birmingham, 


Asey Horton, Sore 88 Twenty-third Street, Birmingham, Ala. 

Chester Howard. 3301 First Avenue, Birmingham, Ala, 

0 Howard. 20110 Avenue C. Birmingham, Ala. 

John L. Howard, 518 Twenty-first Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
(ioks Leonard, 518 South enty-first Street, Birmingham, 


Cornelius (Cornealius) Jackson, 324 South ber e dn Street, 
Birmingham, Ala. (2509 Avenue D, Birmingh: Ala. 
John Jackson, 255 2 Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 42417 7 Alley, 
rm am, A 
wala Jackson, 820 North Twenty-sixth Street, Birmingham, 
Reuben Jackson, 2212 5 Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 
Willie Jackson, Thirty-secon "Street and First Avenue, Birming- 


ham, Ala. 

Lawson James ore Jones), 602 South Twenty-second Street, 
ay gt po eet 

David Johnson, 2215 B oe Birmin W 2 


Howard Johnson, 2446 Alley B. ae 

John R. (John Raonell) Jolinson, 308 A ley re, e Ala. 

Jessie Jones (Jesse Torres, Jesse Jones, Jesse Zones), 5.28245 
Second Street, Birmingham, Ala. 

Jim Jones, 1223 Iroquois Street, Birmingham, Ala. 

3 8 P (John Percy) Jones, 2401 Fourth Avenue, Birmingham, 


Märabal Jones, 2209 Eighth Avenue, Birmingham, 

Joe Judkins, 22233 Alley B, Birmingham, Ala. 
nue B. Birmingham Ala.). 

ames Keeling, 2216 Fifth Avenue, Birmiogbam, AI 
homas A. (Thomas Andrew) Keener, 26304 First ‘Avenue, Bir- 


mingham, Ala. 
Nathan Kennedy, 2408 Scruggs Alley, 5 Ala. 
uone rt Kidd, 2106 Seventh Alley, irmingham, A 
a 120 Sonth Twenty-third Street, Birmin ham, Ala, 
wil irksey, 2504 5 B. Birmingham, Ala. (2301 Avenue 
Birmingham, Ala.) 
Alfred Knight, 949 Bohtege Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
Elers G. Lawson, Fourth Alley, boro Ala 
Tom Lee, 2229 Tenth Avenue, Birmingham, 
2 1 Shore (James Leshore), BIT Ninth Street, Birming- 
am, 
Finest Le Shore Na Shore, Lashore), 817 Ninth Street (South), 
Birmingham, Ala. 
James Lett, 2320 First Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 
Eddie Lewis, 2413 Avenue F, Birmingham, Ala. (3413 Avenue 
F, Birmingham, Ala.) 
Isaiah POWE 2502 North Twenty-fifth Street, Birmingham, Ala. 


122283 Ave- 
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Jacob S. (Jacob Sam) Lewis, 2128 North Fifth Avenue, Bir- 
3 Ala. 


John Lewis, 2304 12 Alley, North B am, Ala, 

Robert Lewis, 2500 First Avenue, Birmin Ala. 

Major Lisenb: 2 Twentieth aay North Birmingham, Ala. 
W. John n, 2007 Avenue J. Ala, 


Blaine Logan Lucas, 2131 Sixth Avenue, Korth Birmingham, 
33 Alley B. between Twenty-third and Twenty-fourth 
Deck ee 2227 alley C, Birmingham, Ala. (2309 Alley E, 
David JI Davis) a MeCom 24193 Alley D, Birmingham, Ala. 


Saul agham, A 1 2110 Street (2110 Avenue C). 
Will Mel. } = 3406 Third Avenue, Birn Birmingham, Ala. 
Carl I. MeNaron, 2100 Fifth Birmingham, Ala, (Carl 


William Mackie, 2119 5 Alley, Birmingham, 1 Ala. 
Charlie Malone, 122 — Cc, ee Ala. 
Charlie Man: (Mansel), 1 ey B, Birmingham, Ala. 
er (Gardner) Martin, 2 i Avence B, Birmingham, Ala. 
ames Mathews an wn Marx ing, care of 
gt a pie eg 
venue m, 
e Minnefield (Maxie Min Maxim Minningfield), 
Twenty-sixth Perse: between urth and Fifth Avenues, 


Birmingham, 
Ed. Min Minor), 2511 Alley E, Birmingham, Ala 
Robert ner (Min 2246 South ‘Pwenty-second Street, Birmingham, 


Ala. 
Charley Moo 2218 Sixth Alley, 3 Ala. 
John ——— venue B and Twenty-third Street. 8 
Henry (aare of . Camp No. 14. 5 Ala.) 
ogee, Eo 8 Street (1306 ' Twenty-sixth 
Bret) th B 


Morris ne — ee Morris), 2416 Alley F, 


Birmi 
Oza Morr 3 Morissette), 2300 8 Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 
John W. Moss (Morse), Twenty-fifth Street, between C and B, 
Birmingham, Ala. 
Dave Mumford, 2421 Third Avenue, Birmingham. Ala. 
Semo Neely, 2119 5 read Birmingham, Ala. 


Robert Oden, 5 Birmingham. Ala. 
Frank Owen, 23 Ae 'B, (Birmingham, 


Ala. (R. F. D. 6, 
North Bente 
een Twenty-third and 


e Pack, 4 north on alley betw 
enty-fourth, between Tenth and Leer yg Avenues, Bir- 
mingham, | (4 north between Tenth and Eleventh, between 
Twenty-third and Twenty-fourth Streets. Birmingham, Ala.). 
Monroe ker, in rear 1224 North Thirtieth Street, ming- 
ham, Ala. (1224 North Thirtieth puen Birmin 2 
Wesley Patterson, 217 . -fifth 8 Birm 
Christapher C. Perkins, 521 . North Birmin pa 
Chris Columbus une Perkins), 521 


Third Avenue, wag peer ee 
Jud hillips, 607 Nort eth Street. Birmingham, Ala. 
Seventh Avenue, on ingham, Ala. 


Bennie Quimby, Titty Asean gham, Ala. 
* Reynol Tty-second —.— North Birmingham, 


a. 
Willie Reynolds, 1027 Twenty-first Street, North Birmingham, 


Ed Robinson, 2439 Alley C, ARNET Ala. 
— Birmingham, Ala. (617 


Ja Roden, 611 Twenty-first 
h Twenty-sixth Street, Birmin , Ala. 
Will Rowers: N22 C Street, Birm am, Ala. (2422 Alley C. 
Birmingham, Ala. J. 


ae 1 20 2505 Avenue B South, Birmingham, Ala. (Falk- 
o, Ala. 
Henry oer 2601 North Third 3 Birmingham, Ala. 


„ 3027 Seventh 
785 2 Sanders, 1620 T Twenty-second Street, Birming- 
a. 
Walter Scheff, 820 North Twenty-sixth Street, . Ala. 
(82 North ‘Twenty -sixth Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
Ramon Henry Scovella, 2084 Twenty-sixth Street . White 
Front Hotel, Birmingham, Ala. (521 John Street, Cincinnati, 


Ohio.) 
Walter L. Shaddix, 2304 Fourth Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 


James Shafer, 2213 Alley B, Birmingham, Ala. 

Ae A. Sharp, 615 South Twenty-second Street, Birmingham, 
wile n (Hudson) Shaw, 618 Twenty-first Street, South Bir- 
mingham, Ala. (618 Twenty-first Street, Birmi » Als.). 

Jeff Sims, 717 South Twenty-first Street,’ Birmi r Ala. 
Will Smart, 2224 Avenue 
ay th, 2316 First Alley, Birm gham, Ala. (Newell 
Contractors, Anniston, Ala.) 
Jim Smith 908 Humbolt — between second and 


Twen 
3 Birmingham, Ala. (908 Humbolt Alley, Birming- 


Ala.). 
John An Smith, 1022 North Tenth Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 
rr (Lonzie) Smith, 2604 Third Avenue North,” Birmingham, 


William Willie) Smith, 2403 Avenue Birmingham, Ala 
Joe Stephens, 303 North Twenty-sixth pi ese Birmin 


Jim Stewart, 607 Leah thee ge! tree si ames 
Lovet Stoves, cy H Street, 


Birmin, „Ala. 

Milton Swann, 219 South Twent -ninth Street, Birmingham, Ala. 

Frank Tanner, 2248 Avenne C. ‘Birmingham, Ala. 

8 W. parier 2309 Fifth ne: ee Ala. (John 
offard, 226 mmerce Street, M t 

vi Taylor, 3220 Fifth Alley, Birming am, ost VS In Aviation 
) 


Ala. 


È Avenue, Bi Ala. 

Sum Thomas, Avenue B, between Twenty-f and Twenty-fifth 

Streets, Birmingham, Ala. . s 

Will Thomas, 2526 Avenue H, 1 Ala. 
Son Thornton, 2320 Alley G, Birming „ Ala. 


3096} Wiley Woods, 2401 Fifth oe Birmi 


— — Trult = — C. Birmingham. Ala. 


Tate Dare 8083 N eer ty toueth st S Birmingham, 
rew rner, or’ enty-fourt treet, 
—.— 1209 Scovill Avenue, Cleveland, Ohio 

enry 


er, 2400 Thee mee Street, Birmingham, Ala, 
Alfred Walton, 2103 Alley Birmingham, A 
Baroat (Barnet) Warren, northeast 8 Avenue F and 


-third Street Birmingham, Ala. 
walter’ ashington, 203 Twenty-sixth Street North Birmingham, 
1 White, 832 Twenty-fourth eke Birmingham, Ala. 


Ira White, 2500 First Avenue North, Birmingham, Ala. (2500 


North First Avenue, cu eet 


Ala. 
8 83 3 C, Twenty-fourth and Twenty-fifth 
7 Williams, 916 South Twenty-sixth Street, Birmingham, 


John Williams, 1525 Beech Street, Birmingham, Ala. (1 
Beach Street, Birmingham, Ala a2 1 

Mose 5 2119 aner A, Birmin ham, Ala. 

Osie W lam 41 Thirteenth Avenue and Thirty-sixth Street, Bir- 


aangua Ala. 
illiams, 2083 North Twenty-sixth Street, Bi Ala. 
Sam Williams, 3114 Avenue II, Birmingham, A ya ak 


mye Ala. 

2230 Avenue C, Birmingham, ‘Ala. 

Ed. Wilson, 2213 Fifth a Birmin, gham, 735 

John Wilson, 2465 Avenue B Birmingham, A 

Dones Winfield, Twenty-sixth’ Street, 5 — e Al Ala. (Dones 
Wingfield, Brookside, Ala.) 

Edmond (Edward) Winston, 2512 Twelfth Avenue, Birmingham, 


Ala. 
Are 


Walter Williams, 2112 Avenue F, Birm 
Willie W: 


2435 Clarence Wright, iy — aret 3 

483 Edward Young, 305 Tw ty-Atth Street, pirmingham, Ala, (2407 
Avenue D, hirminghemn. Ala 

627 Joseph Bicol Tren T, AR Third and Fourth Ave- 
—— rm 

667 nat rtia ac (E. (R. C. Zachry), 2116 Fifth Avenue, Bir- 
min 

399 Elias rnes IN 739 Twentieth Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
(739 — Twentieth Street, Birmingham, Ala.) 

637 James Zalmer (Zelner), 2109 Fifth Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 
(2109 Fifth Avene, Birmingham, Alu.) 

3388 Frank apie (Eastmon), 2312 Fifth Avenue, Birmingham, 
Ala. 8 Uniontown, Ala.). 

1189 Wil 100 2412 Seventh Avenue, et Ala. (care 
U. S. Pi p% Foundry, North Birmingham, Ala. 

1361 Charlie May, 2801 lr eiew A “Birmingham, Ala. (2805 
Fairview Circle, Birmingham, 

754 Will Jones, 2322 Avenue C, Biriainghava, Ala. (Dolomite, Ala.). 

122 Charlie — hE nae 2 First Avenue, Birmingham, Ala. 

146 noas Proweli, 2 weg Birmingham, Ala. 

689 Smii 26130 Fidh Alley, Birmingham, Ala. 

3163 WRAD (Will) Wesley, C Alley, Birmingham, ‘Ala. (Suspension, 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 8, CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, STATE OF ALA- 
BAMA, 

554 John Farlex, 625 Fourteenth Street, Birmingham, Ala. (care 
Pullman Co., Terminal Station, Birmingham, Ala.; 711 Sev- 
enth Avenue, Birmingham, ). 

LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 6, CITY OF BIRMINGHAM, STATE OF ALA- 

BAMA. 

141 John as Parker, 115 Eighth Avenue, West Birmingham, 

‘Ala. (Johnie Heinie, 115 th Avenue, Graymont; Jno. H. 
rker, Birmingham, Ala.). 
LOCAL BOARD, COUNTY OF BULLOCK, STATE OF ALABAMA. 

er Fate ae areal 
ean nks, Union Spr 

305 Steven a hen) S 

1249 Ernest Blue (Ernest 1 L. 5 Ala. 

1288 Jam brown; (Corgi, "Garsi, ACNE Ala. 
ames 0 

662 Edward Carter, Guerryt Ala. 

1110 Mose Coleman, Union ipae Em Ala. 

1346 Willie Coleman. Hurtsboro, Ala. 

75 Miton rare Union Springs, Ala. 

304 Jim Dixon nsion, Ala. Š 

828 , Birl Pankin. ames, Ala. 

118 Arthur Frazer, Fi trick, Ala. (Flint, Mich.). 

1166 Clarence Gholston, tzpatrick, Ala. 

722 James Allison Godwin (James A. Goodwin), Union Springs, Ak. 

574 Loyd Harvey, R. F. D.. Three Notch, Ala. 

136 John Claxan Henry, Union Springs, Ala. 

844 Stani ollinhea ‘(Holtinghead), Union Springs, Ala. 

697 Tommie Johnson, Union Springs, Ala. 

750 Sam Jones, Union Springs, Pala 

1020 William Jones, Perote, Ala. 

112 Sampoa (Edmond) 8 Three Notch, Ala. 

1065 Elijah Landers, Hurtsboro, Ala. 

990 Dave Laster, Omega, 

767 Alex Latimore, Thom n, route No. 

1118 Chester Laster ( r Lester), nisn N Ala. 

63 Joe Long, 5 Ala. 

820 Frank McBride Ge eBryde) n, Ala. 

486 Price McDaniel, nioa Springs, Al 

1003 Asbury McGee, Union Sprin 

438 Allee Maddox, Suspension, 

409 Nooby Mattox, Midway, Ala 

593 John Westley Menifee (Menefee, Minen Guerryton, * 

940 William H Onsle, y William H. Oa, Inyerness, Ala. 

1260 James Owen, Union Springs, Ala. 

923 Will Owens (Will Owen), Omega, Ala. 

766 James Pearson, Union prins , Ala. 

477 Alto Lee Pitts, Guerryton, 

1255 James Posey, route No. 2. Onion Springs, Ala. 

636 Frank Reynolds, Fitzpatrick, Ala. 
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279 Will (Willie) Rogers, Union Sprin 
16 Milton Rowell. erf, 8 K. B. Al Fitzpatrick, Ala. 
James Scott, uilen Springs, Ala., R R. F. 5 
James Seay, James, A 
Warren Hatcher (H.) Shipp, Inverness, Ala. 
porn Smith, Suspension, 

Haggi 85 athews, Ala., R F. D. No. 1. 
Leroy Union Springs, Aia, 
Will ‘smith, heute No ion Springs, Ala. 
Moses (Mose) Starks, Union Springs, Ala. 
Will Swanson, Union Springs, 
Tom Tellis, Route No. Union Sprin; Ala. 
Glasco Thomas (Glasgo Thomas), Union Springs, Ala. 
Henry Thomas, Route No. 3, Union Springs, Ala. 
Normon (Norman) Lampley Thomas, Perote, Ala. 
Bennie James Turner, aon Springs, 
Eugene Turner, James, Ala. 
756 Ed Walton, Thompson, Ala. 
931 Henry Warren, Route Nos 1. Union Springs, Ala. 


1265 Henry Wess, Midway 
1189 Will Wilie, Fitzpatri bey ‘Ala. (Wil Write, Thompson, Ala.). 


George Williams. Union Serings, Al 
423 John Williams, Union Springs, aia 
J. B. Calhoune (Calhoun), Route No. 1, Fitzpatrick, Ala. (Mont- 
gomery, Ala.). 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF CHAMBERS, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
1541 Ollie (Obie, Odie) Parker, Route No. 1, Roanoke, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF CHILTON, STATE OF ALABAMA, 


619 nope McKinnon, Chilton, Ala. (Robert McKesson, Wetumka, 
a.). 


LOCAL BOARD FOR THR COUNTY OF CLARK, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
129 Will Washington, Grove Hill, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF COLBERT, STATE OF ALABAMA. 
588 Ollie Way Campbell, Office Row, Sheffield, Ala. (Ollie 98 
ooga, 


tanoo Tenn., Ollie Campbell, 916 White Side, Cha 
Feng 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF DALLAS, STATE OF ALABAMA, 


1528 Leroy Brown, Minter, Ala. 
527 Willie Jackson, 1409 Fremont Street, Selma, Ala. (Tremont 
Street, Selam, Ala.) 


1797 Willie (Willis) Johnson, R. F. D. No. 2, Minter, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF ELMORE, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
1436 Henry Wilson, Elmore, Ala. (Route No. 1, Elmore, Ala.). 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF ETOWAH, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
4058 Charlie Dickerson, Glenco (Glencoe), Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 2, COUNTY OF JEFFERSON, STATE OF 
ALABAMA. 
264 Will Mosley, Porter, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 3, COUNTY OF JEFFERSON, STATE OF 
ALABAMA, 
John Garner, Route 1, Box 237, Birmingham, Ala. 
Felix Harris, No. 8 Mines, Tennessee Co., Birmingham, Ala. 
Frank Jones, 415 Washington Street, Birmingham, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF LEB, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
Daniel Martin Allen, Phenix, Ala. (Phenix, Ala., care Swift 
Manufacturing Co.). 
LOCAL BOARD FUR THE COUNTY OF MACON, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
898 Will Crawford, Fort Davis, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE CITY OF MONTGOMERY, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
5474 William Clark, Montgomery, Ala. 
297 James Hall, 404 Chandler Street, Montgomery, Ala. 
8766 John Richardson, LeGrand, Ala. 
1890 Robert S. (R. S.) Stanford, Montgomery, Ala. 
2892 Eliot (Elliot) Starks. 1937 W. 1 5 Evanston, III. (406 
West Lee Street, Montgomery, wg 
1523 Clinton Jones Williams, 115 Catoma Street, Montgomery, Ala. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF PICKENS, STATE OF ALABAMA. 
123 Lock Hill, R. F. D. No. 2, Aliceville, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF PIKE, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
215 Willie Woods (Wood), route No. 3, Troy, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF RUSSELL, 3 on ALABAMA, 


1230 Walter E. (Walter Edward) Lavender, Girard 
125 James W. (Jas. Walter) Moore, 404 Second Street. Girard, Ala. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF TALLADEGA, STATE OF ALABAMA. 
2260 Joseph William Cain, Sylacauga, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF TUSCALOOSA, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
339 William Elisha (E.) Burehfield, Pratt City, Ala. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF PICKENS, STATE OF ALABAMA, 
60j Earl (Early) Thurman, Muscle Shoals, Ala, (Catherine, Ala.), 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF DADE, STATE OF FLORIDA. 
370 Ben eee * Lyon, 524 Clara Terrace, Jacksonville, Fla. 


(Abne 
1391 Luther . EA (Luther A., L. A.) Parker, 518 Palm Avenue, 
Miami. Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF DUVAL, STATE OF FLORIDA, 
911 Harry Matthew Hurlbert, Duval Station, Fla. 
1751a John Dennis Kerns, Bell Court, Bayside, N. Y. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF ESCAMBIA, STATE OF FLORIDA, 
2053 L. T. Gettings (L. T. Gettinger, Lewis T. Gettinger), 113 South 
DeVillier, Pensacola, Fla. 
598 Charlie Smith, Ernestville. Fla. (Earnestville, Fla.). 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF HERNANDO, BROOKSVILLE CITY, STATE oF 
FLORIDA. 
259 Will Jackson, Croom, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 1, CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, STATE OF 
FLORIDA. 
486 Floyd Owens, 919 East Union Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, STATE OF 


FLORIDA. 
2256 James Elbert, 827 wrens Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. (214 
Turpin Street, n, Ga. 
733 ajamia ec Ness (Beni, M., B. M.) Hoffman, Albert Hotel, Jack- 
sonville, Fla. 
1335 Roy J. Mon a „Jacksonville, Fla. 2 
1382 Will Patton, est Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
741 Frank Wilson, 4071 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 3, CITY OF JACKSONVILLE, STATE OF 
FLORIDA. 


Harrison Adams, 1636 Lee Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Sam Adams, 329 West State Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

3034 Will A. Adams, 1103 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Jas. (James) Albritton, 1449 West Duval Street, Jacksonville, 


Richard Alexander, 1068 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Marcelino Diaz Alfonso (Alfonzo), 5104 Board Street, Jackson- 


ville, Fla. 

Asie 1 Anderson, 48 Acorn Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Ralph H. (Hubbard) Anderson, 1045 Adams Street, Jacksonville, 

Toney Anderson, 507 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville. Fla. 

Geo. Archie, 222 Lackawanna Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Allen Armstrong, 1314 West Monroe giret, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Rob't A. Atkins (Robert Anderson), 1514 Pelican Street, Jack- 
sonville, Fla. 

Paul Atkinson, 1241 Monroe Street, Jacksonville, 

Fred T. Baker, 1024 West Beaver Street, Jackson zille, Fla. 

Joe Baker, 144 Davis Street, Jacksonyille, Fla. 

Abraham N. (Nathan’l) Ball, 186 Davis Street, ‘Jacksonville, Fla. 

Arch Bell, 1014 W. Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Frank Bell, 1044 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jack J. (Joseph) Bendehond. 600 Oak Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Pat Bens, 144 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Willie Berry, 319 West State Street. Jacksonville, Fla. 

Purvis (Pervis) Bethel, 711 Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jas. Bixby (James Busby), 220 Price Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Sam Black, 308 Myrtle Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jno. (John) Bradley, a West Ashley Street (726 West Church 

Street), Jacksonv lle, Fla. 

Brokey Brayboy, Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

David Brown (Bowen), 216 Magnolia Street. Jacksonville, Fla. 
Jos. Brenen, Myrtle Avenue. Jacksonville, Fla, 

Tave Bridges, 1333 Monroe Street, Jacksonville. Fla. 

Harold Briggs, 526 Broad Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jno. Brobham. 342 East Union Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Eugene Brookfield, No. 1238 West Monroe Street, Jacksonville, 


Fla. 
Albert Brown. 6354 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
2620 Eli Brown. 614 Dewdrop Street. Jacksonville. Fla. 
Frank Brown. 48 Acorn Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Freeman Brown, 422 Jackson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Isaac Brown, 6 Forsyth Street, Jacksonville. Fla. 
Jas. Brown, 222 Kings Road. Jacksonville, Fla 
Ino. (John) Brown, 523 Madison Street. Sackeonville, Fla. 
Julius J. (Joseph) Brown, 216 Riverside Avenue, Jacksonville, 


Fla. 
Rose (R. M.) Brown, 605 Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Rob't (Robert) Brown, 1098 Cedar Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
1630 Sidney (Sid) Brown, 1001 West Bay Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Stopes Bea; 627 West Ashley Street, Jacosnville (Jackson- 
le), 
Eddie hoes, 318 Broad Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Willie fey 140 (1407) West Adams Street. Jacksonville. Fla. 
Jos. (Jose nae) Bullard, 1110 West Church Street, Jackson- 
ville, Fla. (United States post office, Camp Dix, N. J.. 
DeWitt Burks, 1238 West Monroe Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Luther Carswell, 4 Phillips (Phelps) Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Eddie Carter, 728 Madison Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Tom Chambers, 1108 West Church Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Solomon Chatfield, 812 Ashley West, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Cornell A. (Arnold) Chester, 213 Lee Street. Jacksonville, Fla. 
Wm. (William) "Chester, 1316 West Church Street, Jacksonville, 


Fla. 
Edward Child, 50 Acorn Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Sach, Chisom (Chisolm), 732 West Beaver Street. Jacksonville, 


Paul Chisholm, 1005 Myrtle Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Sandy Chisholm, 1120 West State Street, Jacksonville. Fla. 
osar Chisom (Chisolm), 732 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, 


Murray Christopher, 736 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville. Fla. 

Louis Ennis Church, 1818 Lackawanna Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Chester Clair, 1103 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

159 Wiliam 8 235 Murray Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jas. O. L. (James Oswall Leonard) Clarke, 619 West Church 
Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

2882 Will Coar, 321 (32) Price Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Odis Coleman, 916 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Lewis Coley, 751 First Avenue South, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Woodie Colley, 1115 Illinois Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Costa Cologeras, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jas. (James) Coner, 2027 State Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Wm. Cook, 751 Lee Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


Clarence Cooper, Dothan, Ala. 
F. A.) Covington, 541 Park Street, 


1067 Frank A. nk Arthur. 
Jacksonville, Fla. 
22 Jas. W. Cowart, 330 Charles River Side, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Louis Crawford, 744 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
* 2 Oe ag Henry) Culver, 1110 West Church Street, Jack- 


Rob't (Robert) Dantel. 1227 Ward Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Elmore Daniels, 724 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jno. Darlington, 116 Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Lee Davenport, 515 Jefferson Street, "Jacksonville, Fla. 

Arcelous Davis, 1060 West Church Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Ellis Davis, 209 Hanover 3 Jacksonville, Fla. 

Ino. Rawls (John Rolls, J. R.) Davis, 432 West Monroe Street, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jos. Davis, 720 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


— —— ä—Pꝛ— 
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Samuel Davis, 1210 were Beaver Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
yar Davis, 12141 D „Jacksonville, Fla. 
Day’, 8, 219 MORDI “Avenue Jacksonville, Fla. 
Cieero eos) Dent, 211 Enterprise Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
ank Dikes (Dykes), 1220 West Chureh Street, Jacksonville, 


a 
Aaron Dixon, 1038 Beaver 8 
Wm, (William) Dixon (Dixson), 1215 West West Adama Street, Jack- 


sonville, Fla. 
Sam Dorse, oe 412 Elm Street, Jacksonville, 
Ernest rnest) Duley, 1533 Orentey vi rect, Jacksonville, 


Fla. 
Norman „(N (Noreman) Eadie, 534 West Union Street, Jackson- 
ville, 
Jas. Gamez) — Eat 920 Cla: — & weet P acksonville, Fla. 
Rob't C. (Robert C.) Edmond, Clyde Line S 8, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Allen Edwards, 719 West Church Street. Jacksonville, Fla. 
Rob't (Robert) Edwards, 90 North Church Street, Jacksonville, 
Fla. (907 West Church St Jacksonville, Fla.) 
Stephen 1 jr., 703 West 1 5 3 lle Fi wle. Fla. 
Glen Elin 1600 Church Street, 
Dover Elliott, 319 Jackson Street, sei . 
— Emanuel, 524 Beaver Street, Jacksonville, —— 
Epps, 29 West Onos Street, Jacksonville, 
—.— ans, 1008} West Ashley Street Street, aeonit Fla. 
Herman 711 West Chure Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Matthew H. (Matthew atl (M. H.) Evans, 324 Cleveland 


Jno. Ta (John Fosten) 5 Fla. (Johnson Street). 
Will Frederick, 520 West Union Street, Jacksonville, Fla. (745 
West State Street, Jacksonville Fla.) 
— — Gainey, mor lee Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
ilie George, 719 West Church 8 4 Fla. 
. — Gilbert, 225 and Ba ts, Jacksonville, 
oe he ge! Hill), 2 bat ce or 71341 West Monroe Street, 
neck son 
1 Givens, 817 Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
. E. Gilbert des oy Ellerbe Gilbert), 925 Grape Street, Jack- 


sohvitle, F 
Albert W. (une) Golden, corner Ashley and Broad Streets, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 
Jessie Ar 1029 West Church Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Rob't (Robert Millard) Golden, 1602 Johnson Street, Jack- 


sony Atie, Ela. 
9 Goodlett (Goodlitt), 1100 West Church Street, Jackson- 
e, 
Lee Goodm ae Dennis Street, Jacksonville, Mla. 


Matthew Gra 1522 Pelican Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Jackson Grant, 128 Madison Street, Jacksonville, 
Joe greek 1042 maar 8 Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


B ns Grant, 53 Acorn 8 t, Jacksonville, Fla. 
(Benjamin) Green, 616 M Myrtle Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Kd Green, a northeast corner Da and Ashley Streets, Jackson- 
ville, Fla, 

Henry Green, 26 cet ey el Street, eae ge Ga. 

Mose Green Jacksonville, Fla 

Willie Groom 1226 Niven 9 5 urch Street, Jacksonv Fla. 

Wm. (William) Gree Street, Jackson „ Fila. 


Arthur Gregory (A. S 512 West Union Street, Jackson- 


Fred Hammock, 611 West 3 9 N 
SE W. ty, ilson) Harmon, 6153 West Ashley Street, Jackson- 


Tuck ipuck) Harrie}, 214 Lelia Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Archie Harris, 1044 West A sn tg Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Geo. R. (George Regan) Harris, 642 West Duval Street, Jack- 
sonville, Fla. 

Dan Haven, 631 Park Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

John Haywood, 12 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Jno, (John) Henderson, 1026 West Union Street, Jacksonville, 


Sand eee 642 Union Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Grant Hickson, 1537 P N meee: Jacksonville, Fia. 
Frank Lill, 710 West As ee eet, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Wm (Will ark Siet . Fla. 


m) Hill, 1499 
1 Church Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Thos, Hinson, 219 Jackson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Eugene L (Eugene Lake) Hockaday, Virginia Hotel, Jackson- 


Jas. e Holbert, 142 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Walter Ei fay aan 146 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Lewis Holmes, Sherman Avenue B 

Thos. C. (Thomas Cleveland, T. C.) Holton, 2 che Street, 
Jacksonville, Fla. 

Cleveland H. Hopkins, 915 West Monroe Street, Jacksonville, 


Fla. 
Jas. (James) Horne, 1908 Enterprise 3 5 Fla. 
Herbert Houser, 214 Oak Street, Jacksonville, 
Jno. 3 Houston, 740 West Church rect Jacksonville, 


Prank Howard (Howell), 1342 West Bay Street, Jacksonville, 


Hone pone 8254 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Henry Hy Hie ls (Lesesne) Howard, 612 West Beaver Street, Jack- 
bap 
Henry Huff, 825 Ward Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
—.— 1 1110 Ellis Street, Jacksonville, Fla, 
(E.] Hunt, Key West, 
ree Jackson, 746 5 Jacksonville, Fla. 


Street, Lakeland, Fla. 

Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Jacksonville, Fia. 
n, 874 Caroline Street, SARAVIA, Fla. 
40 Church Street, Jacksonvi 


David Jackson, 420 Lime 

wae Jackson, 1247 West Ba 

Jackson, 2 South Myrtle Avenue, 

Jas. 877 3 
Jackson, 


8 Jacksons 1 1326 West Duval Street, Ja 3 Fla. 


Randall Jackson South Myrtle Avenue, 8 Fla. 

Rob't Jackson, 220 Myrtle Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Will Jackson, 726 West State Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Willie De Dell . Jackson (Willie Jackson), 753 Park Street, Jackson- 
ville, 

Clifford 1 136 Ma Magnolia Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Adam Jenkins, 515 Street, Jacksonville Fla. 

* (Osborn) Jenkins, 3143 Margaret Street, Jacksonville, 


Bedell Johnson, 1147 West Bay Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Eddie Johnson, 1254 West E Street, Jacksonville, Fila. 

Louis (Lewis) 1 8e 630 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Sam Johnson, 749 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Willie yo) Johnson 810 Eagle Street, Jacksonville, Fila. 

Willie Johnson, 939 West Ashlie Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
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way, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Eddie M. Jones, 1139 Corning Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Frank Jones (James), 1224 West Duval Street. Jacksonville, 


Jeff Jones, 1247 poet e Jacksonville, Fla. 

Henry Jones, 923 ( is Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Henry Jones, 1226 Coy Street, Jacksonville, Fla 

Jno. (Jahn) Jones, Lackawanna Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Rob't (Robert) Jones, 142 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Bau Jones, 710 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla, (Crowder, 


88.) 
will, haan, 901 Cleveland Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Willie Jones, 1411 West Adams Street Jacksonville, Fla. 
Eugene Vellock Kelley, 8253 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, 


Ben Kennedy, 24 West Caring Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Jas. (James) Kennedy, 818 West urch Street, Jacksonville, 


Fia. 
Lindsey (Linsey) Key, 1639 Cemetery Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Herbert A. King (Herbert King), Orange Street, Jackson- 


ville, Fla. 
Joel King, 573 Orange Street, Jacksonville, 3 
Jno. King, 1524 Davis Street, Jacksonville, Fla 
Wm. King, 729 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Willie King, 403 Stonewall, dest le, Fla. 
Edw. Kinsey, 114 Cleveland Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Cleve Kirkland, 1027 West Duval Street, Jacksonyille, Fla. 
Joe Knight 510 West Davis Street Jacksonville, Fla. 
Ervin ers (E. V. Landers), 752 West Church Street, Jack- 


sonville, Fla 
Knights), 5 McDuff Avenue, Jackson- 


Walter Knight (Walter 
ville, Fla. 
Geo. (George) Lark, 1004 West Duval Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


Willie Larkins, 584 Ward 7 9 — Jacksonville, Fla. 
Angel Calvo de La Torra (Angel Calvo, 8 402 Stewart 
Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


(James e Tko 807 West Church Street, 5 Fla. 
Rot Jas. Robert James Lee), 706 West Ashley Street, 
Jacksonville, 
Jno. Leese, 317 Han Street, Jacksonville, Ma. 
Jos. H. Lesesne er H. Lesesne), 1038 West State Street, 
Jacksonville, E. 


Calvin Lewis, 800 Johnson Street, Jacksonville, 

Aaga pi Linton, 8 1 5 West State Street, Lane, gelten Fla. 
Wm. Lee Little, 605 (685) Davis Street, Jacksonville, F 

forme * Peas Johnson and Forsyth Streets, Wacken: 


wile” wai Logan, Third Avenue, Macon, 
kay, Gruos p Manufacturing Co, 1 Manufacturing 

. Jacksonville, F 

Raymond, = e Mra wart) Lowe, 110 Broad Street, Jackson- 
vile, 

Causey M. Lucas, 76 Claude Street, Jacksonville, Fin. 

Earnest Lynch, 1247 West Ba Street, Jacksonville, FI 

Jno. MeArthur, 111 Cleveland Street, Jacksonville, Fia 

Tommy Mack (Mae) McClain (Tommie McClaire), 1718 Windle 
Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Carlis MeCoy, 101 Lee Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Lenard McCoy, Lincoln Avenue, Jacksonville, Fla. 


Thos. McCray, 720 West Ashley Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Rubin McDaniel, 1029 West Forsyth Street, Jacksonville, Pla. 
1219 Jessie Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


aoe (Charley) 2 Myer 
Ed (El) MeKier, 23 rtle Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Thomas) Web Aab 916 West Ashley Street, Jackson- 


Fla. 
e, 936 West Duval Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Willie McLendon, 1015 Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
Wm. M. (William Monroe) McNeill, 1239 West Bay Street, Jack- 
sonville, Fla. 
C. W. McRae, 557 aot Ashley Street, 3 Fla. 
Leon Mabry, sanp West Beaver Street, Jaeksonvil pia: 


Rob't Oak Street, 5 Fla. 

Oliver Markte 307 North Cleveland Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Hen (Harry) Mathers, 182 Davis Street, Jacksonville, 
(116 Jefferson Street, Jacksonville, Fla.). 

Lonnie Mathis, 725 West Union Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 

Walter R. (Walter Robert) Matthews, 725 North Church Street, 


Jacksony 
Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 


Oscar Maxwell, 1230 Cla; 
. Tacks onville, 
a Mayers, Mayer), 1102 Jefferson 


eee Fia. (Cen 
p Street, Jaeksonville, Fla. 


sian 8 8 


Josiah Miller, 
Will Miller, 1406 Wear ‘Daves Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 
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3577 Sherman Mitchell, 446 Bese Street, Jacksonville, Fla. 828 Stetson Staley (Stoley), 919 West Church Street, Jacksonville, 
2919 John (Jno.) Moore as . Union Street, 8 Fla. 
835 Mack Moore, 626 Jacksonvill 914 Jas. 3 S. Stanford, 529 West Beaver Street, Jacksonville, 
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LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF PINELLAS, STATE OF FLORIDA. 


806 James Leonard Munden, Dorr ee Arcadia, Fla. (319 Sixth 
Avenue North, St. Petersbu u.) 
344 2 (H.) Samueles (Samue 5, ee el), Clearwater, Fla. 
87 Man Simmons, Largo, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF POLK, STATE OF FLORIDA. 

559 Ben Campbell, Bartow, Fla. 
3321 Robert eCray, Winter Haven, Fla. 
1001 Otis Robinson, Winter Haven 
2613 John Williams, Lake Alfred, Fla. (Lake Alford, Fla.). 


LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF PUTNAM, STATE OF FLORIDA. 
824 Joe Brown, Tenth Street, Palatka, Fla. 
1181 Jack Carl arrick, Palatka, Fla. 
16 William Smith, Florahome, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF ST. LUCIE, STATE OF FLORIDA, 
535 John Jones, Gifford, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF SUWANEE, STATE OF FLORIDA. 
729 James Sylvester Cobb, Live Oak, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOK DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF TAMPA, STATE OF FLORIDA, 
1055 Joseph Raneri, 1304 Eighth Avenue, Tampa, Fla. 
4 5 BOARD FOR en om NTY OF TAYLOR, STATA OF FLORIDA. 


530 5 5555 porn 

907 pont ete Perry, Fila. 
296 Benjamin 1 — è, Fia. 
153 Prince Lofton, gh AM 

559 James McFadden, Perry, Fla. 

210 James Williams, Boyd, Ela. 


24 Willie Williams, Perry, Fla. 
LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF VOLUSIA, STATE OF FLORIDA, 


842 Otis Harrington, Ariel, Fla. 
432 Jessie Hatcher, Oak Hill Pia. 
873 Otius Yarbor (Yarber), Orange City, Fla. 


LOCAL BOARD FOR THE COUNTY OF WASHINGTON, STATE OF FLORIDA. 


483 LYMAN AW Stee Boss (Lyman Walter Bass, L. W. Boss), Chip- 
ey, Ga. 


BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 2, CITY OF ATLANTA, STATE OF 


James Harris, 316 Fulton Street, Atlanta, Ga. 
Arthur (A.) Williams, Atlanta, "Ga. 


BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 4, CITY OF ATLANTA, STATE OF 
Robert H. Boyle (Robert Boyle), 126 Forrest Avenue, 


Ga. 
Fred Hill (Frank art 95 sah ea Street, Atlanta, 
Henry Moss, 125 Fort Street, Atlanta, Ga. 

Claude Smith, 10 Valentine Stet Atlanta, Ga. 


BOARD FOR DIVISION NO. 5, CITY OF Gale te, STATE OF 


Harry Perkerson, 80 Orme a Atlanta 
Chas. W. Stallings, Fifth a 5 ane Building, 
Atlanta, Ga. (Charles Wu tallings, Atlanta Ga.). 


BOARD FOR DIVISION No. 6, CITY OF ATLANTA, STATE OF GEORGIA. 
92 V. Estill, Jones Crossing, West Point Railroad, Atlanta, 
Carl Albert Pegerst, Jr., 424 Aline Avenue, Atlanta, Ga. (424 

Allene Street, Atlanta, Ga.) 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I renew my motion that the 
House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 5 o'clock and 16 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Tuesday, 
February 6, 1923, at 12 o'clock. 


LOCAL GEORGIA, 


GEORGIA, 
Atlanta, 


Ga. 


GEORGIA, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETO. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

949. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1923, amounting to $395,500 (H. Doc. No. 548); to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

950. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental and deficiency estimates of 
appropriation for the Post Office Department for the fiscal year 
June 30, 1923, and for prior fiscal years, amounting to $9,304,267 
(H. Doc. No. 549); to the Committee on Appropriations and 
ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. JAMES, Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 13434. 
A bill to amend section 2 of the legislative, executive, and 
judicial appropriation act, approved July 31, 1894; without 
amendment (Report No. 1540). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. HAUGEN: Committee on Agriculture. S. J. Res. 265. 
A joint resolution to stimulate crop production in the United 
States; with amendments (Rept. No. 1541). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


Mr. HARDY of Colorado: Joint Select Committee on Fiscal 
Relations between the United States and the District of Colum- 
dia, pursuant to the act of June 29, 1922. A report on fiscal 
relations between the United States and the District of Colum- 
bia. Referred to the Committee on the District of Columbia, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. KNUTSON: Commitee on Pensions. H. R. 14200. A bill 
granting pensions and increases of pensions to certain soldiers 
and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy, and certain soldiers 
and sailors of wars other than the Civil War, and to widows 
of such soldiers and sailors; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1542). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. H. R. 13903. A bill 
for the relief of the New York State Fair Commission; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 1543). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims, S. 1405. An act for 
the relief of William Collie Nabors; with an amendment (Rept. 
No. 1544). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. S. 4028. An act for 
the relief of John N. Halladay; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1545). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MCKENZIE; A bill (H. R. 14199) extending the pro- 
visions of the Federal highway act, approved November 9, 1921, 
to the Territory of Hawaii; to the Committee on Roads. 

By Mr. KNUTSON: A bill (H. R. 14200) granting pensions 
and increases of pensions to certain soldiers and sailors of the 
Regular Army and Navy, and certain soldiers and sailors of, 
wars other than the Civil War, and to widows of such soldiers 
and sailors; committed to the Committee on the Whole House. 

By Mr. LAMPERT: A bill (H. R. 14201) limiting the fare 
that may be charged by street railway companies in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia to the maximum authorized ir their char- 
ters; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. KISS: A bill (H. R. 14202) to authorize the Public 
Printer to fix rates of wages for employees of the Government 
Printing Office; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. SIEGEL: A bill (H. R. 14203) to create a national 
police bureau, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FOCHT; A bill (H. R. 14204) for the purchase of a 
site and the erection of a public building at Lewisburg, Pa.; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14205) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Waynesboro, Pa.; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14206) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at New Port, Pa.; to the Commit- 
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14207) for the purchase of a site and the 
erection of a public building at Selinsgrove, Pa.; to the Com- 
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14208) increasing the limit of cost for a 
Federal building at Lewistown, Pa.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds, 

By Mr. WOODRUFF: A bill (H. R. 14209) providing that it 
shall take the concurrence of at least seven judges of the 
Supreme Court of the United States to declare certain laws un- 
constitutional; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ANDREWS of Nebraska: A joint resolution (H. J. 
Res. 435) proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice 
President, and Representatives in Congress. 

By Mr. KIESS: A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 81) to 
print as a House document the journal of the fifty-seventh na- 
tional encampment of the Grand Army of the Republic for the 
use of the House and Senate; to the Committee on Printing. 

By Mr. TILSON: A resolution (H. Res. 507) increasing the 
compensation of the chief janitor of the House of Representa- 
tives; to the Committee on Accounts. 

By Mr. CRAMTON: A resolution (H. Res. 508) directing the 
Secretary of the Treasury to furnish to the House of Repre- 
sentatives certain information regarding the shipments of in- 
toxicating liquors for beverage purposes consigned to repre- 
sentatives of foreign governments having a diplomatic status 


in the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
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Also, a resolution (H. Res. 509) directing the Secretary of 
State to furnish to the House of Representatives certain infor- 
mation regarding the shipment of intoxicating liquors for bev- 
erage purposes consigned to representatives of foreign govern- 
ments having a diplomatic status in the United States; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BUTLER: A resolution (H. Res. 510) for the im- 
mediate consideration of Senate bill 4137; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Minnesota expressing the opinion that branch 
banking would be especially detrimental to rural banks; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. KELLER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Minnesota expressing its opposition to branch banking; to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HAWLEY: Memorial of the Legislature of the State 
of Oregon urging Congress to submit a constitutional amend- 
ment which will prohibit the further issuance of tax-exempt 
securities; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Utah petitioning the Congress of the United 
States to assist the silver-mining industry; to the Committee on 
Mines and Mining. 

By Mr. ROACH: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Missouri protesting against the establishment of branch banks 
by national banks; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ATKESON: A bill (H. R. 14210) granting a pension 
to Pernina Abigail Morrison; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. COLE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 14211) for the relief of 
Lewis D. Stockton; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. GREENE of Vermont: A bill (H. R. 14212) granting 
a pension to Anna E. Baker; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. KING: A bill (H. R. 14213) granting a pension to 
Mariah L. Burch; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14214) granting a pension to Sylvia M. 
Woods; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. MOORE of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 14215) granting a 
pension to Julia A. Brown; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of Missouri: A bill (H. R. 14216) 
granting an increase of pension to Henrietta Geiger; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROACH: A bill (H. R. 14217) granting a pension to 
Nancy J. Whitman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SHAW: A bill (H. R. 14218) granting a pension to 
Mary Amonett; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. SISSON: A bill (HL R. 14219) to reimburse J. W. 
Buford, William M. Mosley, Clifton E. Mosley, and William C. 
Mosley; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. WATSON: A bill (H. R. 14220) granting a pension to 
Charles J. Bice; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows: 

7181. By Mr. ANDREW of Massachusetts: Resolution 
adopted by the board of aldermen of the city of Medford, Mass., 
favoring legislation now pending before Congress placing an 
embargo on coal being shipped from this country to Canada; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7182. Also, resolution adopted at a public meeting held in 
the Salem (Mass.) Chamber of Commerce Hall on January 31, 
1923, indorsing the proposed amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States giving Congress the right to control or pro- 
hibit the labor of all persons under 18 years of age; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. aes 

7183. By Mr. ATKESON: Petition of citizens of the sixth 
congressional district of Missouri, favoring aid being extended 
to the people in the famine regions of Germany and Austria; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7184. By Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin: Petition of Charles 
Prehe and others, favoring Joint Resolution 412, providing for 
relief of the distress and famine conditions in Germany and 
Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7185. By Mr. COLE of Iowa: Petition signed by Karl Fauth 
and 94 others, residents of Clarence and Tipton, in Cedar 


County, Iowa, in favor of joint resolution purporting to extend 
immediate aid to the people of the German and Austrian Re- 
publics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7186. Also, petition of Martin Geiss and 51 others, residents 
of Cedar Rapids, Blairstown, and Marion, Iowa, in favor of 
joint resolution purporting to extend immediate aid te the peo- 
ple of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, 

7187. Also, petition of Henry Hayes and 80 others, residents 
of Dike and Stout, Iowa, in favor of joint resolution purport- 
ing to extend immediate aid to the people of the German and 
Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7188. Also, petition signed by Riscie J. Oltman and 43 others, 
all residents of State Center, Iowa, to abolish discriminatory 
tax on small-arms ammunition and firearms; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

7189. Also, petition of Chris Wetzstein and 66 others, resi- 
dents of Marshalltown, Iowa, in favor of joint resolution pur- 
porting to extend immediate aid to the people of the German 
and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7190. Also, petition of Mrs. David Lordi and 32 others, resi- 
dents of Melbourne, Iowa, in favor of joint resolution purport- 
ing to extend immediate aid to the people of the German and 
Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7191. By Mr. CRAMTON: Petition signed by Tillie Palm- 
reuter and other residents of Vassar, Mich., urging passage of 
the resolution to extend immediate aid to the people of the 
8 and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreigu 
Affairs. 

7192. By Mr. DUPRÉ: Petition numerously signed by resi- 
dents of New Orleans, La., urging favorable action on House 
Joint Resolution 412, for the relief of the famine-stricken areas 
of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7193. By Mr. FISHER: Petition of citizens of Memphis, 
Tenn., opposing the passage of the compulsory Sunday observ- 
ance bill (H. R. 4388); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. é 

7194. By Mr. FROTHINGHAM : Petition from board of alder- 
men, city of Medford, Mass., favoring legislation placing an 
embargo on coal being shipped from this country to Canada; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7195. By Mr. GALLIVAN: Petition of the National Guard 
Association of the United States, Indianapolis, Ind., urging 
Congress to replace in the current appropriation bill the sums 
of money as provided for in the Budget; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

7196. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Brooklyn, N. Y., resi- 
dents urging Congress not to pass the compulsory Sunday 
observance bills (S. 1948, H. R. 4388, and 9753) or any other 
Sunday law bills now pending in Congress; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

7197. Also, petition of Police Commissioner Richard F. En- 
right, of New York City, president International Police Confer- 
ence, favoring the passage of Senate bill 4202, creating a 
national police bureau; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7198. Also, petition of Thomas Parliamentary Voting System, 
Washington, D. C., favoring the installation of the Thompson 
system in the House of Representatives; to the Committee on 
Accounts. 

7199. Also, petition of Mary Ware Dennett, director Volun- 
tary Parenthood League, New York City, N. Y., asking Congress 
to amend the law regarding the spread of contraceptive advice; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

7200. By Mr. MacGREGOR: Petition of sundry citizens of 
the forty-first congressional district of New York, requesting the 
passage of a joint resolution extending aid to the people in the 
famine-stricken areas of Germany and Austria; to the Com- 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

7201. Also, petition of the Ladies’ Catholic Benevolent As- 
sociation, Branch 816, favoring legislation extending aid to the 
people of the German and Austrian Republics; to the Commit- 
tee on Foreign Affairs. 

7202. By Mr. PAIGH: Petition of the board of aldermen, 
city of Medford, Mass., favoring legislation establishing an 
embargo on coal shipped from the United States to Canada; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7203. By Mr. VAILE: Petition adopted by the Cactus Chap- 
ter, No. 2, Disabled American Veterans, World War, urging 
further relief to veterans in certain instances; to the Commit- 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7204. By Mr. WATSON: Petition adopted by U. S. Grant 
Council, No. 352, Order of Independent Americans, of Pottstown, 
Pa., protesting against the removal of the bodies of the 17 sol- 
diers of the Revolution from the cemetery located at Ellis’ Woods, 
in Chester County, Pa.; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 
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SENATE, 


Turspay, February 6, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Monday, February 5, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 
NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER. 


The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following 


communication: 
Unirep STATES SENATE, 
Washington, D. C., February 6, 1923. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. Grorcw H. 
Moses, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform the 
duties of the Chair this legislative day. 

ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore, 


Mr. MOSES thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer. 
CALL OF THE ROLL. 


Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Gerry McCumber Sheppard 
Ball Glass McKellar Shortridge 
Bayard Goodin: McLean Smoot 

rah Harrel McNary Spencer 
Brookhart Harris Moses Stanley 
Bursum Harrison Nelson Sterlin, 
Cameron Heflin ew Sutherland 
Capper Hitchcock Nicholson Swanson 
Caraway Johnson Norbeck Townsend 
Colt Jones, N. Mex, Norris Trammell 
Couzens Jones, Wash, adie Underwood 
Culberson Kendrick verman Wadsworth 
Curtis Keyes age Walsh, Mass. 
Dial sing Pepper Walsh, Mont, 
Dillingham Lad Phipps Warren 
Ernst Lenroot Pomerene Watson 
Fletcher 7 Aa nsd: Willis 
George McCormick Robinson 


Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to announce that the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre] is absent on business of 
the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the following bills and joint resolutions of 
the Senate: 

S. 1016. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
section 3480 of the Revised Statutes of the United States“; 

S. 1926. An act to extend the provisions of the act of Feb- 
ruary 8, 1887, as amended, to lands purchased for Indians; 

S. 3702. An act providing for the acquirement by the United 
States of privately owned lands situated within certain town- 
ships in the Lincoln National Forest, in the State of New 
Mexico, by exchanging therefor lands on the public domain also 
within such State; 

S. 4169. An act granting the consent of Congress to the city of 
Aurora, Kane County, III., a municipal corporation, to construct, 
‘maintain, and operate a bridge across the Fox River; 

8. 4260. An act to extend the time for the construction of a 
bridge over the Columbia River between the States of Oregon 
and Washington, at a point approximately 5 miles upstream 
from Dalles City, Wasco County, in the State of Oregon ; 

S. 4288. An act to grant the consent of Congress for the spe- 
cial commission constituted by an act of the Legislature of 
Massachusetts to construct a bridge across the Merrimack River; 
S8. 4846. An act granting the consent of Congress to the Dela- 
ware State Highway Department to construct a bridge across 
the Nanticoke River; 

S. 4353. An act granting the consent of Congress to the high- 
way commissioner of the town of Elgin, Kane County, III., 
to construct, maintain, and operate a bridge across the Fox 
River; 

S. 4439. An act to revive and to reenact an act entitled “An 
act granting the consent of Congress for the construction of a 
bridge and approaches thereto across the Arkansas River be- 
tween the cities of Little Rock and Argenta,” approved October 
6, 1917; 

S. J. Res. 226. Joint resolution authorizing the acceptance of 
title to certain land within the Shasta National Forest, Calif.; and 


S. J. Res. 259. Joint resolution authorizing the President to 
abrogate the international agreement embodied in certain Exec- 
utive orders relating to the Panama Canal. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
following bill and joint resolution of the Senate, each with an 
amendment, in which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

S. 1878. An act to permit the State of Montana to exchange 
cut-over timberlands granted for educational purposes for other 
lands of like character and approximate value; and 

S. J. Res. 248. Joint resolution to provide for the payment of 
salaries of Senators appointed to fill vacancies, and for other 
purposes. 

The message further announced that the House had passed 
the following bills of the Senate, each with amendments, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the Senate: 

S. 4029. An act amendatory of and supplemental to an act 
entitled “An act to incorporate the Texas Pacific Railroad Co., 
and to aid in the construction of its road, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 3, 1871, and acts supplementary 
thereto, approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, March 8, 1873, and 
June 22, 1874; and 

S. 4341. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Oregon-Washington Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a 
toll bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of 
Hood River, Oreg. 

The message also announced that the House had passed the 
apom ng bills, in which it requested the concurrence of the 

enate : 

H. R. 6423. An act to detach Pecos County, in the State of 
Texas, from the Del Rio division of the western judicial district 
of Texas and attach same to the El Paso division of the western 
judicial district of said State; 

H. R. 7103. An act to establish the standard of weights and 
measures for the following wheat-mill and corn-mill products, 
namely, flours, hominy, grits, and meals, and all commercial 
feeding stuffs, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 9049. An act declaring the act of September 19, 1890 
(26 Stats., ch. 907, sec. 7), and the act of March 8, 1899 (30 
Stats., ch. 425, sec. 9), and all acts amendatory of either 
thereof, shall not hereafter apply to a portion of the west arm 
of the south fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 12007. An act providing for the conveyance of certain 
land to the city of Boise, Idaho, and from the city of Boise, 
Idaho, to the United States; 

H. R. 18046. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treasury 
to convey to the city of Wilmington, N. C., marine hospital 
reservation ; 

H. R. 13571. An act to amend section 71 of the Judicial Code, 
as amended ; 

H. R. 18760. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize the construction of drawless bridges across a cer- 
tain portion of the Charles River, in the State of Massachu- 
setts,” approved November 14, 1921; and 

H. R. 13808. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
commissioners of Venango County, their successors and as- 
signs, to construct a bridge across the Allegheny River, in the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

The message further announced that the House had adopted 
the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 36) providing for the 
appointment of a committee of Congress to meet at Savannah, 
Ga.. the last contingent of American troops returning from 
Germany on the St. Mihiel, and that pursuant to said con- 
current resolution the Speaker of the House had appointed 
Mr. JoHNson of S. Dak., Mr. Reece, Mr. LINEBERGER, Mr. Con- 
NALLY of Texas, and Mr. BULWINKLE as members of the com- 
mittee on the part of the House, 


PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. WILLIS presented the memorial of J. P. Wallace and 
58 other citizens of Cincinnati, Ohio, remonstrating against 
the passage of legislation providing for compulsory Sunday 
observance in the District of Columbia, which was referred to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. McKELLAR presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Memphis, Tenn., remonstrating against the passage of legisla- 
tion making Sunday performances of theatricals and motion 
picture shows illegal, which was referred to the Committe on 
the District of Columbia. 

Mr. POINDEXTER presented resolutions adopted by a mass 
meeting held at the First Presbyterian Church of Spokane, 
Wash., favoring economic pressure by the United States for the 
relief of Armenia and the Armenians, which were referred to 
the Committee on Foreign Relations. 


1923. 
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Mr. SMOOT presented the following memorial of the Governor 
and Legislature of the State of Utah, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance: 

STATE oF UTAH, 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, 
Secretary of State’s Office. 

I, II. E. Crockett, secretary of state of the State of Utah, do hereby 
certify that the attached is a full, true, and correct copy of senate con+ 
current memorial No. 2 as 1 on file in my office. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the great 
seal of the State of Utah this 31st day of January, 1923. 

[sean] H. E. CROCKETT 
Secretary of State. 
Petitioning the Congress of the vanes States to assist the silver-mining 

ustry. 
To the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States in 

Congress assembled: 

Your memorialists, the Governor and Legislature of the State of Utah, 
respectfully represent that— 

“ Whereas the production of silver is an important industry of the 
United States, and affords employment directly to many thousands of 
persons and indirectly to thousands of others; and 

“ Whereas on account of its association with other metals, especially 
lead and zinc, in ores, and inadequate price for silver increases the cost 
of production of lead and zinc, and thereby adds to the cost of materials 
essential to many constructive activities; and 

“ Whereas it is also desirable to maintain silver-mining operations in 
the United States, so as to meet the coinage requirements of various 
countries in which commerce and industry are in process of rehabilita- 
tion and can not be fully reestablished without additional supplies of 
metallic money; and 

“Whereas the prospective early completion of silver repurchases un- 
der the provisions of the Pittman Act is liable to disrupt the silver- 
mining industry of the United States and In part suspend silver produc- 
tion unless measures be taken to preserve the industry ; 

Now, therefore, the Governor and Legislature of the State of Utah 
respectfully petition the Congress of the United States to give ampe: 
thetic and early consideration to this phase of the silver-mining indus- 
try and enact such legislation as may be necessary in the premises,” 

The foregoing memorial was publicly read by title and immediately 
thereafter signed by the president of senate, in the presence of the 
house over which he presides, and the fact of such signing duly entered 
upon the journal this 80th day of January, 1923. 

THOMAS E. McKay, 
President of the Senate. 


H. L. CUMMINGS, 

Secretary of Senate. 
The foregoing memorial was publicly read by title and immediately 
thereafter signed by the speaker of the house, in the presence of the 
house over which he presides, and the fact of such signing duly entered 

upon the journal this 30th day of January, 1923. 

Wu. W. S8EGMILLER 

Speaker of the 


H. L. CROPPER, 
Chief Olerk of House. 
the senate this 30th day of January, 1923. Approved 


CHas. R. MABEY, Governor. 

Received from the 8 and filed in the office of the secretary of 
state this 30th day of January, 1923. 

H. E. CROCKETT, Secretary of State. 

Mr. BROOKHART presented the following concurrent resolu- 
tion of the Legislature of Iowa, which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Banking and Currency: 

Concurrent resolution, 

Whereas many million dollars of farm loans in Iowa are coming due 
March 1, 1928, and a large number of Iowa farmers are desirous of 
yang themselves of the ora offered in the amendment, now 

‘ore Congress, to the farm loan act; 

Be it resolved by the house (the senate conourring), That the lowa 
delegation in hem ces be requested to use all honorable means in 
securing the adoption of this Federal farm loan amendment at the 
earliest possible date, 


Attest: 


ouse. 
Attest: 


Received from 
January 30, 1923 


J. H. ANDERSON 
. of the House. 
OHN HAMMILL, 
President of the Senate. 
Introduced e ff 10, 1923. Adopted January 16, 1923. Messaged 
to Senate January 17. Adopted January 18, 1923, 
A. C. GUSTAFSON 
Clerk of the House, 


Mr. BROOKHART presented the following concurrent reso- 
lution of the Legislature of Iowa, which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce: 

Concurrent resolution. 


Be it resolved by the senate (the house concurring), That— 

Whereas it is impracticable for the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion to attempt to supervise the distribution of cars as between indi- 
vidual shippers throughout the United States; an 

Whereas there should be some governmental authority within rea- 
sonable reach to which appeal can be made to require equitable dis- 
tribution of cars without regard to whether the same are to be 
used for shipments interstate or intrastate: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That we respectfully urge upon Congress the amendment 
of the interstate commerce act in such way that the regulatory 
authorities of the States nray make reasonable orders and regulations 
not in conflict with Federal law, or with lawful orders of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission, ub ears within the respective 
borders of such States to be equitably distributed to shippers desiring 
the same, without regard to whether they are desired for use in 
shipments that are interstate or intrastate. 

We urge upon Congress the sig roe of section 15a of the interstate 
commerce act as amended by the Esch-Cummins Act and the making of 
such other amendnrents thereto as shall clearly limit and define the 

wer as exists between the Interstate Commerce Commission and 
be no misunderstanding that the 


tate commissions, that there may 


State commissions definitely have the same authority over rates as 
existed before the enactment of the transportation act, 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be mailed to each United 
States Senator and each Member of Congress from Iowa. 

Jons HAMMILL, 
President of the Senate. 

L. W. AINSWORTH, 

Secretary of the Senate. 

J. H. ANDERSON, 
Speaker of the House. 

A. C. GUSTAFSON, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 

Mr. BROOKHART presented the following concurrent reso- 
lution of the Legislature of Iowa, which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce: 

Concurrent resolution. 

Be it resolved by the house (the senate concurring), That— 

“ Whereas, by section 19a of the interstate commerce act, providing 
for the valuation by the Interstate Commerce Commission of the prop- 
erties of common carriers, it is provided that ‘such inyestigation 
shall show the value of its roperty in each of the several States 
and Territories and the District of Columbia, classified and in detail 
as herein required’; and 

“ Whereas the commission in its valuation reports thus far made 
has shown the values of properties covered by such reports in each 
case as a whole only, and has failed to show the values thereof ‘in 
pack of the several States and Territories and the District of Colum- 

a’; an 
“Whereas the Bureau of Valuation of said commission has recom- 
mended to the commission that it uest Congress to relieve it from 
showing the values of said properties by States; and 

“Whereas it is desirable for various uses and purposes that such 
valuation shall be shown separately by States, as aforesaid: 

“ Resolved, That the Fortieth General Assembly of the State of 
Iowa, now in session, expresses its view that the Interstate Commerce 
Commission should show as to each interstate carrier the value of its 
property, in each of the several States in which said property exists, 
and that no change in the law to sanction failure to make such show- 
ing ought to be sought or made; and be it further 

* Resolved, That a roe of this resolution be mailed to each United 
States Senator and each Member of Congress from Iowa." 

J. H. ANDERSON, 
Speaker of the House. 
JoHN HAMMILL, 
President of the Senate. 
A. C. GUSTAFSON, 
Olerk of the House. 


Introduced zangar 17, 1923; rules suspended, adopted ; messaged 
to senate 1 17; substituted for senate resolution; adopted by 
senate January 18, 1923. 


Mr. NORBECK presented the following concurrent resolu- 
tion of the Legislature of South Dakota, which was referred 
to the Committee on Commerce: 


A concurrent resolution memorializing Congress and our Senators and 
Representatives in Congress to amend section 2 of House Resolu- 
tion 8744, approved December 21, 1921, and enact in lieu thereof 
an act to require the completion of a steel bridge at Chamberlain, 
S. Dak.. as required by act of Congress 71 April 28, 1916, 
said bridge to be completed during the year 1923. 

Whereas by an act of Congress dated April 28, 1916, the Chicago, 
Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co. was author to construct a 
steel bridge across the Missouri River at Chamberlain, 8. Dak., and 
[aeons nv granted to continue the use of a pontoon bridge for the 
ransportation of freight and passengers across said river until the 
completion of said steel bridge; and 

hereas the right to construct said bridge was extended by act of 

Congress approved February 25, 1919, and by a further act of Con- 
88 approved December 21, 1921, which last-named act extends the 

ime for the completion of said bridge to April 28, 1925; and 

Whereas said Chicago, Milwaukee & St. Paul Railway Co, began 
the construction of and completed a_ portion of said bridge in the 
ear 1918, but has wholly failed to do anything toward the comple- 
on thereof since the carly part of 1919; and 

Whereas the use of said pontoon bridge is believed to endanger the 
lives of the employees of said railroad operating trains thereon and 
the lives of the traveling public; and 

Whereas serious and costly accidents and delays in transportation 
have already occurred, to wit: 

First. That on or about June 21, 1922, while a gravel train was 


the ice is forming or ere 
ridge, an 


South Dakota (the House of 
ongress of the United States 


Representatives concurring), That the 
‘ongress b. 


an 


uire the oe tee of said bridge not later than during the year 
1923; and be it further 
Resolved, That engrossed copies of this preamble and resolution be 


2 by the secretary of the senate, es 8 by the 8 of- 
cers of the senate and house of representatives and forward to 
the Congress of the United States and to our Senators and Repre- 


sentatives in Congress and to the Secretary of War. 
Cart GUNDERSON, 
President of the Senate. 
A. B. BLAKE 
ecretary. 
E. O. FRESCOLN 
Speaker of the House, 


RIGHT Tann. 
Ontef Gterk, 
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Mr. NORBECK presented the following concurrent resolu- 
tion of the Legislature of South Dakota, which was referred to 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry: 


A concurrent resolution requesting and demanding modification and re- 
N vision of the present Federal standards for grading grain. 


Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of South Dakota (the House 
of Representatives e That the Bureau of Markets of the 
United States Department of Agriculture in the spring of 1917 pro- 
mulgated certain standards for grading wheat which revolution 
the system of grain inspection to such an extent that the markets 
were seriously disturbed and confused and the rules. were 
found unsatisfactory in commercial transactions, and as subsequent at- 
tempts by the said Bureaw of Markets to amend the original stan 
and inspection rules have not removed the features objectionabie to 
the wheat producers of South Dakota and the rural shippers of grain, 
with the result that the present standards are regarded by the farmers 
of the Northwest as unfair and unreasonable; and 

Whereas the grades so established do not meet with the approval 
of the grain wers and shippers of this State and are ieved to 
confer an undue advantage to the buyers, with a consequent dis- 
ning against the farmers, thereby causing heavy losses every 
year; an 

Whereas the States of Minnesota, South Dakota, North Dakota, Mon- 
meeting held in Helena, Mont., 


concerned ; an 

Whereas the South Dakota Farm Bureau Federation, the South Da- 
kota Farmers’ Grain Dealers“ Association, and other farm and grain 
organizations repeatedly have declared in favor of substantial modifi- 
cation of the Federal standards so that grain may be tested and 
graded in accordance with its milling value, and representatives of 
the States of the Northwest having appeared before the Federal De- 
artment of Agriculture and the Committee on Agriculture of both 
ouses of Congress advocating and urging action favorable to the re- 
quests and needs of the farmers of South Dakota; and 

Whereas the legislators of Minnesota and North Dakota directed 
the promulgation of State des for use in the inspection of prain 
roduced and marketed within those States, the purposes of such: legis- 
ation being to give the wheat producers of those States all the benefit 
possible from the application of State rules and regulations, but this 
plan was found not feasible because of conflict with the Federal rules 
and laws; and 

Whereas the Millers’ National Federation has opposed the efforts of 


the farmers of the State to obtain a modification and revision of the 


Federal grain standards; and 

Whereas HALVOR STEESNERSON, Congressman from the ninth district 
of Minnesota, has introduced a bill in Congress to establish standards 
for the grading of spring, wheat, which, if adopted, will virtually 
recognize the milling value of wheat and place the producers and the 
buyers on an equal footing in the grain markets of the country: There- 
fore be it 

Resolved by the Legislature of the State of South Dakota, That it 
hereby, in behalf of the people of South Dakota, requests and de- 
mands that the Federal authorities, either in Congress or in the De- 

rtment of Agriculture, do so modify, revise, or amend the pren 

eral standards. for grading spring wheat as to comply with the 

requests of the farmers of uth Dakota and the Northwest, and 
thereby remove the present discriminations and penalties in order to 
romote the prosperity and welfare of the agriculturai interests of 

uth Dakota and the Northwest; be it further 

Resolved, That: we approve the aforesaid Steenerson grain grading 
bin, and urge its immediate passage by ry igen be it further 

ResoWwed, That copies of these resolutions forwarded to the Presi- 
dent of the United States, the Secretary of Agriculture, to both Houses 
of Congress, and to the individual Members of the South Dakota dele- 
vain Ear cho Cart. GUNDBERSON, 
President of the Senate. 

A. B. BLA 


. KE, 

Secretary of the Senate. 
E. 0. Fals 

Speaker of the House. 


WRIGHT TARBELE 
Chief Clerk of the House. 


Mr. NORBECK presented the following concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of South Dakota, which was referred to the 
Committee on Interstate Commerce: 


resolution requesting and demanding modification and 
m tmnt rad of the present freight rates for grain and live stock. 


esent freight rates for shipment of grain and live 

Ps ee Aiert —.— are oe and of one a nature as to render 
the prices 8 by producers of such commodities less than the cost 
of production ; 

ee several efforts have been made by the rallroad commission- 
ers of the State of South Dakota to secure reductions that are neces- 
sary for the preservation of the great industry of agriculture in the 
State of South Dakota ; and 

Whereas the rates now in force are approximately 20 per cent higher 
than the rates in force prior to 1918; and 

Whereas the prices of farm products to the producer in this State 
are ap N 20 per cent lower than the ae prices received 
by such producers for such commodities during the 10-year period just 
preceding the year 1918: Be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the State of South Dakota (the House of 
R tattves concurring), That it hereby, in behalf of the people of 
the State of South Dakota, requests and demands that the Con 
of the United States, by appropriate legislation or otherwise, and the 
Interstate Commerce Co sion and all other bodies of the Federal 
Government having in their power or discretion to modify, reduce, re- 
vise, or amend the present freight rates, perform such duties as to 
comply with Oe sen ar = farmers 5 State Pose otha perta 

nd: the Northw an ereby remove s menace to the prospe 
and welfare of the a 3 interests of South Dakota and the 
Northwest; and be it further 

Resolv That copies of these resolutions be prepared by the sec- 
retary of state and forwarded to our Representatives and Senators in 
Congress, to the Secretary of the Senate, and the Chief Clerk of the 
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House of 
merce Co: 
States, Warren G. Harding. 


tatives of the United States, to the Interstate Com- 
ion, and to His Excellency the President of the United 


Cant GuNDERSON, 
President of the Senate, 
A. B. BLAKE, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
E. O. FRESCOLN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
WRIGHT TARBELL. 
Chief Clerk of the House of ves. 

Mr. NORBECK presented the following concurrent resolution 
of the Legislature of South Dakota, which was referred to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency: 

A concurrent resolution memorializing Congress to give immediate and 
careful consideration to ate bill No. 4130. ` 

Be it resolved by the Senate of the State of South Dakota (the House 

Representatives concurring). : 

Whereas a bill raising the limit on Federal farm loans from $10,000 
to $25,000 has been introduced in Congress and which is now in the 
Committee on Banking and Currency: Therefore 

We urge our delegation in Congress to do their utmost to secure 
speedy and favorable action by the committee and thereafter its prompt 
passage by Congress, so that it may become the law before March 1, 
1928, at which time there are many Federal farm loans to be closed 
exceeding $10,000 in amount, 

That the passage of this bill will not in any manner impair the 
operation nor the credit of the Federal land bank, but will result in 
extending its scope of so that a larger number of borrowers 
can be reached. 

That all loans are made on the basis of the security offered, and bor- 
rowers of large amounts often offer the best security, owing to their 
exeeutiye-abilíty and industry in the management of farm operation. 

That the Federal land bank is seriously hampered in its operation 
owing to the $10,000 limit; be it further 

Resolved, That en copies of this resolution be prepared by 
the secretary of state, signed by the presiding officers of the ate and 
the house of representatives, and forward one copy each to nators 
Norpecx and Srertine and Congressmen CHRISTOPHERSON, JOHNSON, 
and WILLIAMSON, to the Secretary of the Senate and the Chief Clerk 
of the House o resentatives of the United States, and to His 
Excellency the President of the United States, Warren G. Harding. 

Cart GUNDERSON, 
President of the Senate. 
A. B. BLAKE, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
E. O. FRESCOLN, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
WRIGHT TARBELL, ` 
Chief Olerk of the House of Representatives: 
ELLEN M. STONE RANSOM FUND. 


Mr. LODGE. I report back favorably, without amendment, 
from the Committee on Foreign Relations, the bill (S. 543) for 
the relief of contributors of the Ellen M. Stone ransom fund. 
A similar bill was elaborately reported on by the Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. PomERENE] and has passed the Senate several times. 
I ask for its present consideration. I think there will be no 
objection. to it. 

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the 
Wee proceeded to consider the bill, which was read, as fol- 
ows: 

Be it enacted, ete., That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is 
herehy, authorized and directed to return, out of any funds in the 
8 not otherwise 8 to such contributors, or, in the 
event of the death of any such contributor, to the legal representative 
thereof, as may file their claims within one year from the passage of 
this act, the money subscribed by such contributor to pay the ransom 
for the release of Miss Ellen M. Stone, an American missionary to Tur 
key, who was abducted by brigands on September 3, 1901, said total 
sum not to exceed $66,000. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, or- 
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed, 

BILLS INTRODUCED. a 

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and by un 
consent the second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. ROBINSON: 4 * 

A bill (S. 4486) to amend section 5200 of the Revised Statutes 
as amended; to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. NELSON: 

A bill (S. 4487) making section 1535c of the Code of Law for 
the District of Columbia applicable to the municipal court of 
the District of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SUTHERLAND: 

A bill (S. 4488) granting a pension to A. M. Nestor (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. POINDEXTER: 

A bill (S. 4489) for the relief of Roy A. Darling; and 

A bill (S. 4490) for the relief of Charles D. Baylis, first 
Heutenant, United States Marine Corps (with accompanying 
papers) ; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

DISTRICT STREET-RAILWAY FARES. 


Mr. McKELLAR submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (S. 2589) to amend section 11 of 
the act entitled “An act for the retirement of public school-teach- 


us 
ae 
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ers in the District of Columbia,” approved January 15, 1920, 
which was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 


He also submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 


him to the bill (S. 3252) to amend paragraph 8 of the act en- 
titled “An act relating to the metropolitan police of the District 
of Columbia,” approved February 28, 1901, as amended, which 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 4012) to control the possession, sale, and use 
of pistols and revolvers in the District of Columbia, to provide 
penalties, and for other purposes, which was ordered to lie on 
the table and to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (S. 4283) to authorize the Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia to require operators of motor vehicles in 
the District of Columbia to secure a permit, and for other pur- 
poses, which was referred to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia and ordered to be printed. 

He also submitted an amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 266) authorizing the use 
of public parks, reservations, and other public spaces in the 
District of Columbia; and the use of tents, cots, hospital appli- 
ances, flags, and other decorations, property of the United 
States, by the Almas Temple, Washington, D. C., 1923 Shrine 
Committee (Inc.), and for other purposes, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and to be printed. 


HOUSE BILLS REFERRED. 


The following bills were severally read twice by title and 

referred as indicated below: 
HI. R. 7103. An act to establish the standard of weights and 
measures for the following wheat-mill and corn-mill products, 
namely, flours, hominy, grits, and meals, and all commercial 
feeding stuffs, and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

H. R. 6423. An act to detach Pecos County, in the State of 
Texas, from the Del Rio division of the western judicial district 
of Texas and attach same to the El Paso division of the western 
judicial district of said State; and 

H. R. 13571. An act to amend section 71 of the Judictal Code, 
as amended; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 12007. An act providing for the conveyance of certain 
land to the city of Boise, Idaho, and from the city of Boise, 
Idaho, to the United States; and 

H. R. 13046. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury to convey to the city of Wilmington, N. C., marine-hospital 
reservation ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 

H. R. 9049. An act declaring the act of September 19, 1890 
(26 Stat., ch. 907, sec. 7), and the act of March 3, 1899 (30 
Stat., ch. 425, sec. 9), and all acts amendatory of cither 
thereof shall not hereafter apply to a portion of the west arm 
of the south fork of the South Branch of the Chicago River, and 
for other purposes ; 

II. R. 13760. An act to amend an act entitled “An act to 
authorize the construction of drawless bridge across a certain 
portion of the Charles River, in the State of Massachusetts,” 
approved November 14, 1921; and 

H. R. 13808. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
commissioners of Venango County, their successors and assigns, 
to construct a bridge across the Allegheny River, in the State 
of Pennsylvania; to the Committee on Commerce. 


SALARIES OF SENATORS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the joint reso- 
lution (S. J. Res. 248) to provide for the payment of salaries 
of Senators appointed to fill vacancies, and for other purposes, 
which was in line 7, after the word “ qualify,” to insert a colon 
and the following proviso: 


Provided, That where no appointments have been made to fill such 
vacancies, the salaries of Senators elected to fill such vacancies shall 
commence on the day following their election, 


Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, the Senate passed this joint 
resolution to correct a little difficulty we had some time ago 
providing that the compensation of appointed Senators should 
run until their successors who were elected qualified. The 
House has passed it, but added a very wise amendment. 

It might happen that a Senator died in the last of September 
and there would be no appointment, as the governor would 
wait, that at the election in November the vacancy might be 
filled. In that case, when the Senator was elected in Novem- 
ber, there having been no appointment made, of course his sal- 
ary ought to commence from the day of election rather than 
from the day of qualification. The amendment of the House 
cures that omission in our joint resolution, and I move that the 
Senate concur in the amendment, 

The motion was agreed to. 


EXCHANGE OF LANDS IN MONTANA, 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8. 
1878) to permit the State of Montana to exchange cut-over 
timberlands granted for educational purposes for other lands 
of like character and approximate value. 

The amendment of the House was, on page 1, line 9, after the 
word “ship,” to insert “ which exchanged Jand shall be sub- 
ject to the same requirements and limitations.” 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I move that the Senate concur in 
the House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 


TEXAS PACIFIC RAILROAD CO, 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill from the 
Senate (S. 4029) amendatory of and supplemental to an act 
entitled “An act to incorporate the Texas Pacific Railroad Co., 
and to aid in the construction of its road, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 8, 1871, and acts supplemental thereto, 
approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, March 3, 1873, and June 
22, 1874, which were, on page 2, line 11, to strike out“, but not 
in excess of $65,000,"; on page 3, line 17, to strike out “, as 
far as applicable”; on page 4, line 8, after “ State,” to insert: 
“+ Provided, That no civil suit in tort brought against said rail- 
way company in the State courts of Louisiana or Arkansas may 
be removed by said railway company to any court of the United 
States on account of diverse citizenship.” 

And to amend the title so as to read: “An act to amend and 
supplement the act entitled ‘An act to incorporate the Texas 
& Pacific Railroad Co., and to aid in the construction of its 
road, and for other purposes,’ approved March 8, 1871, and acts 
supplemental thereto, approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, 
March 3, 1878, and June 22, 1874.“ 

Mr. SHEPPARD, I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. 

The motion was agreed to. 


COLUMBIA RIVER BRIDGE NEAR CITY OF HOOD RIVER, OREG. 


The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives to the bill (S. 4341) 
granting the consent of Congress to the Oregon-Washington 
Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a toll bridge across 
the Columbia River at or near the city of Hood River, Oreg., 
which were on page 1, line 6, to strike out “ toll,” and to amend 
the title so as to read: “An act granting the consent of Congress 
to the Oregon-Washington Bridge Co. and its successors to 
construct a bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city 
of Hood River, Oreg.” 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, under the act of 
1906, providing the general conditions under which bridges may 
be built across navigable streams, toll charges are permitted, 
but they are subject, of course, to the control of the Secretary 
of War. Therefore I move that the Senate concur in the House 
amendments to the bill, 

The motion was agreed to. 


RETURN OF AMERICAN TROOPS FROM GERMANY. 


The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 36, providing for the appointment of a committee of 
Congress to meet at Savannah, Ga., the last contingent of 
American troops returning from Germany on the St. Mihiel, the 
Chair appoints the following Senators as members of the com- 
mittee on the part of the Senate: Mr. WADSWORTH, Mr. WAR- 
REN, Mr. Reep of Pennsylvania, Mr. Harris, and Mr. ROBINSON. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses). The Secretary 
will report the first of the committee amendments passed over. 

The Reaping CLERK. On page 21 the committee proposes to 
strike out lines 22, 28, 24. and 25, and on page 22 lines 1 and 2, 
in the following words: 

None of the funds appropriated in this act shall be used for p: 
ment of any officer of the Army on the active or retired list while 
such officer is engaged in the business of selling su upplies or services 
to the United States, or is employed by any individual, partnership, 
or corporation which engages in such business, 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
next of the amendments passed over. 

The Reapine CLERK. The next amendment passed over was, 
on page 106, line 15, to reduce the appropriation for examina- 
tions, surveys, and contingencies for rivers and harbors for 
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which there may be no special appropriation from “$456,850” 
to “ $406,850.” 

The amendment was agreed to. 

The next amendment passed over was, on page 106, line 17, 
after the word “ law,” to insert or for investigations covering 
types of boats,“ so as to make the proviso read: 


Provided, That no rt of this sum shall be expended for any pre- 
limimary . p or estimate not sumone by 
law or for imvestigations g types of boats. 


The amendment was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is as in Committee of 
the Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I offer the amendment 
which I send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will report the 
amendment. 

The READING CLERK. On page 106, at the end of line 12, insert 
the following proviso: 


„FFFVFVVFCCVCVTTTTCbT Tess Tomes 
as may * f een Sioux „Iowa, 
and Fort Benton, Mont., for the removal of obstructions, the revetment 
of shores where the same may be necessary, for the maintenance 
of the channel to landing places and at points where the railroads 
83 the Missouri River, said last- mentioned sum to be immediately 
ay: e. 


Mr. KING. Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. The 
amendment has to do with the figures found in lime 12? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It has. 

Mr. KING. Then I move the following amendment, though 
I am not sure whether it is germane or not. I move to strike 
out the figures“ 910“ and to insert in lieu thereoſ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair will state to the 
Senator from Utah that his amendment is not in order at this 
time. The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senater from North Dakota. 

Mr. McNARY. May I inquire what is the pending amend- 
ment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendment offered by the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. MeCuunrnl. which has been 
once reported. The Secretary, however, will read the amend- 
ment again for the information of the Senate. 

The reading clerk again read Mr. McCumues’s amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 
the amendment proposed by the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, this is an endeavor to 
provide by act of Congress that a certain portion of the 
$56,000,000 appropriation shall be spent on a certain project. 
The amendment provides, in effect, that $250,000 of the $56,- 
000,000 shall be spent at that particular place named. It is a 
grave question in my mind whether this is a good policy, in view 
of the action of the Congress during the last feur or five years 
by which river and harbor appropriations have been made in a 
lump sum, and the Engineer Corps, under the direction of the 
Secretary of War and the President, have determined how that 
lump sum shall be spent on the various approved projects. If 
we are going te commence to single out certain projects and 
mention them in connection with the lump sum to be appropri- 
ated, it would only be fair that amendments should be offered 
for practically every separate project that has been approved by 
the Congress in the past. 

T am not certain, Mr. President, whether this amendment is 


in order or not. Of course, the sum of $250,000 is not estimated 


for for that project, nor has this specific appropriation been re- 
ported from a standing committee. On the other hand, it may 
be said that the $250,000 is not an increase of the appropriation, 
because it is to be taken out of the general appropriation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is of the opinion that 
the amendment is in the nature of a limitation upon the ex- 
penditure of the appropriation, and is therefore in order. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That the appropriation is in the nature 
of a limitation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I notice that it does not say “ that not 
more than $250,000 shall be spent.” That would be a limitation, 
as I understand the meaning of the word “ limitation.” 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Nevertheless, the Chair is of 
the opinion that the amendment is in order. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, this is a most important 
amendment in the sense that the money which is to be appro- 
priated is to be used on the Missouri River for the purpose of 
navigation. I have assumed all the time that in framing bills 
proposing to appropriate money for rivers and harbors such 
appropriations were intended te promote navigation. I think 
for about 50 years some engineers have been stationed at Kan- 
sas City, Mo.; their homes are at that place. They have spent 
their time in making recommendations and im digging out one 
year a channel which fills up the next year; so that during all 


of this time we have got nothing whatever, as I understand the 
situation, to show that the millions upon millions of dollars 
which have been appropriated and which have gone into the 
Missouri project have been used for the advantage of any 
navigation upon the Missouri River. 

The only navigation, Mr. President, upon the Missouri River 
is on the upper Missouri or that portion of the Missouri between 
Sioux City, Iowa, and Fort Benton, Mont. There have been 
small boats plying between those two points for a great many 
years. A number of our transcontinental railway lines, includ- 
ing the Great Northern, the Soo, the Northern Pacific, the Mil- 
waukee, and one or two other important railroad lines, all 
cress the Missouri River nerth of those points. Some coal, hay, 
wheat, and other grain are brought from warehouses along the 
river to the intersection with the railroads; so that the trans- 
portation of these commodities over the railroads is but a con- 
tinuation ef their transportation over the water. This kind ef 
transportation has been carried on during all of these hard 
years. South of Sioux City, however, where there have been 
spent millions and hundreds of milliens of dollars, there has 
not a single boat been in operation for the purpose of carrying 
any kind ef commerce. The only commerce which is carried on 
the river in the vicinity of Kansas City is a small quantity 
of sand dug out of the river, loaded into barges, and nsed for 
rents ol purposes. There is no real commerce south of Sioux 

ity. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. Can the Senator inform the Senate as to 
whether or not this specific project has been authorized by law? 
I have not had time to look it up. 

Mr. McCUMBER. No particular project has been authorized. 
The estimate made by the Budget Bureau upon the recom- 
mendation of the engineers has been that about $15,000 could 
be properly used along that entire stretch of the Missouri River 
where there is commerce, and that fifty-odd million dollars 
can be used where there is ne commerce, where there is no 
prospect of any commerce, and never has been any since we 
started on the project of digging out the sand one year in order 
to clear the channel, and the next year, because the upper 
Missouri has net been protected, and consequently the same 
amount of soil is washed down, doing the entire work over 
again. I am saying that much in reference to the matter of 
making the appropriation of any use to us at all. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senater from Oregon? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. McNARY. I desire to ask the Senator from North 
Dakota if this project is one that has heretofore been authorized 
by the Congress? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I can not say that the particular project 
has ‘been authorized; but let me say to the Senator, suppose 
in the year 1922 a point between Bismarck and Williston, for 
instance, the river begins to cut in on the banks and to change 
its channel. The necessity for revetment work at that particu- 
lar point of course is a project that has not been considered; 
there has been nobody there to consider it. The engineers with 
their families make excursions up the Missouri River once a 
year and locate a few snags, go up the next year and blow 
them out with dynamite, and pay 815.000 or $20,000 for run- 
ning their boats up there for one trip. That is the extent of the 
work they consider necessary for commerce on the upper Mis- 
‘souri. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, let me ask the Senater has 
the Government ever recognized this project in the appre- 
priation of any money? 

Mr. M Yes. The Government has appropriated 
$150,000 and sometimes as high, I think, as $200,000 to be used 
above Sioux City. 

Mr. McNARY. Let me ask the Senator another question. 
What is the volume of commerce that is carried up and down 
the stream? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I can not give the Senator the volume of 
ithe commerce for the last year or two because of the fact that 
the failure of crops-in that section ef the country has made 
the commerce almost nil during that period. I understand, 
however, there are about four or five boats being run regularly 
on that section ef the Missouri and that they will transport 
erops alone of about a million bushels of wheat from last year’s 


crop. 
Mr. McNARY. Does the Senator from North Dakota believe, 
the appropriation provided in the bill being in the shape of a 
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lump sum, that it would prevent the engineers from using a 
portion of it to do the very work described in his amendment? 

Mr. McCUMBER. We have that inquiry and the answer is 
that they can not use over $10,000, because of certain estimates 
that were made to the Budget Bureau. Therefore they are 
limited in their expenditures on the upper stretches of the 
Missouri. 

Mr. McNARY. Is that the estimate of the Bureau of the 
Budget or of the engineers? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is the estimate of the Bureau of the 
Budget, made npon the recommendation of the engineers. 

Mr. McNARY. I think the Senator is mistaken as to that. 
The Director of the Bureau of the Budget estimated an ex- 
penditure of $26,000,000, while this bill carries $56,000,000. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The captain of one of the vessels plying 
on the upper Missouri applied to the department only two days 
ago, and he was informed by the engineers that they could not 
use more than the amount carried in their estimate to the 
Budget Bureau, and that was $10,000 or $15,000. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICHR. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. McCUMBHR. I yield. 

Mr. KING. In view of the fact that the Budget Bureau 
recommended approximately $27,000,000 or $28,000,000 and the 
House entirely disregarded the recommendation of the Budget 
Bureau and the Senate committee also disregarded the recom- 
mendation of the Budget Burean, I rise to inquire of the Sena- 
tor how he can insist now that the engineers of the Govern- 
ment are bound by any appropriation which Congress may 
make, unless there be in the appropriation itself words of 
limitation? 

The Budget Bureau made certain recommendations based 
upon an appropriation of $28,000,000. That $28,000,000, under 
the Budget estimate, I presume, was allocated to the various 
projects, new and old. If the House disregards those alloca- 
tions and the aggregate amount of the allocations and gives a 
sum double the amount recommended by the Budget Bureau, 
I am not quite clear, and I should be happy to have the learned 
Senator advise me, how those who are to expend the sum would 
feel that the allocations set forth by the Budget Bureau con- 
stitute any limitation upon them? 

Mr. McCUMBER, Mr. President, that question involves 
another question which I might ask of the Senator from Utah, 
and that is, who is to determine how much of this appropria- 
tion shall be used in any specific section of the Missouri? 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I presume that this appropriation 
goes to the Board of Engineers, or the Rivers and Harbors 
Commission, however they may be denominated, and they ex- 
pend the money as they see fit. 

Mr. McCUMBER. All right. Now, suppose the engineers 
have already reported to the Budget Bureau that they do not 
need more than ten or fifteen thousand dollars for use above 
Sioux City, Iowa, on the Missouri, where the only commerce is 
on the river. What may we expect in the way of expenditure 
on that section of the Missouri? 

Mr. KING. I presume, if the Senator puts it that way, that 
if the engineers have allocated fifty-seven or fifty-eight millions, 
the amount that is found in this bill, and have allowed only 
$10,000 for the project which the Senator is contending for 
now, they doubtless would be constrained to follow that recom- 
mendation which they had made; but the point I made a mo- 
ment ago, and 1 still insist upon it, is this: Technically, the 
Budget Bureau having absolutely disregarded the recommenda- 
tions of the engineers—the engineers having recommended ap- 
proximately $71,000,000, including certain work npon the Mis- 
sissippi and the Missouri Rivers—and recommended an appro- 
priation of twenty-seven or twenty-eight million dollars, it 
would seem to me, unless there were limitations expressed in 
the bill with respect to the disposition of that twenty-seven or 
twenty-eight million dollars, that the engineers could dispose 
of it substantially as they saw fit. I am not sure that they 
would be bound, technically or legally, by statements which 
they had made or recommendations which they had submitted 
to the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator now is getting right down to 
the root of the evil of the situation, and that is this; The engi- 
neers never have been able to see the value of the use of any 
sum of money im that stretch of the Missouri where we have 
river commerce, but they have some kind of a scheme with 
reference to a great waterway between Kansas City and the 
Gulf of Mexico, which scheme never has been brought into ex- 
istence so far in the matter of development, for the reason that 
the dirt, the sand, the soil, the silt which flows down the Mis- 
souri one year is dug out of the channel the next year, and this 
course has been followed year after year with no appreciable 


advantage to the commerce of the United States, while we go 
begging for a few thousand dollars to protect our shores and 
protect our landings and pull the snags and rocks out of the 
channel and keep the channel! in its place where the only com- 
merce on the Missouri now exists. It is a case in which the 
engineers seem to have in view some project for the future 
which may or may not develop, while those of us who believe 
that we ought to use some of the money to maintain the com- 
merce that we now have, and to clear the river of obstructions 
in that section of the country, do not want to be left any longer 
at the mercy of these engineers, who make an estimate of 
$10,000 for use on a stretch of twelve or fourteen hundred miles 
of the river which is navigated, and fifty-odd millions of dollars 
on a stretch of the river where there is no navigation. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Montana? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I do. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I think, if the Senator will par- 
don me, I might clarify the situation a little for the Senator 
from Utah. 

The engineers reported that they could profitably expend, ad- 
visably expend, during the year ending June 30, 1924, $56,- 
590,410, which is substantially the sum appropriated by this 
bill as it came from the House. The Senator from Utah desires 
to see that sum reduced. The amendment offered by the Senator 
from North Dakota contemplates setting apart $250,000 of this 
$60,000,000 for this particular purpose. If the total amount is 
reduced, as contemplated by the Senator from Utah, I am per- 
fectly certain that the Senator from North Dakota will be quite 
willing to reduce proportionately the amount which he seeks 
thus to set aside. 

In other words, I am endeavoring to indicate to the Senator 
from Utah that the subjects which he is discussing have no 
relevancy to the amendment suggested by the Senator from 
North Dakota. Included in the $56,000,000 thus recommended 
by the engineers are three items. One of them is the Missouri 
River, from Kansas City to its mouth, $1,000,000; for improve- 
ment, $500,000. That is a million and a half for the Missouri 
River, from Kansas City to its mouth. The mouth of the Mis- 
souri River is just above St. Louis, according to my recollec- 
tion, so that $1,500,000 is to be spent in the State of Missouri be- 
tween Kansas City and the mouth of the Missouri as it enters 
the Mississippi; $25,000 is to be expended on the river from 
Kansas City to Sioux City; and $15,000 from Sioux City, 600 
miles of river, to Fort Benton, Mont. The Senator from North 
Dakota is simply inviting attention to the fact that that dis- 
tribution is eminently unfair, that is all. I am perfectly cer- 
tain that the Senator will agree, if the amendment which the 
Senator from Utah proposes to offer should prevail and the 
amount should be scaled down, that the amount which he asks 
should be scaled proportionately. In other words, I can see 
nothing in what the Senator from Utah has to say concerning 
the aggregate sum that in anywise whatever militates against 
Last amendment now tendered by the Senator from North 

ota. ; 

Mr. STERLING, Mr. WILLIS, and Mr. KING addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I first yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota, who addressed me a moment ago. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I just want to correct a 
statement that I understood the Senator from Montana to make 
as to the distance from Sioux City to Fort Benton. I under- 
stood him to say it was 600 miles. It is a distance of about 
1,500 miles from Sioux City to Fort Benton, which is termed 
the “head of navigation,“ as I understand; and, according to 
the report of the engineers, only $15,000 could be profitably 
expended for all that distance of 1,500 miles. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield to the Senator for a question. 
Then I want to yield to the Senator from Ohio [Mr. WILLISs ]. 

Mr. KING: It is a little more than a question. It was a 
brief reference to what has been said—— 

Mr. McCUMBHR. As the Senator from Ohio rose first, will 


the Senator allow me to yield to him first? 


Mr. KING. Certainly. 
Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I desire to propound an inquiry 


to the Senator from Montana. What authority of law does 
the Senator elaim there Is for this proposed apprepriation? 
When did the Congress by any act authorize an appropriation 


of funds for this purpose? Can the Senator cite that act? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, appropriations for 
this purpose have been made regularly for 50 years. It may 
not be known to the Senator that as early as 1866 there was 
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between my State and his a continuous line of river transporta- 
tion. We bought supplies in endless quantities from his State 
that went down the Ohio River, up the Mississippi, and up the 
Missouri to Fort Benton. During all of that period appro- 
priations were made for just exactly the purpose which this 
appropriation is for. 

Mr. WILLIS. I am familiar with the commerce to which 
the Senator refers, but he does not quite respond to my inquiry. 
This amendment, I believe, contemplates the addition of a new 
project, where it says: 


For the maintenance of the channel to landing places. 


The Senator is perfectly familiar with the practice here, that 
Congress must and does pass an act authorizing appropria- 
tions for a certain purpose. If the Senator can refer me to the 
act in which this project was approved, I should like to have 
the reference. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. 

Mr. WILLIS. What is it? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. An item for the improvement of 
the river above Sioux City has been a regular portion of the 
appropriation every year. Of course, there is no appropriation 
for taking a snag out of the river where the town line between 
townships 10 and 11 crosses the Missouri River. There is an 
appropriation regularly for the improvement of the river above 
Sioux City, and that is all that is asked here. 

Mr. McCUMBER. : Mr. President, if the Senator will allow 
me, I want to state to the Senator from Ohio that several 
times I have succeeded in having the river and harbor bill 
amended, and amended substantially in the language that I 
have employed here, namely, for revetment and for protecting 
the channel and the approaches of the upper Missouri. There 
is nothing new in the language that is used. In fact, the lan- 
guage I have used is the same that we have used in other 
amendments. 

Now, I want to call the attention of the Senate to another 
feature of this bill and this proposed amendment. Since the 
creation, I presume, the Little Missouri, the Yellowstone River, 
the Knife River, and other important rivers have been pouring 
their silt down the Missouri River. Without that there would 
have been no Louisiana to-day. Louisiana and much of Missis- 
sippi and other sections of this country are made from the flow 
of the soil and the silt from the Missouri and its tributaries. 
Now, where does this come from? Not from the original source 
of the Yellowstone; but the moment that it strikes the level 
country there is somewhere above, I think, 1,500 feet of this silt 
that is washed down from the mountains, from that up to 1,700 
feet, before you get down to a blue clay, and when you get down 
to the blue clay you are then at an altitude about the same as 
the bottom of the Gulf of Mexico. 

Mr, FLETCHER. Mr. President 

Mr. McCUMBER. The channel first cuts on one side, and 
then, from some little obstruction or a sand bar, the whole force 
of the high water is thrown against the bank upon the other 
side, and not only acres but whole quarter sections of land are 
tumbled off into the Missouri and washed down the channel 
until it finally reaches the Gulf of Mexico, or the greater por- 
tion of it reaches around about Kansas City, and is then shov- 
eled out of the channel again to make way for the new amount 
that will come in the next year. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President 

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator will just let me finish the 
thought, how can we prevent this? One way in which we can 
prevent it, Mr. President, is by the revetment of the shores 
where the cave-in takes place. That will prevent whole sec- 
tions of land tumbling into the Missouri, which must be taken 
out again farther down the Missouri, for which we are appro- 
priating large sums every year. 

I have here a photograph of a section of the Missouri River 
at Bismarck [exhibiting]. If Senators would look at this 
photograph, which is a picture of a scene above a new bridge 
which the Government, in connection with the State, has just 
built, they would find that the shores have been revetted, and 
they have been for a great many years. The engineers do not 
see fit generally to make the revetment properly, but when they 
have joined with the Northern Pacific or other railway in 
doing it, and when it has been done properly, it has been a suc- 
cess. 

It is done in this way: In the wintertime, when the Missouri 
is frozen over, with sometimes 2 or 3 feet of ice, and when it 
is at its lowest depth, they put willows on the ice and pile large 
rocks on them, then more willows and rocks. Then they saw 
through the ice around this construction, and it sinks, and as 
the ice melts the whole mass settles down into the silt, the wash 


I have given it to the Senator. 
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of the spring flood comes in and fills it up with sand, and you 
have a revetment which stays and prevents the current washing 
the banks off again. 

Let us look at the situation at Bismarck. Tapping the Mis- 
souri at this point is the Bismarck Water Co., and the banks 
there have been revetted. At this point there is the great rail- 
way bridge across the Missouri of the Northern Pacific, and a 
few rods below that is the wagon bridge which has just been 
built by the Government of the United States. 

I would like to call attention to another angle of this photo- 
graph, and I will ask the Senator from New York [Mr. Wans- 
worRTH] to glance at it for a moment. If he will look over to 
the northwest he will find a level piece of land, very low, run- 
ning about 6 miles by the city of Mandan. All of this is made 
a part of the bridge project on the recommendation of the 
Government engineers. The flood is coming down and is cut- 
ting across at the point I mentioned. It may be that in a sin- 
gle year it will cut through there and the entire current of the 
river will run through on this side, and it will be necessary 
to build a bridge across another Missouri River in order to com- 
plete it. A little revetting at this time, not $10,000 worth, not 
$15,000 or $16,000 worth, but enough to save that one little 
corner, would be worth millions and millions of dollars to the 
Government of the United States and to the State in putting the 
bridge through. But nothing is done. A little appropriation of 
$15,000 would amount to nothing. We want to prevent not only 
the caving in at this section of the river, but we want to protect 
the Government property in the matter of these roads and 
bridges which the Government and the State together have 
builded across the Missouri. 

If you go a little farther up the Missouri River you will find 
other sections which are not low, but are high, where the banks 
stand up 80 or 100 or 200 or 300 feet above the Missouri River, 
and the change of the current against those banks undermines 
them, and acres, aye, hundreds of acres, come tumbling off into 
the Missouri, to be shoveled up again at Kansas City and taken 
out of the bed of the stream. Here a great deal can be saved 
by proper revetting. Let us remember, too, that at this point 
there are farmers’ grain elevators. The moment the current 
is changed no vessel can get up to a landing, of course, and no 
vessel getting up to a landing the commerce from that section of 
the country is cut out entirely. We can prevent that by a little 
revetting. 

The Senator from Florida will. pardon me; I now yield to 
him. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I want to call the Senator's 
attention to the fact that while this project was adopted a 
good many years ago there have been no appropriations in 
recent years, I think probably since 1916, certainly not since 
1919, for continuing the improvement, for the reason that it 
is not a problem of navigation so much as it is a question of sav- 
ing land on the shore. This revetting work, the engineers have 
held, ought to be done by the people who own the land, rather 
than have the Government undertake to protect the shores of 
the Missouri River 1,100 miles in order to prevent the washing 
away. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I notice, however, that the Government 
has spent millions of dollars to build dikes to keep the Missis- 
sippi River in its proper channel and prevent it from over- 
flowing New Orleans and other great cities. If it can spend 
hundred of millions of dollars for those dikes, the Senator can 
well answer that the Government should not do it, but that the 
adjoining landowners ought to pay the expense of the diking. 
What is the difference whether you build up a dike to prevent 
the water from overflowing or revet to prevent the stream from 
cutting any farther and undermining great sections of the 
country? 

Mr. FLETCHER. 
in the hearings made by General Taylor. 
hearings: 


Mr. Srarrorp. Then, as I understand, the river north of the mouth 
of the Missouri is navigable if there is a fair supply of water? 

General TAYLOR. Yes, sir; the minimum depth throughout the entire 
stretch at ordinary low water is about 43 feet. 


General Taylor then said: 


The project for the Missouri River from Kansas City to the mouth 
was sit by the act of 1912 with a view to its completion in 10 
ears. he estimated cost of the projection at that time was 
20,000,000, so that following out the intent of that law Congress 
should have given $2,000,000 a year; there have been very much less 
sums than that appropriated and we have, consequently, been doing very 
little work. The project has reached the stage where it either ought 
to be proceeded with or it ought to be sto ae g one or the other. 

Mr. STAFFORD. When was the last substantial work done on the 


sir soit 
$1,000,000 was allotted, and in 1919 


I want to call attention to a statement 
I read from the 


eneral TAYLOR. In 1918, 
$100,000 was appropriated; those were itemized appropriation acts. 


1923. 
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We have not had any itemized appropriation act since 1919. 
Since then we have had a lump-sum appropriation. General 
Taylor continues: 

In 1920, 1921, and 1922 there were lump sums from which the 
Secretary of War made allotments, and from those acts there have 
been $200,000, $214,000, and $100,000, respectfully, allotted. In other 
words, for the last three years we have been simply endeayoring to 
maintain the work which d been previously done in order that it 
should not be entirely lost. If we are to go ahead with the work 
we ought to have $1,500,000 at least, but if we are not to go ahead 
with it we need less rager BE The Missouri River runs 5 a very 
fertile bottom land; it na a. wanders from one side of the valley 
to the other c darm ands as it wanders from one side to 
the other. Recently the farmers along the Missouri River, particu- 
larly in the vicinity of Omaha and above and a little below, have 
realized the inadyisability of waiting for the Government to protect 
their lands, and they have been forming protection districts under 
State laws, which they can do, and issuing bonds for the work, 
. the lands for proper contributions and doing the work 

emselves. 

In the last year there has been over $1,000,000 worth of work done 
on the Missouri River in that way. The value of the lands protected 
has been enormously increased by this work; it not only increases the 
value of the lands but the work holds the river in position. If the 
farmers all along the Missouri River would do that work and protect 
their lands as they should, the Government could then step in and do 
the work DON to complete the improvements for navigation at 
comparatively sm ex i at comparatively small expense; 
it would run, perhaps, to millions o 


I sa; 
dollars. 
Mr. Sisson. There is a long stretch of river there? 


General TAYLOR, Yes; there is. It is 398 miles from Kansas City to 
the mouth; from Kansas City to Fort Benton, Mont., the head of 
navigation, it is 1,887 miles. The expense for navigation per mile 
would be small, but that should properly be done after the ie 
living along the banks have done the work which belo to them to do 

Mr. STAFFORD. There is no navigation on the river to-day? 

General TAYLOR, Above Kansas City there ls practically nothing 
and below Kansas City there is little. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Local or through? 

General TAYLOR. It is all local at the present time. There was a 
navigation company organized to carry on through navigation between 
Kansas City and St. Louis several years ago; those boats were pag g 
vy the Government in 1917 and they form a part of the fleet of the 

ississippi River-Warrior Transportation Line at the present time. 

Mr. Srarrorp, There has been no proposal by the owners of the land 
along the river banks to revet their throu the legislature, 
the municipalities, or o tions, ernment do the 
work so far as dredging the proper channel is concerned? 

General TAYLOR. Ng, sir; there has been no proposition of that kind 
from them to us, They have, as I have stated, improved the river 
banks in many localities. 

BE le ee That was done for the burpose of protecting their 

General TAYLOR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Where was this work done of revetting the banks 
along the Missouri Rivyer—between Kansas P and St. uis? 

General TAYLOR, Principally above Kan ty. 

So it seems that the main work now necessary to be done is 
being proceeded with by the people who own the land, and the 
only appropriation recommended by the engineers is that for 
maintenance. These items of $15,000 and $25,000 and $15,000 
are simply maintenance items, and they are not intended to be 
used at all for new work. The engineers have said that we 
must go on with the improvement from Kansas City to the 
mouth of the river or abandon the whole project, and for that 
purpose they recommend $1,000,000 for improvement and 
$500,000 for maintenance for that stretch of the river. In the 
meantime, the real work to be done in the upper Missouri, it 
would seem, is the revetment work, to prevent the river from 
overflowing and washing away the land, and that is being done. 

I merely wanted to call the Senator’s attention to this testi- 
mony before the committee, and suggest also that perhaps he 
knows of the patent arrangement whereby: they are taking 
down trees and anchoring them, and tying them together with 
wire, thereby really accomplishing very great results all along 
the Missouri. I think the Army engineers have approved that 
process, and it is working splendidly. But the main thing now 
is the revetment work, which the Senator has so graphically de- 
scribed as resulting in shifting the channel of the river from 
time to time, washing away great areas on one side and putting 
them on the other, and vice versa. That is the main thing to 
be stopped; but the thought is that it is incumbent on the owners 
of the land being affected to do that. They are proceeding to 
overcome those difficulties by this revetment process, and when 
they get that sufficiently well under way, then the Government 
ought to step in and take care of the channel, and I think that 
is their purpose. In the meantime, the appropriation they are 
asking for is for maintenance. Å 

Mr. MCCUMBER. Mr. President, answering the Senator most 
briefly, I do not suppose there is a landowner in my State, or 
in the State of South Dakota, or in the State of Montana, who 
asks the Government to expend one penny to protect his land. 

Those who are operating boats on the upper Missouri are ask- 
ing the Government to expend some of its money to protect the 
channels of the river. In the lands adjoining the river in my 


State where the caving process is most apparent I do not 
think that it would pay any farmer to revet it to protect his 


land. It would cost more to do the revetting than the land 
would be worth. Therefore, if he finds that there is danger of 
caving and his buildings are too close to the river, he simply 
moves them back and allows the cave-in to follow its natural 
course. 

But I call the attention of the Senator to another photo- 
graph of the end of the Bismarck Bridge, one of the great inter- 
national bridges just completed [exhibting]. There are 6 miles 
of very low land, covered with rocks and sand, and which over- 
flows at every overflow of the river. That land is not worth 
anything for tilling purposes and is worth. scarcely anything 
for any other purpose. The only good that we ever got out of 
it so far was to cut the willows from it and use the willows 
and rocks for revetting. No one is going to put up revetments 
at the point which I have shown the Senator upon the photo- 
graph in order to protect the channel. The Government has got 
to do it or the Government is bound to lose the benefit of its 
bridge across the Missouri River, and then would have to build 
another bridge across the new Missouri River that would un- 
doubtedly in a few years be running at least 3 or 4 miles from 
the present channel. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from North 
Dakota yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I dislike to interrupt the Senator, but he has 
been very generous in yielding. I want to ask one other ques- 
tion for information. In speaking of the bridges he referred to 
the protection which the proposed appropriation would give to 
Government property. What Government property is involved? 
Have the bridges been built by the United States Government? 

Mr. McCUMBER. We have appropriated $150,000,000 a year 
for post roads, to be expended provided the States raise an 
equal amount, In the bridges across these great rivers the 
Government has a post road, has its half interest if it were 
measured by the amount of money it puts in, but has complete 
control over it as a State road. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator think the Govern- 
ment has control of State roads? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I say the Government has a right to 
control all the post roads of the country under its general law. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, yes; but that does not mean that 
the Federal Government has control of the Federal-aid roads in 
= sense that it may do anything it wants with reference to 

em. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, no; but it has the right to control 
them, and has its money invested in them for governmental 
advantages. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I wonder if the Senator would give me 
some information on that point. The Government having put 
in its share in the building of the roads, including occasionally 
a bridge, although I think that is rather unusual—but it has 
been done in some instances, and undoubtedly was done in this 
instance—is it the Senator’s idea that the Government should 
help maintain the bridge and the road? 

Mr. McCUMBER. It is my idea that if the Missouri River 
cut through at another point, leaving high and dry that section 
where the present bridge is, and leaving the channel, perhaps 2 
miles wide, at another section, the Government would be get- 
ting no benefit, and neither would the State be getting any 
benefit from it. If we are to have a bridge in that vicinity, we 
would then have to build another bridge across the river in the 
other section. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Has the State spent any money at this 
point in the way of revetments? 

Mr. McCUMBER. The State has done its part in the build- 
ing of the bridge. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I mean in the revetment work. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The State is not interested that I know 
of in the revetment. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The State has a one-half interest in 
the bridge and has the entire obligation of maintaining it. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I am not speaking now just with reference 
to the one bridge. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator used it as an illustration. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The revetment I am asking for is for the 
purpose of maintaining a channel for navigation, and I am sim- 
ply speaking of the bridge as it affects not only the channel for 
navigation but also protects the post roads in which the Gov- 
ernment has an interest. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator tell us whether the 
State of North Dakota has appropriated any State funds for 
the purpose of revetments along the river to save the property 
of its own citizens? 
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Mr. McCUMBER. I can not answer that question. I do not 
know whether it has or not. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator know whether the 
State of South Dakota has expended any State funds on 
revetments to save the property of its own citizens? ~ 

Mr. McCUMBER, I do not know; but the Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. STERLING] can undoubtedly answer the 
question. 

Mr. STERLING. I can answer the question. I will say to 
the Senator from New York that I do not think the State of 
South Dakota has made any appropriation yet for that purpose, 
but I am not saying that it would not if it had the proper 
encouragement from the Government. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the State of North Dakota has done 
some revetment work at the point of the bridge in order to pro- 
tect the channel more or less at that point, undoubtedly, but 
just to what extent it has been done I do not know. That 
would be done, of course, in connection with the work of the 
Government. But remember all the time that all we are seek- 
ing is to maintain a channel for navigation. If the channel is 
cut through at the point I have mentioned, it would not be a 
channel that would be navigable. There would probably be 
arer on both sides and that strip of country would be an 
sland. 

When the Northern Pacific placed its bridge, which the Sena- 
tor will see in the photograph, just below the point where the 
cutting is going on to-day, it maintained dikes at that point to 
protect against the flow of the ice and the ice gorges and to 
protect against the cutting. Those who are acquainted with the 
Missouri River objected to the use of the dikes, saying that they 
would not and could not be effective. But the Government engl- 
neers—and the Government did part of the work there and 
expended part of the money—insisted upon the dikes. The 
dikes would have been all right had they gone down 1,700 feet 
to get a foundation of the blue clay. In other words, if they 
had gone down to the level of the Gulf of Mexico they could 
have built the dikes; but they built them upon sand, and when 
the floods and the winds came they were destroyed. Wherever 
they have done any reasonable amount of diking they have gener- 
ally been quite successful in maintaining the channel in its place. 
It would require considerable diking at the point of the bridge 
to which I have referred, as it would require considerable at 
other points. 

The Senator stated if there are landing places, the State 
should maintain the landing places. Upon the same theory 
the State of New York should pay the entire expense of main- 
taining the dikes and maintaining open channels, and the 
Federal Government should put in nothing. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator is mistaken. 
mention landing places. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I understood the Senator to state that 
that is one of the places the State should take care of. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I asked the Senator if the State, in 
the protection of its own highway bridge, had done any revet- 
ment work. 

Mr. McCUMBER. We can not use our landing places un- 
less we have the river maintained where it is now. We can 
not use the elevators and warehouses, which are built for 
holding coal and hay and grain, unless we are able to get up 
to them in boats. For that reason it is necessary to protect 
the channel. All I am asking in this instance is that, not- 
withstanding the prejudice of certain engineers who are lo- 
cated at Kansas City and whose only thought is deepening 
the channel between Kansas City and the mouth of the river, 
there shall be appropriated out of this sum a sufficient amount 
to keep our little boats of light draft going, by pulling out the 
snags and by revetting the shores where the channel is liable 
to change. It would help us and at the same time it would 
save very much of the ecave-ins which are landed down near 
the mouth of the Missouri and which must be taken out there 
again. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCUMBER, I yield. 

Mr. KING. Would not the Senator's policy, if I understand 
him correctly, involve upon the Federal Government the obliga- 
tion of protecting the banks of the Missouri and Mississippi 
Rivers from the source to the mouth? 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; not unless the protection of a bank 
at a particular place was necessary in order to hold the channel 
in its proper place and make the river navigable. There would 
be no duty upon the Government to protect the adjoining lands. 
The duty would be simply that of keeping open the channel in 
the best way that it could be kept open. In my opinion the 
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only way in some of these instances would be by proper re- 
vetments. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire of the Senator, in view of the 
broad statement which he makes, if it is his contention that it 
is the duty of the Federal Government to make navigable every 
stream in the United States which may possibly be utilized for 
commerce purposes for a few boats or the floating down of a 
few logs, or what not? 

Mr. McCUMBER. No; and I may say, Mr. President, that I 
have grave doubt of any great advantage that may come from 
the navigation of the Missouri River below Kansas City down 
to its mouth. There is where all of the money is being ex- 
pended, although there is no commerce there to-day. So long 
as the Government is engaged in the policy of attempting to 
maintain commerce upon its inland rivers, I insist that it ought 
to expend some of its money where the commerce is and 
where it is likely to be for many years to come, for the grain 
that is moved by boats along the Missouri River and in Mon- 
tana will not—at least during the Senator's lifetime, much less 
during my lifetime—be carried down to the Gulf of Mexico. 
It will be brought to the railroad intersections of the river and 
there continued as a shipment over the railways to Minne- 
apolis, Duluth, Chicago, and other cities, 

I think, Mr, President, I have in a general way explained 
why it is necessary that Congress should determine that some of 
the money proposed to be appropriated for rivers and harbors— 
fixing a definite amount—should be expended where the com- 
merce is. If any Senator thinks that the amount which I have 
designated in the amendment is too great, I certainly should 
like to hear him upon that subject. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I always regret to have to 
oppose any amendment or any legislation which is sponsored 
by the distinguished Senator from North Dakota, but I think 
this amendment, in the first place, might be subject to a point 
of order. I shall not, however, make the point. I have re- 
quested from the Senator from Montana [Mr. WatsH] some 
citation of the authorization for this appropriation. The only 
thing he has been able to suggest is that there have been for 
a number of years incidental appropriations, The point I make 
is that this is not a project which has been authorized in the 
regular way by act of Congress, but I-do not press that matter 
and do not make the point of order, for I think the Senate 
ought to determine the question on its merits. 

Mr. President, if we are to adopt the policy of stating in 
connection with the appropriations for river and harbor pur- 
poses where the money shall be expended, we are going to be 
very quickly in a quagmire. It this amendment shall be adopted 
providing that $250,000 of this appropriation shall be expended 
in such and such a manner, then some other Senator will offer 
another amendment providing that, one million of it shall be 

nded in such and such manner, and we shall find ourselves 
in inextricable confusion. I think the policy would be ex- 
ceedingly bad. If this amendment shall be adopted, as one who 
is interested in the appropriation I shall feel it my duty to 
offer another amendment providing how certain other portions 
of the money shall be expended. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Ohio a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from North Dakota? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield. 

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator felt certain that the en- 
gineers would not use to exceed $14,000 or $15,000 on this 1,400 
or 1,500 miles of the river, notwithstanding the necessity for a 
larger expenditure, would he be in favor of Congress saying 
that a sufficient amount—whatever that amount might be— 
should be used on that stretch of the river, notwithstanding the 
view of the engineers that they should use the entire amount 
below Kansas City? . 

Mr. WILLIS. I suppose in that case, situated as is the dis- 
tinguished Senator from North Dakota, I would do just exactly 
as the Senator is doing, although I should not be able to do it 
with the great ability which he always manifests. I should 
try to make the fight for my people. I regret, however, that I 
can not agree with the view that the Senator has expressed. 
I am talking about the policy of this kind of legislation. I warn 
the Senate that if it shall adopt this amendment there will be 
other amendments, and very numerous amendments, offered 
providing just how portions of the aggregate appropriation shall 
be expended. That would be an overturning of the policy which 
heretofore has been adopted in connection with river and harbor 
appropriations. 

I do not believe the Senate has the information which would 
enable it to determine without investigation what projects are 
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the wise ones to be adopted. The policy which heretofore has 
obtained is that the subject is taken up in the Committee on 
Commerce, and certain projects are adopted, after the very 
fullest consideration. If we are now to overturn that practice 
and begin the policy of adopting projects here upon the floor of 
the Seante, I think it will be found that such a scheme of legis- 
lation will be. exceedingly unsatisfactory. 

As suggested by the Senator from Florida [Mr. FLETCHER], 
the only justification for these appropriations, as I view them, 
is that they are going to be an aid to commerce. r 

I concede, of course, that the revetment of the banks of the 
Missouri River might be an indirect and inconsequential and 
somewhat speculative aid to commerce. If we should keep a 
wagonload of dirt from being washed into the Missouri River 
away up near its source somewhere, there would be one wagon- 
loa‘) zess of sand to take out down in the delta of the Missis- 
zippi River at some point; but I submit that that advantage 
would be rather remote and speculative. I doubt whether the 
Government ought to adopt a policy of the revetment of the 
banks of the Missouri River and the Mississippi River so as to 
protect the interests of navigation in the lower channel. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
another question right there? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator from North Dakota, 
with pleasure. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Why should we provide that a certain 
amount of the $56,000,000, or whatever the sum may be, which 
is here proposed to be appropriated, shall be used on the Mis- 
souri River? Why should we not say that the $56,000,000 shall 
be used on rivers and harbors, without designuting a particular 
river or a particular section of the country? 

Mr. WILLIS. That is precisely what the pending bill does. 
The bill carries simply a lump-sum appropriation and does not 
designate where it shall be expended. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Does not the bill provide for the expendi- 
ture of $1,500,000 on the Missouri River? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, no. 

Mr. WILLIS. Not at all. The bill carries merely a lump- 
sum appropriation. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Very weil; but can not the Senator from 
Ohio see that we are wholly at the mercy of individuals who 
may combine projects or put everything into a project that 
would not have the approval of Congress? Can not the Senator 
understand that we ought to protect what little commerce we 
have rather than expend all of the money in a certain section of 
the country in order to protect some future commerce which 
we may hope to develop? 

Mr. WILLIS. As the Senator from New York very properly 
suggests to me, the money proposed to be appropriated can 
only be expended for the projects that have been approved by 
legislation enacted by the Congress. What the Senator says 
of course is true in this respect, that we have got to follow 
either one or the other system. We can follow the present 

_ system of making an appropriation and leaving the expendi- 
ture of it to men who have made a lifetime study of the 
general subject of aids to commerce and navigation; that is 
the policy that we have now embarked upon; or we can follow 
the policy involved in the amendment of the Senator from 
North Dakota, cast to the winds the information already ac- 
quired, and, instead of permitting the men who have the 
scientific information to settle the question, settle it ourselves, 
and provide that there shall be so much appropriated for this 
project and so much for that project. I submit that the former 
method is better. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Suppose we have found that by adopting 
the policy which the Senator mentions the money which has 
been expended year after year in certain sections of the country 
has been of no avail whatever, while in other sections where 
there is commerce that commerce has been greatly crippled 
by the application of that rule. Is it not time then that we 
should change the policy and use our judgment as to where 
the funds should be expended, rather than continue a policy 
under which money is expended where it is not needed, where 
it is not doing any good, and projects that would be of bene- 
fits to commerce are left entirely unprovided for? 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, that is a question, of course, 
upon which the judgment of men will differ; but since the 
question has been fairly propounded I venture to say that the 
chief reason for the unwise expenditures that have been made 
heretofore has been the very policy of the amendment which 
the Senator now offers and defends. 
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While we are on that point I wish to say, Mr. President, that 
it seems to me that to get anywhere with the policy of internal 
improvements the money ought to be expended upon lines of 
transportation that begin somewhere and end somewhere. The 
same question is involved in expenditures for public roads. In 
a number of States public funds have been wasted because 
moneys have been expended for the reason that this interest 
or that Senator or that Representative or this community or 
that community have demanded that they should have a share, 
and as a result we have had roads constructed which began 
nowhere and ended nowhere. We have commenced to make 
progress only as we have adopted a system to construct great 
roads that really get somewhere. My notion is that the only 
way we are going to get very much good out of the improve- 
ment of rivers and harbors is by having a definite system. That 
System has been worked out by the Board of Army Engineers. 
Now it is proposed to take away from them that authority and 
to bring it back here into the Congress, where it shall be a 
matter of only cursory investigation on the floor of the Senate 
and the floor of the House. I think the policy is exceedingly 
unwise and that the amendment of the Senator from North 
Dakota ought to be defeated. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I think the Senator from 
Ohio is in error in assuming that this is not a legalized project. 
I find in the report of the Chief of Engineers reference to the 
creation of this project under this title: 

eri; prosek; This provides for the expenditure of from $75,000 
to $150, yearly for five years in the removal of snags and rocks 
from the channel and in bank protection within easy boat reach of 
landings, towns, and railroad crossings between Sioux City, 807 miles 
above the month, and Fort Benton. 

I also find in another portion of the same volume the creation 
of another project, having a similar purpose, from the mouth 
of the river up to Sioux City. So that in the past both of these 
stretches of the Missouri River have been incorporated into 
river projects for the purpose of maintenance of navigation. 
I think to that extent the Senator from North Dakota is war- 
ranted in claiming recognition and approval of these projects. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nebraska 
yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator, perhaps, misunderstands my 
contention. Of course I know that appropriations have been 
made for various individual improvements at various times 
running through many years, as pointed out by the Senator 
from Montana, but my contention has been and now is that 
this improvenient has not been adopted as one of the author- 
ized projects by any act of Congress. I have not had time to 
hunt up the statutes, but I have requested that that be done, 
and thus far no one bas been able to cite the authority. I do 
not concede from the information I have that it is an author- 
ized project, but I do not urge that point; I am talking about 
the question of policy. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The project was duly established in both 
cases—I think there is no doubt about that—but now I ask 
the Senator from North Dakota why he specifies in his amend- 
ment the stretch of river from Sioux City to Fort Benton? 
I might have been seduced into supporting this amendment if 
the Senator had incorporated the stretch of river from Kansas 
City to Sioux City, because I might feel that my constituents 
had a personal interest in the matter, placing myself in the 
same attitude that the Senator from North Dakota does, but 
the Senator specities—— 

Mr. McCUMBER. I will answer the Senator, if he will allow 
me. I will answer him by saying, as the Senator from Ohio 
said a short time ago, that in all of these projects the money 
ought to be expended for something that begins somewhere and 
ends somewhere, I am in absolute agreement with the Senator 
from Ohio in that statement. The only real commerce to-day 
upon the Missouri River begins at Fort Benton and ends at 
Sioux City, Iowa; and that is the reason why I ask that this 
proportion of the sum should be expended in that stretch, and 
all the rest—any amount they want to expend—below Sioux 
City. The engineers at Kansas City have always been favor- 
able to those projects below Sioux City and below Kansas 
City, and I considered that they would take care of that without 
any question. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President, I am in some sympathy 
with what the Senator says in criticism of the policy which 
makes such large appropriations for the stretch of the Missouri 
River from Kansas City down to the mouth, a distance of about 
400 miles, and such small appropriations for the stretch of 
river above Kansas City; but the Senator, I think, will have 
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difficulty in justifying his statement that the chief commerce 
on the Missouri River is above Sioux City. According to the 
testimony before the committee in the House and according to 
the report made by the War Department, the commerce in 1921 
on the Missouri River from Sioux City to Fort Benton was 
9,164 tons, whereas the commerce between Kansas City and 
Sioux City 

Mr. McCUMBER. I want to say that in that year and for 
two years there was an entire failure of crops along that sec- 
tion of the country and, as I stated when I opened the debate 
con morning, the commerce was almost nil during 1920 and 
1921. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Can the Senator state what the present 
commerce is? What is the tonnage? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I could not tell the Senator; but I asked 
the captain of one of the boats, and he said that his line of boats 
would handle this year about three-quarters of a million bushels 
of wheat alone, besides the coal and other articles of commerce. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I only know what figures are given in 
our public documents. According to them, the tonnage north of 
Sioux City on the Missouri was 9,000 tons, and the tonnage 
from Kansas City to Sioux City, which passes the great city 
of Omaha, was 110,000 tons; but I want to justify what the 
Senator says in criticism of the policy which has made the 
appropriations for the Missouri River almost exclusively from 
Kansas City to the mouth of the river, some 400 miles farther 
down. There, with a commerce amounting to only 139,000 tons, 
they have appropriated something like a million dollars a year 
recently; and they now propose to use a million dollars a year 
for improvement.and $500,000 a year for maintenance, although 
the tonnage from Kansas City to the mouth of the Missouri 
where it empties into the Mississippi, is only 20,000 tons greater 
than it is from Kansas City to Sioux City; so that the appro- 
priations do not appear to be based upon the plan of recognizing 
and promoting commerce but upon some arbitrary rule which 
the engineers have established for themselves. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the Senator said the com- 
merce was 20,000 tons greater; but if he will examine the car- 
goes he will find that those many thousands of tons are nothing 
but sand that is dug out for building purposes along the Mis- 
souri. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. There, again, I am not able to state, 
because I only have the figures; but, according to the figures, 
the commerce, as reported by the Government officials—the very 
same officials who allot the money—is practically as important 
from Kansas City up to Sioux City as it is from Kansas City 
to the mouth of the river where it empties into the Mississippi. 
So I sympathize with what the Senator says—that there ap- 
pears to have been a sort of blindness afflicting the engineers 
when they considered the project north of Kansas City, which 
has led them to devote practically all of the Missouri River 
appropriations to the stretch below Kansas City. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
at that point? 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am not certain that I am accurate 
in my understanding of this situation, but, judging from the 
testimony of General Taylor, I gathered the very distinct im- 
pression that from Kansas City to the mouth the project was a 
definitely adopted project, with a total expenditure estimated at 
$20,000,000—— 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think so. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And apparently it was the purpose and 
intent of the Congress at that time to spend $2,000,000 a year 
on that project for 10 years, until it was finished, at a total 
cost of $20,000,000. Of course, they have not spent much more 
than a million dollars in any one year; but I think that will 
explain why it is that the engineers have spent so much more 
below Kansas City than above. They were, in effect, directed 
to do so. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I think that is possible, and I am not now 
complaining, and I do not propose to offer an amendment to 
expend money on the stretch where the river washes Nebraska. 
I have not much faith in those appropriations; and I think the 
Senator from North Dakota, if he got an appropriation ten times 
as large as the existing appropriation, would be disappointed in 
the result. I have a good deal of doubt whether in these rail- 
road days the Missouri River can be converted again to what 
it once was—a navigable stream. I remember that when I 
was a boy great flat-bottomed boats went up and down the 
Missouri River and carried a large commerce; but the advent 
of the railroad has practically driven those boats out of ex- 
istence, and it is more the railroad competition than it is the 
unnavigability of the river that has wiped off that commerce. 
I doubt whether we can restore commerce to rivers of this sort 


unless we adopt the German method of enforcing a rule by 
which certain commerce shall go on rivers and shall not be 
carried on the railroads. So that I have not much faith in 
the merit of dumping money into the Missouri River if it is 
proposed that the appropriation be increased along the stretch 
of the river with which I am familiar. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I want to agree with the 
Senator that I have not much faith in the Missouri ever being 
a great thoroughfare; but there are certain stretches between 
the great continental lines where there will be boats running 
for the benefit of the grain and the coal and hay, and so forth, 
where they can be, as I have explained, sorts of extensions of 
the railroad lines. That is whete the commerce has been for 
the last twenty-odd years, and there is where, in my opinion, it 
will be for the next 50 years, at least; and it is to help that 
commerce that I think we ought to provide that a sufficient 
amount should be expended that the commerce might be con- 
tinued. If the Senator thinks I have made my limitation on the 
miles to be covered by this appropriation too short, and if he 
thinks that it ought to go down as far as Omaha, which is not 
very far below Sioux City, I have not the slightest objection 
to an amendment to that effect. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I am not asking that, Mr. President. I 
have had pressure brought to bear on me by my constituents 
who think the Missouri River can be benefited by large appro- 
priations, and, as a rule, I have not favored them. I know that 
the real motive for people along the Missouri River desiring ap- 
propriations by the Government is a real-estate proposition, just 
as the Senator from North Dakota has practically admitted. 
The river does cut into the shores; it does take off parts of 
farms; it does cause local loss; and if Congress could lawfully 
undertake the work of putting a stop to that on those rivers I 
should be in favor of the appropriations to do so, although I 
think it would result in enormous undertakings by the Gov- 
ernment. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I hope the Senator will not say that I 
have admitted that, because I have stated, to the contrary, 
that, so far as the landowners in my State are concerned, none 
of them has taken the slightest interest in the matter, and 
I did not believe that they would receive a sufficient protection 
to justify any expenditure at all. I simply stated that it ought 
to be done entirely for the purposes of navigation and without 
any regard whatever to any interest of any adjoining land- 
owner. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. That is all that can be done legally un- 
der our form of government. Congress has not any right, under 
any constitutional provision, to undertake to protect the owners 
of riparian land against damage. All that Congress can do 
under the Constitution is to promote navigation; but we have 
used that fiction very largely to protect and assist local inter- 
ests, and I am afraid it has been done a good deal in this bill, 
and done a good deal down South in the States that have suf- 
fered from the inroads of the Mississippi River, for which the 
Missouri River is partly responsible. So I do not favor the Sen- 
ator’s amendment, and I do not even desire to offer to incorpo- 
rate in it that part of the Missouri River in which I might be 
interested. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, just a few words relative 
to the amendment of the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
McCumper}]. I am in hearty sympathy with the amendment, 
and I hope it will prevail. 

Mr. President, I am not here to argue that within a couple 
of hundred miles northwest of Sioux City and on the Missouri 
River there is now any great amount of commerce. It might 
be termed inconsequential, so far as that is concerned. I 
agree with the Senator from North Dakota that farther north, 
and as the Missouri River courses through his State of North 
Dakota, there is more river commerce than there is farther 
south. But, Mr. President, I am here to contend that every 
piece of revetment work on the Missouri River, while it will 
protect the banks from erosion and save valuable farms from 
being washed into the river, is at the same time directly in the 
interest of commerce and navigation wherever that revetment 
work may be placed. 

These very Army engineers who have insisted upon a differ- 
ent policy, and who have objected, as I think they have from 
time to time, to revetment work along the Missouri River be- 
cause it was not in the interest of commerce and navigation, 
have themselves said that the Missouri River carries down 
into the Mississippi River 400,000,000 tons of silt annually; 
and it follows that if that amount of silt is carried by the 
Missouri into the Mississippi River it impairs navigation, 
it interferes with commerce, and is the justification for the 
expenditure of many milliions of dollars in the improvement of 
the Mississippi River. So, Mr. President, in the interest of 
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commerce and navigation on the Mississippi, as well as on the 
Missouri, the amendment here proposed is justifiable. 

Annually snag boats are sent out to pull the snags from the 
Missouri River. I heard of a little incident which happened 
a few years ago. A snag boat was making its annual journey 
up the river and a few miles to the northwest of Vermilion 
pulled from the bank of the river a tree to which some revet- 
ment work had been fastened, or lashed, by farmers who were 
endeavoring to save their land by building a little revetment 
work of their own, The captain, looking out from the deck 
of the boat, saw the tree and thought that the banks would 
erode and the tree would be washed into the river within a year 
or so, and that as a measure of precaution he would have it 
taken out, so he summoned the crew, and it was taken ont, 
and the revetment work which these farmers had tried to 
construct on their own account was destroyed by this effort 
of the people managing the snag boat. 

We see need of this work in a very plain way at the city of 
Yankton, 26 miles from my own home town. The people there 
by private subscriptions and donations have built across the 
Missourl River a bridge for railroad purposes, and for wagon- 
road purposes as well, and on the south of the bridge there is 
great danger that the approaches may be washed away because 
of the erosion of the banks at that place by the Missouri River. 
Some revetment work upon the shore would protect those banks, 
and if not directly in the interest of commerce and navigation 
it would be directly in the interest of interstate commerce, be- 
cause if the bridge is destroyed commerce over the bridge 
between the citizens of Nebraska and the citizens of South 
Dakota of course will fall with it. 

I hope no narrow view will be taken of this proposition. The 
proper place to begin the improvement of the Missouri River, 
with commerce and navigation as the great end in view, is 
nearer the source and up the stream, rather than beginning 
down and dredging out year after year what is carried down 
the stream the year before, interfering with navigation there, 
and causing or helping to cause, in great degree, the overflow 
of the banks and the destruction of the farms along the Mis- 
sissippi River below the mouth of the Missouri. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STERLING. I yield. 

Mr. KING. We have expended more than a hundred million 
dollars to date upon the Mississippi River. I want to ask the 
Senator whether he believes the results, viewed from any stand- 
point, have warranted the great expenditures which have been 
made by the Government of the United States? 

Mr. STERLING. I am not to say as to that quite, Mr. Presi- 
dent. I do not know but that those expenditures have been 
warranted from year to year; but there would not have been 
the necessity for those expenditures if the proper improvements 
had been made on the Missouri River farther north. 

Mr. KING. The Senator knows that just in proportion as 
we have expended money there has been a diminution in the 
amount of commerce upon the river. As stated by the Senator 
from Nebraska a moment ago, when he was a boy a large num- 
ber of flat-bottomed boats plied up and down the Mississippi 
River and the Missouri River, and we know that Mark Twain 
has described with great felicity the boats which were used 
upon the Mississippi River in his days. 

There was much passenger traffic and a considerable amount 
of tonnage carried up and down the Mississippi and Missouri 
Rivers; but now, after we have expended nearly $150,000,000 
upon the two rivers, there is scarcely any traffic. There is 
perhaps a little up in the State of the Senator from North 
Dakota, perhaps ten or eleven thousand tons last year. Out in 
my State and in the other States in the West the little mining 
streams could float down more than that, and some of the little 
mines would carry upon their railroads twenty-five to forty 
thousand tons a day. We do not ask Government subsidies or 
aid of that character. 

Mr. STERLING. There is yet considerable traffic, I think, 
on the Mississippi River, and along the river where such vast 
expenditures have been made for the improvement of the river; 
not great, we may say, in comparison with the traffic of the 
country generally or with the traffic carried by the railroads, but 
yet considerable traffic; and I would not favor a policy which 
would dispense with the improvement of our great waterways, 
like the Mississippi, like the Missouri, like the Ohio Rivers. 
Though the traffic may not at the present time be so great, I 
think it is essential to keep these rivers improved. There are 
great potentialities in keeping those waterways open for com- 
merce and navigation. 

So I think we ought to take this broader view: That we 
should not think now as to whether this little revetment work 
here and there, revetment work at the bridge at Bismarck, 
revetment work elsewhere along the Missouri River, in North 


Dakota or South Dakota, is going to help navigation and com- 

merce right at those points. The question is whether it will 

improve the river and save the vaster expenditures which will 

pe required further on down the river and in the Mississippi 
ver, 

Just a word in conclusion. Two hundred and fifty thousand dol- 
lars is not a great sum for the improvements contemplated—the 
improvements which are needed now—and even though we 
should reduce this total appropriation from $56,000,000 to $37,- 
000,000, I am inclined to think we yet ought to have, and we 
are justified in asking, the $250,000 provided in this amendment. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I am in great sympathy with 
this improvement, and I hope the engineers may make very 
generous allotments for the work. I have some familiarity 
with the value of the suggested work. I know that one of the 
best ways to preserve the navigability of our streams is to pro- 
tect the banks from the erosive effects of water. It is not a 
new idea. It is.a proper form for our expenditures to take in 
the way of protecting the navigability of our navigable streams. 
It is practiced in the Columbia River, the Sacramento River, the 
Mississippi and the Missouri Rivers, and the Ohio River. So I 
differ with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. WIIILIs] when he says 
that the money should not be expended in that manner, 

I think it is one of the most effective methods, and I know 
something of the commerce on this stream. I know what effect 
it has had on keeping freight rates down. It is something we 
can not measure in figures, though the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Kine] wants to know if a certain appropriation brings back 
to the Government a certain amount of money. No one can tell 
mathematically. 

I must oppose this amendment, though I regret exceedingly 
to have to do so, on account of the form rather than the sum of 
money carried. I think it is a departure in legislation which 
is unfortunate. Heretofore, and I, should say until two or 
three years ago, Congress appropriated money in river and har- 
bor bills for specific, enumerated projects, and the sums were 
placed after the names of the projects, but since 1918, as I recall 
the year, Congress has seen fit to appropriate lump sums, leav- 
ing to the judgment of the engineers the amount of money to 
be expended on particular projects. I think that has worked 
very well. There is nothing in this bill carrying this lump sum 
which would prevent the War Department, working through their 
Board of Engineers, from expending $250,000 on this very work. 

Mr. McCUMBER (in his seat). They will not do it. 

Mr. McNARY. The Senator says in a mild voice that they 
will not do it. I do not know anything about that, and I am 
inclined to think he does not know. I have known lump-sum 
appropriations to be made, and the department to come to the 
committee of Congress having charge of the matter with an 
estimate of an amount they would like to spend on various 
projects, but when they get into the work they use much less on 
one project and much more on another. So, if the Senator, with 
his great influence and power as a public official and an able 
Senator, would go with the distinguished Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. STERLING], or let anyone go, and show the merits 
of this improvement, I have no doubt but that the Board of 
Engineers would allot to this improvement the sum of $250,000. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oregon 
yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr. McNARY. I yield. À 

Mr. STERLING. As I sought to point out in the few re- 
marks that I made, the trouble is that the question with the 
engineers will be as to whether it will improve commerce and 
navigation at that particular point. That is the question the 
engineers raise, But, as I tried to show, there is a broader 
question than that. The question is whether commerce and 
navigation will be helped elsewhere—not necessarily at that 
point, but elsewhere—and the engineers, it seems to me, have 
overlooked that fact. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, the whole thing is out now in 
the light. The Senator from South Dakota, capable and able 
as he is, desires to direct by legislation what the engineers 
shall do. Upon that point we differ. I say that is a policy 
which is not practical and not wise. 

Mr. STERLING. I think where they take the entirely oppo- 
site view it is wise and it is just for Congress to say what 
they should do. That is the very point here. 

Mr. McNARY. How can Congress tell what is wise and just 
and proper to do? When a bill is brought up in the morning 
some Senator offers an amendment which has never been con- 
sidered by a committee or by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget, and which is in direct conflict with the ideas of the 
engineers, skilled in that line of work, and the Senator, in a 
15-minute speech, attempts to show Congress, the Members of 
which have never seen the river, that we should increase an 
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appropriation because, in his humble opinion, it should be done. 
Is that the way legislation should be fashioned in this body? 
It is just to avoid such things that we appropriate the money 
in lump sums. 

I would go a long way to help my fellow Senators get this 
appropriation for this project, which I think is an important 
one; but I can not see the wisdom of this practice, and I do not 
want to see established the precedent of designating particular 
projects in a bill carrying a lump sum. This is not the first 
time it has been tried. Such an attempt failed in the con- 
sideration ef the last Agricultural appropriation bill. There 
was an item in that appropriation bill carrying, as I recall it, 
$502,000. for the destruction of predatory animals, and a very 
distinguished Senator from the West offered an amendment 
providing that $150,000 of that sum should be expended in a 
particular State. The conferees considered it only lightly. 

We can not come here and say we will appropriate a certain 
sum of money, based upon the judgment of the engineers, and 
then adopt one amendment or a dozen amendments which 
specify particular projects. If we start in that fashion, every 
Senater who has a project in his State, every Senator who 
wants an increase, will attack the estimate of the Board of 
Engineers and propose an appropriation. Suppose I should 
come in and want to add an appropriation to improve the 
Columbia River by a system of revetments such as they are 
using on that river advantageously. Would the Senator from 
North Dakota say I was justified, simply because I thought the 
sum to be appropriated was larger than the sum estimated 
by the Board of Engineers? Shall we obtrude our individual 
opinions against those of skilled men who make a life study 
of that work? 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Townsenp in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Oregon yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota? 

Mr. McNARY. I yield with pleasure. 

Mr. STERLING. Suppose the engineers had decided upon 
some revetment work on the Columbia River, or suppose they 
would not put any revetment work at any place where they 
should, and they continually held to that policy and refused 
to do any revetment work. Would the Senator feel justified in 
coming to Congress and asking Congress to correct the situa- 
tion? 

Mr. McNARY. There it goes again. I do not put up my 
ability as an engineer against the ability and skill of Army 
engineers who have practiced their profession for a lifetime. 
I might think there ought to be 400 pieces of revetment work 
on the Columbia River, when there were only 40 actually needed. 
I would not have the hardiheod te come to Congress and ask 
that my judgment be substituted by legislation for the judg- 
ment of experienced engineers. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Oregon 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. MONARY. I yield. 

Mr. LENROOT. In the illustration given by the Senator, 
would any committee think of overturning the report of the 
engineers without a full consideration by the committee and 
having the engineers before it to give it information as to the 
reasons for its action? 

Mr. McNARY. I certainly would not proceed in that manner, 

Mr. LENROOT. Would any committee of Congress make 
a recommendation that an adverse report of the engineers be 
thrown aside and affirmative action taken without a considera- 
tion of the matter in the committee at all? 

Mr. McNARY. I do not think so. I know of a case in 
Oregon where a new project was desired and I offered a propo- 
sition in the form of an amendment to the legislative appro- 
priation bill. I went before the committee. The engineers ap- 
peared before the committee. The matter was presented fully to 
the committee and finally reported, and the item was carried 
in the bill. But the objection I urge in a feeble way against 
the policy attempted to be inaugurated by the Senator from 
North Dakota is that that course is not pursued in this instance, 

In conclusion, I again say that I regret exceedingly I find 
it necessary to speak against the project, because I know the 
money ought to be expended to the full amount, and I would 
join in any movement to bear upon the engineers so that 
they might give a more sympathetic expression in the matter. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I wish to say just a word 
in reply, and it is suggested by the question asked by the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. Lrnroor]. The Senator from Wis- 
consin inquired as to what we would do or what we would not 
do with reference to the report of the engineers. Under ordi- 
nary circumstances of course we would say, “ Let us have, and 


perhaps follow, the report of the engineers.” But we are 
familiar now, I think, with the established policy of the Army 
engineers in regard to these projects and these particular ques- 
tions of improvement. We know what they have determined 
upon, and we know that the underlying principle by which they 
are guided is as to whether a particular piece of improvement 
or piece of revetment work would benefit commerce and naviga- 
tion at that place. That is the principle which they follow. 
We are trying to insist upon their following another policy. 

As I said, the policy advocated by the Army engineers is 
well known. It is competent for Congress, knowing that is the 
policy of the board, to determine upon another policy. That is 
what the amendment seeks to do. The amendment calls for the 
expenditure of $250,000, mostly in revetment work, of course, 
between Sioux City and Fort Benton, a distance of 1,500 miles. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

Mr. STERLING. It is all in the interest of commerce and 
navigation. Of course, it would directly help the farmers who 
are having some of the best farm land in the world washed 
into the Missouri River. It would help them in that way. But 
we know we can not get an appropriation on that ground alone. 
It must be in the interest of commerce and navigation, and we 
are contending that it is. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. WILLIS. The Senator admits, then, that this would be 
a new departure, that if the amendment should be adopted it 
would establish a new policy touching the matter and would 
overthrow a policy which upon full consideration has been 
adopted by the Government? 

Mr. STERLING. No; I am not quite admitting that. It is 
asking for a specific amount out of the lump-sum appropriation 
of $56,000,000 for this particular purpose. We used to call it 
all a project. As I remember, the old appropriation measures 
called it a project from Sioux City to Fort Benton and appro- 
priated so much money for that project. 

Let me give the Senator an illustration: Just before I came 
to the Senate an appropriation of $75,000 had been made for 
revetment work at the town of Elk Point, 15 miles from my 
home town, That revetment work stands there to-day. It has 
probably saved the town as well as many farms adjacent the 
town. It has helped commerce and navigation to the extent 
that just that much less silt is carried down into the Mississippi 
River. That is true of every piece of revetment work placed 
along the Missouri River. That is what we are contending for 
in this instance. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President 

Mr. STERLING. We can not get it through the Board of 
Engineers, but it is for Congress to determine whether we 
8 pursue that policy. I yield to the Senator from Wis- 
consin. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have been absent from the Chamber dur- 
ing a portion of the discussion, but I would like to ask the 
Senator from South Dakota as to how much commerce is car- 
ried upon the upper Missouri River? 

Mr. STERLING. I can not say, though I think it is con- 
siderable. I rely more on the statement of the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. McCumsere] in regard to that feature, but 
I understand there is a great deal of commerce carried there. 

Mr. LENROOT. A great deal? Of course, it is set forth 
exactly in the report. The Senators proposing this must be 
familiar with what is done there. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I will answer the Senator, 
if he desires me to do so. I talked with the captain of one of 
the boats in Bismarck and he told me the amount of commerce 
earried in his boats. I do not know what other boats there 
are there 

Mr. LENROOT. I know, but 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator asked me the question, and 
I would like to answer it. The captain stated that this year 
they would carry about 750,000 bushels of wheat and that all 
the boats of his line were capable of carrying about 1,000,000 
bushels. He also stated that on account of the total failure 
of crops for about three years last past the commerce in the 
upper Missouri had been very little. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, the report of the engi- 
neers shows what the commerce has been from Sioux City to 
Fort Benton and shows that it was 9,164 tons for 1921. 
Whether the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. STERLING] ad- 
mits it or not, if the amendment is adopted it would change 
the whole character of the bill; it would change the whole 
policy which we have adopted since 1919, because if the amend- 
ment were adopted other Senators would suggest other amend- 
ments to take care of particular projects here and there all 
over the country, and it would make of the bill the old-time 
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rivers and harbors appropriation proposition, where the Com- 
merce Committee handled it in the Senate and the Rivers and 
Harbors Committee handled it in the House, taking care of 
the whole measure from the adoption of the project to the 
making of the appropriation, inclusive. 

In 1919 we adopted the policy of making a lump-sum appro- 
priation and allowing the engineers to expend the money where 
it was most needed. They sct out in their report what their 
recommendations would be and where they think the money 
‘ought to go. But I take it that if any project that needs atten- 
tion was laid before them and their minds directed to it, they 
would not be bound absolutely to every item mentioned in the 
estimates which they have furnished. They could use part of 
the fund for the purpose of taking care of an emergency con- 
dition or a condition that was meritorious in their judgment. 
|I am inclined to believe that if they saw fit, after the appropria- 
| tion was made as called for in the bill, they could allot a cer- 
| tain amount of the appropriation to take care of the matter in 
which the Senators seem so much interested between Sioux City 
and Fort Benton. If they saw fit to do it, if they thought it 
wise and proper to do it, they could allot a certain amount of 

lump-sum appropriation for that purpose. 

But to specify in the bill that so much of the money shall be 
used on that particular stretch of the river is to change the 
whole character from that of a lump-sum appropriation to that 
‘of a general rivers and harbors bill taking care of specific 
| projects, because other amendments would follow, and, as I 
said, we would revert back to the old policy and abandon the 
policy of lump-sum appropriations entirely. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. WILLIS. I desire to have the opinion of the Senator 
from Florida touching certain language in the amendment 
which has not yet been referred to. If he has the amendment 
before him, he will observe in it this language: 

The revetment of shores where the same may be n „ and for 
the maintenance of the channel to landing places and at points where 
the railroads intersect the Missouri River. 

What special reason can there be for providing for revet- 
ment of the shores at the specific points where the railroads 
‘intersect the river? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Of course that is clearly beyond the 
province of Congress, which is to appropriate money for the 
Purpose of promoting navigation. It is not a question of navi- 
gation. It seems to be a question of protecting the railroads 
or railroad bridges. That is entirely aside from any power 
‘of Congress to appropriate money for the purpose of promot- 
ing navigation. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, will the Senator allow me 
to correct what is entirely a misapprehension? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator had given attention to my 
statement, he would have remembered that I stated that the 
‘commerce on the upper Missouri was in all cases between the 
great continental railways brought down to a point where such 
railways join with the stream, There is where the warehouses 
are; there is where the elevators are; there is where the land- 
‘ing places are; and having a channel at the landing place is for 
the purpose of navigation, Here it is supposed that a landing 
lace is for the benefit of the railways, but I have never heard 

at the railways are interested one way or the other, except 
in the matter of protecting themselves. 

Mr. WILLIS. I do not charge that, of course. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The reason why we covered the point is 
‘to show in the amendment itself that the navigation is in con- 
jnection with the railways. Commerce is brought, for instance, 
all the way from near Williston, in North Dakota, where the 
Great Northern line crosses, all the way down to Bismarck, 
‘where there are a number of elevators. The boats come up and 
take the grain at the elevators and take it down to the Northern 
| Pacific, where the Northern Pacific crosses the Missouri, and 
there it is loaded into cars and goes to Minneapolis and Duluth. 
That is the only connection the railways have with the matter 
‘in this case. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, clearly, in my judgment, 
the amendment ought not to be adopted for the reasons I have 
stated. It would violate the principle upon which the appro- 
\priation is based. From 1919 to 1922 we did not adopt a new 
project, but in 1922 we did pass a bill providing for a new 
project. We have continued the policy, however, of lump-sum 
appropriations notwithstanding the passage of the bill in 1922, 
and only a part of those projects adopted in 1922 will receive 
any portion of the appropriations provided here. 

It might be well to give a better understanding of the theory 
upon which the appropriation is made and the purposes and 
uses to which the money is to be put, by referring to General 


Taylor’s statement before the committee. On page 162 the 
chairman of the subcommittee, the Senator from New York 
[Mr. Wapsworru], asked General Taylor: 

Teli us something about the situation. 


This is what General Taylor said in reply, and I hope it will 
be berne in mind because it bears on the whole question relat- 
ing not only to the pending amendment but to similar amend- 
ments which may be proposed. General Taylor said: 

The situation, briefly, Mr. Chairman, is this: During the war the 
work ran very much behind, like lots of other work, and we have deen 
gradually catching up. 
and we have dene a great 
river and harbor act of September 22, 1922, adopted 35 new projects. 


Mind you, we had not been adopting projects for some years 
past, and the work had fallen, as General Taylor says, very 
much behind. The engineers have recommended some 200 
projects in the years past, but they have not been taken care of. 
The war was on; we did not favor large appropriations, but 
tried to keep all expenditures down to the narrowest limits, not 
only in reference to rivers and harbors but as te other public 
works. It will be remembered that we have had no general 
publie buildings bill since March, 1913. We were disposed to 
keep down those appropriations, as I have stated, to the very 
lowest point. So we passed over from year to year the 200 
projects whieh have been surveyed and estimates for which 
have been put in and recommended by the engineers, until 
finally, in September, 1922, we adopted 35; we picked out the 
very choicest and most needed and most commanding as to 
necessity for improvement—35 projects out of the 200. General 
Taylor continues: 

To car n 
1 — 71 43850 1888. authorized by those projects for the next year 

That is one of the items covered by the bill—an appropria- 
tion of $13,000,000 to begin work on the projects which were 
adopted in 1922. General Taylor goes on to say: 


The maintenance of our old works will require $13,000,000— 


That is mere maintenance. Two items in the estimates with 
reference to the Missouri River include $25,000 for maintenance 
from Kansas City to Sioux City, and from Sioux City to Fort 
Benton, $15,000. Those two items will be taken care of under 
this appropriation as estimated by the engineers. 


The maintenance of our old works will 2 $13,000,000 more, 
and that will be a total of $26,000,000—twenty-six and one-half mil- 
lions, in round numbers. 


That means that of this entire appropriation $26,500,000 
will go merely to the maintenance of old works, not to continu- 
ing improvements, and the beginning of work on 35 new projects 
which were adopted in 1922. 

General Taylor further says: 


To carry on the work of the other projects we cut the amounts 
down as much as we could, and the report shows the amount that 
can be profitably expended on all the works, including the new work 
adopted by the September, 1922, act. 

Senator WADSWORTH. Is it necessa: in gree judgment, to start 
work on all the 35 new projects imm tel 

General TAYLOR. Those projects, . Ch an, were selected from 

obably 200 or 300 ts which were before Congress, all with 
avorable recommendations, and they were selected after very full and 
careful hearings as being pro; upon which work should started 
immediately. I think ere no question but that work should be 
started immediately on all of them. 

Senator Spencer. We had not had any new projects adopted for 
some years? 

General Taytor. Not since 1919. 

Senator JoNES. I might say here that the Commerce Committee 
asked the War Department, before we entered into consideration of 
the bill, te study the proposed new projects very carefully, so as to 

re te recommend to Congress those that they considered 
really vital to our commercial needs and asked them to submit such 
as they did consider of particular vital importance for early com- 
mepcement, and it was u that theory that the legislative act that 
adopted these new prej was framed and passed. 

eral TAYLOR. I would like to add to what Senator Jones said, 
that in reply to the Commerce Committee's inquiry we divided the 
projects into two classes, those that were of importance and 
those that were of secondary importance, and that t Commerce 
Committee selected out of those of first importance only a small por- 
tion of the projects, so they did not adopt by any means all of those 
that we recommended as g of great importance. 

Senator SPENCER. That is, those 35 new projects are only a small 
number of the first-class projects that in your judgment require 
immediate attention? 


General TAYLOR. That is correct. I can mention a few of them. 

Then he proceeds to mention them. Under the appropriation 
of $56,000,000 proposed in the bill, $13,000,000 must go to the 
beginning of werk on the 35 new projects which were selected 
out of the 200 or 300 projects which had been recommended by 
the Board of Engineers as being of prime importance. Then 
$13,000,000 of the appropriation must go to the maintenance of 
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old projects. That leaves about $30,000,000 to be applied toward 
continuing improvements. on projects which have been under 
way for some years, some of which will be completed by this 
time next year, so that the next bill will in all probability not 
be so large as is this bill, because, as I have stated, some of 
these projects will be completed out of this fund and will be 
ended, and that will finally dispose of them, They are old proj- 
ects which have been under way for years, but have not yet 
been completed. We have $30,000,000 in this bill for the com- 
pletion of a good many of these old projects and nearly to com- 
plete others. 

The present method of appropriating for rivers and harbors 
has been in the mind of Congress for the last few years. I have 
not always agreed with it. I would rather see the old-time prac- 
tice of having a river and harbor bill considered by the Rivers 
and Harbors Committee of the House, projects adopted, and 
appropriations made to take care of the items specified in the 
bill, and have such a bill come here and the Committee on Com- 
merce of the Senate act upon it and report it, and have the 
Senate act upon it, specifying each project and each appropria- 
tion. That plan, however, has been abandoned for several 
years, and we have got to the basis of a lump-sum appropria- 
tion, having been driven to it partially by the exigencies which 
arose during the World War. We have adopted that principle, 
and that is the principle which is involved here. If Senators 
undertake to offer amendments which will specify how much 
of the money or what portions of it shall be appropriated on 
each project, we shall change the whole basis of the appropria- 
tion and introduce another principle. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I inquire of the Senator from Florida, who 
is to determine how much of the money shall be spent on any 
particular project? 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is left to the Army engineers. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Is it left to their discretion as to the 
amount which it is necessary to spend on any particular project? 

Mr. FLETCHER, Yes. That is true in a broad sense, of 
course, but as to a number of the projects which were adopted 
in previous years we specified the total cost. That has been un- 
derstood. Those projects are to be finished within a certain time, 
and, from the engineers’ report, we know exactly what is going 
to be required in order to complete those projects. The engineers 
are bound, therefore, to apply the appropriations to the com- 
pletion of the particular work where it has been adopted by 
Congress with the idea of completing the work within a certain 
time; but, broadly speaking, the expenditure of this money is 
left to the discretion of the engineers. They know what work 
may be prosecuted profitably and wisely; they can not spend 
any money on any project that has not been adopted by Con- 
gress; they must expend it where Congress has authorized it to 
be expended, but they make the allotment to meet the needs 
of particular conditions. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Washington? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. The Army engineers can not 
expend more on a project than it was estimated it would cost 
to complete it as adopted. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is true. 

Mr. JONES of Washington. In other words, they can only 
spend within the limit of the amount authorized for the ap- 
proved project. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Precisely; but out of the total sum ap- 
propriated they make the allotment where necessary to complete 
a project. 

Mr. OVERMAN. Do they give notice as to the allotments and 
when hearings are to be held in connection with the allotments 
to be made? Is there any way by which we may be advised as 
to how it is done? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes. The Senator will find a statement 
in the hearings before the subcommittee of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, and the report of the engineers also furnishes that 
information. In the hearings on the War Department appro- 
priation bill for 1924, on the subject of nonmilitary activities, 
part 2, at page 890, will be found an itemized statement of the 
engineers which will figure up what they recommended at that 
time. From that statement the Senator can see what projects 
they have in mind as calling for various amounts under the sum 
appropriated in the bill. 

Mr. OVERMAN. As I understand, however, they are not 
bound by the recommendation but they can spend within the 
limit of appropriation any amount they conclude to be wise 
on a given project. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think they are not absolutely bound; 
they can vary the amount, so that if conditions arise under 


which more ought to be expended on a particular project they 
may expend it. 

Mr. OVERMAN. So that it is left to their discretion. I may 
say that I do not see how under the circumstances the work 
could be accomplished in any other way, provided they are 
honest, as I have no doubt they are. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It appears to be the only feasible way to 
proceed. They know the conditions of the work. They know, 
for instance, in certain localities they can not do work in the 
wintertime at all, so that they must work somewhere else; 
that in some localities the need is not as great as it is in 
certain other localities, and that economies may be effected by 
completing a certain project now and not waiting, and so forth. 
All such matters are considered by the engineers, when they 
make the allotment to carry out the purpose of the Congress, 
in order to accomplish the greatest results at the least cost to 
the Government. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, to what extent in past years 
have they carried out suggested projects? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Quite generally, I think, they have fol- 
lowed the list that was furnished by them to Congress. 

Mr. SWANSON. If the Senator will yield, I should like to 
say that I wrote to General Taylor and received from him an 
estimate of the proposed expenditures, which will answer in 
some detail the question asked by the Senator from North 
Carolina. The appropriation proposed by the pending bill is 
$56,589,910. That appropriation is designed to provide for 
various improvements under four different heads suggested by 
the engineers. For instance, the first item is principal seacoast 
harbors. To take care of the various seacoast harbors under 
projects already adopted, according to the information fur- 
nished me, will take $19,683,410. We merely appropriate the 
money, and the engineers consider that the most important 
expenditure from that appropriation is the item of $19,683,410 
to take care of the improvement of the seacoast harbors. Now, 
the next item 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 
me to make a suggestion there, the engineers also add for 
maintaining those principal seacoast harbors $7,375,400. 

Mr. SWANSON. As I understand, the aggregate for mainte- 
nance and improvement is $19,683,410. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I beg the Senator’s pardon. The two 
sums must be added together. 2 

Mr. SWANSON, They are added together in the total I have 
given, as I understand. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I beg the Senator’s pardon. The Senator 
is mistaken as to that. For improvement the item is $19,683,410 
and for maintenance $7,375,400. 

Mr. SWANSON. I see the Senator is correct. For mainte- 
nance there is an estimate of $7,375,400. 

The next heading is “ Secondary harbors and coastwise chan- 
nels.” Of course, in their second list they consider the cost of 
taking care of these, naming specifically the projects and the 
pages of the report on which you can find out what is said in 
connection with each project. They will take for improvement 
$7,860,900 and for maintenance $1,509,600. That takes care of 
that class of work, as I understand. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes. 

Mr. SWANSON. The next most important work is the Lake 
harbors and channels. The great commerce on the Lakes ought 
to be taken care of; and, as I understand, in this estimate they 
furnish to me they itemize the places, the pages of the report 
where each one can be found, the reasons why they recommend 
it, and the work done. For improvement they estimate $1,726,- 
000 and for maintenance $1,450,800, 

The next consideration is the principal rivers, which work 
has been very much retarded. They name the river, they give 
the pages of this report where you can find when the project 
was established, the amount which has been expended on it, the 
commerce there, the necessity for it, and the reasons are given. 
To take care of the principal rivers they estimate $13,726,000 
for improvement, and for maintenance $2,249,000. All those 
projects have been estimated and some of them maintained to 


completion. 
Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, has the Senator a list of them 
there? . 4 
Mr. SWANSON. Yes. 
Mr. NORRIS. I think it would be interesting if the Senator 


would read the list and give the amount in the case of each 
river. 
Mr. SWANSON. 
Mr. FLETCHER, 


I will put it in the RECORD. 
I will say to the Senator that that is all 


set forth in the hearings before the House committee. 
Mr. OVERMAN. I think it ought to go in the Recorp just 
the same. 
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Mr. SWANSON. This gives the pages of the report where 
each one is found. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not so much interested in having that in 
the Recor as I am in having it stated here, It seems to me it 
would be very enlightening, as going to show the necessity of 
this appropriation. I should like to know myself what rivers 
there are and how much was spent on each one. 

Mr. SWANSON. In the case of the secondary rivers in con- 
nection with the large rivers like the Mississippi and Ohio and 
others an estimate is given of the amount required for them, 
the names of the rivers, the amounts, the pages of the report 
where the survey can be seen, and the amount of commerce, 
from which we can reach a conclusion as to whether or not the 
commerce is sufficient to justify the expenditure. The aggre- 
gate of that is $181,820—— 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SWANSON. I will yield in a few minutes. 

Those are the secondary rivers. The aggregate of the sec- 
ondary rivers, as I understand, is $181,820 for improvement— 
that is all that is to be spent on these secondary rivers—and, 
for maintenance, $826,980. 

The aggregate of this $56,000,000 is made up as follows: 
For the principal seacoast harbors, $19,683,410; for the sec- 
ondary harbors and coastwise channels, $7,860,900; for lake 
‘harbors and channels, $1,726,000; for the principal rivers, 
$13,726,000; for the secondary rivers—which has been to some 
extent criticized—only $181,820 is appropriated; total, for 
improvements, $43,178,130. 

For the maintenance of projects that are already in existence, 
and that must be maintained to keep up the present status, 
there is an estimate of $13,411,780, which, added to the im- 
provement and the maintenance, makes a grand total of $56,- 
589,910, which is the amount carried in the bill. 

Mr. OVERMAN. I wish the Senator would put all of that 
statement in the RECORD. 

Mr. SWANSON. Does the Senator from Florida object to 
having it put in the Recorp? 

` Mr. FLETCHER. I have no objection. 

Mr. SWANSON. I ask to have this statement included in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be 
inserted in the RECORD. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 

Amounts stated in the Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers as 
those thet can be profitably eapended during the fiscal year ending 


June 80, 192), for maintenance and improvement of river and harbor 
works, commerce for 1921. 


PRINCIPAL SEACOAST HARBORS. 


3 Eil 


N.Y. 
N. Y-i 


88 88 


——ä—ũ— ! k h —[— 2 


88888 888 


1 All are parts of New York Harbor. 


Amounts stated in the Annual 
those that can be profitably 


Report of the Chief of Engineers as 
expended * the fiseal year ending 


June 30, 1924, etc.—Continued. 
PRINCIPAL SEACOAST HARBORS—Ccontinued. 


Southwest Pass, haar S River] 056-94 | $992,000 /............]...........- 
South Pass 3 ver. $510,000 | 15, 123,086 
Galveston Harbor, Lex 90/000 13,621, 173 
Galveston C Ra Vs eee! 200, 000 8, 900, 553 
Galveston Harbor-Texas City 
Channel, Te. 150, 000 3, 651, 049 
eg yer re n 5 
al . k 
Harbor at Sabine Pass and Port 
Arthur Canal, Tex 400, 000 Sana 
Sabine-Neches Canal, 150,000 | 7,108, 811 
Diego Harbor, Calif. . 1748-1752 | 135,80 611) 817 
Los Angeles Harbor, Calif........| 1752-1760 | 760,000 |............ 404, 059 
San Harbor 8, 382, 723 
Oakland Harbor, Calli. 1,945, 422 
San Pablo Bay and 
Strait, r ITA » 190000 fy. fo 1,755,327 
Ooa Dey, One E T 273, 208 
Columbia and Willamette 
F.... ratte 7,336, 102 
Willapa River and Harbor, Wash.| 1923-1927 | 200,000 |............ 557, 923 
Grays Harbor and Bar, Wasn 636, 571 
Take “Washington Ship’ Canal,” 3 
CCC a ENE 1, 503, 785 
Honolulu Harbor, Hawaii........| 1978-1980 | 150, 0000 1, 709, 336 
Hilo Harbor, Hawall .. 1983-1985. 374,000 287, 443 
Nawiliwili Harbor, Hawaii.......|- 1985-1988 | 300,000 8, 808 
San Juan Harbor, P. R. . 1989-1994} 300,000 |............ 674, 845 


ety Harbor, Mass... . 137-129 $159,500 |............ re 

Pollock Rip Shoals 0 350, 000 0-an 

Block Island Harbor of Refuge. 5,000 13,734 

P. River. 80,000 35,311 

20,000 423, 572 

20 

25,000 762,419 

20, 000 115, 106 

ee A O81- 

105, 043 

150,951 

— Seer 45,125 

261, 883 

3 470,848 

— a EN 114,305 

5,000 1,324 

8,000 74,151 

5,000 95,530 

5,000 23, 228 

5,000 267, 673 

6,000 25, 559 

bor, 10, 000 9,007 

oy 10,000 80, 829 

Shrewsbury River, N. 1 10,000 33, 878 
Delaware River, Philadelphia to 

SS 25, 000 1, 760, 220 

e 120, 402 

10, 000 10, 791 

15, 000 122, 445 

25,000 6, 936 

3 5, 639 

9, 673 

Het Seed 489, 664 

5,000 6, 909 

10, 000 10, 796 

5,000 5, 225 

5,000 2,229 

10,000 24, 109 

5,000 24 — 

25, 000 239 

1,500 36,796 

74,000 891, 792 

6, 700 23,043 

42,700 192, 

40, 000 388, 545 

2.000 22, 418 

5 261, 420 

3,972 

82, 607 

Harbor . e S- 30,000 E 21, 000 

eee 56, 600 
A er 
PEE of Refuge, Cape Lookout, 

Winynh Bay, S. C.. 57,191 
Santee River and Estherville- 

Minin A 8,730 


ee ents Pere rrr ert 
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SECONDARY HARBORS AND COASTWISE CHANNELS—cContinued, 


Amounts stated in the Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers as 
those that can be tably expended 4 ri 
June 30, 1925, e = R 


LAKS HARBORS AND CHANNELS—continued. 


jbo dd between Charleston 
and 


W. F 
Wappoo Gee. C „„ 

Wa „Beaufort, S. C., to St. 000 436 
Johns River 118,000 | 6,431,147 
Satilla River, Ga................. 9,500 242, 551 
Fernandina Harbor-Cumberland 5,000 25, 589 
o EA T oe 50,000 78, 848 
Oklawaha River, Fia 13, 500 21,179 
Indian River, Fla 36,000 632) 371 
18, 500 300; 938 
150,000 | 1, 80, 263 
19, 500 40; 944 
20,000 | 1, 12,000 
5,000 18,963 
21,000 | 2,632,343 
R ee aans 
180,000 | 6,215,939 
38,000 | 2.305, 962 
34,500 5,165 
25,000 | 48,259, 254 
15,000 | 57,523, 481 
10,000 | 63,973, 308 
5,000 627,740 

997-999 

1000-1004 120 29.252 

9 
1009-1012 89.00 9% 10 
10,000 2,427, 220 
5,500 2214631 
5,000 4,541,882 
25,000 6,200, 362 
5,000 | 1,945,310 
5,000 | 6,401,687 
8,000 7,800,000 
10,000 | 2.325,00 
21,500 | 14,752! 134 
25,000 | 1,216,749 
15,500 575,929 
25, 500 160, 612 
28.500 81, 534 
3 2 
5058 
000 927 760 


. 1105-1108 


RESIT 1108-1111 
— 1112-1117 


and 8 „5 
Mississipi ver: 
Between Ohio and Missouri 


wis River, 2 6, 800 63, 000 
Cowlitz River, Wash... 1912-1914 6, 000 179, 000 
Skamokawa Creek, Wash 1915-1916 2; 000 26, 477 
Grays River, Wash... 1916-1918 2.000 19, 000 

Sound and tributary waters 30, 000 93; 880 
W: y, Port Townsend Bay- 
k Bay, 2 ͤ ET Rey penne 5,000 
Swin Slough, Wash.. e 2, 500 
or, Wash........| 1963-1965 |............ y 
Nenne Harbor Alaska 1973-1975 aaae 5, 000 
Harbor, Alaska 1976-1977 50, 0000 TANA 


Missouri River: 

Kansas City to the mouth .... 
ö9—＋§⁊—ꝗũ7˖“: „4 4 7,860, 900] 1, 509, 00 Kansas City to Sioux City 
Sioux City to Fort Benton 


Plattsburg Har' 1 70-3722 ...... $1, 000 3, 951 
Grand Marais Harbor, Minn 1421-1421 u 6,000 7, 500 
Agate Harbor. 1425- 2, 000 8,980,097 | Below Nashville 
W 50,500 | 30, 083, 555 
1,000 
6, 000 3, 183, 453 
9, 000 
70, 500 940, 681 y: 
1,000 658, 788 Below Riverton, Ala 1313-1317 
1, 500 426, 829 Above Chattan -| 1318-1322 
15, 000 40 Chattanooga to -| 1322-1330 
4,000 5, 387 Survey o 
2,000 1,258 
Minn 466-1468 800 41,188 | Ohio River: 
Manistique Harbor, Mx 1470-14733 8,000 249, 000 Lock and dam construction...| 1351-1367 
Menominee Harbor and River....| 1473-1476 |...........- 10, 000 472,770 Open-channellmprovement.. 1395-1398 
8 Ba pire A iaa -| 1477-1480 110, 000 10, 000 1,146, 817 
rgeon 0 
Pohl 1480-14 s..>- 33, 000 579, 800 
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Amounts stated in the Annual Report o. 
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PRINCIPAL RIVERS—continued, 


Locality. 


Mooongahetà River, Pa. and W. 
1 


Illinois River, Iii. 
Sacramento Hiver, 


Mattaponi River, va 
Blackwater River, VW 
Meherrin River, N. C. . . A 
Pamlico and Tar Rivers, N. C 
Neuse River, N. C... 


Trent River, N. C............---- 
Cape Fear River above Wilming- 

COM cc acc b sesn nse 
Sete (Cape Fear) River, 


Savannah re at Oopa. sexed 
Savannah River above =f 
pr River, 3 


Ga 
River, Ga. and Ala. 
Choctawhatchee River, Fla. and 
Ala 


Pascagoula River 
Waterhyacinths in Alabama 
. Louisiana and 
FTT 
Red River below Fulton 5 
Tensas River and Bayou Macon =a 


and Yamhill River 
River, restraining barriers.. 


land. 
Yuba 


of Bi 
y expended during the fiscal year 


the Chief ngineers as 


5 $8, 000 96, 543 
628-60 o oo. 2.000 2.544 
630-632 2; 000 6, 858 
644-647 12; 000 644 
652-055 12.000 125,479 
657-659 800 13, 417 
660-662 1,500 60 
662664 1, 500 67,878 
687-690 |............ 12,000 49,621 
000-008 ee 4,000 36, 590 
860 2.000 2) 989 
TONS bore es 10,000 10, 000 
731-734 |. 22 000 77, 399 
735-737 S 
737-739 1,000 $23 
753-756 1.800 30,179 
757-760 15; 000 139, 410 
750-76 12.500 93; 721 
703760. 12, 500 60,442 
734-787 10, 000 171, 085 
809-812 5.000 2.215 
812-817 35, 000 46, 485 
948-850 A S 
856-860 10, 000 50, 276 
863-866 10, 000 12) 866 
856-869 35, 90, 000 5,373 
877-879 % 7,000 43, 418 
880-8222). 1,680 563 
884-686 EA 25, 600 13, 152 
ed : 200 9, 763 
895-899 75,000 000 13, 650 
889.90 o.e- 0e sse 000 11,314 
. ANNEE 000 619,391 

EN 000 27, 883 
84153 0⁰⁰ 77, 005 
3 500 
. 

000 13, 049 

000 6, 769 

„„ 000 1,495 

1178-1174 500 1, 805 

1174-1176 . 000 5, 080 

1177-1179 |......-.---- 000 1, 660 

1181-F118 . 000 118, 452 

1185-1187. 10, 000 5,291 

1187-1191. 000 39, 182 

1191-1193 4, 062 

1197-1202 82, 780 

1203-1206 171, 044 

1207-1209 2222222... 66, 630 

1900-1212 . 16, 614 

1212-1216 

1269-1271 

1290-1294 

1377-1379 |... 

1810-1815 

1815-1817 

1818-1820 |............ 

1842-18444. 

F 18; S00 cece acaccee 

1877-181 E 

1900 
1908-1908 
1568200 15 000 . 


ending 


Amounts stated in the Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers as 
those that can be profitably expended during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1924, eto.—Continued. 


Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, I have heard so much criti- 
cism of river and harbor bills, and it has been charged so often 
that there was a “ pork barrel” connected with it, that I have 
taken occasion in the case of some of these rivers that I did 
not know about to look and see the commerce, the amount ex- 
pended, and so forth, and I can not see where there is any waste 
of money in any of the projects that I have examined. Of 
course, I could not examine all of them, but if the Senator 
will take some one project, instead of speaking in a general 
way, and examine that project, the amount of commerce, the 
accommodation of the people, and the amount expended for 
what little work we have done in the past, I think he will agree 
with me that this is a very reasonable expenditure at this time. 

I have examined especially some of the rivers included in 
the list of secondary rivers. I find a great many of these 
where it is impossible to build roads, where there are no rail- 
roads, where the people would not have any means of trans- 
portation at all unless there were transportation by water. 
The Government spends money for roads. If it were a section 
of the country where we had to have a road built by the State 
and Federal governments in cooperation, it would cost a great 
deal more than it would cost to improve these rivers. They ~ 
are the only means of transportation in these sections. 

Instead of making a general attack on this bill, I wish 
Senators would look at the various items, the amounts appro- 
priated, the records of the engineers, the surveys, the estimate 
of the amounts required for maintenance, the number of people 
interested, the commerce that exists at present and what will 
be engendered in the future. In the light of those things, it 
seems to me that this is a very wise expenditure of money, and 
it seems to me that most of the measures that were the subject 
of criticism and adverse comment heretofore have been elimi- 
nated from this bill. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator. I had just about 
finished what I had to say, but if the Senator wants to ask a 
question, I will yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson], 
in his interruption, has suggested several things that are inter- 
esting and that I think ought to be presented in a more detailed- 
way than he has presented them. To say that so many 
millions are appropriated for one class of rivers and so many 
for another class of rivers is very indefinite. 

Mr. FLETCHER. They are all itemized. 

Mr. NORRIS. I know, but we have not heard the items. 
What good does it do to have the statement printed in the 
Recorp after we have voted on it? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I shall be glad to read the items if the 
Senator desires, 

Mr. NORRIS. We get the information after we have decided 
the question. It is like getting your verdict first and trying 
your lawsuit afterwards. 

I was exceedingly interested in personal observation of some 
of these rivers. I remember some time ago when, as a member 
of the committee representing the Senate, I went down to ex- 
amine the Muscle Shoals project, and in order to go up to the 
property owned by the Government near a coal mine in the 
mountains we had to go by river. We went on a Government 
boat that plies up and down that river all the way to New 
Orleans, I think. On that trip I went over the business with 
the captain of the vessel, and I was exceedingly interested in the 
business he was doing and the handicaps to which he was sub- 
jected. I can not give the figures now, but I remember the pro- 
portion of the figures. He went to New Orleans and loaded his 
boat with various kinds of produce and brought them up the 
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river to within, I think, about 50 miles of Birmingham, Ala., 
on the Warrior River. They shipped a good deal of stuff to 
Birmingham, and among other things was the item of coffee, 
I remember. He told me the freight rate by rail on coffee 
before the Government boat was built during the war. The 
Government was operating it there because it had no other use 
for it. It was not the only boat. There were several of them. 
He gave me the original freight rate on coffee by rail from 
New Orleans to Birmingham, Ala. Then they put on this ves- 
sel. They hauled coffee from New ‘Orleans destined to Bir- 
mingham, and ‘they hauled it on the boat to within, I think, 50 
or 60 miles of Birmingham, where it had to be unloaded and put 
on a train. 

Mr. McKELLAR. About 20 miles. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is that all? 

Mr. MoKELLAR. And the coffee came from Mobile instead 
of from Birmingham, I think. 

Mr. NORRIS. This, I think, came from New Orleans. 

Mr. McKEMLLAR. I may be mistaken about that. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think I remember that pretty distinctly. 
Now, as soon as that boat was put.on the railroads cut down 


the freight rate on coffee from New Orleans to Birmingham | 
very materially, but when this Government boat carried coffee 


from New Orleans up to a point almost within sight of Bir- 


mingham it had to utilize the railroad to get the coffee into 


Birmingham. That freight rate had to be divided. I have for- 
gotten now the price and the proportion of the division, but 


for this little haul the railroad got very much more than half of | 


the cost of transportation. 
Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit 


e— 
Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I shall be very glad to have the Senator 
say what he remembers about that matter. 

Mr. RANSDELL. My recollection is that the railroad got 
80 per cent of it and the river got about 20 per cent of it. 

Mr. NORRIS. The proportion was 80 and 20, was it? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I think it was. 

Mr. NORRIS. It was something like that. 

I use Birmingham as an illustration, and I use coffee as an 
illustration. Of course, you must understand that they are 
only illustrations. They only demonstrate what is done with 
all other kinds of freight that the boats carry. Notwithstand- 
ing that division, which gave the water transportation almost 
nothing and the railroad pretty nearly all of it, they were about 
breaking even on expenses, and in the .expenses they .counted 
the overhead of the cost of that vessel, which was built during 
the war at a price double what it could be duplicated for 
now. If I am wrong about any of these things, I shall be glad 
to be corrected by the Senator from Louisiana, who heard at 
least a part of this conversation with the captain. I had sev- 
eral. I think, however, I remember distinctly his telling me— 
and he gave the cost, how much he could have that boat built 
for in a first-class establishment and how much it actually 
cost during the war—that if they would capitalize that vessel 
at what it was worth, and what it would cost to build another 
one just like it, he would have been making money for the Gov- 
ernment on the transaction, notwithstanding the awful handicap 
that he was up against. 

Mr. McCKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. The Senator knows that that river service 
is under the same direction and control that the Mississippi 
River is unnder—the Mississippi-Warrior Barge Line? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. 

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘The statement that the Senator has made 
about the Warrior River applies to the Mississippi River, and 
with a great deal more force, for the reason that the Missis- 
sippi River Barge Line has been uniformly not only breaking 
even but making money, and sufficient money to overcome any 
loss that has been made on the Warrior Barge Line. They had 
an accident last fall, but they are now making money, and they 
are transporting freights, especially heavy freights, at very 
much lower prices than the railroad. Of course, wherever 
there is a division between the railroad and the river lines, the 
railroad gets the large share of the freight; but enormous quan- 
‘tities of freight are being shipped up the Mississippi River and 
the Warrior River, just as the Senator has said, and I am glad 
to hear him refer to it. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am giving this as an illustration, on the 
theory that it applies to all similar conditions of shipping. 

Mr. President, there were two objections even to continuing 
this service. First, it was Government operation, and there 
are some people—very nice people—who are so apposed to Gov- 
‘ernment operation that they would not have anything to do 
with Government operation even if it saved their souls from 
immortal terror. This boat was operated by the Government, 


m 


and some were in favor of discontinuing it because it is oper- 
ated by the Government, and others are in favor of continuing 
the handicap because they would be glad to see Government 
operation of anything fall. I know a Senator who is so much 
opposed to Government operation that he will not eat down in 
the Senate restaurant. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. RANSDELL. The Senator's argument appeals to me, 
and I wish to corroborate, in substance, what the Senator has 
said. I think he has stated the case fairly. I am not certain 
as to the exact percentages, but my recollection is that, although 
the boat going from Mobile to Birminghamport, which is a little 
port of the city of Birmingham, would travel 380 miles and the 
railroad would ‘have to carry the freight about 20 miles, that 
the boat would receive 20 per cent of the freight paid and the 
railroad would receive 80 per cent of the freight paid. Of 
course the distance the freight was carried by the railroad was 
ridiculously short as compared with the distance it was carried 
by the boat. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator from Tennessee was 
wrong and that the Senator from Louisiana is wrong in divid- 
ing the distance. Let me ask the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Unperwoop] how far Birmingham is from the Warrior River. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The center of the city of Birmingham 
is about 18 miles from it. 

Mr. NORRIS. Then the Senator is right. 

Mr, RANSDELL. I said about 20. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course Birmingham runs out in that 
direction about 6 miles to Ensley, so that there is a part of the 
city which is within 12 miles of the river. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the Senator is right in the other figure 
he gave, 380 miles. 

Mr. RANSDELL. The railroads are making a very unfair 
division of rates with the boats; and, if I am correctly in- 
formed, the authorities in charge of that line have for three 
years had the question of a fair division of rates on that line 
up with the Interstate Commerce Commission, and have not 
been able to get it adjusted yet. Why the Interstate Commerce 
Commission are keeping it before them so long I do not know, 
but they have it before them. ; 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the same captain whom I asked why 
they submitted to such a division told me that some legislation 
on the part of Congress was needed. That is what I rose to 
speak about, and what I have said is only preliminary. It is 
an exceedingly interesting question. I would not be opposed to 
making Federal appropriations for the improvement of rivers if 
they were utilized according to the theory advanced whenever 
we are making the appropriations; but to permit our own Gov- 
ernment, which is plying its boats up and down these rivers, to 
tbe “skinned to death” by the railroads when they come to 
divide the freight return is almost abhorrent. If we are going 
to do that, we ought to cease appropriating money. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I understand the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has authority to adjust those rates and make a 
fair division between the water carrier and the rail carrier. 
Of course, the Interstate Commerce Commission is a court, 
and those are very intricate and difficult questions. It has been 
working on those questions and has taken a great deal of testi- 
mony, I understand, and I assume it is going to render a fair 
decision, I understand it has the power, and if it does not have 
it, then I am absolutely with the Senator from Nebraska in his 
suggestion that we ought to legislate. I do not believe that 
we need any more legislation; I believe that we need proper 
administration of the law we have. If we can get that, we will 
get a fair division of rates between the rail and water carriers, 

Mr. NORRIS. We have been going on this way for years. 
In this case it happens that we are dealing with the Govern- 
ment, but I would say the same thing if it were a private cor- 
poration operating the boats, namely, that it does not take a 
student to tell that the division the Senator has mentioned 
and which I have mentioned is unfair. There is no necessity 
of getting an expert to tell that at least that is not right; 
but that is going on now, and has been for ‘several years, at 
least. It seems to me that when we are appropriating money 
for the improvement of harbors and rivers, it is a 
while we are doing it, to protect the very navigation we are 
providing for, which we are not doing now. 

Mr. RANSDELL. That is true. I want to be just to the 
commission and to the barge line as well. I believe, along that 
same line, there is an adjustment of rates on the Mississippi. 
I think they have the lines joined, although I am not positive 
us to that. There has been a great controversy as to the Missis- 
sippi and the Warrior, and Senators can see that it is a most 
difficult question. 
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Mr. NORRIS. There is some technicality which I think a 
witness before the committee called to my attention. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Senator from Nebraska will 
allow me just a moment—— z 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Permit me to state the real question in- 
volved here. I am not here trying to run down the railroad in- 
terests, but it is just as natural for a railroad management to 
try to put water transportation out of business as it is for a 
dog to chase a cat. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think so. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. They have been doing it for 40 or 50 
years. The difficulty is that these transportation lines, espe- 
cially on the Warrior, in the first place would not make a joint 
rate through from New York or New Orleans, and when they 
were forced to do that, then they would not make the terminal 
joint rates, giving through bills of lading, and so forth, and 
when they were forced to do that the railroad took all the 
joint rate, or practically all of it. 

The division is not 20 and 80 per cent. I think, on the aver- 
age, where the joint rate through from New Orleans would be 
5 cents the water route gets less than half a cent. An old rail- 
road man who knows the business and knows of the transac- 
tion told me yesterday that these barges go from the Birming- 
ham district loaded with coal to New Orleans. Of course, to 
make it pay they must have a return cargo. They come back 
partly loaded with coffee from New Orleans for Birmingham. 
That is unloaded at Tuscaloosa instead of at Birmingham port, 
Tuscaloosa being about 60 miles away. The return rate on the 
coffee was 43 cents, he told me. There was a transfer charge 
at Mobile which took out about 5 cents, leaving a net rate of 38 
cents, and the railroad took the entire 38 cents, leaving nothing 
to the Government barge line. 

I did not intend to bring that up now, but the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, a Government commission, has the ab- 
solute authority to fix this rate, and this is a Government 
proposition. The Secretary of War, so to speak, is the presi- 
dent of this barge line, because it is under his direction. Yet 
they allow a Government organization, to wit, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, to sit here and permit a private cor- 
poration, a railroad, to take away the entire freight and make 
no division with the Government operation at all. No legisla- 
tion is needed. It is entirely within the Government’s hands to 
correct this matter if it will. I do agree with the Senator, 
however, that if our own Government will not protect its own 
operation, then there ought to be an investigation of somebody 
or there should be legislation to make them do what is right. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator has said in reality 
what I was trying to say, and said it much better. If the Gov- 
ernment will not see that a fair division of the charges for 
traffic is made between water transportation and rail trans- 
portation, there is no use in our improving rivers and harbors, 
especially our rivers. This is something which has been going 
on for years; and if it were allowed to continue indefinitely, 
like Jarndyce versus Jarndyce, any corporation, except a Gov- 
ernment corporation, would be put out of business, because it 
would become bankrupt before justice could be rendered. 

I can not understand, to begin with, how they could start in 
with that kind of a division of the rate. Who made the 
division to begin with, and why is it that all of it is going to 
the railroad and none of it to the boat, which carries the 
freight about five-sixths of the distance and does most of the 
work in connection with it? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Such a discrimination has been practiced 
by the railroads against the Warrior Barge Line service that 
the line has not made money. I think it is due almost entirely 
to the fact of these discriminatory rates which have been put 
into effect by the railroads joining the river with Birmingham. 
It can not make money under the present division. For that 
reason they are even talking now about discontinuing that line. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course, that is the next thing. That is 
what they want. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I feel interested in it for the reason that 
on the Mississippi River, on which I live, that sort of a con- 
dition does not apply, in the first instance, because there is a 
volume of trade which goes on between the cities right on the 
bank of the river; and, of course, the railroads, on the direct 
business, have no right to any part of the rate. But, at the 
same time, it affects the Mississippi Barge Line, because heavy 
freights, like molasses and sugar and coffee, come up from New 
Orleans to cities as far away as Nashville, which is about 264 
miles from Memphis, and cities that far away take advantage 
of the barge line and have these heavy freights come up on the 


barge line as far as Memphis and then pay the regular rate 
from Memphis to Nashville in addition to the river rate and 
get their goods cheaper. 

The Senator has put his finger right on the sore place, so far 
as the barge lines are concerned. A fair division of rates be- 
tween the barge lines and the railroads would make those two 
barge lines of wonderful value to the people along their routes, 
and I think there should be an investigation, and, if necessary, 
there should be legislation by Congress, directing how these 
divisions of rates should be made as between the barge lines 
and the railroads. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the Senator says this barge line 
on the Warrior does not pay. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. I am so informed, and the reason is that 
there is discrimination. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am not disputing the statement. There is 
a reason in addition to the one the Senator has stated, which 
I gave a while ago. I do not know whether the Senator was 
in the Chamber at the time or not. I have been told that not- 
withstanding the discrimination, notwithstanding the small part 
of the rates given to the boats, whenever they have to divide it 
with the railroad, they still would make money if the boats 
which are doing the work were capitalized at their fair value. 

Those boats were all built during the war for war purposes, 
They are fine vessels, and they are well equipped for the busi- 
ness in which they are engaged. They were built for that, but 
they were built at war prices. They cost, in round figures, twice 
what they are worth now. I think 50 cents on the dollar would 
be a fair value for them, and I am not saying anything against 
the boats when I say that. They are modern in every respect; 
but the cost of them during the war was twice what it would 
be now. They are compelled, in making their returns, in dis- 
covering whether they make a profit or a loss, to carry those 
vessels at their actual cost to the Government during the war, 
Of course, all the freight they carry is not subjected to this dis 
crimination, and that is one reason why there is a difference 
between the illustration of the haul from New Orleans to Bir 
mingham, part water and part rail, and traffic on the big Mis 
sissippi River. Wherever freight is delivered to a city located 
on the bank of that river there is no division; the boat gets it 
all. Of course, they make more money, and they do not have 
to give the bulk of it to a railroad. On the Mississippi they do 
not have to diyide -with a railroad at all between New Orleans 
and the great city of Memphis, or any other river port. 

Mr. McKELLAR. St. Louis, for instance. 

Mr, NORRIS. This discrimination applies only where it is 
part rail and part water, and, as a matter of fact, a large per- 
centage of the traffic is of that kind, as illustrated by the city 
of Birmingham, one of the largest cities in the South, where 
there is an immense amount of freight coming and going. They 
can not get to Birmingham without utilizing the railroad. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I make a suggestion? 
While it is true that the Warrior River line did not make 
money, according to the figures to which the Senator refers, 
at the same time the Mississippi River line, under the same 
management and control, made enough profits to make both 
ventures profitable. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, the Senator would admit that if 
it is to be a continuing loss, the fact that one line makes money 
and the other line does not is not sufficient reason for keeping up 
the losing line. I think it is due to the division of rates. 

Mr. McKELLAR. In this connection I want to call the Sena- 
tor’s attention to the fact that that shows what kind of rates 
the people along the Warrior River would have to pay if it 
were not for the barge line. As the Senator from Nebraska 
well said, the railroads put in another rate on coffee so as to 
compete with our line, and that was a benefit to the people of 
that section. 

Mr. LENROOT. With reference to that situation, I do not 
think any investigation is n I do not think any legis- 
lation is necessary for the Warrior River situation. The com- 
mittee considered it very fully a year ago. A case was then 
pending before the Interstate Commerce Commission. It is my 
understanding that the case has been fully argued—— 

Mr. McKELLAR. It is still pending. 

Mr, LENROOT. The decision is being awaited and has been 
awaited for six months or more. It would seem to me that if 
the Senators who are especially interested in the matter would 
ask the commission to expedite it they might get a very much 
earlier decision. 

Mr. McKELLAR. 
right away. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I can assure the Senator from Wis- 
consin that the Senators who are interested in the division of 
freight rates have been very diligent in their efforts to get an 
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early decision, What is the reason for the delay I can not say. 
T can not attempt to criticize the commission, because I do not 
know the reason for the delay, but I do know with the Govern- 
ment operation on the one hand and the railroads on the other 
absolutely taking practically all of the freight rate, if the 
Government can function at all it is time to be doing something. 

Mr. LENROOT. I entirely agree with the Senator. Cer- 
‘tainly the matter ought not to run another year before decision. 
We ought to have the decision at the earliest possible moment. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Before the Senator leaves that point, if 
after the decision comes for any reason they claim they have 
not the necessary power to make a proper division, I assume 
the Senator, of course, would be willing to vote to grant to 
the commission power to make a proper division? 

Mr. LENROOT. Oh, of course. 

Mr. McKELLAR,. I think they have full power. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have not any doubt of the power of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission to fix the division under ex- 
‘isting law. 

Mr. McKELLAR, Nor have I any doubt about the power of 
the commission, but I can not understand why it takes so long 
to decide a particular case. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, with reference to the pend- 
ing amendment, if we may return to it, I think it is subject to 
a point of order, because I can not find that the appropriation 
proposed is authorized by any exisitng law. However, I am 
not going to make the point of order. It has been fully debated, 
and I am willing that it should be voted upon. 

But I do want to emphasize the precedent that the Senate 
would establish if the amendment were adopted. We would 
have, in the first place, an appropriation for which there is 
no authorization in existing law. Under the lump-sum appro- 
priation the Board of Engineers would not have the right to 
expend the sum upon the improvement which the amendment 
seeks to require them to expend. In the second place, as a 
matter of commerce and navigation—and that is the only thing 
that has any bearing so far as the bill is concerned—the appro- 
priation can not be defended for one single moment. 

I asked what the commerce was upon this part of the river 
from Sioux City to Fort Benton. I find that in 1908 the com- 
merce was 37,000 tons; in 1904, 28,000; in 1905, 52,000; in 
1906, 43,000; in 1907, 45,000; and in 1921, 9,164 tons. In 1912 
Congress adopted a project for the improvement of the river 
which contemplated the expenditure of from $75,000 to $150,000 
each year for a period of five years. Under that authoriza- 
tion, which has been completely exhausted, there has been ex- 


pended $582,972. 
That is the project from Sioux City to 


Mr. STERLING, 
Fort Benton. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes. Of course, I did not mean the par- 
ticular spot which has been under discussion. There has been 
expended $582,972, which has not increased commerce one 
single pound but has resulted, not because of the improvement 
but because of other causes, in a constantly decreasing com- 
merce. What was it that the board of engineers say with 
reference to the improvement, to which the Senator from South 
Dakota takes exception? They said in their annual report: 

The expenditures on this section have averaged about $90,000 per 
annum for the past few years, and there has been no commercial de- 
velopment as a result of this expenditure, but, on the contrary, the 
commerce has declined very materially, so that the benefits to the 
generar public are incommensurate with the outlay involved, and 

ere seems to be little prospect of better returns in the near future. 

Mr. McCUMBHER. Will the Senator state what they said 
with reference to the commerce between Kansas City and the 
mouth of the Missouri? 

Mr. LENROOT. It would take me a moment to find it. 

Mr. McCUMBER. And how much they have had there? I 
would like to have the Senator also state what it consists of. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, while the Senator from Wis- 
consin is looking up the figures will he yield to me to present 
a unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous consent that when the Sen- 
ate concludes its business to-day it take a recess until 11 
o'clock to-morrow morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

Mr. LENROOT. Replying to the question of the Senator 
from North Dakota, the commerce was 139,444 tons. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Of what did it consist? I know what 
it was, but I would like to have the Senator state. 

Mr. LENROOT. I will state from my general recollection 
that it was sand and gravel that comprised the larger part 
of the tonnage. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. 


FEBRUARY 6, 


Mr. McCUMBER. It was practically all sand that was used 
for building purposes. 

Mr, LENROOT. I think that is true, But the point I am 
making, with reference to the stretch of river covered by the 
Senator’s amendment, is that we have expended there over 
half a million dollars. The commerce has been constantly 
declining upon the stream until this year it was 9,164 tons 
as against between 30,000 and 40,000 tons 20 years ago. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, I inquire of the 
Senator if he would not find exactly the same situation with 
reference to the Mississippi River? 
ing LENROOT. I think on the upper Mississippi that is 

e. 

Mr. KING. Is not that true of the lower Mississippi? 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not know as to the tonnage. 

i McKELLAR. What was the statement the Senator 
made 

Mr. LENROOT. I said there had been a decline in tonnage 
on the upper Missouri from between 30,000 and 40,000 tons 
to 9,000 tons, and I was asked whether the same proportion 
was not true of the Mississippi. I said I did not think that 
it would apply to the lower Mississippi. 

Mr. McKELLAR. It would not apply to that part of the 
Mississippi River between St. Louis and New Orleans. On 
the contrary, the increase there has been phenomenal. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But it is indisputable that from 
St. Paul down the decline has been at least proportionate. 

Mr. LENROOT. The commerce from St. Paul down to St. 
Louis has practically ceased. I want to say to the Senator 
that I am just as much opposed to making large appropriations 
for the improvement of the Mississippi River under present 
conditions as I am to making appropriations for the improve- 
ment of any other stream. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wise 
consin yield to the Senator from Louisiana? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. I wish to ask the Senator whether, in his 
consideration of the subject, he has not ascertained it to be a 
fact that whenever a river is improved so as to make it navi- 
gable the railroads paralleling it allow what are commonly 
known along the river as water rates, in order to reduce their 
freight rates below the point where it would pay to operate a 
water-transportation line, and that therefore the money ex- 
pended in the improvement of the rivers is reflected in the 
benefits which the people thus get who pay the freights, and 
they thus receive a benefit as a direct result of the improvement 
of the river? 

Mr. LENROOT. I have very fully investigated that matter. 
I am quite familiar with the situation. It is true, or has been 
true, generally speaking, that where we have water competition 
the railroad rates were made so low, as long as competition 
lasted, as to drive water transportation out of business. But, 
Mr. President, to make enormous appropriations out of the 
Treasury of the United States for that purpose alone can not 
be defended for one single moment. That is to say, if the 
railroads can make a rate that is a fair rate of return so low 
that it is more profitable to ship by rail than by water, then 
we can not justify water transportation. 

The trouble is and has been that.railroads have made rates 
so low that in themselves they are lower than they ought to 
be to pay their fair share of operating expenses of the roads 
and a fair return on the investment. But there, again, when- 
ever a railroad makes such a rate too low to pay its share of 
operating expenses, while it is a benefit to the people who are 
using that railroad, it is an injury to every other user of the 
railroads, because their rates then must be just that much 
higher than they ought to be, in order to make up the loss in 
this particular direction. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, I want to ask the Senator 
a question, if he will permit me. 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator said the traffic on the upper 
Mississippi River was disappearing. Did the Government 
barges which were at one time constructed to operate above St. 
Louis go into operation? 

Mr. LENROOT. They did not. They were taken to the 
lower part of the Mississippi River. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I understand those barges are still in 
the hands of the companies that contracted to build them, and 
that the contract has never been canceled. Of course, up to 
this time, although the barges have not been used, the company 
has complied with the terms of the contract; so they are tied 
up, doing nothing at present, 
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Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, may I interrupt the 
Senator? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator spoke of the upper Mis- 
sissippi River and its declining commerce. The proposal of the 
engineers under the $56,000,000 river and harbor appropria- 
tion is that $1,100,000 be spent for new work on the upper Mis- 
sissippi. It is not a very cheerful prospect. 

Mr. KING. How much for maintenance? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. None for maintenance. 

Mr. LENROOT. On the upper Mississippi it is all under the 
head of new work, because it is new work that maintains the 
river. I do not think there is any such thing as dredging upon 
the upper Mississippi. 

Mr. KING. However, if I understand the Senator, there is 
$500,000. for maintenance upon the Missouri River within the 
State of Missouri, and a considerable amount over a million, 
perhaps a million and a half, for improvements? 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not remember the exact figures. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The amounts are $1,000,000 for im- 
provement and $500,000 for maintenance. 

Mr. KING. “hen, the $1,500,000 could be spent on the river 
in Missouri, where concededly the commerce has been deelin- 
ing for the past 50 or 60 years, until for many years there has 
practically been no commerce upon the river between the points 
referred to; that is, Kansas City and St. Louis. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, if the Senator will 
suffer a further interruption, the question really is as to 
where the $1,500,000, the $15,000, and the $25,000 which are 
going to be spent on the Missouri River shall be expended; 
whether the $1,500,000 shall. be spent between Kansas City and 
the mouth of the river, where the commeree is equally de- 
elining, and but $25,000 and $15,000 shall be spent above Kansas 
City. That is the question that the Senate is called upon to 
determine. 

Mr. LENROOT. That may be, but it is fair to say, with 
reference to that question, that the expenditure of $1,000,000 
on the Missouri River from Kansas City to the mouth can 
not, it seems to me, be thought of for a moment by anybody 
except upon the theory that here is an existing project for a 
completed improvement of the Missouri River from Kansas 
City to the mouth which is to give, I believe, an 8 or 9 foot 
channel. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. But let me call the attention of the 
Senator to the fact that that is what the engineers propose to do. 

Mr. LENROOT. Yes; there is an adopted project. The Sen- 
ator must see that there is a big distinction between a stretch 
of a river, its lower part, with an adopted project for an adopted 
improvement at a fixed expenditure of money that will make 
that river susceptible of navigation, and a proposition as to 
which there is no existing project, as to which there is no esti- 
mate of any kind, as to how much money would be required to 
make the river navigable. That is just the difference between 
the Kansas City proposition and the upper Missouri proposition, 

I am frank to say that I do not believe we ought to expend 
that $1,000,000 upon the lower Missouri. I have said a great 
many times upon this floor that I think we ought to complete 
the improvement of and put in the most perfect shape possible 
the Mississippi River from St. Louis to its mouth; and that we 
ought to complete the Ohio River, so that we shall have a sys- 
tem of navigation extending the full length of the Ohio and 
from St. Louis to the mouth of the Mississippi. Then I main- 
tain that if that should not be a commercial suecess it would be 
a pure waste to expend further money on the Missouri River, 
on the Mississippi River, or on any other rivers similarly sit- 
uated. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator accept an amendment or vote 
for an amendment to this effect: 

Provided, That no part of this sum— 

Referring to the $56,000,000 plus— 
shall be expended upon the Missouri River between the city of St. 
Louis and the city of Kansas City? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I would hardly wish to go that far. 

Mr. KING. I shall offer such an amendment, and I hope the 
Senator from Wisconsin will vote for it. 

Mr. LENROOT. I would, however, vote for an amendment 
providing that no part of the money should be expended for 
improvements other than maintenance on that part of the river. 
I should not wish to go so far as to say that we ought to let the 
river get in worse shape each year than it now is so long as we 
have the existing projects, 

Mr. President, it was stated by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. McCumper] that last year there were only 9,000 
tons of commerce upon this part of the river, embracing a dis- 


tance of like 1,000 miles. It was stated, however, 
that we had hard times last year, and commerce decreased for 
that reason. 

Mr. McCUMBER. And there have been hard times for sev- 
eral years past. 

Mr. LENROOT. Well, I will go back to a period when we 
did not have very hard times and see what the commerce then 
2 The year 1916 was not a period of hard times, as I recol- 
ect. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, if the Senator from 
Wisconsin will suffer an interruption, I will remark that the 
tonnage refiects exactly the productiveness of the fields in those 
sections. The year 1916 was a productive year and the tonnage 
was 22,151. Then came the seasons of drought in 1917, when 
the tonnage was 6,285; in 1918, when it was 3,986; in 1919, 
when. it was 1,572; in 1920, when it was 3,261. Conditions im- 
proved last year and the traffic was 9,164 tons. As the country 
develops and as we have fair seasons the traffic increases. 

Mr. LENROOT. Does the Senator dispute the figures that I 
have read as to the commerce of 20 years ago, when 25,000, 
30,000, 35,000, and nearly 40,000 tons a year were transported? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am sure the Senator will find 
that the traffic 40 years ago was even more than it was 10 years 
ago. 

Mr. LENROOT. That may be, but, of course, the reason the 
traffic was so heavy a half century ago was because there was 
no railroad communication at all and the river was the only 
way by which goods could be transported through those sectiong 
of country. However, for the past 20 years there has been no 
change so far as railroad accommodations are concerned, and 
one would naturally expect that the country. has grown in 20 
years. There are greater areas in production now than there 
were 20 years ago, and yet the commerce on the river hag 
declined. instead of increased. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wis- 
eonsin contend that because there is now railroad communica- 
tion and products are shipped by railroad therefore we should 
let the river remain filled up and unnavigable? Will it not 
be of interest and benefit to producers that they have a navi- 
gable river there by whieh they can transport their commodities 
if railroad freights become exorbitantly high?) 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, again I wish to get back to 
the railroad question. The idea that we are going to regulate 
railread rates by large appropriations out of the Treasury for 
waterway improvements is a fallacy, and it seems to me that 
we ought to have passed the stage where we would make any 
such argument. If there were no way to regulate railroads, 
if we had no power of regulation, that argument might well be 
made, but when we have a Government agency whose duty it 
is to see to it that railroad rates shall not be exorbitant and 
that they shall be reasonable, I do not know how anyone ean 
argue that for the purpose of bringing railroad rates down—and 
for that purpose alone—we should expend these tremendous 
sums out of the Treasury of the United States. 

There is just one situation, Mr. President, where we are justi- 
fied in expending large sums out of the Treasury, and it exists 
in every part of our country, and that is where water trans- 
portation can be carried on not only cheaper than railroad trans- 
portation, with just and fair rates, but where the cost of the 
improvement will be commensurate with the saving made in the 
rates. There are to-day, in the ease of some rivers in this coun- 
try, improvements upon which we are paying each year for 
maintenance not only three or four times the railroad rates, 
but there have been cases where we could have better afforded 
to have bought and paid for the entire value of the commerce 
upon the river. So, Mr. President, on the Mississippi and on 
the Ohio, I hope that when navigation is fully developed the 
saving, not as compared with railroad rates, but the saving 
between a just and a fair railroad rate and the water rate will 
be so great that it will justify the cost out of the Treasury of 
the United States. If an improvement can not be justified 
upon that ground, it ought not to be made at all. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator says that he hopes that will be 
the result when navigation is developed on the lower Missis- 
sippi and the Ohio Rivers. We all share that hope; but, in view 
of past experience, does he expect it to be realized? 

Mr. LENROOT. I wish to say frankly that, while I have 
been very skeptical concerning any of our river improvements, 
I am more hopeful than I have been for years that the lower 
Mississippi may justify the expenditures which have been made 
under existing projects, and when the improvement of the Ohio 
is completed it is possible, I think, that it may justify the 
expenditure, but I do not believe the Government of the United 
States should be conducting at the same time a half dozen 
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experiments which can be nothing but experiments, If we 
conduct one, and that is a success, then it is time enough to 
move on to some other, but, if that one fails, who is there who 
can defend the waste of money upon four or five others, all 
doomed to failure? 

Mr. President, with reference to this matter, can the Senator 
from North Dakota or the Senators from South Dakota give 
any estimate to the Senate of how much it would cost to im- 
prove the 1,000 miles of river to make it navigable, assuming 
there would be commerce developed upon it if it were navi- 
gable? They can not; no estimate has ever been made by any- 
one. To make a few hundred feet or a few miles of revetment 
here and there, so far as commerce is concerned upon the 
river, means absolutely nothing. 

There is another feature of this question, of course, and 
that is the reclamation of lands belonging to abutting owners 
and. the benefit to abutting owners; but, Mr. President, I 
submit that while an argument may be made that the Gov- 
ernment owes a duty to participate in such work, the Govern- 
ment owes no duty to any man who has abutting upon a river 
land that has been valueless from the dawn of creation, because 
flooded during certain seasons of the year, out of the Treasury 
of the United States to make it the most valuable farming land 
in the country. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis- 
consin yield to the Senator from South Dakota? 

Mr, LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. STERLING. I suppose the Senator understands that 
we do not base our contentions for this improvement or for this 
appropriation upon the ground that the Government owes such 
a duty. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator spoke of that contention. 

Mr, STERLING. I do not know but that we may yet come 
to it. We shall see, I hope, that from the standpoint of 
national interest and national welfare it would be the thing 
for this Government to do to protect the banks from waste and 
erosion and the washing of the best farms of the country into 
the Missouri River, and that from that standpoint alone we 
ought to improve the river and put in this necessary revetment 
work. However, we base our claim on the ground that it will 
benefit commerce and navigation. Of course by the revetment 
work and the dikes which may be built the banks will be pro- 
tected, but it is alike in the interest of commerce and naviga- 
tion that the improvement would be made. 

Mr. LENROOT. What interest of commerce and navigation 
will be subserved if we spend a few hundred thousand dollars, 
if you please, when in order to get a navigable river it would 
require many, many millions? 

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, I thought I stated that a 
while ago. According to the estimate of the engineers 400,000,000 
tons of silt are washed from the Missouri River into the Missis- 
sippi River annually, and there we expend the millions year 
after year for the purpose of improving the Mississippi River 
in dredging it and keeping it navigable. 

Mr. LENROOT. How much money does the Senator think it 
would take to put revetments in the 1,000 miles of the Mis- 
souri River to prevent that silt from coming down? How much 
does the Senator think it would cost? 

Mr. STERLING. Oh, well, now, that is a rather strange 
question to ask. Every bit of revetment work will help so 
much. It will at the same time protect the lands where the 
revetment work is placed, but it will help just so much in the 
interest of commerce, 

Mr. LENROOT. That exactly gets down to the point. The 
revetment work will help the lands; that is true; but unless we 
have a project that means that we will go into this proposed 
revetment work, perhaps costing hundreds of millions of dol- 
lars, for all I know, and will not aid commerce and navigation, 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. SMOOT. In 1915 I had a very eminent engineer make 
an estimate for me as to what the improvement of the Missis- 
sippi River would cost if the absolutely necessary revetment 
work were done. 

Mr. STERLING. The Mississippi River? 

Mr. SMOOT. The Mississippi River. The figures showed 
that you could build a four-track railroad following the Mis- 
sissippi from the head to the mouth, equip it, and haul the 
freight for nothing for the interest upon the amount it would 
cost; so I made up my mind that that was not a very good in- 
vestment, and I believe that if it is ever undertaken that will 
be the result. The trouble with this whole appropriation for 
rivers and harbors is that we dole out a few hundred thousand 
dollars here and a few hundred thousand dollars there, and 


before the 12 months have gone it is all expended, and within a 
year the river is in just the same condition as it was before 
the money was spent. 

Mr. LENROOT. I want to say to the Senator that we have 
already expended, during all the years of the past, $3,447,000 
upon the upper Missouri River, with a constantly decreasing 
commerce, until it has almost disappeared. 

Mr. SMOOT. We have in this bill a lot of projects that are 
just exactly of the same kind. For instance, take the Jamaica 
Bay project. In 1910 the traffic on that project was 1,785,605 
tons. In 1916 it fell to 736,775 tons. In 1917 it had lost 85 
per cent of the amount that there was in 1910—only 15 per 
cent of the amount—and here this project is to cost $11,806,000. 

Mr. McCUMBER. The Senator must remember that that is 
New York, not in North Dakota. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am not talking about New York or North 
Dakota or any other State. I am talking about the whole proj- 
ect. When we find rivers here with money appropriated for 
them where it costs $150 a ton for all the merchandise carried 
over them, outside of the logs that can float down the stream, 
without any improvement whatever, it seems to me it would be 
much cheaper, as I said in 1916, for the Government of the 
United States to buy all the merchandise every year and give 
it to the people rather than to try to maintain here the appro- 
priations for what are supposed to be rivers but are nothing 
more nor less than creeks. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator 
from Utah know about as much about the machinery of legis- 
lation as any other two Senators, and I should like to ask 
either one or both of them how this thing has been arranged 
so as to put this appropriation for rivers and harbers into an 
Army bill. Of course, it was not intended so, but if anybody 
had intended to accentuate the extravagance and the waste 
with reference to the matter, that would have been the way to 
accomplish it. How did it come about, and how can we un- 
scramble it? 

Mr. LENROOT. We have no power over it, because the 
Senate has nothing to do with the matter of placing river and 
harbor items in the Army bill. The House originates general 
appropriation bills. ‘The House adopted this plan and sent it 
to us, and we did nothing but consider the bill in the form 
sent to us by the House. 

Mr. BORAH. Could not the Senate committee separate the 
two bills and bring in an Army bill and bring in a river and 
harbor bill? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. We could not get them both into con- 
ference at the same time with the same people. That is the 
trouble. We thrashed that over last year, wondering if we 
could not do that very thing, and it is almost impossible. 

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator from Idaho that the 
only excuse for it at all is because of the fact that the projects 
are under an Army officer. That is the only excuse for it. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, I understand that that is the reason 
though it is no excuse at all; but, Mr. President, it is a serious 
matter, because if this matter can not be arranged differently, 
if the river and harbor bill can not come in here upon its own 
merits and stand upon its merits and be debated and discussed 
as an individual and separate measure, there is no possibility 
of stopping this waste and extravagance. I suspect that in all 
probability, if this bill stood alone, the President of the United 
States would either stop it or change it, from what has been 
said; but he is powerless, the Senate is powerless, the taxpayers 
are undefended and unprotected, and the whole situation has 
been so arranged that there is absolutely no way in the world 
to prevent this waste. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the only success that we have 
ever had in cutting down river and harbor appropriations in 
the Senate of the United States since I have been a Member 
of this body was in the years 1915, 1916, and 1917, when a de- 
termined fight was made upon the floor of the Senate, and the 
amount appropriated by the House was cut in 1915 to $20,000,- 
000, in 1916 to $25,000,000, and in 1917 to $30,000,000, as I re- 
member. I am speaking now just offhand. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will my colleague yield? 

Mr. SMOOT. That was the first time we have ever been able 
in setae to secure enough votes to change a river and har- 
bor bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I do not want to interrupt my 
colleague or the Senator from Wisconsin, but, apropos of the 
suggestion made by the Senator from Idaho, it seems to me, 
nothwithstanding the action of the House, that we would have 
the power, unless we have made some rule that forecloses us, 
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to move to ‘segregate this part of the bill and to assign to the 
Commerce Committee, or such committee as we deem proper, 
the items dealing with rivers and harbors and let the residue 
of the bill go to the Committee on Military Affairs. Of course, 
I can understand what the situation would be. We would pass 
ithe items dealing with military affairs and send the bill to the 

House; the House might refuse to accede, appoint conferees, 
and there might be a protracted disagreement. 

Mr. LENROOT. Let me correct the Senator. No part of this 
bill would go to either the Military Affairs Committee or the 
.Commeree Committee in any event. All bilis go to the Appro- 
priations Committee here, and all bills go to the Appropria- 
tions Committee in the House. What the ‘Senator from New 
York refers to, however, is that there are different conferees 
from the: different subcommittees of the Appropriation Commit- 
tees, so that there would be one set of conferees from the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations on military affairs and another set 
upon rivers and harbors affairs. `’ 

Mr. KING. I understood that. I used those two sets of 
conferees, one as representative of the Military Affairs Com- 
mittee and one as representative of the Committee on Com- 
merce; but I affirm now that that could be done. We could 
strike ‘from this bill, if we wished,.all items respecting rivers 
and ‘harbors, and recommit them to the Appropriations Com- 
mittee, to that branch of it that has to do with rivers and har- 
bors, and they could report back such a bill as in their wisdom 
und judgment they deemed ‘necessary. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator can very readily see that that 
can not be done, because all we could do would be to strike 
the river and harbor item from ‘the bill. Then it would go to 
conference, the conferees taking the position that there would 
be no agreement unless the river and harbor item is ‘included, 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator mean that the Appropriations 
Committee ‘would have no authority to report a river and har- 
bor bill? 

Mr. LENROOT. We have no power to take it out of the bill. 
It is there. We may adopt an amendment disagreeing to it, 
but it simply goes to conference. 

Mr: KING. The policy that I suggested, of course, would 
reach ‘the same result—that we move to strike out those items— 
and ‘it seems to me that there would be no rule 

Mr. LENROOT. But they will not be stricken out by the 
‘adoption of that motion. That is the trouble. 

Mr. KING. If we should adopt it, they would be stricken 
out as far as the Senate is concerned. 

Mr. LENROOT. They would ‘be stricken out so far as the 
Senate is concerned; but ‘the matter goes to conference, and 
‘if the House conferees take the position that they insist upon 
‘the ‘items staying in or there will be no Army bill we have a 
special session ahead of us. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I suppose the test would come 
on the question as to whether the House would rather have a 
river and harbor ‘bill or no Army bill. I thimk, perhaps, as 
keen as the appetite is to reach the Treasury, there would be 
some embarrassment in refusing to agree to a bill making ap- 
-propriations for the Army. There is no way in the world that 
I can see to meet this situation except that way. This may not 
be the time to do it, on account of the fact that we are all so 
anxious to get away after the 4th of March; but I doubt very 
much if the House would be any less anxious to get away than 
we are. I think it needs a Cæsarian operation of some kind, 
and the only way to do it, in my opinion, is to meet it, and 
meet it now. I am not one of those who are opposed to river 
and harbor appropriations in their entirety. 

Mr. SMOOT. Neither am L 

Mr. BORAH. I do not say that appropriations should not be 
made for this purpose. I have very much less faith in any of 
them than many of my associates. Nevertheless, it seems rea- 
sonable that there should be appropriations for some of these 
larger and more feasible propositions; but, Mr. President, in- 
termingled with the appropriations which ought to be made are 
thousands of dollars—yes, millions of dollars—of appropriations 
which ought not to be made. The time had come in the dis- 
cussion of river and harbor appropriations when those things 
to some degree were being managed, controlled, and eliminated ; 
but this method of dealing with the subject has entirely pre- 
vented and will entirely prevent any such suecess in the future, 
and if we are not ready simply to surrender the proposition 
-and permit this thing to go on its way and gather force as it 
goes, we shall have to meet it now. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, during the past two-or three 
years I have favored lump-sum appropriations to be allotted by 
‘the Board of Engineers; but, in view of what has happened 


upon this bill, I am very frank to say that I am not in favor 
of continuing lump-sum appropriations for ‘that purpose, be- 
cause, without criticizing anybody, I think, perhaps, I am in the 
same position as anybody else. If a Senator of a Member of the 
House has an improvement of the highest merit with a hump- 
sum appropriation, the is not very much inclined to cut down 
the lump sum, because he does not know but that his own 
meritorious appropriation will be cut out and some -appropria- 
tion less meritorious will be put in. So far as improvement is 
concerned—maintenance is a different proposition—so far as 
improvement is concerned, I think hereafter the bills ought to 
be itemized and specific apprepriations made for each project, 


and then the Senate and the House can -act intelligently upon 


the merits of the different projects and fight in conference for 
the elimination of such :projects as they think are not wise. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. KING. I am rather disappointed in the results of what 
we believed to be a reform which was inaugurated. 

I was one who contended for lump-sum ‘appropriations, and I 
offered an amendment in 1917, and ‘renewed it in 1918 and 1919, 
calling for the creation of:a board, as I recall now, of two Army 
engineers and three civilians of ‘business ability and knowledge 
of this question of rivers and harbors. I was not satisfied to 
leave ‘the river and harbor appropriations in the hands of Army 
engineers. I make no comment upon their ability or their ex- 
travagance or lack of extravagance, or their competency to deal 
with these questions; but I was absolutely unwilling, and I am 
a willing now, to leave with the Army engineers exclusively ‘the 
handling of these stupendous sums. 

The criticism which is made by the Senator from North Da- 
kota that they stay in Kansas City und do not appear ‘te be able 


to pereeive the importance of the Missouri ‘River, except in the 


vicinity of Kansas City, is an indictment of some of the Army 
3 or their methods of procedure, which 1 think is en- 
tire 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Will the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. KING. Let me just complete the sentence. A perusal 
of the hundreds of reports and of the thousands of pages which 
have been submitted by Army engineers demonstrates to my 
satisfaction, if not to the satisfaction of others, their absolute 
incompetence to deal with the great questions which are in- 
volved in the improvement of our rivers and harbors. I am not 
‘attacking their technical skill, but I am attacking their business 
judgment; I am attacking their methods of administration; I 
am attacking the methods which have been employed. I now 
yield to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I was going to ask the Senator if the 
fact that the Army engineers stopped at Kansas ‘City, or are 
alleged to have stopped there, is not due to the fact, in turn, 
that the Congress adopted a project of ‘$20,000,000 worth of 
work to be done there? Where would they stop? Why go to 
the headwaters of the Missouri, in connection with which Con- 
gress has adopted no ‘project for the expenditure of money? 

goes ahead and adopts a $20,000,000 project, the money 
to be spent between Kansas ‘City and the mouth of the river. 
Is it the Army ‘engineer's fault that he does not spend half or 
more than half of his time up ‘at Fort Benton? 

Mr. KING. If I may trespass further on the time of the 
Senator from Wisconsin 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. KING. The criticism of the distinguished Senator from 
North Dakota was a little broader, and rests upon à little 
broader foundation, as I interpreted his remarks, and as I 
interpret the position of the ‘Senator from New York, from that 
upon ‘which the Senator from New York is now ‘predicating his 
inquiry. The position of the Senator from North Dakota was, 
in substance, that the Army engineers for years had directed 
their attention too much ‘to ‘that part of the river below Kansas 
City, and doubtless upon their recommendations large appro- 
priations had ‘been made for that part of the river, and they 
had not ‘sufficiently perceived the relation of the river above 
Kansas City to the entire project, but had seemed to concen- 
trate their attention and make their recommendations based 
upon the Afissouri River within the State of Missouri. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I do not believe the engineers 
are properly subject to the criticism which has been made, and 
I had no thought, in saying I was not in favor of continuing 
the lump-sum appropriation, of reflecting in any way upon the 
engineers. 

What is the situation? The Senator from New York has 


referred to the one project. Congress adopts projects, ana 


that determines the policy of Congress, that ench of these shall 
be improved in accordance with the estimates, and, once adopted 
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by Congress, the engineers then make their estimates of the 
sum that can profitably be expended upon each one of the 
projects which have been adopted. 

My criticism is not of the engineers, but my point is that if 
we had separate appropriations for each project to pass upon 
it would give Congress some opportunity to review the matter 
of its previous action with reference to the adoption of the 
project and to refuse to grant an appropriation where the 
engineers would be perfectly justified in estimating for it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I wanted to say to the Senator 
that the engineers are not always free from criticism. I have 
seen the time when a report of the engineers was made to this 
body, then an amendment offered in the Senate making a 
direct appropriation for the project, a Senator visiting the 
Engineer Department, and the engineers coming in the next 
day with a report favoring the very project on which they had 
reported adversely before. f 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, that all gets back tọ the proposi- 
tion that the Congress of the United States can not shun or 
shunt its responsibility in this matter. It is up to us. Of 
course, I take it that an engineer is not considering the ques- 
tion of taxes or the question of the amount in the Treasury. 
That is not his business. He has a certain thing to do, and 
that is to engineer the proposition that is presented to him. 
But the responsibility for adopting these projects, approving 
them, and for the appropriation, is right here, and it is here 
apparently in spite of the fact that we created a Budget Bureau 
some time ago. Unless the Congress itself takes hold of the 
matter and deals with it upon the theory that it alone is re- 
sponsible for the entire appropriation, we shall not hope to 
correct the evil. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am in thorough accord 
with what has been said, and I hope that this will be the last 
year we will have lump-sum appropriations for such improve- 
ments. If we had each one of these items estimated for sepa- 
rately, anyone can see that the Senate would have an opportu- 
nity of striking some of them out, and standing in conference 
against them, and they would not stay in the bill, and it could 
increase other items if necessary. 

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. McKELLAR. A few moments ago, while the Senator 
was talking, a question was raised as to the volume of busi- 
ness on the Mississippi River from St. Louis down. I have 
gotten the barge line figures of business since it was created. It 
began business on November 1, 1919, and from that date to 
June 80, 1920, the end of the fiscal year, they carried 115,907 
tons of freight. From July 1, 1920, to June 30, 1921, they car- 
ried 287,258 tons of freight. From July 1, 1921, to June 30, 
1922, they carried 655,789 tons of freight. During the last 
fiscal year they nearly trebled the business of the preceding 
fiscal year. 

Mr. LENROOT. That was my recollection, that the Missis- 
sippi River was beginning to make a very fair showing. 

Mr, KING. May I be permitted to ask the Senator from 
Tennessee what that freight consisted of? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Wheat, cotton, lumber, molasses, coal, to- 
baceo, sugar, coffee, and merchandise generally. 

Mr. KING. Between what points? 

Mr. McKBLLAR. Between St. Louis, Mo., and New Or- 
leans, La. 

Mr. KING. May I inquire whether all that had its origin at 
St. Louis or points above? 

Mr. McKELLAR. I can not say where it had its origin. An 
immense amount of the up-river traffic had its origin at points 
in South America, Central America, and Cuba, for instance, 
heavy articles like sugar, black-strap molasses, and ordinary 
molasses, which, of course, the Senator knows is exceedingly 
heavy. A great deal of that business originated in Cuba. 

Mr. KING. And was carried up the river? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Carried up the river. Then, going back, 
the freights consisted largely of wheat, corn, cotton, and to- 
bacco. It is quite remarkable that from the tobacco regions of 
the State of the Senator from Kentucky, western Kentucky, and 
northwestern Tennessee, which is a very prolific tobacco pro- 
ducer, enormous amounts of tobacco are sent by rail to ports 
along the river, and thence transported to New Orleans and to 
the outside world. 

Mr. KING. I made the inquiry because I have found often- 
times a duplication of tonnage. 

Mr. MCKELLAR. I want to call the Senator's attention to 
the fact that this tonnage applies solely to the barge line. Of 
course, there is an enormous river traffic along that river out- 
side of that. - 

Mr. KING. Are those privately owned barges? 


Mr. MeKELLAR. These are Government-owned barges, but 
there are other river craft which carry a very large amount of 
freight. 

Mr. KING. While we are speaking of barges, the Senator 
will recall that during the war we made some appropriations, 
and Mr, Goltra and others in Missouri, as I understood, took 
a contract to construct these barges, and then they were oper- 
ated under the direction of the Shipping Board or the railroad 
administration, I am not sure which. My understanding was 
that they were not being used now. 

Mr. McKELLAR. My recollection is that there was some 
direct appropriation made for it. I think it applied to traffic 
on the Missouri River north of St. Louis and did not apply from 
St. Louis south; but the Government-owned barge line, under 
the direction of the Secretary of War, is run between St. Louis 
and New Orleans. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I do not want to seem to be 
holding the floor—— 


Mr. McCKELLAR. I am much obliged to the Senator for yield- 


ing to me. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President, will the Senatcr yield for a 
moment? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 


Mr. STANLEY. The Senator from Utah asked the Senator 
from Tennessee a question to which perhaps he did not reply. 
I have heard the question asked several times with respect to 
the present operation of those barges. Some of those barges are 
now in operation. 

Mr. MeKELLAR. Which barges? 

Mr. STANLEY. The Government-owned barges on the Mis- 
sissippi. 

Mr. McKELLAR. From St. Louis to New Orleans? 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes. I was on the Mississippi River last 
December, just a few weeks ago, and saw those barges in oper- 
ation. Of course, the Senator understands they are not the 
ordinary open barges. They are of steel construction, water- 
proof, and made in compartments. They carry silks, fine fab- 
rics, and anything that can be carried. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, if we may get back once 
more to the pending amendment, I said that, so far as the recla- 
mation of lands was concerned, to make these appropriations 
out of the Treasury for the benefit of abutting landowners with- 
out any contribution upon their part could not be justified. It 
must be remembered that on the lower Mississippi now we re- 
quire contributions on the part of the abutting landowners, and 
a few years ago an appropriation of $75,000 was made for re- 
vetments such as are proposed in the pending amendment, with 
a provision that there should be a contribution upon the part 
of the abutting owners of one-third of the expense or upon the 
municipality in the vicinity. 

Mr. STERLING. Mr, President, I would like to ask the Sen- 
ator from Wisconsin if he would favor a policy of Government 
aid for the purpose of protecting the banks on the condition that 
the States contribute a part, and this irrespective of the benefit 
to commerce and navigation? 

Mr. LENROOT. No; I do not say any such thing, but I do 
say that there was passed through Congress a few years ago 
an appropriation of $75,000, with a provision that there should 
be a contribution of one-third of the expense by local agencies, 
and when that condition was met, the improvement was not 
found so necessary as was supposed, and the $75,000 has never 
been expended, and has now been turned to surplus. 

With reference to the Senator's question, I say this, of course 
I would not favor appropriations under a river and harbor bill 
where navigation was not the primary object, but I want to 
say, further, that where there is a combination of the two, there 
is no reason why the abutting owner should not pay for some 
of the benefits he receives from the improvements. But the 
trouble with the amendment is that there is no showing and 
can be no showing that the expenditure of the $250,000 would 
be of any material benéfit to navigation. 

I want to repeat what I said in the beginning, that we have 

expended in the last 10 years $582,000, with the result that the 
commerce has steadily declined until last year we had only 
9,000 tons of commerce on a stretch of river over 1,000 miles in 
extent. 
Mr. STERLING. I know something about the case to which 
the Senator refers. The people have wished a thousand times, 
I think, that they had not accepted the proposition made by 
the Government and involved in that appropriation, and raised 
the $25,000 to meet the Government appropriation of $75,000. 
Two hundred thousand dollars now would not make the im- 
provement, because at the place where it was designed that 
the improvement should be made we have a lake rather than 
a river. 
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Mr. LENROOT. But that does not at all affect the point I 
made that where there were local interests whose interests 
were the primary interests, nevertheless when they had to 
make a contribution of 25 per cent of the total cost they did 
not want it badly enough to make the contribution, That is 
the point I make. 

Mr. STERLING. They wanted it, but there were too many 
conservative citizens in that locality. 

Mr. LENROOT, That may be. In conclusion, I want to 
say again that unless we are going to face amendments of this 
character, the same argument can be made with just as much 
ground for a million dollars at this point upon this same 
stretch of river, yes, for $10,000,000, as is made for the item 
of $250,000. If the Senate is now going to establish the prece- 
dent that it will make an appropriation not estimated for by 
the Board of Engineers, not adopted by Congress, not consid- 
ered by the Committee on Commerce which has jurisdiction 
of the authorization, then we might as well repeal our Budget 
law entirely. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the discussion upon the 
amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
McCumner] has gone fur afield at one time or another since 
11 o'clock this morning. I do not criticize the variety of. the 
topies discussed, because I am going to indulge in a very brief 
discussion of something which does not concern the Senator's 
amendment. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] has protested against 
the inclusion in the War Department appropriation bill of 
a river and harbor item, I desire to join him in that protest. 
Perhaps my reasons for doing so are not exactly the same as 
his, but they are nevertheless just as sincere. Briefly, let me 
sketch to the Senate what the Increase in the river and harbor 
item does to the bill. 

The estimates this year coming from the President of the 
United States through the Director of the Budget involved 
approximately $27,000,000 for rivers and harbors, Apparently— 
and I say this in all kindliness—the House Committee on Appro- 
priations, believing that there was a demand in the House of 
Representatives for a larger amourit than the Budget estimate, 
reported the bill to the House carrying $37,000,000, an increase 
of $10,000,000 over the Budget estimate. On the floor of the 
House the $37,000,000 was raised to $57,000,000 by a vote of 
something like 3 or 4 to 1, the Appropriations Committee of the 
House and the House leaders being swept off their feet and very 
little discussion haying occurred. 

The net increase for rivers and harbors alone over the 
figures of the Budget is almost $29,000,000. A Senator inter- 
ested in the proper balancing of the Government’s expenditures 
in the course of a fiscal year, and, indeed, a Senator interested 
in a proper balancing of this great appropriation bill, can 
readily see what effect an increase of $29,000,000 over the 
Budget figure in one single item has upon the whole bill. 

I am not authorized to read the minds of the able and dis- 
tinguished Members of the House who reported the bill to the 
House, but I think I am not very far wrong when I say that 
some of the items in the military activities of the bill, which 
relate to the Army, the National Guard, the Organized Reserves, 
and the general citizen soldier-training program, were cut below 
the Budget estimate, perhaps—and I use that word “ perhaps” 
advisedly—in anticipation of an emphatic increase in the river 
and harbor item and in the hope that by keeping slashed down 
below the Budget estimate the appropriations actually con- 
sidered necessary for the national defense some substantial in- 
crease could be made in the river and harbor appropriations, 
Whether that was in the minds of the House Committee on 
Appropriations I am not certain, but that was the result in the 
bill. We have more than doubled the figures of the Budget 
estimate in one single item, thereby making it almost impossible 
to treat fairly and decently and, indeed, patriotically, other 
items in the bill, such as those to which I have referred. 

I know perfectly well that I am addressing a body of Senators 
who intend to support the $56,000,000 appropriation items for 
rivers and harbors, I think it is no violation of a confidence 
that should be kept when I say that I made these remarks sub- 
stantially to the Committee on Appropriations. But the 
$56,000,000 appropriation was supported by that committee, and, 
of course, to use a colloquial expression, I had to take my 
medicine. And yet I think I owe it to myself and some other 
members of the committee to explain my attitude and that of 
those other Senators. 

Last year, Mr. President, we sliced the Army probably more 
severely than it had ever been sliced in its history, and that on 
top of the slice the year before, which up to that time was the 
most severe in its history. We even went to the extent of dis- 
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missing from the Army—that is, dismissed from the active 
list—by retirement or discharge or by expedited resignations 
1,400 Regular officers. More than that, we compelled the de- 
motion of 1,800 others. We cut the enlisted strength down to 
125,000 men, the smallest it has been since 1900 in proportion 
to our population and obligations. We have reduced it to the 
point where to-day there can not be mobilized in an effective 
manner in the United States 40,000 soldiers from the Regular 
Army. That is a serious matter, Mr. President, but its serious- 
ness would not be so great if we were not threatened this year 
with the prospect of checking the logical and legal development 
of the National Guard. Having done away practically with 
the Regular Army as an army—for it is no longer an army in 
the true sense of the word; it is merely a military force scat- 
tered in tiny units over a huge continent and with garrisons 
overseas—having done away with the Regular Army as an 
army so far as mobilization effectiveness is concerned, we are 
confronted with the prospect of making it almost impossible to 
have anything else in the way of an army. 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations wanted to raise 
the National Guard appropriation up to the Budget estimate. 
The House has cut it considerably below the Budget estimate, 
in some places very severely below, to such an extent that, in 
our judgment, the National Guard could not progress in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of the national defense act. But 
we did not dare come up to the Budget estimate. Why? Be- 
cause $29,000,000 had been put on in excess of the Budget esti- 
mates on the one item of rivers and harbors. The same obser- 
yation holds good with respect to appropriations for the Or- 
ganized Reserves. We have increased and the Senate has 
adopted our increase of the appropriations for the Organized 
Reseryes, but we did not dare come up even to the Budget esti- 
mate for the Organized Reserves and the civilian military train- 
ing camp or the Reserve Officers’ Training Corps in the schools 
and colleges. Why? Because the whole plan has been thrown 
out of balance by this extraordinary action in doubling the 
Budget estimates for rivers and harbors. 

Mr. SMOOT. More than doubling it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; it is a trifie more than doubled. 
Of course, the whole idea of the Budget has gone if this method 
is going to prevall. If this can be done year after year, despite 
the advice of men who study as to where the estimated income 


of the United States can be most advantageously spent, if that 


advice is to be thrown overboard and the whole system dislo- 
cated on the score of one item which happens to control or sway 
a very large number of votes, we might just as well give up all 
idea of managing the finances of the Government of the United 
States in a businesslike manner in the future. 

I may be swayed by my personal experience or contact with 
the thing when I say that I earnestly hope the river and harbor 
appropriations will be taken out of the bill next year. They have 
destroyed the effectiveness and the proper balance of the War 
Department appropriation bill. I can not go before the country 
and defend the total appropriation of $340,000,000 on the War 
Department appropriation bill when the estimates were only 
$319,000,000; How are the committees on appropriations as a 
body, regardless of the proclivities or special desires of some 
of them, going to explain to the country why they reported a 
bill $21,000,000 higher than the amount the President and the 
Director of the Budget said we had available to spend, and 
why they distributed that $21,000,000 excess in such a way as 
to crowd downward some items which should be brought upward 
and force upward some items which, it is conceded by the people 
who have studied the situation, did not need to be raised 
upward. 

In the committee an effort was made to reduce the item very 
moderately. It was the ambition of some of us to report the 
bill to the Senate at a figure not exceeding the figure carried 
by the bill as the House passed it. The Committee on Appro- 
priations found it absolutely necessary to add at least $6,000,000, 
Unless we were to injure the effectiveness of the National 
Guard and to destroy the growth and effectiveness of the Organ- 
ized Reserve, we could not help adding to the bill in the mili- 
tary items. I will say very frankly—and I think it is no viola- 
tion of confidence—that I begged those Senators who are sup- 
porting the $56,000,000 for rivers and harbors to agree to reduce 
the rivers and harbors item by $6,000,000, so that the bill could 
come before the Senate at a figure no higher than that at which 
it passed the House. But I had no encouragement. 

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, I think that it is fair to the 
committee to say that the amount reported out for rivers and 
harbors—approximately $57,000,000—was not upon a unanimous 
vote by any manner of means, either in the subcommittee or in 
the whole committee. 
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Mr. WADSWORTH. That is true; but, nevertheless, I think 
the Senator will agree that the majority against us was some- 
what substantial, and probably will be as to any effort made 
on the floor to reduce the $56,000,000. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let us give everyone a chance to express him- 
self on it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oh, Mr. President, I am not criti- 
cizing the Senators who stood for the $56,000,000 appropria- 
tion. They believe, of course, that that money should be spent, 
but where it is going to come from I do not know. The in- 
elusion of $56,000,000 for rivers and harbors brings the total 
of the money thus far appropriated by this Congress in the 
appropriation bills thus far passed above the total of the 
Budget Bureau estimates for those same bills, and the Budget 
estimates are based primarily on the estimated income of the 
Government of the United States. If we are going to appro- 
priate more money than we have income ahead, where are we 
going to end? We can not go on in this way. 

I had hoped that we might carve the appropriation down to 
a reasonable extent, It would not hurt the river and harbor 
projects if the appropriations should be reduced to the same 
figure which was provided this year, that is, $42,000,000. 
That would be $15,000,000 over the Budget estimates for this 
year, but it would bring the total of the bill within reasonable 
limits. It would bring the total of this bill, Mr. President, 
just about to the figure of the Budget estimate—a trifle over it. 

It may be somewhat unconventional, Mr. President, for the 
chairman of the subcommittee thus to express himself when 
that same subcommittee has expressed an opposite opinion by 
their vote, but, notwithstanding, the matter is so important 
and my connection with it is so peculiar, that I thought I was 
justified in stating my own views on the effect which this 
astonishing increase has had upon the bill as a whole. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, it is not at all uncommon 
for one to become will not say obsessed with, but persuaded 
of, the wisdom of making expenditures to meet governmental 
activities with which he is in sympathy, and for that same 
person to be totally out of patience with the expenditure of 
public funds for projects that he happens not to approve. 
Senators on the other side of the Chamber are hastening the 
passage of this bill in order that they may reach the considera- 
tion of the ship subsidy bill, which will involve appropria- 
tions of $30,000,000 or $40,000,000 or $50,000,000 a year, and 
not only necessitate annual appropriations, but establish a 
fixed policy that will be in existence for at least 10, 15, or 20 
years. 

If the Senator from New York is so distressed as to how 
the money is to be raised in order to meet the appropriations 
for river and harbor appropriations, if he will join with us we 
will defeat the ship subsidy bill and have a surplus over this 
increase in the rivers and harbors appropriation. 

I am not in sympathy with the Budget plan as it has been 
administered. I do not conceive that two or three men whose 
training has not been that of business men, whose whole out- 
look on life has been that of men who draw salaries, who 
never created any wealth, are by such education and training 
qualified to control the activities of the American people, and 
that they know more about the needs of this vast country, with 
a population of 110,000,000, than do the representatives whom 
the people have elected. There is not a member of the Budget 
committee—and I am not criticizing them—who has ever as- 
sociated himself with any section of this country to such a 
degree that he could be returned as a Member of Congress in 
either branch; not because they are not as good as the men 
who are elected, but because they have not had the opportu- 
nity to study the problems of the country and the people in 
their everyday life. They do not know the needs of the people 
of this country; they are not in sympathy with the aspirations 
of the American people. ‘Therefore I do not attribute to them 
any divine right to control the activities of all the American 
people, I am not in sympathy with the Budget system. It 
never was a workable project under our form of government 
and it never will be. 

Let me remind those who talk so much about the infallibility 
of the Budget system that there will be deficiency appropriation 
after deficiency appropriation coming along. There is one on 
the way now. Almost before the naval appropriation bill was 
out of the other House, and before it was through the Senate, 
there was another recommendation for a tremendous emer- 
gency appropriation for the Navy. There will be others for 
the Army; there will be others for every activity of the Gov- 
ernment. It is all right to talk about the infallibility of the 


Budget system, but the very Senators who do so know that 
they will be on the floor of the Senate reporting deficiency bill 
after deficiency bill in order to take care of the items of which 


them all concentrated in one committee, and that has 


eae Bureau never thought when they made the esti- 
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I am in sympathy with the Senator from North Dakota [ Mr. 
McCumser]. I am not informed as to his particular amend- 
ment, but I am going further than even that Senator went. 
The navigable streams of the country are under the exclusive 
and absolute control of the Federal Government. One can not 
improve them without the permission of the Congress of the 
United States. Then, can it be said that if the Government 
does not maintain a river and because of its failure private 
property is destroyed the Government is not at fault? I do 
not agree with such a contention. The Government controls the 
Missouri River and that river destroys the farm lands of North 
Dakota; inasmuch as that river is a Government stream, the 
Government owes something to the private property owners in 
North Dakota, not to maintain a public stream in such a way 
as to destroy their property. 

It is a peculiar viewpoint that Congress seems to have. If 
the Government were to establish an industry and it was shown 
that it would damage private property, there is no Senator on 
this floor who would not vote for an appropriation to reimburse 
the owners of private property so damaged or destroyed. If 
we-lay out a proving ground to use artillery for field practice 
we take care of the abutting property owners; and yet in the 
case of a great system of waterways that could be helpful, but 
are not, because the Government has been so parsimonious that 
those waterways are not only lying idle but are actually kept 
in such condition they destroy the property of people all along 
their length from source to mouth, we are told upon the floor 
of the Senate that the Government is under no obligation to 
maintain its property in such a condition that it will not 
destroy the private property, the lands that abut the streams of 
individuals whom this very Government may tax. I have no 
patience with such a proposition. I do not expect the Congress 
to accept my theory, but I do say that no man upon any kind 
of equitable statement of the case can defend the attitude that 
Congress assumes of nonllability of the Government when it 
comes to the destruction of private property by reason of the 
failure of the Government properly to care for and maintain 
that which it uses, owns, and controls, 

I think there is much merit in the amendment offered by the 
Senator from North Dakota, It may be true that it would be 
unwise and inexpedient to adopt it in view of the policy which 
is laid down in this particular bill of providing lump-sum ap- 
propriations. I never favored lump-sum appropriations. I 
prefer each item to stand upon its merits; and I voted in the 
Senate against the rule which placed river and harbor appro- 
priations in the Army appropriation bill, while the Senator who 
so eloquently denounced it a moment ago voted for it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think the Senator can not point to 
any rule of the Senate which does that. That was done in the 
House of Representatives. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Here is what happened: When we con- 
solidated the appropriations and put the various appropriation 
bills under the jurisdiction of one committee in the Senate this 
very suggestion was made, At that time it was earnestly 
insisted that when the appropriation bills came to the Senate 
we should send to the ttee on Commerce those items 
which had formerly been handled by that committee, to the 
Committee on Agriculture those items which had formerly been 
handled by that committee, and so forth. The Senator from 
New York was not in agreement with that policy, and wanted 
been 
done. Now he rises in his place and declaims against the policy 
for which he voted but against which many of us protested, 
I hope that we will find some solution of this question. 

I do not believe in concentrated authority; I do not believe 
that three or four men possess all the wisdom in the world, 
however able they may be. I believe the collective wisdom of 
all the people is better than the judgment of some individual. 
I believe the ability of the entire Senate is more to be trusted 
than that of one committee, however able the membership of 
that committee may be—and I am not criticizing any commit- 
tee. I believe that the Congress knows more than one Army 
officer—and I am not criticizing him, because I understand he 
is an excellent man, although I never saw him—and two or 
three hotel keepers. I should say, however, that if it were 
going to be left to them to get money, it was the wisest choice 
that could be made. [Laughter.] That system, however, is 
out of line with the policy of this Republic. It is an unwork- 
able system which we have borrowed from the English Govern- 
ment. I am not in favor of it at all. : 
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Here are some of the things that have happened under it: 
In connection with the Agricultural bill I saw the Senator in 
charge of that bill not make points of order against amend- 
ments which increased appropriations where it happened that 
he was in sympathy with the appropriation involved, and I saw 
him at the same time knocking down every other amendment 
proposing appropriations by points of order. 

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President r 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas 
yield to the Senator from Oregon? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield. 

Mr. McNARY. I can not let that remark go by without cor- 
recting it. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I will call the Senator’s attention 

Mr. McNARY. Please let me finish my statement. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Very well. 

Mr. McNARY. I was in charge of the Agricultural appro- 
priation bill on the floor of the Senate, and wherever I thought 
an amendment increasing or decreasing an appropriation came 
within the rule as it has been interpreted I made a point of 
order against it, without regard to party affiliations or indi- 
viduals or sections. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I shall accept that statement of the Sen- 
ator, but I did not even have him in mind. I had in mind the 
appropriation for the destruction of the barberry bush. I think 
it was a good thing, and it went in the bill without a protest, 
although it provided an increase in the appropriation, the Sen- 
ator upon my right insisting that the rule did not apply. Yet 
when there was an effort made to extend the same principle to 
another appropriation the Senator who had refused to make 
the point of order in the first instance said, Of course, I was 
merely mistaken when I did not make it against the other,” and 
he made the point of order against that last amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator does not refer to me, does he? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not referring to the Senator from 
Utah; but I think that Senator was one who approved, and 
gaid that if the item was put in the bill in the House it was not 
subject to a point of order in the Senate. Did not the Senator 
say that? 

Mr. SMOOT, I said nothing about the barberry bush in any 
way, shape, or form. 

Mr. CARAWAY. The Senator probably was not here, then, 
because no item can be passed without his talking about it if 
he is present. However, I was mistaken about the Senator 
from Utah, but one Senator actually commented upon the two 
items, and the Senator from Oregon knows it, and they were 
on the same plane. Oh, I know how it is; how impatient we 
are with appropriations that do not meet our approval, and 
how tolerant we are with those that do. 

I never expect to see the Senate and Senators change in that 

It is not human. It is only a waste of public money 
when we do not approve of the manner in which the money 
is to be expended. It is a “pork barrel” if it is being ex- 
pended for some activity that does not appeal to us as wise. 
It is statesmanship if the appropriation is made for some 
activity with which we are in sympathy. 

A Senator the other day was reading an editorial about the 
wasteful expenditure of money on the Mississippi River, and 
yet I never in my life heard a Senator from that section criti- 
cize the effort of the Government to reclaim a vast desert, and 
I do not criticize it now. I am in sympathy with it; but here 
is what some people fail to understand. I am speaking now of 
the policy advocated by the Senator from North Dakota. This 
Government has not any wealth of its own creation. Every 
dollar in the Treasury came from somebody. Somebody’s 
sweat and brawn created it. Some other activity produced it. 
The Government merely collected it; and men can not do 
business unless the facilities for doing business are created, 
or within their power to create. The reclamation of the waste 
lands in the West, the reclaiming of the river valleys in the 
South, have added hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of 
millions of dollars to the national wealth. They have paid back 
into the Treasury of these United States twenty times more 
than they cost, and yet the wealth is still there, and it is not 
destroyed by the fact that the Government is reaping the 
harvest of the taxgatherer from it. 

There are millions of acres of farm lands that are feeding 
and clothing people that were made suitable for cultivation and 
possible for farmers to till by reason of some expenditure of 
the public money. There is not a spindle now turning in a 
“New England cotton mill that has not been benefited by the 
expenditure of public moneys that kept the Mississippi River 
from destroying that great fertile valley in which most of the 
cotton of this country is grown. It does not inure to our 
benefit alone. They get more than we out of it. 


The Senator from North Dakota wants to save the rich wheat 


fields and corn fields of North Dakota. If it were not for the 
wheat and the corn fields the people in the cities would starve, 
and the Senator who so declaims against appropriations of this 
kind would not have anything to clothe and feed the armies 
that he is so anxious to create. And yet nobody ever heard of 
an unwise appropriation, according to his view, if it were to be 
spent upon the Army or Navy. It only becomes a “ pork- 
barrel” measure if some humble farmer in North Dakota or 
in Arkansas or Louisiana may be helped to contribute his little 
toward the feeding and clothing of the peoples of the world. 

I am not in favor of the policy that we seek to lay down. I 
know, and the Senator from New York knows, and all those 
who are so eloquently proclaiming about the benefits of the 
Budget system, that the men who thus estimate, who restrict 
and direct the expenditure of public money, are not acquainted 
with the many activities of this Government; and if we are to 
become hopelessly tied to a Budget and to be dominated and 
controlled by a Budget, I know that this country will be de- 
veloped in a one-sided way. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arkansas 
yield to the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. WARREN. If I remember rightly, the Budget system 
did not originate or grow up in the first place with any indi- 
vidual in the Senate, or with the Senate itself, or with the Con- 
gress. As I remember, the great political party of which the 
Senator is an honored member, as well as the opposite party, 
both declared for a Budget and both voted in their conyentions 
to ask Congress for a Budget law. The President—who was not 
an outlaw, as perhaps some of us are, about a Budget—took up 
the matter. We heard from President Woodrow Wilson not 
only that we were to have a Budget, but that the appropriation 
bills should all go to one committee in the House and in the 
Senate, which seems to be another transgression, in the Sen- 
ator’s mind. 

I was one of those who had some doubt about a Budget. I 
did not vote against it and I did not vote for it; but so long as 
I did not vote against it I practically voted for it, we will say. 
That is my remembrance of the matter. But I am satisfied 
that the Budget has saved a great deal of money, and although 
it may not be a proper thing for me to state now, as it may 
interject my personality a little, I want to say to the Senator 
that I served here some considerable time before there was a 
division of the different supply bills and a distribution of them 
to different committees. 

I know that General Cockrell—an honored member of the 
party of which the Senator from Arkansas is a member, from 
Missouri, who seryed here for years, and a fairer man neyer 
lived or served in the Senate, in my estimation—stated on the 
floor of the Senate then, as the rule was adopted which dis- 
tributed the appropriation bills among several committees, that 
that act would mean anywhere from one to several million dol- 
lars a year extra expense, and it has proven to mean that, and 
many times more. It has been stated on the floor of the Senate 
from our side of the Chamber—I think it was urged by the then 
chairman of the Finance Committee, Senator Aldrich, who, of 
course, had to take care of the revenue, and so forth—that it 
was costing $300,000,000 a year more than was necessary, This 
statement was made after a few years’ trial of the changed rule. 

Without any bidding of the Senate, so far as I know, and with- 
out any bidding on the part of any member of the Appro- 
priations Committee, the House took up the matter of having 
but one Appropriations Committee. The Bureau of the Budget, 
which had been almost unanimously established by the votes 
of both branches of Congress, changed the system of estimates 
and provided that certain bills should carry certain items. It 
made a confusion and a commotion that could hardly be met 
by the old way of dividing up the appropriations here, and the 
copsequence is that the rule was passed which recognized both 
ways—to take the old Appropriations Committee as it stood and 
to add to it three members from each one of the other appro- 
priating committees of their selection to sit with the general 
Appropriations Committee in considering each of such com- 
mittees’ one bill. 

So far as I am concerned, it has made a great deal of hard 
work for the Appropriations Committee, but I do not regret it, 
and I want to commend the way in which the committee has 
handled it, the way in which the clerks of the committee have 
worked nights and Sundays and long days—and so have the 
members of that committee. These ex officio members who have 
come in and worked with us on the subcommittees have taken 
up the subjects with more spirit than they were ever taken up, 
I think, by the committees when each of them had but one 
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appropriation bill. The facts were all there for them to obtain 
information as they went along; and I want to take this oppor- 
tunity to commend the general committee itself and the em- 
ployees of the committee, who have been so valiant in their 
work. I want to say that for 12 years we never have passed 
the appropriation bills in a short session—all of them. ‘They 
have run on, even though there were only six in the Appro- 
priations Committee, and the others were handled outside of 
it; every year the 4th of March of the short session has found 
us with a part of the appropriation bills not passed, and the 
consequence was the expense of an additional session. 

There could not have been better service furnished in any 
way than has been furnished to that committee by some and 
in fact all of the members, the ex officio members. I have 
two of them in sight now, the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
McNary] and the Senator from New York [Mr. WADSWORTH], 
both of whom, I want to say, have given the best of service 
from first to last; and taking the expenses of this Govern- 
ment as a whole, as large as they may be, and as frightful 
as they are to look at, they would have been millions larger 
if this work had been divided, it does not make any differ- 
ence who might have had charge of it. In my remarks con- 
cerning the division of the bills I do not allege that it is be- 
cause of any intent on the part of those who have had, say, 
one committee and a great deal of other business; but where 
the committee has had only one appropriation bill it has been 
submerged, generally, with the other business of the committee, 
and it is approached by those from the outside who are design- 
ing, and the consequence is that when we have a Budget they 
are not infallible, it is true, but they spend the whole year 
in this work. Now, how much time can a Senator spend upon 
any one particular committee unless he is confined to one 
committee in this body? Yet this Budget Bureau spends the 
whole year in getting these things, these expense items, to- 
gether, seeing what can be cut out, in the bureau’s judgment, 
and what should be put in, and its officers then submit their 
work to us. 

I know that the Senator from Arkansas does not want to 
proclaim that either he or I is an outlaw because originally 
we had some suspicions as to the Budget. We have to work 
together with those in our party, and those Budget ideas 
have become engrafted in the memories and thoughts of the 
country so that it is almost unanimous. We have to take 
the average, and we have to work it out, and I think it is 
working well. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, if the Senator from Wyo- 
ming thought I was criticizing him, I have been unhappy in 
what I said. 

Mr. WARREN. Oh, no; not at all. I did not think that. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I think we are exceedingly fortunate to 
have the Senator from Wyoming at the head of the committee 
in this exceedingly difficult transition from a people’s govern- 
ment to a bureaucracy. It does not make the method holy, 
though, however wise the Senator himself may be. 

Here is what I started to say, and I wish to complete the 
statement: If all the appropriations shall be controlled by a 
Budget Bureau, necessarily those activities of the Government 
with which it is most familiar or is most in sympathy will get 
the larger part of the expenditures of the public funds. That 
is one of the frailties of human nature. There is more merit 
in that project with which we have sympathy than in that 
project with which we have no sympathy. There is also the 
other weakness, inherent with us, that if we are brought into 
constant contact with people who are interested in some par- 
ticular line of legislation or governmental activity, and we 
like them, and they are intelligent, eventually we fall more or 
less under their control. ‘Therefore, those activities of this 
Government which are not able and are not suited to be rep- 
resented by a lobby here in Washington 12 months in the year 
will necessarily suffer, and those activities of the Government 
which are centralized here or have the ability to represent them- 
selves by great lobbies, social and otherwise, will profit. © 

That is apparent when we legislate for the District of Colum- 
bia. More money can be gotten for the District of Colum- 
bia’s needs, according to the amount it contributes toward the 
wealth of the Government, than for any other activity of this 
Government, because the Members of Congress are brought 
constantly into contact with the conditions here and with the 
people here, and have sympathy with the people, and an in- 
terest in and appreciation of their necessities. 

Those things with which people are not constantly brought 
into contact, usually, without being unfair, but through lack of 
information, and therefore no sympathy, that is easily dem- 
onstrated. For instance, everybody knows that the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser] is a splendid man, a just 
man, yet he has offered an amendment which he knows is 


vital to the situation in his State, and members of his own 
party, but from different sections of the country, are pointing 
to it as an unjust and indefensible effort upon his part to local- 
ize expenditures which are contained in a lump-sum appropria- 
tion. That is the misfortune in this very system. He loves 
his country, and he knows its needs. He is not unmindful of 
the needs of the rest of the country, but under the Budget 
System he stands here with his hands tied, because the Budget 
did not know anything about the necessities of the farmers and 
the business men and the stock growers along the great valley 
of the Missouri River in North and South Dakota. They gave 
$25,000 for an activity which he says is worthy of $250,000, and 
I say that he knows more about it than General Lord, who 
never saw North Dakota, possibly, and, if it were not colored, 
I doubt whether he could point to it on the map; but I am 
not criticizing General Lord. 

Mr. BORAH. He is color blind? 

Mr. CARAWAY. It is one of the handicaps of life that men 
who devote all their activities to some particular line do not 
appreciate other activities in other localities. We all noticed 
quite a while ago the acrimonious discussion between two 
branches of the Navy, one branch insisting that the air was the 
best defense, and that they could show that the battleships were 
obsolete, or obsolescent ; the other contending that the battleship 
was the first line of defense. One knew how to fly; the other 
knew how to sail. Neither appreciated the other, because their 
whole interest was wrapped up in the line of activity with 
which they were familiar. 

The gentlemen who handle the Army appropriations believe 
the Army is the one essential thing, that if you could get every- 
body into uniform, and could get spurs on their boots, although 
they might not know a horse from a cow if the cow were 
dehorned, civilization would be safe. The other believes that 
if you could get all the wealth of this country into battleships 
everybody else could sleep securely at night. The centralization 
of authority is the thing against which I am protesting, giving 
a few men who can not know personally the needs and wants of 
this country the control of the resources of every man and 
woman, from mountain to sea, and from Canada to Mexico. It 
is wrong, and the system that puts into one committee all this 
power is wrong, although I will state, so as not to get into 
any argument with them, that that committee contains more 
than half the wisdom of the Senate. 

I am satisfied that no more disinterested Senator sits on this. 
floor than the Senator from New York [Mr. WapswortH]. I 
have a very high regard for him. I am sure that in his heart of 
hearts he believes that every dollar which is appropriated to 
be spent for the great harbor of New York is a wise appropria- 
tion of public money, and that it would be sacrilegious to cut 
one penny from it. Yet he has no patience at all with the 
Senator from North Dakota, and believes that the Senator from 
North Dakota is trying to raid the Treasury. It is because he 
does not appreciate the situation in North Dakota. It is the 
system against which I am proclaiming. 

My good friend from Utah, sitting over there, who is going 
to vote against every item in this appropriation for rivers and 
harbors and be sorry there are not- more of them to vote 
against, is one of the best men in the Senate. He is one of the 
few men who have the courage to vote against local measures 
and do it every time.. The other day he was reading with ap- 
proval an editorial from the Chicago Tribune which was 
“cursing” out the expenditures on the lower Mississippi, and 
he was approving that paper as a second Daniel come to judg- 
ment. In a subsequent paragraph it said we were committing 
a sublime folly in cutting to the bone the Army and Navy ap- 
propriations, and then the Senator from Utah said, This man 
is exactly right when he talks about rivers and harbors, but 
he is feeble-minded when he is talking about the Army and the 
Navy.” It depends on the viewpoint. 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CARAWAY. With pleasure. 

Mr. KING. The Senator is so kind in his allusion to me 
that I want to ask if he would indulge me while I state that 
heretofore I gave notice that I would offer an amendment call- 
ing for an international conference with all nations with which 
we hold diplomatic relations for the purpose of reducing the 
Army and the Navy; and in view of the fact that a number of 
Senators have asked me whether I was going to ask for a vote 
on that amendment I want to give notice that I shall ask for a 
vote on it to-day or to-morrow. 

Mr. CARAWAY. And the Senator will find the Senator 
from New York almost reading the Senator out of polite society 
for daring to lay his hand on the Army. 

Mr. KING. Let me say to my good friend, with respect to 
his observation about my attitude upon rivers und harbors, 
that I am not quite as radical as my friend assumes. I think 
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there are some items in this bill which are quite admirable, and 
I should vote for a very liberal river and harbor bill. I think 
some of these items may not be justified, and may I say to my 
good friend from Arkansas, whom I love very dearly, that I 
should be glad if we could evolve a system of dealing with 
this very important subject that would be, if I may use the ex- 
pression, scientific, reasonable, just, and fair, and for that pur- 
pose and to that end I had the honor to submit upon two or 
three different occasions an amendment to river and harbor bills 
calling for the creation by law of a commission consisting of 
two Army engineers and three men of ability in business and in 
engineering, to be appointed by the President, by and with the 
advice and consent of the Senate, who should have authority to 
survey the whole field and make reports as to what projects 
should be developed, and approximately the amount which 
should be appropriated from time to time for the development 
of those projects, submitting their reports to Congress for Con- 
gress’s approval, and then that we should make appropriations 
in lump sums to that commission, and they should expend them 
according to their wisdom, I should heartily support a project 
of that kind. 

Pees WARREN. That would be passing the buck to the other 

ow. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Yes; that would be a still greater concen- 
tration of authority, and a surrendering of all the obligations 
and duties that rest upon us to legislate. Of course, the time 
will not come in my short life, but I wish we could get rid of 
bureaus, instead of multiplying them. I have never seen wisdom 
grow out of bureaucracy. As other countries get rid of bureaus 
and bureaucracy, we set them up. 

Mr. WARREN. We provide for them by resolution. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Of course. We will suspend anything to 
create a bureau, and turn over to it the administration of gov- 
ernmental functions for which it has no capacity and in the 
administration of which it displays no sympathy. Let us bear 
our own responsibilities without sheltering ourselves behind the 
Budget or any other bureau. 

I am not talking about the Senator from Utah, but he sug- 
gests to me that a great many people refuse to project them- 
selves into the future and exercise any imagination about ad- 
vantages that may come from the expenditure of public funds. 
Unless they can see that there are so many thousand tons 
hauled on a river to-day, they say, “It is a waste of public 
revenue to appropriate for the improvement of that river be- 
cause now there is no commerce.” 

Let us see that river improvements, both for the benefit of 
navigation and for the benefit of people who create the wealth 
of this country, have a fair chance. Here is a bill carrying 
three hundred and some odd million dollars. Fifty-six million 
‘of it is for the improvement of the waterways and harbors 
which are to care for the commerce of this country. Nearly 
$300,000,000 is for an Army. The Senator from New York 
| shakes his head. How much is for the Army? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Two hundred and fifty million dollars. 

Mr. CARAWAY. What are the other things appropriated 
for besides rivers and harbors? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Panama Canal Zone, national sol- 
| diers’ homes, all the national military parks, all the national 
‘cemeteries, the Alaska roads and trails, and Alaska cable. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I remember. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Quite a number of things. 

Mr. CARAWAY. It all comes back to this, that the expendi- 
ture of $250,000,000 for an Army is the part of wisdom, but 
| the expenditure of $56,000,000 to take care of the commerce of 
110,000,000 peopie, and do something for the reclamation of 
this great country of ours, is an extravagant and indefensible 
| waste of public revenue. Our attitude depends on our view- 
point, Mr. President. ` 

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I want to say merely a few 
words, and I shall detain the Senate only a few minutes. 

I am sorry there has been much discussion about the river 
and harbor item in the bill. The item seems to come in every 
year for more or less talk, and I presume we are lucky in hay- 
ing adopted the lump-sum system, because if we had all the 
items in the bill, as we used to have, it would take us a week 
or so, as it used to take us, to pass the bill. 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a 
question? 

Mr, RANSDELL. 
from Wyoming. 

Mr. WARREN. ` In passing a river and harbor bill, wherever 
it originated or wherever it ended, have we ever escaped having 
a great many hours of discussion? 

Mr. RANSDELL. We have escaped passing a wise bill sev- 
eral times. We have many times escaped doing what the 
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Engineer Corps of the Army asked us to do in regard to the 
river and harbor items. The Engineer Corps of the Army is 
not responsible for these matters. They are charged with a 
duty and they have very wisely and well, in my judgment, per- 
formed the duty imposed upon them in this matter. We have 
told the engineers of the Army that they must look after the 
waterway improvements of this great Nation, and in the past, 
my senatorial friends, when they have said they needed a 
million dollars we have rarely ever given them more than 
$500,000, and when they have said they needed $50,000,000 we 
have rarely ever given them $25,000,000. 

I have been a close student of the subject during the 23 years 
of my congressional life, and I can testify that we have never 
heretofore given the Engineer Corps of the Army what they 
said could be wisely expended. This is the first time in the 
history of the American Congress of which I am aware, Mr. 
President and Senators, when the Congress of the United States 
has proposed to give to the Engineer Corps what they have said 
could be wisely and profitably and advantageously spent during 
the ensuing 12 months. If anyone can show me where we have 
done it before, I wish they would do so, because I do not re- 
call it. 

This time the engineers were specially questioned about it. 
They did not advocate it; they did not lobby for it; but when 
brought before the committees of Congress and asked what sum 
they could profitably expend on all the great waterways during 
the coming 12 months, they said the amount was $56,590,000. 
They were asked then, Where do you propose to expend that 
sum?“ They gave the information in itemized form, and I am 
going to go over it to some extent in a few moments. They said, 
“The Members of Congress have approved the varlous water- 
ways. You have said by your action that the waterways should 
be improved. You have told us to go ahead and improve them. 
If you want them improved, give us the meney. We can not do 
it without the money. We can not make the success that was 
made at Panama unless you give us the money as the engineers 
of Panama were given the money.” 

It is a shame for us to adopt these projects and hold the 
Engineer Corps of the Army responsible and to expect results 
from them and then not give them the money. We have gotten 
remarkable results in many of the great harbors of the country. 
Why? Because we have given to the harbors on the Great 
Lakes, on the Atlantic, on the Gulf, and on the Pacific the 
necessary sums of money to improve those harbors properly. 
Now, I do not say that there was anything improper or sinister 
in improving the harbors and not improving the rivers, but I 
wish to call it to the attention of the Senate that the harbors 
are railroad terminals and the rivers are railroad competitors. 
Senators can draw their own inference or conclusion from that 
statement. A harbor is a place at which the railroad runs Its 
trains alongside the ship and unloads its cargo into the ship, 
or takes a cargo out of the ship. It is a terminal. The rail- 
roads have always assisted in securing liberal appropriations 
for the improvement of the harbors, and the harbors in the 
main have not suffered. 

But, sirs, we have not improved the great rivers of the 
country which compete with the railways. In 1876 we began to 
improve the Ohio River much as it should be, though it is not 
now a great competitor of the railways. It should carry an 
immense yolume of commerce. Since 1876 we have spent con- 
siderable money on the Ohio River, but we have never brought 
the project to completion. Finally in 1910 we adopted definitely 
a specific project of a 9-foot channel on the Ohio River from 
Pittsburgh to Cairo. That was 13 years ago. It was said 
we would finish it in 10 years. We are nothing like through 
with the project. If we would give the engineers all the money 
they should have, they could finish the Ohio project in five or 
six years more. 

Now, Mr. President and Senators, the same engineers, who 
have lagged so long with the Ohio River from 1876 up to the 
present time, finished the Panama Canal, which is certainly 
as great an engineering work as there is on any one of our 
rivers, in a period of 10 years. Why did they finish the Panama 
Canal within 10 years? Why, sirs, it was done because we gave 
them the money; we permitted them to go ahead with the work; 
we acted in a businesslike, sensible way. If we would act in 
the same businesslike, sensible way in regard to the waterway 
improvements of the country, we would get similar results. 

What would be the benefit fo the Nation? The transporta- 
tion people tell us that there have been no railroad lines of any 
consequence built in the last three or four years. 

Mr. Rea, president of the Pennsylvania Railroad, in testify- 
ing about one year ago before a committee of Congress, said 
that the railroads of the United States during the previous year 
had constructed 400 miles and lost 700 miles. The net loss to 
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the railroad system of America was 300 miles. The best 
railroad experts of America say that transportation doubles 
every 10 years. The demands of this great country upon the 
transportation systems of the country double every 10 years, 
but there has been no railroad mileage doubling during the last 
10 years, and there has been no doubling in the number of cars 
or engines on the railroads, 

We need the waterways to help carry freight. A very large 
volume of freight could be carried on the waterways if properly 
improved. It should be so carried. The waterways were 
established by the Creator of the world thousands of years 
before there were any railways and thousands of years before 
there were any highways. They are natural carriers of freight. 
They carry freight cheaper than any other agency can possibly 
carry it, and we should utilize them to the fullest extent. 

Mr. President and Senators, this is the first time in my 
experience that we are giving the Engineer Corps of the Army 
a fair show; that we are giving them the money to carry on 
their work. Do not let the Senate take a backward step now 
after the House has gone forward to give every dollar the 
engineers say they can spend wisely. After the Appropriations 
Committee of this body have recommended to us the giving of 
the same sum of money which the engineers need, do not let 
us take a step backward now by refusing to approve the item. 

What is the money for? Some Senators do not seem to 
understand what is to be done with the money. I shall not go 
into all the items, but I wish to refer to just a few from the 
testimony of General Taylor, assistant to the Chief of Engi- 
neers. He prepared a table which was attached to his testi- 
mony and which shows, in the annual report of the Chief of En- 
gineers, the amount that can be profitably expended during the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, for the maintenance and im- 
provement of river and harbor work, including commerce also 
for 1921. The table has already been placed in the RECORD by 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Swanson]. I shall not put it in 
the Recorp again, but I wish to call attention to just a few 
items, 

I see at the start, under the head of “ Principal seacoast 
harbors,” a proposed expenditure of $318,000 for New York 
Harbor, N. V., where there was a commerce in 1921 of 22,117,535 
tons, a colossal commerce. The commerce of America, to a 
great extent, comes into that harbor. 

For East River, N. Y., there is a proposed expenditure of 
$3,025,000, and the commerce through that river was $32,071,134, 
That was also a colossal commerce. 

For Staten Island Sound, N. V., there is a proposed expendi- 
ture of $1,000,000. The commerce there in 1921 was $23,122,843. 

On the Delaware River, from Philadelphia to the sea, there 
is a proposed expenditure of about $3,000,000. In 1921 the 
commerce was 15,612,616 tons. I have not the value of that 
commerce, but it was enormous. 

For the Baltimore Channel there is a proposed expenditure 
of $650,000, and the commerce during the year 1921 was 
11,911,846 tons. 

For the Southwest Pass of the Mississippi River, in my own 
State, there is a proposed expenditure of $1,500,000. The com- 
merce there in 1921 was 15,123,063 tons. 

For Galveston Harbor there is a proposed expenditure out 
of this item of $90,000. The commerce there in 1921 was 13,- 
621,173 tons. 

For San Francisco Harbor the proposed expenditure is $340,- 
000 and the commerce is 8,302,725 tons. 

For the Hudson River Channel, N. Y., there is a proposed ex- 
penditure of $100,000 and the commerce there in 1921 was 
85,168,448 tons. 

For Norfolk Harbor, Va., there is a proposed expenditure of 
$550,000 and the commerce there in 1921 was 11,623,673 tons. 

For Seattle Harbor, in Washington, the proposed expenditure 
is the infinitesimal sum of $10,000. The commerce was 4,117,002 
tons. The total amount proposed for all of the great harbors 
which I have named and for many others under this bill is 
$19,683,410 for improvement and $7,375,400 for maintenance, or 
a total of $27,058,810. No man in the Senate, no man in the 
Union, can criticize one single dollar of all those items of ap- 
propriation for the great harbors in this country. I have not 
heard anyone even attempt to offer a criticism. 

Then under the second heading are Secondary harbors and 
coastwise channels.” I will refer to a few of them. They are 
considered secondary, it will be observed. I find for Bridgeport 
Harbor, Conn., a proposed expenditure of $97,000, while the 
commerce there last year was 762,419 tons. For the Delaware 
River, from Philadelphia to Trenton, there is a proposed ex- 
penditure of $25,000. On that waterway there was a commerce 
of 1,760,220 tons. On the Potomac River, coming up from the 
sea to this city, there is a proposed expenditure of $74,000, and 
the commerce last year was 891,792 tons. 


I ask leave to embody in my remarks, without reading, some 
additional figures as to proposed river and harbor expenditures 
and as to the volume of commerce. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, permission is 
granted. 

The matter referred to is as follows: 
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Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

Mr. RANSDELL. I have not concluded my remarks, I will 
say to the Senator. 

Mr. WILLIS. I wish to ask the Senator a question. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I shall be delighted if I can answer the 
question, 

Mr. WILLIS. If it will not interrupt the course of the Sen- 
ator’s argunient, I should be glad if, before he takes his seat, he 
would call attention to the tremendous tonnage that is carried 
from certain ports in Ohio, together with the comparatively 
small appropriations which are made therefor. The Senator 
will find that on page 7. I particularly invite his attention to 
those figures, for it seems to me they are very interesting. 

Mr. RANSDELL. I will say to,the Senator that I have 
every one of those ports marked, to be inserted in my remarks. 
Starting with Toledo Harbor, for instance, on which an expendi- 
ture is proposed of only $50,000, the commerce was 9,202,109 
tons. At Conneaut Harbor, where the proposed expenditure is 
$33,000, the commerce was 1,800,000; and so on. I would gladly 
call attention to each one of them did time permit. There is a 
colossal commerce, let me say, at each one of these harbors, 
while the expenditure is very small. 

Mr. President. I happened to be a Member of the House of 
Representatives many years ago when the improvement of those 
harbors was under way. It cost very considerable sums, let me 
say to the Senator, properly to improve those harbors; but they 
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were improved, and wisely improved, to the great advantage of 


the American people. The engineers were given the money to 
improve them. I called attention to the fact that I had never 
known any failure of appropriations for harbors which are rail- 
roud terminals. Let me repeat, whenever there is a harbor 
which is going to assist the railroad to unload its freight and 
to load its freight for that harbor liberal appropriations are pro- 
vided by Congress. If the Senator will go back to the appropria- 
tion bills of 25 or 30 years ago, in which provision was made 
for the improvement of the various harbors to which he alludes, 
he will find that we were spending a great deal more money on 
them then than is proposed te be expended now. They are com- 
pleted works—they are finished—we do not have to spend money 
on them now, thank goodness. A great many of the projects 
for which the money in this bill is proposed to be expended will 
be finished in the reasonably near future. 

Let me say that one of the greatest expenditures in this bill 
is about $7,000,000 for the Ohio River in the Senator's own 
State. When that $7,000,000 shall have been expended and 
about $13,000,000 additional—for it will cost $20,000,000 to finish 
the project—we shall have a permanent system of locks and 
dams on the Ohio River. We shall not have to spend any more 
money on the Ohio River. We shall have works made of con- 
crete and steel that will last practically forever. The whole 
American Republic will derive the greatest benefit from the 
cheap freight that will go down the Ohio River from the Pitts- 
burgh district. 

Do Senators realize that the Pittsburgh district on the Ohio 
River is the greatest freight center in the world? There is 
nothing comparable to it anywhere on earth. It is said that the 
combined freight of the Pittsburgh district—by that I mean the 
city of Pittsburgh, up the Monongahela River a few miles, and 
down the river for 50 miles—is greater than all the freight of 
the five greatest ports on earth; greater than the freight of 
New York, London, Liverpool, Hongkong, and Antwerp com- 
bined. It is a marvelous section. That freight is composed 
largely of iron and coal and steel and the products thereof and 
many other minerals. That tremendous production will go 
down the Ohio River on this improved canalized stream, which 
will be 9 feet deep from Pittsburgh to Cairo. It will go 
dewn to the Mississippi on the improved Mississippi. It will 
cheapen transportation to a remarkable extent for all the mid- 
dle and western sections of our country and for foreigners who 
buy our products, for, let me say to Senators, it is infinitely 
cheaper to carry freight 2,000 miles to the Gulf of Mexico by 
water than to carry it 400 miles across the mountains to the 
Atlantic Ocean. The whole country will derive benefit from 
that great improvement. 

Again let me ask the Senator from Ohio to join in helping to 
complete the great work on that great river in his State, as we 
did complete the work on the great harbors in the northern 
part of his State. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, may I make an inquiry of the 
Senator? 

Mr. RANSDELL. I will be delighted to answer the Senator 
if I can. 

Mr. KING. While the Senator was referring to the tremen- 
dous quantity of freight which had its origin in and about 
Pittsburgh and his prophecy as to what would be the future 
of traffic upon the Ohio River, I was wondering what propor- 
tion of the freight which had its origin in the district to which 
the Senator refers goes to New Orleans and to territory that 
would be reached from the port in New Orleans. If the Mis- 
sissippl River is so valuable for that purpose, why has it not 
been used in the past for the purpose of transporting coal and 
iron and steel and what not from the Pittsburgh district to New 
Orleans? 

Mr. RANSDELL. For the simple reason that the river has 

never been completely improved. There is a period of several 
months during low water it is possible to wade across the Ohio 
River at many points. So the river can not be used except 
during the season of high water, which is a very limited period. 
When the improvement of the river is completed by canaliza- 
tion, as it will be under the existing project, the river will have 
an annual, all-the-year-around depth of 9 feet, except for a 
brief period when it may be closed by ice. Where there is a 
sure and certain period of navigation, commerce is bound to 
flow that way, because river transportation is so much cheaper 
than rail transportation. : 

In the early days, I may say to the Senator, before there 
were any railroads in operation and when the only means of 
transportation on land was by wagon, there was a very large 
commerce on the Ohio River which went down that river and 
the Mississippi in flatboats following the spring floods, and 


then the boats were broken up at the city ef New Orleans. 
However, after the railroads began operation, the Senator 
knows very well that a railroad which operates 365 days in 
the year is certainly going to be used instead of a river which 
can not operate anything like 150 days during the year. There 
must be certainty of transportation; it must be steady; it must 
be reliable. That is why the Ohio River has not been used, 
but it will be used when the improvement is completed. 

Senators, I do not propose to discuss this measure any fur- 
ther. The House passed this item, it has been recommended 
by the Appropriations Committee, and is now before us. I 
think we should adopt it; I think we should give the engineers 
of the Army a chance to see what they can do with the various 
projects which have been approved. One thing is certain: We 
ought either to give them money to finish the improvement of 
our great interior waterways or we ought to make a declara- 
tion that we do not intend to improve them—one or the other. 
It is unwise, it is foolish in the extreme to carry on these works 
for an indefinite period, well knowing that we can derive no 
material benefit from them until they are completed. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, I had not thought of saying 
anything at all concerning this item at this time, but the re- 
marks which were indirectly addressed to me by my good friend, 
the able Senator from Louisiana, seem to make it necessary 
that I should say a word in order that he and others may not 
misunderstand my position. 

I am delighted to know—indeed, I had no doubt about the 
matter—that the Senator from Louisiana is in favor of appro- 
priations for really meritorious works in connection with rivers 
and harbors. I do not need, however, to be urged by him to 
support such appropriations, because I have always been in 
favor of them and have openly so stated. 

The Senator, I think, knows the ground of my objection to 
some features of this bill. As I said this morning, I am in 
favor of appropriations for improvements that begin somewhere 
and end somewhere, that are part of a real system. There are 
items in this bill, Mr. President, that are open, I think, to proper 
criticism. Without referring to any particular one, except as 
I may refer to the figures as I glance over them, let me call the 
attention of the Senate to an appropriation of $4,100 for a 
project where, so far as the figures show, there is no commerce 
at all. 

Mr. RANSDELL. Will the Senator give the name? 

Mr. WILLIS. Here is another item of $4,000 for the im- 
provement of a river where last year there were only 1,500 
tons of commerce. I notice another item of $10,000 for a 
project where there were only 5,000 tons of commerce. 

Here is another interesting item, being an estimate of $9,000 

for maintenance of a project where last year there were only 
80 tons of commerce. That is a large amount to pay for the 
transportation of 80 tons of freight. I note another item of 
$15,000—— 
Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, will not the Senator kindly 
go a little more into detail, so that we may examine the facts 
as to the various projects? I do not know to what items the 
Senator is referring. 

Mr. WILLIS. Iam referring to page 6 of the report, a copy 
of which the Senator has. My eye caught on page 6 an item 
of $15,000 for the maintenance of a project where there were 
carried last year 40 tons of commerce. It would seem to me 
that that would be a rather high rate to pay for the transporta- 
tion of 40 tons of freight, and that expenditure is merely for 
the maintenance of the improvement. Here is another one, just 
a few lines below that, where $2,000 was paid out last year 
and only twelve hundred and odd tons of commerce were 
carried. 

It seems to me that those items are properly subject to criti- 
cism; but, since the Senator was referring to the matter, I 
desire to place in the Recoxp at this point, without reading all 
of them, some items of appropriations relative to my own State. 

The Senator very properly has referred to Toledo Harbor, 
which, as he has correctly stated, was improved a number of 

years ago. I invite his attention to the fact that there are 
ani eight harbors in the whole United States that have a 
larger commerce than Toledo. Those eight harbors are New 
York, Boston, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Norfolk, Galveston, 
Duluth-Superior, and Buffalo, 

The next one in point of importance is Toledo, with over 
9,000,000 tons of commerce the last year, for which we have 
figures, and yet an appropriation for maintenance of only 
$50,000 is made. As the Senator has correctly said, large 
amounts were expended in making that improvement, and yet, 
as I happen to know personally, the amount that is now pro- 
vided for maintenance is not sufficient to keep that improve- 
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ment in workable condition. In other words, the channel that 


has been made at great expense is gradually closing up. 

Here is another to which he referred—Conneaut Harbor. 
Last year that harbor had 7,800,000 tons of commerce, and yet 
for maintenance, as suggested here, there is given only $8,000. 

What I am complaining about is that we are liberal in the 
appropriations for places that have practically no commerce and 
no guaranty that there will be any, and yet we are parsimonious 
when it comes to making appropriations for places where there 
actually is some commerce and some probability that it may 
increase. 

I ask unanimous consent to place in the Recorp at this time 
the statement of the appropriations proposed for the various 
Ohio projects on Lake Erie. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The statement referred to is as follows: 


Improve- Mainte- | Commerce 
Locality. Tent. nance. | 1921 (tons). 

Toledo Harbor, Ohio. $50, 000 9, 202, 109 
ee 10,000 2, 427,220 
Huron 5,500 2,214,631 

‘bor, O 5,000 | 4,941, 852 
Cleveland Harbor, Ohio. 25,000 | 6,200, 302 
Fairport Harbor, Ohio 5, 000 1,945, 310 
Ashtabula Harbor, Ohio 5,000 | 6,401, 667 
Conneaut Harbor, Ohio 8,000 7, 800, 000 


Mr. WILLIS. It thus appears that for Ohio projects located 
on Lake Erie only $83,000 is proposed to be spent for new work 
in the year for which appropriation is being made, and $113,000 
for maintenance, or a total of $196,000 for the year, although 
the commerce of those ports in 1921 aggregated 41,000,000 tons, 
or over 200.tons of freight for every dollar spent for improve- 
ment and maintenance per annum. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, as I understand, the Sena- 
tor is reading from the recommendations of the engineers? 

Mr. WILLIS. Yes. 

Mr. McCUMBER, And the Senator proposes in this case to 
follow their recommendations blindly? 

Mr. WILLIS. If the Senator is referring to my opposition to 
his amendment which I voiced some time ago, I was replying 
to the suggestions that were made by the Senator from Louisi- 
ana [Mr. RANsDELL] touching the appropriations that were 
made for Ohio. Yes; I know of no other way. I will say to 
the Senator frankly that if we start in, if we adopt the Sena- 
tor's amendment, then there are going to be amendments of- 
fered here touching a number of these items, and we probably 
will get no river and harbor bill, and may not get any Army 
appropriation bill at all. So I think it is unwise to adopt his 
amendment, though I think the items I referred to are unjust 
so far as Ohio is concerned. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr. President, the debate nomi- 
nally upon the amendment offered by the Senator from North 
Dakota [Mr. McCumser] has proceeded far afield. A large 
part of it has been devoted to the general policy of the appro- 
priations for rivers and harbors rather than to the amend- 
ment that is before the Senate. I desire to say a few words in 
relation to that amendment. 

The policy of making lump-sum appropriations was adopted 
by the Congress because of the scandal—and it can be de- 
scribed by no more temperate term—arising from log-rolling 
appropriations for creeks and little streams on which there 
never was any commerce and probably never would be any 
commerce, and many of which were of such a trifling character 
that the ordinary supply of water had to be augmented arti- 
ficially in order to float any kind of a boat on them. 

The Missouri River is not in that class, Mr. President, at any 
point below Fort Benton. It is a matter of history that early 
in the last century, immediately following the historic explora- 
tion of Lewis and Clark, a very considerable commerce was de- 
veloped on the Missouri River. It was incident to the romantic 
fur trade that was carried on through all that Northwest coun- 
try. Indeed, Mr. President, the navigation was not confined to 
the main stream, but extended up the great tributary, the Yel- 
lowstone, as far as where the city of Billings now is. It was 
so important, Mr. President, that Fort Benton was established 
by the Government as a military post away back in 1846, and 
became the distributing point for an enormous commerce that 
was carried on not only with the adjacent territory within the 
United States but with the Canadian posts in the Northwest 
Territory. 

After gold had been discovered in Montana, the commerce 
reached very gigantic proportions; and accordingly the Mis- 
souri River has always been regarded as a stream worthy of 


consideration in connection with the appropriations made in the 
annual rivers and harbors bill. In recent years, when the work 
has been carried on more systematically, the Missouri River 
has been divided for the purpose of making appropriations into 
three parts—the part extending from the mouth to Kansas 
City, the part extending from Kansas City to Sioux City, and 
the part extending from Sioux City to Fort Benton. Each of 
these is considered a project, and none of them are new projects 
at all. They are old projects, for the prosecution of which ap- 
propriations have been made for many years. 

I turn, for instance, at random, to the statutes for the year 
1912, and find at page 219, in the appropriation bill for that year 
for the improvement of rivers and harbors, the following in 
relation to the Missouri: 

Improving Missouri River: For improvement and maintenance from 
Kansas City to Sioux City, $75,000; for improyement and maintenance 
3 —.— 8 Benton, 8 accordance with the report opa 

e! 2 of 
$150,000; In. all 5228600 0 Sixty-second Congress, first session, 

And for the succeeding year the appropriation, found on page 
1 5 of the volume of statutes for 1911-13, includes the following 

em: 

Improving Missouri River: For improvement and maintenance from 
Kansas City to Sioux City, $150,000, of which amount at least $75,000 
may be expended for such bank revetment as in the judgment of the 
Chief of Engineers may be in the interests of navigation; continuing 
improvement and for maintenance from Sioux City to Fort Benton, in 
accordance with the report submitted in House Document No. 91, Sixty- 
second Congress, first session, $175,000, of which amount, because of 
3 emergency, an amount not exceeding $75,000 meg be expended 
or such bank revetment above Elk Point as in the j gment of the 
Chief of Engineers may be necessary to extend and protect existing 
revetments and regulate channel flow in the interest of navigation ; in 
all, $325,000. 

But the question as to whether the project falls within the 
general description of the projects upon which improvements 
are to be made seems to be settled by the last report of the 
Chief Engineer of the Army, on page 1284, which speaks of the 
improvement of the Missouri River between Sioux City and Fort 
Benton as an existing project. The history of the improvement 
is there detailed, and it speaks of the original condition of 
previous projects and of the existing project, so that it is simply 
a question as to whether the allotment ought to be made here 
or ought to be made by the Army engineers. 

It is now said that the tonnage in this part of the river is not 
extensive; and that is, of course, true. The appropriations that 
have been made have been proportionately small; but, Mr. 
President, the fact that the commerce in that part of the 
river is not as great as it once was does not distinguish it in 
any respect from other projects which have received favorable 
consideration from the Army engineers. 

The simple question presented by this amendment is as to 
whether the total amount of $1,540,000 to be expended upon the 
Missouri River shall be distributed as proposed by the en- 
gineers—namely, $1,500,000 between Kansas City and the mouth 
of the river, $25,000 between Kansas City and Sioux City, and 
$15,000 between Sioux City and Fort Benton, a distance of 
nearly 1,500 miles—or whether a larger amount of that allot- 
ment to the Missouri River shall be expended above. 

I called attention to the fact that the rather small commerce 
carried on on the upper Missouri during the last few years was 
due obviously to the paucity of the crop in that locality. As 
they improve, and as greater development takes place, we may. 
reasonably hope that the commerce will increase; but I call at- 
tention to the fact—— 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, may I state right here that 
even to-day I was informed that the boat lines running and 
operating now would haul between 550,000 and 750,000 bushels 
of wheat alone of the crop of 1922, provided they can at all 
times get up to the landing places; and with 700,000 bushels 
that would be 21,000 tons of wheat alone, showing a vast im- 
provement, 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes. 

I desire to call attention to the amount of commerce on the 
river between Kansas City and the mouth of the river, upon 
which this very considerable sum of $1,500,000 is to be ex- 
pended. 

In 1917 the commerce was 217,616 tons; in 1918, 142,981 tons; 
in 1919, 141,094 tons; in 1920, 203,153 tons; and in 1921, 189,544 
tons. That is to say, in five years there has been a falling off 


in that commerce of something like 40 per cent, a very much 
higher falling off than there has been on the upper reaches of 
the river. 

Accordingly, Mr. President, it becomes simply a question as 
to whether the Congress is going to surrender absolutely and 
without any control whatever the distribution of the funds 
which it provides as between different sections of one particular 
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river to the judgment of these Army engineers. As pointed 
out by the Senator from Arkansas, few of them are trained 
business men. It becomes a very serious question, a serious 
question of wisdom from a political and economical standpoint, 
as to whether this enormous expenditure ought to be made in 
that section of the country, which is rich, which is populous, 
which is densely settled, and leave entirely without considera- 
tion and without care those sections of the country which need 
development, which require assistance, and which ought to have 
the consideration of the Government in order to afford cheaper 
facilities for transportation. 

Moreover, Mr. President, it is to be borne in mind that much 
of the region that is affected by the appropriation which is 
asked by this amendment is distant from the terminal markets. 
That portion of my State which would be benefited by the ap- 
propriation if it were made lies at least from 600 to 1,100 miles 
from the market, an enormous distance to carry the products, 
and necessarily a large amount of what is realized for the 
goods goes for transportation. It is an exceedingly great 
burden upon those people to have to carry their freight to the 
distant railroad points when it might conveniently be taken to 
river points and carried on boats down to the railroad cross- 
ings, whence they might proceed to the terminal markets. It 
is a question of policy which I undertake to say Army engi- 
neers are not very competent to pass upon. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield. 

Mr. WILLIS. I am interested in the argument the Senator 
is making about reaching the terminal markets, and I am not 
able to follow him in it. As I understand it, the amendment 
which he is supporting provides improvement on the Missouri 
River from Sioux City to Fort Benton. Is that correct? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Yes; that is correct. > 

Mr. WILLIS. But nothing is proposed for the section on 
down to Kansas City. How does the Senator expect the ship- 
pers to reach the terminal markets by such an improvement? 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The Senator from North Dakota 
made it perfectly clear that the carriage would be from the 
interior points to the points where the river is crossed by the 
railroads. The Missouri River is crossed by the Northern Pa- 
cific at Bismarck, and crossed by the Great Northern at Buford, 
so that both lines of railroads crossing the river would take 
up at those two points grain destined for Minneapolis or Duluth. 

Mr. WILLIS. I understand the Senator’s argument on that 
point, but I thought he was contending that this would help 
the development of a system whereby there would be water 
transportation to the terminal markets. I misunderstood the 
Senator’s line of argument. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. No; never since the early days 
has there been any considerable amount of freight carried 
down the Missouri River to St. Louis, for instance, or to New 
Orleans. That is not a consummation that is likely to arise. 
I may say to the Senator, however, that I should think that in 
the distribution of these funds a very considerable amount 
might also be allotted to the improvement between Kansas City 
and Sioux City. It seems to me that of the amount appropri- 
ated for the improvement of the river the allotment of $1,500,000 
to that section of the river between Kansas City and the mouth 
is entirely unjustified, and I have not heard anybody upon this 
floor undertake to justify it as a matter of comparison with 
the other sections of the river. I undertake to say that the 
Senator from Ohio will not undertake to justify it upon any- 
thing found even in the report of the engineers upon the subject. 

Mr. WILLIS. I make no comment about it. I was seeking 
to understand the Senator’s argument. 

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I am sure the Senator will not 
comment on it, nor has any other Senator undertaken to make 
any comment to justify that distribution of the amount which 
is set apart for the improvement of the Missouri River. Ac- 
cordingly, I hope that this amendment will prevail. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. KING. I think, upon this amendment, a quorum should 
be present, and I suggest the absence of a quorum, 

The VICH PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll. 

The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Fernald Harreld 


Bayard Caraway Fletcher Harrison 
Borah Colt Frelinghuysen Heflin 
Brandegee Couzens George Johnson 
Brookhart Curtis Gerry Jones, Wash, 
Broussard Dial Glass Kendrick 
Bursum Dillingham Gooding King 
Cameron Ernst Hale Lad 


Trammell 


Lodge Norbeck Smoot Wadsworth 
McCormick Norris Spencer Walsh, Mass. 
McCumber Pepper Stanfield Waish, Mont. 
McKellar Phipps Stanley Warren 
McKinley Pittman 5 illis 
McNary Poindexter Sutherland 

Moses Ransdell Swanson 

Nelson Reed, Pa. Townsend 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Sixty- 
five Senators having answered to their names, a quorum is 
present. The question is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. MCOUMBER]. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let the amendment be reported. 

The Reaping CrerK. On page 106, after the numerals in line 
12, to insert the following proviso: 

Provided, That $250,000 of this appropriation, or so much thereof 
as may be necessary, shall be — TA $ between Sioux City, Iowa, and 
Fort Benton, Mont., for the removal of obstructions, the revetment 
of shores where the same may be necessary, and for the maintenance 
of the channel to landing places and at points where the railroads 
intersect the Missouri River, said last-mentioned sum to be imme- 
diately available. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro- 
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. HALE (when his name was called). I transfer my 
pair with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. SHIELDS] 
to the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. WELLER] and vote 
“ nay.” 

Mr. KING (when his name was called). I have a pair 
upon this and all matters relating to the pending bill with 
the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosinson], who is 
necessarily detained from the Chamber. Not knowing how 
he would vote upon the pending amendmet, I withhold my 
vote. 

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called). I have a general 
pair with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD], 
but I understand that he would vote as I am about to vote. 
So I feel at liberty to vote. I vote “nay.” 

Mr. STERLING (when his name was called). I transfer 
my pair with the Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Surrn! 
to the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cummins], and vote “ yea.” 

Mr. TOWNSEND (when his name was called). I have a pair 
on the pending bill with the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Harris], but on this amendment he would vote as I shall do. 
So I feel at liberty to vote. I vote “nay.” 

The roll call was concluded. 

Mr. FERNALD. I have a general pair with the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. Jones]. I transfer that pair to the 
junior Senator from Vermont [Mr. Pace] and vote “nay.” 

Mr. CURTIS. I wish to announce the following general 
pairs: 


The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. Epee] with the Senator | 


from Oklahoma [Mr. Owen]; 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. ELKINS] with the Sen- 
ator from Mississippi [Mr. Harrison]; 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. KELLOGG] with the Sen- 
ator from North Carolina [Mr. Srons]; 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. Watson] with the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. Wimrtams]; and 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. McLean} with the Sen- 
ator from Montana [Mr. Myers]. 

Mr. GERRY. I wish to announce that the senior Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. Romxsox] and the senior Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. Hargis] are absent on official business. 

Mr. HEFLIN. I wish to announce that the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. SmrrH] is necessarily absent. He stands 
paired on this vote with the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cum- 
MINS]. 

The result was announced—yeas 15, nays 46—as follows: 


YEAS—15. 
Brookhart Heflin McKellar Sheppard 
Broussard. Kendrick Nelson Sterlin 
Bursum Ladd Norbeck Walsh, Mont. 
Ernst McCumber Poindexter 

NAYS—46. 
Ball Fletcher McCormick Stanfield 
Bayard Frelinghuysen McKinley Stanle 
Borah George MeNary Sutherland 
Brandegee Gerry Moses Swanson 
Cameron Glass New Townsend 
Capper Gooding Norris Trammell 
Colt Hale Pepper Wadsworth 
Couzens Harreld Phipps Walsh, Mass. 
Curtis ohnson Pittman Warren 
Dial ones, Wash. Ransdell Willis 
Dillingham Lenroot Reed, Pa, 
Fernald Lodge Spencer 
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NOT VOTING—35. 


Ashurst Harrison Nicholson Shortridge 
Calder Hitchcock Oddie Simmons 
Caraway Jones, N. Mex. Overman Smith 
Culberson ellogg wen Smoot 
Cummins Keyes Page Underwood 
Edge a Pomerene atson 
Elkins La Uette Reed. Mo. Weller 
France McLean Robinson s 
Harris Myers Shields 


So Mr. McCumerr’s amendment was rejected. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, it is now 5 minutes 
past 5, and it is desired to have an executive session this 
evening. I think probably the Senate is not in a mood to 
do any more work on the bill to-night. Therefore I desire to 
present a unanimous-consent request. I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the Senate, at not later than 2 o'clock to-morrow 
afternoon, shall proceed to vote, without further debate, upon 
all amendments which may be pending to the river and harbor 
item of the bill, 

Mr. KING. A number of amendments will be offered to- 
morrow, among them one of which I am about to give notice, 
dealing with the Philippine Islands. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. But I am not asking unanimous con- 
sent in connection with anything other than the river and 
harbor item. I know of other amendments, of course, which 
are to be offered to other portions of the bill. 

Mr. KING. Let me say to the Senator that an amendment 
will be offered to strike out the entire appropriation carried 
in the bill for rivers and harbors. In order to emphasize the 
point that was made by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boram], 
I will state that that will take some time. There will be 
several amendments offered with reference to the same item, 
for instance, proposing to reduce it to the amount provided in 
the Budget estimate. I have several other amendments with 
relation to the same subject matter. I have no objection, how- 
ever, if the Senator would fix a later hour. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does not the Senator think that in 
three hours of debate to-morrow we can dispose of the amend- 
ments which may be pending? 

Mr. KING. If the Senator would make it 8 o'clock I would 
have no objection. I promise the Senator that I shall attempt 
to facilitate the disposition of the matter. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will accept that suggestion. 

Mr. KING. ‘That is, as to items dealing with the river and 
harbor paragraph? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just the river and harbor paragraph. 

Mr, McCUMBER. To dispose of it finally at that hour? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I object. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. May I ask the Senator from North 
Dakota if he has an objection to fixing an hour at any time 

on the river and harbor item? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I think the debate we have had to-day 
signifies a great many views as to requirements for the use of 
an enormous amount of the fund that is proposed to be appro- 
priated, and there ought to be time enough to debate it and to 
prepare for amendments to cut down the appropriation. I 
doubt if we can prepare them and have them debated properly 
during te-morrow. 

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I understood the Senator from New 
York to ask consent to vote without further debate only upon 
the pending amendments. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes; pending amendments. ‘ 

Mr. BRANDEGER. Not those that may be offered hereafter. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. No; if I spoke in that way I shouid 
have said amentiments then pending. There are no amend- 
ments pending now. Of course, I know some will be offered 
to-morrow. 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Why not vote now? There is nothing 
pending. 

Mr. BORAH. There will be something pending if there is a 
necessity for something to be pending. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. ‘The inquiry of the Senator from Lou- 
Islana is an entirely intelligent one, except that the Senator 
from New York happens to know that amendments would be 
offered immediately. Anticipating that, I thought the Senate 
might like to get away from here this evening in a few mo- 
ments after simply laying out a program for to-morrow. I 
desire to change my request, and I call this to the attention of 
the Senator from North Dakota. Would the Senator from 

North Dakota be willing to make it half-past 3 o'clock? 

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not think that we should be bound, 
when it comes to the expenditure of some $29,000,000 more than 
the Director of the Budget called for, to such a very short time, 
It does not seem to me that we ought to be limited to two or 
three hours of debate to-morrow. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. That would give us four and one-half 
ours. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I would think there ought to be some 
explanation of why it is necessary to ask $29,000,000 over and 
above what the Director of the Budget estimated for and over 
and above the estimates of the engineers, when it has already 
been called to our attention that the engineers have made esti- 
mates for enormous expenditures where there will be no com- 
merce whatever. I think it would take the Senator from New 
York more than three or four hours to explain why we should 
have the extra $29,000,000. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Perhaps the Senator was not in the 
Chamber this afternoon when I attempted to explain why the 
appropriation was in the bil. 

Mr. McCUMBER. I was in the Chamber all day, and I 
fully understand why the appropriation is in the bill, but 
unless we are to bow slavishly to whatever may be the dic- 
tate of the engineers, then we ought to have at least some 
reason given by the Senator in charge of the bill why we 
should more than double even the estimates of the engineers. 
We ought to go over the items for which they have estimated 
one after another and ascertain the necessity for them. Un- 
less we are going simply to surrender to them, we ought to 
have the Senator from New York explain their necessity and 
what advantage would be obtained by the Government. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Before that task is put to me, I beg 
to say that I shall not undertake it. There are other Senators 
who are better informed. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator mean to say that he 
will advocate the swallowing of the pill, large as it is, without 
knowing what is in it? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Only this afternoon I protested against 
it. Why does the Senator ask that question? 

Mr. McCUMBER. As the Senator in charge of the bill, I 
would suppose he would have something to say further than 
merely making a general protest, and that he would show why 
it is improper to allow this item and that item. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Is the Senator opposed to fixing any 
time to-morrow? 

Mr. McCUMBER. Yes; any time to-morrow. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Then, there is no use making any 
further requests. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I desire to give the following 
notice: 

Pursuant to the provisions of Rule XL of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate, I hereby give notice in writing that I shall move to suspend 


paragraph 8 of Rule XVI of the Standing Rules for the porte of 
proposing to the Army appropriation bill H. R. 13793 the following 


amendment : 

“At the proper place in the bill, insert the following: 

„That in conformity with the act entitled “An act to declare the 
purpose of the people of the United States as to the future political 
status of the people of the 8 Islands and to provide a more 
autonomous government for those islands,” approved August 20, 1916 
the 8 lature is hereby authorized to provide for a general 
election of delegates to a constitutional convention which shall prepare 
and formulate a constitution for an independent republican government 
for the Philippine Islands, and that upon the ratification and pro- 
mulgation of said constitution and the election of the officers therein 

rovided for and upon satisfactory proof that the ernment provided 
or uniier said constitution is organized and ready to function, the 
President of the United States shall recognize and proclaim the inde- 
pendence of the Philippine government under said constitution and 
shall notify the governments with which the United States is in diplo- 
matic correspondence thereof, and shall invite said governments to 

the independence of the Philippine Islands; and that the 
P. dent is directed to withdraw the military forces of the United 
States from said islands within six months after said p mation 
recognizing the independence of said Philippine government.’ ” 


Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator from Mississippi de- 
sire to make a request? I wish to move an executive session. 

Mr. HARRISON. I understood the Senator from New York 
a few moments ago to ask that the Senate vote on the pending 
items in the bill not later than half past 8 o’clock to-mor- 
row. I knew there was a disposition to rush things along on 
the other side of the Chamber, but I will ask, since there was 
objection to the Senator’s former request, will he not now 
request that we vote, say, at 4.30 o'clock to-morrow? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
McCumber] made an announcement a moment ago that he 
would not agree upon any time for a vote. 

Mr. HARRISON. I did not hear that statement. 

Mr. NORRIS. I wish to inquire of the Senator from New 
York, does he contemplate making a motion to adjourn or to 
take a recess? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. An order was entered by unanimous 
consent early to-day for a recess. 

Mr, NORRIS. When was that done? 
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Mr. WADSWORTH. The Senator from Kansas made the 
request before luncheon, I think. 
Mr. KING. The request was made about 2 o'clock. 


Mr. NORRIS. I had spoken to several Senators who 1 
thought would have charge of that matter, but I did not see 
the Senator from Kansas. I informed each one of those Sena- 
tors if the request was made and I was not here that I de- 
sired to be notified and told them why. On yesterday I 
gave notice, as I had to do under the rules, of a motion which 
I intended to make to suspend the rule in order that I might 
offer an amendment. Under the rule such a notice’ must lie 
over for a day. The Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine], as I 
understand, has given a similar notice. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the Senator from Ne- 
braska did discuss this matter with me, and I understand, of 
course, the difficulty in which he finds himself with respect to 
being able to offer to this bill the amendment which he contem- 
plates. I am going to make a suggestion in the open Senate. 
The Senator from Nebraska in good faith offered an amend- 
ment on yesterday and then gave notice that he would move to 
suspend the rule. The rule provides that such a notice must 
go over one legislative day in advance of calling up a motion 
to suspend the rules. I ask unanimous consent that the notice 
given by the Senator from Nebraska—— 

Mr. KING. I ask the Senator from New York to also include 
my notice in his request. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And also that the notice just given by 
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Kine] be deemed sufficient under 
the rule, 

Mr. FLETCHER. In other words, so far as the notices are 
concerned, that the taking of a recess shall not interfere with 
the calendar day? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Yes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks the rule refers 
to the calendar day. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The impression has been that it meant 
legislative day, but I do not desire that there shall be any 
mistake about the matter. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the request 
of the Senator from New York? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
consideration of executive business, After five minutes spent 
in executive session the doors were reopened; and (at 5 o'clock 
and 25 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously 
entered, took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday, February 7, 
1928, at 11 o'clock a. m. 


NOMINATIONS. 
Executive nominations received by the Senate February 6 (legis- 
lative day of February 5), 1923. 
APPOINTMENTS IN THE REGULAR ARMY. 

To be second lieutenants with rank from January 5, 1923. 

Glen Trice Lampton, Air Service. 

Viking Torsten Ohrbom, Infantry. 

(Norx.— Mr. Lampton will reach the age of 21 years Febru- 
ary 11, 1923, and Mr. Ohrbom February 14, 1923. Nominations 
will be again submitted on or after February 14, 1923.) 

POSTMASTERS. 
ARKANSAS. 

Lena C. Bundren to be postmaster at Biggers, Ark. Office be- 

came presidential January 1, 1923. 
CALIFORNIA. 

Walter P. Cockley to be postmaster at Calexico, Calif., in 
place of F. W. Roach, removed. 

John L, Steward to be postmaster at Monterey, Calif., in place 
of J. L. Steward. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. A 
Flournoy Carter to be postmaster at Oxnard, Calif., in place 
of G. R. Bellah. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

CONNECTICUT, 

Norman C. Kruer to be postmaster at Shelton, Conn., in place 
of D. J. Teevan. Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 


FLORIDA, 


Albert H. Maxwell to be postmaster at Eastport, Fla. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 


IDAHO. 


Osmond Buchanan to be. postmaster at Blackfoot, Idaho, in 
place of Gregory Jones. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

ILLINOIS. 

Paul M. Green to be postmaster at Bluffs, III., in place of 
2 C. Burrus. Incumbent's commission expired December 6, 
1922. 

Viola E. Buckingham to be postmaster at Washburn, IIL, in 
place of F. A. Ehringer. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 24, 1922. 

IOWA. 

Cornelius A. Rubly to be postmaster at Elma, Iowa, in place 
of J. W. Cannon. Incumbent’s commission expired Septembey 
5, 1922. 

. KANSAS. 

Lewis Pickrell to be postmaster at Minneapolis, Kans., in 
place of J. M. Brown. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 13. 1922. 

MAINE. 

James Mahaney to be postmaster at Oherryfield, Me., in place 
of F. E. Grant. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

Nathaniel P. Coleman to be postmaster at Hyannis, Mass., in 
place of E. F. Maher. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 1, 1922. 

MICHIGAN. 

William C. Thompson to be postmaster at Midland, Mich., in 
place of L. D. Madill, removed. 

Josephine O'Leary to be postmaster at Carrollton, Mich. Ofe 
fice became presidential January 1, 1923. 

MINNESOTA. 

Anna W. Isaacson to be postmaster at Palisade, Minn., a 
place of Lydia Bailey, resigned. 

Samuel A. Nystrom to be postmaster at Watertown, Minn., in 
place of S. A. Nystrom. Incumbent's commission expired Mareb 
16, 1921. 

MISSOURI. 

Everett Drysdale to be postmaster at Butler, Mo., in place of 
J. E. Williams. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922. 

Margaret C. Lester to be postmaster at Desloge, Mo., in place 
of W. T. Newman. Incumbent's commission expired September 
5, 1922. 

Andrew L. Woods to be postmaster at Naylor, Mo., in place 
of J. M. Marlin. Incumbent's commission expired September 5, 
1922, 

NEBRASKA. 

William R. Brooks to be postmaster at Campbell, Nebr., in 
place of L. H. Eastman. Incumbent's commission expired Octo- 
ber 3, 1922. 

Edward T. Best, jr., to be postmaster at Neligh, Nebr., in 
place of T. A. Davis. Incumbent's commission expired October 
8, 1922. 

Ray L. Mallory to be postmaster at Pierce, Nebr., in place of 
J. B. McDonald. Incumbent’s commission expired October 8, 
1922, 

James W. Holmes to be postmaster at Plattsmouth, Nebr., in 
place of D. C. Morgan. Incumbent’s commission expired No- 
vember 21, 1922. 

John Becker to be postmaster at Stanton, Nebr., in place of 
T. A. Sharp. Incumbent’s commission expired October 3, 1922. 

Percy A. Brundage to be postmaster at Tecumseh, Nebr., in 
place of E. D. Wright. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 3, 1922. 

NEW JERSEY. 

Horace E. Richardson to be postmaster at Cape May Court 
House, N. J., in place of E. C. Wheaton. Incumbent’s commis- 
sion expired October 24, 1922. 

Lewis E. Matteson to be postmaster at Grantwood, N. J., in 
place of L. E. Matteson. Incumbent’s commission expired Octo- 
ber 24, 1922. 

Thomas J. Raber to be postmaster at Hampton, N. J., in place 
of B. F. Apgar. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

George F. Moore to be postmaster at Oradell, N. J., in place 
of G. F. Moore. Incumbent’s commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

Frederick C. Docker to be postmaster at Oxford, N. J., in 
place of E. W. Sharps. Incumbent's commission expired Octo- 
ber 24, 1922. 
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Richard Lufburrow to be postmaster at Middletown, N. J. 
Office became presidential January 1, 1923. 
NEW MEXICO. 
Vida B. Brittingham to be postmaster at Fort Sumner, N. 
Mex., in place of J. E. Pardue. Incumbent's commission expired 
October 14, 1922. 


NEW YORK. 

John J. Finnerty to be postmaster at Croton on Hudson, N. Y., 
in place of J. J. Finnerty. Incumbent's commission expired 
March 15, 1920. 

Chauncey H. Brown to be postmaster at South Dayton, N. V., 
in place of Verne Seeber. Incumbent's commission expired 
November 21, 1922. 

James I. Fanning to be postmaster at Southhold, N. Y., in 
place of W. A. Cochraw. Incumbent’s commission expired Oc- 
tober 24, 1922. 

Lester B. Dobbin to be postmaster at Wolcott, N. Y., in place 
of C. T. Metcalf. Incumbent's commission expired September 
28, 1922. 

Lillian D. Hill to be postmaster at Bayville, N. Y. Office 
became presidential January 1, 1923. 

NORTH DAKOTA, 


Alfred B. Welch to be postmaster at Mandan, N. Dak., in 
place of John Foran. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

OHIO. 

Charles S. McMaken to be postmaster at Covington, Ohio, in 
place of C. B. Maier, resigned. 

Herbert E. Whitney to be postmaster at Danville, Ohio, in 
place of C. V. Burris, removed. 

William M. Carlisle to be postmaster at Gambier, Ohio, in 
Place of C. R. Jackson, resigned. 

OKLAHOMA. 

Dory E. McKenney to be postmaster at Custer, Okla. in place 
of T. P. Stone. Incumbent's commission expired October 24, 
1922. 

Ada Bartels to be postmaster at Denoya, Okla. Office became 
presidential January 1, 1923. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 

Whitfield Pritchard to be postmaster at Bangor, Pa., in place 
of Dayid Burke. Incumbent’s commission expired September 
13, 1922. 

Earl H. Hilgert to be postmaster at Cresco, Pa., in place of 
J. F. Henry. Incumbent’s commission expired March 21, 1922. 

Otto R. Baer to be postmaster at Irwin, Pa., in place of J. C. 
Shields. Incumbent's commission expired September 13, 1922. 

SOUTH DAKOTA. 

Truman C. Knott to be postmaster at Bristol, S. Dak., in 
place of Thomas McAllen. Incumbent's commission expired 
September 11, 1922. 7 

TEXAS. 

Charles J. Hostrasser to be postmaster at Hearne, Tex., in 
place of F. W. Easterwood. Incumbent’s commission expired 
September 5, 1922. 

Daniel B. Gilmore to be postmaster at McGregor, Tex., in 
place of S. R. Brown. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 

WASHINGTON. 

Lillian R. Menkee to be postmaster at Hunters, Wash. Office 

became presidential January 1, 1923. 
WEST VIRGINIA, 

Charles E. Coleman to be postmaster at Curtin, W. va. 

Office became presidential January 1, 1923. 
WISCONSIN. 

John C. Chapple to be postmaster at Ashland, Wis., in place 
of A. D. McDonald. Incumbent’s commission expired Septem- 
ber 5, 1922. 

Edward Schroeder to be postmaster at Granton, Wis., in place 
of Edward Schroeder. Incumbent’s commission expired Sep- 
tember 5, 1922. 


CONFIRMATIONS. 
Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate February 6 
(legislative day of February 5), 1923. i 
SOLICITOR For THE STATE DEPARTMENT: 
Charles Cheney Hyde to be Solicitor for the Department of 
AT Unirep STATES DISTRICT JUDGE. 
Charles ©. Simons to be district judge, eastern district of 
Michigan. 
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PoOSTMASTERS. 
GEORGIA. 
Corine E. Dickerson, Homerville. 
KANSAS. 
George K. Morris, Milford. 
MASSACHUSETTS. 
Elizabeth M. Benere, West Acton. 
: MICHIGAN. 
Bruce W. Frantz, Algonac. 
Robert Wellman, Beulah. 
Robert E. Surine, Nashville. 
Rob C. Brown, Stockbridge. 
David F. Jones, Unionville. 
MINNESOTA. 
Charles F. Mallahan, Jackson. 
Herman Herder, Jordan. 
Bennie C. Vold, Maynard. 
MISSOURI. 


John L. Oheim, Kimmswick. 
Anna T. Winchester, ‘Sikeston. 


NORTH CAROLINA, 


James H. Carlton, Burgaw. 
Ruley G. Wallace, Carthage. 
William E. White, Colerain. 
Lewis E. Norman, Elk Park. 
Rufus W. Carswell, Forest City. 
Elinor C. Cleayeland, Highlands. 
John W. Kelly, Jonesboro. 
Leon A. Mann, Newport. 
John C. Snoddy, jr., Red Springs. 
OHIO. 
Harley F. Hambel, Glouster. 
Nancy Robison, Howard. 
Harry L. Mefford, Ripley. 
Gilbert M. Brehm, Somerset. 
PENNSYLVANIA, 
Howard M. Gardner, York Springs. 
SOUTH DAKOTA. 
John H. Deuschle, Ravinia. 
TEXAS. 
McDougal Bybee, Childress. 
Ethel Milligan, Pittsburg. 
Simpson I. Dunn, Port Arthur. 
Tilmon X. Allen, Rice. 
Herman Eck, Schulenburg. 
Surry 8. Boles, Thorndale. 
Edna Overshiner, Valley View. 
WASHINGTON, 
Elmer M. Armstrong, Washougal. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Tursbar, February 6, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., offered 
the following prayer: 


Glory be to God and Father of us all. As Thy law is so 
just, Thy love so bountiful, and Thy wisdom so infinite may 
they command our unquestioned obedience and our full meas- 
ure of devotion. Thou knowest us altogether, where we are 
weak and where we are strong. Lead us toward Thyself that 
our strength may grow. O wondrously sweet and helpful is 
the service inspired by Thy wisdom and blest by Thy grace. 
Continue to establish the ideals for which our fathers gave 
their lives and liberties. Bless our country, and may we build 
our very selves into the life and character of its righteous in- 
stitutions. Amen. 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, 
announced that the Senate had passed bills and a joint resolu- 
tion of the following titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House of Representatives was requested: 

S. 3553. An act for the relief of the family of Lieut. Henry N. 
Fallon (retired) ; 
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8. 4281. An act to appropriate $500,000 for the purchase of 
seed grain to be supplied to farmers in the crop-failure areas of 
eastern Washington, said amount to be expended under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture; 

S. J. Res. 263. Joint resolution to authorize the Seeretary of 
Agriculture to accept membership for the United States in the 
Permanent Association of International Road Congresses ; 

S. 4176. An act to amend section 370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States; 

S. 4061. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into an agreement with Toole County irrigation district, of 
Shelby, Mont. and the Cut Bank irrigation district, of Cut 
Bank, Mont., for the settlement of the extent of the priority to 
the waters of Two Medicine, Cut Bank, and Badger Creeks, of 
the Indians of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation; 

S. 4324. An act to amend an act to authorize association of 
producers of agricultural products; 

S. 4002. An act providing for the admission into the United 
States of certain refugees from near eastern countries; and 

S. 4439. An aet to revive and to reenact an act entitled “An 
aet granting the consent of Congress for the construction of a 
bridge and approaches thereto across the Arkansas River be- 
tween the cities of Little Roek and Argenta,” approved October 
6, 1917. 

The message also announeed that the Senate had passed 
with amendments the bill (H. R. 10817) to amend section 100 
of the Judicial Code of the United States, in which the con- 
eurrence of the House of Representatives was requested. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed 
with amendments House Concurrent Resolution 53, providing 
for a special joint committee of the Senate and House of Rep- 
resentatives to investigate employment of prisoners at Leaven- 
worth, Kans., and McNeil Island, Wash., and for other purposes. 

The messuge also announced that the Senate had passed 
without amendment the bill (H. R. 10211) authorizing an ap- 
propriation to meet proportionate expenses of providing a 
drainage system for Piute Indian lands in the State of Nevada 
within the Newlands reclamation project of the Reclamation 
Service. 

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to 
the amendments of the House of Representatives to joint reso- 
lution and bill of the following titles: 

S. J. Res. 248. Joint resolution to provide for the payment of 
salaries of Senators appointed to fill vacancies, and for other 
purposes, 

S. 1878. An act to permit the State of Montana to exchange 
cut-over timber lands granted for educational purposes for 
other lands of like character and approximate value. 


SENATE BILLS REFERRED, 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees as indicated below: 

S. 4324. An act to amend an act to authorize association of 
producers of agricultural products; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

F. 3558. An act for the relief of the family of Lieut. Henry N. 
Fallon, retired; to the Committee on War Claims. 

S. 4176. An act to amend section 370 of the Revised Statutes 
of the United States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. J. Res. 263. Joint resolution to authorize the Secretary of 
Agriculture to accept membership for the United States in the 
Permanent Association of the International Road Congresses; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

S. 4092. An act providing for the admission into the United 
States of certain refugees from near eastern countries; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

S. 4281. An act te appropriate $500,000 for the purchase of 
seed grain to be supplied to farmers in the crop-failure areas 
of eastern Washington, said amount to be expended under rules 
and regulations prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture; to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

S. 4061. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
enter into an agreement with Toole County irrigation district, 
of Shelby, Mont., and the Cut Bank irrigation district, of Cut 
Bank, Mont., for the settlement of the extent of the priority to 
the waters of Two Medicine, Cut Bank, and Badger Creeks, of 
the Indians of the Blackfeet Indian Reservation; to the Com- 
mittee on Indian Affairs. 


LAWS OF THE UNITED STATES. 
Mr. LITTLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex- 


tend my remarks in the Recorp by inserting a statement relat- 
ing to the old Revised Statutes and the laws prior thereto, 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman asks unanimous consent to 
extend his remarks for the purpose indicated. Is there ob- 
jection? 

There was no objection. 

The statement referred to is as follows: 

Tue Laws or run UNITED STATES. 
BIOREN & DUANE. R 


An act of Congress of April 18, 1814, provided for the purchase of a 
thousand copies of nn edition of the Laws of the United States, to 
de published by Bioren & Duane, of Philadelphia, and Roger Weight. 


appoint a competent person to look after it under his direction and 
thet of the Attorney General. Richard Rush, Attorney General 


a with an index but no annotations. James Monroe, Secretary 
ef State, agreed to this and appointed John B. Colvin to edit the 
laws. The laws were 11 in chronological order and 
this is a very interesting and yalan publication. This was fol- 
lowed by a somewhat similar series of books which had the approval 
of the famous Judge Story. 

LITTLE & BROWN’S LAWS. 


From 1845 unti? 1874 the firm of Little & Brown, of Boston, by 
contract, Dished the Statutes at Large of the United States, be- 
ginning with the first session of the First Congress. The work was 
under the charge of Charles C. Little, and Richard Peters, of Phila- 
delphia, was their editor for several years, followed by George Minot 

George P. Sanger. These publications and this contract termi- 
nated when the R Statutes became the law of the land. 
REVISED STATUTES OF 1874. 


In the second session of the Fortieth C there was selected 


being rm. is became 
committee iu the third session of the Fortieth Congress. In the 
Forty-first Congress George W. MeCrary, George F. Hoar, Austin 
Biair, and W. Voorhees were members of the cemmittee, ef 


— Conkling was chairman of the Senate Com 

evision ef the Laws of the United States, consisting of Roscoe 
8 Charles Sumner, Mathew H. Carpenter, Thomas F. Bayard, 
and others. 

In the Forty-second Congress 5 F. Butler was chairman of 
the Committee on Revision in the House and Conkling in the Senate, 
ioe George F. Edmunds and William M. Stewart had become 
members. 

The Forty-third Congress passed the Revised Statutes of the United 
States. Conkling, Carpenter, Stewart, Alcorn of Mississippi, and 
Ranson of Nor Carolina were on Senate eommittee, w 
Poland, Rockwood. Hoar, Alexander H. Stephens, and Lawrence 
Ohio were among the members of the House committee. 

THE COMMISSIONERS. 

Under the act of June 27, 1866, a commission was appointed to 
revise and consolidate the statutes. They made reports in 1868 and 
in 1869. In 1871 Charles P. James, Benjamin Va 
Barring commi 


back again. The book was often ca 

debates and The committee met November 11 and pro- 
ceeded with that werk and continued it at night sessions of the House 
for several nights, until the bill passed 

Senate. The final chapter on the 8 provisions was pa 

by the House without ever having been printed at all, the written 
cop ne presented on the last ev . The only purpose of the 
nieht ons was to permit the Committee on Revision to present 
its own amendments to the Durant revision, making additions and 
corrections, ‘The bill then went to the Senate. The chairman of the 
House committee feels that it might perhaps be of assistance to the 
Senate in considering this measure to place at its disposal what is 
the t to be a full, complete statement of everything said and done 
in the Senate in 1874 on legislation similar to this, and it follows 


ow: 
{From CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.] 
CONKLING PRESENTS REVISED STATUTES. 
May 25, 1874. 

“Mr. Cowxting. Mr. President, the Committee on the Revision of the 

directed to report to the Senate three bills which [ 
will name 9 titles: Fi a bill (H. R. No. 1215) to revise and 
consolidate the statutes of the United States in force on the tst day 
ef December, A. D. 1873. This bill, one of three which I am goin 
to report contains 1,432 printed pages. I ort also the bill (H. 
No. 3349) te revise and consolidate the statu of the United Stat 
general and 3 in their nature, relating to the District 
Columbia in force on the Ist day of December, in the year of our Lord 
ti pate a like act from the (H. R. No. 2879) revising and em- 
bedying all the laws authorizing post roads in force on the Ist day of 
December, 1878. The three bills make an aggregation of matter which 
I hold up that Senators may see it. 

“In — 5 these bills 1 wish to give notice that I shall ask—I 
do not now, because of the absence of many Senators—unanimous 
consent to dispense with the reading of the bills, a thing not unknown 
in our parliamentary history, although no oceasion for it as this 
ever arose before. Senate will see that to read these bills in extense 


many changes have been made—made with a pen—erasing sections, 
amend sections, and Lian 
so that nators, if they wish to see the very words of the act as it 
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soon as the pending deficiency bill shall be disposed of, will ask the 
Senate to take up these three acts; and ponderous as they are, the 
work for the Senate will be, I might almost say, formal, because the 
Senate will be compelled to rely upon the action of the three sets of 
commissioners who have been byt $ upon this work and the action 
of the joint committees of the two Houses during the last year, along 
with the amendments adopted in the House pursuant to recommenda- 
tions made by their committee. The Senate will be compelled to take 
as they are these bills, or I fear to abandon them for this session 
If we amend them here, the bills may fail in the other House, and 
the committee believe that they are now as nearly right as we can 
ope to get them by any additional process to which they can be 
subjected. 

“Mr. Morton. I desire to ask the Senator from New York a ques- 
tion for information, as I do not know how this revision has n 
made. I inguire whether these commissioners of the joint committee 
have condensed the statutes, changing their phraseology and clothing 
them to any considerable extent in new language? I understand the 
Senator to say this morning that the whole statutes would be reduced 
to one volume in size, and from that I infer that there has been a 
condensation and necessarily a change in the phraseology of the laws. 

Mr. CoxkLINd. If I understand the Senator, he is right in his con- 
jecture. The commission finding, if you pine, a page of sections 
relating to a particular subject, have condensed the true intent and 
meaning of that page of sections into words as few as they could em- 
ploy for that purpose. Such has been the aim and object of the work. 
and now the whole body of statute law is to be in a volume not as large 
as that which I hold up, because this 21 is larger in size and the 
margin wider than it will be when it becomes a law book. That 
portion of this volume fexhibting to the Swat | will propebly repre- 
sent the size of the single volume into which the whole body of the 
statute laws has been carried, assuming the work to be pee ect und 
effectual; and although phraseology, of course, has been nged, the 
aim throughout has been to preserve absolute identity of meaning, not 
to change the law in any particular, however minute, but to present 
in miniature or in condensation the law in all its parts as it was 
actually found to exist dispersed through 17 volumes of statutes. 

“T will send these bills to the desk, saying to Senators that they will 
be left there, although they must not expect to see them printed and 
find them on their desks, in the hope that Senators will look at them; 
and I will say that I think it would be well for Senators to look at the 
last page and a half of the larger one of these acts, that A2 con- 
taining repealing and saving clauses, so that no rights shall lost 
by any inadvertence or oversight, and at the same time repealing all 
statutes except those now to be found in these Revised Statutes, so as 
5 make them complete in themselves without reference to anything 
else. 
“The Presipina Orricer (Mr. Ferry of Michigan). The Senator 
from New York, from the Committee on the Revision of the Laws, 
reports several bills to go on the calendar and gires notice that at 
the conclusion of the pending bill he will seek the floor to call up 


those bills, 
„Max 26, 1874. 


Mr. CONKLING, I now moye to proceed to the consideration of the 
larger bill, a bill to consolidate the statutes of the United States, 
reported yesterday from the Committee on the Revision of the Laws. 

“The PRESIDENT pro 17 7755 The Senator from New York moves to 
take up the bill (II. R. 1215) to revise and consolidate the statutes of 
the United States in force on the Ist day of December, A D. 1873. 

The motion was agreed to. 

“The PRESIDENT pe tempore. The bill is before the Senate. 

“Mr. Conxitne. The Senate will remember that an invitation has 
been accepted to attend in the House of Representatives a funeral 
which occurs at 4 o'clock, Of course, therefore, no considerable prog: 
ress can be made with this bill now. I shall, however, accomplish a 
very important object if I can obtain, as I now ask, unanimous con- 
sent to dispense with the reading in extenso of the bill, and before 
the Chair asks for consent I wish to suggest to one or two Senators 
who were not here yesterday that the proportions of the bill, which 
will now be seen in the hands of the Secretary, are such that to read 
it would occupy many days, and of course it would not be listened to. 
Thorre hope that no Senator will object to waiving the reading 
of the A ` 

“Mr. Epmunps. I think this matter had better go over until the 
morning. I do not ect to ask that the bill be read. I think my- 
self that would be useless; but I think we ought to reserve the right 
to have any portion read that Senators may desire as a matter of 
right. Su wish to hear read is the last chapter or two, which relate 
to repeals. 

“Mr. CONKLING Then I ask that by unanimous consent the readin 
of the bill be waived, except so far as the reading of specific parts o 
it may be called for by Senators. 

2 The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New York asks 
unanimous consent that the reading of this bill may be dispensed with, 
except as particular parts may be called for in the consideration of the 
bill before the Senate. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so understood. 

“Mr. CONKLING. Now, to leave this bill the unfinished business, 
although I beg to say to Senators that it will take but a very short 
time to-morrow, and therefore it will not impede, as I think, seriously 
anything behind it, I move that the Senate do now adjourn. 

“The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chairman will remind the Senator 
that the usual course on such an occasion has been not to adjourn, 
but for the Senate as a Senate to attend the funeral, and then return 
to the Chamber and adjourn. 

“Mr, CoNKLING. Then I make the motion in that form. 

“The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator from New York moves 
that the Senate now proceed to the House of Representatives to attend 
the funeral. 

2 Mr: SHERMAN. We have not been notified that they are ready to 
receive us 

“Mr. CONKLING, We have accepted the invitation to be there at 
4 o'clock, 


“May 27, 1874. 
“The Presming Orricer (Mr. AntHony in the chair). The unfin- 
ished business of N is the bill (H. R. 1215) to revise and con- 
solidate the statutes of the United States in force on the Ist day of 
88 A. D. 1878, which is before the Senate as in Committee of 
e ole, 


“Mr, Coyxuine. The 
consent the reading of the 
course, being at liberty to 

Mr. Epmwunps. The repealing chapter was excepted, to be read. 


Chair may not be aware that by unanimous 
bill at large was waived, any Senator, of 
call for the reading of any part he desires. 


“Mr. CONKLING. The Senator from Ver l: h 
the seventy fourth anton or fro ermont calls for the reading of 
„ The Chief Clerk read: ‘Title 74, repealed provisions.’ 
The bill was reported to the Senate without amendment, 


“ CONKLING ANSWERS EDMUNDS. 


“Mr, EDMUNDS. I wish to ask the chairman of the Committee on 
the Revision of the Laws, if he will not think it implies any inference 
on the committee, as it does not, how sure the committee is, as we 
necessarily take this revision entirely on trust, that it does embrace 
existing law and nothing new? 

“Mr, CONKLING. That is not a very easy question to answer: How 
sure is the committee?’ I scarcely know how to answer that. It is 
a question I have heard put to a witness sometimes, and always ex- 
cluded when objected to, it relating to comparative degrees of assur- 
ance, Certainly I can only say, as the Senator from Vermont well 
knows, that this work has engaged the attention of three sets of com- 
missioners, and the examination of the committees of the two Houses, 
and of the committees of the two Houses acting jointly, and of tho 
House special sessions being set apart for many days for its considera- 
tion; and all those concerned, as far as I can jud e, tried to do their 
duty in regard to it. But when the Senator me to state how 
sure I am or how sure mer are that this immense volume, made 
of the gathered meaning of 17 or 18 yolumes of statutes, contains no 
blunder, I repeat the question is difficult to answer. There is upon 
the second page of the bill, or preceding the second page as it stands, 
a list of errors called ‘errata,” which are to be corrected in the re“ 
printing ; and many other errors have been found and have been cor- 

e 

“ Perhaps I should be more candid in my answer if I were to say to 
the Senator from Vermont that I have no expectation that this work 
is free from error. I have never known any revision of laws that was. 
We have had several revisions in the State of New York, conducted b 
very eminent and expert men usually, and we never had one whi 
did not contain errors. I think the Senator from Massachusetts I Mr. 
Boutwell] will bear me out in saying that although they revise very 
carefully, in spite of all their processes, errors are found. I presume 
errors will be found here, and as they are developed they must be 
corrected by future legislation. 

“Mr. SHERMAN. I would ask the Senator from New York—for I 
Bere: pet given Me et wis agg to E has been 
careful to preserve r whic! ve accrued under the law as it 
stood at the time the revision took effect? 

“Mr. ConKLING. I think the Senator will be satisfied that in that 
regard there is no danger from the bill. The repealing and saving 
clauses are yery careful and very broad, preserving all accrued rights 
on both sides, preserving penalties where they have accrued, preserv- 
ing rights and opportunities where they have accrued, and providing 
with, I think, very thorough carefulness of language that no person 
and no right shall suffer by any casus omissus or the like whi may 
ai Fes this yae 1. à 

‘Mr. EDMUNDS. course, there does not seem to be any other w: 
to dispose of this subject than the wey recommended by the commit, 
tee; at any rate, no practical way at this session. It would take all 
the rest of the session, no doubt, to go through with it in the ordinary 
way as theoretically and justly I think ought to be done. And when 
I say that, I mean also to add that I have no doubt the committee has 
given it the most careful criticism and attention; and the only ad- 
vantage of going over it again, having entire faith in that committee, 
is the advantage of having 73 men having different ideas and thoughts. 
and different objects and motives in their minds, hear it read and 
examine it and criticize it, rather than 5 or 7. Of course, there would 
be a great advantage in that against error and slip over an examination 
by a smaller number of persons, rybody understands that. But 
it is impracticable, as a fact, to do that at this session of Congress; 
and the question therefore recurs whether we are to let it go, or 
whether we are to take it, as the committee asks us to do, in bulk, 
without reading or knowing its contents otherwise. I am disposed, for 
one, to take it, because, as the Senator from New York says, it un- 
doubtedly does contain in the main a mere condensation of existin 
law, and does contain a very carefully prepared saving of all crea 
and existing rights of everybody; and if there are errors, of course 
they can corrected hereafter, although that is not a good way to 
legislate, as a rule. 

“On the other hand, one can not help remembering that two chapters 


of this revision—I do not mean of this rticular book, but of the 
revision—have 8 Congress already. hether they are reenacted 
in this book, I do not know. I presume they are. I suppose that the 


chapter about the Post Office Department is in this book. 

Mr. CONKLING, Yes, sir. 

“Mr. EDMUNDS. And the chapter about the Patent Office? 

“Mr, CONKLING. Yes, sir. If you mean about the Post Office Depart- 
ment, that is here; but If you mean post roads, that is a separate bill. 

“Mr. EDMUNDS. But the general post office-act is here? 

* Mr. CONKLING. Yes, sir. 

“Mr. EDMUNDS. We 15 — under the revision idea a bill regulatin 
Patent Office affairs and another regulating the Post Office. We passed 
those, although, of course, not a quarter as long as this is, without 
going through a careful revision in the Senate; I believe without even 
reading them. If they were read, it was a very formal and hurried 
reading indeed. It turned ont that in the Patent Office act the statutes 
ee it were many of them most important to the interests of 
the Unit States and not having the slightest reference to patents 
except that in some section of one of them which I have in mind there 
was a provision that patent fees should be paid into the Treasury; and 
in the post office act it was afterwards discovered that there had been 
introduced what was not the existing law before, a provision conferring 
power upon the Postmaster General in reference to making contracts, 
which I do not think would have received the assent of a majority 
or even of a small number of the Senators and Representatives in 
Congress if they had understood its provisions, 

“ Of course, these are difficulties that we are obliged to meet, and this 
is the experience which we have had in respect to two chapters of the 
revision, not in this book, because I pee a are corrected in 
this, but I do not know. Of course. it is an unpleasant experience, 
and it is with a great deal of doubt as to the aNd wierd of any Senator 
of the whole body of Senators not being willing to sit down patiently 
and have the committee go over with us the whole of this work, chap- 
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chapter, and consider it and discuss it as if we were a eommit- 
the whole to whom had been committed this business, that I, 
— rg my share of the responsibility for passing it in the end, do not 


ter b 
tee o 


upon that and allow. the. thing to go. E do not say this to lay 
an anchor to windward, so as to be able to say hereafter, ‘I told you 
so,” but to say, bie gon Ra share of the responsibility as one Senator 
that it is a kind of legislation which I hope will be very rarely resorted 
to at all; but I do not see any other way, as the Senator from New 
York says, at this time but to take it. 

“Mr. Monrox. Mr. President, I can not but feel that this is a some- 
what dangerous business. Con g, as I have no doubt is the case, 
that the committee has devoted a great deal of labor and time to the 
consideration of this volume, it is, after all, substantially, and must be, 
the work of three commissioners. I believe that was the number ap- 

imted to codify the laws. We are told that some 15 or 16 volumes 

ve been boiled: down substantially into 1. This involves great con- 
densation. It involves changing of phraseology, e statutes into 
new language, and shortening them as far as possible. his volume must 
in the nature of things, therefore, be a digest, and nothing more. We 
all know the difficulty the courts have, and sometimes. it takes them 
years, to settle upon construction of a single statute; but here these 
commissioners are allowed to give their construction to all the statutes 
of the United States, and to change their language, to clothe them in 
new phraseology, and we take all their work upon trust. We take their 
construction, their views of the meaning of these laws. Where courts 
have long differed and will continue to r in regard to the mean 
of a single section, we are to take the views of three men, withou 
consideration, without 3 to review, in regard to the whole 
statutory code of the United States, It is a laborious business; there 
are great difficulties around it; but, for one, I feel that it is very un- 
safe business. If the language of the statutes is to be changed, it 
ought to be considered by Congress, and each session some part of 
the work should be done. We should not undertake to do it all at one 
session, but it should be divided out, running through a series of ses- 
sions of Congress. It is much more important to have this work done 
correctly than to have it done in a lump and all at once. 

MATT. CARPENTER’S VIEWS. 


“Mr. CARPENTER (Mr. Anthony in the chair). The Senator from 
Indiana says this is a dangerous thing. That is undoubtedly se. It 
is dangerous to pass any law, because there may be a mistake in it 
that will harm somebody. That danger is inherent. We can not avoid 
that difficulty. Every exercise of sovereign power is dangerous in that 
sense, that if there is an error lurking iu it and if it is not discovered 


it may do harm. 
“The Senator says this work has been done by three commissioners, 
and from that be derives an objection to it. think it would have 


been an improvement if it could have been done by one competent man. 
Where oe have got one thing to do, whether it be to carve a statue 
or paint a picture or revise the laws of Congress, if it can be done by 
one mind, you are more likely to have it correct than you are if it 
is participated in by more. than one. 

what does the Senator suppose would become of that revision 
if it were to come in here and e the fate of ordinary bills in the 
Senate Chamber? The youngest boy born in this country ° 
could live to see it disposed of. Suppose it were put into ins ents, 
part of it taken up one session and part another, by the time you had 
gone through two or three sessions your accumulated legislation would 
make a new revision abselutely necessary; you never could end any- 
thing, and never would come to any conc usion. 

0 Pndoubtedly there will be found errors in this revision, There never 
was. a revision made, as the Senator from New York has said, that did 
not have errors. It is not in the nature of things that the revision of 
so many statutes should be absolutely perfect. All that we can do is 
to give it every guaranty that such a work ever can have, that it is 
correct. The at benefit of it is that it gives us a starting point for 
the law, and errors are discoy as undoubtedly there will be 
more or less, they are to be corrected by subsequent legislation, and 
every man, every citizen, every lawyer, every judge, knows what he has 
got to start with to find what the law is. He is to start with that 
volume, and then subsequent legislation is all he has got to discover. 
Tell any common man in the complicated relations of official life, who. 
is al revenue collector, if you please, or has something to do 
with the distilling business, that he is su to. know all the law 
on that subject, and it is to be found in yolumes, and he is to be 
indicted if he omits a single particular or mistakes a single provision, 
and he would as soom go to the insane asylum at once as attempt to 
wade through it. Now, then, he has got a start; he has got the statute 
of revision; and then he has got to k to subsequent legislation and 
Fay rill and is certain he has all the enactments on the subject 

fore him. 

“Mr. SARGENT. I think it would be wisdom for the Senate to adopt 
the recommendation. of the committee and pass the code as it is, for 
1 think t care has been given to this revision. Nevertheless, on 
an nation of some parts of the cede with which I am more 
familiar from my former occupations, I think I find that it is not an 
entire codification so much as it is the insertion of parallel passages, 
if I may so express myself; and I will illustrate by a single instance 
which I have in mind. I do not know but that I should be somewhat 


son or 
Pnited States surveys.“ 


chan 


subsequently, as I remember by the history of the Bent on as well 
as findin tt here, and they provided that all claims located after the 
10th o , 1872, shall conform as near as practicable to the United 


Mr. CoxkHNe. Subsequent to 1872. 

“Mr. SARGENT. No. The first act says subsequent to the 9th day of 
July, 1870, but the second one says subsequent to 1872. 

“Mr. CONKLING. Does not the Senator see that there is an interval 
required to be covered by the first statute? 

Mr. SARGENT. Exactly ; but that is not the principle of the original 
law. The second act which I have read was intended to repeal and 
did in fact absolutely repeal the former one. 


3 CoxkLIxq. Then it contains something the Senator has not 


“Mr. Sargunr. No: sir. 

“Mr, Conkning. He has read nothing that comes within eight rows 
of apple trees of repealing it, if the Senator will pardon me. 

“Mr. SARGENT. I have been unable to find anything further on the 
subject. But I mean to say that the second law to which I have re- 
ferred, which made this second regulation and confined the location to 
20 acres; did contain a repealing clause of the former legislation, and 
since that time all locations have been made to each party of 20 acres. 
If. however, under a fair and reasonable construetion of this law, it 
| still remains at 20 acres, then my criticism would have no force. 
| “Mr. Morton: It repeals the former law necessarily, without any re- 
| pealing clause. 

“Mr. SARGENT, But here both are reproduced. Which prevails, the 
| first or second section of this bill? As they are passed contempora- 
| neously, there is no question of time to assist the construction. I men- 
tion that to show that there are crudities in this revision. A person 
understanding that subject thoroughly, and his attention having beer 
drawn to it, could put it in one section, so as to have no confusion. 
_As it is now, we shall have to rely on the judgment of the executive 
officers: in. construing the law. This may be the only instance of the 
SpE n this volume, but it is one that struck my attention more par- 

arly, 

“But, Mr. President, considering the very careful revision that has 
been given to this code and believing it to be the best thing we can 
do on the subject, I shall vote with the gentleman who reports it. 

“Mr. Conxirna. If my friend from diana had not spoken so 
quickly and so positively about this one repealing the other without 
any repealing clause, I should have been 1 enough to read this 
over a many times without finding it out, and I should not be 
su if some other Senators, even the Senator from Indiana, should 

the same position if he will take this and look at it. Let us see: 

But no location of a placer claim made after the 9th day of July, 
1870, RAL exceed 160 acres for any one person or association. of per- 
sons,’ ete. 

‘Then, in the next section we find: 

Where placer claims are upon surveyed lands and conform to legal 
subdivisions no. further survey or plat shall be required, and all placer 
mining elaims 

“Mr. SarcentT. It is the same thin 
„ Mr. CONKLING. Not at all. My friend remarks that it is the same 
thing. I made no affirmation about it. I merely read what the bill 


says: 
ers And all placer mining claims located after the 10th of May, 


aa ae is, located after a different day, more than two years after 
the first. 

"Mr. Sancent. Of course; that is what I said. 

“Mr. EDMUNDS. That refers to the act of 1872, which was a general 
act on the subject of mining. 

“Mr. Morton. One law modified the other, of course. 

“Mr. CONKLING. This is getting very inte The Senator from 
| Indiana now says ‘ one law modified the other.” course it does; but 
what he said first was that one law repeals the other. 

“ Mr. Morton. It does to the extent that it modified It. 

“Mr. Coskbixd. Even though there was no repealing clause, he said 
one repealed the other. He does not mean that. does not mean that 
when one statute says, even if it relates to p the same thing 
whether it does or not, I do not stop to consider, although apparently 
it does not—he does not mean, when a statute relatin 
‘requires that after a certain day in 1870 certain claims and rights 
shall exist, and another statute provides that after a day two years. 
later than that all those rights shall be governed differently, one stat- 
ute repeals the other. He means that it modifies, as he last Says. the, 
other, taking effect upon what shall be in the future the effect of the 
latter statute. A statute of a State which did that would probably be 
void by the Constitution of the United States; a statute of the United 
States which did it might be supposed to be void under another provi- 
sion of the Constitution for taking away property without compensa- 
tion. Therefore, the man who after 1870 took 160 acres under that 
statute had just as good a title to it forever as the man who after 
1872 took 20 acres under the subsequent statute, and they would not 

each other, I su at all. 
repeal h other, I submit, at all 
Mr. Morton. I do not suppose anybody can have misunderstoad 
what the Senator from California said about it, or my remark. The 
second statute was intended to change the first statute and reduce the 
number of acres in the way of a 5 7 claim that anyone could take. 
The Senator from California called attention to the fact that both of 
these statutes are pee there together. A dispute has already arisen. 
The Senator from New York is on hand, of course, to make it all clear, 
but he will not always be on hand to make these things clear when 
these difficulties arise. That is a single instance of confusion already 
arising upon this eode, and perhaps is an illustration of the danger 
of taking a codification made by three men involving a change of phrase- 
ology of all the statutes of the United States that have been carefully 
considered at rent sessions of Congress for seme 60, or 70 years. 
As I said before, I think it is a very dangerous business; and if we 
wanted an illustration of it we find it in the little colloquy that has 
just taken place, 

“Mr. MORRILL of Vermont. May I ask the Senator from New York 
whether the reduction in the tariff made two years ago, of 10 per cent 
on certain articles therein specified, is taken off each article in this 
codification, or whether provision is made by which that reduction shall 
be made as it was in the act? I have not been able to find it. 

“Mr. CONKLING. It is made by being incorporated in the chapter, so 
to call it, which relates to the collection laws. 


“Mr. MORRILL of Vermont. I was not able to turn to it. I supposed 
that wan the way it would be. I saw it was not on each specific 
article, 


bai The bill was ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and 


So we thus present the debate under which the Revised Statutes be- 
came the law of the land and the greatest law book in the world 47 
years ago, It was suggested that in so big a book there would be mis- 
takes, and of course there were. The question was whether they 
should make the mistake of continuing to be without a code, or con- 
tinuing to have their Jaws scattered through many volumes, practically 
inaccessible, and, what was more important, of having laws thus scat- 
tered made at random without any knowledge at the moment of just 
what — repealed by implication. In our Federal legislation there is 
comparatively very little ect repeal, The committees have no time 
to run down everything with which their legislation might be incon- 


* 


g to one thing 
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sistent and conflicting, and it thus becomes the duty of the courts to 
interpret the laws and decide what legislation repealed something prior. 
The theory of this codification has been that it did not favor repeals 
by implication; that the law made by Congress should be restated, un- 
less it was entirely evident that Congress intended a repeal. In such 
cases, when there seems to be conflict between sections of the law, it 
is for the courts to decide what is the law. The Committee on Revi- 
sion of the Laws has not endeavored to make judicial decisions on 
such points, but rather to put in the law made and let the courts de- 
cide, as they would be compelled to if there be no code. 

In many departments, bureaus, and elsewhere the administrative and 
executive offices have been compelled, perhaps, to reach conclusions on 
such questions. For that reason customs and practices have grown 
up in various places in the Government which have had the force of 
law, but which are not the law at use the interpretation was 
sometimes made by men without any serious legal equipment or expe- 
rience, yet to them and their successors these erroneous interpretations 
of the statutes have become sacred and they have been very much sur- 
prised that they have been violating the law for years. 

Before the Revised Statutes were completely printed in 1874, the 
committee discovered 67 errors and corrected them by a bill immedi- 
ately presented and enacted, which was placed in the same book with 
the Revised Statutes as an appendix. The committee has thought best 
to comb this bill zuat now and present those points as suggestions for 
amendment in the ate. 

This bill is three times as big as the other, and there are probably 
some mistakes in it. The West Publishing House recently wrote the 
chairman that they proof read their publications of the statutes three 
times, but that if they proof read them forty times, there would still 
without doubt be mistakes in them. There are very many mistakes in 
the Statutes at Large that never have been corrected, as the commit- 
tee has discovered. If the proposed code is enacted it will be a com- 
8 easy task to search its bages and to correct any mistakes 

at may be subsequently discover If thereupon future legislation 
is based upon a code and repeals are definitely and accurately made, 
Congress can go a long way toward avoiding many of the problems 
which are forced upon the courts as to just what legislation means 
when it seems to conflict with prior legislation. Faithful adherence to 
the laws enacted of course devolves upon the proposed code the a 
parent confilets which various individuals have without authority set- 

led to their own satisfaction. A law clerk down in a bureau looks at 
two or three statutes and repeals all of them he doesn't like, with as 
much graceful abandon as Richard cried, “ Off with his head; so much 
for Buckingham.” Then he is profoundly surprised when the Commit- 
tee on Revision, whose members have enjoyed a practice at the bar 
which, when combined, reaches an rience of 250 years, decline to 
take the responsibility of repealing laws which Con . has never 
repealed. The committee prefers to leave those problems with the 
courts just as Congress did, presenting in the saving clauses of its last 
title everything that can any be said to preserve all rights, perpet- 
uate all laws, and make clear the purpose of the laws. For 18 months 
the chairman of the committee, with a corps of able lawyers assisting, 

ion of the committee of learned lawyers, has 
assembled the general and permanent laws of the land and presented 
in one great code, xped as it has been done, it only 
comes down to the inning of the Sixty-sixth Congress, and if it be 
postponed, the next time if attempted it will be still further behind, 
and it should as near down to date as ible in order to be 
8 use The Revised Statutes of 1874 were very soon fol- 
owed by a second edition which corrected all the errors practically of 
its pr ecessor and was able then to prani the tatutes down 
to the date of their publication practically. It is quite possible that 
the same plan may be adopted if this bill becomes a law, and without 


doubt g as tor Carpenter says, from the foundation of this 
88 of the laws, the next one can in many ways surpass the first 
on 


The Codes of Justinian and Napoleon of course contained many 
mistakes, too, but those mighty law books formed the standard for 
a century of legislation in one case and for 13 centuries in the other, 
and have absolutely invaluable to 833 of litigants, courts, 
barristers, and nations. Mistakes in this code can easily be corrected, 
but to begin at the beginning and make another is a task that probably 
no one would care to undertake unless men are very differently con- 
stituted than they have been since 1874. Every bee the laws ac- 
cumulate without a code throws still more confusion into the interpreta- 
tion of the statutes, and the committee which has so laboriously 
achieved this compilation and codification earnestly hope that the views 
of Conkling, carpenter Bayard, Edmunds, Beck, Butler, Poland, Law- 
rence, Sargent, Morrill, and Alexander H. Stephens may be considered 
worthy of consideration and approval now, when there is so much more 
confusion and n ty for such an assembly and determination of the 
laws. Every man has a right to know what the laws are, and half a 
hundred Federal ju and attorneys have told us that no man can 
know certainly what the laws are now after 47 years of continued 
legislation unchecked. The 9 is here presented that was 

ven then, and that great book of 1874 has never been seriously chal- 
enged upon any point of importance, and for nearly half a century 
has been the north star of all American litigation and legislation, as it 
is hoped by many this will be, if adopted. 


TRAFFIC CONDITIONS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA. 


Mr, FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for five minutes. 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to address the House for five minutes. Is there 
objection ? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, I 
noticed in one of the newspapers of the city last evening an 
article stating that there were 298 more arrests for speeding 
made in this city in the last month than in the month before. 
On a report from the superintendent of police it is stated 
that arrests for traffic law violations in this city in the month 
of January totaled 2,326 and that of these 924 were for speed- 
ing, an increase of 298 over the previous month. 

In my judgment it is time that Congress and the public 
should take some notice of traffic conditions in the city of 


Washington. They have become almost unbearable. The num- 
ber of arrests stated by the superintendent of police might in- 
dicate that something was being done to prevent the constant 
daily and hourly violations of the speed regulations, but these 
arrests amount to nothing. There is nothing stated in this 
article as to how many were fined or sent to jail, but it is 
my understanding that few were fined and fewer punished by 
imprisonment; mere arrest and deposit of collateral, which 
is generally forfeited, amounts to nothing. 

The usual practice is to take a small deposit, and the person 
who violates the law never appears in the police court at all. 
His deposit is forfeited, and that is all there is of it, and he 
goes on his way and commifs the same kind of violations 
again. This practice is wholly ineffective so far as correcting 
conditions, which are constantly getting worse and which are 
a disgrace to the city. 

Punishment should be of such degree as to deter not only 
the one punished but all others as well. Let it be known once 
for all that violation of the speed regulations will meet with 
certain punishment of a degree commensurate with the offense, 
and that is not by forfeiture of collateral, not by fine only, 
but by fine and imprisonment in every case, and operators of 
motor cars will soon learn that it is wise to obey the law. 
Where the death of an innocent pedestrian is caused by reason 
of the unlawful speed of a motor car the person so causing 
the death should be held to the grand jury and punished for 
the felony, for such it is. It is high time that the people of 
this city should awake to the fact that the city is getting the 
reputation of being an unsafe place for anyone to be upon its 
streets, that life is unsafe on the streets of the Capital City 
of the Nation, and unless conditions are remedied people will 
hesitate to visit the city’ 

Mr. HICKS. Will the gentleman permit a question? 

Mr. FULLER, Certainly. 

Mr. HICKS. Is it not a fact that a chauffeur, obtaining his 
license in the District of Columbia, after once obtaining it 
never has to go before the commissioners again to show 
whether he is qualified? 

Mr. FULLER. I understand that to be the case; that 
almost all that is necessary in order to get a permit to drive 
an automobile is to make the application and pay the fee, and 
then it continues year after year without any renewal. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULLER. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is not most of the trouble due to the fact 
that irresponsible chauffeurs employed on salaries, who do not 
own their cars, are permitted to drive, and they do not care 
whether they have accidents or not as long as they keep their 
own bodies whole? A 

Mr. FULLER. Undoubtedly that is frequently the case. One 
reason that has induced me to make these remarks this morn- 
ing is that a few days ago the matter was brought home to me 
in such a way as not to be ignored. A member of my own 
family, the sister of my wife, visiting in Washington for a few 
days, had an errand on the street only a block away. Fifteen 
minutes after she left the home where she was staying her 
crushed and mangled body was in the hospital, murdered by a 
reckless and irresponsible automobile driver, who never ought 
to have been granted a permit to operate an automobile. And 
I say now that it is just as dangerous to give a permit to op- 
erate an automobile to a reckless, incompetent, and irrespon- 
sible person as it would be to give him a permit to carry a 
loaded revolver, because one is a dangerous weapon as much as 
the other; and more lives are endangered, more deaths result 
from violations of traffic regulations, from improper use of 
automobiles, and particularly from speeding, than from all 
other deadly weapons in existence, for the automobile is a 
deadly weapon when in improper hands, and permits should 
be granted only to proper persons, after the most rigid exami- 
nation as to character and fitness to be intrusted with such a 
weapon; and in case of improper use, of negligence, or of 
demonstrated unfitness such permit should in every case be 
promptly revoked. 

I have been told frequently that traffic conditions in this 
city are worse than in any other city in the United States. I 
do not know whether that is so or not, but I do know that in 
the past year I have had to jump for my life at least a thou- 
sand times to get away from speeding automobiles. What I 
would like now is to have these facts made public so that some 
remedy may be found to correct these conditions, I know 
something about the speed at which automobiles go. I have 
watched the speedometers on machines and I know when they 
are going beyond the proper limit. No automobile upon the 
streets of a city should be permitted to run more than 15 miles 
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an hour. A greater speed than that on city streets is always 
dangerous. Automobiles in this city are operated every day 
upon the public streets at a rate of speed as great as that of 
the average railroad train upon a track, and anyone knows that 
that is dangerous to human life. In my judgment three things 
should be done: First, permits should be granted only upon a 
rigid examination, and only to proper persons and under proper 
conditions, and no such permit should be extended beyond one 
year. Second, the practice of taking a deposit from a person who 
violates the speed regulations and allowing him simply to forfeit 
that deposit should be abolished. A man who violates the law 
and is arrested for that violation should be compelled to appear 
and stand trial, and let it be a public matter; and let him not 
only be fined, but if it is a willful violation let there be a jail 
sentence, and when life is taken by a man who is violating the 
speed law, the law presumes him to be responsible for the 
necessary consequences of his act and he ought to be indicted 
and punished for manslaughter or murder, because that is what 
it is. [Applause.] 

I have also another clipping from a paper last night as to 
conditions in the city of Detroit. 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULLER. I yield to the gentleman from Wyoming. 

Mr. MONDELL. Have there been any cases where offenders 
have been given jail sentences for these violations of the traffic 
laws of the District of Columbia? 

Mr. FULLER. I understand that only a very small number 
were given jail sentences. The rest were given either small 
fines or, in the great majority of cases, they simply forfeited their 
collateral and never appeared in court at all. Such a pre- 
tended enforcement of the law is a farce. 

Mr. MONDELL. Does the gentleman realize that we will 
never have safety on the streets until the court begins to punish 
those who violate the law? 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Illinois 
has expired. 

Mr. FULLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask that I may have five 
minutes more. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULLER. I will. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Does not the gentleman think it 
would be a good idea that when a driver is willfully convicted 
of violation of the traffic laws he should be deprived of his 
permit? 

Mr. FULLER. He should be deprived of his permit. That 
should be one of the punishments. Another punishment that 
should be inflicted is that the man who violates the traffic 
regulations more than once, or becomes a chronic violator of 
the traffic laws, should forfeit his automobile as well as the 
right to drive? 

Mr. MAcLAFFERTY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULLER. Yes. 

Mr. MacLAFFERTY. Does the gentleman realize that Wash- 
ington is the poorest lighted city of its size in the country, 
and that owing to the frequent circles pedestrians have to be 
in the fairway for such a great distance in crossing the street 
that it increases the danger, and that 80 per cent of the acci- 
dents are on account of the negligence of pedestrians? 

Mr. FULLER. I do not think that is true at all. We had 
a safety week in Washington a few weeks ago and notices 
were posted all around reading “Don’t get hurt.“ They were 
all against the pedestrians. I did not notice any except the 
eartoon of Berryman in the Star in which it said, “ Don’t 
hurt.” Talk about pedestrians being at fault, every person 
that goes out on the streets of this city knows that he must 
be speedy and jump for his life, because there are only two 
classes of people in the streets—the quick and the dead. 
{Laughter.] If a person is not quick, he is very sure to be 
dead. 

Personal safety induces every pedestrian to look out for him- 
self. He knows that he must do so. When an automobile is 
coming at 80, 40, or 50 miles an hour, as they do sometimes in 
this city, a person has to look and act quickly. You see one 
coming 80 rods away and think there is plenty of time to cross 
the street, but before you know it the automobile is on you, or 
you escape by an inch, and such very narrow escapes are of 
daily and hourly occurrence—— 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FULLER. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman know that my colleague, 
Mr. ZIHLMAN, from Maryland, has a bill that covers every point 
the gentleman has made? 
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Mr. FULLER. I do not think so. In my judgment the bill 
mentioned would not help matters in the least. There is law 
enough now. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the District of Columbia Committee can 
have a day in court we can give the gentleman a law that would 
protect pedestrians. ; 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield? All the balance 
of the world is constantly shifting the responsibility to Con- 
gress, but I do not think a Member of this body ought to join 
in that course. There is plenty of law on the statute books now. 

Mr. FULLER. That is true; there is plenty of law. The law 
is sufficient if enforced by the courts. They should send these 
violators to jail, as they do in Detroit. There they have almost 
eliminated accidents by the courts sending speeders to jail and 
the workhouse. I have an article here which states that mil- 
lionaires as well as poor people have recently been sent to the 
workhouse for violation of the speed laws, and have been com- 
pelled to serve out their sentences. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the judge here yesterday sent a man 
to jail for 60 days for speeding. I 

Mr. FULLER. Many more should have been sent. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The case which the gentleman alludes to 
in Detroit was because Judge Bartlett has the guts to punish, 
and what we need here are judges to punish. 

Mr. FULLER. Yes. What we need here are judges who are 
hard boiled and who will enforce the law and punish these 
violations. The law ought to be enforced, and those who violate 
the law concerning the operation of motor vehicles should be 
punished, as the law contemplates. Since the 1st of January 
last 10 persons have been killed in this city by speeding auto- 
mobiles. In some cases it was nothing less than murder, and 
in such cases there is no suitable punishment but death or 
imprisonment in the penitentiary. If in every case of willful vio- 
lation of the law the offender was punished by imprisonment 
there would not be many more unlawful killings, too often 
referred to as unavoidable accidents. There is no such thing 
as an unavoidable accident when it is caused by the unlawful 
act of the responsible person. If the driver of an automobile 
or any motor vehicle keeps it under control and does not go 
faster than the law provides, no one will be killed. Why, every 
street car in the city slows down at the crossing of an inter- 
secting street, and if there is any indication of danger the 
car is stopped. The motorman must do this or he loses his job. 
But the driver of an automobile in almost every instance does 
not slow down at the crossing of an intersecting street, but 
keeps on at full speed. He does the same in going around 
corners; at least, this is the almost universal practice, as I 
have observed on many occasions. Why should not the driver 
of a motor vehicle be as careful as the driver of a street car? 
I think he should be compelled to observe the same degree of 
caution as the motorman on a street car; and if he would do 
so there would be fewer of the so-called unavoidable accidents. 

Now, I wish to say just this: As the gentleman from Wyoming 
[Mr. MONDELL] remarked, the fault is not with Congress—there 
is law enough. All that is needed is to enforce the law, and 
that is up to the officials of this city. 

I wish to quote from the article to which I have referred 
concerning the situation in Detroit, which was published in a 
newspaper of this city last evening, and which is as follows: 


Jait TERM PROVES CURB FOR SPEEDING—DerTroit’s “ HARD-BOILED ” 
Court Purs EFFECTIVE BAN ON JOY RIDERS. 


When 240 persons were killed in 1920 by speed maniacs and care- 
less motorists Detroit got “ hard-boiled.” 

e result was a decrease of 40 per cent in the number of traffic 
fatalities in 1921—a total of at least 106 lives saved. And this 
sharp cut in traffic deaths was accomplished despite the fact that the 
number of automobiles in Detroit increased 25 per cent. 

“ How does Detroit do it?” 

Louis Resnick, writing in the National Safety News, answers that 
uestion in two words—" cooperation“ and “courage.” Cooperation 

tween the lice department, the automobile club, the board of 
education, and the Detroit Safety Council. Courage on the part of 
Judge C. L. pastors who presides over the Michigan city’s traffic 
2 1 — 8 peona careless motorists to jail and revoking their licenses 
n the bargain. 

“I sat in the traffic court and watched Judge Bartlett dispense 
ustice to s ers and other violators of traffic laws,’ wrote Mr. 

esnick. “In one day he sentenced 29 speeders to manual labor 
in the house of correction. Among them were five men reputed to be 
millionaires, and every one of the 29 served his sentence, Almost 
without exception every speeder that has 8 before Judge 
Bartlett has received a fine ranging between $25 and $500 and has 
been sentenced to from 1 to 10 days in the house of correction. 

“Then, to make the lesson complete, Judge Bartlett has in nearly 
all of these cases revoked the prisoners’ automobile licenses for from 
three months to a year. That is courage.” 

A “hard-boiled” traffic court has been found to be not only a 
severe lesson to the man who is arrested but it is also the finest 
educational agency for the man who might be tempted to “step on it” 
now and then. e always has that vision of the rock pile or laundry 
tub for 10 days or a month before him, and loss of the privilege to 
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comes into er contact with 1 per cent of the motorists of 
Detroit, its effects are felt by the other 99 by imposing sentences that 


really hurt on the 1 per cent. 
JUDGE BARTLETT'S POLICY. 


Here is Judge Bartlett's personal description of his policy: 

“ My policy is and shall continue to be give the speeder the maxi- 
mum . allowed by law. During my first few weeks on this bench 
J followed the old system of assessing small fines and I noticed a ed 
many repeaters u ving before me. I then stationed persons here 
and there about the court room and ~~ outer door to listen to the 


drive after ‘he gets — While statistics show that’ the court ‘only 


more severe orcemen ' 
greater publicity of such action by the courts. might send 100 
ote to jail in one day and if the newspapers did not print the 
uct the lesson would be lost to all but the 100. j 

“When the daily press and the mo pictures report this event, 
the lesson goes home to thousands of potential violators who are re- 
strained from recklessness and carelessness by the mental yvision of al 


Ti on the rock pile.” 
. k ar in the maintenance of an accident in- 


Detroit invests $50,000 a 
vestigation buredu-in its police department. * Invests” is the correct 


word, any citizen of Detroit will tell you, because it pays dividends in 
lives and limbs saved. | 
The bureau is licemen, Their duty is to see that 


rised of 18 
every accident result in a death or physical injury to any n is! 
prompuy * resulting investigated and the facts pines in” the 
n 
to police headquar- 


ters—and it is the duty of every policeman to do that immediately—sev- | 
eral members of ‘the accident investi mn squad rush to the scene. 
There they obtain statements from witnesses, distances are accurately | 
measured, and a police photographer takes pictures of the wreck and 
the scene. As a result the police come into court with a case that is 
almost indisputable. | 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. Mr. Speaker, I move that the remarks | 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp] wherein he 
used the word “ guts” be expunged from the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentleman from Illinois has 
expired. | 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask that the gentleman be 
given two minutes more. | 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Idaho moves that the 
remarks of the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. STAFFORD] be 
expunged from the RECORD. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. They are disgraceful and should not 
have been uttered on this floor. . | 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask recognition on the mo- 
tion of the gentleman from Idaho. I think my colleague from 
Idaho [Mr. SscrrH] has acted rather hastily. If he will exam- 
ine the CONGRESSIONAL Recorp he will find that very expression 
which the distinguished gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Srar- 
¥oxp] used at least in a dozen places. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. That may be, but it has no proper} 
place there. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why, that is a favorite expression of my 
colleague from Arkansas, Mr. Winco. [Laughter.] The gen- 
tleman’s side of the House has placed it in the Recorp several 
times. Iam gure that if the gentleman from Idaho had waited 
for a few minutes until the reporter's notes were handed to 
amy friend from Wisconsin, he would find probably that the 
word had been deleted by the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I question whether the gentleman from 
Texas has any authority to make that statement. [Laughter.] | 

Mr. BLANTON. But, if the gentleman from Wisconsin did 
not do it, I want to say that I am behind him anyway, because 
the gentleman from Wisconsin does not speak on this floor ill- 
adyisedly. He is prepared on every subject that comes up, and 
the is one of the few men who is prepared on all measures that 
come on fhis floor. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will confine himself to ‘the 
‘subject of the debate. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not in favor of striking the language 
of the gentleman from Wisconsin out of the Recorp. There is 
surely some latitude in debate here. A Member does not have 
to get up here on the floor and imagine that he is out under 
timid, shrinking Idaho skies every time he opens his mouth. He 
is on the floor of the United States House of Representatives 
where he is supposed to speak his mind even if he has to use 
a good old-fashioned expression once in a while, I want to say 
that it is a good expression that my friend from Wisconsin 
used, and I wish that more of us on this floor had more of just 
‘what he mentioned. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the motion of the gentleman from Idaho. 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho rose. 

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise? 

Mr. SMITH of Idaho. I rise to discuss the motion to strike 
out the language. 


|| the b 
|| pleted within three years from the date of approval thereof. 


The SPEAKER. But the gentleman from Wisconsin has 
moved the previous question. That is a privileged motion. The 
question is on ordering the previous question on the motion 
of the gentleman from Idaho. 

The previous question was ordered. 
ian A 8 vention is on the motion of the gentle- 

aho that the language used by the tleman from 
Wisconsin be stricken from the Rxconb. 4 wit 
The question was taken, and the motion was rejected. 


ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 


Mr. RICKETTS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re- 
ported ‘that this day ‘they had presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the following bills: 

H. R. 12473, An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Winco Block Coal Co., a corporation, to construct a bridge 
hee, the Tug Fork of the Big Sandy River, in Mingo County, 

H. R. 11731. An act to provide for the renting of the first floor 


of the customhouse at Mobile, Alu., to the Mobile Chamber of 
Commerce. 


INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT 
(H. REPT, NO. 1549). 


Mr. WOOD of Indlana. Mr, Speaker, I submit a conference 
report upon the bill (H. R. 13696) making appropriations for 
the Executive Office and sundry independent executive bu- 
reaus, boards, commissions, and offices for the fiscal year ending 
ane 30, 1924, and for other purposes, for printing under the 

BRIDGE ACROSS ARKANSAS RIVER AT LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. JACOWAY. Mr. Speaker, I call up from the Speaker's 
table the bill S. 4439, to revive and to reenact an act entitled 
“An act granting the consent of Congress for the construction 
of a bridge and approaches thereto across the Arkansas River 
between the cities of Little Rock and Argenta,” approved Octo- 


ber 6, 1917, a similar House Dill being on the calendar. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Arkansas calls up 
from the Speaker's desk a Senate bill, a similar House bill 
being on the calendar before the Senate bill was returned to 
the House. The Clerk will report the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the act approved October 6, 191 ting 
‘the consent of Congress for the — 55 of Pulaski, in he Siite 0 
Arkansas, its suecessors and assigns, to construct a bridge across the 
Arkansas River at the city of Little Rock on the site now occupied by 
the free highway bridge constructed by said county in the years 1896 
and 1897 be, and the same is hereby, revived and reenacted: Provided 
That this act shall be null and void unless the actual construction of 
hereby authorized be commenced within one year and com- 


ic. . ` 

À —ꝗ—.— — —.— e right to alter, amend, or repeal this act is hereby 

The SPEAKER. 
Senate bill. 

The bill was ordered to be read a third ‘time, was read ‘the 
third time, and passed. 

A similar House bill was laid on the table. 

REORGANIZATION OF FOREIGN SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I present a priy- 
fleged report from the Committee on Rules which I send to 
ithe desk and ask to have read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Resolution 501 (Rept. No. 1546). 


The question is on the third reading of the 


Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, the bill sought to 
be made in order under this resolution has been reported by 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. It makes certain consoli- 
dations and changes in the Consular and Diplomatic Service. 
The rule provides for two hours of general debate upon the 
bill, one-half ‘the time fo be controlled by those favoring the 
bill and one-half by those opposing it. The resolution has the 
support of the entire membership of the Committee on Rules, 
I think. Does the gentleman from Tennessee desire any time 
on the rule? 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. I think not. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of Kansas. Then, Mr. Speaker, I ask for 
a vote on the resolution, 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu- 
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union for the consideration of the bill (H. R. 13880) for 
the reorganization and improvement of the foreign service of 
the United States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, pending that 
motion, may I have the attention of the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania for a moment? 

Mr. PORTER. Yes. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. The rule provides for two 
hours of debate. I understand it to be agreeable all around 
that that time shall be controlled, one-half by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Porter], and one-half by the gentle- 
man from Maryland [Mr. LINTHICUM]. 

Mr. PORTER. That is the understanding. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Will not the gentleman kindly 
make that request? 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
one-half the time shall be controlled by the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. Linruicum], and one-half by myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle- 
man from Pennsylvania that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for 
the consideration of the bill H. R. 13880. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera- 
tion of the bill H. R. 18880, with Mr. Hicks in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 13880, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 13880) for the reorganization and improvement of 
the foreign service of the United States, and for other purposes. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the first reading of the bill be dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. According to the rule and unanimous- 
consent agreement the Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania to control one hour in favor of the bill. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. ROGERS]. : 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, every man thinks that a 
measure to which he has given a great part of his time for 
some years is an important measure. I do not wish to presume 
in making this statement, but I think it is perfectly fair and 
perfectly conservative to say that the adoption of some such 
legislation as is here proposed will very materially improve the 
efficiency and the businesslike organization of the foreign serv- 
ice of the United States. I do not ask you, of course, to accept 
that upon the authority of the sponsor of the bill. I should 
like to call your attention to some of those who, after having 
given it a great deal of study, are recommending this measure, 
The former Secretary of State, Mr. Robert Lansing, is very 
strongly in favor of the bill. We have the explicit and vigorous 
approval and indorsement of the measure from the present 
Secretary of State, Mr. Hughes. If members of the committee 
are in doubt as to the attitude which they should take upon this 
bill, I should like to call their attention to certain extracts from 
the testimony of Secretary Hughes which are reprinted in the 
report, beginning on page 10 and concluding on page 14. Then 
we have the testimony of men who are veterans in the foreign 
service and who are looking at the question from a technical 
viewpoint—men whom the House trusts, and whom I think the 
House has reason to trust. I refer, for example, to the present 
Undersecretary of State, Mr. William Phillips, to Mr. Wilbur 
J. Carr, director of the Consular Service, who is perhaps as 
well known to the membership of this House as is any man in 
the Government, and who never fails to convince us both of 
his ability and sincerity, as well as the value of his long ex- 
perience. I refer to Consul General Skinner, one of the best 
men in the service of the United States. Former Ambassador 
Henry White indorses this bill. John W. Dayis, formerly an 
honored Member of this House and more recently ambassador 
to Great Britain, made a special journey from New York so 
that he might state to the Committee on Foreign Affairs his 
belief in the measure and his reasons why he believed some 
such program is essential to our foreign service. I refer also 
to Mr. Frank L. Polk, former Undersecretary of State, who 
also came on from New York to testify, and who made a very 


earnest appeal for legislation of this kind, I should like to call 
to the attention of the committee the fact that practically 
every chamber of commerce and trade organization in the 
United States and many of the American chambers and trade 
organizations functioning in other parts of the world have gone 
on record as favoring this particular reorganization of our 
foreign service. Almost all the business organizations which 
es foreign trade contacts are also on record to the same 
e 

While I do not wish to seem to single out the yiews of any 
one Member of the House, I think it may imterest my col- 
leagues to know that the chairman of the Committee on Appro- 
priations [Mr. Mabpzx] has made a very careful study of this 
bill both with respect to its substantive provisions and with 
respect to the outlay which will become necessary under it. 
Mr. Mappen authorized me this morning to say that he is 
heartily in favor of the bill, and hopes a little later, after his 
committee duties are concluded, to speak in its favor. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly. 

Mr. BLANTON. Who wrote the bill? 

Mr. ROGERS. The bill, like most reorganization bills, is 
an evolution. I think, perhaps, I wrote more of it than any- 
body else, but I have for weeks had the very valuable as- 
sistance of the members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
and of representatives of the State Department whom we 
called before us and who helped us materially. 

Mr. BLANTON. The question I desired to ask the gentle- 
man is this. There was no explanation given Members of the 
House on the rule which was very limited. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. The bill has not been read; we let it go by 
without a first reading. There has been no statement made as 
to what changes in the present law the bill makes. As one 
Member of the House, I think I would like to know the 
changes 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman will perhaps not be surprised 
to hear that I had intended to discuss the bill. It is for that 
purpose I have taken the floor. 

The present foreign service of the United States is not a 
single foreign service. It is a dual service with the two sides 
of the system just as distinct as if they were in separate water- 
tight compartments. On one side we find the Diplomatie Serv- 
ice of the United States; on the other side, separated from the 
Diplomatic Service by battlements and a moat, we find the 
Consular Service. A little later I shall show more in detail 
why I think the separation is unfortunate. At this point I 
would suggest simply one good reason. In the old days—and 
this separation is a relic of the early times of the Republic—in 
the old days the problems coming before our Diplomatic Service 
or our Consular Service were rather simple, narrow, specific 
things. Our world trade and our world polities seldom touched 
each other. 

Nowadays every international question has both its diplo- 
matic aspect and its business aspect. There is no question that 
comes before either side of our foreign service to-day which is 
not both commercial and political. And yet we have the diplo- 
matic side of the service, the political side, completely distinct 
in every way from the business side of the service. That segre- 
gation arises, as I say, from historical reasons. But as the 
years have passed, and especially as the postwar period has 
more and more brought us into direct contact with world busi- 
ness problems, the vice of the present arrangement becomes in- 
creasingly apparent, 

Let us try to visualize what these two isolated services 
involye. I am going to suggest that we picture the present 
Diplomatic Service as a tall pole, like a flagpole, sticking high 
up in the air, and the Consular Service a similar pole sticking 
up in the air a short distance away. There are no less than 
25 salary and class graduations in the consular side of the 
service. There are six classes of consuls general; there are 
nine classes of consuls; there are three or four classes of con- 
sular assistants; there are three or four classes of vice consuls 
of career, and various others. Such a number of subdivisions 
for the Consular Service is manifestly unnecessary if not ab- 
surd. There are many anomalies in the arrangement of these 
classes which have developed from historical causes. For in- 
stance, some consuls general get higher salaries than some min- 
isters, although they are theoretically, at least, of lower rank 
than ministers. For example, also, some consuls general get 
less salary than consuls, although naturally the title of consul 
general is of superior rank and authority. But aside from 
that there is no possible reason in theory or practice why we 
should have 25 classes of consuls general and consuls. 
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On the other side we have the diplomatic flagpole with only 
4 subdivisions, as against 25. Four is too few, just as 25 is too 
many. But that also has arisen because of certain condi- 
tions of the past. 

Here is the situation with respect to salaries: The salary 
range on the consular side is from $1,500 at the bottom to 
$12,000 at the top, but the salary range on the diplomatie side 
is from $2,500 at the bottom to only $4,000 at the top. A man 
enters the Diplomatie Service at the age of 25 or 30; he gives 
the 20 years which are the best. years of his life to his work; 
he suceeeds above the average of his fellows, and then he 
finds himself at the end of that 20 or 25 years elevated to class 1. 
He gets a salary of $4,000. His colleague on the consular side, 
serving for the same period, performing no more important 
duties and with no greater ability, may hope to rise to a salary 
of $12,000. 

We suggest that both of these situations are anomalous. and 
absolutely detrimental to the well-being of the service. So we 
take our two poles, put some rungs between them, and thus make 
them a ladder. We put in nine rungs to constitute the ladder, 
and we call the resultant apparatus “ the foreign service of the 
United States.” Hach of these rungs represents a class. Wach 
represents a merit promotion from the bottom class, which is 
class 9, up to the top class, which Is class 1. Every efficient man, 
secretary or consul, now in the service is given an appropriate 
rung on the foreign service ladder. Every new man admitted 
hereafter starts at the bottom rung. i 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman: yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield. 

Mr. HUSTED. I am very much interested in the bill. I think 
it is a perfectly splendid piece of legislation. But I wonder 
why the gentleman in section 4 carries the distinction which he 
calls anomalous. Section 4 provides that these foreign officers 
may be appointed as secretaries, or consular officers, or both, 
Why not ħave them simply appointed as foreign service officers 
and assigned to such work in the department as is best for it? 

Mr. ROGERS. Because, as Secretary of State Hughes pointed 
out in his testimony, we can not, by writing a piece of domestic 
legislation, overcome world conditions and practice and no- 
menclature. Great Britain is not going to know our representa- 
tive in London as a foreign-service officer. Our representative 
there must function as a secretary, or as a consul or consul 
general, as the case may be. All we can do is to erect this 
foreign-service superstructure for the purpose of making inter- 
changeable the two sides of the service and for the purpose 
of establishing a uniform salary scale which will permit that 
interchangeability. 

Mr. HUSTED, I must say that I can not quite see the 
force of the objection. It does not apply to ministers. It 
applies only to consuls and secretaries, and when accredited to 
any particular nation they would be assigned to certain duties, 
consular, or diplomatic, or clerical duties. Their status could 
easily be ascertained. 

Mr. ROGERS, But a consular officer is a principal officer 
of the United States abroad. All our statutes and all the 
statutes and usages of every other country deal with these 
representatives as secretaries or as consuls. We have exam- 
ined carefully the very point the gentleman makes, The views 
of every man with whom I have talked and the view of the 
committee, I think, was that while it would be desirable to 
get rid of the designations as secretaries and consuls, it would 
accomplish nothing so far as our fundamental purpose in this 
bill was concerned and might lead to very serious embarrass- 
ment as these officers tried to function in the cities of the 
world to which they went. The “ foreign-service officer” des- 
ignation must, I think, be a domestic matter, and it could 
scarcely pass current abroad. 

Mr. HUSTED. I think it would not affect the fundamental 
purpose of the bill at all. I do not believe it would lead to 
any serious embarrassment. It would make them more har- 
monious simply to have them assigned as foreign-service repre- 
sentatives, and then they could be assigned to particular duties. 

Mr. ROGERS. It can, in my opinion, do no harm to retain 
the old designations, and may easily do affirmative good. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will this bill frame our general foreign- 
service structure along practically the same lines as the foreign 
service of other countries? 

Mr. ROGERS. Most of the other principal powers of the 
world have been tending more and more toward this inter- 
changeable idea. Our principal trade rivals have almost com- 
plete interchangeability. We are the only principal power in 
the world, I think, that apparently thinks it is conclusive that 
a man who once starts as a consul shall, whatever his fitness, 


never become a diplomatic officer and vice versa. Only one 
consular officer in a quarter of a century has been made a 
minister. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Of course, many foreign countries now 
are bringing men of commercial experience and prominence into 
their foreign service. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. That is precisely what we hope will 
result from this bill. We hope it is going to bring business 
methods and business men into the foreign service. We think 
it will tremendously broaden the range of selection of men who 
will desire to enter the foreign service. The wider the field of 
selection the better should be, and I believe will be, our per- 
sonnel and our representation. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. If L understand the tendency in other 
countries, particularly the large commercial countries, it is 
toward a removal from the old bureaucratic system. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; and to permit flexibility where flexi- 
bility is likely to help the service and the country involved. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. One other question: Does this bill relate 
to the work that is being done by the Department of Commerce 
in foreign lands? 

Mr. ROGERS. It has no bearing whatever upon the agencies 
of the Department of Commerce. The House of Representa- 
tives and the Congress have very recently and by a decisive 
vote indicated that they wished to retain the foreign activities 
of the Department of Commerce. I think the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs would feel that it had no right to go against 
what 3 to be un apparent mandate of the House in that 
regar 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. As I recall, the Secretary of State 
said he believed this bill had the cordial approyal of the De- 
partment of Commerce. 

Mr. ROGERS. He specifically stated that in the hearing. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. May I make one other observation in 
connection with what I have said? For my part, personally, 


I think it would be advisable if we could coordinate the work 


of the Department of Commerce and that of the foreign service. 

Mr. ROGERS. I have long shared the gentleman's feeling 
about that. 

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. TOWNER. I notice in section 3 a very succinct state- 
ment of the proposition: 


That the official designation “ for service officer” as employed 
throughout this act shall be deemed to denote permanent officers in 
the foreign service below the de of minister, ail of whom are sub- 
ject to promotion on merit, and who may be assigned to duty in either 
the diplomatic or the consular branch of the foreign service at the dis- 
cretion of the President. $ 


Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. TOWNER. I call the attention of the gentleman to sec- 
tion 5, which states that— 
hereafter appointments to the position of foreign service officer shall 
be made after examination or, after five years of continuous service 
therein, by transfer from the Department of State under such rules 
and regulations as the President may prescribe. 

There is an extension, then, is there not, of the examination 
system, not only to the Consular Service as it already exists 
but also to the Diplomatic Service—to the undersecretaries, and 
so forth? 

Mr. ROGERS. Since 1915 the Diplomatie Service has been 
filled as a result of examination also, excluding, of course, am- 
bassadors and ministers. 

Mr. TOWNER. Yes, certainly. 
officers in the Diplomatic Service? 

Mr. ROGERS. All officers in the Diplomatie Service below 
the rank of minister are now selected by examination, and have 
been for some years. 

Mr. DOWELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. Section 5 provides that hereafter they shall 
all be examined for appointment to the foreign service. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; below the rank of minister. 

Mr. DOWELL. Does that mean that those now in the Diplo- 
matic Service, before appointment to the new foreign service, 
would be required to take an examination under this clause? 

Mr. ROGERS. Section 7, line 14, specifically exempts those 
now in the service from further examination before reappoint- 
ment in the foreign service. 

Mr. DOWELL. Just one other question. Who makes the 
classification that is provided for, and on what basis is the 
classification made? 

Mr. ROGERS. Does the gentleman mean the creation of the 
eae in the bill or the appointments to the classes under the 
b 


Does it include all other 
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Mr. DOWELL. I mean the appointments under the bill. I 
understand that there are now different classifications under 
this bill? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. DOWELL. I assume from the Janguage that some one 
must place certain positions in certain classes. Who makes the 
classification under section 2? 

Mr. ROGERS. I think if the gentleman ‘will turn to section 
7 he will find his question answered. 

Mr. DOWELL. On what basis are they classified? 

Mr. ROGERS. On the basis of efficiency, and also on the 
basis of the rank which they now hold, assuming they are 
found efficient. 

Mr. DOWELL. Serving ‘in different countries or different 
places, is there any difference in the classification in the various 
countries—for instance, in the ‘Consular Service, in one country 
or in another? 

Mr. ROGERS. In recent years there has been no classifica- 
tion of the Consular Service by posts. A man moves upward 
from ‘class to class, first vice consul at the bottom, then .consul 
halfway up, and then consul general. So the answer to the 
gentleman’s question is no. 

Mr. DOWELL. Is there the same classification and the same 
pay for the same position at one point as at-another point? 

Mr. ROGERS. There is no geographical element involved in 
the classifying. 

Mr. DOWELL. Rut there is the rank, so far as the pay is 
concerned, and Liassume that is with reference to the importance 
of the position. . 

Mr. ROGERS. Precisely. 

Mr. POWELL. And thut is determined and the appointment 
is made and the classification made according to the importance 
` af the place where they are serving? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. Not merely, of course, the importance 
of the city as such, but its importance as a point of trade con- 
tact or political contact with the United States. 

Mr. DOWELL, Is that based on trade questions as to dlassi- 
fication? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; so far as the consuls are concerned. it 
is governed almost exclusively by that consideration. That is 
naturally true, ‘because only a few consulates have any political 
functions, those few being at places like Ottawa and Cape Town, 
and the like, where consuls general represent the United States 
at capitals of self-governing possessions of the British Empire 
or some other power. 

Mr. DOWELL. The qualifications and pay are all based upon 
these considerations? K 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainty. 

Mr. TILSON. In the matter of promotion, does the bill 
provide that it shall be by blind seniority, so that a man starts 
in at the bottom, regardiess of achievement, and goes along 
until he reaches ithe highest point, while another man, far 
superior in qualifications and performances, must be delayed? 
In other words, do they all go along together, without any 
chance of promotion for ability or for special merit of any 
kind? 

Mr. ROGERS. There is no requirement in the present law, 
and no absolute requirement in this proposal, that promotion 
shall be either by selection or by seniority. So far us there is 
a requirement in this bill, the gentleman will find it in section 
6, which provides: 

That the Secretary of State is directed to report from time to time 
to the President, along with his recommendations, the names of those 
foreign-service officers who by reason of efficient service have demon- 
strated special capacity for promotion to the grade of minister, and 
the names of those foreign-service officers and officers and employees 
in the Department of State who by reason of efficient ‘service, an 
accurate record of which shall be kept in the Department of State, 
have demonstrated special efficiency, and also the names of persons 
found upon taking the prescribed examination to have fitness for 
appointment to the lower grades of the service, 

Our practice in the past has always been to move up men 
because they deserved to be moved up and not merely because 
they were older or had longer experience in the service. Every 
requirement of efficient service—of course, assuming proper 
administration—necessitates selection promotion instead of 
seniority promotion. 

Mr. TILSON. The gentleman realizes that there is always 
danger when it comes to make a selection by merit or exami- 
nation, and unless there is some means of selection, and blind 
seniority is followed, it means danger and death. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is an age-old controversy in the Army 
and the Navy. I agree with the gentleman that as far as for- 
eign service is concerned the ‘selective basis is the lesser of 
the two evils. 


Mr. BLANTON. That is not only in the Army and the Navy 
but in the House of Representatives. [Laughter.] ‘The gentle- 
man has alluded to the nine-rung ladder. Is that ladder social 
or political? [Laughter.] 

Mr. ROGERS. It is one of true merit—an American ladder. 

Mr. BLANTON. But the foreign agent who is on the ninth 
rung of the ladder would be inine places removed on social 
occasions from the one who occupied the first rung. 

Mr. ROGERS. Not at all. 

Since the gentleman has brought up the ‘social question T 
will discuss it for a moment. 

As between the present two services, the Diplomatic Service 
is primarily the social agency of the Government. In my judg- 
ment, the caste that has occasionally become munifest in the 


Diplomatic ‘Service has been most unfortunate and un-American, — 


If this bill passes, a young man upon entering the foreign serv- 
ice will. I hope, ‘first be sent to a consulate. He will learn a 
lot of things at ‘that consulate. He will learn things he could 
never learn from books. ; 

‘Usually the young secretary in the past ‘has gone from the 
law school or the edllege right into the foreign service. He 
has had no opportunity to knew business or to learn ‘businesy 
methods. He has had no advantage in age or experience which 
gives him a sufficiently level head to ‘withstand the ‘tempta: 
tions of society abroad. I have seen very young men go inte 
the foreign service. They were incessantly invited out to din 
ner, ‘féted and treated with distinction by people of fashion 
and position. They lost their heads and their Americanism at 
the same time. They lost their sense of perspective and values, 

Do not think that I am speaking of all of them. I fear that 
I am ‘speaking of a considerable portion of them. Now, if we 
start in a young man ut the consulate he is not going to have 
a fuss made about him sociully—he may be in Singapore ot 
on the West Coast of Africa, or in Central America, where there 
is no society. He will learn ‘business methods. He will ac 
quire poise and sense ‘and discrimination. He will learn ta 
keep his head when later he is on duty at a European capital. 
He is going to be a more useful man to himself always, and 
that means that he is going to be a more ‘valuable public 
servant to the United States. He will have a grasp of business 
and trade and polifics. We shall get rid of the caste system, 
of a system where the diplomatic side of the service sometimes 
looks down on the consular side. We shall create a spirit of 
loyalty to a single unified foreign service and not primarily 
loyalty to the side of the service to which the individual ‘mein- 
ber belongs. 

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts has expired. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts 10 minutes more. 

Mr. FESS. ‘Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Certainly. 

Mr. FESS. Is there any increased facility in educational 
institutions for ‘the training which the gentleman has men- 
tioned for the Consular Service? 

Mr. ROGERS. More and more institutions are giving courses 
or groups of courses which are adapted to the training of 
young men for the foreign service. 

But to my mind—and important as the academic training 
is—far beyond what any educational institution can do is the 
going to school in the consulate. I want to see a man enter 
the service with thorough knowledge of at least one foreign 
language, with knowledge of international law, with ‘knowledge 
of the methods of foreign commerce and intercourse, and so 
forth, so that he will start as far along on his journey as pos- 
sible. Then I want him to go to the most practical school in 
thé world—the school in the consular office abroad. 

Mr. FESS. Is it necessary in order to get into the diplo- 
matic service to start in the Consular Service, if this bill should 
pass? 

Mr. ROGERS. Tt is not necessary, but I hope that a wise 
administration of this bill will Insist that every man when he 
enters the service as a young man shali get a good stiff course 
in the Consular Service. That is the business part of the Gov- 
ernment abroad. 

Mr. FESS. I am somewhat confused at a statement that Mr. 
Hughes made. I refer now to page 5 of the hearings. He said: 

The bill does not make a diplomatic offiver out of one who is not a 
diplomatic officer. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is true. When a man is representing 
us abroad he is known to the country of his post as either a 
diplomatic officer or as a consular officer, because that is the 
only nomenclature they understand. The gentleman from New 
York [Mr. Hustep] suggests that perhaps we could reform the 
situation in that respect by eliminating secretaries and consuls 
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as such. It is possible that we could. As I answered him, I 
think we get all the benefits of the change by creating a foreign 
service in which these men may be transferred freely as a mat- 
ter of administration from one side to the other. 

Mr. FESS. Will the two functions, diplomatic and consular, 
remain separate and distinct after we pass this bill? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; in general. We shall still, in London, 
for example, have a consul general and also an embassy force, 
although the consul general will be a foreign officer of class 1 
in our superstructure, so far as domestic classification and sal- 
ary are concerned. 

Mr. FESS. The gentleman understands that I am in entire 
Sympathy with the bill. 

Mr. ROGERS. I appreciate greatly the gentleman's support. 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. Has the gentleman ever considered the desir- 
ability and practicability of maintaining a diplomatic and con- 
sular school in the State Department, just as we do for the 
Army service, just as we do for the Navy service, with instruc- 
tion in a classroom, practical experience in the consulates and 
legations and embassies? It is a technical training, and I 
think it would be a wonderful thing to do. ; 

Mr. ROGERS. I bave given a great deal of thought to that 
question. In an earlier draft of this bill I had a provision for 
very much the thing the gentleman has in mind. Mr. Hughes, 
in going over my original proposal, recommended that for the 
present at least the school idea be not considered. If the gen- 
tleman has the opportunity he will find in a letter to me from 
the Secretary of State, which appears on page 61 of the hear- 
ings, an analysis of the reasons that led him to postpone the 
recommendation for the present, at least. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman tell us 
how much this bill is going to cost? 

Mr. ROGERS. With pleasure. Before I mention the exact 
figure—and I will mention it—I should like to indicate why 
it is necessary to have a salary revision. As I have said, the 
salary scale of the consular service is from $1,500 up to $12,000, 
and of the diplomatic service from $2,500 to $4,000, although 
the top diplomatic officer is fully comparable in the importance 
of his duties and in his presumed ability with the top of- 
ficer in the consular service. Suppose you have this situation: 
We have a counselor of embassy at London, with a salary of 
$4,000, and we have a consul general at London with a salary 
of $12,000. If for some administrative reason it is desirable 
to transfer that consul general to another post as a counselor, 
you would have to cut his salary from $12,000 down to $4,000. 
That is an extreme case, of course, but you find the same situa- 
tion existing in some degree everywhere. So we have assimi- 
lated the two salary scales. We have started the top class 
of the foreign service officer at $9,000, and we have graduated 
it down to $3,000. 

The total cost of this bill per year will be not far from 
$325,000. Mr. Hughes said that in his judgment it was the 
most efficient expenditure of money which the United States 
could possibly make, and he closed his testimony with these 
words: 

Protect the Government from wasteful outlay. I am for that 
strongly, but do not hurt your Government by foolish economy. 

This is going to cost, as I say, about $325,000 a year. 

Mr. BLANTON. More than it now costs? 

Mr. ROGERS. More than it now costs. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I am against it. 

Mr. ROGERS, _I thought so. 

I Want to call to the attention of gentlemen the fact that the 
foreign service of the United States is to-day -practically self- 
supporting. Within the last three years it has been absolutely 
self-supporting, and only the passage of the Johnson 3 per 
cent immigration law has prevented it from being self-support- 
ing during the last year. For the current year it is costing 
about $3,000,000 net. I think when you consider the manifold 
agencies and usefulness of this department in representing the 
country all over the world you will see that it is not top-heavy 
either in salary or in the outlay it involves to the Government. 
Remember that this is the department of peace. Contrast the 
cost with that of the War and Navy Departments. 

Mr. HUSTED. Might I say incidentally in that connection 
that the revenues of the Department of State cover the entire 
cost of maintaining the foreign service abroad. 

Mr. ROGERS. I am not going to discuss the retirement pro- 
vision at this time 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. STAFFORD, The purpose of my rising was to ask the 
gentleman to make some explanation of the retirement feature. 


Mr. ROGERS. But my time is almost up. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I understood that the gentleman had 
yielded 30 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS. It was not my purpose to use so much time. 

Mr. STAFFORD. The chairman of the committee is very 
considerate of the gentleman—— 

Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman will yield me five minutes 
additional, I will try to answer. 

ne PORTER. I yield the gentleman five additional min- 
utes, 

Mr. STAFFORD. I wish to inquire on what basis the com- 
mittee arrived at the fixing of the maximum and minimum 
annuities for the retirement of the foreign-service officers? 

Mr. ROGERS. We considered various factors in arriving at 
those particular figures in the retirement section. We consid- 
ered, in the first place, what the other countries of the world 
were doing in the way of retirement, and found they were retir- 
ing their officers in general on a percentage which ranged from 
about 65 per cent to 87 per cent of their salaries. Our maxi- 
mum, as the gentleman will notice, is 60 per cent after 30 years’ 
service. 

Mr. STAFFORD, Where is the determinate factor, so far as 
the legislation the gentleman has reported is concerned, as to 
the annuity that these various officers shall receive in the re- 
spective classes? 

Mr. ROGERS. As I say, we were guided somewhat by the 
practice which has prevailed for some years in other nations. 
Great Britain has a maximum of 87 per cent for her retire- 
ment in the case of a. long-service officer, and Great Britain, 
as I desire the gentleman especially to note, has a noncontribu- 
tory system. She does not require a penny of contribution from 
her foreign-service employees. We require a contribution of 5 
per cent of the salary calculated on the basis of the Lehlbach 
civil service retirement law. 

Mr. STAFFORD, But what is the determinate factor of the 
rate they will receive between the maximum and minimum? Is 
that left entirely to the discretion of the department in deter- 
mining the rate of retirement? 

Mr. ROGERS. I think I did not understand the gentleman's 
question fully. In the first place, the determinate factor is 
the number of years he has served. That factor throws him into 
one of the classes lettered A-F, inclusive. The second factor 
is the average salary—which we call the “average basis sal- 
ary” in the Lehlbach law—for a period of 10 years prior to 
the date of retirement. Suppose a man is getting $3,000 for 
3 years and $4,000 for 4 years and $5.000 for 3 years and then 
retires, His average salary for the 10 years would be about 
eee If he had served 30 years he would get 60 per cent of 

E 

Mr. STAFFORD. Where is your provision in the bill tbat 
states that he shall receive 60 per cent or any other per- 
centage? 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman will notice the Lehlbach law 
is made determinative except as amended. If he will refer to 
the Lehlbach law he will find that the method of computing 
the retirement allowance is set forth in full, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Has any estimate been made as to the 
amount that will be required by reason of this retirement 
feature? 

Mr. ROGERS. On that matter we have had the assistance 
of the actuaries in the State Department. We have also had 
the assistance of private insurance companies, The Bureau of 
Efficiency has very carefully charted an estimate in ways 
which, I am frank to say, are quite beyond my comprehension. 
For the first 20 or 25 years under the operation of the law it 
will cost nothing, because the contributions will exceed the 
outlay. After that there will be a gradual increase of cost 
which must be appropriated by the Federal Government, ani 
which will ultimately rise to its peak of about $400,000 per 


year. 

Mr. STAFFORD. And is that in addition to the gentleman's 
estimate of $325,000 to $350,000 for salaries alone? 

Mr. ROGERS. Three hundred and twenty-five thousand dol- 
lars is the cost in salary alone. About 1960 the retirement cost 
will rise for a time to about $400,000. Then it is expected to 
decline somewhat gradually. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then our great-grandchildren will not be 
taxed so heavily? 

Mr. ROGERS. They will have to pay a little more for the 
retirement of foreign-service officers—— 

Mr. BLANTON. How much has been estimated it will re- 
quire for the retirement during the first 10 years of this law? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. The first 10 years it will not cost 


anything. They will meet the bill for the first 10 years, except 
$50,000 as the initial payment. 
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Mr. ROGERS. If the gentleman from Wisconsin is inter- 
ested 

Mr. STAFFORD. I am greatly interested. 

Mr. ROGERS. Until 1944 the receipts from the 5 per cent 
payment of the employees will more than balance the payments 
of annuities. After that there will be necessary a gradually in- 
creasing appropriation until the sum of about $400,000 is 
reached about 1960. Then it will begin to sag again. 

Mr. DOWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again 


expired. 

Mr. PORTER. I yield the gentleman two minutes addi- 
‘tional. 

Mr. DOWELL. Does this increase the number in the ‘foreign 
service? 

Mr. ROGERS. ‘There is no intention in this bill of increas- 
ing by one man the number of the personnel of the foreign 
service. My authority is Director Carr, of the Consular Sery- 
ice. He testifies that the result of this greater flexibility will 
be to reduce somewhat the number of men necessary, because 
we shall be able to use the same man in more different ways 
than we have ever been able to do before. 

Mr. DOWELL. And to better advantage? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. And the gentleman remembers 
Director Carr said in his testimony that we could confidently 
forecast that there would be no need of increasing the number 
of personnel. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman. 
plicit statement. 

‘The CHAIRMAN. The time of the.gentleman has again ex- 

ired. 
p Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. CONNALLY]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for 15 minutes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, I am forced to-anneunce an opinion contrary to 
‘that of my colleague on the committee, Mr. Rogers, of Massa- 
chusetts. For years the gentleman from Massachusetts has 
been endeavoring to secure the enactment of legislation simi- 
lar to that now before the committee. 

In this connection I may say that I am not averse to legisla- 
tion reorganizing the foreign service and increasing to a slight 
degree the compensation of the consuls and diplomatic secre- 
turies. But this particular bill, in undertaking to establish 
what is called a unified foreign ‘service, confuses, as I believe, 
and makes contradictery the provisions as they will be con- 
strued abroad, and, for that matter, here at home. One of the 
purposes of this bill is to unify—if I may borrow the Janguage 
of the gentlemen who favor this bill—unify the service and 
create one foreign service and appoint officers in that service 
under the nomenclature of foreign-service officers. But, gen- 
tlemen of the committee, that will be purely a theoretical des- 
ignation. It will have no force or effect anywhere on earth 
‘except on the books of the State Department. We frequently 
hear it said that a Treasury balance or fund is ‘simply a matter 
of bookkeeping. In this instance the designation of foreign- 
service officer will simply be a matter ef bookkeeping and 
administration in the State Department. 

Now, why? Because the moment the foreign-service officer 
leaves the shores of the United States and comes in contact 
with the diplomatic or consular officers of other countries he 
ceases to be a foreign-service officer; he becomes a consul, or 
‘a diplomatic secretary, or a minister, or ambassador. 

They know no other distinction; they know no other classi- 
fication; and this artificial theory of a man being a foreign- 
service officer will be unknown abroad. The gentlemen who 
appeared before the committee and the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts himself [Mr. Rogers} will not dispute the fact that 
such designation is purely a fiction, purely a fictitious designa- 
tion, which will obtain only in the State Department in its 
‘assignment of the personnel from one service to the other. 

My idea about that is that if it is desivable to provide ‘for 
the interchangeability of men from the Diplomatic Service 
to the Consular Service, simply write a clause into this bill 
saying so; saying that the President may transfer a man from 
the Consular Service into the diplomatic secretarial corps, or 
vice versa. 

Now, let me show you with what you are going to be con- 
fronted in connection with this particular bill. The bill first 
provides that a man who is appointed in the foreign ‘service 
shall be appointed as a foreign-service officer. He is appointed 
by the President as a foreign-service officer. That appointment 
goes to the Senate; he is confirmed; he is commissioned as a 


He made that ex- 


foreign-service officer. And ‘yet under that commission he 
can not perform a single duty. Why? Because under the 
Constitution and under the diplomatic and international law, 
if he ‘acts as a consul, he must be reappeinted by the President 
as a consul, reconfirmed by the Senate, and recommissioned. 

Now, if after that officer is commissioned as a consul it is 
desired by the President that ‘he be transferred into the Diplo- 
matic Service as a ‘secretary, he then must be appointed by the 
President as a diplomatic secretary, confirmed by the Senate, 
and have a new commission issued to him. So you are going 
to have the rather anomaleus situation of a foreign-service 
officer lugging three commissions around. He is a foreign-ser- 
vice officer, he is a consul, and he is a diplomatic secretary. 

Now, gentlemen, I want to ask, Why the necessity? If he 
must be commissioned otherwise finally, if he has to be com- 
missioned finally as a diplomatic secretary or consul, what is 
the use of lugging in another commission as a foreign-service 
officer? Why not provide by law simply that the President 
may transfer from one branch of the service to the other at bis 
will and end it there? 

The gentleman from Massachusetts touched upon a delicate 
point. Those in the Corsular Service desire an enlarged service 
because the diplomatic secretaries now take social precedence 
over all the consuls, vice consuls, and employees in the Consular 
Service. They desire a unified service, that social distinctions 
may be abolished. Why? Because in foreign countries diplo- 
matic secretaries have the privilege of immunity. They have 
a certain social standing ‘that does not attach to consuls and 
vice consuls. And so, upon the theory that by adopting this 
fiction, this theoretical structure in Which there will be one 
unified foreign service, it is hoped by the Department of State 
to tear down those social distinctions. 

Well, now, gentlemen, those social distinctions are created 
by the customs of foreign governments. We are not going to 
change that system, and I do not think it is any part of gur 
duty to undertake to change it, because if this bill becomes a 
law the consul abroad will still be a consul in France, in Great 
Britain, and elsewhere. They will know whether you are a 
consul or a ‘secretary in France and Germany and everywhere 
else under the bill. They do not ‘Know a foreign-service ofiicer. 
A man will not be a foreign-service officer, but he will be a 
consul or a diplomatic secretary, just as he is to-day. 

Now, another feature of this bill which does not meet with 
my approval is that wherein the act provides for a reclassifica- 
tion of everybody now in the service. Well, there is no objec- 
tion to that in itself, but it provides for nine classifications, 
beginning with the maximum salary of 89,000 and then going 
down toward the bottom. 

There is nothing in the bill limiting the percentage of the 
different grades. By that I mean that according te my view 
Class 1 should not contain in excess, say, of 10 per cent or 5 
per cent of the total personnel. Class 2 ought to be a little 
larger, Class 3 still a little larger, and so on down. But under 
this bill there is no limitation as to the classification, and we 
might be confronted with a situation in which under this bill 
the Department of State might have a top-heavy organization, 
with a great many men receiving $9,000 and $8,000 and a very 
few men receiving $5,000, $4,000, or $3,000. 

Mr. BLACK. The bill gives the Secretary of State the ex- 
clusive authority to make the reclassification, does it not? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The President; but it would 
amount, of course, to the Secretary of State. 

Mr. BLACK. The gentleman will recall that when we passed 
the reclassification bill we provided that the departments sheuld 
reclassify subject to the approval and ratification of the Bureau 
of the Budget, 

Mr. OONNALLY of Texas. I will say to the gentleman that 
I do mot think the general reclassification bill covers officers 
covered by this bill and hereafter called foreign-service officers. 

Mr. BLACK. No; it does not, though probably the principle 
would cover them, But if the reclassification was to be done 
by the President, prebably he would consult the Bureau of the 
Budget or some authority of that kind. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. He probably would. The Bureau 
of the Budget seems to be occupying a very large part of the 
public eye now, and I am quite sure that the administration 
would call upon it. 

Mr. BLACK. The point I had in mind was that of economy, 
because, as the gentleman has well said, the bill does not re- 
strict the classification, and there would be room for a very 
‘great enlargement of the expenses of the Diplomatie and Oen- 
sular Service hy this ‘reclassification. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. That is very true, and that is 
the point I was trying to bring to the attention of the com- 
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mittee, that the bill in its present form places no Limitation on 
the percentages of those who occupy the different classes. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin. 

Mx. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Is it not a fact that the appro- 
priations for the State Department, including the foreign service, 
would prevent the Secretary of State from making too many 
appointments in class 1? Salaries can not be paid unless they 
are appropriated, and, of course, the purpose of the Secretary 
of State would be to have his administration as efficient as pos- 
sible, so that he would grade them down just as they should be. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Of course, if everybody did right 
there would be no occasion for law. But let me state this to 
the gentleman, that if the law provides for the classification of 
an ofticer and vests in the Secretary of State the power to make 
thut classification, then the officer placed in that classification 
becomes entitled to the salary of that class, because that then 
becomes a statutory position, and he becomes entitled to the 
compensation from the Government at that rate irrespective 
of whether Congress makes the appropriation or not. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. The gentleman does not mean 
to say that a man would get any salary if there was not enough 
money in the appropriation to go around? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. No; of course, he could not be 
paid out of the Treasury until Congress appropriated for it; 
but I do say that Congress would be guilty of a moral wrong 
if it made it possible for a man to be classified and entitled to 
a certain salary, and then did not appropriate the money out 
of the Treasury to pay it. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I do not think there is any 
danger of the state of affairs which the gentleman seems to 
fear. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Then why not let the Secre- 
tary of State do this whole thing? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Because that would be con- 
trary to law. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. If the gentleman does not want 
any limitations put upon the Secretary of State, then why not 
let him do as he pleases about this whole thing? 

Mr. BLACK. I should like te ask my colleague one other 
question for information. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I yield to my colleague. 

Mr. BLACK. This bill provides for the retirement of these 
foreign-service officers after they reach a certain age? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes, 

Mr. BLACK. And it provides a very liberal scale of an- 
nuities and provides that they shall contribute 5 per cent to 
the annuity fund? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. Did any actuary give any figures as to what 
part of the retirement fund this 5 per cent would contribute? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. It is supposed to contribute 42 
per cent. That is the amount estimated to be contributed by 
the employees when the system is in full operation, and 58 
per cent is to be paid by the Government. 

Mr. BLACK. Of course, we know that at the start it will 
not cost the Government anything. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. No. 

Mr. BLACK, But, figuring it upon the basis of what the 
premium will really buy, ultimately the Government will con- 
tribute 58 per cent and the employees will contribute 42 per 
cent? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. I will say in answer to my 
colleague that the figures that were submitted to us by the 
State Department and which we accepted at their face value 
were hased upon the theory that under the Lehlbach law, as 
modified so far as this act applies, ultimately the Government 
would pay 58 per cent of the retirement fund and the employees 
42 per cent. 

Now, since the gentleman has called my attention to the re- 
tirement fund, I should like to observe that this feature is 
rather seductive in that it is claimed it will not cost the Gov- 
ernment anything until 1944 because of the fact that in the 
meantime the employees will be contributing a larger percentage 
than will be consumed by those who retire. That is a matter 
of speculation, and it may or may not be realized. But in 1944 
the retirement feature will begin to cost the Government con- 
siderable, and it is estimated, even by the Department of State, 
that ultimately the retirement feature alone will cost this Goy- 
ernment $500,000 a year. The retirement provision is extremely 
liberal, more so than that which applies to any other Govern- 
ment service unless it be the Army and the Navy. I submit 
that there is no comparison between the foreign service and 

. the Army and the Navy when it comes to the matter of retire- 


ment. Besides, the Army and Navy have had the retirement 
system since early in our history, and they are not up for con- 
oes now as to whether they shall be continued or abol- 

But I do believe that the retirement provision is more liberal 
than this Goyernment ought to sanction. It is much more lib- 
eral than that which applies to any civil department of the 
Government. If we have a liberal plan as to the foreign-service 
officers it will be an inducement and an argument for the 
raising of the rate of all in the governmental service in Wash- 
ington and elsewhere. My own view of the matter is that the 
system of itself is of extremely doubtful value. In this par- 
ticular service I do not believe that the Government ought to 
undertake it. 

x Mr: BLACK. Will the gentleman yield for one more ques- 
on 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I shall be glad to. 

Mr. BLACK. If the retirement provision was stricken out, 
the employment would come under the general retirement law. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. They claim not; they are not 
under the civil service. 

Mr. BLACK. I thought this would bring them under the 
civil service; I knew that the present status was not under the 
civil service. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. No; this is a revision of the law 
of 1915; this has several civil-service features, but they are 
not under the civil service; the department conducts its own 
examinations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman 
five minutes more. 

if you put the foreign service under the general retirement 
act they would only pay 2} per cent instead of 5 per cent. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. That is true. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. They would not pay so large a retire- 
ment pity. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. That is true. 

Mr. BLACK. And the charge upon the Treasury would be 
very much less. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes; so far as percentages go. 
Now, let me observe that the increase of salary alone under this 
bill—and I am not objecting to a reasonable increase of sulary 
in the foreign service, because there are many positions in the 
foreign service that have not kept pace with other salaries. I 
do not object to an increase of salary, provided there are limits 
placed in the bill so that the Department of State can not have 
a great many high-salaried persons and very few with small 
salaries. The increase in salary alone amounts to $528,000 
annually. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Three hundred thousand. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. No; the $200,000 is subtracted for 
post allowances. I am not talking about post allowances. The 
department estimates the increase in salary alone will amount 
to $528,000. We have been providing for several years what is 
known as post allowances. The department subtracts the 
$200,000 from the $528,000 increase, and says that the net cost 
is only $328,000; but from the standpoint of salary alone the 
increase is $528,000, and in addition to that the bill provides 
for another increase of $500,000 in the matter of retirement. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Iam not sure but that my colleague is right; 
but when there is a difference between my colleague and the 
chairman of the committee, who introduced the bill, of $175,000 
in salaries alone, how does the gentleman expect us to follow 
him and vote for his bill? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I will state that the confusion 
arises—— 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, CONNALLY of Texas. Les. ; 

Mr. LINTHICUM. If the gentleman will turn to page 27 of 
the hearings he will find that Mr. Carr said that the total in- 
crease is only $328,000. The amount for the first year would be 
$378,000, because there is included $50,000 to start the retire- 
ment system. The increase for the Consular Service would be 
minus the retirement fund of $261,000. Take off half for post 
allowances and you would have $161,000 really. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. I just explained to the committee 
that that was exactly the situation—that the increase in the 
matter of salaries is $528,000. We have been in the habit of 
appropriating $200,000 for post allowances, and that amount 
subtracted from the $528,000 would leave a net increase of 
$328,000. 

Mr. STEVENSON, Will the gentleman yield? 
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Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENSON. If the salaries are increased $500,000, 


Mr. LINEBERGER. Mr. Chairman, I am heartily in favor 
of this bill and expect to vote for it or be paired in favor of it 


necessarily we will have to appropriate the $500,000, while if in case I am not here. I consider that it fulfills a great require- 


it is left with post allowances we could decrease them or leave 
them off altogether; so that the legal increase which is neces- 
sary is $528,000? 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Exactly. The gentleman may re- 
member that when the Diplomatic and Consular bill was re- 
cently before the House, I contended that post allowances should 
be abolished, because I think it is a reprehensible practice to 
place large sums of money in the hands of the department for 
this purpose without reference to the salary established by law. 

The bill liberally increases salaries. Of course, if you con- 
sult a foreign-service officer he thinks he is not drawing enough 
money. If you consult any one of the Senators, I suppose there 
is not one who would not admit that he is worth more than the 
salary he is drawing. I am satisfied that in our blushing mod- 
esty here in the House Members will be found who think that 
they ought to draw more money. I dare say there is not a clerk 
in the department who does not think that he ought to have a 
better job and more money. It is inherent in the public service, 
but there is the great world outside that invites gentlemen to 
enter industrial or commercial pursuits if they are not satisfied 
with the jobs they have. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Texas 
has expired. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield three minutes more 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas, Mr. Chairman, it is always 
argued that geutlemen in the Diplomatic Service and in the 
Consular Service could get much higher compensation on the 
outside than they get in the service. Of course there are ex- 
ceptional men in the Consular Service and there are exceptional 
men in the Diplomatic Service who might go out into other 
business and after becoming acquainted with it earn more 
money than they earn in those services, just as there are men 
on the floor of this House who if they should leave it and 
undertake to practice law would earn more money, possibly, 
than they receive here. So it is in all branches of the Govern- 
ment service. We can not compete with private business in 
the matter of salaries, and we ought not to attempt to do it, 
because it is impractical and because it is not a sound govern- 
mental theory. What are the services that a consular agent 
performs? He performs largely routine service. That service 
is largely standardized, dealing with commercial transactions 
and the vis¢ing of passports and things of that kind. Of course, 
no man with a vaulting ambition, who wants to accomplish 
great things in the world, is going to be satisfied to be stuck 
off in some little foreign port with some $2,500 a year salary, 
but if he is not he is not going to go there. We can not adjust 
the compensation of those in the governmental service with 
private service commanding large compensation, though this 
bill does make liberal allowances in the matter of increase. 

Most of those in the service remain in the service not be- 
cause of the salary but because they like this particular kind 
of work, just as you gentlemen keep these seats here because 
you like congressional work and congressional service. You 
need not be afraid that this service is going to be crippled if 
you strike from this bill the retirement feature. Gentlemen 
were before our committee saying that the foreign service was 
going to the bowwows unless we raised their salaries and 
unless we adopted a retirement feature. I said to one of them: 
“What is the matter with our foreign service? Is it the worst 
in the world? Have we not capable men?” He replied: 
“Oh, yes; our personnel is as fine as there is in the world.” 
You see he was not looking for a question from that angle. 
They will admit that the United States has as competent and 
capable a foreign service as any nation, and in the next 
breath they will tell you that unless we raise these salaries 
and adopt this retirement feature, the service is going to 
vanish from the face of the earth. 

I would not object to a reasonable increase in the salaries 
of these oflicers and I do not object to the reclassification 
of the consular and diplomatic secretaries into nine classes, 
but I would limit the percentage of those who could occupy 
the higher positions, and I would wipe out the provisions 
about the foreign service being unified into one service, when, 
as a matter of fact, some officers will have to have three com- 
missions and have to be confirmed by the Senate three times, 
if interchangeability, so that they may change from one side 
of the docket to the other, is provided as defined in this bill. 
For these reasons I am going to vote against this bill unless 
it is materially modified or amended. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield half a minute to the 
gentleman from California [Mr, LINEBERGER]. 


ment; in fact, a necessity, if we ever expect to build up the 
foreign service of this country. 3 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks in the RECORD 
by inserting therein certain correspondence and documents 
affecting our foreign affairs in 8-point type. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California asks unani- 
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp by including 
therein certain letters to be printed in 8-point type. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

The correspondence referred to is as follows: 


Lona Beacnu, CALIF., January 31, 1923. 


EDITOR OF THE TELEGRAM, 
Long Beach, Calif. 


Dear Str: Why do the citizens of this country keep so quiet 
about the French occupation of German territory? 

I freely admit that it is not the place of the Government to 
voice the country’s sentiment at this time, as for reasons well 
known. Our Government's inaction, however, does not signify 
that the people of America can not express their attitude during 
this trying time of France. 

What is this measure France has undertaken? 

Is France unjust in her requirements of Germany? 

Should not this country stand as a unit back of France? 

Are we afraid to speak? 

Should we unfold our arms to a bandit that utilized every 
known method of science to deceive, in shrewd and cunning 
ways, to trample on, bleed, and destroy our very existence, who 
has not even said “ I am sorry for what I have done”? 

Why, then, should we give the blood of America’s youth to 
batter down one of the arch criminals of nations in one breath 
and then, without repentance of any sort from that bandit or 
arch criminal nation, cast aside friends that have risked all 
and their sons died on the field of battle for us? 

A bandit should have his punishment meted out to him in a 
lawful manner, and when once that sentence is given it should 
be carried out to its fullest degree. 

The Germans started the war. The Germans disregarded all 
the treaties and agreements of other nations and started on 
their mad maniac rush to crush Belgium and France. The lives 
of Belgian and French peaceful citizens were mere pawns in 
their crazed onslaught. 

The Germans devastated every piece of territory they could 
on Belgian or French soil. 

When they saw they were whipped they came out like a 
beaten cur dog, with its tail between its legs, and asked “us” 
to stop the fight. We like fools did stop it before we got even 
one word of repentance from Germany. 

What did we get for stopping the war? This is what we got: 
“A piece of paper from the German people guaranteeing certain 
indemnities to help restore France and Belgium for the fiendish 
acts of their own soldiers.” This, by the way, was given not to 
fulfill but “ just as a scrap of paper,” as is the popular German 
phrase of to-day. 

Had Germany fulfilled her promise or even acted in good 
faith on the matter, I will say France would not be on German 
soil to-day. 

France and Belgium were burglarized, and Germany has the 
plunder or can help to make it good. 

Germany's deceitful and cunning tactics are at work trying 
to win the United States’ heart in their support. 

Down with all of that cunning, and let the American citizens 
come out for the full and unaltered support of France and 
Belgium against a willful and dangerous neighbor. 

I have not lost sight of the fact that there are many citizens 
of Germany that did all in their power to avoid the terrible 
war and that to-day are doing all in their power to have Ger- 
many live up to its word. These people, however, are in the 
minority and powerless to act. . 

France did not make this move for conquest. If she did, I 
would not be writing this letter, as I would not be a party to 
any such act. 

France knows better than anyone else how to treat the 
situation and knows how and the only way to get results from 
a nation that has lost-all honor of word and treaty except at 
the point of the sword. 

How I have lauded France in her determination to get jus- 
tice against Great Britain, which was weak-kneed; against, it 
seemed, with few loyal exceptions, all other nations, that were 
either afraid to speak or that had forgotten overnight that 
France buried millions of her sons and lost great expanses of 
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their beloved land through devastation to save the very land 
they called theirs and to save the standards of society for their 
ewn nation. 

I am not alone in this interpretation of the situation. 

The land is full of smoldering sentiment; and, scheme as the 
Germans may, the pot is going to boil over, and then and soon 
will come the true moral and, if necessary, financial support 
from the American people to the French and Belgians. 

I dread war, and yet I believe that to check a disease it is a 
good plan to either entirely eliminate its cause or else shut off 
its wind. 

Senator Reep’s frank and heated speech on this subject in 
the Senate a few days ago was one of the best treats to the 
American people in some time. 

France is to be admired in the way she is using her power of 
arms on the German people. May she continue to be patient 
and just, as she has been; but if it is metal that Germany 
must have to bring her to justice, may France and Belgium 
have the power of God to lead them on. 

Tell, please, dear editor, through your great voice The Tele- 
gram, how at least one citizen of America is back of my friends, 
your friends, and our friends, France and Belgium, that they 
may have courage to bring about justice that is due not only 
them but the whole world. 

Above all, let us express ourselves now that Germany's ap- 
parent woeful tales are fully understood in this country, and 
that Germany’s disease is “no honor,” and that the “cure” 
she is trying to administer through propaganda against France 
has proven on some patients somewhat easing at times, but the 
patients have generally changed doctors in time to prevent 
death. $ 

A bandit? 

A proven friend? 

Which for the American people? 

Very truly yours, Gro. S. WILSON, 
728 Cedar, Long Beach, Calif. 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, we are operating now under 
strange conditions. This morning, without even the majority 
leaders knowing what was coming up—because I asked several 
members of the steering committee, and they could not tell 
me—our friend from Kansas [Mr. CAMPBELL], chairman of the 
Committee on Rules, pulled out of his hip pocket a rule that 
made this bill in order. Under ordinary conditions there should 
have been at least 20 minutes of debate on a side to explain 
what the rule meant and what would be the result of its adop- 
tion. Yet no explanation of the bill was given to the House, 
and it was a long time after the rule was adopted and general 
debate began before we got even a partial explanation of the 
contents of this bill. The author of the bill—and I might say 
that it is one of his pet measures, which he has been fathering 
here for quite a while—when I asked him how much it was 
going te cost, said that it would increase present expenses about 
$325,000 in salaries, and then later, when I asked my colleague 
from Texas [Mr. Connatty], who is also on the committee, the 
same question, he tells us that in salaries alone it is going to 
cost $528,000 a year more than the present law, and in addition 
to that it is going to cost $500,000 more for retirement features. 
Therefore, how can we safely follow the gentleman from Massa- 
chusetts? How can the gentleman from Massachusetts expect 
the ordinary Congressman, such as I am, to follow him and vote 
for the bill? 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I have not the time. 

Mr. HUSTED. Just for one brief question. I want to refer 
to something the gentieman said awhile ago. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will get me more time I 
should be very glad to yield for 40 questions. 

Mr. HUSTED. It will take only a very short time. 

Mr. BLANTON, I regret that I can not yield; my time is 
limited. I do not fail to yield when I have plenty of time. If 
the gentleman will procure me extra time, I shall be very glad 
to yield. 

We ordinary Members of Congress know that there has been 
pending before the Navy Department here for several years 
the question of seniority in social functions, of whether a rear 
admiral of the second class in going in to dinner outranks a 
brigadier general; and just within the last few days a decision 
has been handed down that it all depends upon which one got his 
commission first. In the great United States, exclusive of the 
great Commonwealth of Massachusetts, theoretically all men 
are presumed to be born free and equal; that is the presumption. 

Now, the gentleman from Massachusetts has brought in a 
bill here which makes nine different ranks for these social dip- 


lomats we have in the foreign service—nine different ranks 

illustrated by nine rungs on a ladder. Some men in our Dip- 

lomatic Service will have to stop and wait for nine different 

e of the social ladder to be formed before they can go in to 
ner, t 

Mr. ROGERS. Would the gentleman abolish the distinction 
between a general and a private? 

Mr. BLANTON. At social functions in peace time, yes. In 
America there ought not to be any distinction of rank in peace 
times at social functions. There ought not to be any such dis- 
tinction. An American citizen is an American citizen. In war 
time it is, of course, different. But the humblest citizens in 
Massachusetts or Texas ought to have the same standing as 
Americans in this country or abroad, as the most prominent 
citizens of the United States have where they are the same color 
and of equal respectability. The people down in Texas feel that 
way, but the people in Massachusetts do not. They want these 
nine different rungs of the social ladder, these nine different 
rungs of social distinction in peace times; and I think we 
ought not to adopt such a policy. I think it is the biggest fool- 
ishness on earth for us to pass this bill. We talk about econ- 
omy. Any man who votes for this bill ought never again to be 
allowed to preach economy in government. Why, our expenses 
are climbing up all the time—each day they are climbing up 
and getting larger and larger—and yet we are responsible when 
we continue to vote for bill after bill like this which in salaries 
alone raises the cost to the people who pay the taxes $528,000 a 
year in increased salaries alone, and in its retirement feature 
about $500,000 more. I am not going to vote for it, and I want 
to serve notice on the distinguished gentleman from Massuchu- 
setts right how that when we reach the five-minute rule I am 
going to require him to keep a quorum here every moment of 
the time until he passes this bill. 

You can not pass it with a little handful of Members such as 
we have in this House to-day. I have not made the point of no 
quorum at this session for a filibuster, not one. I have sat here 
patiently—the only times I have made a point of no quorum 
was to get a record vote on a bill, but I am going to do it on 
this bill. I am going to require you to keep a quorum here, 
and if the Chairman gives us a good, honest count you are going 
to have 100 men here all during the reading of this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will say to the gentleman from 
Texas that he will give an honest count. 

Mr. BLANTON. I was sure of it. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. And the Chair resents the insinuation 
just cast upon him. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Win the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will. 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Did the gentleman think it was neces- 
sary to get this assurance? 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, I have heard it said, and it may have 
also happened before I came here, but I have heard it said that 
sometimes exigency and expediency may cause a quorum to be 
counted when possibly the employees of the House had to he 
added to make 100. Exigency and expediency—— 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. Will the gentleman yield again? 

Mr. BLANTON. Expediency to proceed with business. When 
we look around and see about 40 to 60 Members sometimes I 
have heard it said that there would be a count of 100. That 
is the reason I mentioned the fact that I was sure the occupant 
of the Chair was going to give us a good count. I am sure the 
gentleman from Illinois is not willing on one proposition alose, 
in this day of retrenchment, to increase the expenses of this 
Government over $800,000 a year. I am sure he is not willing 
to do that. s 

Mr. CHINDBLOM. I arose to express my disapproval of 
the gentlemán’s suggestion that the present occupant of the 
Chair at any time, or any other occupant at any time, would 
conduct himself in such a way as to warrant the aspersion of 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why, I think more highly of the present 
occupant of the Chair than the gentleman from Illinois does 
and all other chairmen, although I do not agree with the present 
occupant sometimes. I like him as much as anybody here does, 
but I have seen expediency cause even the expert parliamen- 
tarian, the gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. Tison], when 
Chairman, to overlook the fact that some sitting back here 
might not be Members, might be the amiable Sergeant at Arms, 
or the Clerk or Doorkeeper, or some other distinguished-look- 
ing gentleman like eur friend from Kansas—Assistant Sergeant 
at Arms—oyver here, who sits here to make a quorum sometimes. 
{Laughter.] That is the only reason I mentioned it. But this 
bill ought not to pass, and I think if we can get the member- 
ship here so they will understand it, it will not pass. 
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The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Larsen]. 


The CHAIRMAN. 
Mr. LINTHICUM. 


Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of 
the committee, for several months past there has been a great 
deal of dissatisfaction regarding conditions existing in the 
Veterans’ Bureau. On March 17 of last year I called attention 
to the matter in House Resolution No. 306, which I introduced 
at that time. The provisions of the resolution were such that 
I believe if action of the House could have been obtained at 
that time much of the criticism now being made of the Veterans’ 
Bureau throughout the country, and much of the extravagance 
which undoubtedly exists, if newspaper reports are to be 
credited, would have been avoided. The resolution directs the 
appointment of an investigating committee and in part is as 
follows: 


That said committee be, and is hereby, instructed and directed to 
inquire into the conditions and operations of the Veterans’ Bureau in 
the management and control of claims for compensation, allotments, in- 
surance, vocational training, and all other matters over which said 
bureau has jurisdiction, to determine whether or not said bureau is 
efficient and economical in the management of its affairs. 

Sald committee is especially directed to investigate the management, 
control, and operation of the several regional offices of the Veterans’ 
Bureau authorized under the act of August 9, 1921, with view of de- 
termining whether the creation of sald regional offices has resulted in 
efficiency, economy, and expedition in the manen of claims sub- 
mitted to it for adjudication, and generally to investigate and report 
on all things affecting the welfare, management, and results obtained 
by Rs ration of the said bureau at its central and regional offices and 
Su ces, 


The press dispatches of to-day are to the effect that Director 
Forbes has decided to resign. At least the indications are that 
his successor is about to be appointed. If he has at last ob- 
tained his own consent to retire from the bureau, it may now be 
considered as unanimous, for I am sure no one will object. 

One of the press dispatches is as follows: 


PREDICT DRASTIC CHANGES IN UNITED STATES VETERANS’ BUREAU— 
SHAKE-UP IN PERSONNEL AND METHODS OF OPERATION DUB, SAY WELL- 
INFORMED OFFICIALS—LEGAL DIVISION is CENTER OF STORM-—BHLIEVE 
FORBES, NOW IN EUROPE, WILL NOT RETURN AS DIRECTOR OF ORGANI- 


ZATION, 
[By the Associated Press.] 


WASHINGTON, February 1.—The administration of the Veterans’ 
Bureau, for months a subject of bitter controversy, is undergoing an 
investigation which is expected by some well-informed officials here to 
result in important readjustments. 

How far the proposed changes will go in the direction of a complete 
overthrow of bureau personnel and methods of operation remains to be 
determined by President Harding, but it would cause no surprise among 
his closest advisers if shifts recently made among bureau officials were 
followed by others more far-reaching, 

The inquiry is understood to have been undertaken after roa charges 
of improper administration bad reached the White House from the 
American Legion and other sources and after Members of Congress had 
about perfected a plan to ask for a public congressional investigation. 

The storm center of the controversy appears to be the legal division 
of the bureau, which has the final say on all contracts for hospital 
sites and other contracts involved in the Government's program of 
veteran ald. Charles R. Cramer, who, as general counse! for the bureau, 
was head of the legal division, retired to-day from office after he had 
announced that he would leave it to Col. Charles R. Forbes, the bureau 
director, to say whether his services were any longer considered de- 
sirable, 

SEE FORBES’S SUGGESTION, 

Now, Colonel Forbes himself is en route to Europe for a “rest” and 
administration of the bureau is in other hands. Some of the colonel's 
friends do not expect him to return to his desk, although administration 
officials insist that he is in no sense under “ suspension.” sen | are un- 
willing to predict whether he will be asked to step out or will volun- 
tarily give up his directorship. 

In any case, the question of selecting a new director is receiving 

rious consideration, and it is predicted generally that Col. Thomas 
W. Miller, now Alien Property Custodian, will be first choice for the 
place. Colonel Miller, however, is believed to prefer to stay at his pres- 
ent post, and it is said that the selection may fall ultimately on Frank 
D'Olier, who was the first national commander of the American Legion. 

Officials will not talk about the facts already turned up by the pres- 
ent inquiry. liam J. Burns, chief of the Justice Department's 
Investigation Bureau, declined to-day to discuss the case or to confirm 
reports that his agents had been at work on it. Officials of the Vet- 
erans’ Bureau itself professed ignorance of whether any rt had been 

aken in the inquiry by anyone connected with the Department of 


ustice. 
HANDLE LARGE SUMS. 


The legal division of the Veterans’ Bureau is called on daily to pass 
judgment on expenditures that run into enormous totals. During the 
present fiscal year the money involved in contracts which pass through 

he hands of the general counsel and his subordinates has amounted te 

$400,000.000. These expenditures are made from a “ Sem Gee ap- 
propriation of Congress, and it has been pointed out that it would be 
surprising if in the handling of so large an amount some part of the 
appropriation was not diverted for purposes other than those Congress 
had in mind in authorizing the expenditure. 

Another phase, that of the employment of civillans, is understood to 
be 5 the attention of the President's advisers. Thousands of 
by. the of disabled veterans and others entitled to aid are passed upon 


y the legal staff, and not the least of the complaints of critics of the 
urean haye been almed at what has been termed lack of sympathy 
within the legal department with the problems and needs of the vet- 
erans. 


Bureau oficials contend that the legal division employs 14 civilians 
to 17 World War veterans, If the former were all discharged and inex- 
perienced former service men replaced them it would materially retard 
the work of granting proper claims, these officials assert. 

It is a pity that so great an organization as the Veterans’ 
Bureau should be so ineflicient and should bring down, not only 
upon the administration but upon the country at large, such 
slanderous conditions as are indicated by the press. Let me 
call your attention to another article which appeared in one 
of the local papers, the Herald, I believe, under date of Feb- 
ruary 2. It reads as follows: 

BURNS PROBES VETS’ BUREAU EXPENDITURES—DRASTIC ACTION BY PRESI- 

DENT MAY RESULT IF CHARGES OF ABUSE ARE PROVEN TO BE TRUB. 


Investigations being made by the Phy rapes of Justice of expendi- 
tures for sites, rentals, and hospitals by the United States Veterans“ 
Bureau probably will precipitate drastic action by President Harding, 
it became known yesterday. 


SERIOUS CHARGES POSSIBLE, 


The President has information concerning these outlays of Govern- 
ment funds made under the direction of certain bureau officials which, 
if proven, may result in serious charges being preferred. 

Vast expenditures for rentals of buildings housing veterans’ training 
schools, excessive pur prices for hospital sites, and waste in con- 
nection with the use of hospital buildings after the projects had been 
completed are included in the matters under investigation by Director 
William J. Burns, of the Bureau of Investigation, and which have been 
placed before Mr. Harding. 

Investigations so far do not connect the name of Director Charles R. 
Forbes with any of the irregularities. < 


PROJECTS UNDER PROBE. 


While reports have been current in official circles for two weeks that 
a general clean-up of the Veterans’ Bureau was to be expected, this is 
the first time that definite projects under investigation by the Depart- 
ment of Justice have pointed out. 

The following projects are said to be ander investigation: 


LIST OF RENTALS, 

Rentals of gan oa per year paid for a training school at Stockton, 
Calif., in which, it is said, there were no trainees registered October 1. 

Rentals of $12,000 per year paid for a training school at Richmond, 
Va., where 11 trainees are receiving instruction. 

Think, gentlemen, of such extravagance as that, an expendi- 
ture of $60,000 a year, $5,000 per month, for rental of quarters 
in which not a single trainee is to be found; and of $12,000 
a year paid for training quarters at Richmond, Va., where only 
11 trainees are receiving instruction. But I read further: 

Rentals of $152,000 per year at Nauvoo, III., where 176 veterans were 
receiving training on October 1. 

A hospital site at Livermore, Calif., where a 400-bed hospital is 
authorized under the Langley bill at an expenditure of $1,802,720. 

Excessive rentals pea for a training school at Goshen, N. Y. 

Hospital sites at Aspinwall, Pa.; Tupper Lake, Pa.; and Northamp- 
Oie of seppi stored at Perryville, Md. 

May I explain some things that I understand to exist regard- ~ 
ing sales made at Perryville, Md., and which heretofore have 
not been brought out by the press? There was turned over to 
the Veterans’ Bureau for distribution, it is said, in round num- 
bers, about $3,000,000 worth of war material. It consisted of 
sheets, blankets, crockery, cutlery, and other articles, which 
were thought might be used by the Veterans’ Bureau at hos- 
pitals, and so forth. It is said that Director Forbes concluded 
to dispose of it; that he went to one of the executive officers 
of the bureau and told him what his plans were, saying, in 
substance, “ We will call a meeting of the executive officers, 
and you make a motion to sell the property.” The meeting was 
called. The proceedings went off as per schedule previously 
prepared. A sale was had; but thereafter suspicion arose and 
General Sawyer went out to Perryville to see about conditions, 

Here is what I understand he found the situation to be: 
The would-be purchaser of the goods was busily engaged in 
loading them on heavy trucks. In throwing a bundle it was 
bursted. General Sawyer examined it and it developed that it 
was sheets of a high class, in every way suitable for use in 
the hospitals under operation by the Veterans’ Bureau. The 
general made inquiries as to what they were sold for. He was 
told that they had been sold at 20 cents apiece. He, being an 
expert in such line, said. They were worth $2 apiece,” There 
were also blankets sold for $1 apiece, and which, as I am in- 
formed, were afterwards sold in Boston at wholesale for $4 
apiece, General Sawyer returned to Washington, as the report 
goes, and brought the matter to the attention of the President. 
Upon investigation it developed that the sale was illegal, in 
that rules and regulations require that at least three bids 
should be submitted, In this case only one was submitted. 
So the sale was canceled and the party was not permitted to 
remove the goods. 

What a pity that the transaction did not end there; but, as 
the report goes, another sale was ordered. Other bids were 
called for. Three bids were made, as the rules and regulations 
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ace ie Sek Sak See A PERE AN EE E ee Sale was had, and after it had been confirmed and 
the Government's property had been disposed of, a party who 
suspected the good faith of the transaction got into communica- 
tion with one of the parties who submitted a bid. He told him 
that he understood the sale had not been had in good faith, and 
that if this were true some one would suffer, but that the per- 
son who told the truth about the matter would not be greatly 
punished, if at all, 

The party is said to have admitted that he was one of the 
three who submitted bids; that he did not submit the bid in 
good faith; that he submitted it in order to make up the re- 
quired number of three bidders; and that he received crockery 
ware worth about $75,000 or $100,000 for making the bid, al- 
though he did not purchase the goods. I understand that the 
person who first tried to purchase under the one-bid proposi- 
tion was the successful bidder at the second sale, and obtained 
the goods from the Government. 

I desire to be perfectly fair to the membership. of the House 
and to the others concerned. Therefore I have endeavored to 
see if this statement could be substantiated. I have called 
upon the Veterans’ Bureau two or three times for information, 
and ds late as yesterday I was promised that I would be given 
it by 12 o'clock to-day. This morning, when I called again, 
some one—Mr. Brown, I believe it was; at any rate, an em- 
ployee im the Veterans’ Burenu—told me that the acting di- 
rector had requested that all the papers pertaining to the 
transaction and the sale at Perryville, Md., be taken to his office 
in order that he might look into the matter, and that he wanted 
him or some other official at his office to go into the details of 
the transaction with him. Now, gentlemen, I have given you 
the information as I have it regarding that sale. I do not 
know what the facts are, but these reports are current and the 
truth should be known. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. McSWAIN, Has the gentleman investigated the law to 
see whether or not, if the facts are true as he is informed, 
these two false bidders who merely pretended they were bid- 
ding for the purpose of joining in the conspiracy to defraud 
the Government have committed an indictable offense? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I have made no special investiga- 
tion, but I should say from my general knowledge of the lew 
that all three of them were guilty of conspiracy. 

Mr. McSWAIN. They would be indictable in my State under 
the common law. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Yes. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Is there any Federal statute that would 
reach them? ; 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I do not know: I have not made 
any special investigation as to that. If there is no such law 
there ought to be one. 

Mr. McSWAIN, I will say that I will join my friend in 
swearing out a warrant for them if there is any such Federal 
statute. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I am sure the gentleman from 
Georgia will go as far as the gentleman from South Carolina, 
and I believe we will go as far as the circumstances require. 

Mr. McSWAIN. Good. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. But, gentlemen, here is a diffi- 
culty.. In the resolution for investigation, which I offered last 
March, I tried to point out to the membership of the House 
the things that were occurring not only at the central office 
but at many of the regional and subregional offices. I am afraid 
it is too late to investigate now when the transactions appear 
to have been completed. We might at that time, by proper 
action, have at least saved the saddle, but I fear the horse and 
saddle are both gone now. It may be too late to lock the 
barn door. 

Mr. JEFFERS of Alabama. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I yield to the gentleman from 
Alabama. 

Mr. JEFFERS of Alabama. The gentleman did not quite fin- 
ish on the point of getting that information from the office of 
the acting director this morning. Did the gentleman ever get 
that information this morning? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I was finally told by the gentle- 
man to whom I was talking that I might call on the acting 
director for it. I said to him, Well, if the acting director 
does not know what the situation is and is simply calling on 
you or other parties to bring information to him, I assume I 
would hardly be able to get it at this time”; and he said, “I 
think probably you are correct,” or words to that effect. 

Mr. JEFFERS of Alabama. So far as my colleague knows, 
all the data are in the hands of the acting director, who is 
supposed to be going over the matter now? 
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Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. So far as I know and believe, the 
acting director has the matter under consideration. I certainly 
trust he has. 

Mr. JEFFERS of Alabama. But the gentleman never did 
sci the information, aecording to the promise he got from them? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. I have never been able to obtain 
it yet, and as I could not obtain time to speak to-morrow I 
thought I ought to bring the information I have to the atten- 
tion of the House to-day. 

There are several other cases that perhaps are just as bad 
as this. There is a case said to be bad at Camp Kearney, Calif., 
and which needs investigation. I understand it has to do with 
the resignation of Mr. Cramer. I hope the House will bear 
with me while I state the facts with regard to the matter as I 
understand them. At Camp Kearney, Calif., the Government 
has been renting at a nominal sum of $1 per year certain quar- 
ters—trainee’s. quarters, hospital facilities, or something of that 
kind; I am not quite sure which. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. .Will the gentleman from Mary- 
land give me time to finish? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. How much time does the gentleman de- 
sire? 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. About five minutes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I yield to the gentleman five minutes ad- 
ditional. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. It is said that certain parties in- 
terested in Camp Kearney property recently came to Washing- 
ton and submitted a proposition to Mr. Cramer, who was at 
that time the head of the legal department of the Veterans’ 
Bureau. They are said to have submitted a proposition which 
was accepted by the Government, and whereby the rent for 
Camp Kearney property was increased from $1 a year to $35.000 
a year, with the option that after one year the rent should be 
increased to either $90,000 or 899.000 per year. That within 
itself perhaps is not a matter that would excite such great 
suspicion, if it were not followed, as the report goes, by an- 
other circumstance that seems very unusual. It is said that 
when this $35,000 contract and this option contract had heen 
signed up, Mr. Cramer went down to the proper division where 
the checks or vouchers are issued and demanded that a check 
for $35,000 be issued that day to the parties to the contract. 
The officer in the Veterans“ Bureau, I aw told, refused to issue 
the check, and told him that under the rules and regulations 
of the department it would take several days te get such a 
matter through, It is said that finally a threat was made by 
Mr. Cramer to the effect that if the check was not issued that 
day somebody would lose his job, whereupon the underling ofli- 
cial obeyed orders and issued the check. It is also said that 
Mr. Cramer and the parties from California left that night on 
a trip to New York City and were there for several days. 

Not only that, but I have been told that when the check came 
to the Comptroller General some two weeks ago he refused to 
approve its payment. I have endeavored to obtain more definite 
information on this matter but as yet have been unable to do so. 
I do not know whether the reports are correct or not, but I 
know they sound mighty bad. I know the people of the country 
do not know the facts. The taxpayers of the Nation are en- 
titled to know. I think a bureau that employs approximately 
30.000 people and spends more than $425,000,000 of the people's 
money per annum is an institution of sufficient importance that 
the Congress ought to take notice of what it is doing and so far 
us possible correct every evil connected with its administration. 

Here may I be permitted to make a suggestion? It has been 
currently reported that there is an effert on foot to appoint a 
Veterans’ Bureau committee. I want to give it my indorsement. 
T think it would be a good idea. There is pending before the 
House something like 200 bills affecting directly and indirectly 
the Veterans’ Bureau. When they affect the Veterans’ Bureau 
they affect every home and almost every individual in America, 
It is primarily for the benefit of the splendid boys who gave 
their services to the country in its hour of need. I think it 
would be the best thing for the House and for the country if 
we were to create a standing committee of the House to dispose 
of such matters. [Applause.] 

[Mr. Larsen of Georgia had leave to revise and extend his 
remarks, ] 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentieman from 
New Jersey [Mr. ACKERMAN]. 

Mr, ACKERMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on the general subject of 
tariff legislation. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from New Jersey? 

There was no objection. 


The extension of remarks referred to is here printed in full 
as follows: 

Mr. ACKERMAN. Mr. Speaker and members of the com- 
mittee, I appreciate your graciousness in permitting me to pre- 
sent some observations concerning the operations of the Ford- 
ney-McCumber tariff. Having in mind the fact that there are 
numerous persons who can not grasp its full intent because of 
the fact that “ politics ” has hitherto been so associated with its 
consideration and the stress of campaigns has prevented an im- 
partial consideration thereof, I venture at this time to present 
some concrete facts relative to the subject. If the line of the 
division between the two great parties is that of a protective 
“tariff” and a “tariff for revenue only,” it seems to me that 
the only way for either of the great parties to secure the reins 
of government is by a candid presentation of what are the facts 
and not attempt to obtain office by distortion thereof or by 
innuendo or otherwise. 

In attempting to present this matter in a clear and under- 
Standable manner permit me to use an argument advanced by 
a “free-trade” advocate. 

At the other end of the Capitol one of the distinguished gen- 
tlemen who comes from a State that believes in a free-trade 
policy and a “tariff for revenue only” said recently that the 
operations of the Fordney-McCumber tariff would take “ three 
billions out of the pockets” of the American people, meaning, 
I suppose, “unnecessarily and uselessly” so, thereby putting 
burdens which should not be inflicted upon the people. To the 
ordinary mind that is a large figure, but how can his statement 
be reconciled in the light of the clear facts when the amount 
of the money collected by the tariff law at the present time will 
not amount at the best to more than $550,000,000 annually? 

We note, however, that he does not say in what period of 
time this colossal sum is to be paid. If the amount of tariff 
collected averaged $500,000,000 per year, it would have six 
years before the sum of $3,000,000,000 would be reached, even if 
every cent were a tax upon the people. But no, he meant im- 
mediately; practically upon the signing of the bill, and that 
industry would be prostrated. 

If manufacturers saw that prices were to rise to such heights 
as to exact that sum from the consuming publie, would they 
not immediately increase the output of their factories in a wild 
scramble to get a part of these high profits, and thus by com- 
petition produce such a surplus of goods that the saturation 
point would be speedily reached? What other conclusion can be 
possible? 

What constitutes the complaint at the present time is that 
the farmer is suffering because he can not get a more profitable 
price for his products. This in turn presupposes the fact that 
if there were factories employing more men there would be a 
greater demand for home consumption of what the farmer pro- 
duces. Consequently, the farmer would be benefited and the 
purchasing power of his dollar would be greater, because of the 
competition among the producers of what the farmer desires in 
order to gratify his wants or satisfy his needs. 

The farmer's trouble at present is that his products are ad- 
versely affected by world markets. About 85 per cent of farm 
products is consumed at home; the balance abroad. It is the 
15 per cent exported that fixes the price. Is this not a fair 
illustration? The price of wheat in London, less freight, is also 
the price of wheat in New York. Therefore the more we en- 
courage a larger consuming home market by active industrial 
conditions the more we benefit the farmer. Especially is this 
so at this time, when the ability of foreign markets to absorb 
and pay for these products may be seriously in question. 

According to a Treasury Department statement as of Janu- 
ary 1, 1923, there were in the continental United States, ex- 
clusive of our island possessions, 110,560,000 people, an increase 
over the previous month of 140,000 individuals. This is about 
the rate at which the population of the United States is grow- 
ing at the present time. In a year the population increases 
approximately 1,680,000 persons. 

If we divide the total amount of revenue received by the 
Treasury Department through the customhouses of this coun- 
try of, let us say, $550,000,000 per year, by 110,000,000 people, 
we will have $5 per individual as a year’s contribution to this 
amount. ‘This is slightly over 1 cent per day, but certainly 
less than 10 cents per week. Who will declare that this is too 
much to pay to protect our home market and endeavor to pre- 
serve the high economic level of this country as compared with 
the economic level elsewhere? 

It will be of value for purposes of comparison to mention in 
this connection the per capita rate of $18 per year, or about 
34 cents per week per individual in Canada; £3 19s. in Aus- 
tralia, which is about the same per individual as in Canada; 
and £2 18s. per year per individual, or 26 cents per week per 
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person in Great Britain, the so-called par excellence free-trade 
country. 

Less than a dime a week” is the highest possible tax that 
under these hypothetical conditions could be extracted from 
each inhabitant in the United States, predicated, of course, 
upon the assumption of the opponents of protection that the 
entire burden of the receipts at the customhouses are borne by 
the people. In reality everyone knows that this is not the ease. 
For the purpose of argument let us assume that only a portion 
of the $550,000,000 to be collected, say $200,000,000, the increase 
over what was being collected before the Fordney-McCumber 
law became operative, is the amount of toll which is extracted 
from the patient consuming public. Considering it on a family 
basis, a hasty figuring will show 22,000,000 families in this 
country on a basis of five to each family. 

For the purposes of quick calculation let us consider that 
there are 25,000,000 of families, and this number being used as a 
divisor for the $200,000,000 of excess toll obtained would make 
it $8 per family, or 16 cents per family per week. In the last 
analysis it comes down to a hypothetical expense of less than 16 
cents per family per week if—and the “if” is made large—this 
additional sum should be taken from the people. 

Coneeding the premises, where is the fallacy in this argument 
or in its conclusion? 

It is estimated by a competent authority that at least 8100, 
000,000 are collected annually from members of labor unions, 
and perhaps as much more by those who hold memberships in 
fraternal or other orders. That sum, if it were divided by the 
families in the United States, would equal the so-called tariff 
charge. Where is the individual who would not willingly pay 
such a tax or who is so poor that he could not afford so to do 
if by such payment adequate and continuous employment at gen- 
erous or highly remunerative wages might be had for the ask- 
ing? Such a condition now exists in our country; all surplus 
labor of a year ago is employed. The smoke of industry clouds 
the horizon. 

Who desires the atmosphere clarified by the adoption of meas- 
ures calculated to silence the hum of industry by flooding 
the market with competitive foreign goods? Certainly such will 
not be the case under Republican tariff policies. Who ever 
heard of a protective tariff putting up the shutters on a factory 
or putting people out of work? Who will be good enough to 
give an instance of such an oecurrence? 

Let us review the past and see whether or not the country has 
financially prospered since the celebration of the country’s cen- 
tennial, so graphically portrayed at the Philadelphia Exposition. 
The census of 1870 is as near as we can get to that historic date: 

When the population was 38,000,000 in 1870 the wealth was 
$24,000,000,000, or $630 per individual. 

When the population was 50,000,000 in 1880 the wealth was 
$43,000,000,000, or $860 per individual. 

When the population was 62,000,000 in 1890 the wealth was 
$65,000,000,000, or $1,050 per individual. 

When the population was 76,000,000 In 1900 the wealth was 
$88,000,000,000, or $1,160 per individual. 

When the population was 81,000,000 in 1904 the wealth was 
$107,000,000,000, or $1,320 per individual. 

When the population was 95,000,000 in 1912 the wealth was 
$187,000,000,000, or $1,990 per individual. 

The figures for 1922 are not available as yet, but if the same 
rate of progress is conceded during the 10 years from 1912 our 
national wealth can not be far from $400,000,000,000. This 
amount is 20 per cent less than the supposed inflation value was 
in 1920. In arriving at this conclusion inflation and deflation 
were taken into account, as was also the fact that our national 
income in 1912 was $33,000,000,000. 

If the average profit of industry in general is only 122 per 
cent instead of a higher figure, and the income for 1922 is 
$60,000,000,000, as economists assert it was, we will not be far 
afield in estimating the national wealth as very close to $500,- 
000,000,000, and that is what, I believe, the census figures will 
show when they are finally compiled. 

In the publication entitled The Things that Are Cvyesar’s” 
the wealth of the world from the beginning of time down to 
1780, as a surplus of production over consumption in all the 
thousands of years since time began, is given as approximately 
only $100,000,000,000, 

The wealth of the world to-day is probably one thousand bil- 
lions of dollars. What is true about some countries having 
fared badly and others worse, in order to fairly estimate their 
value to get this grand total, is not in any sense applicable to 
the United States. Our progress, though temporarily arrested 
at times, has been fundamentally sound and consistently pro- 
gressive and enduring. 
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The reason for this economic advancement was the form of 
tariff policy in effect. For more than 70 years with few excep- 
tions a protective tariff was in force. Under its beneficial pro- 
visions American labor, industry, and commerce enjoyed unri- 
valed conditions. As a result our citizenship is of a higher 
standard because of the opportunities our public institutions 


were able to offer. What has benefited our people socially has 
in no lesser degree benefited them economically. This is abun- 
dantly apparent in the following statement made a few days 
ago by the American Bankers’ Association. 

SAVINGS DEPOSITS IN 1922 INCREASE $1,500,000,000. 

Cuicaco, February 2 (by Associated Press).—Savings deposits in the 
United States increased by about $1,500,000,000 in 1922 as compared 
with 1921, according to preliminary figures tabulated by the savings- 
bank division of the American Bankers’ Association and announced 
here through district headquarters. 

The res show that, 8 to reported savings deposits on 
June 30, 1921, of $16,618,695,000, the amount for the corresponding 
date in 1922 was $18,087,493,000. 

The number of savings accounts indicated by the partial data in 
hand was 28,957,526 on June 30, 1922, as compared to 26,637,831 on 
the corresponding date in 1921, a gain of 2,314,695. For both the 
amount of savings and the number of depositors later data of States 
from which complete returns have not yet been received are expected 
to show larger gains for 1922. 

According to this report school savings systems reported deposits 
of $5 500,000 during the last school year, an increase of 40 per cent 
over 1921 and 100 per cent over 1920. The number of school systems 
also increased by over 100 — 5 cent during the last school year and 
the number of pupils reported as participating was 1,271,000, a growth 
of 50 per cent over the previous school year. 

The data collected by the savings-bank division indicate that life 
insurance, not including beneficial societies or the Government bureau, 
now carried on American lives totals more than $50,000,000,000, 
Premiums on new business during the year ended November 1, 1922, 
amounted to $225,980,000, The total premiums, including the y- 
ments on annuities, paid during the year amounted to more an 
$1,500,000,000. The amount of new life insurance 0 durin 
the year 1922 was $9,300,000,000, an increase of $600,000,000, or 
per cent, over 1921. 


The Fourth Federal Bank of Cleveland, Ohio, offers additional 
evidence in the following announcement: 


CLEVELAND, OHIO, February 2.— Business has discarded most of its 
hesitating attitude—the familiar 1922 trade-mark—and in its place is 
a spirit of confidence, according to the monthly business review of the 
Fourth Federal bank. 

“There are good things in store for us in 1923 if we know how to 
work and look for them,” the reyiew states. Aside from the foreign 
situation, it adds, there is little in the conditions outside of business 
that will prevent the continuance of good business; should a check 
develop, it will be due to conditions developed within itself. 

In many ways this will be a critical year, the review predicts, a 
ear where effective management, sales effort, better salesmen, more 
ntensive training, and harder and more conscientious work will be 
necessary. 

Many are asking: “Is business going to continue 3 durin 
19237“ the review says, and answers that no one is fully capable o 
answering, because there are too many unsolved problems. 

During the present year business will be good or bad, as we choose 
to make it, according to the review. 

Conditions which a be cited as favorable to continued prosperity, 
the review states, can listed as: 

Employment almost universal throughout the country; 

Industry 5 at capacity, or nearly so; 

Money and credit paneas 

Commodity prices firming ; 

Order books filling; 

pore Romer of the farmer increasing; 

Railroads ieved to be large buyers of materials as year advances; 

Large building programs; 

Retail sales increasing. 

Conditions that might be listed as less favorable are: 

Export situation doubtful ; 

Transportation improving, but only slightly; 

Fuel situation unsettled ; 

Labor becoming scarce. 


The Federal Reserve Board dispels any doubt that may be 


felt as to the conditions and business outlook in the agricul- 
tural implement industry in the following announcement: 


[From the Washington Star.] 


FARM IMPLEMENTS IN GREAT DEMAND—SALES DOUBLE THOSE 
AGO—FARMERS IN MUCH BETTER CONDITION. 

The Federal Reserve Board last night announced that oe from 
its country-wide sources indicated evidences of recovery in the * 
tural industry from the months of depression, as sales of farm Imple- 
ments in December and January revealed a restoration of the buying 
powers of the farmers. December sales, according to the reports, were 
more than double those of December, 1921, and the increases were sus- 
tained in January. 


The automobile industry may be judged—at least, on one 
class of cars—by the following announcement: 
{Special dispatch to the Star.) 
FORD PLANT HAS 25,000 UNFILLED ORDERS FOR CARS. 


Detroit, MICH., February 2.—One of the best indications of to-day’s 
status of the motor industry is the fact that the Ford Co. went 
into apuru with more than 25,000 unfilled orders. Ford dealers 
have requisitions for 148,000 cars and trucks for February delivery. 
but the production schedule is being held down to 123,000 because 6: 


OF YEAR 


general conditions affecting manufacture. 

The supply of labor available at automobile plants has not been 
so large as manufacturers could have wished, but production has not 
been notably held back on this account. 


Turning to our export trade we find a thriving condition 
keeping step with domestic activities, 

Director Klein, of the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Com- 
merce, described it in his annual report, on which the following 
is a news dispatch to the New York Journal of Commerce: 


GROWING INTEREST IN EXPORT TRADE—COMMERCE BUREAU ASKS FOR 
LARGE FORCE—IN ANNUAL REPORT DIRECTOR KLEIN SAYS TRADE INQUIR- 
IES HAVE INCREASED 400 PER CENT IN YEAR—DESCRIBES EXPANSION OF 


FACILITIES, 
[Bureau of The Journal of Commerce.] 


WASHINGTON, Dec. 18.—The increased desire of American firms to 
enter foreign markets with their wares is reflected by a 400 per cent 
gain in foreign trade inquiries directed to the Department of Commerce 
this year, as compared with last, Director Julius Klein, of the Bureau 
of Forei, and mestic Commerce, declares in his annual report. 

Describing the fiscal year 1921-22 as one of the most crucial periods 
in the history of the Nation’s foreign trade.” Director Klein poingy 
to the complete reor; tion of his bureau under Secretary Hoover's 
direction as the prime factor enabling it to help American export 
interests withstand the “inroads of recovering European competition 
in the world’s markets.” 

Following out the policy of „better service with less meddling,” 
Director Klein says that the Bureau of Forei and Domestic Com- 
merce now serves business on a commodity basis through 17 new 
divisions which specialize on America’s great export products of the 
factories and farms. These divisions are headed by sales experts 
selected by the trades themselyes and guided in their work by about 
70 committees composed of business men representing over 150,000 
manufacturers and merchants in the sending “export industries of the 
country. This arrangement insures a m um service to each in- 
dustry at a minimum outlay of time, labor, and money. 

3 of the accomplishments of the bureau in its 9 
work, ector Klein says: “ The largest Italian contract awarded in 
years, amounting to $13,000,000, was secured for an American firm 
through the help of the bureau's office in Rome, The 5.9 of 
American shippers of goods valued at $68,000,000 to $80,000,000, 
caught in the port congestion in Cuba, were successfully safeguarded 
through the aid of the bureau's Habana representative. The Vienna 
office enabled an American concern to obtain an order for $1,500,000, 
and the Madrid office saved for American exporters contracts in Spain 
covering 100,000 tons of wheat.” 

In concluding his report Director Klein states that if the bureau is 
to ca on and enlarge its work in the manner dictated by the 
economic situation of the country, its activities should be extended 
to cover the study and promotion of domestic commerce. Its foreign 
service should be strengthened by the establishment of offices in new 
markets. Experts in commodities not yet specifically provided for, 
such as tobacco, grain, and many manufactured specialties, should 
be added to its present staff to meet the increasing demands of the 
trades. The salaries of many statutory penons should be consider- 
ably increased, otherwise the bureau will continue to lose some of 
its more valuable help. 


Further illuminating evidence is furnished in figures com- 
piled in the Department of Commerce and given herewith: 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, January 23, 1923. 
Hon. ERNEST R. ACKERMAN, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

My DEAR MR. CONGRESSMAN : In response to your request of January 
16 I inclose herewith a list giving the comparison of volume of produc- 
tion during the last three years. 

Yours faithfully, 

(Inclosure.) 


HERBERT Hoover. 


Comparison of volume of production during the last three years. 


529, 500 
5, 406, 775 
4,250, 316 
6, 512, 400 

323, 286 


25, 538 


Zine production. BES tee do 


Fuel and power: 
Coal and coke produc- 
tion— 
Bituminous coal. .... 
Anthracite coal. 


lons. 
Public utility electric | K. W. hours 
power mill. 


Eleven months cumulative. Twelve months cumulative. 
On Sault Ste. Marie Canals. 


1923. 


Com paris on of volume of produetion during the last three years—Contd. 


Chemica 
Newsprint paper 
Automobiles: 


ice. feet. 4 -i 
Grand total value ‘Thousands of dol- 2,533,224 | "2,359,776 | 3, 352, 919 
ar | 
roductian— 

Southern pin 4505, 256 1 4,828, 78 
Douglas fir 3,522,844 5,282,887 | 
Saali white pine 25.30 811 
white ls 5 $ 
aere ae 70.508 | 1 841 
hardwood.. 11515824 143/856 | 
Western pine $93,244 | 1,436, 287) 
. . 3 | a 
343/896 127,732 

410/453 | 534,144 

404,027 | 180,884 

148,920 274,824 

100, 534 ‘137, 020 

384,348 1504512 

67,140 118,200 

42,172 547,664 

98,293 1135870 

95 551 116, 563 

17,841 | 110,003 
8, 1102, A 

3, 500, 364 |1 5, 705, 719 

A, 474,206, | 1:4, 582,217 


6,739,368 16, 564,285! 


;937 6,798 16,332 

cigarettes do 44,622 50, 835 150,020 

Manulact ured to- | Kd emt sarc 390, 888 336, 490 0 872) 
bacco and snuff. 


Eleven months cumulative. 


The record would be incomplete without a comprehensive 
statistical review of business during the last calendar year, 
which also shows a production record for 11 months with the 
percentage of increase and decrease fully tabulated: 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
Washington, 
‘STATISTICAL REVIEW OF BUSINESS IN 1922. 

At this time of the year it is customary for business to pause long 
‘enough to ‘take account o A opel mude months 
qe: Pg oe and from this stan point to make some conjectures ns to 

months-of the new year. It is with.a feeling of satisfaction 
‘thet most industries can view the Peen ex of the past year in spite of 
the many difficulties which have been 8 At the close -of 
1922 there are no serious obstacles in sight whieh should hinder further 
8 during the early part of the new year. The unsettled condi- 
ftions in foreign countries, particularly in rope, are still depressing 
our trade; and, to a certain extent have, no doubt, kept the prices of 
‘agricultural products below the level of other.commodities. ithin the 
past two months this latter condition has in a measure been relieved. 

Production of manufactured commodities in 1922 was about 50 per 
cent greater than. in 1921, according to figures. compiled b the Depart- 
ment of Commerce from latest reports to the Bureau of the Census 
made in connection with the “Survey of current business.” ‘Textile 
imills were about 20 per cent more active than in 1921, the iron and 

teel industry 3 its ou — a from 60 to 70 per cent over 1921; 
1 — metals, from 50 to 95 per cent ; petroleum, 18 per cent; coke, 
“40 per cent; “paper, 20 to 30 per cent; rubber, 40 per cent; automo- 
‘biles, 50 per cent; bullding . 50 per cent; lumber, 
cent; brick, 50 per cent; cement, 15 per cent; leather, pe 
“sugar, 45 per eent; and meats about 5 per cent, 3 ‘receipts 
were, in general, higher than in 1921. he only declines of: . 
im anthracite, were 7 per cent in bituminous coal and 47 per cent in 

racite. 
The increase in production and the reduction in immigration im- 
ved the labor e from a large surpius of labor at the end of 
12 921 to a point where shortages oeeur, while unemployment has almost 
been eliminated. 

Transportation conditions ehanged from a huge surplus of idle freight 
acars to ‘a considerahle shortage, While car ‘loadings were 11 per cent 
ygreater than in 1921. 

Prices to the farmer inereased about 17 per cent during the 
Wholesale prices advanced 10 per cent, and retail food pr yir ae faai pr 
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urchasing power 


5 per cent. This conilition the farmer a greater- 
and narrows the wholesaler and retai 2 

The volume of ‘trade sa oer par pein ie ‘heavier than in 1921. Sales 
of mail-order houses increased 6 per cent, and chain stores show a 
gain of 13 per cent. Debits and — clearings also show about this 
same 

The ‘following ane ipa ragraphs compare the -statistical data for various 
industries with the cert e e of 1921. Usually the com- 

fison covers the first 11 mont: year, but in à few cases 
pada for only 10 months are available. 

TEXTILES. 


The -wool ‘manufactu industry was from 20 to 25 per cent more 
-active in 1922 than in 1921. — of wool at Boston for the first 
11 months of ‘the year were 21 per cent greater, due to the increase 
of 42 3 cent in domestic receipts. Consumption af wool in mills 
exceeded last year, on a 10 months’ sas Sy by 25 per cent. The 

ice of unwashed wool.at Boston advanced almost 70 per cent during 
a igi ein about 50 per cent, and finished goods advanced about 

22 ‘consumption with its November record since 1917, rose 13.5 

r cent in the first 11 months of 1922 over the same period of 1921. 

xports of raw cotton 3 almost 6 per cent, and stocks were de- 

pone except at mills. The price of raw 
cotton rose about 12 per dent, th to the ucer and on the New 
York Cotton Exchange, to December 1. and further advances were 
made during December. re print cloths, and sheetings advanced 
about 20 per cent. . the vet 

The caleulated consumption oe Taw silk ‘increased 11 cent over 
the corresponding 11 months last year. Stocks of raw son Decem- 
ber 1 were about 150 per cent greater than a year ago. Tue price of 
raw silk increased about 10 per cent during the year. 

METALS. 


dron! ao aei dnerea: 
Unfilled orders 07 the: 


f 80 oe cent during the year, Iron and steel prices rose from 15 to 50 
per cent, with the highest relative increase in iron, Exports of iron 
sand steel, based un months’ figures, ‘declined 26 per cent. 


Locomotive shipments by manufacturers f 
1922 were 16 per cent less than in 1921, owing to the decline of ship- 
ments for foreign account of 56 per cent. Domestic s ents increased 
8 per cent. Unfilled-orders for foreign locomotives on r 1. were 
less than a er ear ago, but domestic orders were over ten times as large. 
ight cars placed in 11 months of 1922 were over seven 


times as large as a year ago. 

Production. of steel sheets averaged about 75 per cent of capacity in 
1922, as against 35 per cent in 1921. 2 — of fabriented structural 
steel were about 88 per cent larger in 1922 than in 1921, based on 11 
months’ figures. 


E 9 55 Production showed an increase of 96 per cent over 11 months 
p 


but was almost 30 per cent recede the 1920 ‘Exports 
copper were -29 5 — cent greater than in 1921, on the basis = 10 
wae s’ figures, price of copper advanced’ abont 10 per 
during the year. 
FUELS, 
Ai ‘spite of the strike *bituniinous-coal Longe "was only 7 osu 
less thun in 1921 for the 11 months’ period, a decrease of 2 000,000 


cane Anthraeite coal, however, showed a decline of 47 per cent, with 
a loss df 40,000,000 ‘tons. “Production ‘of beehive coke increased 32 

vent and by-product coke ‘production increased 41 per cent. “Public- 
utility electric power showed an increase of 7 per cent on a 10 months' 


‘basis. 
The petroleum industry has been about 15 per cent more active ‘than 
‘a ‘year ago. Crude petroleum on the basis of 10 months’ figures, shows 
an ‘increase of 16 per cent in 3 =") tee cent in 2 ption, 
11 per ‘cent in imports, and 17 per cent in the number ‘of oil Nelle 
completed. Shipments ‘from Mexico increased 13 per cent. Stocks on 
November 1 were 100,000,000 barrels greater than a year ago, an 
crease of about 60 per cent. The price of crude oil declined about 20 
per cent during the year. 


The production-of gasoline in 10 months increased 18 per cent over 
the 1921 period, exports increased 11 per cant, and consumption 16 per 
cent. Stocks on November 1 were about 60 per cent greater than a 


year ago. 
PAPER. 

The paper industry showed an ‘increase of from 20 to 30 per cent in 
activity over 1921. Ten months’ figures show an increase of 21 per 
cent in production of mechanical wood pulp and 34 per cent for chem - 
ical pulp. Stocks of mechanical Bulp dectined about 20 per cent, while 
chemical stocks increased about per cent. 

ee paper production inereased 19 cent over the 1921 
10) mont period, and totul stocks imereased Mank xd during the ar 
though mill stocks declined. Consumption by pa hers -was 
cent heavier than in 1921. .Priees declined ut 10 per cent, Total 
production of paper increased 34 per cent, with an increase of 55 per 
‘cent in fine paper. Total paper stocks at mills showed little change 
from à year ago. 

RUBBER, 

Production of pneumatic tires was 39 per cent ahead of 1921 on 
10 months’ figures, While inner tubes and solid tires 8 35 and 
84 per cent, respectively. Domestic shipments of all three kinds in- 
creased from 24 to 35 per cent over last year. Stocks be November 1 
were about 80 per cent larger than a year ago, except inner tubes, 
where the increase was only about half as great rela ly. Consump- 
tion of rubber by tire manufacturers increased 56 per cent over the 
‘corresponding 1931 period. The price of rubber, through a recent rise, 
is about the same as a year ago. 

‘AUTOMOBILES. 


55 Tot the To made a new high record in 1922—about 50 
of the 1921 ina ag as regards passenger vehicles and 
Recut 75 per cent in tru he truck production was ‘less than in 
1919 and 1920, however. 

BUILDING CONSTRUCTION, 


Total volume of building contracts let in 11 months of 1922 was 
52 per cent greater than in the pica rE o 8 of 1921, and for 
the full year will undoubtedly exceed 919 building record. In 
e the 1022 -contracts already exceed the total SS for in 

3 wear, and the average number of projects greatly = 
previous years, Over half of the ne building volume increase over 1921 
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was due to the increase of over 100,000,000 square feet in residential 


buildings, or 56 per cent over 1921. The greatest relative increase, 
however, occurred in industrial buildings, with a gain of 86 per cent, 
while business buildings gained 48 per cent. 


BUILDING MATERIALS. 


pencon will exceed the corresponding period of 
1921 by about 35 r cent, but for individual species there is a 
decided variation. he western softwoods, such as Douglas fir, Cali- 
fornia white pine, and western pine, increased from 50 to 60 per cent 
over 1921, except redwood, which gained only 20 per cent. North 
Carolina pine production increased 83 per cent, but southern pine 
output was only 17 r cent greater than in the 1921 period. ine 
and hemlock production in the Lake States showed increases of from 
to. oo pes cent, but hardwood production in that region was less 

an in 5 

Production and shipments of flooring increased about 70 per cent in 
the 11 months’ period, and orders penne 50 per cent. The increases 
were much larger in oak flooring than in maple flooring. 

December 1 were less than a year ago and unfilled orders about 50 
per cent greater. 

The production of cement in 11 months of 1922 exceeded any pre- 
vious full year's production and was 15 per cent greater than the 
corresponding output for 1921. Shipments increased 22 per cent and 
also made a new high record, exceeding production, and resulting in a 
decline of about 40 per cent in stocks on hand on ber 1, 


HIDES AND LEATHER, 


Sole leather 8 based on 10 months’ figures, was slightly 
less than in 1921, but upper leather production was about. 30 per cent 
greater. Stocks of leather declined during the 
of hides. Exports of leather exceeded 1921, wit 
more than double the previous year. Prices of hides rose from 30 to 
50 per, cent during the past year, but leather prices tended to decline 
slightly. Exports of boots and shoes were only a little more than half 
as large as a year ago, and prices were reduced slightly. 
CERBALS. 


The final estimate of the 1922 wheat crops shows an increase of 
41,000,000 bushels, or about 5 per cent over the 1921 crop, due to the 
increase in winter wheat. Receipts and shipments of wheat for 11 
months were 9 per cent less than in 1921, and the visible supply 
on December 1 showed a slight decline from last year. Exports of 
wheat and flour, on 10 months’ data, showed a decline of 38 per cent. 
The production of wheat flour was about the same as a year ago, 
while consumption increased about 7 per cent. Prices of wheat were 
slightly higher than a year ago, but flour prices were lower. 

he 1922 corn crop shows a decrease of 178,000,000 bushels, or 
about 6 pe cent. Receipts, shipments, and grindin nto glucose and 
starch all increased about 18 r cent over the 11 months of 1921, 
while the visible supply showed a decline of almost 30 per cent. Ex- 
ports of corn in 10 months showed an increase of 31 per cent, and the 
whoesale price increased about 50 . cent. 

The oats crop of 1922 was 137 „000 bushels larger than the 1921 
crop, or about 13 per cent. Receipts were about the same as in 1921, 
but the visible supply was less than half as great. E rts in 10 
months were over four times as large as a year ago, and the price in- 
creased about 25 per cent. 


MEATS AND DAIRY PRODUCTS. 


The movement of cattle and calves showed a large increase over 
1921, receipts increasing 16 per cent; shipments, 24 per cent; and 
stocker and feeder 9 39 per cent. Slaughter increased about 
10 per cent, while exports of beef products declined 9 per cent in 10 
months. Cold-storage holdings were about the same as a year ago, 
and prices in general were higher. 

Receipts, shipments, and slaughter of hogs were all about 5 per cent 
greater than in 11 months of 1921, but stocker and feeder mp 
ments were 18 per cent larger than in 1921. Exports of pork products 
declined 18 per cent on a 10 months’ comparison, and cold-storage 
holdings increased slightly. The price of hogs was 20 per cent higher 
than at the end of 1921, while pork prices were about the same as 
last year, 


Total lumber 


ear, as did also stocks 
upper leather exports 


SUGAR. 


Meltings of raw into refined sugar made a new high record in 1922 
and were 45 per cent larger than in 1921. Exports of refined sugar 
also made a new high record and were more than double the 1921 ex- 
ports. Stocks of raw sugar were slightly smaller than in 1921 at 
this time and prices of sugar were higher. Receipts in and exports 
from Cuba were slightly greater than a year ago, but stocks in Cuba 
on December 1 were only 49,495 tons, as against the huge stocks of 
967,515 tons held on December 1, 1921. 


WATER TRANSPORTATION. 


Panama Canal traffic was 19 per cent larger than last year and 
made a new high record; traffic in American ships increased 26 per 
eent. Traffic through the Sault Ste. Marie Canal was 25 per cent 
larger than in 1921. 

RAILROAD TRANSPORTATION. 


The average surplus of 282,926 freight cars on December 1, 1921, has 
almost disappeared, and in its place the average shortage has increased 
from almost nothing to 133,786 cars. The number of cars in bad order 
has been considerably reduced during the year. Total car loadings for 
1922 increased about 11 per cent over 1921, in spite of the drop in 
coal loadings, and were almost up to the high mark of 1920. Railroad 
revenues declined 2 per cent from 1921 on a 10 months“ basis, due to 
a decrease of 1 per cent in freight revenue and 9 per cent in passenger 
revenue. Operating expenses were reduced by 6 per cent, resulting in 
a gain of 23 per cent in net operating income. 

LABOR. 

ent in factories, as reported from both New York and Wis- 
consin, showed a gain of about 15 per cent during the year and total 
ay roll increased about 20 per cent. Estimated unemployment in 
Pennsylvania was reduced from 269,322 to 28.398 during the year 
ending December 1. The average applications per job at State and 
municipal employment agencies show a change from a surplus of 57 
per cent in workers to a shortage of 3 per cent. 

Immigration and emigration both show declines of about 50 per cent 
from the corresponding 1921 figures. 


PRICE INDEX NUMBERS. 


The average price paid to farmers for crops on November 15 was 20 
per cent higher than a year ago, and the live-stock price index was 
about 14 per cent higher, 


Emplo 


000,000 88 


Wholesale prices have made a gradual rise in 1922, and the index 
number of the Department of Labor is over 10 per cent greater than a 

ear ago. Farm products and metals had the test relative gains. 

he index numbers of Dun's and Bradstreet's showed larger increases 
during the year, the former rising 18 per cent and the latter 21 per cent. 

The retail food-price index declined 5 per cent during the year and 
showed about the same relative increase over 1913 as the wholesale food 
index. The cost of living on December 1, as pies by the National 
Industrial Conference Board, was still 3 per cent lower than at the end 
of 1921. The Principat decrease was in food, while fuel and light was 
4 per cent higher than a year ago. 

DISTRIBUTION MOVEMENT. 

Mail-order houses on 11 months’ business showed a 6 per cent in- 
crease over 1921. Chain-store sales averaged 13 per cent larger than a 
year ago and were the highest recorded for any year, 

Magazine advertising was 6 per cent greater than in 1921, while 
newspaper advertising. based on 10 months, showed a decline of 6 per 
cent. Postal receipts for 11 months were 9 per cent greater than in 
the 1921 period and made a new high record. 

PUBLIC FINANCE. 

The total United States interest-bearing debt was reduced by $667,- 
the 12 months ended December 1, or about 8 per cent; 
etory loans were reduced by $2,153,000,000, or about 11 
per cent. Customs receipts increased 46 per cent and were far greater 
than in any previous year. Total ordinary receipts of the Government 
declined 24 per cent and disbursements were reduced by 30 per cent, 
with a balance of ordinary receipts of over $300,000,000 in 11 months, 

Per capita money circulation, declined slightly during the year. 

BANKING AND FINANCE. 

Debits and bank mages og for New York City increased 17 and 18 
per cent, respectively, while for the rest of the country the increases 
over 1921 were only 6 and 8 per cent, respectively. Bills discounted by 
Federal reserve banks were only half as large as a year ago, but invest- 
ments were twice as great. Note circulation showed little change, but 
the reserve ratio st at 76.4 per cent on ber 1, 1922, as against 
72.7 a year ago. Member banks of the Federal reserve system had 
slightly smaller loans and discounts outstanding than a year ago, while 
investments increased by $1,100,000,000 and deposits by $800,000,000. 
Interest rates fell during the year. 

Saving deposits in banks increased uniformly throughout the coun- 
try by about 5 per cent. Postal savings declined about 10 per cent. 
Sales of life insurance increased 5 per cent in number of policies and 
11 per cent in amount of new insurance. 

e number of business faflures was 27 
1921 and exceeds any previous year since 1915. The amount of de- 
faulted liabilities ex ed the huge defaults in 1921 by 5 per cent. 

rity prices rose considerably during the year, industrial stocks 
averaging an increase of about 34 per cent, railroad stocks about 17 
per cent, and bonds about 20 per cent. Stock sales were 55 per cent 
eater than in the 1921 period, and bond sales increased 26 per cent. 
iberty-Victory bond sales declined 18 per cent, but other bonds in- 
creased in volume by 92 per cent. 


r cent larger than in 


FOREIGN EXCHANGE AND TRADE. 
The general index of foreign exchange compiled by the Federal Re- 
serve rd increased about 10 per cent during the year, and now 


during the year 


stands at 67 per cent of par. The prinerce) chan, 
ng, the Canadian dollar, and the 


were the increases in the pound ster 


Argentine, Dutch, and Swedish exchanges, and the continued rapid fall 
in German marks. 


| 
Production for 11 | Per cent 
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Foodstuffs: 
posi products (consump- | Thousand bushels. 
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Selin 8 
Unfilled orders, United | Thousand long 
States Steel Corpora 


Condition November 30 of year indicated. ~- 


1923. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3157 


Business record for 11 months of year—Continued. 


Production for 11 p. 
months of year. ay Bars 


(+) or 
Commodity. ome — 
1921 1922 1922 from 

1921. 

Paper: 

Warten batt: 4 739,692 | 1,352,566 +82.9 
Solid fiber boxes. do 501,342 606, 180 +20.9 
dings, etc.: 

2 e ele 351, 931 5A, 341 +51.8 
o 91,734 105,190 +14.7 
ha steel (sales)... Long tons 1, 287, 401 +87.5 

5 5 502, 383 +28.9 
490 -+105.3 

512 +44.0 

529 +71.5 

381 +50. 2 

461 +38.0 

064 —15.6 

619 +409. 1 

720 +628.9 

88t +6.3 

331 +9.4 

857 +46.3 

254 +5.8 

857 +13.2 

627 —16.9 

540 +14.6 

—89.5 

— 238, 958 -+54.8 

Bond sales... R 555 +25.5 

Municipal bonds dong do . 1,106,870 | 1,172,552 +5.9 
term). 

Life insurance (new busi- - do. . 5, 117, 761 | 5,672, 542 +10.8 
ness). 

Stock prices, closing— 

8 Dollars share.. 279.14 | 2106.09 +34.1 
e | Deemer] E S| ee 

Banking: 

n Debits to individual ac- | Millions of dollars 178, 419 183, 688 +5.9 
coun! New 
Fork Guy. 
ank outside . doo 127, 20 136, 768 +7.5 
New York City. 

Price index numbers: 

Farm prices— 

Crops (15th of month) Index number 198 2118 +20.4 
Live stock (15th . e 292 2105 +14.1 
wh month). SERU 
olesale prices, De 
Ment OF Le E E E E A 1141 1156 | 4710.6 
ities. 

Reta prices, ye BPE Ey PPE, ee 3 #152 7145 —4.6 

1 November 30 of year indicated. 

3 vok el for November of indicated. 


sA verace as of the 15th of ovember of year in 


This recital of facts indicates a very healthy, prosperous, and 
growing condition, and, to my mind, is attributable in no small 
measure to the confidence created by the outlook afforded by 
the Fordney-McCumber Tariff Act. For 134 years, since the 
first act on July 4, 1789, was enacted, we have enjoyed for the 
greater part of the time protective tariffs. According to au- 
thorities about 62 per cent of the imports in value are on the 
free list. About 30 per cent more are of a class that are un- 
affected by such changes in rates that would materially inter- 
fere with their free importation, this leaving only 8 per cent 
upon which the operations of the tariff laws may be conceded 
to have some effect. Many instances could be cited where this 
present tariff has received the approval of those who opposed 
it during its formation and who are being greatly benefited by 
its operation. 

In some remarks I made to the House on July 21, 1921, I 
advocated the revival of a confident and optimistic spirit-in 
the future of America. That day has already arrived. All 
industry is girding up its loins in anticipation of the busiest 
time ever known. The railroads are ordering locomotives and 
cars in greater numbers than ever before, and already the ery 
is heard that there are not enough hands to do the work in 
sight. 

Five billions is the amount that is conservatively estimated 
will be spent by the building industry the coming year, we are 
assured of no cessation in the work of mining coal, and the net- 
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wark of good roads is like a spider web radiating in all direc- 
tions. 

There is plenty of sunshine visible, and while occasional 
clouds flit across the sky, yet they are melting one by one, and 
if we will embrace the golden opportunities that are ours to- 
day we will not only benefit greatly ourselves but will be a bless- 
ing and comfort to those who are for the moment not so for- 
tunate, In the words of Doctor Còué: Every day in every way 
America is growing better and better. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH]. 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, 
I am in favor of this legislation. My reason for supporting 
this bill is that I believe that it will materially aid in develop- 
ing our foreign service. I am of the opinion that our foreign 
service ought not only to compare with the service of other 
countries but that it should excel that of any other country. 
We must take into consideration, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, 
the fact that our foreign commerce has increased and is increas- 
ing from year to year. Formerly the Diplomatic Service had 
very little to do with our foreign commerce, but to-day under 
the conditions that exist I am satisfied that efficient foreign 
service will greatly stimulate and aid our foreign commerce. 
We know that other nations spend tremendously large sums of 
money to secure the very best and the most capable men to 
look after their commercial interests. We have been to a cer- 
tain extent neglectful of our duty in that regard. We ought to 
have attempted before this time to have made an effort to im- 
prove, strengthen, and solidify the service upon which our 
country must depend not only for its foreign political but com- 
mercial affairs as well. I believe this bill goes quite a way in 
bringing about the greatly needed improvement. It also pro- 
vides for classification of all in the service, their advance- 
ment, and increase in salaries, This provision is absolutely 
necessary if we desire to keep the experienced and efficient men 
in this important service. This bill, I am satisfied, will make 
it possible for young men of poor families, who are capable and 
aspiring to this service, to continue in the service. Under these 
provisions we will give the poor lad—the young man who has 
not income of his own or who can not draw on his parents— 
the chance and opportunity to obtain the salary that will make 
it possible for him to exist in his position. I believe we will 
thereby secure some of the most efficient and most capable 
young men who up to now have been deprived of an opportu- 
nity of seeking this service in foreign lands. 

I think this is legislation in the right direction. I am of the 
opinion that nearly all of us are in favor of bringing an im- 
provement in the service. If there should be anyone in doubt 
about this bill, I request him to read the evidence by former 
Ambassador Davis, as was so ably stated by him before the 
committee. I quote his remarks: 

EXTRACTS FROM TESTIMONY OF JOHN W. DAVIS, FORMERLY AMBASSADOR 
TO GREAT BRITAIN. ‘ 
(Hearings, 89-92.) 


I really do not think that, so far as I know the Government service, 
there is any one place in it that needs this sort of reform so badly 
as the Diplomatic and Consular Service, the 8 service, speakin 
as a whole. N erally, of course, the diplomatie branch o 
that service is the first line in the country’s defense, and the Consular 
Service is the spearhead of the country’s trade. 

I have read this bill, and it seems to me it presents four features 
which, if I may use the phrase, are cardinal points of reform in this 
question. Manifestly, if we are to get good men in the service, and 
hold them after they get there, we must set them to work under condi- 
tions which are agreeable, that will stimulate their personal ambition, 
and that will induce them to remain in the service after they have had 
the experience which makes them valuable. Over and over again, while 
I was in London, young men and good men in the Diplomatie Service 
would come to me in great personal concern and ask me frank] 
whether I thought they ought to stay in the service. I always ask 
them what their financial condition was. 

If I found that they had no—or at best meager—resources beyond 
their official salary, I told them with great regret that I thought they 
were doing an injustice to themselves, and that at the earliest oppor- 
tunity they ought to leave the service and get into something that was 
not a blind alley. I did that because I felt sure that the e would 
come when they would want to marry, in the normal course of affairs 
and would have children to take care of, and I knew they could not 
hope to raise a family on the salary they were receiving, and that the 
time would come, as it comes to all men who stay too long on salaries, 
when they would find it difficult to get away, and would drag out the 
z 2 their lives in discomfort to themselves and discomfort to their 
‘a es. 

It seemed to me then, and it seems to me now, that if we are to 
avoid the tremendous “labor turnover” there is in the Diplomatic 
Service, we must do three things; first, give them an adequate living 
salary, a salary which will keep them in respectable comfort as long as 
they are in the service; second, give them a fair chance of promotion. 
5 in the service ought to be like Napoleon's foot soldiers, 
mare with a marshal’s baton in his knapsack. They can not all 
become ds of missions. A great many of them will not become 
qualified to become heads of missions. hat is always true in the 
nature of things, and I personally believe it would be a great mis- 
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ortune to the service if the heads of missions should all be taken from 


he so-called diplomats of career. I think it would be quite contrary 
to the genius our institutions and would deprive the President of a 
field of selection he ought to have; that he should be unable to reach 
out into the general body of the citizens to make a man ambassador or 
minister. But there ought to be the incentive, the possibility that an 
ambassadorship or ministerial position is open to every man who enters 
the diplomatic career if he has the necessary qualities. 

There ought also to be a fair chance of promotion in the lower grades 
and there ought to be a sufflelent number of the lower grades to give 
him from time to time the stimulus of an advance from one grade to 
another whenever he has done some creditable piece of work or has 
shown a fair amount of faculty. We must do something, if men are to 
be kept working, to stimulate their ambition. In the third place, it is 
not possible, it seems to me, that the Government will ever be able to 
pay a salary on which a man can hope to accumulate any reserve for- 
tune. So far as I know there is no post in the whole Government that 

ves a man much chance to save and probably never will be. The 
sovernment will never be able to compete with private enterprise in 

. that respect, and that being true, if the Government expects a man to 
give his life to the service to take up a presumably fixed career, you 
must take away from him the fear of a dependent and penniless old 
age. You must give to these men the same prospect of retirement that 
. give to the Army and Navy and to the permanent civil service of 
he executive departments. 

Granted adequate pay or reasonable pay, granted a reasonable chance 
for promotion, as a ition of merit, and then granted a retirement 
allowance which will enable a man when he is no 3 useful to be 
assured against want, you will not only get good men but you will be 
able to retain them because the foreign service does offer, of course, a 
genet many Dnis that are attractive. It is highly intellectual labor. 

man who really enjoys intellectual labor can find in the Diplomatic 
and Consular Service all the field that he needs. It is interesting 
because it is constantly taking him into new phases of work and there 
is a certain element of pride about it because it is a dignified position 
to stand among foreigners as representing a dignified and powerful 
Nation. This cousideration will draw men to the service and will hold 
them there if they are given a fair chance to live the sort of life that 
they should live and at the same time make a provision for their old 
— 7 psig all these three things in this bill and read them with great 
satisfaction. 


Mr. Chairman, I am for economy. I do not desire to vote 
a cent of our money where it will not be properly expended. 
But I do believe that the amount that will be required to take 
care of these advances in this bill for this very important 
service will not be so great. 

Jam under the impression, Mr. Chairman and gentiemen, that 
the foreign service is self-sustaining. Two years ago we passed 
a bill increasing the visé fees from $1 to $10, and it is bringing 
to the Treasury a large sum of money—lI believe a larger sum 
than that which will be required to take care of the increase in 
the salaries provided in this bill. 

Up to now I think it bas been stated by others that it has 
been rather hard to get young men, unless they eame from rich 
families, to accept a position in our foreign service. 

Ambassador Davis sets forth the reasons why this legislation 
should be enacted, and I am satisfied that he is right. I also 
desire to call attention to extracts from the letter of Secretary 
Hughes, wherein he expresses his views in favor of the passa, 
of the bill: ; 

LETTER OF SECRETARY HUGHES TO AUTHOR OF BILL. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, October 13, 1922. 

The bee tera service is greatly underpaid. It is well known that 
a man without private means, whatever his ability, can not accept the 
more important posts of ambassador or minister, but of more immediate 
importance is the fact that the salaries of secretaries in the diplomatic 
service are so low that the choice of candidates is largely restricted 
to young men of n who are able and willing to a con- 
siderable extent to pay their own way. 

It follows that there must be an increase in the salaries of diplomatic 
secretaries as a means of broadening the field of selection by eliminat- 
ing the necessity for private incomes and permitting the relative merits 
of candidates to be adjudged on the basis of ability alone. 

Furthermore, if young men of the greatest ability and intellectual 
ambition are to be attracted to the service there must be the prospect 
of career, recognition, and distinction; in other words, they must feel 
that conspicuous ability and fidelity will be rewarded by promotion to 
the higher grades. The classification of ministers as proposed in H. R. 
re to which reference has already been made, would be most help- 
u n this re; . 

The Consular Service, on the other hand, while better paid, suffers 
from t limitations as a public career. There is no 1 of 
promotion beyond the Consular Service, and it is with difficulty that 
Many of the best men are retained use of tempting offers con- 
stantly made to them by the business world. 

There would be two distinct advantages to be realized from an 
amalgamation of the two services on an interchangeable basis: First, 
those highly desirable benefits of economy and efficiency which would 
accrue theca h a system of combined administration; second, a more 
— 9 coordination of the political and the economic branches of the 
service. 


It is not my desire to take up any more time of the House, 
because I believe we are all in favor of this legislation. I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I ask, Mr. Chairman, permis- 
sion to revise and extend my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend his remarks in the RECORD. 
Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. LINTHICUM, Mr. Chairman, I am in favor of this bill, 
and I am largely in favor of it because it amalgamates the two 
services which heretofore have been and are now absolutely 
Separate. This gives a young man desiring to enter the foreign 
service a chance to do so whether he has an income of his own 
or not. It provides him a sufficiént salary wherewith to live 
At the present time, with salaries of secretaries in the diplo- 
matic service ranging from $2,500 to $4,000 a year, a young 
man can not stay in that service and comply with the require- 
ments thereof. He must leave the service after a certain 
time in order to make a living, and, therefore, the turnover in 
the diplomatic service is tremendous and extremely injurious 
to the service and to the country. Just as soon as men are 
trained for the work they find the salaries are too small to 
make it a life work, a life career, and retire from the 
service. Under this foreign service bill a man can go in and 
be placed in the consular service perhaps as a minor clerk. 
He would get an experience; he would become qualified in busi- ` 
hess matters; he would become qualified in dealing with foreign 
people, and after a while, when qualified, will be promoted, 
and eventually, perhaps, if showing great fitness, will go into 
the diplomatic service. Young men in this way can start on 
the lower rungs of the ladder and continue until they reach 
the top; so that it gives everybody a chance whether he is 
provided with large means or not. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. 

Mr. CONNALLY of Texas. The gentleman spoke of em- 
ployees in the department going out into private business. Is 
it not the case that generally it is not so much the individual 
that the companies who employ them are after as it is the 
man who has had this training which the Government has 
made it possible for the man to acquire? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Very largely, because he has had the 
training. That is why the private business man wants to get 
him into his business, but the reason the man leaves the serv- 
ice is because the salary is not sufficient to maintain himself 
and his family, whereas the salary offered by the individual 
firm does. Just the other day I had a young man particularly 
fitted for the consular service, but was told that he could not 
enter the service because he was a married man. Upon in- 
quiry I found that the salary was so small that the consular 
bureau could not employ married men to go into that particular 
service. The salary was not sufficient to maintain a man and 
his wife. Shall our Government be a party to a service which 
compels celibacy? 

Mr. TOWNER. While it is true that men do go from the 
civil service because of special qualifications which they 
acquire in the service, it ig also true that it is an immense 
loss to the Government to lose such skilled service, because a 
new man can not go into the service with special adaptation 
for the work equal to that of the man whom we lose. We 
ought to do eyerything we can within reason to keep those 
who are really qualified in the service. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. The gentleman is entirely right about 
that. The Government loses all that valuable training which 
the young man has received. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. Hustep] awhile ago said that perhaps we ought to have 
some school to teach young men in the foreign service. I think 
the best school will be provided under this bill, because it will 
make it possible to appoint young men to consular positions and 
in the Diplomatic Service under very able, experienced consuls 
and diplomats; under that leadership. Under the tutelage of 
such men of experience at the head of the Diplomatic and Con- 
sular Service they will get exceptionally good training and active 
experience and become proficient and capable of carrying on 
the work. They will become highly qualified through actual 
work and experience. 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. 

Mr. HUSTED. I agree with the gentleman that if this bill 
becomes a law and young men are admitted to the service under 
its provisions they will in the consulates and legations get the 
practical experience of the trained men, but I think a great 
deal would be added if we maintained a school where we could 
teach the theoretical side as well, where they could get instruc- 
tion in economic and other technical subjects which they must 
know both practically and theoretically if they are to function 
to the best advantage of the Government as consular officers 
or as diplomatic officers, 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I have no objection to a proper training 


of these young men before they enter the service, but the gentle- 
man must realize that men who enter the service are compelled 
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to pass an examination which must show a large degree of fit- 
ness and aptitude in the beginning and before appointment, 
Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 


Mr. LINTHICUM. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. On account of other engagements, I have 
not been able to follow the debate on this bill. Some criticism 
was formerly made of the duplication of work on the part of 
the commercial attachés and the consular agents. Does this 
bill undertake to take cognizance of that consideration in any 
degree? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. It does not; and I am sorry to say that 
it does not, because I, too, think there is great duplication of 
work in the Consular Service and the Department of Commerce 
commercial attachés. Personally I can see no reason for these 
commercial attachés, and I think they ought to be done away 
with and their work covered into the Consular Service, 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Was that phase of the matter given at- 
tention by the committee in framing this bill? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. No; it was not before our committee. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. How much is the approximate increase 
in the cost to the Government for this consolidation? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. This consolidation will cost the Govern- 
ment $578,000 additional in salaries, from which you deduct 
the $200,000 known as the post allowance, which will be dis- 
continued, and also deduct $50,000 which is applied to the 
retirement feature, leaving a net additional cost to the Gov- 
ernment of $328,000 that is the correct increase. The gentle- 
man from Texas [Mr. ConNALLY] has raised considerable ob- 
jection to this bill because he says they all should be placed in 
one class. That might be true, if Congress would agree to 
appropriate the higher salaries for every man in the Consular 
Service. Such has been possible ever since 1915, when the 
salary class bill was passed. In 1915 Congress passed an act 
by which it specified the salaries for certain classes of consuls, 
and ever since that time all could have been placed in one 
class, but I know the Committee on Appropriations would 
not appropriate for such a catastrophe, and I am quite sure 
this House would not ratify any bill which would tend to 
that end. 

I am particularly anxious about the passage of this bill and 
want to see it become a law because this amalgamation of the 
Diplomatic and Consular Service will rectify the present un- 
culled-for social feature. 

I believe that if these young men starting in the Consular 
Service know they can be transferred to the Diplomatic Serv- 
ice, or if a secretary in the Diplomatic Service knows that he 
ean be transferred to the Consular Service, that the cleavage 
between them will not exist and their social position and 
prestige equaled. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will yield right there for 
a question. There is to an extent probably just as much social 
aspect and prestige in the Consular Service as there is in the 
Diplomatie Service—that is, so far as the officers are con- 
cerned—is there not? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I do not exactly understand; in what 
respect? 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, probably 60 per cent of the function 
of our Consular Service is social in foreign offices. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. In the Consular Service? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. f 

Mr. LINTHICUM. No; I should say very little is social in 
the Consular Service. The Diplomatic Service are compelled to 
reciprocate for attentions paid, but the Consular Service is not 
on the same social footing at all. 

Mr. BLANTON. Suppose the gentleman visits some point 
where we have a consular office. He has no business in the 
world at that office. He goes there to pay his respects to our 
consular agent; and there are certain social responsibilities rest- 
ing on the consular agent to pay some attention to the gentle- 
man, is there not? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Well, I should think if he did not pay 
some attention he would he rather disrespectful to me. 

Mr. BLANTON. But, after all, there is a certain amount of 
social responsibility. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Of course, there is a certain amount of 
it, and that is one reason why they require more salary than 
general employees. Now, on this same question—— 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield right there? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I will. 

Mr. FESS. Is not the true explanation there that it was not 
made by our own people, but the standard set up by other 
countries has made it impossible for a man without money to 
accept an appointment, and therefore we are retrograding to a 
point where those gentlemen who will give more attention to 


social matters than anything else are filling the appointments. 
Is not that our own mistake there? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Absolutely so. The question of the gen- 
tleman from Texas and the gentleman from Ohio can be best 
answered by the statement on page 15 of the report by our 
very distinguished ex-Ambassador John W. Davis to the Court 
of St. James, who practically spent his fortune trying to carry 
out the will of the people of the United States and trying to 
keep up his end; and even during war times, when social 
affairs were very scarce, he spent practically his entire fortune 
in London, Now, there are certain social features which we 
must adhere to. I am not strong on the social features myself, 
I admit; but I think everybody here will admit that if we send 
a representative to the Court of St. James or anywhere else in 
the world he must keep up his end of social affairs if he wants 


to accomplish anything. 


Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield again? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I will. 

Mr. FESS. Suppose he should decline to do it. What would 
be the effect upon our own country? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Well, I do not know whether there would 
be any real effect upon our country, inasmuch as we are a very 
strong and powerful nation and the creditor nation of the 
world, so perhaps there would not be any direct results; but 
when he went to accomplish something and found that he was 
talking to a man he had never met, he would not be able to 
accomplish the same degree of work or result as if he could 
speak to him on the basis of having met him on various occa- 
sions and having discussed matters socially; and the gentleman 
from Ohio knows the advantage of being able to go up to a 
man and shake hands with him over the disadvantage of not 
knowing him and having to be introduced to him. Even a 
book agent when he comes into your office now brings somebody 
with him to introduce him. 

Mr. FESS. Will the géntleman permit me to read three lines 
from Page's Life? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Certainly. 

Mr. FESS. It reads: 

Diae with 29 years of filth and dirt and utterly undignified, I did 


not understand then and I do not understand now how Lowell, Bayard, 
Phelps, Hay, Choate, and Reid endured that cheap hole. 


Referring to our ambassador's quarters in London. That is 
Mr. Page writing. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I will say to the gentleman from Ohio, 
he who was quite a professor, I dare say that his school is 
better known by its graduates throughout the country than the 
people know the school itself. In other words, a young man 
who graduates from a school and goes into the community and 
makes a splendid record, the whole community thinks his school 
must be a very fine school; and just so with the diplomatic 
agents who go from this country into foreign service and they 
make a splendid impression—why, the people judge the country 
very largely by its representatives. I want to say something 
about this retirement feature, of which I am also in favor, 
because what I want, and what I believe is the aspiration of 
the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Rocers], is to promote 
a foreign service which will continue and in which men will 
enter for life work, enter on the lower rung, if it be necessary, 
and continue in there until their day of usefulness has per- 
haps expired, and every year they put into the service they 
become more valuable to this country, just as I believe that 
every year a man has been in Congress he becomes more valu- 
able not only to his country but to his district and to his 
people. - 

And just so it is in the foreign service. If we can once 
establish a system whereby men can make this their life work 
and enter into it with that intention and continue in it with 
that intention, we shall have accomplished a great work in 
constructive legislation. As it is now, if a man is sent to some 
foreign country and spends a great deal of time there, it is 
almost impossible for him, with the salary he receives, to save 
anything; and as a usual thing he comes back much poorer than 
when he went, unless he has a private income to draw upon. 
Therefore I am in favor of this retirement feature, because 
under it a man can go out and perform his life work, as I have 
said, and at the end he knows that his country will look out for 
him in ease of sickness, or in case his age limit retires him he 
knows that he will be taken care of. 

It is my opinion that one of the greatest works in constructive 
legislation that this Congress has done in many years is the 
enactment of the retirement bill for civil employees. We have 
practiced it in the Army for a good many years, and we have 
practiced it in the Navy, also in our courts. Great corporations 
have adopted it. Only in the last few years has this Congress 
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seen fit to provide the retirement feature for its employees. I 
believe that when these men who go into foreign countries, many 
‘of whom go into regions that are not healthy and many of whom 
travel long distances, all those things not only prevent them 
from saving money and laying up money for the days when 
they shall become old and can not work, but they are also a 
great drain upon their physical powers and endurance. So I 
believe that this retirement feature is going to be a great asset 
‘in the foreign service, and I sincerely hope that this committee 
will see it in the same way. It will not take one dollar from 
the Treasury, except the $50,000 at the present time to establish 
the working machinery. After that working machinery has 
been established it will not cost the Government anything for 
the next 20 years. 

It seems to me that a service which is now practically self- 
supporting will, in 20 years from now, likewise be able to sup- 
port the retirement feature without cost to the Government. I 
do not believe when the time comes 20 years from now, if the 
foreign service grows just half as rapidly and remunerative in 
the next 20 years as it has grown in the last five years, it will 
not require one dollar of appropriation by this Congress; I be- 
lieve, as I say, that we shall have accomplished a great thing 
and placed these men whom we send to all parts of the world 
on a basis where they will know that they will be taken care of. 

Now, gentlemen, I do not want to take up any more of the 
time of the committee. I feel very earnest in my support of 
this bill. It is a great constructive piece of work. It is a 
piece of constructive work about which we have been talking 
in the committee for several years. And when the bill is passed 
and put on the statute books and the foreign service established 
in accordance therewith, I believe every member of this com- 
mittee will see that it is a wonderful piece of legislation of 
which we shall all be proud, and of which the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Rocers] will have reason to be particularly 
proud. [Applause.] 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the gentleman's re- 
quest? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is recognized 
for five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the distinguished chairman 
of this committee has been very frank with us. He has con- 
vinced me that no matter what kind of a fight we put up 
against this bill, he is, nevertheless, going to pass it. He has 
enough votes to pass it, by 3 or 4 or 5 to 1. So, whenever I 
am up against a stone-wall proposition like this, I am not 
going to but my head up against it uselessly. We have 38 
Members here present, considering a bill that increases the 
Salaries of our foreign service in the aggregate $528,000 a 
year. We have a retirement feature here which my colleague 
on the committee [Mr. Connatty of Texas] says is going to 
cost $500,000 more. Then there are provisions in this bill in 
addition to pay of all the traveling expenses, increasing the 
allowance for their daily subsistence from $5 to $8 a day. 
There is that increase additional. 

If by doing so I could stop passage of this bill I would force 
debate—and I could force it under the rules—I would force 
debate after every section of this bill is read under the five- 
minute rule. I would force you to keep a quorum here every 
moment of the day, if it would stop the passage of this bill, 
‘because I am for economy beyond mere lip service, beyond 
merely preaching economy here on the floor. i 

I hope the bill will not be passed. I have just one hope for 
the people of this country as to this measure, and that is 
that when this bill goes to the Senate it will die in the pigeon- 
holes there at the close of this Congress. That is my only 

hope of preventing this increase of expenses to the extent at 
| teast of $900,000 a year on the taxpayers of the land. 

I wish all the Members of the House could know just what 
this bill does. I wish they could be here and vote the senti- 
ment of the people in their districts. But unfortunately they 

‘are not here. However, I am not going to punish them by 
demanding roll calls every five minutes. 

I am not surprised at the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
allowing a bill like this to go by. Here is the situation: When- 
ever you have a big diplomatic social function in Washington 
they have to attend, and they have to touch elbows with the 
leaders in this foreign service. They become intimately ac- 

quainted with them. 

When they go abroad they are treated like lords of the land. 
They become close, fast friends of the entire service. They 


naturally feel interested in them. When my friend from 
Massachusetts [Mr. Rocers] goes abroad and is entertained 
over there at these big social functions and walks in ahead 
of big generals and admirals it makes him feel that up here, 
not only in Massachusetts but elsewhere in the United States, 
there should be nine rungs on the social ladder of distinction, 
nine different rungs of distinction that shall divide the social 
castes of American citizens. I am not surprised at this com- 
ing from the great old Commonwealth of Massachusetts, but 
I can not stop the bill, and, as I said before, I have got to sit 
down here and watch it pass. a 

Mr. PORTER. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia [Mr. GoopyKoontTz]. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Mr. Chairman, I wish to know how 
much time is remaining to this side. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Maryland has nine 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. GOODYKOONTZ. Mr. Chairman, I do not propose to 
take up the time of the committee, but I ask unanimous consent 
to extend my remarks in the Recorp on certain phases of the 
work of the Coal Commission. You know that commission is 
trying to figure out some plan whereby coal will cost less to the 
consumer. I should like to extend my remarks on that subject 
and perhaps incorporate in my remarks certain excerpts or 
papers from men who happen to know something of that sub- 
ject. I want to be frank with the committee and to state my 
exact purpose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from West Virginia asks 
unanimous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the 
subject of the coal inquiry, with the privilege of inserting cer- 
tain excerpts if he cares so to do. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


Mr. Chairman, by virtue of the authority granted me by the 
House I desire to place in the Recorp a statement addressed to 
the United States Coal Commission, prepared by Col. William D. 
Ord, of Landgraff, McDowell County, W. Va., who is chairman 
of the joint committee of seven associations of coal operators 
engaged in the mining and shipping of coal from southern West 
Virginia, all of which, excepting the New River Association, are 
located within the district I represent. Of the many splendid, 
patriotic men engaged in the coal industry in the region covered 
by my district, Colonel Ord ranks among the foremost. I cor- 
dially invite Members of the House and all those who are inter- 
ested in the solution of the coal problem to read Colonel Ord’s 
statement. It is informative and at the same time very enter- 
taining. But few men within my acquaintance are better quali- 
fied to elaborate upon the coal proposition in West Virginia than 
Colonel Ord. His statement follows: 


UNITED STATES Coat COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. 0. 

GENTLEMEN ; These operators of West Virginia have no proper place 
before your board. Our own labor difficulties have never deprived the 
people of their coal; rather we have always supplied the Nation when 
there were labor disturbances elsewhere; Our mines are not over- 
developed ; instead, we must constantly expand them to meet the demand 
for our coal. Our business is not seasonal; on the contrary, we have 
the central west throughout the year, and the Lake trade to serve in 
summer, the industries of the East and New England to — rt, and a 
foreign commerce to sustain, all of which keeps us constan engaged. 
Our prices, as a whole, have created no scandal; rather we have always 
joined hands with the Government in every effort to control the whole 
market in the interest of the public. And on only rare occasions—and 
then due to outside influences—have our transportation difficulties risen 
to the dignity of a public menace, On these accounts we do not belong 
in the throng which crowds your anteroom to explain their misdeeds. 

And yet we men of West Virginia are here. Lon have drawn us in. 
The public will not be satisfied unless we appear. We have come there- 
fore, and gladly, to say this one thing and to prove it: 

West Virginia’s difficulties have all been imported. They were carried 
into our borders. And they originate in the fact that others having 
— into a quagmire are and have been trying to drag us in with 
them. 

That this may be apparent we recite our simple story from the be- 


ginning. 

The coal Dearing part of southern West Virginia is extremely moun- 
tainous and rough; a country of deep and narrow mountain rges 
which afford the only low level routes through which the railroads and 
the public roads can be driven. Only three practical passageways 
across the State from the seaboard to the Ohio River Valley are avall- 
able. Because of the mountain peaks direct rail communication between 
the north and south portions is so difficult as to be next to impossible. 
There is little level ground. 

In these gorges the coal yeins outcrop. Here is found the coal of the 
greatest bird and of the best quality in any district of similar size 
in the world. 

At the eastern outlet of these gorges is the port of Norfolk, the gate- 
iik to the commerce of New England and the world. At the western 
teed er gorges begins the great coal-consuming district of the 

e West. 

The people in both directions from these mines have come to depend 
upon this assortment of coal. Three great railway systems were built 
on and sustained by the commerce which these mines create. 

Prior to the opening up of the mines the country generally was an 
almost unbroken forest, practically none of it was or is fit for agricul- 
ture. Towns and even hamlets were small and few because there was 
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nothing to sustain community life. The tide of emigration seeking the 
fertile plains to the west flowed around this barren mountain section. 
Those who eked out an existence there were descendents, generally 
speaking, of the trappers and hunters who made our post-colonial 
days romantic with their pioneer spirit. 

With the advent of the coal operator in this region came the modern 
community life. Coal mining demands labor in quantity. None being 
available the operator had to carry his workmen with him. He had to 
provide for them all the creature comforts—houses, food, clothing, 
water supply, light, medical attention, sanitation, and later roads, 
schools, churches, recreation, amusement. 

The uncertainties of any new commercial venture accompanied these 
early mining operations. In addition, the pioneers were under the han- 
dicap of having to to introduce an unknown coal to patrons already 
supplied, For years 0 struggled for existence. The operator and his 
employee ventured together into this field. There was hope, but ha 
that either would there establish a permanent home. Even with lan 
available few cared to make investment in homes. For this reason the 
residences of officers and employes alike were constructed by the min- 
ing companies as parts of the plants. This practice remains. 

Poder these conditions the raliroads, the mining industry, and the 
communities grew together. 

Of the up of mines here represented the New River Coal Field was 
first deve Dyed. Then followed Pocahontas in 1880, and the Tug River, 
Thacker, Logan, and Winding Gulf fields at much later dates. 

The close contact inspi by a common risk and a primitive life 
brought naturally an intimate and friendly relationship between owners 
and employees such as arises between captain and crew of a ship in 

from a storm. This relationship has always existed, exists to- 
ay, and will continue to exist unless rup s has frequently been 
threatened—by outside influences. Many of the employees of — 
days are the employers of to-day; relations entered into in these fields 
are enduring. 

This relationship developed into community action. Prior to the de- 
velopment of the coal mines school facilities were of the most primitive 
type; the teachers were poorly qualified and poorly paid, while the 
school terms lasted but two or three months a year. In their places 
to-day are up-to-date school buildings which compare favorably with 
similar institutions of larger towns. The teachers are well educated and 
well trained; in most instances they are gradnates of normal schools. 
Their salaries are as large as those paid iu many cities, and quite fre- 
quently their services are obtained in competition with the larger com- 
munities. 

With the development of this community spirit came frequent meet- 
ings of a publie, semipublic, and social nature for the promotion of the 
common welfare. All communities have their churches around which 
center many of these activities. These churches were erected and are 
maintained by joint contributions of employers and employees. 

Again the same community spirit inspired modern roads built with 
money raised by bond issues directed by popular vote. So large a pro- 
portion of the employees own their automobiles that finding suitable 
ground for garages is dificult, Their ehildren are carried to school in 
motor busses operated aE One expense. 

In addition to assu g their share of — — for community 
development, each coal company provides competent physicians whose 
services, including medicines, are furnished the employees at a small 
fixed charge—usually $2 per month — family, Many of the companies 
provide at their own expense, without any charge whatever to em- 

loyees, trained and certified nurses and adequate emergency hospital 
acilities at the mines. j 

House rents are usually based on-a charge of $2 per room per month. 
Electric er and lights are furnished at prices less than half the 
rates ald in cities. mployees are permitted to use all the coal they 
want for culinary and heating purposes, for which a ed charge 
is made, usually about $1 per month per family. 

These items entail a heavy fixed charge upon the coal companies, for 
which the only compensation is satisfied and contented employees. 

The necessities from the beginning have demanded that e com- 
panies maintain stores. In these the prices of food, clothing, and other 
necessaries of life are so low as to call forth protests and criticism 
from independent stores in neighbering small towns and to induee 
customers from the larger towns frequen to go considerable distances 
to patronize these company stores, 

thleties, including ball, football, and other outdoor rts, play 
an important part in the life of these communities. Athletic grounds 
exist practically everywhere, and local and interplant contests fre- 
quently oceur, Other recreation facilities include moving-picture thea- 
ters and other indoor entertainments. ~ 

We have gone fully into these details not to boast but to depict the 
spirit which has grown because employers and employees sustained the 
proper relations to one another. e have had from the beginning the 
re which great corporations everywhere are trying to build by all 
the arts of modern welfare work. Because of it, we employers and 
employees found, together, a wilderness and caused it to blossom into 
an advanced Seaia 4 

Up to this point we have shown our relations among ourselves. We 
begin here to show what our relations have been to the rest of the 
eountry—what our internal accord has meant to the national com- 


munity. . 

In hee natal year, 1863, West Virginia began to contribute to the 
bituminous coal needs. of the Nation. roduced that year 43 
cent of the total national consumption, he increase in produc 
thereafter was naturally slow, owing to the difficulties and handicaps 
hereinbefore described. It was not until the coal fields, heretofore 
mentioned, began to be developed that its percentage of production 
materially increased. But in 1889 the State produced 23 per cent of 
the bituminous coal of the country, and by 1915 had made such prog- 
ress that it produced 17.4 per cent of the Nation’s coal. In ton S 
West Vir a produced, in 1863, 444,64S tons; in 1889, 19.232.908 
tons; in 1915, 77,184,069 tons; and in 1918, 89.935.839 tons. 

Beginning shortly after the Civil War and down to 1915, with certain 
temporary exceptions, the average price of West Virginia coal seldom, 
if ever, varied more than 25 per cent. That is to say, from the time 
when West Virginia coal first entered the market until the Great War 
— e fluctuation in the price of this coal was small and un- 

rtant. 

en in 1916 it became evident that this country would become in- 
volved in the Great War—a year previously it had become involved in 
it in an economic way—tbituminous coal became of the first importance. 
By reason of the excessive demand for it by the manufacturers who 
were struggling to fill war orders from Europe as well as America, and 
by reason of the growing shortage of railroad transportation and the 
inability of the carriers to purchase equipment for prompt delivery, all 


the coal which was needed could not be supplied. Therefore the price 
was forced, by urgent buyers, to unheard of heights. 

eountry’s entry into the Great War in 1917 brought the coal 
industry under Government control. With it came the incessant 
demand from the United Mine Workers of America for increased wage 
scales. The granting of these demands; the increased wages conceded 
to other unions by manufacturers who furnish the materials used at 
the mines; the consequent increase in railroad rates; and the increases 
in vessel rates, so increased the prices of coal that our American cus- 
tomers were, and have been, compelled to pay from two to three times 
the former price for coal. They can not understand it. Nor will they 
be satisfied until prices are deflated, not only on coal at the mines but 
of the railroad rates and all other distribution charges accruing be- 
tween the mine price and the consumer's door. 

Deflation did in promptly on Armistice Day, November 11, 1918. 
It became apparent to buyers early in 1919. The downward trend was 
halted sharply in the fall of 1919, when the United Mine Workers of 
America—demandin 


insisted that the United 
refused. And it succeeded in securing a substantial increase effective 
November 1, 1919. It won a still greater increase August 16, 1920, 
2 Som nA States Bituminous Coal Commission appointed by 

e ent, 

Peace restored, after the 1919 strike, the law of supply and demand 
began to assert itself in 1920. The tendency toward lower prices was 
short-lived. The outlaw strike of the railways came in April. Ter- 
minal congestions and a stoppage of coal movement resulted. Public 
officials and the newspapers became alarmed and incited le amon 
the ple. And at the critical time urone; to save itself from - 
shev which was sweeping into western rope from Russia, where 
it was finding a ready foothold because the factories were idle from 
lack of wi erican 


that the 
and we did it. 


ace of the worl 


depended n our 
At this critical t Be 


or 


the first time since 1916 prices went k to low levels and in many 


instances tly below the then cost of production. 
Again the United Mine Workers of America, unalterably r to 
doing its share in this deflation, called a strike effective April 1, 1922, 


with the result known to all. 

After the nation-wide strike of 1922 was called and after it became 
apparent that a runaway market was inevitable, Secretary Hoover 
appealed to the nonunion operators, on May 15, 1922, to increase pro- 
duction to the uttermost and voluntarily to keep the price of coal on 
a fair basis. Several conferences were held at Washington, at all of 
which the nonunion operators showed a willing inclination and inten- 
tion to comply with the request as made. What was known as “ fair 
peee were established at Mr. Hoover's request and were approved 
y him. These ices were generally maintained and adhered to, by the 
smokeless operators so thoroughly as to receive the hearty commenda- 
tion of the Secretary of Commerce. Notwithstanding these facts, a 
distinguished United States Senator, on the floor of the Senate, made a 
severe attack on the coal industry, accusing those engaged in it of 
rofiteering. In response to that attack and in response to a letter. 

on fae’ tna 18, 1922, addressed a letter to the Hon. WIL- 

Bonar ng forth the facts as to the fixing of the prices of 
. ximately 70 t of the coal 
be ng ese arrangements approximately cent 9 coa 
is moving to-day from tħe mines on a Tait orio basis, enaA ` 
inclose, for example, a statement showing the coal sold under the fair 
price in the smokeless fields as compared with profiteer coal - from 
those districts.” 

That statement is as follows: 


SHIPMENTS FROM POCAHONTAS FIELD— 


West Virginia, showing entire product and amount thereof sold during 
June, July, and to August 15, at or below and above the fair price: 
Tons 

June: At and below fair price 1, 981, 776 
At and below fair price.. 1, 225, 930 
nee eres 50, 370 

To August 15: 
Fr DOE a ee ee TOR, 215 
Ce a RR ea ns SS Ae 25. 185 


President Harding made the coal situation, in connection with the 
strike of 1922, the subject of a message to Congress on August 18, 
1922. After discussing the various efforts made to settle the strike 
and their failure by reason of the defiance by the United Mine Workers 
of America of all sense of obligation to the public and to the Govern- 
hne simple but significant truth led that, except for such 

44 e pi 1 ignifican: toas revea t,e t for 
coal as. comes from the districts worked by the 1 
the country is at the mercy of the United Mine Workers.“ 

We have now shown our relations and their fruits. We have pro- 
duced coal in season and out of season. We have received incest 
prices, except when a world upheaval created conditions beyond our 
control. Our record is that as soon gs an abnormal situation dis- 
appeared, the normal tendency asserted itself and prices declined. We 
nom come to a new set of conditions which were imposed upon us from 
without and for reasons which we will recite. 

From the beginning of the coal industry in West Virginia it has 
been the policy of the operators to conduct the business on a non- 
union basis. his policy on the part of the operators is shared by a 
great number, if not , of their employees, many of whom frankly 
state they will not work under the union; they will abandon mining 
rather than do so and will seek other occupations. Notwithstan 
the legal right of the operator and the miner to agree upon terms o 
employment satisfactory to themselves, we have for a generation been 
interfered with almost without cessation in eve way the United 
Mine Workers of America could devise to acconpiich the conquest of 
our State. T have employed all means from noisy oratory and 
fa resentations in private and in public to leading armed groups ` 
numbering many thousands of men across the State in open defiance 
of the State and Nation. Let us give you a brief outline oft the history 
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of the Valter Mine Workers of America's conspiracy to conquer West 
Virginia and its consequences, 

The initial conspiracy had its origin in a contract entered into at a 
joint conference between the miners and operators of the central com- 
petitive 77 5 ee N 2 1898. From that contract 
we quote the e ause, whic as follows: 

«That the United Mine Workers’ Organization, a Party to This Con- 
tract, Do Hereby Further Agree to Afford All Possible Protection to the 
Trade and the Other Parties Hereto Against Any Unfair Competition 
Resulting from the Failure to Maintain Scale Rates.” (See hearings 
before the 88 „ and Labor, United States Senate, 

mate Resolution 80, p. 5 
Seha true meaning ar the clause just quoted, as understood by the 

arties thereto, appears in the minutes of the various joint conferences 
Reid after that gore Lae which we give only three excerpts out of 
any which might ven. 
si AR the contarsnee held in Pittsburgh, January 18, 1899, John Mitchell, 
national president of the United Mine Workers of America, said : 

“7 Want to Say to the Operators That an Effort Has Been Made in 
the Past Year to Curtail the West Virginia Coal by Preventing Its Sale 
on the Market.” {Eee hearings before the Committee on Education and 
Labor, United States Senate. Senate Resolution 80, P: 395.) 

At the same meeting Mr. Ratchford, whose term of office as president 
of that organization bad just expired, said: 

“T Want to Make a Proposition Here—That the Interest of the West 
Virginia Miners, by Reason of. the Efforts of Our Organization, Have 
Reen Hampered and Injured More in the past year Than in Any Year 
Since They Have Been Operating in the State of West Virginia. (See 
minutes 5 oint conference of January 17-24. 1899.) 

At the joint 3 of 1902 John Mitchell, then president of said 

on, further said: 
orgy Wont the Check-off System for Several Reasons; First, * * » 
Because the Pennsylvania Operators Come Here This Year and Raise 
Cain With the Afiners Because They Do Not Organize West V nia.’ 
See hearings before the Committee on Education and Labor, United 
States Senate, Senate Resolution 80, p. 399.) 

This “ conspiracy of 1898 was referred to at practically every joint 
conference from that year forward, as the minutes of said conferences 
will show. It has been set up and proven in numerous suits in various 
courts of the country. It has never been denied, and the courts bave 
uniformity held it to exist and that it was unlawful. 

That it has continued to the present is shown by the statement made 
by Mr. Fred Mooney, secretary and treasurer of district No. 17. United 
Mine Workers of America, and published in the United Mine Workers 
Journal of December 1, 1920, from which the following quotation Is 

n: 
are, the Struggle in Mingo County Is an Economie One. 32 
In Fact, It Is the Continuance of a Struggle Begun in West Virginia 
Some 23 Years Ago and Extending Throughout This Period.’ 

The struggle to which he refers is, of course, the struggle to unionize 
the coal ners of West Virginia which the United Mine Workers of 
America had promised the operators and miners of the central com- 

titive field to do, in order to raise the cost of production of coal in 
West Virginia to such a point that it could not compete with the coal 

roduced in the central competitive tetor, This was a part of 
the consideration for the joint wage scale and the check-off which had 
been granted to the organization by the operators of the central com- 

ve field. 

bent effect of the joint 3 in the central competitive 
field has been to fix the wages of coal miners throughout the United 
States wherever the union exists and has control, use wages else- 
where have been fixed by the union with relation to the wages In the 
central competitive field. This control of mine labor by one organiza- 
tion has materially affected the selling price of bituminous coal every- 


where, 
ine Workers of America Is frankly and fully committed 
to the —— be, a monopoly of mine labor in all the coal mines in the 
United States and has never omitted any act, lawful or unlawful, within 
its power to bring about that situation. 
So tremendous E ra» is its power, by reason of the very large 
age of coal mines in 
e pie calis a strike. as it did in 1919 and again in 1922, 


ng produced, because consumers become 
pean Reo each is reduced production 
and the panic of the buyers are not the only things that then con- 
tributed to the high price of coal, for the union, in order to increase the 
chances of making the strike a success, directed every possible effort 
and attack against the nonunion fields to hamper and reduce their 
production, which efforts and attacks had to resisted, includin 

otection of the rights of nonunion men to work—an expense whic’ 

nereased greatly the cost of production in the nonunion fields. It 
may fairly be said that except as to the unusual situations heretofore 
referred to, the high prices of coal during recent years have been the 
direct result of the actions of the United Mine Workers of America in 
calling nation-wide strikes, such strikes being made ible by its 
absolute control of mine labor in such a large part of the country. 

Not only does it aim at the absolute control of all mine labor in the 
United States, but it has further declared its intention to secure a 
world-wide control. In line with this object, this organization made 
efforts during the past summer to influence British coal miners to 
prevent the shipment of any British coal to the United States while 
this organization was on strike. 


The history of the efforts of the united mine workers’ organization 
to organize West Virginia is made up of a series of crimes a = 
nit 


rsons and property without any parallel, certainly in the 

Btates. Short reference will be given to some of the outstanding acts 
iolence, 

pE in 1912 the union made a determined effort to organize the Kanawha 
field. ‘Trouble first broke out on Paint Creek and then spread to Cabin 
Creek and New River, both bei nonunion fields. Martial law was 
declared on September 2, 1912, and the whole of the State’s militia was 
stationed on the two creeks mentioned. This trouble was made the 
subject of a very exhaustive investigation ve a committee of the United 
States Senate. The whole issue was whether or not the union would 
be recognized by the operators, The trouble continued for more than 
a year, during which time there was a great deal of violence of all 
kinds, including the shooting up of mines by members of the union. 


On November 16, 1917, members of the United Mine Workers of 
America on strike shot up the town of Glen White, W. Va., under 
a well-devised and well-carried-out plan, preceded by the purchase of 
high-power rifles for that purpose. Six of these men were tried and 
convicted of attempt to commit murder in the first degree, includin 
Toney Stafford, international organizer of the United Mine Workers o 
America, and Ed. Snyder, president of Glen White local of that organi- 
zation, each of whom was sentenced to five years in the State peni- 
tentiary, the other four pleading guilty and receiving one-year sentences. 
Three of them were ordered deported by the United States Government 
on account of their belng undesirable aliens. Four others were not 
ted because they turned State's evidence, and it was upon their 
estimony chiefly that the above convictions were had. One of the 
men implicated was never apprehended. It will be observed that this 
shooting up of the town of Glen White occurred during the war when 
all patriotic citizens were straining every nerve and energy to supply 
the fuel needs of the country and had for its direct object the stopping 
of production of the mine situated there, notwithstanding that a 
representative of the Federal Government had made an investigation 
and had decided that the miners were wrong in their contention. 

Perhaps the most consistent, persistent, and typical example of the 
length to which this organization will fe to accomplish its purpose is 
that of Willis Branch, in Fayette County, W. Va. The original differ- 
ence Involved six or eight coal Set ey and was confined to one issue, 
namely, the refusal of the companies to enforee the closed union shop 
(by refusing work to applicants not members of the union) and the 
check-off, having agreed to the union wage scale and all other condi- 
tions imposed by the union. The village of Willis Branch and the mine 
situated there seemed to have been selected for the violence, to be 
here described, by reason of the local situation, being in a very 
isolated position—a village in a narrow valley surrounded by moun- 
tains, from the tops of which the village was within rifle range. Be- 
ginning In the latter part of the summer of 1919 and ending in the 
early part of the summer of 1921, this village and mine were sub- 
88 to a series of attacks by rifie fire and the burning and dynamit- 

g of buildings. The rifle fire from the mountains recurred at fre- 
uent intervals during the whole of the period mentioned, as many as 
,000 shots being fired in single instances. The hoist house near the 
mine was broken into and the machinery destroyed, putting the mine 
out of business for several months. About the time it was repaired 
and the mine ready to start up again the head house was burned down, 
spain putting the mine out of business. Finally, on the 22d of May, 
1921, the Sope was saturated with gasoline or kerosene, set on fire, 
and destroyed, st, broad with many railroad cars belonging to the 
Virginian Railroad Co. and much trestlework, railroad ties, etc., 
from which damage the company has never recovered. The superin- 
tendent's house was dynamited. The poles on which the power lines 
were — were cut down. The head house at the mine was burned 
The power house, a stone building, was blown up. 

For these Willis Branch outrages Walter Romine, secretary of the 
local union of the United Mine Workers of America, was tried, con- 
victed, and sent to the penitentiary for six years. George Barret, inter- 
national organizer of the United Mine Workers of America, was tried 
and convicted, after he procured a change of venue, and sent to the 
penitentiary for six years, where he now is. John Kidd, Lee Donald, 
and Clarence Donald were also conyicted and sentenced to the peni- 
tentiary. A large number of other members of the organization ve 
been indicted but have not yet been tried, including Lawrence Dwyer 
(otherwise known as Peggy Dwyer), international executive board 
member; James mores who was president of district 29 (in which 
Willis Branch is located) during a part of the time mentioned; John 
Sprouse, who was also president of district 29 during a ert of this 
time; and Frank Williams, a member of the district 552 of district 
29. Along with them were indicted George Lafferty and Tom Lewis, 
alias Tom Canadian, who were not members of the United Mine Workers 
of America, but who were desperate characters used by the United 
Mine Workers of America in 2 these attacks, and their families 
participated in the relief fund provided by the above union for families 
of their members. 

Another man cee special mention for his activities in con- 
nection with the Willis Branch violence is David Robb, stated in nu- 
merous written confessions of members of the union who participated in 
said violence to have acted as financial agent of the union in supply- 
ing guns and ammunition. He afterwards participated in the Mingo 
violence in the same * His history is said to take him back to 
the Coronado Coal Co, destruction and to the Colorado strike. 

The union also made an effort to organize the miners in Mingo 
County, W. Va., and the means the: pep were to make night and 
day attacks on the mining camps and tipples by 9 into them and 
at the miners who remained at work with high-power rifles and guns of 
every description. Several Hippie were dynamited or burned and a 
great deal of property was ultimately destriyed and 28 lives lost. Here 
again the only issue was recognition of the union by the operators, 

The armed march on Logan County in 1921 was an effort to intimi- 
date the nonunion miners of Logan County and to forcibly organize 
them. This march was the most pretentious effort to force unioniza- 
tion on nonunion men that has yet been made. The marchers, estimated 
to be 10,000 in number, fully armed and equipped with all the arms, 
ammunition, and supplies Sot to fit out an army, started in 
Kanawha County in the unionized fields and marched thence 50 miles 
or more across the country, commandeering arms, supplies, and train 
en route. They were met on the border of Logan Count by the non- 
union, miners and other supporters of law and order and their march 
was stopped. The Federal Government soon after that sent United 
States soldiers to maintain law and order and the marching miners 
finally were sent home. 

Your commission is considering the industry as a whole. From 
others you have received a recitation of their situations. From us you 
here received an exposition of our own case. Speaking now as part of 
the whole industry, we believe you will find all operators and all miners 
in substantial agreement on the following facts: 

The shortage of coal in no period is or has been due to lack of 
capacity in the mines to produce coal; no one can seriously contend 
that this is the case. There were in 1910, accordi to Geological 
Survey figures, 5,818 mines in the United States, and 1920, on the 
same authority, 14,766; an increase in the decade of 154 per cent, 
During the same period and on the same authority the production of 
coal in the country in 1910 was 416,000,000 tons and in 1920 was 
569,000,000 tons, an increase of only 37 per cent. We think that pro- 
duction and consumption are sufficiently close to one another for figures 
to be interchangeable for present purposes. The disparity shown above 
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between the 37 per cent increase in consumption and the 154 per cent 
increase in the number of producing mines is, in our opinion, a complete 
answer to any suggestion that the mine capacity is insufficient. 

If the supply of coal is insuflicient after this show of capacity the 
cause must be sought in some other direction. To assist yeu in that 
direction we recite: 

Our mines to-day are running at less than 50 per cent capacity. This 
is due solely to a lack of transportation. We can not supply our mar- 
re if the railroads can not carry more than half of what we can 
produce. 

As we have shown, every period of shortage, except that caused by 
the war demand, has been preceded by a s c of the union miners. 

This leads us to suggest: Stripped of all nonessentials, the two ques- 
tions before yow are: 

(1) whe cam the periodical interruptions of coal preduction be 
a 


15 How can the wild fluctuations of coal prices be brought to an 
en í 
Answering these questions categorically, the interruptions of produe- 
tion can be stopped if you can arrange to prevent, forever, the union 
from calling a natlon-wide strike. In this connection your particular 
attention is called to the vital d@istinetion in the principals involved 
between a local and a national strike. In a “local” strike the 
effects are confined to the employers and employees directly concerned 
in a persong] or local issue; whereas in a “national” strike the issues 
are political rather than economie in charaeter, and bring suffering, 
loss. and disaster to the general public. 

The price fluctuations. will disappear if and when the t strikes 
cease and when the railways can carry our coal to market. 

Your commission represents the whole people of the United States. 
If you feel that the consumer should continue to pay present—or 
higher—prices for coal, the miners’ union should be enceuraged by new 
concessions. If you feel that the people are paying prices which are 
too high, an effective curb should be put upon its activities—by remov- 
ing exceptions to the anticonspiracy laws and by protecting all 
Ameriean citizens in their right to work unmolested under such condi- 
tions as they elect. 

Respectfully, 


st 


SMOKE Less COAL Operators’ ASSOCIATION OP WEST VIRGINIA, 
POCAHONTAS OPRBRATORS” ASSOCIATION, 
New Rivers ASSOCIATION, 
WinpinGa GULF COAL OPERATORS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Tro River COAL OPERATORS ASSOCIATION, 
LOGAN COAL OPERATORS ASSOCIATION, 
OPERATORS’ ASSOCLATION OF WILLIAMSON FIBLD, 
By Wm. D. ORD, 
Chatrmen Joint Committee. 


BLUEFIELD, W. VA., P. O. Drawer 868. 

Mr. Chairman, the sum and substance of the recommenda- 
tions of Colonel Ord, one of the highest authorities in the coal 
business, and speaking for the seven associations of one of the 
greatest coal regions in the world, is that coal can be made 
cheap to American consumers and the volume of export coal 
can be increased if a general strike of coal miners can be 
obviated. In plain language, the whole proposition can be 
solved if the United States Coal Commission will recommend 
and Government departments will carry into execution a plan 
whereby nation-wide strikes can be prevented. The whole mat- 
ter is reduced into ene problem—how may coal strikes be ob- 
viated? If the coal commission will meet with and solve this 
problem, then it shall have accomplished the purpose for which 
it was established, and there will flow from its action benefits 
of immeasurable value. The operators and the men who dig 
the coal are equally interested in this matter along with the 
consumer. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. I yield the remainder of my time to the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore}. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, there is no warrant, 
in fact, for my friend from Texas [Mr. Branton] suggesting 
that the members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs find 
their work pretty much altogether of a secial character and are 
affected by social influences in the conclusions which they reach. 
I doubt whether they more extensively cultivate society than 
do the gentlemen who serve on the Committee on the District 
of Columbia, including my friend from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 
Certainly the Committee on the District of Columbia get into 
the headlines and stories of the newspapers much more fre- 
quently than our committee. 

This bill comes to the House after very elaborate considera- 
tion, after the committee had heard men who are suppesed to 
be best posted on this particular subject, and omitting no oppor- 
tunity for those who may be in opposition to be heard, 

Many days were taken in listening to a presentation of 
facts and arguments, and then days were taken in considering 
carefully the details of the proposed legislation and trying to 
put the bill in the best possible shape. I do not mean to say 
for a minute that, because this or that outstanding man ap- 
pears before a committee and gives his views in favor of or 
against legislation, the committee for that reason should neces- 
surily fall in with his views and make their report accord- 
ingly; but I do mean to say that when such a man as the 
Secretary of State—who is certainly a man of very great 
ability and who studies every subject with which he deals 
tells the Committee on Foreign Affairs that he deems this 
measure vitally essential, and when there comes forward later 
a former ambassador to Great Britain who has had the sing- 


ular goed fortune never to incur any adverse criticism, so 
far as F know, in any office that he has held, who is a man of 
superlative talent and very great experience, and adds his 
commendation to that of the Seeretary of State, I think at 
least any gentleman who entertains doubts should carefully 
examine the evidence that has been presented. And then 
Mr. Hughes and Mr. John W. Davis are supported by extremely 
competent men who have long served in the State Department; 
men whose record is tinged in no. way by partisanship; mem 
who in their years of experience have learned to give the 
Government the best that is in them. 

My strong reason for supporting the bill is this: We are in 
a world of more severe competition, in respect to diplomatie 
and economic matters, than any generation of men have prob- 
ably known. It is no secret that our principal competitor in 
that regard is Great Britain. Unless this measure, or seme 
similar measure, is passed we will continue in the future, 
us to a large extent we have been heretofore, at a disadvantage 
in competition with our principal competitor. Gentlemen talk. 
about this bill as if it concerned only individuals or small 
groups. But if it be true—and I assume it is true—that by 
the enactment of this bill we will be placed on a more favor- + 
able footing in competition with the other nations of the 
world, can anybody fix a limit to the benefits which may 
acerue to the United States by legislation of this character? 

The benefits will not be confined to the classes concerned 
about social functions who are in the mind of my friend frem 
Texas [Mr. Branton]. They will extend to all the manufac- 
turing interests of America whe have or should have business 
with other nations. They will extend to the farmers of Amer- 
ica, who are anxious that our foreign markets shall be widened 
out, realizing that an enlargement of our foreign markets will 
perhaps do more for them than all the new credit facilities that 
can. be supplied. 

Now, in a word, what do we do by this bill? Nothing novel. 
The essential principles of the bill are contained in the legisla- 
tion of 1915 suggested by the former administration and en- 
acted by a Democratic Congress. 

Mr. BLACK. Will my friend yield for just one question? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. If I recall that fact correctly, it did not pro- 
vide retirement for the employees of the Diplomatic and Con- 
sular Service. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I except the matter of retirement. 
Save the retirement feature of the bill and, I may say further, 
the representation-allowance feature of the bill, the principles 
carried in this bill closely parallel the principles that were ear- 
ried in the legislation of 1915. 

Mr. TILSON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORR of Virginia. I yiela to the gentleman from Con- 
necticut. 

Mr. TILSON. And the retirement feature has already been. 
accepted and put into practice ip the other departments of the 
Government. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That is true. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. PORTER. Does the gentieman from Virginia desire. 
more time? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Just a few minutes more. 

Mr. PORTER. I yield to the gentleman 10 minutes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. It was the design of the legislation. 
of 1915 to detach the diplomatic secretarial service and the Con- 
sular Service from party politics, the legislation being in line 
with regulations theretofore put in effect and observed. That 
general principle is carried in this bill. It was the theory of 
the Tegislation of 1915 that men appointed to the Diplomatic 
Service below the rank of minister and ambassador might be 


transferred from post to post by the President at will. And the 


same thing was the theory with respect to the Consular Service. 

Now, what does this bill do? It does net amalgamate the two 
services, but it facilitates the transfer of a man from one field 
of service to the other field of service, and, in the way which the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has explained, produces a flexi- 
bility which does not exist at this time. In other words, it 
says to a young man, “Come into the foreign service; you may 
be employed two or three years as a consul or a diplomatie 
secretary, and then have the opportunity of entering the other 
branch.” That is something that will stimulate the ambition 
and hope of the young men who have an inclination to serve the 
Government in foreign countries. 

Now, that can not be done, as gentlemen have explained, 
without readjusting salaries, because, as they have explained, if 
there is to be no readjustment of the salaries a man might be 
serving to-day in a consular office and transferred to-morrow to 
a diplomatic post of no greater importance und dignity at a very 
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much lower salary. There has got to be a consolidation, so to 
speuk, of the salaries in order to bring about in a practical way 
the flexibility that is desirable. Now, in respect to that, we are 
only doing what I understand Great Britain has done for a long 
time. In providing for increase of salaries, assuming that the 
number of men in our foreign service will not be increased, the 
annual increase of salaries will be $328,000 distributed among 
about 600 men—not a large per capita increase. In making the 
increase of salaries we have not gone as far in fixing the totals 
as Great Britain has gone. 

I have had some hesitation about the retirement rovision, 
pur when I came to reflect that a similar provision carried 

n what we know as the Lehlbach bill, applying to the civil- 
service employees of the Government; that for years and years 
it has been recognized as a proper thing to apply such a pro- 
vision to the Army and the Navy, for the reason that the 
Army and the naval officers specialize and unfit themselyes for 
other duties ordinarily and are often called upon to serve 
abroad; that retirement allowances are provided for judges of 
the United States courts, and for the reason that serving as 
judicial officers unfits them for other duties; when I think how 
far we have gone in that direction and how important it is 
to make our foreign service as strong as possible, and certainly 
as strong as that of any other nation that flies a flag, I waive 
my doubts as to the retirement feature and am willing to sup- 
port the bill as a whole. And when there are adopted the re- 
tirement allowances that are fixed by this bill, nevertheless we 
will still lag behind Great Britain in that respect. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I will. 

Mr. BANKHHAD. Does the gentleman mean to Say that 
the average compensation paid British diplomatic officers of a 
similar rank is larger than that in this bill? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That is my understanding from 
the record; there can be no question about that. 

Now, if this measure is enacted, still the British foreign 
service will be on a higher basis as to the call it makes on 
competent young men, as to salaries paid if they enter the 
Service; as to a reasonable guaranty of being taken care of 
when they become disabled. If you examine the British legis- 
lation, you will find that it takes into account the fact that 
men are very often, early in life, incapacitated physically and 
sometimes mentally by being subjected to the excessive heat 
and unhealthful conditions of the Tropics. We propose noth- 
ing like that. We do not attempt to equalize with Great 
Britain in that respect. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Certainly. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I would be glad if the gentleman would 
explain how the retirement fund is made up so that it may go 
into the Record. As I understand, it comes from the 5 per 
cent contribution from the salaries of these varlous men. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. There is a contribution of 5 per 
cent from the salary. The effect of that is that until about 
1945 the annulties from the employees themselyes will make up 
the sum except the initial sum of $50,000. The British official 
makes no such contribution whatever. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORHD of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. I note that it is very properly provided that 
the salary of no official shall be decreased by this reorganiza- 
tion. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. But that any amount that a man now receives 
above what a particular office will receive later on shall cease 
when the present incumbent goes out of the service. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. That is true. 

Mr. TILSON. So that there would be a slight reduction? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. There will be a reduction in the 
Salaries of three posts, I think. There are three consuls gen- 
eral serving now—one at London—who are receiving salaries 
in excess of the salaries provided by the bill, but after those 
now in such offices cease to serve, then the salaries of those 
three positions will be lower than the salaries paid at the 
present time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Virginia 
has expired. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman an 
additional five minutes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Les. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is true that we are to charge them 5 per 


cent of their salaries on the retirement fund. 
Mr. MOORE of Virginia, 


Les. 


Mr. BLANTON. 
out of their salaries, by this bill we have. increased their 
salaries from 20 per cent on up. 


But in order to let them pay the 5 per cent 


Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Not as much as 20 per cent. 

Mr. BLANTON. From 10 per cent on up. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Something, yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then we have given them more than enough 
increase to pay out a little for the retirement fund. It all 
comes from the pocket of the people after all. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. We have increased the salaries, 
and the increase will come out of the pockets of the people, 
except in so far as it comes out of the operations of the foreign 
service itself, and it has been repeatedly stated here this 
morning that this is one service that is very nearly self-sus- 
taining. But even if it were otherwise we should discriminate 
as to what is profitable expenditure and what is unprofitable 
expenditure, and I just as firmly believe, as I believe anything, 
that it is to the interest of the wheat raisers and the cotton 
producers and the cattle and sheep raisers, as well as the manu- 
facturers, to do all that we reasonably can to develop the for- 
eign markets where this country sells, and to give greater op- 
portunity for trade in those markets, [Applause.] 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Does this bill establish a foreign market 
for cattle? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. 
do it directly. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. If it does, then I am for the bill. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. But my friend knows this, be- 
cause he understands the entire situation, that there is hardly 
anything more important to-day than to do everything that is 
possible, whether on a great scale or on a small scale, to secure 
better markets for the products of America and particularly 
the products of the farmers who are now the greatest sufferers. 

Mr. BLANTON, The only ultimate condition I was trying 
to guard against was the business situation where we have 
all of the farmers and stockmen in the United States support- 
ing all of the other people of the Government. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. I am just as much averse to that 
as the gentleman is. Somebody has said that a good many 
people live on the farm and a good many people live on the 
farmer. I am just as much opposed to placing any burden 
on the farmer, as is the gentleman from Texas, but I think we 
have to consider carefully and vote fearlessly when we be- 
lieve that what is proposed is going to result in promoting the 
general good of the entire people of the country. 

Mr. TEMPLE, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Yes. 

Mr. TEMPLE. The statement has been made that this will 
increase the cost of the State Department eight or nine hundred 
thousand dollars a year. > 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Les. 

Mr. TEMPLE. I wonder if the gentleman has made any 
comparison of the amount spent by the United States Govern- 
ment for the promotion of peaceful relations with foreign coun- 
tries, about $8,000,000 a year, with the seven or eight hundred 
million dollars a year that we spend on the Army and the Navy 
to prepare for possible war, and whether the gentleman has in- 
quired if a more liberal appropriation for the State Department 
might not result in the saving of hundreds of millions of dollars 
for war. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Of course, the gentleman is point- 
ing to something that is very obvious, that we appropriate very 
heavily for the Army and for the Navy, and very heavily in 
other directions, and yet we are hypercritical when it comes 
to a small increase such as that proposed here, the benefits of 
which to all classes can hardly be calculated in advance. 
[Applause. ] 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BROWNE]. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen 
of the committee, it requires no argument to convince anyone 
that our foreign service is the most important service that we 
have aud that the State Department is one of the most imper- 
tant departments of Government. The Secretary of State, when 
he came before the committee, testified that to-day we are trans- 
acting over twice the business that we did before the war. Yet 
all that this bill which we have discussed to-day takes out of 
the United States Treasury is $3,600,000 a year. We get enough 
in from the consular fees to more thun pay for the Consular 
Service, so that all that the taxpayers are required to pay on 
account of this vast and efficient foreign service is $3,600,000 
a year. 

So far as the increase in this bill is concerned, deducting the 
amount that we save in doing away with the post allowance 
of the former appropriatiau, is $378,000 a year. That is a very 


My friend knows that it does not 
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small amount, considering the great benefits that will be ac- 
complished. The Department of State is really a nonpartisan 
department. Go there and you will see the same officers who 
have been there for 10 or 20, some of them 30, years. Since 
our Consular Service and other branches of the Department of 
State were put under the civil service in 1906, the State De- 
partment has been entirely out of politics. It is necessary to 
offer some inducement for young men to enter our foreign 
service. It requires a young man of education and efficiency. 

A young man to make any rise in the State Department has 
to be equipped not only with a college education but be con- 
versant with the languages. He must have besides his knowl- 
edge of English one or two foreign languages that he can speak 
fluently and translate accurately. Now, the salaries that we 
haye been paying these young men are so inadequate that there 
is very little inducement for a young man to enter the foreign 
service of this Government, and' as a result the Secretary of 
State, not only the present Secretary but others, have informed 
the committee that young men are leaving the service, that not 
a sufficient number of young men possessing the necessary 
qualitications were entering the service, and that a majority of 
those that did were young men of independent fortunes. I am 
not criticizing men of independent fortunes going to our foreign 
service, but simply saying that it is not quite in keeping with 
the spirit of our democratic institutions that in any department 
of the Government that conditions should be such that forces 
any young man of ability and ambition who is not the possessor 
of a large inherited fortune to leave such Government employ- 
ment. It is getting to be that way now not only in this country 
but all others, and we see the foreign departments of other coun- 
tries proposing to unify their foreign service just the same 
as we are. Of course, Great Britain for years has had a re- 
tirement system like we propose. Why should we have a retire- 
ment system? Because a man who goes into the foreign service 
and after he has been in a great number of years and then 
leaves it there is no other place, no other foreign service he 
can enter, He goes out without a trade or profession. He 
does not understand the business of the world; he is out of 
touch with other employment, just the same as the post-office 
employee or the Army or naval officer and many other Govern- 
ment employees; and for that reason we provide a retirement 
provision in this bill to stabilize and make this great foreign 
service an attractive service, so that young men of ability will 
go into it. This bill does not raise the salaries of any minister 
or ambassador. This does not affect one of them. It goes 
down to the foundation of our foreign service—the men who 
are doing the clerical work, the men whose services are indis- 
pensable, men who get the facts and know how to get them and 
bring them to the consul general, to the minister or ambassador. 

These men are leaving the service on account of the inade- 
quacy of the compensation. Now this bill only proposes to 
spend $378,000 more than the former bill; it will stabilize 
these conditions, and it will provide also for the $50,000 that 
goes into this retirement fund. That is all it costs, and I want 
to say, gentlemen of this committee, that the money appro- 
priated for this purpose is money that, in my judgment, is 
money as well expended as any money that we appropriated. 
Take the consul general's report at London. Every business 
man from every State in the Union who ships his goods abroad 
is anxious to get it and examine it. very rotary club, every 
commercial organization wants this bill to be passed. Why? 
Because they want an efficient foreign service and know that 
it benefits business. They know the United States is a Nation 
that is dealing with the whole world, and we have to have 
eflicient men and agents who can compete with our great rivals 
and competitors. The British ambassador's salary, together 
with his representation allowance, is $100,000 a year. What 
do we pay our ambassador to Great Britain? Seventeen thou- 
sand five hundred dollars a year. Mr. Davis, formerly a 
Member of this House, who went over as ambassador to Great 
Britain, had to tax himself $20,000 to $30,000 a year every 
year he was over there out of his own private means to sus- 
tain himself. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I do not believe that is the 
spirit of America, and I do not believe the taxpayers of 
America want any such penurious policy in regard to the ad- 
ministration of our great foreign service. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Will the gentleman give him a minute to 
answer a question? 

Mr. PORTER. 
minute. 

Mr. BLANTON. 


I will yield the gentleman an additional 


And vet you have not raised the ambassa- 


dor's salary; but the question I want to ask is this: The gen- 


tleman argues that this service is self-supporting, and that is 


absolutely convincing and unanswerable. But suppose it 
brought in ten times as much as it does now, would the gentle- 
man advocate our paying that thirty or forty extra million dol- 
lars in additional salaries? 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I will ask the gentleman a 
question. Would he vote for the doubling up or raising of the 
salary of the ministers and ambassadors—would the gentleman 
yote for it? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; I would not. I want 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I believe when we raise these 
salaries we ought to begin at the foundation, and I believe. in 
taking the advice of the Secretary of State and those men in 
the State Department who are experts upon this. They say 
raise these salaries first. Then, if it is necessary to raise 
these other salaries, do so. My friend from Texas criticized 
this bill because no one had any notice of it. Yet he had notice 
right on his desk that has been lying there since Monday that 
this program, including this identical bill, would be taken up 
Tuesday morning. Yet he criticizes us when if he had looked on 
his table he would have known the program. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman—— 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas is not recog- 
nized. The gentleman from Pennsylvania, 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not want a statement about me to go 
unchallenged. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas has no right 
to the floor. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, I do not care to yield more 
time, and I ask that the Clerk read. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I raise a point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I make the point of order that when a 
Member in debate places a certain statement or action con- 
cerning another Member in his mouth that Member has the 
right to rise and challenge the statement. That is what the 
gentleman from Wisconsin did, 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair overrules the point of order 
and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 2. That the officers in the foreign service shall hereafter be 
graded and classified as follows, with the salaries of each class herein 
affixed thereto: Ambassadors and ters as now or hereafter pro- 
yided; foreign-service officers as follows: Class 1 ; class 2, 
1000 class 1 46889 class 4, $6,000; class s 


4.500 ; class 7, 
3,000 to $1,500: Provided, 
class 6 as ma: 


o class of e “erg ea officers shall be made by and 
with the advice and consent of the Senate. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the 
last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin moves to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, in the past several years 
there have been on different occasions increases in the salaries 
of our consular representatives, decided increases, ranging, I 
would say, offhand, from $1,000 up. There have been no sub- 
stantial increases in the secretarial force of our Diplomatic 
Service. I have read carefully the bill and the report. 

I recognize the need of increasing the salaries of our clerical 
force connected with the Diplomatie Service. I haye not 
found any argument, so far, as to the need of increasing radi- 
cally the salaries in our Consular Service. I have not the 
figures on hand, but I think there are over 600 in both services 
combined. Yes; 640, all told, in both services; 120 diplomatic 
secretaries, and 520 consular officers. 

Now, I wish to inquire of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
Mr. Rocers], who has given much close and thorough consid- 
eration to this measure, a measure that creditably bears his 
name, how much turnover there has been in the Consular 
Service? And further, what increases there will be in the 
salaries of consular officers? I am speaking generally, not as 
to the reduction of the salaries of the two consuls general, 
who are now receiving $12,000, or those who are receiving the 
salary of the $8,000 grade, or the like. I would like to know 
what inereases there will be in the pay of the consular officers, 
and how much turnover there has been in the past year or two. 

Mr. ROGERS. Does the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Surely. 

Mr. ROGERS, I have in my hand a statement prepared for 
me by the State Department, and necessarily so, because it is 
based upon the archives and records of the department that 
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has been dealing with this matter of turnover for the last 10 
years. The average number of separations from the service 
per year by resignation is about 25. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is the gentleman referring now exclusively 
to the Consular Service, or to the Consular and Diplomatic 
Services? 

Mr. ROGERS. I am referring exctusively te the Consular 
Service. Let me give year by year the separations as the re- 
sult of resignations as distinguished from death or involuntary 
retirement. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 

Mr. BRIGGS. Can the gentleman give in that connection the 
total number of consular officers, so that the proportien will 
appear? : 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; I will give both. In 1918 there were 
847 consular officers of all classes, and there were 24 retire- 
ments. In 1914 there were 363 consular officers of all classes, 
and there were 29 retirements. It goes on very much in the 
same way until the last three years. For the year 1920 the num- 
ber of consular officers rose to 472, and there were 27 retirements 
by resignation. In 1921 the comparative figures are 520 on the 
one hand and 22 on the other. In 1922 the figures are 517 on 
the one hand and 30 on the other. For the 10 years the average 
retirements from the service have been 6.25 per cent of the 
total. In other words, there has been a one-sixteenth turnover 
on the average for the 10 years, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is there anything in the hearings or has 
the gentleman any information as to how many of those who 
have retired have done so by reason of inadequacy of salary? 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. Mr. Carr, in the course of his very ex- 
tended testimony before the committee, said that he could be- 
lieve, and he described how, men would withstand business 
offers for a considerable period, and then the pressure would 
become so great and the economic requirements become so 
urgent that they had to yield and go out of the service. If the 
gentleman will permit, I would like to give an instance from 
my own acquaintance. I do not like on the floor to mention his 
name, but I will be glad to give it to the gentleman privately. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wiscon- 
sin has expired. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. Rogers] may have 
five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS. One of the ablest men we had in the Consular 
Service for many years told me that he entered the service 
with a private fortune of $112,000. He was successful; he 
was promoted quite rapidly. His salary average for the 16 
years or thereabouts that he was in the service was probably 
higher than that of almost any other man in the Consular Serv- 
ice. He had no children. He was married. He told me that 
at the end of the 16 years of his service, and with the utmost 
economy and without display—and I know that was true—he 
had spent his entire fortune and had to resign in order to leave 
something for the support of his wife in case he should die. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How recent has that been? 

Mr. ROGERS. In the last two years. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How much have we increased the salaries 
of consuls in recent years? ; 

Mr. ROGERS. We have increased the salaries of consuls 
very little in my time of service. We have increased the secre- 
taries more. When I came here the entrance salary of a secre- 
tary was $1,600. It has risen to $4,000, We have increased 
the entrance salary now to $2,500. The objective of a 20-year 
service has become $4,000. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I can realize that no matter what the 
salary may be that will be attached to a consular position, 
nevertheless there will be temptation to consular officers always 
to accept the more attractive salaries in private employment. 


Mr. ROGERS. The Government can not compete with pri- 


vate business in the matter of salaries. All that it can do and, 
in my judgment, all that it should attempt to do is to try to 
provide a reasonable living wage for a married man, with per- 
haps a child or two. That is all that this bill undertakes to 
accomplish, having in mind the necessary expenditures that an 
appropriate representation abroad of a great country neces- 
sarily involves. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How much general increase will this ac- 
cord to the various consular officers? 


Mr. ROGERS. Taking account of a few decreases and of a 


few cases where there is no change, the average increase 
throughout the Consular Service as a whole is 14 per cent. 
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Mr. STAFFORD. The increase of the secretarial force of the 
Diplomatie Service is greater. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is considerably larger, especially at the 
top, where we are anxious to utilize some of the best men, who 
now as consuls general get so much larger salaries than do the 
secretaries of the top classes. 

Mr. STAFFORD. A little while ago, while the gentleman 
had the floor in general debate, I was seeking information as to 
the total cost that the retirement fund would occasion, and the 
gentleman gave me some very illuminating information. Since 
then, looking over the hearings to which the gentleman directed 
my attention, I find that in 1943, when the retirement fund will 
become fully operative, the charge imposed on the Government 
will be something like a half-million dollars yearly. 

Mr. ROGERS. Not in 1943. The maximum of a half mil- 
lion dollars mentioned in the testimony will be in 1957. Since 
the hearings were printed, as the result of independent investi- 
gations which I have made I am satisfied that that half-million- 
dollar figure is too high, and I will tell the gentleman why. 
That half-million-dollar figure, as the gentleman will see if he 
reads the language carefully, assumes that every man who en- 
ters the service at 30 or 35 years of age will stay in the service 
until he reaches the retirement age of 65. Obviously that is 
not true. Men retire from the service, men are dismissed, men 
leave the service because of disability, 

Mr. TILSON. And men die. 

Mr. ROGERS. And men die. All those causes will keep a 
large percentage of the total number of men from ever reach- 
ing the retirement age and getting the retirement benefits. I 
talked this morning with the Chief of the Bureau of Efficiency. 
He states that while he does not wish to criticize this figure 
or the basis on which it proceeds, his judgment is that as a 
practical matter $400,000 is the maximum which is much more 
likely to prevail than $500,000. Out of overconservatism theg 
State Department preferred to lay before the House the larger 
figure. 19 

Mr. STAFFORD. I ask unanimous consent to withdraw the 
pro forma amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, the pro forma 
ment will be considered as withdrawn. 

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

I think the House of Representatives and the Congress of 
the United States are under a very great obligation to the 
chairman and to the membership of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs for the long-continued and hard work and the great 
care and, in my judgment, the rare wisdom that they have dis- 
played in the presentation of this legislation. Still more do 
I believe that the people of the United States are under obliga- 
tion to these men. Nothing is more required in better service, 
nothing is more needed in the securing of men of ability and 
efficiency in the employment of the Government than in our 
foreign service. With a world in turmoil, with all the condi- 
tions, both political and economic, displaced and in flux, this 
is the time above all other times when the United States needs 
men of character, of wisdom, of education, of efficiency, in the 
foreign service. 

I have heard the criticisms that have been made upon this 
bill. I have been surprised at the fact that not one of them 
seems to be well founded. First of all, always comes the ques- 
tion that it costs more money to secure good service. Of course, 
we all realize that; but we ought to realize that:as_a con- 
comitant of that we should secure good service if it does: require 
more money. But in this particular ease we are met with the 
fact that in the Consulr Service and in the retirement propo- 
sition contained in this bill, very largely they are selfisupport- 
ing, or will be. We are also met with the fact that there is 
not a large increase. í 

When we come to examine into the particular benefit and 
advantage that there is in the rearrangement proposed in this 
bill, I think no man ought to hesitate about giving it his cor- 
dial support. We have here not an aristocratic preposition, as 
some gentlemen seem to believe. We have here, more than 
ever before in the service, a democratic proposition, by which 
not the few rich who can go into the service, no matter what 
the financial requirements may be, shall be ealled and shall 
serve, but holding out to a young man of ambition, no matter 
what his pecuniary condition may be, the prospect of dis- 
tinetion in the service, if he enters it, and an assurance that he 
will not be required to leave it in a position in which his family 
will be dependent upon some other resource. 

There has never before been presented a better opportunity 
for the young man to go into the service of the Government 
assured that there is an opportunity for his best effort and the 


amend- 
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assurance that it will be well considered by his country. That 
opportunity is now given by this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire especially to commend the proposition, 
embodied in this bill for the first time in our history, that there 
shall be not an amalgamation or a consolidation of the Diplo- 
matic and Consular Services but that there shall be an oppor- 
tunity afforded by the Government to transfer from one service 
to the other as occasion may require. 

Mr. Chairman, particularly at this time when we want to 
secure a larger foreign market, when upon the Consular Service 
we must depend for information, for advice, and those good 
offices that will procure and extend our foreign trade—now at 
this particular time the Government ought to call to the service 
the very best men that can be given to such service. It is sug- 
gested that it is not for the benefit of the farmer. I believe, 
Mr. Chairman, speaking moderately, that there is hardly any- 
thing that could more benefit the farmer than the improvement 
of the Consular Service of the United States. I believe that 
the farmers of the United States believe that in the enlarge- 
ment of their market they must depend on men who are 
qualified for the service that will be effective in their interest, 
and so, representing, as I do, an agricultural community, I want 
to give in the interest of my particular constituents my unquali- 
fied approval of this legislation. [Applause.] 

Mr. HUSTED. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
pro forma amendment. I want to be permitted to congratulate 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs for bringing in this splendid 
piece of constructive legislation, which, I believe, marks a very 
important stage in the progress of lawmaking for the develop- 
ment of our foreign service. The money that we expend for 
the Army and for the Navy in péace times is largely in the 
nature of insurance. It is to protect the Government against 
what may happen, against which we must provide adequate 
safeguards. The money that we expend for our foreign service 
comes back to us over and over again in direct and indirect 
benefits. There are some people who think that our foreign 
service, especially the diplomatic branch, is chiefly ornamental. 
That charge never was entirely true, and it is less true now 
than ever before. The functions of our diplomatic officers are 
becoming less and less political and more and more commercial. 

Our foreign service has developed greatly since 1914. I 
think it costs about three times as much now to maintain it as 
it did then. That was partly due to the activities of the war 
and partly to the creation of new nations by the treaty of 
Versailles, necessitating the appointment of more consular and 
diplomatic officers. But it was chiefly due to the effects of 
the war upon the financial and economic condition of the 
nations and the creation of a tremendous competitive spirit 
which has made it necessary for us, if we are to hold our own 
with other nations who are looking for business, to maintain a 
thoroughly efficient foreign service. It should be equal to that 
of any other nation in the world. 

We have a fine Consular Service now, and we have an ex- 
cellent Diplomatic Service, but in the Diplomatic Service oppor- 
tunity is practically denied to a poor man. It is a service in 
which the rich man only can enter, because rich men only can 
meet the expenses which fall upon our diplomatic officials. 
Now, that is lamentable, and it ought to be corrected, and it 
is one of the main purposes of this bill to correct it. It is 
one of the main purposes of this bill to so adjust the salaries 
that a young man of moderate means can enter the Diplomatic 
Service and make it a career. For example, a first secretary 
at London is compelled by diplomatic usage to maintain a 
residence where he can entertain, and he is required to have a 
motor cur and a chauffeur. It is evident that a diplomatic 
secretary can not maintain a residence where he can entertain 
and a motor car and do all the other things necessary to up- 
hold his position on a salary of $4,000 a year. This bill, if it 
becomes law, will accomplish a great deal, but I believe there 
is one other thing which we ought to do to enable our Diplo- 
matic and Consular Service to reach the highest point of 
efficiency. I believe we should have a diplomatic and consular 
school in the State Department. We maintain at Annapolis a 
school that we may have efficient naval officers. We maintain 
a military academy at West Point in order that we may have 
efficient Army officers. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUSTED. Yes. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Does not the gentleman know 
that the colleges and universities have courses in foreign 
service for that purpose? Georgetown and most of the uni- 
yersities have courses of that kind. 

Mr. HUSTED. Some have courses in diplomacy, but that is 
also true so far as military instruction is concerned. Nearly 
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all the colleges to-day give instruction in military subjects, 
but we would not think of abolishing West Point and we do 
not consider abolishing the Naval Academy at Annapolis. I 
say it is just as important, and I believe it is far more im- 
portant, to maintain a school where we can train men to be 
consuls and diplomatic officers as it is to maintain military 
and naval academies. The work is highly technical and the 
best instruction can be given in the State Department by our 
own consuls and diplomats, 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUSTED. Yes. 

Mr. MOORE of Virginia. Does not the gentleman think that 
notwithstanding the fact that some of the universities and 
colleges have these courses that provision should be made for 
training these men in the very business they will have to en- 
gage in? 

Mr. HUSTED. I certainly do think so. Something is being 
done in the colleges, but I believe it could be done much better 
here at Washington and at very small expense. We have in 
the State Department the men who could be the teachers. 
The classes would be comparatively small. I do not believe 
there would be more than 25 or 80 men in a class. We would 
not have to employ additional instructors. The men are right 
here at the head of the various bureaus and divisions in the 
State Department. We have the economists and technical 
experts ready at hand. This is an easy, inexpensive, and prac- 
tical way to secure a body of highly trained men who are 
needed in the field to advance the commercial and political 
interests of the United States. There is no other way, in 
my opinion, in which the results can be obtained as quickly 
or as well. 

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the House, I 
had not intended to say anything on this bill, but this is one 
bill that is like one of which several years ago, when it was 
brought on the floor of the House Mr. Mann, of Illinois, said, 
“Why, that old gentleman has been knocking around the halls 
of the Capitol here for a good many years, and you ought to 
have shaved him before you brought him on the floor.” 

However, involved in this discussion is a proposition that has 
not been discussed at all, which I think the House ought to take 
into consideration. In the first place, the commercial attachés 
that have been established within recent years are worth in- 
finitely more to the business of the country than all of the so- 
called consular and State Department activities. 

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISSON. Yes. 

Mr. TEMPLE. The gentleman spoke of this bill or one like 
it having been introduced several years ago. I should like to 
have information as to when that was. I have been a mem- 
ber of the Committee on Foreign Affairs for 10 years, and I 
have investigated the work of the committee for a number of 
years before that time. I do not remember that there was ever 
a bill before that committee for this purpose. 

Mr. SISSON. I do not believe it was exactly for the same pur- 
pose. I may be mistaken about that, but it was for an increase 
in the Diplomatie Service er However, there is no need 
of getting into a controversy about that, because it was said only 
as a pleasantry. 

Mr. TEMPLE. And the gentleman could edit it out of his 
remarks. 

Mr. SISSON. Oh, I shall act upon that as I deem best. I 
do not intend to let the gentleman from Pennsylvania either 
edit my remarks or do my thinking for me. The commercial 
attaché has been the individual who has done the business of 
the country some good. I have never been an advocate of dol- 
lar diplomacy. I believe our Diplomatie Service abroad should 
be kept separate from our business. 

The English had engaged for a long time in the consular 
drummer. After the American Government established the 
commercial attachés, the English Government sent a commis- 
sion here to investigate the commercial attaché system, and 
they have practically adopted our system in England. I know 
that there are some people who want to convert every minister 
and all our consular officers into nothing but business getters, 
but there are frequently delicate matters rising between na- 
tions that are such that if the State Department were to en- 


gage in the business of hustling for business in competition. 


with another nation, it might bring about feelings that are 
not conducive to peace and to the good relations that should 
exist between nations. The commercial attachés are looked 
upon and recognized as the Government’s drummers, as the 
Government’s business agents, and rather than increase this 
service through this bill, rather than increase the political end, 
I would infinitely rather increase the salaries and the num- 
ber of the commercial attachés, because they can very much 
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better transact that sort of business than can the political 
branch of the Government. If the consular agent is to transact 
business for the Government, he is also constantly engaged 
in certain political correspondence. These, in my judgment, 
ought not to be mixed. A great deal has been said in the last 
few years about dollar diplomacy. The gentleman who took 
his seat has talked about dollar diplomacy, and he wanted the 
State Department to perferm more of the functions of busi- 
ness than to look after the political end of the thing. I 
think you make a mistake when you do that. There was an 
effort made to circumscribe the commercial attachés by cutting 
down appropriation, and the then chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole, which was considering the matter, and I think 
he was technically correct, ruled the matter out of order. 
An appeal was taken from the decision of the Chair by a gen- 
tleman from New York. and the Chair was overruled and the 
commercial attachés were put back into the bill. Why? Be- 
cause the business elements of the country, from San Fran- 
cisco to New York and from Chieage to New Orleans, were 
up in arms against a curtailment of this service that had 
done so much good, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Missis- 
sippi has expired. 

Mr. SISSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent for 
three minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. SISSON. Personally, I would infinitely rather that this 
money be expended in increasing the commercial attachés 
whose business it is to go out and get business, whose busi- 
ness it is to find out first what the market is, and second, in 
what sort of shape the goods shall be in order to be sold in 
the foreign market. Take, for instance, the Chinese and 
Japanese market for various kinds of cotton must be under- 
stood by us. 

The goods that would suit the European countries would not 
at all suit the fashions and styles of the Orient, and the com- 
mercial attachés have sent the samples of goods back to the 
various factories, and they have given the factories the facts 
and figures about the number of yards of cloth of a certain 
character which will probably be sold in certain markets in the 
Orient, and the result is that the manufacturing establishments 
of the United States are enabled to send traveling men into 
those countries and sell their goods. You have to know first 
what a country will take, and the manufacturers ure willing then 
to put their money iuto the business. So when this effort was 
made to curtail the expenditures for commercial attachés the 
whole business of the United States was up in arms, and the 
influence was felt in every congressional district in the United 
States and was reflected on the floor of the House when the 
ruling of the chairman was overruled. Rather than have 
this character of legislation, rather than have an increase in 
the appropriation, which means an increase of dollar diplomacy, 
I would infinitely prefer to have this money expended in the 
enlargement of the commercial attachés and of their activities. 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman's attention was 
called to the fact that this is a new proposition. In reading 
the report I find that this bill is practically the same as H. R. 
12543, introduced in 1922, and that H. R. 12543, as stated by 
Secretary Hughes, is almost identical to H. R. 17; so that it 
must have been before the committee before. I do not know 
when H. R. 17 was introduced, but it was prior to August, 1922; 
and this clearly shows this question has been before the com- 
mittee before, and that you were correct in your first statement. 

Mr. SISSON, Yes. I have not gone into detail about it, and 
my recollection about the bill that Mr. Mann had reference to 
was just slight. The thing that called it te my mind at all was 
that Mr. Mann said that it should have been shaved before it 
was brought in. 

Mr, TEMPLE. Mr. Chairman, before I begin what I wish to 
say, I desire to revert to the two bills which have been dis- 
covered by the gentleman from Florida [Mr. Sears}, who just 
interrupted the gentleman from Mississippi. They are earlier 
forms of this bill introduced not in a former Congress but in 
this Congress, and the second and third forms were introduced 
after some work had been done in revision of the bill, either by 
_its author or by the committee itself. It is all one bill. That 
which was introduced some years ago, to which the gentleman 
from Mississippi refers, was the bill, I think, which provided 
for the purchase of embassies and legations in foreign countries, 
an entirely different matter, having nothing to do with the re- 
organization of the Diplomatic and Consular Service. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. If the gentleman will yield, does not the 
gentleman think he really had in mind the act passed in 1915, 
which is now the law under which we are operating? 


Mr. TEMPLE. That increased some salaries but did not pro- 
vide any general reorganization. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. No; but it provides certain appointments 
in the Diplomatic and Consular Service. 

Mr. TEMPLE. But certainly not coordinating the two for- 
eign services. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. It did not. 

Mr. TEMPLE. I have been somewhat interested also in what 
the gentleman from Mississippi has said about “dollar” di- 
plomacy. He is very much in favor of increasing the number of 
commercial attachés and increasing the appropriations in a 
way that would add to their efficiency. But to what would 
the attachés be attached if there were no Diplomatic and Con- 
sular Service? The commercial attaché, the military attaché, 
the naval attaché are useful. There is no doubt about it, 

The commercial attaché collects Information which is of use 
to the American business man, furnishes him information that 
may increase our exports or our imports, but the work of the 
commercial attaché would be of little use if it were not for 
the work done by the Diplomatic and Consular Service. In- 
ternational trade is carried on under treaty agreements, and 
you can not have it without having a diplomatic foundation. 
When we come to the actual business of the Government in 
connection with international trade, there is no way of handling 
it except through the consular office. We might appoint com- 
mercial attachés until we would expend money on them equal 
to the whole amount appropriated for the Diplomatic and 
Counsular Service, but we must do business with foreign coun- 
tries in the way the foreign countries will permit, just as they 
do business with us in the way that we permit. The way that 
has grown up in the experience of the world is through the 
foreign offices, which correspond in other lands to what in our 
country is called the State Department. The diplomatic and 
consular services provide the only way the world recognizes 
for carrying on this foreign intercourse. We can not modify 
the customs of the world by an act passed by the American 
Congress, for our jurisdiction is limited to our own territory and 
ships. PTAR 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEMPLE. I will. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. To illustrate that point, it is 
my understanding that when the commercial attachés were 
first sent to Lendon they had an office independent from that 
of the diplomatic office, and they found themselves absolutely 
compelled to tie up with the diplomatic office, because nobody 
was looking for or finding them out, and did not expect them 
in any place except the diplomatic office. 

Mr. TEMPLE. It is the only way that their official charac- 
ter can be made known effectively to foreign governments. 
Now, dollar diplomacy ”; that phrase has been used as a term 
of reproach or to ridicule the use of diplomatic representatives. 
in the interest of business. Before I discuss “dollar diplo- 
macy” I want to say I do not accept the doctrine of economic 
determinism which lies at the foundation of so much socialistic 
philosophy, but, after all, what is the principal occupation of 
mankind? Earning a living. Men are selling their services mak- 
ing things with their hands, selling the goods that they produce. 
Eight hours a day, 10 hours a day, 12 hours or 15 kours a day, 
what are men doing? Warning a living, doing business. That 
which occupies so large a portion of our time is certainly 


worthy of attention, and when we come to doing business with 


foreign peoples, earning a living by dealing with foreign mar- 
kets, we have to do it through the foreign office. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TEMPLE. I will. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. What is the per cent of the salary al- 
lowed on retirement? 

Mr. TEMPLE. I am not discussing that question just now. 
The gentleman will find it in the tables. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. It is not in the tables. 

Mr. TEMPLE. Here are the hearings. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I thank the gentleman; I did not mean 
to interrupt his speech. 

Mr. TEMPLE. There is absolutely no reason for treating 
dollar diplomacy with contempt. As I say, 8 hours, 10 hours, 
or 12 hours a day are spent in earning a living, in earning dol- 
lars, Why? Because we want to use them. We may use them 
in purchasing the things that satisfy our ordinary physical 
wants; we may use the surplus in charity or in promoting 
religion. Whatever we may consider the noblest oecupation of 
our time, most of us have to spend the greater part of our 
waking time in merely earning a living, and perhaps a little 
more which may be devoted to these nobler aims. That part 
of the business of earning a living which is done with foreign 
peoples is arranged for by the machinery of the Diplomatic and 
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Consular Services. When they negotiate commercial treaties, 
that is dollar diplomacy. Every American diplomatic and con- 
sular officer should be an attorney for the United States, at- 
tentive to the business of the American people. We want to put 
this service on a basis that will make it the equal of the service 
of our competitors, our customers, those from whom we buy, 
those to whom we sell. The world is more and more coming 
together, We are next-door neighbors to everybody everywhere. 
What is the reason now that we in this country find ourselves 
commercially economically in trouble? 

What is the matter with the business of the country? One 
thing is that the whole world has been turned upside down; 
15,000,000 men dead in the war, of battle deaths and disease; 
$350,000,000,000 of capital blown to bits. Russia used to ex- 
port a great deal of wheat to western Europe; hardly any now. 
Why is not Europe a better market for our wheat than it was 
before the war? Because the destruction of men and of capital 
and the upset of business organization in Europe is such that 
those people can not buy. We can not sell to people who can 
not buy. But if there is to be a restoration of the economic 
system of the world, if business is ever to get good again, we 
want to be on the ground not only to participate in the bene- 
fits that come from it but to aid in the restoration. Our 
Consular Service and our Diplomaic Service—our foreign serv- 
ice when the two have been made one—may be one of the most 
efficient agencies, and one of the ways through#which the United 
States can most effectively exert its influence for the recon- 
struction of a shattered world. [Applause.] 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts rose. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts is 
recognized for five minutes, 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be closed 
in five minutes. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I want five minutes in 
which to answer the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. TEM- 
pre] over there. I do not think I shall want more than five 
minutes, 

Mr. ROGERS. Then, Mr. Chairman, I make it 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this section and all amend- 
ments thereto be closed in 10 minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened to this debate with a great deal of pleasure this after- 
noon, because I find both sides of the House are in favor of our 
country entering into foreign trade and endeavoring to estab- 
lish foreign trade by stabilizing the Department of State, in- 
creasing the salaries of various employees, and providing for 
greater influence of the Department of State so that the United 
States might occupy a position in its dealings with world affairs 
among foreign nations commensurate with its standing as a 
great commercial Nation and holding a leading position on the 
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans not excelled by any other nation. 

After this Congress came together, when the President called 
us into special session in November last, he intimated to us that 
it was necessary for us to pass legislation that would perma- 
nently establish an American merchant marine. The Committee 
on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries brought the bill up in 
this House, and after three days of general debate and two days 
of discussion under the five-minute rule the House of Repre- 
sentatives passed the bill in this body by 54 majority. That 
bill should have received 300 majority; in fact, there ought to 
have been no votes cast against it. If the membership of this 
body had talked as sensibly then as they do now, there would 
not have been many votes cast against the bill providing for an 
American merchant marine, and we should have had the bill 
enacted into law long since. The bill was sent to the Senate. 
At once there was a bloc made against it. What sense was 
there in having a bloc? Can anybody give any sensible reason 
for it? Nothing in the world but inexhaustible wind; that is 
all it was. [Laughter.] Every sort of proposition was brought 
up there in opposition; people commenced to bring in objec- 
tions and to propose something new to take up time. 

When I listened to what has been said here to-day on both 
sides of the aisle, with no dissension on the Democratic side, 
no caucus has been held on the bill we are considering to-day, 
I recall the fact that when the merchant marine bill was re- 
ported the Democratic Party held a caucus to determine their 
eourse and bound their own people, as far as they could, to be 
against a merchant marine. A merchant marine is as essential 
as is this increase in our foreign service for foreign business, 
You say, “ We want foreign business.” I ask, “ How are you 
going to get it?” Do you mean it in your innermost souls that 


you want to extend the foreign trade of the United States? 


I am not opposed to this bill; I believe in it; I believe fully 
in it. I recognize that the bill that has been prepared and pre- 
sented to you to-day is one of the best bills ever brought before 
the House, and it is shown by the fact that it comes on a non- 
partisan line. If there is any one bill that ought to have been 
considered in this House on a nonpartisan line it is the bill 
for keeping the American flag on the sea—the shipping bill. 
Why should we for one minute think of pulling down the 
American flag? Why should we refuse to maintain it? Why 
should we want to foster trade abroad, why should we want 
to talk about increasing our trade abroad, and then stab the 
only instrument that can increase our trade abroad, the ship- 
ping bill now pending in the Senate? We now have an Ameri- 
can merchant marine. It was first established under the rule 
of the Democratic Party. They built up this merchant marine 
at an immense cost. Now, they propose to throw it away, and 
they find many men on the Republican side who seem to 
agree with them. I can not understand it. I have been trying 
to get it through my head, but I can not. 

I am giad I stayed here this afternoon to listen to these 
remarks on this foreign service bill, because I find that there 
is a unity of feeling concerning it on both sides of the aisle. 
Partisanship seems to have disappeared. The only thing they 
are partisan on, over on the Democratic side of this House, is 
against the American flag. There it hangs, above the Speaker's 
chair. We once had a well-established merchant marine. Who 
destroyed it? The British Government destroyed it from 1861 
to 1865 when they endeavored to separate this Nation, the 
North from the Seuth. Why is this fight in endeavoring to 
destroy the flag on the sea? What is the purpose in trying to 
keep the flag off the sea? I have been trying to get it through 
my head. Usually my head is pretty clear, but I am beginning 
to think that I am thickheaded. [Laughter.] 

My gracious, I can not understand at all the Democratie side 
of the House, which is so anxious now to spend money to build 
up trade, to do everything else they can do. But they do not 
want us to interfere with England. I do not care what country 
you interfere with. Stand by the United States. We are the 
next country to England in the foreign trade. Why should we 
surrender a single rag of what we have in our merchant marine 
to-day and hand it over freely and with joy to our greatest 
enemy in the world trade? 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Yes. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Does the gentleman recollect that there 
were 24 Republicans who voted against that bill and 23 Demo- 
erats who voted for it? 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I do not know how many 
there were who voted for it. 

Mr. LINTHICUM. Twenty-four Republicans voted against it 
and 23 Democrats voted for it. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I am very sorry for the 
thickheadedness of the Republicans who voted against it, and 
I am very glad for the intelligence of the Democrats who voted 
for it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. BLANTON. It is the gentleman’s own party now who 
are holding up that bill in the Senate. 
Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. 

that. 

Mr, BLANTON. Has not the gentleman’s party a majority 
in the Senate? 2 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. That has nothing to do 
with it. They have no rules there for the transaction of busi- 
ness, but they may act on the shipping bill before the 4th of 
March. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman will be guilty of lese 
majesty if he does not look out. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Do not you worry about 
me. I can take care of myself and take care of the rest of you 
besides. [Laughter.] If there were 23 Democrats who voted 
for this bill, thank God there were 23 intelligent Democrats, 
and I am disgusted with every Republican who voted against 
it, for no one had any reason to vote against a bill providing 
for keeping the American flag on the sea, because oné must 
realize that the withdrawal of competition means an increase 
in freight rates to the farmer and to the American consumer. 

Mr. SEARS. I see by the press that perhaps the President 
will ask the Senate to lay aside the ship subsidy bill and take 
up the foreign debt refunding bill. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Oh, you can read anything 
you want to in the newspapers. I do not want to waste my 
time on any such nonsense as that. Never mind what the news- 
papers say. [Laughter.] I have read the newspapers a great 
deal in my life, and I read both sides, too. When I see a 
statement that has no sense in it, I do not pay any attention 


Oh, no; do not tell me 
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to it. Once in a while you will find a paper on the Democratic 
side that has got a little good sense, and if you would read the 
newspapers that publish decent material about the American 
merchant marine, instead of 23 Democrats coming over and 
yoting for that bill, there would be more than twice that 
number. 

Mr. SEARS. 
that. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Never mind what you read 
it in. There is no excuse for any living man in this body vot- 
ing to strike down the American flag on the seas. [Applause.] 
I do not care whether a man is on this side of the aisle or on 
the other side, he ought not to do that, There is no reason in 
the world for any Member of this body trying to destroy Ameri- 
can commerce. There is no reason in the world why anyone 
should not do all he can to build up an American merchant 
marine. I believe another opportunity will be given you to 
vote on the bill to establish the American merchant marine 
before this session closes. [Applause.] 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, I know of no way in which a Member of this House 
can get information about a bill if he is not a member of the 
committee which has considered the bill, unless he asks ques- 
tions and seeks information from members of the committee 
who have charge of the bill or unless the report of the com- 
mittee or the hearings disclose the information. Awhile ago 
the distinguished gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. TEMPIE], 
in a very abrupt manner and I think in a very undignified 
manner, if he will permit me to say so, when I asked him a 
simple question for information about a matter that concerns 
a great number of Members of this House, referred me to a 
pamphlet. I do not know why he referred me to that pamphlet 
unless he knew as little about it as I did, because I have not 
found anything more from the pamphlet than I knew before. 
I read this report with a great deal of care, and I still do 
not know the basis of percentage upon which this retired pay is 
computed. As I understand, we are asked to take $325,000 
out of the Treasury and give it to certain employees of the 
Consular Service. I was seeking information, and I am still 
seeking information. I believe that the employees of the Con- 
sular Service should be paid enough to put them beyond the 
realm of temptation, and that they should be on a parity with 
the employees of the consular service of any other nation in 
the world, but I can not sit here as a Member of the House 
and vote in the dark, and I do not propose to do so; and 
unless I have more information on this subject I am going 
to vote against this provision of the bill, because I am here as 
a Representative of the people, and I propose to know what 
I am going to vote about, and I know of no other way to 
find out unless I ask some Member in charge of the bill to 
give me that information when the report and the hearings 
do not disclose the information desired. When I ask that 
Member for information I do not think it is fair to a new 
Member that I should be practically insulted in the way that 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania spoke to me awhile ago. 

Mr. TEMPLE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I do. 

Mr. TEMPLE. I am very sorry that the gentleman thought 
I meant to insult him. I did not. I was discussing, under 
the 5-minute rule and under the 5-minute limit, a matter in 
which I was interested, which I wished to present to the 
House. The gentleman interrupted me with a question as re- 
mote from the thing I was discussing as the North Pole is 
from the South. I said that I was discussing another ques- 
tion, and I handed him the hearings which contained the in- 
formation that he asked for. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. I will admit, gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, that a new Member does not have much opportunity 
here to get information unless he just breaks loose and asks 
for it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, ABERNETHY. In just a moment. I am a new Mem- 
ber of this House, but I at least have a few gray hairs on 
my head and have had a little experience before I came here, 
and I came here with an honest intent and an honest effort 
on my part to represent my people and to represent this 
country as well as I could with the lights before me. As 
long as I stay here I am going to vote intelligently if I know 
how to, and I do not think that Members who have had long 
experience should deal with u new Member in such a manner 
as the gentleman from Pennsylvania undertook to deal with 
me a while ago. 

Mr. ROGERS. I just want to say, if the gentleman will 
allow me, that I answered every question that was asked me in 
general debate—— 


It was a Republican paper in which I read 


Mr. ABERNETHY. 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. ROGERS. And I will be very glad indeed to answer any 
question which the gentleman may have in mind.“ 

Mr. ABERNETHY. A number of us would like to know 
about this retirement feature. You are asking us to vote on 
the retirement of these consular employees. We would like to. 
know the percentage of the pay that a man will receive when 
he retires. In the Army and Navy they get a certain percentage 
of their active pay when they retire, and the answer to this 
question might determine how we should vote. I had made 
up my mind to vote against the bill until I heard the dis- 
tinguished gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Moore]. Then I 
came to the conclusion to support it, but, certainly, if we are 
going to be asked to vote large sums of money without knowing 
for what we are voting, you can not expect us to do so. The 
statement made on the floor is that this will cost $325,000 from 
the Treasury, and if we do not have the information we seek 
how do you expect to carry the bill through the House? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired, 
and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 3. That the official designation “ Forei, Service officer,” as 
employed throughout this act, shall be deem to denote permanent 
officers in the Foreign Service below the grade of minister, all of 
whom are subject 10 eee on merit, and who may be assigned 
to duty in either the diplomatic or the consular branch of the Foreign 
Service at the discretion of the President. 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. One good effect of this bill is that it changes the desig- 
nation “ Diplomatic and Consular Service of the United States“ 
to “ Foreign Service of the United States,” and therefore avoids 
some criticism, that we have had heretofore, that we have lost 
our diplomacy. But that is not the point I wanted to get at. 
I would like to ask the gentleman from Massachusetts how 
many of the officers under this bill are over the age of 60. 

Mr. ROGERS. I can not tell the gentleman how many are 
over the age of 60, but I can tell him that there are 35 over 
the age of 65, which is the age of retirement. 

Mr. SEARS, Under this bill there are 35 now over the age 
of 65? - 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; who will automatically be separated 
from the service. 

Mr. SEARS. And receive retirement pay? 

Mr. ROGERS. Unless in the discretion of the President they 
may be retained until they are 70. 3 ; 

Mr. SEARS. I know; but they probably will be retired when 
the age of 65 is reached. That is the usual custom, The gentle- 
man does not know how many in the classes of 1, 2, 3, 4, and 
5, and so forth, there are over the age of 50? 

Mr. ROGERS. I have not segregated by age the 640 members 
of the present foreign service. I think, however, I can get that 
information for the gentleman by Thursday. 

Mr. SEARS. Does not the gentleman think it would be well 
to incorporate in this bill some language which will prohibit 
the appointment of any person over the age of 50 to any position 
in the foreign service? I would like myself to make it 45 
years, if the retirement feature is to remain in the bill; but I 
know this can not be done. 

Mr. ROGERS. That is in the law and that law is carried in 
this bill. 

Mr. SEARS. So that nobody over the age of 50 can be ap- 
pointed under this bill? 

Mr. ROGERS. That is true. 

Mr. SEARS: It has been shown that this bill will cost the 
Government $340,000, and no one seems to know how much ad- 
ditional the retirement section will cost, at least more than 
we are now spending, but I have learned since I came here 
that the way to economize is to spend, and the way to carry out 
our political pledges of economy and a reduction of taxes is 
to increase the cost of running the Government. Therefore, 
while I am deeply interested in the success of every branch of 
our Government, I can not support this measure unless a great 
deal of additional information as to the total estimated cost-to 
the taxpayers and the urgent need of this legislation at this 
particular time is given me. 

We talk very much about economy, but when it comes to the 
final vote we find ourselves voting for most any increase that 
comes along. By that I do not intend to convey the idea that 
I would have any man underpaid. Certainly the gentleman 
should give us that information before we vote on the bill so 
that we may know what it will cost this Government. Whether 
it will cost half a million or a million dollars as stated by the 
gentleman from North Carolina, who just preceded me, and 
not have us vote for something about which we know practi- 
cally nothing. 


I was not referring to the gentleman 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto close in 
eight minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this section and amend- 
ments thereto close in eight minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Mr. Chairman, I merely want 
to express my own appreciation of the work that the committee 
has put upon this bill which, to my mind, seems to be one of the 
most important measures that has been considered during the 
two terms I have spent in Congress. I want to ask the gentle- 
man from Massachusetts a question in reference to section 3. 
We have in the State Department a number of men, I do not 
know how many, who are skilled in foreign affairs, but I do 
not think they would be included in the term “ foreign service.” 
I refer to men who are in the office of the solicitor, to the head 
of the Diplomatic and Consular Bureau, and other positions of 
that kind. They are not in the foreign service. Is that cor- 


rect? 

Mr. ROGERS. They are in the foreign service only when 
they are here on a maximum detail of three or four years from 
the foreign service. The men who are permanent here, like 
Mr. Carr, Director of the Consular Service, and Mr. Castle, 
Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs, and some 
others, are not in the foreign service and will not be either 
benefited or injured by this bill. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. Has the gentleman any ap- 
proximate idea of the number of those who are the heads of 
departments, or subheads, who are ln the State Department in 
that way and who are really a part of our foreign service, who 
are under this bill made a part of this foreign service? 

Mr. ROGERS. Counting the various men who are classed 
as drafting officers in the Department of State, I think there 
may be 30 or 40 who I assume would be included in the gentle- 
man’s question. 

Mr. NEWTON, of Minnesota. Personally, it has always 
seemed to me that men of that type are merely part of our 
foreign service, and I had been in hopes that some of that type 
would be provided for in legislation of this character. 

Mr. ROGERS. The gentleman will note that in section 5 we 
have made a partial beginning to an accomplishment which ap- 
parently he has in mind. We provide that appointments to the 
foreign service may be made after five years of continuous 
service by transfer from the Department of State. That would 
permit such a man as may be the head of a bureau in the de- 
partment and who has served there for a period long enough 
to make one sure that his appointment was not a mere politi- 
cal subterfuge, to be transferred to the foreign service on equal 
terms with men who have been in the foreign service all of the 
time. That is a good stepping stone. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. I think so. At the present time 
the Undersecretary of State is what is known, as I understand 
it, as a “career” man and was transferred from an 
position to that of Undersecretary of State. What would be his 
status under the provision limiting the period that an officer 
of the foreign service could come here and be in the State De- 
partment? 

Mr. ROGERS. Assuming that when the present Undersecre- 
tary of State was appointed this bill had been a law, he would 
have lost his foreign-service status altogether by accepting the 
position as Undersecretary of State. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. What about his wanting to go 
back into the service? 

Mr. ROGERS. Then he could be reappointed to the foreign 
service, but he would have to take his chances on that. 

Mr. NEWTON of Minnesota. This bill would in no wise 
interfere with the transfer of men to positions of great im- 
portance in the service here? 

Mr. ROGERS. It would not interfere. It would not change 
the present situation. 0 

The CHAIRMAN. The, time of the gentleman from Minnesota 
has+expired. i 

Mr. LANHAM. Mr.Chairman, I notice that subdivision (a) of 
section 16 provides as follows: 

The age of retirement shall be 65 years : Provided, That the President 
may in his discretion retain any foreign service officer who has reached 
the age of 65 years for such period not exceeding five years as he may 
deem for the interests of the United States. 

I recali that when the retirement act which had to do with 
the Railway Mail Service was passed there was a provision in 
that act that those men should be retired, as I remember it, at 
the age of 62 years. Then there was a provision that if they 
were in mental and physical health and vigor at that time they 
might be retained for an additional two years. There was also 


similar provision made for another period of two years after 
that. Executive orders were issued, however, which practically 
abrogated both the letter and the spirit of that law, and those 
men were arbitrarily retired, in many instances, I think, to the 
impairment of the service. I know one or two cases came under 
my Own personal observation of-men who had been long in the 
service, still active and vigorous, but who were displaced despite 
the fact that their positions could not have been filled by men 
more competent or industrious. I wish to ask the chairman if 
he thinks there is any likelihood of a repetition of that practice 
in this instance, or will the plain terms of the measure be safe- 
guarded by the provision that the President of the United States 
will be the one who shall determine that matter? Is it antici- 
pated that this provision in this law with reference to five 
years will be no more operative than the two periods of two 
years each which we provided for in the retirement act that 
had to do with the Railway Mail Service? 

Mr. ROGERS. Of course, it is purely a matter of speculation 
as to what some future public official, whom we do not even 
know, may desire todo. If a man is in the foreign service and 
is a good man, I think he will be retained after he is 65 years 
of age, because he is a hard man to replace from the bottom, 
because of his peculiar characteristics. In other words, from 
my experience with the way in which the State Department has 
exercised discretion in these general fields in the past, my guess 
is that we shall have a fair operation of this law. 

Mr. LANHAM. I anticipate that, but I should not like to see 
the legislative intent abrogated in the same way it was in the 
Railway Mail Service, to which I have referred, and I trust it 
will not be done in this instance if this bill passes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Texas has 
expired, and the Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Sec. 4. That foreign service officers may be appointed as secretaries 
in the Diplomatic Service or as consular officers or both: Provided 
That all such appointments shall be made by and with the advice and 
consent of the Senate: Provided further, That all official acts of such 
officers while on duty in either the diplomatie er the consular branch 
of the foreign service shall be performed under their respective com- 
missions as secretaries or as consular officers. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, on page 2, line 18, I move to 
strike out the words “in the Diplomatic Service.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered Mr. BLANTON : Page 2, line 18, strik tcf 
the Diplomatic Service® A si Pein 5 


Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, on January 24, 1920, when 
the diplomatic bill was before the House, on points of order 
made by myself and by the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. Krregix] $650,000 was knoocked out of the bill as being 
increases not authorized by law. One hundred und thirty- 
eight thousand dollars was knocked out on such points of 
order as being increases in salaries alone. Most of the $650,000 
was for post allowances. The distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. Porrer] and the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. Rogers] prevailed upon the Commit- 
tee on Rules to bring in a rule making all of those items in 
order. So, on Monday, January 26, 1920, the distinguished 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, in order to restore the items 
into the bill, would offer amendments placing them all back 
in the bill. So, back in 1920 there were $650,000 increases for 
post allowances and $138,000 were increases for salaries alone 
for the diplomatic offices. Now, concerning those increases, I 
want to show you what the then distinguished Democratic 
leader on this floor [Mr. KircHin] at that time said. I read 
from the Record, page 2070, of January 26, 1920: ; 


Mr. KrrcHix. The only reason in the world which the Secretary of 
State gives is to enable these secretaries of the ambassadors to go t9 
good H 


“As the lieutenants of the ministers and ambassadors, the secretaries 
must be able to mingle with all classes of people and associate upon a 
plane of equality with the members of the highest social and official 
circles of the capitals in which = are located.” 

Mr. JoHxsox of South Dakota. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Krrenix. Yes; I will yield. 

Mr. Jornson of South Dakota. Is not that caused by the fact that 
the social sta was set 80 h by the members of the ce com- 
mission and the social dignitaries that went to Paris? [Laughter.] 

Mr. Kircnin. That is possible; it is very possible that the committee 
has anticipated that, and taken care of it. But Mr. Lansing does not 
ask for it, except to permit these secretaries to meet and mingle socially 
with the kings and queens and monarchs, the princes and princesses, 
and the lords and ladies of Europe, and have them tango and ko-tow 
around with royalty; not to perform their duties in office. [{Langhter.] 
It may be that that is where the gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
Rocers] gets the idea in his head, which he expressed on Saturday, 
that the American ssadors are really fignreheads; that they do not 
do anything except do the society act, and the secretaries have been 
doing the work. Now. the Secretary of State wants the secretaries to 
do the “society act and let the ambassadors work. [Laughter.] 
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So there were increases then; and this has been the pet am- 
bition of the gentleman from Massachusetts ever since I have 
been in Congress, to try to raise these salaries—— 

Mr. ROGERS. And to give the young man without means a 
chance to enter this service and do good work for his country. 
[ Applause. ] : 

Mr. BLANTON. I will guarantee to-day that you can let 
every one of them resign and I can find new applications to- 
morrow from able men in Massachusetts alone to fill every 
place. Talk about not being able to get material to fill this 
service! Why, you can get it from one side of the Nation to 
the other. 

The only argument that is made here this evening is that it 
is self-sustaining; that we are about to make it pay. Why, 
suppose the Post Office Department was to take in $100,000,000 
a year revenue more than it pays out, would the gentleman dis- 
tribute that $100,000,000 in increases of salary? Suppose our 
revenue service, as suggested by my distinguished colleague 
from Texas [Mr. Back], should take in one hundred times as 
much as it takes in now, would you distribute all that in in- 
creased salaries and expenses? Why, that is a ridiculous argu- 
ment; there is nothing to it. I want to say that it pays every 
Member of Congress to watch these propositions. Why, one 
gentleman on that committee said that we had notice of this. 
Why, the notice I got through the press and elsewhere was 
that Congress to-day was to pass on the debt-funding propo- 
sition. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. SEARS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
revise and extend my remarks, 

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none. 

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, I ask unani- 
mous consent to revise and extend my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman, I just want to 
ask the gentleman from Massachusetts a question as to his 
intention with reference to proceeding with the bill. I under- 
stand the gentleman does not hope to conclude this bill this 
afternoon. I know he has been very busily engaged, and per- 
haps he does not realize how bad the weather is; and a great 
many Members are going to have to go some distance—it is 
a very bad season for illness, as the gentleman knows—and I 
suggest to the gentleman, as he does not hope to finish this 
evening, it would be a very nice thing if he would move that 
the committee rise. 

Mr. PORTER. I have no objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair suggests that a vote be had on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, that is a pro forma amend- 
ment, and I ask permission to withdraw it. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on this section and all amendments thereto be now 
closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent that all debate on this section be now 
terminated. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. PORTER. Mr, Chairman, I move that the committee do 
now rise, 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Hicks, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee having under consideration the bill (II. R. 13880) 
for the reorganization and improvement of the foreign service 
of the United States, and for other purposes, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 


LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 


By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol- 
lows: 

To Mr. BULWINKLE, for five days on account of official busi- 
ness; and 

To Mr. Raker, for to-day on account of official business. 


ADJOURN MENT. 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 55 
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Wednes- 
day, February 7, 1923, at 12 o'clock noon. 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


FEBRUARY 6, 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, BTC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

951. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a communication from the Secretary of the 
Navy submitting an estimate of appropriation in the sum of 
$4,400.52 to pay claims which he has adjusted under the pro- 
visions of the act of December 28, 1922, and which require an 
appropriation for thelr payment (H. Doc. No. 550); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

952. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the War Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1923, for survey of the Rio Grande for the protection from 
floods of the city of El Paso, Tex., and the lands embraced in 
the Rio Grande irrigation project, $35,000 (H. Doc. No. 551); 
to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

953. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the Department of Labor for the fiscal year ending June 80, 
1923, amounting to $120 (H. Doc. No. 552); to the Committee 
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

954. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary 
examination of Canoe Creek, Henderson County, Ky., at its 
junction with the Ohio River, with a view to dredging and 
establishing a harbor of refuge (H. Doc. No. 553) ; to the Com- 
mittee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered to be printed. 

955. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary 
examination of Petoskey Harbor, Mich.; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

956. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary 
examination of Mystic River, Mass.; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

957. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting, with 
a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary 
examination of Murderers Creek, N. V.; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

958. A letter from the Secretary of War, transmitting with a 
letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary ex- 
amination of Guilford Harbor, Conn.; to the Committee on 
Rivers and Harbors. 

959. A letter from the Secretary of the Navy, transmitting 
further information regarding his letter of January 19, 1923, 
inelosing a draft of a bill “ To increase the authorized cost of 
certain vessels now building for the Navy”; to the Committee 
on Naval Affairs, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. HERSEY: Committee on the Judiciary. S. 2703. An act 
to allow the printing and publishing of illustrations of foreign 
postage and revenue stamps from defaced plates; with amend- 
ments (Rept. No. 1547). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. HERSEY: Committee on the Judiciary. H. R. 14185. A 
bill to amend an act approved September 8, 1916, providing for 
holding sessions of the United States district court in the dis- 
trict of Maine, and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1548). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. FIELDS: Committee on Military Affairs. S. J. Res. 48. 
A joint resolution authorizing retirement as warrant officers of 
certain Army field clerks and field clerks, Quartermaster Corps; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1550). Referred to the Com- 
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs, S. 4137. An 
act to authorize the transfer of certain vessels from the Navy to 
the Coast Guard ; with amendments (Rept. No. 1551). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memortals 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DARROW: A bill (H. R. 14221) for the benefit of 
commissioned officers of the Coast Guard who at the time of 
their respective retirements had 40 years of active service and 
held the rank of commander; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WINSLOW: A bill (H. R. 14222) to amend the trad- 
ing with the enemy act; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. $ 


1923. 
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By Mr. FREAR: A bill (H. R. 14223) amending section 230 man and Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Interstate 


of the revenue act of 1921; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DALLINGER: A bill (H. R. 14224) to determine pro- 
ceedings in contested elections of Members of the House of 
Representatives; to the Committee on Elections No. 1. 

By Mr. CLARKE of New York: A bill (H. R. 14225) to 
proyide through cooperation between the Federal Government, 
the States, and owners of timberlands fur adequate protection 
against forest fires, for the reforestation of denuded lands, for 
the extension of national forests, and for other purposes, in 
order to promote forest renewal and the continuous production 
of timber on lands chiefly suitable therefor; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

By Mr. VOLSTEAD: A bill (H. R. 14226) to amend an act 
entitled “An act to provide compensation for employees of 
the United States suffering injuries while in the performance 
of their duties, and for other purposes,” approved September 7, 
1916; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FREAR: A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 436) propos- 
ing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Idaho: A resolution (H. Res. 511) for 
the consideration of S. 4187; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. IRELAND: A resolution (H. Res. 512) authorizing 
the appointment of additional clerk, who shall be under super- 
vision of the Clerk of the House; to the Committee on Accounts. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of North Dakota asking Congress to transfer the 
tract of land with buildings thereon known as Fort Lincoln to 
the State of North Dakota, so that this property may be used as 
a State training school; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DEMPSEY: A bill (H. R. 14227) granting a pension 
to Elizabeth Cummings; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. FENN: A bill (H. R. 14228) granting a pension to 
Henrietta Richmond; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr, KEARNS: A bill (H. R. 14229) granting a pension to 
David Bell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14230) granting a pension to Harry M. 
Davis; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. REECE: A bill (II. R. 14231) granting a pension to 
Cordelia Kite; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14232) granting a pension to Maggie Wil- 
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SNELL: A bill (H. R. 14233) granting an increase of 
pension to Sarah E. Coleman; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. TAYLOR of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 14234) granting 
a prasa to Barbara L. Houston; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions, 


PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7205. By Mr. ABERNETHY : Petition of Oasis Temple of 
Shriners, by resolution passed at the regular meeting at Char- 
lotte, N. C., on December 7, 1922, indorsing and urging the pas- 
sage of the Towner-Sterling bill providing for the creation of a 
department of education with the head of that department a 
member of the President’s Cabinet and under and by which 
the cause of education will be materially advanced; to the 
Committee on Education. 

7206. By Mr. CHALMERS: Petition protesting against the 
passage of House bill 9753, or any other Sunday bill, as, for 
example, House bill 4388 and Senate bill 1948; to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

7207. By Mr. FROTHINGHAM: Petition from 2,176 citizens 
of the fourteenth congressional district of Massachusetts, asking 
consideration and passage at this session of Congress of a 
United States ship subsidy bill; to the Committee on the Mer- 
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

7208. By Mr. KAHN: Petition of the California Club, of San 
Francisco, Calif., urging that an antinarcotic week be pro- 
claimed early in 1923 as a means of mobilizing all public- 
spirited bodies for the work of arousing the American people 
to the gravity of the drug menace; to the Committee on Inter- 
state and Foreign Commerce. 

7209. Also, petition of citizens of San Francisco, Calif., urg- 
ing Congress to extend immediate aid to the people of the Ger- 
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and Foreign Commerce., 

7210. Also, petition of the Council of Jewish Women, Section 
of San Francisco, urging that an antinarcotic week be pro- 
claimed early in 1923 as a means of mobilizing all public- 
spirited bodies for the work of arousing the American people 
to the gravity of the drug menace; also urging an international 
conference on the narcotic problem, with a view to securing the 
limitation by treaty of the basic production of poisonous drugs 
which constitute a major menace to American life; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce, 

7211. Also, petition of the Woman’s Christian Temperance 
Union of California, urging that an antinarcotic week be pro- 
claimed early in 1923 as a means of mobilizing all public- 
spirited bodies for the work of arousing the American people to 
the gravity of the drug menace; and urging an international 
conference on the narcotic problem, with a view to securing the 
limitation by treaty of the basic production of poisonous drugs 
which constitute a major menace to American life; to the Com- 
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7212. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Ward & Tully (Inc.), 
Brooklyn, N. Y., urging modification of the present immigration 
law; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

7213. By Mr. MEAD: Petition of members of Wurttember- 
ger Schwaben Unterstutzungs Verein, Buffalo, N. Y., urging 
Congress to extend aid to the people in the famine areas 
of Germany and Austria; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

7214. By Mr. TINKHAM: Petition of the board of aldermen, 
Medford, Mass., favoring an embargo being placed on coal 
shipped from the United States to Canada; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

7215. By Mr. YATES: Petition of J. T. Witt and 31 other 
residents of Macoupin County, III., urging a policy of protec- 
tion toward the Federal farm loan act and opposing all meas- 
ures which might destroy its intention; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 


SENATE. 


Wepnespay, February 7, 1923. 
(Legislative day of Monday, February 5, 1923.) 


The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., on the expiration of the 
recess. 
, NAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER. 
The Secretary, George A. Sanderson, read the following com- 
munication : 


To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate, I appoint Hon. Grorcs 
H. Moses, a Senator from the State of New Hampshire, to perform the 
duties of the Chair this legislative day. 


Wasutnoton, D. C., February 7, 1923. 


ALBERT B. CUMMINS, 
President pro tempore. 


Mr. MOSES thereupon took the chair as Presiding Officer. 
CALL OF THE ROLL. 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Ashurst Fletcher McKellar Sheppard 
Ball Frelinghuysen McKinley Shields 
Bayard George eNary Shortridge 
Borah Gerry ores cer 
Brandegee Glass Nelson seg has 
Brookhart Gooding New Sutherland 
Broussard Harrison Nicholson Swanson 
Calder Heflin Norbeck Townsend 
Cameron Johnson Norris Underwood 
Capper Jones, Wash. Oddie Wadsworth 
Caraway Keyes Overman Walsh, Mass. 
olt Kin Page Warren 
Culberson Lad Phipps Watson 
Lodge Poindexter Willis. 
Dial McCormick Pomerene 
Dillingham McCumber Reed, Pa. 


Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to announce that the senior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forterre] is absent on 
business of the Senate. 

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to state that the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. Rostnson], the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
Harris], and the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL] are 
absent on official business. f 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-two Senators having 
answered tọ their names, à quorum is present, 
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WASHINGTON & OLD DOMINION RAILWAY. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses) laid before the 
Senate a communication from the president of the Washington 
& Old Dominion Railway, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the. report of that railway for the year ended December 31, 
1922, which was referred to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 

DEPARTMENTAL USE OF AUTOMOBILES. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com- 
munication from the Secretary of War, transmitting, in further 
response to Senate Resolution 899, agreed to January 6, 1923, 
information relative to the number and cost of maintenance 
of passenger-carrying automobiles in use by the War Depart- 
ment, covering the nine corps areas, the three overseas de- 
partments, the Graves Registration Service, and United States 
military attachés abroad, which was ordered to lie on the 
table. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate the fol- 
lowing concurrent resolution of the Legislature of New York, 
which was referred to the Committee on Immigration: 


In THE SENATE OF THE State OF New YORK, 
Albany, January 31, 1923. 


Whereas the Immigration laws enacted by the Congress of the United 
States have operated so as to work injustice on many foreign born 
aspiring to be citizens of this country, to deny to the oppressed of 
55 5 countries the refuge and the opportunity which this country has 
traditionally offered to the human race, and to deprive this country 
itself of that influx of law-abiding, industrious, ew | thrifty men and 
women such as have in the past built up our industries and our 
commerce ; 

Whereas the most objectionable feature of such immigration laws 
is the so-called “ quota 8 thereof: 

Resolved (if the assem Nae tu t That Congress be, and it hereby 
is, memorialized so to re the immigration laws as to eliminate 
therefrom such objectionable provision and to provide a statute which, 
while judiciously excluding undesirable elements, will permit of the 
free immigration to the country of those who intend by honest, ea 
and worthy means to take advantage of the benefits of our Nation 
and its institutions. 

Resolved (if the assembly concur), That a copy of this resolution 
be transmitted to the Clerk of the Senate and of the House of Repre- 
sentatives of the Congress. 

By order of the senate. 

D. F. MULLANEY, Clerk. 

In assembly, February 1, 1923, 

Concurred in without amendment. By order of the 3 

Frep W. HAMMOND, Olerk. 


Mr. McCUMBER presented the following resolution of the 
Legislature of North Dakota, which was referred to the Com- 


mittee on Military Affairs: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA. 
To all to whom these presents shall come: 

I, Thomas Hall, secretary of state of the State of North Dakota, do 
stig A certify that the 9 concurrent resolution was adopted by 
the eighteenth legislative assembly. 

Dated at Bismarck, N. Dak., this 3d day of February, 1923. 

[sear] THOMAS HALL, Secretary of State. 

Concurrent resolution introduced by J. C. Miller. 


Be it resolved the House of the Righteenth Legislative Assembly of 
the State of North Dakota (the Senate concurring therein)— 

Whereas the location of the training school of the State of North 
Dakota is insanitary by reason 5 of its site are annually 
inundated by the Missouri and Heart Rivers, causing great financial loss 
and being a source of disease; and 

Whereas said training school is in a much overcrowded condition, 
having room to 3 house and care for only about one-third of 
its nt occupants; an 

hereas children of all ages and sexes and of varying degree of moral 
and mental development are thrown together, thereby creating an im- 
proper atmosphere; and 
hereas there is an insufficient amount of land in connection with 

the said training school for the employment of such pupils during such 
time as they are not occupied in mental training or recreation; and 

Whereas the propery now used by the State of North Dakota for a 
training school is badly needed for other purposes; and 

Whereas the resources of the State have n impaired by drought 
and other causes of crop failure to such an extent that it can not pro- 
vide the necessary facilities needed for those requiring a training school ; 


and 

Whereas the United States Government now owns and controls a 
tract of land, with buildings thereon, known as Fort Lincoln, admirably 
situated for the purpose of a training school; and 

Whereas such land and b are wholly unoccupied and are an 
expense to the Government in the repair, maintenance, and upkeep 
thereof: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives of the State of North Da- 
kota (the Senate concurring therein), That the Congress of the United 
States at its earliest possible convenience take such action as is neces- 
sary to the end that this property may become ayailable to the State 
of North Dakota for the use thereof as a State training school; and 
be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state be instructed to transmit a 
copx of this resolution to the President of the United States, the Presi- 
dent of the United States Senate, the Speaker of the House of Repre- 
sentatives, und one to each of the Members of both Houses of Congress 
from he State of North Dakota, immediately upon its passage and 
approval. 


Mr. WILLIS presented a resolution of the Dixie Chapter, 
United Daughters of the Confederacy, at Columbus, Ohio, 


favoring an amendment to 
labor, which was referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 


the Constitution regulating child 


Mr. NELSON presented a communication in the nature of a 
petition from the president of the Mahnomen Business Asso- 
ciation, of Mahnomen, Minn., praying that an appropriation be 
made for the relief of the Chippewa Indians of Minnesota, 
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs, 

Mr. KEYES presented resolutions of members of the Brook- 
line Federated Churches of Brookline and of the Manchester 
District Conference of Club Women of Derry, Goffstown, Green- 
ville, Hudson, Hollis, Merrimack, Manchester, Milford, Mont 
Vernon, Nashua, New Boston, Salem, and Windham, all in the 
State of New Hampshire, praying for an amendment to the 
Constitution regulating child labor, which were referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. TOWNSEND presented petitions, numerously signed, of 
sundry citizens of the State of Michigan, praying for the pas- 
sage of legislation extending immediate aid to the famine- 
stricken peoples of the German and Austrian Republics, which 
were referred to the Committee on Appropriations. 

Mr, McLEAN presented a memorial of sundry citizens of 
Stonington, Conn., remonstrating against the passage of the 
so-called Bursum bill, affecting Pueblo Indian lands, and urg- 
ing the passage of the so-called Jones bill on the same subject, 
which was referred to the Committee on Public Lands and 
Surveys. 

He also presented a resolution adopted at the annual session 
of the Connecticut State Grange, at Middletown, Conn., favor- 
ing the passage of the so-called Voigt filled milk bill, which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a resolution of Camp No, 10764, Modern 
Woodmen of America, at New Britain, Conn., protesting against 
the passage of the so-called Richmond bill, affecting mortuary 
funds and classification of members of fraternal insurance so- 
cieties, etc., which was referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

He also presented a resolution adopted by the United Workers 
of Norwich, Conn., favoring an amendment to the Constitution 
regulating child labor, which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. LADD presented a resolution of the Drake National Farm 
Loan Association, of Drake, N. Dak., protesting against the pas- 
sage of the so-called Strong bill, amending certain sections of the 
Federal farm loan act, etc., which was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Banking and Currency. 


REPORT OF COMMITTEES. 


Mr. McCUMBRER, from the Committee on Finance, to which 
was referred the bill (H. R. 10816) to fix the annual salary of 
the collector of customs for the district of North Carolina, re- 
ported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 1089) 
thereon. 

Mr. BAYARD, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them each without amend- 
ment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 1104. An act for the relief of Marion B. Patterson (Rept. 
No. 1090); and 

S. 3894. An act for the relief of the De Kimpke Construction 
Co., of West Hoboken, N. J. (Rept. No. 1091). 

Mr. CAPPER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were 
referred the following bills, reported them severally without 
amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

S. 2787. An act for the relief of the Neah Bay Dock Co., a 
corporation (Rept. No. 1092) ; 

S. 3843. An act for the relief of the owners of the steamship 
Kin-Dave (Rept. No. 1098) ; 

S. 4322. An act for the relief of the owners of the barge 
Havana (Rept. No. 1004); and 

S. 4396. An act for the relief of Eldredge & Mason, of 
Malone, N. Y. (Rept. No. 1095). 

H. R. 962. An act for the relief of the heirs of Robert Laird 
MeCormick, deceased (Rept. No. 1096) ; 

H. R. 2702. An act for the relief of J. W. Glidden and E. F. 
Hobbs (Rept. No. 1097) ; 

H. R. 4421. An act for the relief of John Albrecht (Rept. No. 
1098) ; 

H. R. 5251. An act for the relief of Ruperto Vilche (Rept. No. 
1099) ; 

H. R. 7322. An act for the relief of John F. Homen (Rept. No. 
1100) ; 

H. R. 8448. An act for the relief of Joseph Zitek (Rept. No. 
1101) ; 

H. R. 9862. An act for the relief of the Fred E. Jones Dredg- 
ing Co. (Rept. No. 1102) ; 
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H. R. 9944. An act for the relief of Vincent L. Keating (Rept. 
No. 1103) ; 

H. R. 10047. An act for the relief of Frances Martin (Rept. 

o. 1104) ; and 
ee R. 10178 An act for the relief of Americus Enfield (Rept. 
No. 1105). 

Mr. CAMERON, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (S. 4117) authorizing 
the closing of certain portions of Grant Road, in the District 
of Columbia, and for other purposes, reported it without 
amendment and submitted a report (No. 1106) thereon. 

Mr, GOODING, from the Committee on the District of Co- 
lumbia, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 5018) to au- 
thorize the widening of First Street NE., and for other purposes, 
reported it without amendment and submitted a report (No. 
1107) thereon. b 

Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (H. R. 1290) for the relief of 
Cornelius Dugan, reported it without amendment and submitted 
a report (No. 1108) thereon. 

Mr, SWANSON, from the Committee on Naval Affairs, to 
which were referred the following bills, reported them each 
without amendment and submitted reports thereon: 

H. R. 6538. An act for the relief of Grey Skipwith (Rept. No. 
1109) ; and 1 

II. R. 11340. An act to advance Maj. Ralph S. Keyser on the 
lineal list of officers of the United States Marine Corps, so that 
he will take rank next after Maj. John R. Henley (Rept. No. 
1110). 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION INTRODUCED. 


Bills and a joint resolution were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the second time, and referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. HARRELD: : 

A bill (S. 4491) to enroll certain persons, if entitled, with the 
Choctaw Tribe of Indians; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. CALDER; 

A bill (S. 4492) to amend section 4 of the national defense 
act; to the Committee on Military Affairs, 

A bill (S. 4493) for the relief of the owners of the American 
schooner Mouat Hope; and 

A bill (S. 4494) for the relief of the owners of the schooner 
Blanche C. Pendleton; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. PEPPER: 

A bill (S. 4495) to provide for the carrying out of the 
award of the War Labor Board of July 31, 1918, in favor of 
certain employees of the Bethlehem Steel Co., at Bethle- 
hem, Pa.; to the Committee on Claims. 

By Mr. SWANSON: 

A bill (S. 4496) to establish a national park in the State 
of Virginia (with an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on Public Lands and Surveys. 

By Mr. STERLING: 

A joint resolution (S. J. Res. 276) proposing payment to 
certain employees of the United States; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

NAVAL STORES TRAFFIC. 


Mr. HARRISON submitted an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute intended to be proposed by him to the bill (S. 
1076) establishing standard grades of naval stores, preventing 
deception in transactions in naval stores, regulating traffic 
therein, and for other purposes, which was referred to the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be 


printed. 
JENNIE LIERLE, ALICE EVARTS, AND CORA C. Woop. 


Mr. POINDEXTER submitted the following resolution (S. 
Res. 435), which was referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

olwed, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he hereby is, 
1 and directed to pay out of the contingent fund of the 
Senate to Jennie Lierle, Alice Evarts, and Cora C. Wood, daughters 
of John L. Ridenour, late a private of the Capitol Police, authorized 
by sundry civil act, a sum equal to six months’ compensation at the 
rate he was receiving by law at the time of his death, said sum to be 
considered as including funeral expenses and all other allowances, 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 


A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had passed 
without amendment the bill (S. 2023) defining the crop failure 
in the production of wheat, rye, or oats by those who borrowed 
money from the Government of the United States for the pur- 
chase of wheat, rye, or oats for seed, and for other purposes. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATION. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
the military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other pur- 


poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is before the Senate 
as in Committee of the Whole and open to amendment. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, referring to page 106 of the 
bill, I offer an amendment, in line 12, to strike out the numer- 
als 556,589,910“ and to insert in lieu thereof “ $27,000,000.” 
The item to which I refer is what is known as the rivers and 
harbors item, and the amount which I offer in lieu of the 
figures in the bill is the amount which was recommended by 
the Budget Bureau. 

I called attention yesterday to the peculiar way in which 
the rivers and harbors appropriation item comes to the Senate 
for consideration at this time. It is here in a single item in 
the War Department appropriation bill. We are practically 
deprived of any opportunity of considering or discussing the 
separate items which make up the $56,000,000. But the point 
which I now present is the question of whether we shall dis- 
regard entirely the recommendations of the Budget Bureau. 

I am not opposed to rivers and harbors appropriations, as 
such, in their entirety. I recognize that there are projects 
which have merit and for which appropriations ought to be 
made, but I think if there are any two propositions to which 
the party now in power and responsible for legislation were 
committed in the last campaign it was, first, to give the 
Budget law a fair opportunity to demonstrate its worth and, 
second, that of economy. As the President said in his address 
to the heads of the departments some weeks ago, it is practi- 
cally impossible to have economy in public expenditures unless 
we in good faith undertake to apply the Budget law. Now, 
I have not been a believer in the advocacy of the Budget sys- 
tem to the extent of some of its advocates, I feel that the 
responsibility after all is here in the Congress. But if it is to 
be given a fair opportunity, now is the time to test our faith 
in the law. 

What is known as the McCormick budget law was passed 
about a year ago, and this is really the first test which the law 
is to have. Strangely enough and peculiarly enough, the test 
comes between the budget law and the rivers and harbors ap- 
propriation. As stated by the Senator from New York [Mr. 
WADSWORTH] yesterday 

Mr. McCORMICK. The Senator from Idaho does not think 
it is strange that the test should come there? Where more 
likely would it come than on the rivers and harbors appropria- 
tion? 

Mr. BORAH. I should say, then, that strangely enough the 
defeat of the budget law will come when it meets the rivers and 
harbors appropriation item. 

Mr. McCORMICK. That is more interesting. 

Mr. BORAH. At any rate, we are now met with the propo- 
sition of whether we shall wholly disregard the recommenda- 
tions of the Budget Bureau when it comes to the question of 
appropriating for rivers and harbors. The Budget Bureau 
recommended $27,000,000. 

Mr. WATSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. BORAH. Certainly. 

Mr. WATSON. Did the Budget Bureau specifically state the 
items of the appropriation and the amount for each? I won- 
dered for what they recommended appropriations, or whether 
or not they recommended a lump sum. 

Mr. BORAH. I understand they recommended a lump sum, 
and, of course, they made a recommendation after studying, as 
I understand, the different projects. That is my understanding. 

Mr. WATSON. I did not know but that it was in the report. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BORAH. Certainly. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Does the Senator understand that they 
studied the different projects? 

Mr. BORAH. That is what I understand. 

Mr. McCUMBER. Is there any claim that the Appropria- 
tions Committee studied each one of the projects on which an 
estimate was made by the engineers and considered the feasi- 
bility and propriety of each of the projects? 

Mr. BORAH. No; I did not say that the Committee on 
Appropriations studied each project. I said I assumed that the 
Budget Bureau must have studied the different projects in order 
to arrive at an intelligent conclusion. 

Mr. McCUMBER. But there is no evidence here that the 
committee studied any of them or exercised any judgment 
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whatever in reference to the various projects. If there is, I 
would like to get the recommendations which were made by 
the committee and the reasons for the recommendations. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not know what the committee did in the 
way of studying the projects. I assume that in all probability 
the committee did not take up the different projects because 
the way the bill is now being considered they likely found it 
impractical to do so. . . 

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BORAH. Certainly. 

Mr. WARREN. The Senator will remember that the rivers 
and harbors item is for the second time on the War Depart- 
ment appropriation bill. Under the rules of the Senate, in the 
consideration of the rivers and harbors items there are at least 
‘three members taken from the Committee on Commerce, which 
formerly had jurisdiction of that matter, to sit with and as a 
part of the Subeommittee on Appropriations and also the gen- 
eral Committee on Appropriations. The general Appropria- 
tions Committee had all the estimates. The Budget had picked 
out a list of items and grouped them together in one sum 
and made a lump-sum recommendation; the committee’s work 
is to take that recommendation for granted, unless in looking 
over the special items which it constituted they deem it wise to 
vary from the Budget recommendation. In other words, the 
Budget is taken at its best judgment, unless the Congress com- 
mittees determine otherwise, 

Mr. McCUMBER. If the Senator will yield to me for an- 
other question—because I am going to support his amendment, 
but I want a little information on it—I want to know where I 
can look for the proper information if I find that the engineers 
have recommended $500,000 for Tadpole Inlet, and I want to 
know why it is recommended and what they expect from it. I 
am entitled to have that if I am going to vote upon the subject 
of this extra $29,000,000, or even the $27,000,000. I may not 
agree that Tadpole Inlet is worth putting in $500,000 extra in 
dredging it, and so with many other streams, and so forth. I 
wish some one connected with this legislation would direct me 
where to find the information upon which I can exercise some 
judgment as to whether I should vote to increase it to $29,- 
000,000 or reduce it $10,000,000 or $15,000,000 below the esti- 
mates. 

Mr. KING. The Senator must not ask for impossibilities. 

Mr. McCUMBER, It the Senator will give me that informa- 
tion I shall be greatly obliged to him. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I will ask the Senator from 
New York if he can advise the Senator from North Dakota as to 
where he ean get the Engineers’ report on these different 
projects—Tadpole Inlet and others? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, the only Engineers’ re- 
port with which I am familiar is the one which is printed in the 
House hearings, which sets forth the projects and the amounts of 
money which it is proposed to spend on each project under the 
$56,000,000 plan. The Budget Bureau itself, in recommending an 
appropriation of $27,625,760, does not recite the projects upon 
which that sum in the aggregate is to be spent. It gives a re- 
capitulation of the general purposes for which the $27,000,000 
plus is to be spent, but not the list of projects. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, will the Senator from Idaho yield? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield. 

Mr. KING. May I invite the attention of the Senator from 
New York to the fact, however—and it is a fact, as I am ad- 
vised—that the engineers went before the Budget Bureau, Gen- 
eral Lord and his associates, and submiited a statement asking 
for over $50,000,000—indeed, seventy-odd million dollars, in- 
cluding certain appropriations for the Mississippi River—and 
the Budget Bureau had before it whatever data the engineers 
had before them, and, with that information before the Budget 
Bureau it made a recommendation of $27,651,000, 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Just to make it absolutely aecurate—I 
think I am accurate about it—I do not think the engineers were 
put in the position of asking for the $56,000,000. I think they 
were asked to submit a memorandum setting forth what sums, 
in their Judgment, could be advantageously spent on the several 
authorized projects. The Chief of Engineers first received rec- 
onunendations on that point from all the district engineer of- 
cers in actual charge of the river and harbor work in the differ- 
ent parts of the country. Their recommendations came in from 
each district, That was toned down in the office of the Chief of 
Engineers, and finally the Chief of Engineers submitted the list 
of projects with the sums opposite each project which, in the 
judgment of the Engineers Corps, could be advantageously ex- 
pended ; but they were asked to do that. 

Mr. KING. And with that information before the Budget 
Bureau that bureau recommended the $27,000,000 plus? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It did. 


Mr. McCUMBER. But even in those recommendations, do 
the engineers or the bureau indicate the usefulness of each 
of these several projects—the deepening or the widening of 
Frog Creek, for example? Do they show how it will be neces- 
sary, how it will help the Government, how it will tend to in- 
crease our commerce, inland or with foreign nations? Really 
that is the information that we want to get at. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, of course there is no sueh in- 
formation as that. If such information as that were re- 
quired, that would cleanse and clarify the whole proposition 
of river and harbor appropriations. If they were required te 
show wherein a number of these projects would benefit inter- 
state commerce or benefit trade between the States in any 
way, I apprehend they would be unable to do it. In view of 
the manner in which the bill is now being presented the Sena- 
tor from North Dakota will never be able ‘to obtain that kind 
of information. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, if the Senator from Idaho 
will allow me for just a minute, I desire to say that all the 
information the Senator from North Dakota has suggested 
should be obtained is found in the report of the Chief of En- 
gineers and has been available ever since last December. It 
embraces two large volumes, which we have here. It is also 
found in the hearings before the House committee and in the 
hearings of the Appropriations Committee of the Senate. 80 
the data are all furnished there. Such “ frog ponds” and “ tad- 
pole creeks,” for instance, as New York Harbor will receive 
an appropriation of something like $7,000,000 under this bill. 
Such insignificant streams as the Ohio River will also get 
something like $7,000,000 of this appropriation. Those matters 
are all set forth in the hearings. I could take time to refer to 
some of the important ones if the Senator desired, but I think 
that is hardly necessary. 

In the first place, as the bill now stands, the appropriation 
of $13,000,000 is intended for the maintenance of projects which 
have been already adopted, upon which work has been prose- 
euted for years, and which are to be completed, There is also 
an appropriation of $13,000,000 for inaugurating the work on 
35 projects which were selected out of 200 projects which had 
been recommended by the engineers in December, 1922. Then 
the work of improving such small streams as I have mentioned 
constitutes a good part of the additional appropriation of ap- 
proximately $30,000,000, 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I repeat that there are un- 
doubtedly projects which ought to be appropriated for, and to 
which I should not offer any objection, but I think that all 
Senators must agree that there are projects always being 
urged and often appropriated for which are indefensible and 
which it would be impossible to show would be beneficial to 
commerce should the appropriation be made. 

I have examined to some extent the reports to which the able 
Senator from Florida has referred and they do contain infor- 
mation, but there is not the information contained in them, so 
far as I have been able to discover, for which the Senator from 
North Dakota was calling; that is to say, the information 
which would show wherein and how these different appropria- 
tions, with a very few exceptions, would benefit interstate com- 
merce, There are appropriations for streams down which, in 
my opinion, a duck could not float during a large portion of the 
year, and as to which it would be impossible to show wherein 
commerce would be benefited by appropriations for their im- 
provement. There are some benefits to be derived from certain 
of the projects, of course, and very little argument is needed 
in their support. 

However, I come back, Mr. President, to the point which I 
desire to stress particularly, but only briefly so far as this 
particular amendment is concerned. The amount suggested in 
lieu of the figures now carried by the bill is the amount which 
was recommended by the Budget Bureau. We must assume 
that the Budget Bureau made an investigation of this subject, 
and that it arrived at its conclusion after a fair investigation. 
If we should assume that the Budget Bureau merely suggested 
a lump-sum appropriation, without any investigation at all, that 
would be the severest indictment which could possibly be 
brought against the entire budget system. We must assume— 
and I am informed that that is true—that after consulting the 
engineers, after receiving their reports, the Budget Bureau 
undertook to determine what amount conld be properly ex- 
pended, and then finally recommended the sum of $27,000,000. 

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator 
from Idaho a question? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes, sir. 

Mr. POINDEXTER, I agree with the Senator entirely 
in his general attitude toward the sweeping and general 
increase in this proposed appropriation, but in his comments 
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on the Budget Bureau and on the principles upon which that 
bureau operates I am very much interested in the Senator's 
view on the subject. As I understand, the Senator from Idaho 
takes the position that Congress and the Board of Engineers 
ought altogether to subordinate their judgment as to the need 
for appropriations to the findings which may be made by the 
Budget Bureau after that bureau makes an examination into 
the merits of each particular project. 

Mr. BORAH. No; I do not take that position, Mr. President. 
I recognize, as I have said time and time again, that the -re- 
sponsibility is entirely here upon Congress; but I do say that 
where the Budget Bureau has made a recommendation, if 
there is-a project which ought to be included which the bureau 
did not recommend or if an amount should be included which 
the bureau failed to include, the reasons and the facts ought’ 
to be presented here in the report on this bill to Congress, so 
that we might know why the exceptions should be made. 

Mr. POINDEXTER. I think the Senator’s view on that 
subject is absolutely sound and correct, but my idea about the 
Budget Bureau is that the point they are to examine into par- 
ticularly is the resources of the Government. Of course, the 


Budget Bureau is an undeveloped agency to a large extent, but 


it would seem to be its purpose and function to make some esti- 
mate of what money the Government will have to expend, It 
occurs to me, however, that as to river and harbor improve. 
ments the Budget Bureau would have to take the reports of 
some other agency Which was better informed than the Budget 
Bureau could possibly be as to what is needed, and then the 
Budget ‘Bureau would determine how much they could allow 
out of the total resources of the Government for that general 
ose, 

Pr The increase which is carried in this bill of some $29,000,000, 
or whatever the sum may be, has been inserted ln a lump sum, 
and it comes to us, as the Senator has stated, without any in- 
formation as to the needs of particular projects. I tried to 
get here the other day an appropriation of -half a million dol- 
lars for an archives building for the Government. That was 
denied because the Budget Bureau has not included it in its 
estimates. 

The Government is deprived of the means of preserving its 
valuable documents, at a cost of $500,000, to begin with, for 
the fiscal year, and yet the same body that denies that on the 
ground of economy authorizes, without any information as to 
‘details, an additional lump-sum appropriation for rivers and 
‘harbors of $29,000,000, and provided an -appropriation in the 
Agricultural appropriation ‘bill of $500,000 to investigate the 
Tood habits of bobcats and other wild animals, although if a 
man will take a 10-cent piece of raw. meat and offer it to a bob- 
cat he can find out what its food habits are. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not think I disagree with 
the Senator from Washington as to his views about the function 
‘and the duty of the Budget Bureau, but in the case of the par- 
ticular bill with which we are now dealing in connection with 
the ttem for rivers and harbors we find that the Budget Bureau 
makes a recommendation of $27,000,000. The bill finally reaches 
the Senate with more than double that amount, carrying some 
$56,000,000, making an increase of $29,000,000, and that in a 
‘lump sum in an Army appropriation bill. 

Mr. President, it may be that we are entirely mistaken as to 
the work of the Budget system; but, unless it is something more 
than a scheme to give positions to a few men and place them 
upon the pay roll and to be utilized during political campaigns, 
[we certainly must pay some respect to the recommendations 
‘which it has made, and when we undertake to override its 
‘recommendations or to disagree with its recommendations the 
reasons for doing so ought to be specifically set forth; the 
justification ought to be made a matter of record, first, in a 
report, and finally by what. may be said here upon the floor. 

There is nothing here to advise the Senate as to why the 
‘Budget Bureau should be overridden; there is no evidence here 
‘to show me why it should be disregarded. I am frank to say 
that I should not feel compelled to accept- the recommendations 
of the Budget Bureau if the evidence before me seemed not to 
| justify the acceptance of the amount which they recommended. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. BORAH. I yield, 

Mr. SPENCER. If the Senator would examine the hearings 
upon this question in the House, I think he would find all the 
items, the aggregate of which makes up the amount of the 
appropriation, definitely set out, with the progress that has 
been made upon the several projects, and with the amounts 
that are necessary to maintain and continue them. 

Mr. BORAH. I have ‘looked at the hearings of the House 
committee; I have read the debates in the House, and I have 
tried to examine the matter as best I may; but it is all gen- 


eralization. We might just as well put in a hundred other 
projects for the same reasons as the reasons which are as- 
signed there. They constitute the same argument exactly 
which has been advanced -with reference to rivers and harbors 
at all times. 

Now we are up against the proposition that, so far as rivers 
and harbors are concerned, the Budget Jaw is a dead letter. 
There is not any more respect paid to the recommendation of 
the bureau than if the recommendation had been made by some 
unofficial body; no exception is urged based upon any different 
kind of a showing than would have been made without any 
recommendation of this particular bureau. We have now in 
the bill twice the amount, as I have said, which the Budget 
Bureau recommended, and if there is anything in the House 
hearings which goes into the details as to why the amount of 
the appropriation should be so greatly increased, different 
from the argument which is always made for a river and 
harbor appropriation, namely, that it is convenient to have it, 
1 have been unable to discover it. I have a number of the 
documents before me now, some of which I have examined. 
But what is the Senator from Missouri going to do with the 
Budget Bureau in an instance of this kind? 

Mr. SPENCER. I think anyone who read the hearings 
would come to the conclusion ‘that the Budget Bureau made 


their findings, not because of the emergent character of or 


the necessity for the items, but because of the necessity, in 
their judgment, for-economy. Where I differ from the Budget 


‘Bureau is in this respect, that in the amount recommended 


by them there is no economy; but there is, as perhaps I may 
be able to show when the Senator has taken his seat, the 
grossest extravagance. They are dealing with a subject that 
needs far more than the appropriation recommended by them 
gives to it, 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, that argument éliminates the 
existence of the Budget Bureau. If it is to be said that the 
Budget Bureau simply takes a one-sided or a narrow view of 
the proposition, which is an inconsiderate proceeding, if their 
recommendations are to be set aside upon that ground, the 
Same argument will always be advanced here in favor of an 
appropriation, and we then come back to the question, What 
is the virtue of a recommendation of the Budget Bureau? 

Mr. SPENCER. I understood the Senator to say but a 
moment ago that, if the evidence which was submitted to him 
warranted the conclusion in his mind that the Budget Bureau 
were wrong in their estimate, he would have no hesitation in 
acting upon his information and not upon the recommendation 
of the Budget Bureau. That is precisely the condition here, 

Mr, BORAH. I remind the Senator of the fact that there 
is ‘no ‘such evidence, and of the showing that none can be 
gathered. The argument which is adduced in favor of these 
appropriations is precisely the same that has been adduced at 
all times in support of the appropriations for these particular 
projects. There is no different strain of argument or any 
different tone of presentation of the entire question. In other 
words, the Budget Bureau has set aside and disregarded it 
entirely, and simply says, “We think this ought to be done, 
and for the same reasons we have had heretofore.” The 
Senator will have to agree with me, then, I think, that so 
far as rivers:and harbors are concerned, the Budget Bureau 
is unfit to deal with the subject. 

Mr. SPENCER. I would not say that, by any means. I 
think they are entirely competent to deal with it, and I think 
their recommendation is -entitled, as it was given, to the 
greatest consideration, but in respect to this item I am con- 
vinced, as I shall endeavor to show in a few moments, that 
the Budget Bureau did not begin to appreciate its importance. 

Mr. BORAH. How dees the Senator account for that? 

Mr. SPENCER. I can not tell, except that it is human to 
err. 

Mr. BORAH. It is human to err on the side of appropria- 
tions in the Congress of the United States; that is a cer- 
tainty. 

Mr. President, our appropriations this year, I am informed. 
will run somewhat over $3,000,000,000. Does not the Sena- 
tor think that the question of economy and the question of 
the condition of the Treasury oughit to be considered under 
all.cireumstances? I have no doubt that the Budget Bureau 
did take those matters into consideration. We have to con- 
sider the amount of money in the Treasury, and we should 
not undertake to appropriate more than is in the Treasury. 
Indeed, we ought to fall below that if possible; but they have 
to consider that matter, and they undoubtedly did consider it, 
and in the light of what they found they investigated these 
different projects, and came to the conclusion that we could 
get along with $27,000,000, 
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Mr. SPENCER. I shall be very fortunate, when the Senator 
gets through, if I can convince him that the appropriation of 
$27,000,000 would be ridiculous and that $56,000,000 is not 


adequate. I do not express the confident hope that that wil 
be the result. - 
Mr. BORAH. I have no doubt that if the Senator from 


Missouri gets into operation properly he will convince me that 
the United States Treasury ought to be located at St. Louis. 

Mr. SPENCER. That would be a very good location. 

Mr. BORAH. We will have to change our argument to the 
voter about the Budget Bureau. We can at least afford to be 
candid and admit that the Budget is only desired for dress 
oceasions. If we increase the appropriation from $27,000,000 
to $56,000,000 against the recommendation of the Budget Bu- 
reau it will be very difficult ever to maintain an interest upon 
the part of the people in the Budget Bureau hereafter. Indeed, 
we have paid very little attention to it, apparently, many 
times, but this is the most pronounced assault which has been 
made upon it. I shall now listen to the Senator to see if I 
have overlooked some of the evidence in this matter as to why 
there should be an exception. 


JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO HOUSES, 


A message from the House of Representatives, by Mr. Over- 
hue, its enrolling clerk. announced that the House had agreed 
to a concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 82) providing for a 
joint session of the two Houses at 1 o'clock p. m. to-day for 
the purpose of receiving a message from the President of the 
United States, in which the concurrence of the Senate was re- 
quested. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Obi in the chair). The 
Chair lays before the Senate the concurrent resolution of the 
House of Representatives, which will be read. 

The Assistant Secretary read the concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 82), as follows: 

Resotred by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), 
That the two Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of the House of 
Representatives on Wednesday, the 7th day of February, 1923, at 1 
o'clock in the afternoon, for the pu: of receiving such communica- 
poni as the President of the United States shall be pleased to make to 

Mr. LODGE. I move that the Senate concur in the House 
resolution just received. 

The concurrent resolution was considered by unanimous con- 
sent and agreed to. 

Mr. LODGE. I ask that an order be entered that at 10 
minutes before 1 o'clock the Senate shall stand in recess until 
it has had an opportunity to be present in the House to hear the 
message of the President and then return to its Chamber. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without objection, the order 
will be entered. 


WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I do not underestimate the 
importance of the Budget system or of the recommendations 
of the Budget Bureau, but I call the attention of the Senator 
from Idaho to the fact that in the matter of the rivers and 
harbors of this country the House differed in principle from 
the Budget estimate as to what was necessary and, in my 
judgment, the House was right. 

We are playing with our inland waterways. The Budget 
Bureau is of the opinion that we can carry them along for 
another year with $27,000,000. What are the facts? In the 
interior of this country we have a great waterway system which 
enables us to send the products of the farm and the factory 
to the seaport practically by gravitation along highways which 
God has made, and what are we doing? We are, and we have 
been for years, hauling those products from the Central West 
over the Appalachian Mountain Range, or the Allegheny Moun- 
tain Range, and down again upon the other side, by railroads, 
at a cost infinitely greater than the waterway transportation 
would have cost, because of our failure to produce navigation 
on our inland waterways. This appropriation has to do with 
navigation. 

I call the attention of the Senator from Idaho to the fact 
that in 100 years only one main project in our whole inland 
waterways system has been completed. 

Mr. BORAH. How much have we expended in that 100 


years? 

Mr. SPENCER. We have expended millions of dollars, and 
millions of that has been wasted because of the inadequacy of 
the appropriations, as I shall show in a moment. I will take 
that up right now, if the Senator desires. 


Let us take the appropriation for the development of the 
Mississippi River from Cairo to the mouth of the Missouri. 
In 1910 Congress said, “ We will improve that stretch of river 
for navigation with an 8-foot channel from Cairo to St. Louis, 
and with a 6-foot channel from St. Louis to the mouth of the 
Missouri, and we will undertake a policy which shall provide 
ep tah in that 12 years, divided into annual appropria- 

ons.” 

If that had been done, the Mississippi would be a navigable 
stream nine months of the year from Cairo, where the Ohio 
comes in, northward to where the Missouri River empties in. 
But the total appropriation for that 12-year period, which 
ended a little more than a year ago, has not equaled $2,000,000, 
With the result that we have made appropriations annually 
inadequate in amount, not sufficient to complete any definite 
part of the work, and such work is done as is permitted by 
that limited appropriation, and then the floods come, and 
winter comes, and what has been done is washed away and 
destroyed and has to be done over. That is how millions of 
dollars have been expended, and that is what will be the 
result if this plan is carried out again this year. 

Mr. BORAH. Then, do I understand, as I said a few moments 
ago, that so far as the rivers and harbors are concerned, the 
Budget Bureau is utterly incompetent to deal with the subject? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not say it is incompetent. The Sen- 
ator uses a word stronger than that to which I am willing to 
subseribe. I say the Budget Bureau fails to estimate the tre- 
mendous strategic importance in this country of our inland 
waterways. 

Mr. BORAH. If it fails to estimate it, if it exists, as the 
Senator has said, it ought to be easily understood that thereby 
they show their utter unfitness to deal with it. 

Mr. SPENCER. I use the language that they are mistaken 
at this time. The Senator can use whatever language he 
pleases. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator knows they are much more than 
mistaken. 8 

Mr. SPENCER. Let me call the Senator's attention to the 
fact that in a hundred years there has been but one main 
project completed in our inland waterways. The project to 
which I refer is the one for the improvement of the Mississippi 
from New Orleans to Cairo, where the Ohio empties into the 
Mississippi. There have been little stretches, subsidiary streams, 
where projects have been completed; and if this appropriation 
goes through, my information is the main project on the Ohio, 
from up around Pittsburgh down to where it empties into the 
Mississippi, will be completed this year. 

. Mr. BORAH. That will be done, as I understand, if the 
appropriation stands at $27,000,000. 

Mr. SPENCER. I doubt it. 

Mr. BORAH. I can not say; but from my information, 
which comes from a very reliable source, that would be the fact 
if the appropriation is but $27,000,000, and that the Budget 
Bureau had in contemplation. 

Mr. SPENCER. Let me call the Senator’s attention to what 
results when we do complete a project. The Senator is doubt- 
less familiar with the little project on the Monongahela, which 
is a subsidiary coming into the Ohio. The Monongahela and the 
Allegheny join and make the Ohio. Twelve million dollars were 
spent in making that river navigable for purposes of coal trans- 
portation, with the result that in one year after the navigability 
of that stream was established $24,000,000 was saved in freight 
rates through shipment by the water route over what the cost 
would have been by rail transportation. 

Mr. McCORMICK. Let me ask the Senator a question. Does 
he mean that freight was carried or that railroad rates were 
reduced by reason of the opening of the channel? 

Mr. SPENCER. I mean to say that the freight rate on the 
Monongahela branch was 15 cents a ton by the river and $1.25 
a ton by railroad, and that the difference between those two 
amounts in a single year saved to the shippers and to the Ameri- 
can people $24,000,000, twice as much as the entire cost of the 
project. 

Mr. McCORMICK. Let me put my question to the Senator 
again. Does he mean that freight was moved by water or by 
rail after the completion of the channel? 

Mr. SPENCER, It was moved by water. 
ing could not have been made. 

Mr. McCORMICK. Savings are alleged to have occurred, as 
the Senator will bear in mind, in the case, let us say, of the 
Hennepin Canal, by reason of the reduction of the freight rates, 
although practically no freight was moved by the canal. 

Mr. SPENCER. In the case of the Monongahela there was 
an actual carriage of freight. The point I make in regard to 
that, and leave with the Senate, is this: That whenever we 
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come to the point where we are willing to deal with the inland 
waterways of our country upon a business basis, and instead of 
appropriating $56,000,000, which this bill carries, provide a hun- 
dred million dollars a year for a certain number of years, we 
will develop the greatest potential asset for the Mississippi Val- 
ley that could be. 

What is the Mississippi Valley? Broadly speaking, the Mis- 
sissippi Valley is that part of our country which extends from 
the Allegheny Mountains on the east to the Rocky Mountains on 
the west, from the Gulf of Mexico on the south to the Great 
Lakes on the north. The Senator knows, I am sure, because of 
his great study in connection with things of that kind, what that 
means to this country. Seventy per cent of all the agricultural 
products of the country come from that section of the country. 
Fifty-five per cent of the entire population of the United States 
is domiciled there. Sixty-six. per cent of the rural population 
is domiciled there. The Mississippi Valley comprises 64 per cent 
of the total area of the United States. It is the great grain- 
producing section of the Union. Every. ton of freight that is 
carried upon the water saves 20 per cent in transportation cost, 
as against the cost of carriage by rail. 

Mr. BORAH. Where will we come out in that when we- re- 
flect that we are guaranteeing the railroads an income? 

Mr. SPENCER. That is another question. 

Mr. BORAH. It is another question. 

Mr. SPENCER: It is another question, and the Senator will 
agree with me that it does not come in right here. 

Mr. BORAH. No; I think not. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Oppe in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Missouri yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. SPENCER. I yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. Do I understand the Senator from Idaho to 
maintain that the transportation act guarantees a fixed income 
to the railroads? 

Mr. BORAH. I understand it guarantees a certain percent- 
age of income; yes. 

Mr. STANLEY. I am afraid that to a greater or less extent 
that was the hope, and. may have been the intention, of some 
of the people who wanted the legislation, but I do not believe 
a careful reading of the provision of the act will warrant so 
broad an assumption. 

Mr. BORAH. Perhaps it is a little broad, but how much 
have we already paid them? 

Mr. STANLEY. But in revolving funds and things of that 
kind we have paid several hundred million dollars. There was 
$300,000,000 in one revolving fund. We have paid them billions 
of money in one way and another. I do not wish to be under- 
stood as advocating that program. I am of the opinion that the 
transportation aet of 1920 should be revised and amended mate- 
rially. I am of the opinion that it does not go as far as a flat 
guaranty outside of brief periods. Just following Government 
control, for a brief time certain roads were taken care of, but 
under the broad provisions of the transportation act, while they 
are allowed to charge so much, there is no guaranty that makes 
that return assured. Many roads of the United States have the 
right under the transportation act of 1920 to earn up to a 
certain amount, say, 5 per cent, before their earnings are pooled 
in various ways, but if the road dees not earn, the Government 
assumes no obligation to pay it or to enable them to collect it 
in some other way. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, there can be no difference 
between myself and the distinguished Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Boran} or the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCumser], 
who spoke yesterday upon the matter about what it means to 
this country to take care of its transportation, particularly of 
that part of our products which are exported. Sixty-nine per 
cent of all the exportable products of the United States, agri- 
cultural and industrial, come from the Mississippi Valley. 
Eighty per cent of those exportable products, or more than 
that, could be carried to the seacoast by water if we simply 
made navigable the streams which are already there. 

I refer again for a moment to the Mississippi River from 
Cairo to the mouth of the Missouri, an essential link in the 
inland waterway system of the country. In 1910 Congress said, 
“We will appropriate in a 12-year period $21,000,000 in annual 
amounts to make that section of our inland waterways navi- 
gable.” What has been actually done? Those 12 years ended 
about a year ago, and the aggregate of appropriations, because 
of the very attitude which the Budget Bureau is taking this 
year totaled less than $2,000,000—playing with a subject that 
has to do most vitally with the progress and prosperity of the 
industrial and agricultural life of the Nation. 

May I call the Senator's attention to one other illustration, 
and then I shall leave them. Congress announced in clear 


terms what it intended to do when it enacted the railroad law, 
indicating by the action of both Houses of Congress what was 
the real purpose of Congress with regard to our inland water- 
ways. It is the purpose which I think the Budget has entirely 
overlooked. Here is the way it read: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of Congress to promote, en- 
courage, and develop water transportation service and facilities in 
connection with the commerce of the United States and to foster and 
preserve in full vigor both rail and water transportation. 

Now, there is a stream historic in its character which emp- 
ties into the Mississippi River, which Lewis and Clark ex- 
plored generations ago—the Missouri. It stretches away up 
into and through the richest part of the country. What did 
Congress say about it? In 1912 Congress adopted a policy by 
which they said with regard to the Missouri River, We will 
appropriate $20,000,000 for making the Missouri navigable 
from Kansas City down to where it empties into the Missis- 
sippi.” There was to be expended $2,000,000 in each year. On 
the strength of that policy the people of Kansas City subscribed 
over $1,000,000 and bought barges and boats to facilitate the 
carrying of the freight which was to be carried when the river 
became navigable. Not one single year since 1912 has that 
$2,000,000 appropriation been made, and it is not provided 
even in the $56,000,000 in the present bill which has been ap- 
propriated so far as the House of Representatives is concerned. 
Three hundred and fifty miles of that river are navigable. 
Fifty miles of it needs attention with reference to revetment of 
the banks and dredging of the channels, for that 50 miles 
locks the entire river from Kansas City to St. Louis. 

We have been playing with the subject of our inland water- 
ways. Mr. President, if any other nation in the world had 
waterways such as we have, would there be the cavil and the 
hesitation about putting into them all that was necessary, for 
what?—to make them navigable so that barges could carry the 
freight that is ready to be carried at the cheaper freight rates. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. SPENCER. Certainly. 

Mr. ASHURST. The Federal Government spent nearly half 
a billion dollars constructing the Panama Canal, but no sooner 
was the canal built than obstructions to our water-borne com- 
merce were placed there and American ships must pay a toll 
of $1.20 per ton for transit. The Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
Boran] during the present Congress introduced a bill to repeal 
that provision of the law charging American ships for transit 
through the canal, and it passed the Senate. Did the Senator 
from Missouri vote for that bill? 

Mr. SPENCER. I can not tell the Senator whether I was 
here when that vote was taken. 

Mr: ASHURST. A Senator who could make such an elo- 
quent speech in behalf of free and uninterrupted commerce as 
the Senator is now making it occurs to me would have voted 
for free and uninterrupted commerce for American vessels 
through the Panama Canal. \ 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, may I say that there can be 
no difference on this floor about the inadequacy of the rail- 
roads to carry the freight of the country. In my State and in 
the adjoining States in the last few years, before the war 
mainly, there was grain on the farms rotting by the hundreds 
of thousands of bushels because it could not be transported to 
the market. During the past summer, with some of my associ- 
ates here, I saw the waterways of France and of Germany, 
many of them insignificant compared with the great avenues of 
transportation which day and night are flowing through the 
very center of our Nation. But every foot of those foreign 
waterways was navigable, every mile was carrying the freight 
of those countries at the cheap transportation rates by water, 
while the United States, with a potential power unequaled in 
the world in inland navigation, is playing with the subject. 

The Senator from Idaho said something about the enormous 
amount of the appropriation, $56,000,000. I call the Senator’s 
attention to the fact that it is but little more in available 
funds than we have had for the last two or three years, and 
that sum has been absolutely Inadequate. For the fiscal year 
1920 we appropriated $12,000,000, but we had $58,800,000 
available in the Treasury to be added to the $12,000,000, so 
that in 1920 there was available $70,800,000. In 1921 we ap- 
propriated $15,000,000, but there was available in the Treasury 
$37,500,000 which, added to the $15,000,000, made an available 
fund in 1921 of $52,500,000. That Treasury available fund is 
now gone. There is approximately a little over a million dol- 
lars left in the Treasury as available to meet contingencies 
or emergencies, so that the $56,000,000 in 1928 would not give 
us aS much money as was availabie there in 1920. 

The Senator from Idaho also spoke about a lump sum as 
against a definite appropriation for a vast number of projects. 
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There is merit in what the Senator said, as there is always 
merit in whatever he says, but I venture to say that as a 
Nation we get a better result by letting trained experts deal 
with the division of a lump sum than to attempt to do it by 
bringing upon the floor of the Senate a selection from a vast 
number of projects where trades and personal inclinations and 
personal associations and geographical situations are very apt 
to cloud, if they do not destroy, the judgment of the indi- 
vidual Senator when he comes to vote upon it. We can not 
in the necessity of the case know as much about individual 
projects as do those who are devoting their life work to them. 
Mr. President, $56,000,000 for a certain number of projects 
is proposed. Not a single project was recommended in 1919 
or in 1920. When projects come up for consideraion—and 
every one of them has to do with the making of some stream 
navigable which would enable the products of the farm and 
factory to be carried cheaper than by rail—the department 
divides them into two classes: First, those which are important 
and strategic, and, second, those which are desirable. Of more 
than 200 projects which the experts have determined were 
strategic and important, 85 have been incorporated in the 
$56,000,000. 
There were added in 1922 not much more than 12 per cent 
_ of those projects which are necessary for the transportation of 
American agricultural and industrial projects; all the others 
were laid aside. I said we were playing with our inland water- 
ways, and we are. If we in this country ever come to the point 
where we develop our waterways economically and system- 
atically and regularly, according to a plan that shall be deter- 

_ mined upon and not varied from, our transportation resources 
will be quadrupled, and at a cost for every pound of freight that 
is carried of from 20 per cent upward less than rail transporta- 
tion. 

I said or intimated a moment ago what is true, that the rail- 
roads, let alone the excessive cost of railroad transportation, 
are unable to carry the freight of this country from the place 
where it originates to the place where it is ready for the mar- 
ket or for exportation. Every principle of economy, of ef- 
ficiency, I was about to add of patriotism, in the develop- 
ment of the prosperity and progress of our Nation stands back 
of an adequate appropriation for the inland waterways of these 
United States. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, as I understand the situation, 
the Budget Bureau took into consideration all the matters 
which the Senator from Missouri is so well presenting to the 
Senate, but that it eliminated, in its conception of what ought 
to be done, a vast number of projects which it was believed 
would never benefit commerce in any way. Has the Senator 
from Missouri looked over the list of projects which has been 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD? 

Mr. SPENCER. I have, and I do not think the Senator from 
Idaho is quite accurate in saying that a single project was 

` eliminated because it would not benefit the transportation prob- 
lem of this country. As I am informed, that those projects 
would confer a benefit was conceded, but the reduction and the 
elimination were based upon an entirely different reason. 

Mr. BORAH. What was that? 

Mr. SPENCER. It was that, no matter how necessary or 
desirable such projects might be, it is better to wait; and there 
is merit in that argument. The only difference I have with the 
Budget Bureau is that the Budget Bureau thinks that the 
advantage of waiting is greater than the advantage of now com- 
pleting necessary projects, while I think the economy would be 
greater in completing necessary projects than in waiting. If 
this appropriation of $56,000,000 shall wait, the appropriation 
proposed to be substituted would not complete any project 
unless it be the Ohio River from Pittsburgh to the Missis- 
sippi. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Missouri says that he has 
looked over this list, which is headed— 

Amounts 3 in the annual report of the Chief of Engineers as 
those that can be profitably expended during the fiscal year ending 


June 30, 1924, for maintenance and improvement of river and har- 
bor works. 


That was put into the Recorp of January 25, 1923. Do I 
understand that the Senator from Missouri is prepared to say 
that all the projects named in that list are such projects as 
would be beneficial to commerce if they were completed? 

Mr. SPENCER. Without exception, every one of them would 
be beneficial to commerce if completed. 

Mr. BORAH. Then, I wish now to insert in the RECORD, as 
part of my remarks, this list of projects, which is a reprint 
from the Recorp of January 25, 1923. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, permission | 


to do so is granted. 


The list is as follows: 
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Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, if my information is correct, 
some of these projects are utterly valueless from the commercial 
standpoint. A number of them have been debated at length 
upon the floor of the Senate heretofore. ‘Some of the most 
absurd projects have been presented here as being worthy of 
appropriations, and they are now back here again. As I under- 
stand, it was with a desire to get rid of some of those projects 
that the Budget Bureau made the report which it did. 

Secondly, Mr. President, as I understand also, if the $27,000,000 
shall be allowed, practically the same amount will go to the 
Mississippi and Ohio Rivers that will be devoted to their im- 
provement under the greater appropriation. How much differ- 
ence would there be? 

Mr. SPENCER. My understanding is that under the Budget 
estimate the Ohio would get not to exceed $2,000,000 instead of 
$7,000,000 and the Missouri and the Mississippi would get prac- 
tically nothing. The harbors, which come first, would them- 
selves exhaust the Budget estimate and the rivers get nothing. 

Mr. BORAH. Very well. I am of the opinion that the Sena- 
tor from Missouri, in the presentation of his view of the matter, 
is not outside of the views of the Budget Bureau itself; that 
they were not undertaking to limit or to cripple or to discontinue 
the improvement of the streams concerning which the Senator 
has been speaking; but the Senator from Missouri must know— 
at least, I feel that I know—that interwoven in this scheme of 
river improvement are streams, or what are called streams, 
and bayous and lakes and other water courses the improvement 
of which will never be beneficial to the plan which the Senator 
nas in mind, and will never be helpful in the enlargement or 

ullding up of commerce. It was to get rid of such projects 
that the Budget Bureau made the report which it did. 
| Mr, SPENCER. May I say to the Senator—for I happen to 
know about this, it being in my own State—that where the Mis- 
souri River runs through Saline and Howard Counties it makes 
a great bend. The river now is within 200 yards of cutting its 
way through and eliminating that bend, with the result that if 
those 200 yards are cut through by the river the rapidity of its 
current will make it absolutely unnavigable except at tremen- 
dous cost. I know that the engineer department recognize the 
emergency in that situation, but they have not the money to 
protect it. It was 400 yards a year ago when I called attention 
to it. Now it is 200 yards. The fact that it will destroy the 
water supply of two counties and will do a good deal of damage 
otherwise is incidental to the damage which will be inflicted 
upon the navigability of the entire river. 

Mr. BORAH. How much would it cost to remedy that 
situation? 

Mr. SPENCER. I suppose it would cost a couple of hundred 
thousand dollars—perhaps $300,000—to protect the river at 
that point. The engineers say, “Yes; that improvement is 
necessary, but that is only one point out of hundreds of points 
where improvements should be made; and that is all the money 
we have; we can not do it.“ I say to the Senate that the 
, $56,000,000 will hardly enable them—in fact, will not enable 
them to take care of necessary maintenance and improvement 
of navigable streams. The amount seems large because the 
Senator puts it in contrast with the $27,000,000 recommended 
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by the Bureau of the Budget, but, as I showed, it is not as 
large an amount as was available in 1920. It is grossly inade- 
quate, rather than being superabundant. 

Mr. BORAH. Well, the interesting part of this controversy 
to me is that all these facts must have been known to the engi- 
neers and to the Budget Bureau. 

Mr. SPENCER. Here is what happened so far as the engi- 
neers are concerned: First, there came the estimates from the 
district engineers who were in charge of the different projects 
throughout the Union, who estimated, I presume with care and 
conscience, what they thought was necessary for the projects 
under their charge. Those estimates totaled millions of dollars 
more than the Engineer Department here could see the possi- 
bility of obtaining. So they culled them, eliminated desirable 
projects, reduced estimates for maintenance, and did every- 
thing they could to ent down the amount until they reduced it 
to $56,000,000 as a minimum. Then it went to the Budget Bu- 
reau. The Budget Bureau is looking not only at inland water- 
ways but Is looking at every other department of the Govern- 
ment, and they said, No; considering the state of the Union 
and of the Treasury of the United States and the needs of other 
departments, we are not going to give $56,000,000 ; we will give 
$27,000,000.” 

Mr. BORAH. Does the Senator undertake to say that the 
Budget Bureau, without rhyme or reason, simply said, “We 
will not give this because we do not desire to give it; there is 
no reason for refusing it; these projects ought to have the 
money, but we will simply, arbitrarily and without rhyme or 
reason, cut this proposed appropriation in two“? 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not say that, because I do not know ; 
but I do say to the Senator it looks that way. 

Mr. BORAH. Then, if it looks that way, it is a very severe 
impeachment of the whole scheme of the Budget. 

Mr. SPENCER. The Budget Bureau is comparatively new. 
I do not believe, and I doubt if the Senator believes, that the 
Budget Bureau have as yet any adequate vision of what the 
inland waterways mean to the Central West. 

Mr. BORAH. If the Senator will talk to some of the mem- 
bers of the bureau, he will find that they think they have. 

Mr. SPENCER. That may be so. 

Mr. BORAH. And that they have made an honest endeavor 
to arrive at a conclusion in regard to it. They have certainly 
undertaken to get a proper conception of the situation; but, 
according to the Senator, they are entirely incompetent to deal 
with it. 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not say that. The Senator has put 
words in my mouth several times, 

Mr. BORAH. No; the Senator does not say that, but he 
proves it. 

Mr. SPENCER. To the mind of the Senator from Idaho, per- 
haps, but not to mine. 

Mr. BORAH. I would submit it, then, to a Missouri jury. 

Mr. SPENCER. I will say to the Senator he would lose, 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator from Missouri has had great ex- 
perience along that line. There is, however, no telling what 
they would do. 

Mr. SPENCER. T do not criticize the Budget Bureau; I 
merely say that they have no adequate conception of the im- 
portance of the subject of rivers and harbors, ‘The Senator 
from Idaho has been on committees and subcommittees again 
and again in considering appropriation bills, and he knows 
what deference is paid to every recommendation of the Budget 
Bureau; but here and there a subject develops about which, 
perhaps, the Congress knows more than does the Budget Bu- 
reau, and in such cases the committee has said: The Budget 
Bureau have not appreciated this project; that is an inadequate 
appropriation; that must be changed.” This is an illustration 
of that. Such instances are not frequent; every deference, 
as should be the case, is paid to the recommendations of the 
Budget Bureau, but, as the Senator intimated a few moments 
ago, when a man's judgment and conscience are clear that the 
Budget Bureau, not so much from incompetence, as the Senator 
repeats, but because of a lack of appreciation of the importance 
of the project, fails to grasp what it means to this conntry, 
what is the duty of Congress? 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator and I are merely using different 
terms to express exactly the same thing. I say they are in- 
competent, the Senator says they are inadequate. 

Mr. SPENCER. I did not say they were inadequate. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator said they were unable to appre- 
ciate the situation. 

Mr. SPENCER. The Senator is right; we agree perfectly, 

Mr. BORAH. If that is not incompetence, then I do not 
understand the English language; but that is immaterial. 


There is one thing certain, if the Senator from Missouri is 
correct then so far as the Budget Bureau is concerned with 
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reference to rivers and harbors we may eliminate it from con- 
sideration hereafter. 

Mr. President, I do not know whether there is any other 
Senator who desires to discuss this matter. 

Mr. ASHURST. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
for a moment? 

Mr. BORAH. Yes. 

Mr. ASHURST. If there be a reform which the present ad- 
ministration has adopted which met with general approval, it 
was the establishment of the Budget. In this instance, how- 
ever, we find an appropriation increased in the sum of $28,- 
. 964,150 over and above the estimate of the Bureau of the 
Budget. Some Senators manifest considerable indignation 
over such an unwarranted increase, but instead of arousing 
indignation it ought to arouse, instead, their risibilities. 

This river and harbor provision of this bill was prepared to 
pass. This Congress is officially in extremis and it can do no 
more fitting thing as a capstone to its discreditable record than 
to reach its hands into the Treasury and squander $28,964,150 
of the money of already heavily burdened taxpayers. One 
discreditable feature of this item is that this unnecessary ex- 
penditure is included in the military appropriation bill. 

The President of the United States, I believe, would veto 
this item if he could separate this excess above the Budget 
recommendations and approve as to the amount actually needed. 
The Budget officials know how much money is necessary, and 
they have estimated for that amount, to wit, $27,625,170. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] is wasting his time 
in opposing this measure. This bill is loaded to pass. The 
“skids are greased ” so that this item will easily slide through. 
Not 20 votes can be mustered against it under any circum- 
stances. I desire to vote for the Army appropriation bill, but 
I fear that to do so I must vote for an excess expenditure of 
nearly $29,000,000, The Budget cracks and collapses when the 
pork barrel rolls over it. 

While I can not speak for the President, I know that he 
wishes and hopes that Republican Senators will vote against 
this enormous and unnecessary excess appropriation. 

Mr. BORAH. I ask for the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and rays were ordered. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, if time permits I shall call at- 
tention to a number of projects for which appropriations are 
carried in the rivers and harbors items found in the pending 
bill. I shall do this for the purpose of showing the lack of 
merit upon the part of many of the rivers and harbors projects 
and the enormous waste of money which has resulted from the 
improvident, not to say indefensible, measures passed by previ- 
ous Congresses dealing with rivers and harbors. 

Under the commerce clause of the Constitution, which merely 
gives to the Federal Government the authority to “regulate 
commerce,” measures have been enacted by Congress which 
have called for more than $1,300,000,000 to “ improve,“ as it has 
been said, and “maintain” hundreds of small streams and 
rivulets and bayous and creeks and so-called rivers and navi- 
gable streams, and indentations along the seacoast, which have 
been called harbors. It is too late to raise the question of the 
constitutionality of many of the acts of Congress dealing with 
so-called rivers and harbors projects. The precedents estab- 
lished by numerous legislative enactments are too numerous to 
be challenged, and even if they could be successfully challenged 
the inclination, indeed the determination, to follow such prec- 
edents and to continue ‘enormous appropriations—under the 
guise of “regulating commerce ”—for streams which are un- 
navigable and for so-called “ harbors” that have no commerce 
is so powerful that all efforts in opposition thereto are fore- 
doomed to defeat. 

Congress has proceeded in the legislation which I have re- 
ferred to upon the theory that the Federal Government owned 
all the streams, great and small, all the creeks and rivulets 
and swamps and rivers, whether navigable or unnavigable, to 
be found within the various States of the Union. And the 
view seems to have obtained that the authority of Congress 
over the so-called watercourses was paramount and supreme, 
indeed exclusive, even though such streams and lakes and rivu- 
lets and creeks were intrastate in character. The view also 
seems to have obtained that the power to “ regulate commerce” 
was a mandate to create commerce, and was authority for the 
Federal Government to provide waterways in order to create 
competition with rail or other modes of transportation. Mr. 


President, in my opinion the clause in the Constitution re- 

ferred to has been perverted and legislation has been enacted 

ostensibly under that provision of the Constitution which has 

been an infringement upon the rights of the States and in con- 

5 of the spirit and indeed the letter of the Constitu- 
on. 


The regulation of commerce does not warrant the spending 
the millions of dollars by the Federal Government, wrung from 
the people by taxation, to construct waterways, dig out little 
rivulets and streams, purely provincial and local in character, 
or to construct revetments and other improvements upon 
streams which are primarily important to private riparian 
owners. Many of the streams which haye been drains upon the 
Treasury of the United States were not navigable and have not 
been and can not be made navigable in the true and proper 
sense. They may have served one or a very limited number of 
individuals occasionally to carry a few logs or small pieces of 
timber for a few miles, but they were not carriers of commerce, 
nor do they serve the public. 

An examination of the hundreds of projects for which appro- 
priations have been made by the Federal Government will con- 
clusively demonstrate that they can not by the wildest stretch 
of imagination be regarded as instrumentalities of commerce 
or within the control of the Federal Government, but I shall, 
if time permits, discuss this point later in my remarks. 

I pause here to allude to the strong and trenchant language 
of the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AsHuRst], who has just 
characterized this bill. He denominated it as a “ pork-barrel” 
bill and a species of “ graft.” Undoubtedly his language will be 
resented by some who look upon river and harbor bills as most 
important and highly beneficial legislation. 

Doubtless the Senator from Arizona perceives the difference 
between legitimate appropriations for the regulation of com- 
merce and appropriations which are devoted to furnishing em- 
ployment to a large number of individuals who spend their 
time in cleaning out little brooks and creeks and rivulets and 
in wasting money upon streams that carry no commerce, 
I have been somewhat curious to know where the term 
“pork barrel” arose. It does not need a lexicographer to tell 
us its meaning, nor a diagram to point out all of its implica- 
tions. It suggests legislation which is not for the public wel- 
fare and the general good, but rather measures which are 
selfish and special and local or provincial, though they may 
affect various parts of the country. The idea suggested by the 
words “ pork-barrel ” legislation is that the legislation desired is 
promoted by combinations of various groups or sections; that 
it is not general, but selfish and improper and may not be de- 
fended upon high moral grounds. I shall not attempt to con- 
trovert the statements of the Senator from Arizona or further 
examine them, I shall only ask Senators and those who are 
interested in this subject to examine the multitude of projects, 
referred to in the repert of the engineers of the Army, which 
are to be the beneficiaries, so far as inanimate objects may be 
benefited, of the stupendous appropriation carried by this bill 
for so-called rivers and harbors. In my opinion the record will 
demonstrate that much of this sum so appropriated will be 
wasted and applied to so-called rivers and harbors projects 
which can not under any proper interpretation of the Constitu- 
tion claim Federal aid. 

But, of course, no efforts to reduce the appropriation of 
more than $56,000,000 carried by this bill will succeed. The 
recommendations of the Budget Bureau were ruthlessly brushed 
aside in another important legislative body, and this body will 
treat such recommendations in the same manner. I do not re- 
call, no matter how earnest and vigorous the attacks upon 
rivers and harbors bills, that the slightest success attended such 
attacks, The lines to be broken were too strong and the 
forces defending too strongly intrenched. 

So the motion from the Senator from Idaho to follow the 
Budget recommendation will obtain but few votes in this body. 

As I now remember, there have been one or two successful 
filibusters against rivers and harbors bills, but the temporary 
victory only postponed the evil hour and subsequent Congresses 
promptly made appropriations to meet the demands of the pro- 
ponents of these measures. I remember that a distinguished 
Republican Senator from Montana [Mr. Thomas H. Carter] 
a number of years ago denounced a reported rivers and har- 
bors bill, and after holding the floor for many hours succeeded 
in defeating it. 

But it must be conceded that the rule has been that publie 
buildings measures and rivers and harbors bills have cut their 
way triumphantly and remorselessly through all opposition, 

The Senator from Arizona, using language which so strongly 
appeals to all classes, declares that the “ skids have been 
greased” for the passage of this bill, and that not 20 votes 
will be recorded against it. That is quite likely. It apparently 
is a very popular measure and will speedily receive the ap- 
proval of the Senate. I submit, however, that it would be 
wiser if the Members of this body would follow the recommen- 
dations of the Budget and reduce this appropriation to the 
figures submitted by the bureau. A careful examination was 
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made of the meritorious projects and of their needs. The engi- 
neers submitted to the Budget Bureau the data which they 
and after calm and dispassionate consideration ap- 

proximately twenty-eight millions of dollars were reported as 
the proper appropriation for the next fiscal year. | 

Mr. President, I am reminded by a Senator who is near me 
that the President of the United States will present to Con- 
gress within a few minutes a message upon an important mat- 
ter. As the Senate must meet with the House of Representa- 
tives and a quorum is to be called before Senators proceed to 
the House I shall not detain the Senate longer, but if opportu- 
nity afferds shall obtain the floor before a vote is taken upon 
the passage of the bill. 

JOINT MEETING OF THE TWO HOUSES. 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I make the point of no quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

‘The roll was called, and the following Senators answered 
to their names: 
Reed, Pa. 


Ba McKinley Sheppard 
Bayard Gerry Me Shields 
Brandegee Glass McNary Shortridge 
Brookhart Gooding Moses Smoot 
Broussard ‘Harrison Nelson Spencer 
Bursum Heflin ew Stanfiel 
Calder Hitchcock Nicholson tanle, 
Cameron Johnson Norbeck Sutherland 
Capper Jones, N. Mex, Norris wanson 
Caraway Kendrick Oddie Townsend 
Colt Keyes Overman ‘Trammell 
Couzens King ge Underwood 
Culberson $ per Wadsworth 
Curtis Lenvoot Phipps Larren 
Dillingham Lodge Pittman Watson 

st McCormick Poindexter Willis 
Fernald cum Pomerene 


Me. BROOKHART. ‘I desire to announce that the senior 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La Forztetre] is absent on official 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFIOER. Seventy-one Senators having 
answered to their names, a quorum is present. 

The hour having arrived at which, under the order pre- 
viously made, the Senate is to proceed to the Hall of the 
House of Representatives to receive a communication from the 
President of the United States, the Senate will stand in recess 
and proceed to the Hall of the House of Representatives. 

Thereupon the Senate, preceded by its Sergeant at Arms and 
by the Presiding Officer and the Secretary, proceeded to the 
Hall of the House of Representatives. 


ADDRESS BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES. 


The address of the President of the United States this day 
delivered before the two Houses of Congress appears in the 
proceedings of the House of Representatives, beginning at 
page $212. 

At 1 o'clock and 32 minutes p. m. the Senate returned to 
its Chamber and the Presiding Officer (Mr. Moses) resumed 
the chair. 

WORLD ‘WAR FOREIGN DEBT SETTLEMENT. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, out of order, I ask unanimous 
consent to introduce a bill to amend the act creating the World 
War Foreign Debt Commission. I ask that the bill may be 
read at length so that it will go into the Recorp. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah asks 
unanimous consent, out of order, to introduce a bill. Is there 
| objection? The Chair hears none. The Senator asks that the 
bill be read for the information of the Senate, and it will 
be read. 

The bill (S. 4497) to amend the act creating the World War 
Foreign Debt Commission was read the first time by its title 
and the second time at length, and referred to the Committee 
on Finance, as follows: 


by the United States of America, and for other purposes.,“ approved 
Febr ‘ollows : 


22. is ded 8 

“ Provided, That the settlement of indebtedness of the United King- 
dom of Great Britain and Ireland to the United States. recommended 
by the commission and approved by the President, as set forth by him 
in a message presented to Congress on February 7, 1923. is hereby 
approved and authorized, and settlements similar in terms with other 
“governments indebted to the United States as set forth in this section 
bare hereby authorized to be made subject to the approval of the 
President.” 

WAR DEPARTMENT APPROPRIATIONS. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con- 
sideration of the bill (H. R. 13793) making appropriations for 
¡military and nonmilitary activities of the War Department for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, 


Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

oe PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the 
ro 


The roll was called, and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 


Ashurst George Sheppard 
Ball Gerry McCormick Shields 
Bayard Glass cK Smoot 
Borah Goodi McNary pencer 
Brookhart Harrel Moses Stanfield 
Bursum Harrison Nelson Sterlin, 
Calder Heflin New Sutherland 
Cameron Johnson Norbeck Swanson 
Capper Jones, N. Mex. Norris Townsend 
Couzens Jones, Wash. die Trammell 
Curtis Kendrick Overman Wadsworth 
Dial Keyes Walsh, Mont. 
Ernst K Phipps Warren 
Fletcher add Pomerene Watson 
Frelinghuysen Lenroot Reed, Pa. Willis 


Mr. BROOKHART. I announce that the senior Senator from 
9 [Mr. La Fotterre] is absent on business of the 

enate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty Senators having an- 
swered to their names, a quorum is present. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. BokAEH]. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I desire to say just a 
word or two about this matter. I think it is very important. 
At the same time, I scarcely think it is necessary, perhaps, to 
extend the debate on it. 

Senators have expressed this morning some anxiety about 
what would be done with this appropriation of $56,000,000, as 
if they were not advised as to the merits of the various items 
which would consume it. I have heretofore mentioned the 
fact that the report of the Chief of Engineers for the fiscal 
year 1922 has been before Congress since December, and that 
report covers all the items which have been heretofore adopted 
by Congress—and which are under improvement and under 
maintenance—and it shows the amount of commerce taken 
care of by each, the amount of commerce moving over the 
waterways and through the harbors that are mentioned in the 
two volumes of this report. Then, the hearings before’ the sub- 
committee of the Committee on Appropriations of the House 
give the testimony of General Taylor, who is familiar with 
all these projects and has been closely connected with the im- 
provement of rivers and harbors for a great many years and 
know precisely what is needed, what is meritorious and what 
is not, and states his reasons therefor. 

It would take a good deal of time to recite all these details, 
and J am not going to attempt to do it. I called attention yes- 
terday to the statement of General Taylor before the Com- 
mittee on Appropriations, which in a condensed way outlined 
precisely what was contemplated by the Chief of Engineers in 
connection with the recommendations which the engineers 
have made looking to the improvement and maintenance of 
these rivers and harbors. . 

It appears from that statement that about $13,000,000 of 
the appropriation will be required for the maintenance of proj- 
ects already completed—projects that were adopted many years 
ago, projects upon which millions of dollars have been spent, 
and which unless maintained will go to pieces and the money 
will be very largely wasted. A certain amount is required 
each year to take care of the projects so that there will not 
be a waste of the money, and that amount is spent only in 
cases where the commerce is actually moving over the im- 
proved river or harbor. Those items are all shown in the 
reports of the engineers and in the list which they furnish 
giving the names and the locations and the various details in- 
dicating where this money for maintenance is required and 
will be spent. 

We can net ignore the fact that unless these projects, which 
are already completed, are maintained, eventually Congress 
will be asked for appropriations for further improvements, 
various channels will be filled up, various kinds of depreciation 
will take place from time to time, and in order to avoid future 
appropriations to improve projects which have been completed 
and are serving the commerce of the country to-day, and in 
order that the money which has already been spent may not go 
for naught, it is necessary to provide certain funds for main- 
taining the channels and the improvements which have already 
been completed. 

That takes about $13,000,000 of this appropriation. Thirteen 
million dollars will be required to begin the work on the 35 
projects which were adopted by the act of 1922. It will be re- 
called, and General Taylor points out, that for years past, and 
particularly during the war, we neglected these improvements, 
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Pressure was brought to bear upon our resources from other 
directions. We had to prepare for and conduct a great war, 
and our whole financial strength was required to take care of 
the operations on our part and to furnish financial help to those 
associated or allied with us in that critical and distressing 
situation. 

We neglected the improvement of our rivers and harbors in 
the meantime. For several years we appropriated very little 
more than was necessary to maintain the projects which had 
already been adopted. We got into the practice of appropriat- 
ing lump sums and leaving the matter to the engineers them- 
selves, who were familiar with all these projects, who were 
acquainted with the necessity and the commercial justification 
in each instance, and who knew of the difficulties involved, 
and who could estimate the cost in each instance with intelli- 
gence and accuracy. We left it to them to take care of the 
expenditure of these appropriations to meet the greatest need 
and to serve the best purpose, and in fullest measure take 
care of our commercial requirements respecting these facilities 
for transportation. They are acquainted with the situation all 
over the country, and in what better hands could we place the 
expenditure of this amount, which has been passed upon in 
advance by Congress, because we have not made a lump-sum 
appropriation just as a guess. Before making any appropria- 
tion at all, we had all the facts brought before us; we had 
the reports of the engineers; we had the testimony in the hear- 
ings; and we knew, in a broad way, just where the money we 
were providing for was to be expended; but we left the detail 
of the expenditure in the charge of those experts who are 
capable officials and who know the situation, because it is their 
duty and their work to know it, and they are best informed 
and best capable of making the proper and wise allotment of 
these sums in order to serve the best public purposes. 

We declined for years—from 1919 until 1922—to adopt any 
new projects at all. In the meanwhile we provided for some 
surveys in our legislation, for investigations and examinations, 
and those were made. The engineers have made reports from 
time to time in pursuance of the provisions for surveys made 
in these appropriation bills requiring them to make examina- 
tions of various projects specified and named in those bills, and 
they have done that work and made reports, and recommended 
favorably some 200 projects throughout the whole country. I 
think there was only one instance, in all my experience here, 
where Congress provided for a project not recommended by the 
engineers, and that was a case up in Michigan some years ago, 
where Congress adopted a project which had not been approved 
by the engineers. I do not believe there is any other instance 
in the whole history of this work since I have been here, and 
I do not know but that it would extend clear back to the be- 
ginning, where Congress adopted a project not favorably re- 
ported by the engineers, and we have been doing this work for 
something like a hundred years. 

In my judgment, Mr. President, no money is expended out of 
the Treasury of the United States for any purpose that is so 
thoroughly safeguarded as the money we expend on rivers and 
harbors. You may call it “pork barrel,” you may try to dis- 
credit it; you may call it a trading proposition, or what you 
may, but there is absolutely no instance where money is appro- 
priated by Congress and expended out of the Treasury of the 
country that is so thoroughly protected and safeguarded as the 
money which is appropriated for rivers and harbors. Why do 
I say that? Because, as I have said, the first step is to pro- 
vide for an examination by the engineers. They will not volun- 
tarily recommend, they will not venture to suggest, even where 
they have the information, the adoption of any project what- 
ever, and they only act when they are instructed to act by Con- 
gress. One house or the other causes an item to be put into a 
river and harbor bill providing for a survey or examination of 
a river or a harbor in some locality, and when Congress agrees 
to that and passes the bill with that item in it, then the Chief 
of Engineers, of course, has his duty to perform. He sends it 
down to the district engineer, and the district engineer pro- 
ceeds to make that survey or examination. 

It will be borne in mind that the engineers are officers of the 
United States Army. They hold life positions, subject to good 
behavior. They are not subject to any wire pulling or hauling 
or political influence. They do not hold their positions at the 
instance of any Member of the Senate or the House, or under 
any conditions that make them subject to any sort of influ- 
ence. Their business is to determine the merit of each proposal 
from the standpoint of the Government. They look over the 
situation. They see what the commerce is, and what the pro- 
spective commerce will be. They see what the commercial justi- 
fication for the improvement would be. They determine what 
will be the cost to the Government if they undertake the im- 


provement, and they report all that. That district engineer's 
report comes up to the division engineer in his district. The 
division engineer examines that report and either agrees with 
the district engineer or reports against it or modifies it in 
some form, and it goes from him to the Chief of Engineers. 
That report then goes from the Chief of Engineers to a Board 
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors, composed of seven officers, 
none below the rank of colonel, as I remember, certainly not 
below that of captain, experienced engineers and officers who 
are acquainted with these problems and have had to deal with 
them for years and years. 

That board considers the reports which are sent up, and the 
various indorsements on them, and after that board examines 
all the papers, maps, plats, and all the data which have been 
furnished it, they may say, “ We are not impressed that the 
Government ought to undertake this improvement.” They then 
give notice to all parties interested and give them an oppor- 
tunity to be heard. If they can be convinced that the Govern- 
ment ought to make the improvement, that their report ought 
to be favorable, very well and good; but those in favor of it 
have to make a strong showing before them, and must satisfy 
them as to the merits of the proposition. They must be shown 
the commercial justification for the expenditure the reports 
show the Government must make when they undertake that 
project. 

Finally the board reports to the Chief of Engineers, and I 
think the Chief of Engineers usually adopts the report of the 
board, because they have gone into the detalls. The Chief of 
Engineers reports to the Secretary of War, and the Secretary 
of War to the House of Representatives, and then for the first 
time do we know the result of this undertaking, beginning 
with an authorization for a survey by Congress. If the report 
of the engineers is favorable, after consideration and study 
and investigation by the district engineer, then by the division 
engineer, then by the Board of Engineers for Rivers and 
Harbors, then by the Chief of Engineers, passing it on up to 
the Secretary of War, it is a question for Congress to decide 
whether in a subsequent act it will adopt the project thus 
reported on or will not. Congress has never, except in the one 
instance I mentioned of a case in Michigan, I believe, adopted 
a project which was reported unfavorably by the Chief of En- 
gineers in pursuance of these various steps I have indicated. 

I would like to know where you will find in any department 
or bureau of this Government such a thorough study and ex- 
amination and unprejudiced and unbiased report made as a 
basis of action by Congress. After that report is in, if it is 
favorable, then it may be that Congress will still not adopt 
the project, and in a great many instances they have not done 
so. As I have just stated, out of 200 favorable reports made 
by the engineers in 1922, proceeding in the various steps I 
have indicated, Congress selected 35 as the most highly meri- 
torious projects and adopted them—85 out of 200. We have 
not had a bill since then, and there is no bill now pending 
providing for any new project. The Rivers and Harbors Com- 
mittee of the House does not propose to submit a bill at this 
session to take care of any new projects at all. 

This appropriation is intended to carry about $13,000,000 for 
maintenance of old projects, completed heretofore, and $13,- 
000,000 for beginning work on new projects which were adopted 
by Congress in 1922, after the various stages I have indicated 
had been gone through, and after a favorable report by the 
engineers, and after both Houses of Congress, with the ad- 
vice and counsel of the engineers developing the merit of these 
various proposals in the various hearings, decided. These 35 
are of prime importance, and we will adopt them and postpone 
action on the others which have already been favorably re- 
ported on by the engineers.” 

What is the use of adopting these 35 projects if we do not 
appropriate some money to do the work on them, to go on with 
them? We may not necessarily complete them now, but we 
certainly should begin the work now. 

That is contemplated in the bill. We simply stultify our- 
selves if we said in 1922 that we adopt these projects and au- 
thorize their improvement and agree that the improvements 
ought to be made, and then in 1923 refuse to appropriate the 
money to do the work. That is what the proposition means. 
If we reduce the appropriation from $56,000,000 to $27,000,000, 
we can not go on with the work in any orderly, economical, and 
proper way. We may take care of the maintenance provisions, 
but we can not go on regularly with the improyements. Some 
of these are very important projects. Let me mention one or 
two of them. 

For instance, here is Plymouth Harbor, Mass. That is a 
small project, amounting to only $51,000 to provide for facilities 
in the harbor which were destroyed by the work done for the 
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Pilgrims’ Centennial. In carrying out the work done there they 
practically destroyed the harbor, and the $51,000 is one-half the 
amount required to restore the facilities. The other half will 
be put up by the State of Massachusetts. There was a harbor 
of merit as to commerce destroyed when we undertook to join 
in the celebration there. The State is to put up half of it, and 
the Federal Government is to put up the other half, 851,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. How was it destroyed? 

Mr. FLETCHER. The details are not given. I am referring 
to General Taylor's statement appearing at page 163 of the 
hearings before the Senate committee. I could look into that 
somewhat further. Perhaps he went into it more in detail be- 
fore the House committee, but that was the statement made be- 

- fore the Senate committee. 

In carrying out the work done there they have practically 
destroyed the harbor, and the $51,000 is one-half of the amount 
required to restore the facilities. That was General Taylor's 
Statement before the Senate committee. Evidently in carrying 
on the work preparing for the celebration the damage was done. 

Mr, NORRIS. The question naturally arises in my mind— 
and it is very important now—how was it destroyed, because 
if having naval vessels going in or having a sort of jubilee 
would destroy it, probably it is not wise to keep it up if it were 
so easily destroyed. I think it is important to know how it was 
that the harbor was destroyed. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I can not give any more details than are 
given in the testimony before the committee. I can not state 
now the details, but will look it up later and see if anything 
further was given in the testimony before the House com- 
mittee. It may be that further information with reference 
to it appears in the report. I just happened to have before 
me the statement of General Taylor before the Appropria- 
tions Committee of the Senate. 

Another new project was what is known as the New York 
and New Jersey channels, which is a project for the deepen- 
ing of the channels north, west, and south of Staten Island, 
the channels surrounding Staten Island. The channel now has 
a project depth of 25 feet and the proposal is to deepen it to 
80 feet. Now look at the commerce that is involved there. 
The commerce in the channel amounts to between 20,000,000 
and 30,000,000 tons a year. On that channel are situated a 
number of oil refineries, copper reduction works, and other 
large industrial plants. 

The chairman of the subcommittee, the Senator from New 
York [Mr. Wapsworrn], asked General Taylor: 

What is the cost of that por 

General TAYLOR. The cost of the project will be in the neighborhood 
of 811.000.000. The amount carried in this bill is $1,500,000. That 
is for the first year’s work. 

That project has been adopted. Congress said: “We in- 
tend to go on with the improvements.” It ought to be im- 
proved. The commerce is there to justify it. The engineers 
now say if they do the work they must have $1,500,000 this 
year. How can anyone defend a vote that refuses to appro- 
priate the money for that purpose? 

Mr. NORRIS. May I ask the Senator on that point if it 
necessarily follows, if the amendment is agreed to, that the 
work can not be done? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Absolutely. It would have to be cut 
down. If it is reduced, the engineers might not allot to that 
project more than $500,000. The engineers would have to 
readjust all of their estimates and perhaps leave out entirely 
those which are not of commanding importance. 

Mr. NORRIS. The engineers’ adjustment of the amount 
necessary to carry on the work of the 35 projects includes 
$1,500,000 for this project? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. I suppose there are a good many others that 
do not need that much money. This is one of the most im- 
portant of them all, is it not? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I might say to the Senator from Nebraska 
that in and about the harbor of New York over $7,000,000 of 
the $56,000,000 would be allotted. We can not say that that 
harbor does not require or need this sort of improvement. We 
ean not say that the commerce there does not justify the ex- 
penditure. We must take care of the situation. There will 
be something over $7,000,000 spent in the vicinity of New York 
Harbor, and there will also be $7,000,000 on the Ohio River. 

We adopted years ago the project on the Ohio River to build 
the dams there. During the war we practically laid aside that 
work, because, in the first place, it was too expensive and the 
difficulty of getting material and labor, hampered as we were, 
was such that we practically held up the work there. That 
work ought to be completed. We have all agreed on that. 
Congress has over and over again declared in favor of the | 
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importance of the Ohio River project. The engineers are in a 
Position to spend between $7,000,000 and $8,000,000 this year 
on the Ohio River, and they will soon have the work completed, 
This bill takes care of that project for the coming year. If we 
reduce the appropriation any at all, the engineers would have 
to make a proportionate reduction on the Ohio River, in all 


probability, 


eae NEW. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Was in the chair). 
peel Senator from Florida yield to the Senator from In- 

Mr. FLETCHER. Certainly. 

Mr. NEW. What would require a lessening of the estimate 
of $7,000,000 to be expended on the Ohio River, provided the 
amendment prevails? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I will say to the Senator that that is 
going to depend upon how the engineers will be able to work 
out the problems. They would then have to readjust all of 
their estimates and figures. Having so much money, they 
would have to cut their suit according to their cloth. What 
reduction would take place on the Ohio can probably be arrived 
at in a very simple way. Eight million dollars is to $56,000,000 
as so many million dollars would be to $42,000,000 or $27,000,000 
or whatever the amount might be. It would have to be calcu- 
lated in that way I presume. The enigneers would have to 
determine that, and certainly they would have to reduce their 
constructive plans and their work on the Ohio River if we did 
not give them the full amount of money necessary to carry it on, 
There are no ifs and ands about it. They can not take things 
out of the air and off of the trees and bushes and put them 
together and build dams across rivers. It takes money to do 
that. If we deny them all the money they need, they can not 
build the dams. 

Mr. NEW. I do not want to trespass on the Senator’s time, 
but I have something to say with reference to that matter. I 
shall not, however, interrupt him at present, 

Mr. FLETCHER. I am perfectly willing to yield to the 
Senator. I am anxious to give the Senator the best informa- 
tion I can on the subject. I can not specify what particular 
projects would be entirely neglected or postponed; that is to 
say, when the engineers are given only $27,000,000 or $37,- 
000,000, or when any reduction is made from $56,000,000, they 
would have then to determine whether they would do any work 
at all on certain projects. They might quit certain projects en- 
tirely and not spend a cent on them, and put the money on the 
Ohio River. They might practically concentrate their work in 
that way on New York Harbor and the Ohio River. The 
$14,000,000 allotted to those two projects might be spent there, 
but they are not likely to do that, I think. I imagine what 
they would do would be perhaps to postpone any work on some 
existing projects already adopted and perhaps under way, 
awaiting further appropriations, and spend the money where 
they thought there is the greatest necessity for it; or else they 
may try to apportion it over the entire number of projects as 
named in the hearings. At any rate, they have to determine 
what is best to do with the money that they have, and that is 
sure to be a very difficult problem. We know now what they 
will do with it if they are given the full amount, because they 
have said it before the committees and in their report. We 
know exactly what they would do with the $56,000,000, but we 
do not know what they can do if we reduce it to $27,000,000 or 
$37,000,000 or make any other reduction. 

With reference to the project in New York I read from the 
hearings further, as follows: 

Senator Wapsworts. That is the amount that would be allotted to 
that project? 

General TAYLOR, That is the amount which is included in the items 


which make up $56,000,000. We have been urged very strongly by the 
commercial interests around Staten Island that that amount is wholly 


insufficient. They believe that there should be at least $3,000,000 
allotted to it, and 1 presume there will be very strong arguments made. 
I do not know just what the final amount recommended will be, but 


if the full amount of $56,000,000 is allowed, it will probably not be 


less than 13 and possibly more, if we can find other places 
that can reduced without seriously interfering with the other 
projects. 


If we do not give them $56,000,000 they probably will use 
$500,000 or they might not begin the work at all, but use the 
money somewhere else. 

So it is all the way through the projects. The extension of 
the sea wall at Galveston Harbor is another very important 
piece of work that ought to be done. 

Mr. NORRIS. I would Uke to ask the Senator about that 


work. How far has it progressed? What, if any, would be the 
danger that would be brought about if the entire amount asked 
for was not expended next year? 
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Mr. FLETCHER. If they do not complete it, a storm may 
come up and completely destroy all they have done. They have 
only built a part of the wall. It can be readily understood that 
where a wall that is intended to protect a great harbor is only 
partially completed and a storm comes like the one that did the 
damage before, it would sweep around the end of the incom- 
pleted wall and destroy the whole work. 

Mr. NORRIS. That might happen, anyway, if the wall was 
completed, because even when it is completed it will have an end 
and the water could go around it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It might, but it is not at all probable. 
Here is what General Taylor had to say about the Galveston 
project: 

General TAYLOR. That is one of the new projects adopted by the last 
legislative bill. - 

Galveston is subject to periodical tropical storms which cause a piling 
up of the water in Galveston Bay. In the storm of 1900 it reached 1 
feet above the mean Gulf level and flooded the peninsula n 
from the city and flooded the city; but since that time they have built 
a sea wall to protect the city and filled in. 

A project was adopted by Congress for extending the sea wall bullt 
by the city for the protection of the city out to the channel. 

It was anticipated when that project was adopted that a certain 
amount of the wall would be built in connection with fortification con- 
struction, but since the project was adopted the fortification plans have 
been changed, so it is no longer necessary to build any fortification 
there and, consequently, that much of the sea wall has been left un- 
constructed. 

There is now 2,860 feet of the wall still left to be built. The result 
of it will be that if we should have another storm, instead of havin, 
that long peninsula some 3 miles long for the water to flow over, wi 
a flow of moderate velocity, the water will be forced through the chan- 
nel and over this short section of the spit, which is still left unpro- 
tected, with the practically certain result that there will be great 
scouring action take place, with the chance of scouring a channel south 
of the jetty and with the possibility of closing the channels, and with 
the probability that the material will be deposited so as to close the 
port of Galveston. 


That is the danger. . 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator will permit me, I would like to 
ask another question. I am not interrogating the Senator with 
anything but the very best of intentions. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I appreciate that. 

Mr. NORRIS. I know that the Senator is familiar with these 
various projects and has given them study. I think the Senate 
ought to know something of the details before it can vote in- 
telligently. 

I am only asking these questions for the purpose of enlight- 
enment, I will say to the Senator. How much of the $56,000,000, 
if that be allowed, have the engineers allocated to Galveston? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I am glad to be able to answer the Sena- 
tor’s question. I have never been to Galveston in my life; I 
have been to very few of these harbors and can not give testi- 
mony based on personal knowledge as to the conditions; I 
have to be governed very largely and almost entirely by the 
testimony before the committee where we try to get at the 
facts, by the reports of the engineers, and by the statements of 
people who know. So I find, very fortunately, as was pointed 
out a minute ago, with reference to the sea wall at Galveston, 
just what General Taylor says on that subject right at hand 
here. His statement is as follows: 
7777C0ͤ TTT 
e necessary to complete the project, whatever the amount of 

he appropiate’ may be, There can be no question as to the absolute 
necessity of that money being provided and that work being done at 
once. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator from Florida 
now yield further? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator will observe from the testimony 
of General Taylor, which he has just quoted, that if only 
$27,000,000 were appropriated that project, if General Taylor’s 
recommendations were to be followed, would be completed. It 
will take less than $1,000,000 to complete it, and that project 
will be completed regardless of the amount appropriated in 
the bill. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Iam pointing out, first, the merit of these 
projects which we adopted in 1922; but I infer that what the 
Senator from Nebraska has stated is correct; that the Engineer 
Corps will recommend to the Secretary of War—and I have no 
doubt the Secretary will do what they recommend—that he 
allot $670,000 for the work at Galveston, whatever the appro- 
priation may be; that is, of course, if it exceeds the $13,000,000 
which is to be devoted to maintenance work, as undoubtedly it 
will, for it is proposed in no event to make the appropriation 
less than $27,000,000, and I infer if an appropriation of $27,- 
000,000 is provided that they will ask for $670,000 to complete 
the work at Galveston for the reasons they have given; and I 
think they ought to do so, f s 


Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator. It seems to me 
that an improvement like that which has been partially finished 
ought to be completed. 

Mr. FLETCHER. What is the result of that? If they give 
Galveston $670,000, the total amount of their recommendation, 
which it is, then, of course, they can not give the Ohio River 
or New York Harbor all they require, because they will not 
have the money with which to do it, for after deducting the 
$670,000 to complete the work at Galveston there will not be left 
sufficient money to go around. Therefore the other projects 
must go without improvement for the present to that extent, 
and so on as to other specific projects. 

In this same testimony General Taylor refers to the Ohio 
River. I will not take time to read his statement in reference 
to that. Then he refers to the lower Missouri and 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not wish to interfere with what the 
Senator from Florida desires to say, as he has outlined his 

remarks, but he is passing over some matters which I think 
would be interesting 

Mr. FLETCHER. Very well, we will recur to the Ohio. For 
instance, the next item which is mentioned in this testimony 
is the Ohio River. The Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] 
asked this question, which is quite material: 

Let me ask you for your judgment as a result of your experience. 
Do you find that you get more benefit and work for the money appro- 
priated in this way than you did when it was appropriated so much 
for each specific project? 

Now we come to the question of a lump-sum appropriation, 
which is a very. material question. General Taylor says: 

General TAYLOR. Very much better results. The money is used to a 
very much better advantage. For instance, last year we bad best 
year for work on the Ohio River that we have ever had. Ordinarily 
we would not think of being able to use more than $5,000,000. 

Senator Jones. As a matter of fact, you have not been able to get 
more than that amount of money for that project, have you? 

General TAYLOR. No, sir; we never have, ut last year we allotted 
in the neighborhood of $7,500,000 for that work, and we made better 
progress in the work last year than we have made in many years. 

Senator Wapswortse. How much would be allowed for the Ohio 
River under this $56,000,000 rags or a t 

General TAYLOR. We plan on 7 00,000. If we have as good a 
year for work this year as we had last year we will use $7,000,000. 

Senator WapswortH. How far toward completion will that bring 
ou? 

General TAYLOR. The different dams are in different stages of com- 
letion, The total project provides for 54 dams. Of those 54, 37 are 
n . 9 are under construction, and 8 have not been com- 

mented. 

We would plan on commencing probably about three next year. The 
dams that are not commenced are nearly all in the lower river, and 
we find it very difficult to get contractors to bid on the work in the 
lower river because the conditions for work are so very uncertain. 

5 FLETCHER. And you will probably have to do that your- 
sell? 

General TAYLOR. We expect to have to do that all by hired labor. 

There are two or three questions still unsettled which have to be 
settled before the work is finally completed, one of which is the possi- 

bility of power development at Louisville. 

There is one place where there is a possibility of power 
development of the Ohio River, and that is at Louisville. If 
certain negotiations are carried through, if certain plans are 
carried into effect which the people -have under consideration 
for developing water power at, Louisville, they will probably 
be required to build the dam for power purposes and to re- 
lieve the Government of that expense. They may build the 
dam so high that it may not be necessary to build another 
dam across the river farther up. So we may be entirely re- 
lieved of the building of two of the remaining eight dams 
which are uncommenced on the Ohio River. This appropria- 
tion leaves those two out of the calculation for the present. 
That is the situation on the Ohio. It would seem to be a 
pity to deny the amount that it is estimated will be necessary 
to do the work which can be done next year on that great 
undertaking. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, will the Senator yield to me 
at that point? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator, 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not believe that it would be wise where 
a dam, for instance, like one of the dams on the Ohio River, 
is in the course of construction to stop work on it unless for 
some reason it was intended to abandon it entirely; I agree 
with the Senator as to that; but what I am trying to find 
out as the Senator goes along is what will happen if the pro- 
posed appropriation of $56,000,000 should be reduced. It seems 
that without damage, without injury, we could cut down the 
allotment for the improvement of the Ohio River, because 
General Taylor says that next year they expect to make an 
allotment for three new dams that have not been commenced. 
It would be better if we could build the dams right away; 
I concede that; but we haye to economize; we can not do a 
the work at once, and there would be no injury to the existing 
work if no more than a suflicient amount were allocated to 
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the Ohio River to keep the work going which has been com- 
menced. It seems to me there might be a reduction in that 
instance. It would not be a desirable one, I will admit, for 
it is better always to complete such projects as soon as they 
can be completed; but we have not the money to do everything 
at once, and if we wanted to save some money and avoid making 
such a heavy appropriation, here is one place where I think 
the Senator himself by his explanation has shown there might 
he some reduction without any damage or injury. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think if we reduce the appropriation 
the engineers will be obliged to deny to the Ohio River a part 
of what they expected to be able to spend on it and could spend 
on it, namely $7,000,000. They probably would reduce that to 
$5,000,000. Of course, the Senator realizes that while any of 
the dams remain uncompleted the Ohio River is only as deep 
us it is below those dams, no matter how deep it is made above 
them; in other words, the river is only fit for navigation 
according to its lowest depth at any one point in the river. 
We have not accomplished much by deepening the channel of 
the river if we do not continue the improvement on down to 
its mouth. That is one reason why we ought to go on, it seems 
to me, and complete all the dams on the Ohio River and thereby 
finish the project. We adopted the project in 1910; we have 
spent $48,080,000 on it; we are getting now pretty close to the 
end of it; but what we have spent will not count for much 
unless we complete it, and the sooner we complete it, it seems 
to me, the better it will be. It appeals to me also that that is 
the wisest course to pursue. 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me ask the Senator about the navigation 
of the Ohio River. How many months in the year is the 
stream navigable? It is closed a part of the time during the 
cold weather, I presume, is it not? 

Mr. FLETCHER.. I presume likely it is. The purpose is to 
make, as a minimum, a 9-foot channel throughout the length 
of the river. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Ohio River had a 9-foot channel, there 
would be a 9-foot channel to New Orleans from the point on 
the Ohio where the 9-foot channel commenced, would there not? 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is brought out in this very hearing, 
from which I quote as follows: 

Senator WADSWORTH. When the Ohio River project is finished, what 
will be the average depth of the ‘channel? 7 

General TAYLOR. A minimum depth of 9 feet. 


Senator FLETCHER. From Pittsburgh? 
General TAYLOR. From Pittsburgh all the way to the mouth. 


That is, a minimum of 9 feet. At present I presume they 
have not over 4 feet in certain portions of the river. 

Mr. NORRIS. General Taylor means the mouth of the 
Ohio River, I presume. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; the mouth of the Ohio. 

Mr. NORRIS. Now let me ask the Senator a further ques- 
tion there. From the mouth of the Ohio, where it enters into 
the Mississippi, and from there to the mouth of the Mississippi 
there is already a 9-foot channel, is there not? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Yes; and more. 

Mr, NORRIS. So that the completion of the improvement 
would really mean a 9-foot channel from Pittsburgh to New 
Orleans? 

Mr. FLETCHER. 
that. 

Mr. President, I do not want to appear as dwelling too much 
on details, but I feel very strongly that it would be a great 
mistake to reduce this appropriation. To be sure, the Con- 
gress have not felt bound by the recommendations of the Budget 
Bureau; but that is perfectly legitimate, for it is in the proy- 
ince of Congress to say whether or not they believe that the 
Bureau of the Budget knows more about rivers and harbors 
than do the engineers of the War Department. The House evi- 
dently believed the engineers knew more about the needs of 
the country concerning the development and the improvement 
of rivers and harbors and the expense involved and the justi- 
fication for that expense than did the Bureau of the Budget. 
So when the bill was reported the committee exceeded the 
Budget recommendation by $10,000,000; when the bill came 
upon the floor of the House the amount was increased from 
$87,000,000 to $56,000,000; and the bill comes here with that 
having been done in the other body. All that we are doing 
now is accepting the action of the House. We are not increas- 
ing this appropriation at all. The Appropriations Committee 
of the Senate reports the bill just as it came from the House 
respecting this item, and it is a question whether the Senate 
will pass the bill as it came from the House or modify it, as 
may be indicated. 

Those who are proposing this reduction are against this sort 
of expenditure. They have been all along; but I take it they 


Precisely; the Senator is correct about 


will not undertake to reverse the policy of this Government, 
which has been in effect for a hundred years, that the obliga- 
tion and duty of the Government is to take care of these high- 
ways of commerce over which the Government has jurisdiction. 
The States can not do it, individuals can not do it, because 
these are navigable waters under the control and jurisdiction 
of the Federal Government. Now it is proposed to reduce this 
expenditure to an amount which will be ineffective, and will not 
carry out that policy which has been adopted by Congress, and 
which can only be put into effect by certain expenditures of 
public funds. That provision is made here in the House bill. 
Those who propose to reduce it will cripple the whole work, 
w that we had almost as well not make any attempt to carry 
on. 

Mr. KING and Mr. NEW add 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 
ida yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. KING. The Senator has just made a statement with 
respect to the power of the States in dealing with navigable 
waters which, with his kind permission, I should be very glad 
if he would elaborate. 

As I understood his position, it was that under our form 
of government the States had no right to make improvements 
upon streams if they were navigable, because under the Con- 
stitution the Federal Government has charge of or control 
over—I am not sure as to the word the Senator used—navigable 
streams. It seems to me that if that is the Senator's position 
and I ask for information—he has stated the proposition a 
little too broadly. 

The only power that the Federal Government has over the 
streams, or the waters of the streams, is to regulate commerce. 
The Senator knows that under the common law, which was 
adopted so far as navigable streams and riparian owners were 
concerned when our Government sprang into existence, the 
sovereign State not only owned the bed of the stream but it 
owned the right to control the waters of the stream. The 
Thirteen Colonies, when they formed the Union, became sov- 
ereign over the beds of the streams. They had control over 
the waters. They owned the waters, so far as ownership may 
exist in a running stream. They certainly owned the usufruct— 
subject, of course, to tlie riparian owners—and they owned the 
bed of the stream. When the Federal Constitution was adopted, 
the States merely delegated to the Federal Government the 
power to regulate commerce. I do not understand that the 
power to regulate commerce inhibits the States or individuals 
from the utilization of a stream, navigable or unnavigable, 
whether it forms the boundary between two States or whether 
it arises within a State and flows beyond the State. The Fed- 
eral Government has no right, I insist, to inhibit the use of 
the stream so long as its navigability is not destroyed. States 
or individuals may take the water from the stream, but if 
they return it undiminished in quantity, undeteriorated in 
quality and do not interfere with the navigability of the stream, 
they may do so. Obviously, if an individual, a municipality, or 
a sovereign State improves the navigability of the stream, 
Congress has no right to interfere, and ought not to interfere. 
Such an act would be in furtherance of the use of the streams 
for commerce, and to that extent it would be in harmony’ with 
any regulatory power that the Federal Government might 
exercise. 

I believe that under the construction which is daily being 
placed upon the commerce clause of the Constitution, and one 
or two other clauses of the Constitution to which I might refer, 
we are invading the rights and sovereign powers of the States, 
and if we persist in that construction much longer the States 
will be mere shells. I ask the Senator if he believes that 
merely because of the regulatory power a State may not in- 
crease the navigability of a stream, and, if not, why not? 

Mr. SHIELDS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Florida 
yield to the Senator from Tennessee? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. SHIELDS. The position of the Senator from Utah as 
to the rights of the States over the waters within their re- 
spective territories was never questioned until about 1899. By 
an act then passed—I think an amendment to the rivers and 
harbors bill—and another one in 1906 and another in 1910, 
a different doctrine was asserted, This was the first time it 
was ever thought that a State or an individual or riparian 
proprietor had to go to Congress to get a permit to improve 
its or their property. Prior to these acts the only power which 
Congress exercised was to remove obstructions if they were 
placed in a navigable stream—not improvements, but obstruc- 
tions. If it was determined by the proper authority—which 
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was the War Department then as now—that it was an obstruc- 
tion, it was removed, because it interfered with navigation. 
The conservationists got through the water-power legislation, 
more particularly in 1910—that is the drastic act—providing 
that no riparian proprietor or State could construct a struc- 
ture of any kind in a navigable stream without an act of 
Congress permitting it, even if it was a great improvement to 
navigation. This is just a broad, arbitrary, unreasonable, un- 
constitutional statute. I know that in my State—and I think 
you will find it in the records of the others—the Tennessee 
General Assembly made divers appropriations for the improve- 
ment of the navigable waters in that State as far back as 1820, 
and there never was any question in regard to it until Con- 
gress assumed this jurisdiction in 1890 and 1900; and I believe 
that if to-day a State or a riparian proprietor were to put a 
structure in a stream without permission of Congress—not 
an obstruction, but a structure that did not obstruct the navi- 
gation of the river—and the Federal Government were to 
attempt to indict them for it or to remove it the courts would 
hold that it had no authority to do so. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I had no idea that this 
question, involying the constitutional power of Congress and 
involving State rights, would be raised at this time. I have 
not at hand the decision, but I have in mind the fact that as 
far back as the Ogden case, which arose in New York and was 
decided by Chief Justice Marshall, it has been well established 
that the United States Government had jurisdiction over the 
navigable waters, rivers, and harbors of the United States, 
and for purposes of navigation exclusive jurisdiction. Beyond 
that, the jurisdiction would not extend to anything more than 
the protection of the navigation. 

Mr. SHIELDS. If the Senator will allow me to interrupt 
him, the earliest case upon the subject along the line of the 
argument of the Senator from Utah involving the rights of 
the States, the case of Pollard against Hagan, arose in Ala- 
bama, and, I think, is reported in 8 Howard. The case of 
Ogden against Mills only involved the question of navigation, 
but the States hold the streams in trust for their people. 
There is not only that early case but there is an unbroken 
line of authorities to sustain that proposition up to within 
the last two or three years, one case arising in New York in 
relation to the St. Lawrence River, and another arising in the 
State of Kentucky, in which the Supreme Court of the United 
States went back and sustained the Alabama case and all the 
cases following it. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, beyond any question the 
States can appropriate money and can expend that money in 
improving navigable waterways, provided they do it upon the 
approval and really under the direction of the engineers of 
the War Department, 

We have a peculiar situation in my State that bears on the 
question raised by the Senator from Utah. I think there the 
Federal authorities are going too far. There is a great inland 
lake in my State, Lake Okeechobee, the largest inland lake in 
the country outside of the Great Lakes, I think. It is some 50 
miles north and south and 50 miles east and west across that 
lake, with a uniform depth of about 18 to 20 feet. The over- 
flow of Lake Okeechobee is what produces what are known as 
the Everglades. The State undertook to drain the Everglades, 
to reclaim 4,000,000 acres of the very richest kind of land, and 
to do that they have to dig canals and they have to lower the 
level of Lake Okeechobee. When the rivers and streams flow 
into Lake Okeechobee from the north and excessive rains fall, 
the overflow takes place on the south, and that overflow spreads 
over the 4,000,000 acres or more of land known as the Ever- 
glades. In order to prevent that overflow, the plan of drain- 
age operations includes the idea of lowering Lake Okeechobee 
some 4 feet by these canals puncturing the rim of the lake 
and relieving it of that much water. The War Department 
says, “ You can not do that, because that is a navigable water- 
way.” This lake is entirely inland, all in the State of Florida, 
but the Federal Government says that it is navigable—and it 
is, of course; it is 17 or 18 feet deep—and that the State can 
not lower that water without the permit of the Federal Gov- 
ernment. 

There is no conflict between them, because everything is 
working harmoniously, but I am referring now to the principle. 
In the case of an inland lake like that, which does not con- 
nect with any ocean or gulf or waterway outside at all until 
you force the connection, I doubt very much if the Federal 
Government has authority and jurisdiction over that body of 
water, lying entirely within the State, and not connecting, as 
I say, with any sea or ocean or waterway leading to and 
usable in interstate or foreign commerce. Interstate or for- 
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eign commerce can not be involved in this case, because the 
lake is all within the State. So I doubt very much if the 
Federal authorities are not stretching their authority when 
they undertake to say to the State authorities: You can not 
lower that lake 1 foot unless you get our permit to do it, 
and you shall not do it below a certain depth.” The State 
authorities are willing to accept the opinion and the good 
judgment of the Army engineers, because they do not want to 
harm the navigability of the lake in any way, anyhow, and 
so there is no conflict anywhere; but I am referring now to 
the principle involved under the Constitution. 

Even in the instance of that inland lake, where no foreign 
or interstate commerce is involved, the Federal authorities as- 
sume jurisdiction, because it is a navigable body of water. 
But, generally speaking, unquestionably the Federal Govern- 
ment has jurisdiction over the rivers and harbors of the coun- 
try which carry interstate and foreign commerce, and facili- 
tates it, and no State can build a bridge across navigable 
water without permission from Congress. They can not do 
anything, certainly, to obstruct in any way the navigability 
of such a waterway, and in order to be sure of it we have 
provided that the State authorities or individuals shall get a 
permit before they can act. Congress and the Federal Govern- 
ment having jurisdiction of navigation, the Supreme Court 
having held that commerce“ includes navigation, require that 
that jurisdiction shall be maintained and respected at all 
times, and unless permission is granted by Congress no struc- 
ture can be put upon or in or across a navigable waterway. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, if the Senator has finished 
that particular item, I desire to say just a word. I wanted 
the Senator to go a little further than he did in discussing 
some of the items which have already been approved. I be- 
lieve an examination would show whether or not we can make 
a reduction, and if so, how much of a reduction we can make 
without serious injury to the projects. I would like to ask the 
Senator about the Missouri River from Kansas City to the 
Mississippi River. Is that one of the 35 projects to be com- 
pleted? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Only maintenance is provided for on a 
portion of the Missouri River. On the Missouri River, from 
Kansas City to Sioux City, the only thing to be taken care of, 
if we appropriate $56,000,000, is maintenance, for which $25,000 
is provided. From Sioux City to Fort Benton the only matter 
that will be taken care of, if we appropriate $56,000,000, will be 
maintenance, for which $15,000 is provided. But from Kansas 
City to the mouth the bill contemplates an expenditure of 
$1,000,000 for improvement and $500,000 for maintenance. The 
expenditure of $1,500,000, therefore, is contemplated from Kan- 
sas City to the mouth of the Missouri River. 

Mr. NORRIS, There are no dams to be built there, are there? 

Mr. FLETCHER. No. í 

Mr. NORRIS. No rock work or anything of that kind has to 
be done, and with that much money provided they could do a 
good deal. What is the channel they are providing for, and 
how much of a channel have they now? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I refer again to General Taylor’s statement 
before the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate, page 168, 
where the following occurred: 

Senator WADSWORTH. Under this $56,000,000 how much will be 
allotted to the lower Missouri River? 

General TAYLOR. Probably in the 8 of $1,000,000, 

Senator SPENCER. From nsas City to the mouth? 

General TayLor. From Kansas City to the mouth. 

Senator WapsworTH. What progress has been made there, General, 
2 Reva 3 been no progress in the last f. 

Genera : n e 
becense we had no money for it. Last — we allotted 100,000" whit 
was just barely sufficient for a small amount of tenance work 
with no new work at all. 

Senator WADSWORTH. There has been a great deal of money spent 
there, however, in years past, has there not 

General Taytor. Yes, sir; there has been quite a little money spent 
there in years past. 

Senator WADSWORTH, Can you give any idea how much? 

General TAYLOR. Since the new project has been adopted there has 
been spent for new work from United States funds $7 480 579.60. 

Senator WADSWORTH. With really nothing to show for it thus far? 

General TAYLOR, Very little to show for it, because it is such a small 

ant of one estimated cost of the project. The estimated cost was 

Senator WADSWORTH. What was the depth contemplated in that 
r eneral TAYLOR. Six feet. There has been, perhaps you know, a 

eat interest manifested in the Missouri Valley in the last year or two 
y the landowners in doing work themselves for the protection of their 
own land. There is a concern known as the Wood Bros. Construction 
Co. which has been engaged in that work. They took it up first because 
they had a ranch of some 11 acres not far from Omahs, Nebr., 
into which the river was cutting very badly, and in order to protect 
their own land they put in a certain form of dike protection. They 
then advertised that, so to speak, to the farmers in the country, showed 
what they had done, and they formed a construction company that 
succeeded in inducing all of the States along the Missouri Riyer to 
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districts, Those 
are authorized to issue long-term bonds, which, I am informed, 
banks take at par, and the money has been expended in the river- 


laws 


pass authorizing the formation of protection 
pag 
e@ 


bank protection. 
‘he Woods Bros. 
e 


T Construction Co, has done over $1,000,000 worth 
5 work this 


of ear on the Missouri River for bank perenn: 
are working h them as we believe tbat that is proper 
3 te do on the Missouri. We think — ns * Ss Bh 
bank-protection work, shou y - 
ote Pi i could with 


fhe benefit of navigation. 

I undertook to explain this yesterday with reference to the 
upper Missouri. General Taylor continued: 

I think that movement has got such a good start there that it is 
bound to continue. i 

Then he passed on to a discussion of the upper Missouri. 

Mr. NORRIS. If the Senator can give me the information, 
I would like to know a little more about what has been accom- 
plished with the expenditure of that money. It seems that 
quite a large sum has been expended. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Quite a large sum, and they have not 
gotten very far with it, because they huve not had enough at 
any one time to prevent the sweeping away of what had been 
accomplished in the way of channel deepening the year before 
by the washing in of the banks and filling. 

Mr. NORRIS. I think the answer the Senator has given in- 
volves this question: If we dig out a channel this year, it fills 
up, and there is no channel there the next year. Is it wise to 
go on doing that? In the first place, I am very much interested 
in that part of the Missouri River as well as other parts, but 
I think that if that stretch from Kansas City to the Mississippi 
River can be made navigable it will mean a great deal to a 
very large section of the country and a large number of people. 

Mr. FLETCHER. Undoubtedly. 

Mr. NORRIS. But I do not want the Government to waste 
money, and I would like to know really what has been accom- 
plished. I think five or six or seven million dollars have been 
spent on that stretch of the river, have they not? 

Mr.-FLETCHER. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. What was done with the money, and how 
much of it was spent in any one year, if the Senator knows? 

Mr. FLETCHER. That will be shown by the engineers’ re- 
port. I have not that data before me, but it shows precisely 
what has been spent each year. 

Mr. NORRIS. There are no dams there, are there? 

Mr. FLETCHER. There are no dams. I think the engineers 
feel very much encouraged, and I think the committee which 
looked into it feels encouraged, on account of this effort to 
protect the banks and shores. There was a demonstration 
made here as to what could be accomplished in that respect, 
and there were moying-picture exhibitions of what the Wood 
Bros. on Co. are actually doing. Unquestionably 
their process of preventing the washing away of the banks of 
the river and protecting the banks is a great success. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am familiar with it to some extent myself, 
and it is a great success. 

Mr. FLETCHER. That is the main work. If that is done 
the matter of deepening the channel for navigation will not be 
a very serious problem. 

Mr. NORRIS. No; I should think not. If it depends on the 
success of that method of holding the banks it would be suc- 
cessful, because I believe it has been demonstrated that the 
method used by the Wood Bros. is more successful and more 
economical than any other that has ever been devised. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think so; and I think the engineers feel 
that way and say they are working with the Wood Bros. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator know whether it is neces- 
sary to excavate to any great extent from Kansas City to the 
Mississippi? 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is necessary to some extent, but of 
course there will not be much excavation, because the depth is 
to be only 6 feet. I think there are no engineering difficulties 
in the way when the question of bank protection is once settled. 

Mr. NORRIS. That will be comparatively inexpensive, will 
it not? If they could make the river navigable by that means, 
why should not the Government do it, the same as they use 
some other means to make a river navigable, instead of expect- 
ing the owners of the land to do it? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I think they are cooperating with the 
owners as far as they can. Of course, there is quite a distance 
from Kansas City down, and it takes a good deal of money to 
do that work. I forget the mileage, but I think it is something 
over 300 miles. 

Mr. NORRIS. It is between three and four hundred miles. 
It is clear across the State of Missouri, of course. 

Mr. FLETCHER. It is an expensive thing even to remove 
the silt from year to year. I haye said all I care to submit now. 


I simply say that I think it will be a great mistake to reduce 
this appropriation. 

Mr. NEW. Mr. President, I want to commend all the Senator 
from Florida has said with reference to the Engineer Corps of 
the United States Army. Whether this work should be placed 
upon their very able shoulders or not, I am not prepared to 
argue, but that it could be placed on more competent shoulders, 
I am sure is not the case. 

While that is true, and while I have the highest respect for 
their professional ability, they are not passing upon these proj- 
ects from the commercial standpoint. I know they say that the 
amounts which they have fixed in their various recommenda- 
tions can be profitably expended; that is to say, the Govern- 
ment is justified in putting the amounts of money assigned into 
these various projects, but, after all, conceding everything 
which may be conceded, the engineers are not looking at these 
things from the commercial standpoint. They tell us what may 
be done to good advantage, but they do not tell us where the 
money is to come from that is to pay the bill. That is in other 
hands. The responsibility for raising the money is with other 
departments. 

Now, Mr. President, I am very much in favor of the Ohio 
River project particularly and the expenditure of all that the 
engineers have estimated for work along that river. The Ohio 
River was a great artery of commerce before the oldest Mem- 
ber of this body came into being. It is not a purely local en- 
terprise at all. It directly supplies a vast area. From Pitts- 
burgh to New Orleans, which is the outer end of the Ohio 
River's real course after its confluence with the Mississippi, is 
a very great distance. It traverses and supplies at least 25 
per cent of the States of the Union, and a great deal more than 
that, because it goes directly to the seaboard; and further 
still, by reason of its geographical location, it can carry a char- 
acter of freight and supplies that can be transported by river 
to better advantage than in any other way—coal particularly 
and the iron manufactures of the Pittsburgh district and the 
various other manufacturing towns and areas through which 
the Ohio River flows. 8 

But, Mr. President, I think that the matter of the expendi- 
ture of the money that is to be spent on river and harbor im- 
provements under the bill, after all, is a matter of common 
sense more than anything else. 

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). 
Gesa the Senator from Indiana yield to the Senator from 

io? 

Mr. NEW. Certainly. 

Mr, POMERENE. The Senator has been speaking very in- 
terestingly about the Ohio River project, which is now per- 
haps two-thirds or more completed. We have a very large 
investment in those dams, but they are substantially useless 
because the other dams have not been completed. When the 
entire project is completed it is going to improve transporta- 
tion on the Ohio River. 

If I may give to the Senator from Indiana a concrete illus- 
tration which would affect present conditions of transportation, 
I would like to do so, and it will only take a moment. Some 
years ago when I was investigating the subject I found that 
during one year more than a million tons of coal were shipped 
into Cincinnati over and aboye what had been shipped in the 
year before, but very much less of the coal went down the 
Ohio River by barge. This was at a time when there was 
a shortage of freight power on the railroads. nc 

Mr. NEW. I understand the Senator to me#tivthat the 
shipments came to Cincinnati by water and then were-diverted 
to rail because the river was not navigable below that point? 

Mr. POMERENE. The river was not naviguble ut that 
time. That was it in part. Again, there was another situa- 
tion for which the railroads, as I was informed, were in part 
responsible, because it seemed that a rate was given for the 
shipment of coal by rail from Cincinnati to Toledo and 
farther north which was very much less if the coal went into 
Cincinnati by rail. In other words, there was a very much 
higher rate if the shipment of coal from Cincinnati to Toledo 
unfortunately happened to come into Cincinnati by water upon 
the Ohio River. 

All of these facts, it seems to me, indicate the necessity of 
completing the Ohio River project at the earliest moment 
possible. After that shall have been completed, then we will 


be able to demonstrate whether or not river transportation 
is going to be what its friends claim for it, or a failure. 

Mr. NEW. Mr. President, all that the Senator from Ohio has 
said is true. Moreover, the discrimination which he has cited in 
the matter of freight rates from the Ohio River north on the 
railroads is, I think, unjustifiable and wholly wrong. 


All that 
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he said about the advisability of completing the work on the 
Ohio River at an early date is also true. But, Mr. President, 
I insist that all of the work is still possible if we keep the 


appropriation at a very much smaller figure than the $56,000,000 
which is called for as the bill now reads. I am perfectly 
willing, as a friend and champion of the Ohio River improve- 
ment, to vote for a reduction in the appropriation. I do not 
believe that the amount of money asked for river and harbor 
improvement is justified at this time for the reason that I find 
in it so many projects which, it appears to me—I do not think 
I am wrong about it, either—can be put over until a more pro- 
pitious time. 

One further thought: In determining the allotment of the 
money, say $29,000,000 or whatever sum may be required, it 
occurs to me that the object to be given prime consideration is 
what projects can be developed with reference to do the greater 
good for the greater number. Certainly the Ohio River project 
is not local in its application. It does not merely supply a few 
towns along the Ohio banks or along the Indiana banks, or those 
of any other particular State through which it travels in its 
course to the sea, but it supplies a large number of States. I 
think it flows either through or by approximately a dozen States, 
and, as I have already said, it reaches the seaboard with freight 
of a character that can be so easily transported by water. The 
element of time does not cut a great figure in the delivery of a 
barge load of coal between the Kanawha Valley and New 
Orleans. If it is 10 days, all right; if it is 20 days, it still 
reaches there in good condition. There are projects provided 
for in the bill which ought to be taken care of adequately now, 
but there are others which can be and should be deferred out 
of consideration for the difficulties which the Government is 
experiencing in raising money to meet its most urgent everyday 
needs. 

For these reasons, and believing, as I do, that the Ohio River 
improvement will not suffer—at least, that it need not suffer— 
as a result of a lessened appropriation here, I shall vote for a 
reduction in the amount now carried in the bill for rivers and 
harbors. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent 
that when the Senate finish its business to-day it take a recess 
until 12 o’clock to-morrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. BORAH. Just a moment. I would like to have an op- 
portunity to send for a Senator who is interested in the matter. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Does the Senator from Idaho refer to 
the chairman of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry? 

Mr. BORAH. I do. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The information which reached me 
was that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Norris] desires to 
have a meeting of the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
to-morrow morning, and that he therefore would not like to 
have a recess taken to 11 o'clock. 

Mr, BORAH. Very well. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I assume that he would not object to 
12 o'clock as the meeting hour to-morrow, because that is the 
usual hour of meeting anyway. 

Mr, BORAH. I have no objection if the Senator from New 
York understands the wish of the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I did not converse directly with the 
Senator from Nebraska, but the information came to me through 
another Senator. 

Mx. UNDERWOOD. May I ask what the request was? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That when the Senate finish its busi- 
ness to-day it shall take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I wish to inquire of the Senator 
from New York if a day will be given this week for the con- 
sideration of the calendar; that is to say, will we have a morn- 
ing hour? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Not before the pending bill is finished. 

Mr. KING. After the bill is out of the way we may have a 
morning hour? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Iam not in a position to give the Sena- 
tor an assurance on anything except in connection with the 
pending bill. 

Mr. KING. I do not see the leader on the other side present 
at the moment, but the papers state that the Senator from New 
York is assistant leader, and I appeal to him for information. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am having enough trouble with this 
particular bill without going further to find more. 

Mr. KING. I can assure the Senator we are facilitating it in 
every possible way in order to secure its passage. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I have noticed that. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re- 
quest of the Senator from New York? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered, 


Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, some criticism has been in- 
dulged in here relative to certain items provided for in the 
appropriation carried in the bill. I am frank to say that I 
share the feeling, in part, of those who have indulged in that 
criticism. I think appropriations are proposed to be made for 
some items that ought not to be provided for, but I am very 
anxious that the country shall understand from the denuncia- 
tions which have been heaped upon the bill as a whole that a 
particular project to which I shall refer in a minute does not 
come within that class but is of a different character alto- 
gether. I see my friend from Idaho [Mr. Boram] smiling. 

I took oceasion yesterday in some remarks I made here to 
point out some items that I thought were without justification. 
I go further and say that I think the fault is not with the 
Board of Army Engineers entirely; but if I may say so without 
improper reflection upon the committee of which I am a most 
humble member, I think the fault rests in part upon the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. I think there are a number of items 
that ought to be taken out of the bill and the projects ought 
to be permanently abandoned. 

My attention was drawn to that some months ago when I 
was examining a bill introduced by the able Senator from 
Washington [Mr. Jones], chairman of the Committee on Com- 
merce, Senate bill 3017, in which are named 47 or 48 different 
projects upon which at different times public funds have been 
expended in large amounts, running up into how many millions 
of dollars I do not know; but it was then proposed that those 
47 or 48 different projects should be definitely and finally aban- 
doned. I think that bill should have been reported and passed, 
and I think another bill of that character would help very 
much to solye this problem. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator from 
Ohio a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ohio 
yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield. 

Mr. BORAH. How many of the projects which are covered 
by the bill which was introduced by the Senator from Wash- 
ington [Mr. Jones] are included in this report? 

Mr. WILLIS. I have not had time to check up on that. I 
should say, in fairness, though, I have not found any. There 
may be some, but I am not in a position to answer that question 
definitely. 

Mr. KING. Mr, President, will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIS. Certainly. 

Mr. KING. How does the Senator expect to cure the situa- 
tion when, notwithstanding the recommendation of the able 
Senator from Washington to abandon 40 different projects, we 
have before us, or shall have in a short time, a proposition to 
include 200 more under the provisions of the river and harbor 
bill, for, as I understand, the Army engineers, under pressure 
or otherwise, have recommended 200 additional projects, 35 of 
which find some provision for their improvement or mainte- 
nance in the pending bill? 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, the junior Senator from Utah 
understands that the bill to which I have referred was not 
reported from the committee, I think it ought to have been; 
I think it ought now to be reported, and that an additional bill 
should be reported recommending the abandonment of some 
other projects, among them certain ones to which I drew atten- 
tion on yesterday, which, in my opinion, are unworthy and 
ought not to be continued. I think those ought to be included 
in the bill of the Senator from Washington. So I think my 
position in this matter is fairly understood. 

In these criticisms, however, I do not desire that there 
should go by without some word of response the suggestion that 
the whole river and harbor bill is a measure that could be 
treated lightly and that is unproductive of good. There have 
been a number of inquiries and some remarks have been made 
voncerning the Ohio River improvement. At this time I simply 
wish to ask permission to place in the Rxconb a brief statement 
from the report of the engineers as to what is actually being 
done and what has been accomplished on that great project. 

Without taking time to read it all, I call attention to the 
fact that the estimates for this year for the completion of the 
work on the Ohio River are $7,526,000. There have been ex- 
pended upon that work thus far $72,000,000, Five million four 
hundred thousand passengers and 8,000,000 tons of freight, 
worth $464,000,000, were carried on this project in 1921. It is 
well understood that when that work shall have been com- 
pleted it will, as my colleague, the senior Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. POMERENE], has suggested, furnish the best opportunity 
that probably can be furnished by the country to determine 
once and for all the question of the efficacy of water trans- 
portation. I desire to say that all the facts at hand thus far 
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indicate that. that project, if we establish a 9foot stage of 
water from Pittsburgh to New Orleans, has every promise of 
This project I have 


yielding splendid results to the country. 
supported cordially and I shall continue to support it. 


Mr. President, I ask to place in the Recorp at this point brief 


excerpts from the report of the Army engineers showing the 


condition of the work on the Ohio River and the necessity for 


further appropriation to complete the project at an early date. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 
OHIO RIVER. 
Comparative statement of trafie. 
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Calendar year 1920: 
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1 No statistics available. 


of improvement: The great benefit claimed for the improve- 
ment will be felt only when the slack-water system has been extended 
far enough downstream to permit of continuous na tion at all 
times (except when interrupted by floods or ice) over a longer section 
of the river, connecting the large cities on the upper section with those 
on the middle and lower sections. The commercial effect of the series 
of completed dams on the upper river ts reflected in the marked in- 
erease in general traffic and in the amount of coal shipped from the 
mines along the Spe CE River, to industrial plants on the Ohio 
River at ‘Afiquippa and Midland, Pa., and Steubenville, Ohio. Coke in 
considerable quantities is also being shipped from the Monongahela 
River to steel plants at New Cumberland, W. Va. Coal is also being 
shipped upriver from pool 11 to industrial plants above. 
uring the low-water seasons of the past five years coal to the 
amount of approximately 1,040,000 tons was shipped from the Kanawha 
River to Cincinnati and other points along the Ohio River by 
releasing water impounded in the pools formed by the dams on the 
upper ‘Ohio and its tributaries, creating artificial rises and assisting 
coal fleets with partially loaded barges over the shoals in the unim- 
proved section of the river. This coal was urgently needed and much 
suffe: 


ring and at economic loss were prevented as a result of receipt 
of the coal thes shipped, especially during 1917, „ 8 — 
o the ous 


fi uld have been transported by rail, owin 
8 existing on the railroads at that time. il and gatoire 
have also been shipped in considerable quantities upriver to Pi rgh 
from points in West Virginia and Kentucky by means of tank barges. 


[Traffic through locks and open ig and traffic by ferries not sep- 
ara 


Proposed operations: The balance available at the close of the year 
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locks and dams under a still unfinished to that 
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ded modifications of project : 
Commereial statistics: Of the total commerce reported for the calen- 
dar year 1921, 2,1 30 tons passed throu the 1 and 
5,172,271.79 tons went open river. 
items in Seder v de ge Spee 

s order of t e ti 
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I merely wish to say 
before the vote is taken. 


go to make up freight rates, 
60 per cent; more than 10 
per cent is supplies, such as oil, lumber, and coal; and 5 
do not know of any way in 
those items, and, if they are 

other items that go into 
we have only a leeway of 
the problem. So, for the 
time being, and probably for a long time to come, the American 


to the health, the life, and 
we are not going to do it. 

It is almost impossible for some of the heavy freights of 
this country now to move under the present high freight rates. 
There was a day before the Great War when 1 remember 
that the heavy products from the Birmingham district, such 
as iron and steel, could stand the rate of freight then charged 
and go by rail into the eastern markets, sueh as New York 
and Boston, and even compete with the Pennsylvania furnaces 
and mills; but to-day the inereased freight rate practically 
bars the products of that district out of the eastern market, 
That is only an illustration, but it is an illustration that may 
be cited in reference to many other products from many sec- 
tions of the Union, and we are confronted with that condition 
because of these insurmountable costs which stare the Ameri- 
can people in the face. If anyone will tell me how to reduce 
the cost of the 85 per cent of charges to which I have referred 
against every freight rate I should like to know how it may 
be done. No one has been able to say how it may be done 
up to this time, : 

However, Mr. President, nature, in the geography of America, 
has given us a way to solve the problem if we would but use it. 
This country has one of the greatest natural water systems in 
the world. The Mississippi River extends almost from the 
Canadian line to the Gulf and its tributaries reach eut to the 
Alleghenies and toward the Rocky Mountains; the rivers of 
New York and New England are prepared to carry the com- 
merce of that section to the sea, and so are the great rivers of 
the Pacific; and yet, Mr. President, practically speaking, Amer- 
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ican commerce is unable to avail itself of the opportunity to 
use that means of transportation. It is not that it can not be 
done. We fight here over whether a 6-foot channel or a 9-foot 
channel is needed. I am in favor of making the channel as 
good as it is possible to make it; but boats can go to the sea on 
a 6-foot channel. 

The great commerce of Europe in many cases is carried on 
4-foot channels. I have stood on the banks of the Rhine and 
seen lines of barges going up and coming down that river, car- 
rying the bulk of the freight that is moved in that valley, not- 
withstanding the competition of lines of double-track railroad 
on each bank. The Rhine is not nearly so great a river as is 
the Mississippi, it is not so navigable as is the Mississippi to- 
day, and it only compares favorably with many of our lesser 
rivers; yet, although we have these great waterways, many of 
which we could use to-day, we can not interest the Government 
of the United States in developing them for the people; we can 
not interest the Congress to take the action that is necessary 
to he taken in order that this method of transportation may be 
availed of. 

Why is that? It is because from the beginning the great 
railroad lines of this country went out to kill competition. 
Twenty years ago, 30 years ago, 40 years ago, we invited com- 
petition in transportation; the man who was engaged in the 
transportation business was fighting for a competition that 
would give him control of the movement of freight, and so he 
proceeded to put his competitor out of business, with the result 
that, although 40 years ago steamboats were moving down the 
Mississippi and up the Ohio and as far north as St. Paul, car- 
rying immense cargoes of freight, the railroad lines reduced 
their rates so as to starve the steamboat lines out of existence, 
and we sat quietly by and allowed it to be done. Every now 
and then when we have a bill before Congress the railroad 
managers say, “ We may have done that in the past, but we are 
not going to do it in the future"; and yet, when the time comes 
and the opportunity is afforded, every effort is made to drive 
out and destroy water competition. 

A child knows that heavy products can be transported cheaper 
by water than by land. The American people are entitled to 
water transportation to enable their products to be carried to 
sea as cheaply as possible in order that they may compete in the 
foreign markets. There is just one thing to be done, and that 
is to make destructive competition on the part of the railroads 
cease. The clause in the act regulating the railroads allowing 
them to reduce their rates to meet water competition was ex- 
actly the same as allowing them to reduce their rates to kill 
water competition, and they have done it, and they are going 
to continue to do it. Even when the Government itself is en- 
gaged in the business, as it is to-day on the Mississippi River 
and the Warrior River, we can not get Government bureaus 
reasonably and fairly to protect the Government's own business 
in the distribution of freight. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do. 

Mr. BORAH. Did I understand the Senator to say that the 
railroads had reduced freight rates to the point where they 
destroyed water competition? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. They have done so in the past; yes. 
What they do is this: They reduce their rates below or equal 
to the water rates. It makes no difference that they can not 
afford to do it; boats may carry the freight cheaper and do 
carry it cheaper; but the railroads meet the water rates in 
order to take the business away from the boat lines, and then 
the shipper, because he may get or thinks he may get a day or 
two advantage in delivery and because it may be easier to load 
on trains, goes to the railroads and lets the boat line perish, 
That is not a theory, but it is a fact. 

Mr. BORAH. That may have been true years ago, but it cer- 
tainly has not been true very lately. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It has not been true very lately, and 
why? Because the dead man can not speak. They killed water 
transportation, and no live man is going back into the business 
under similar circumstances; but the fault lies here, on this 
floor. They need not be dead men if we would give them the 
right to carry the freight fairly where they can do it the cheap- 
est, and not allow somebody to come along and cut their throats, 

Mr. BORAH, That might be true in some parts of the United 
States, but it never could be true from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific or from the Pacific to the Atlantic, because the rivers do 
not run right. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am surprised that my friend from 
Idaho should drift into that line of thought that many people 
do drift into in this country, that the only ports in this country 


are on the Atlantic seaboard and the Pacific Ocean; that New 
York and San Francisco are the great ports of the country, and 
that all freight and all traffie and all thought must lead there. 
God Almighty made the Mississippi River. He gave these 
great rivers for the use of the people that live here, and the 
natural course of transportation down the Mississippi Valley 
should be to New Orleans. The people who have the wheat of 
the Northwest and the cotton of the South to send to foreign 
markets should not have to pay high freight rates to go across 
the Allegheny Mountains when they have a practically level 
way down the Mississippi River and when they have a great 
river on which to carry their products at low cost. 

Mr. BORAH. That is true of a certain kind of freight, and 
of course the argument of the Senator limited to those things 
is unanswerable; but there is a vast amount of freight which 
has not been touched by the situation to which the Senator 
refers. The thing that is destroying us out West is the high 
freight rates; it does not make any difference whether you go 
by the Panama Canal or whether you go by the-railroads. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly; I agree with the Sen- 
ator; I just said that; but, if the Senator will tell me, is he in 
favor now of cutting railroad wages back to what they were 
before the war? No; I will answer for him, and he will not 
deny it. Can he reduce the prices of coal and lumber and oil, 
except as time and competition will reduce them? No. Can he 
reduce the taxes that the railroads have to pay? No. 

Mr. BORAH. Yes; I could do that. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not know how the Senator could. 

Mr. BORAH. It is a very easy thing to do if we have a mind 
to do it. Of course, the States and the Congress must act to- 
gether in regard to such things. The proposition with me is 
that the thing which we are doing here with reference to a 
vast amount of the river and harbor appropriations in this 
bill—appropriations which swell the amount and make it ex- 
orbitant—will never reduce freight rates by a cent, because the 
money is not spent on rivers or streams where there will be 
any freight moving. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I take issue with the Senator, and I 
am glad he said that, because we are coming right down to the 
issue, and I want to face it. I challenge the Senator’s proposi- 
tion that he ean reduce the taxes in my State or his State that 
the railroads have to pay, or that he can reduce the income 


taxes that have to be paid to the National Government. That 


is an impossibility practically, no matter what it may be 
theoretically with the Senator; and there you have 85 per 
cent—labor, supplies, and taxes—of what has to be paid to run 
the railroads, and you can not make any great reduction on the 
other 15 per cent. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, we can not reduce taxes unless we 
reduce appropriations. I admit that. It is apparent that we 
are not going to reduce appropriations, but we could if we 
desired to. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, we might cut down the 
salaries of the officers in our States; we might fail to pay pen- 
sions to veterans; we might do a great many things; but we 
are not going to do it, and the Senator knows that as well as 
Ido. Taxes are not coming down. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him just there? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Possibly the Senator was going to mention 
it, but the Senator from Idaho was talking about the minor 
streams. There are only one hundred and eighty-one thousand 
and a few odd dollars carried in this bill for the improvement 
of what are known as minor rivers. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Undoubtedly the Senator is right, 

What I want to say, and what I am coming to, is this: I do 
not stand here to criticize anybody else; and I do not mean it 
in the way of criticism, but I stand here because I feel that a 
great section of this country is being antagonized on the very 
most important proposition that confronts it. It is being an- 
tagonized simply because people say: “ You have the rivers, 
and there is no freight moving on them“; and yet we know that 
if to-day we would repeal the clauses in the transportation acts 
that allow the railroads to reduce freight rates so as to drive 
the steamboats and barge lines off the rivers, they would go 
back there and function for the benefit of the American people 
with lower freight rates—at least for the benefit of a large 
portion of the American people. 

We haye these great rivers, and they are navigable now. 
They were navigable before the Civil War, and carried vast 
volumes of freight even before they were improved. We have 
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Government investments of hundreds of millions of dollars in 


em. 

Mr. BORAH. They carried a vastly greater amount of freight 
than they carry now before we put the millions into them. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Not because we have improved them, 
however. They carried greater freight then because we did not 
invite an unfair and unjust and unequal competition against 
them. 

Here is the situation, and nobody can deny it: In many, 
many instances, if not all, the railroad lines have reduced their 
rates below what they could fairly carry the freight for, below 
the cost of carrying it, in order to destroy water competition, 
and then have made the hinterland of the railroad that did not 
lie on the water pay the additional cost in order that the road 
might run. That is the story, and that is the truth of it. 

Mr. BORAH. I do not agree with the Senator that the rail- 
roads have reduced freight rates below a point at which they 
could afford to carry freight. I can not believe that the facts 
as they are developed will sustain that proposition. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is not open to dispute. I am sorry 
the Senator is not informed, but it is not open to dispute. I 
could name conditions in my own State where it has been 
done; but if the Senator will read the testimony before the 
committees of the House and the Senate when the Cummins 
bill was up he will find direct admissions of railroad men that 
they had done this in the past, but they said they would never 
do it again in the future, and yet I know of an instance that 
was referred to here yesterday in my own State where they 
deliberately gobbled up the entire division of a freight rate to 
destroy water competition. 

Mr. BORAH. Of course, if the Senator has in mind a par- 
ticular instance which he says he knows about of his own 
knowledge, I should be far from disputing anything the Sena- 
tor might say in regard to the matter. I know that if he has 
examined it, he states it as it is; but I utterly dispute the 
proposition that the railroads of this country generally have 
reduced freight rates to a point where they can not afford to 
carry the freight. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not talking about the general 
freight rates that they charge. I am talking about the com- 
petitive rates at points where they compete with water; and 
then they have raised the rates back in the hinterland to 
people who were not on the water, and made them pay enough 
to make the railroad pay. The people outside had to carry the 
burden until the water competition was destroyed, and then 
they went back to the old freight rates, until some years ago 
Congress passed a law saying that where they reduced the 
rate they could not put it up. 

As I said yesterday, it is just as natural for railroad man- 
agement to go out to destroy river competition with a railroad 
as it is for a dog to chase a cat. The only difference is that 
the railroad dog usually catches the river cat. That is the 
real truth about this matter. 

We shall have to go back to the plan followed by every other 
country. The great countries of Europe are carrying the bulk 
of their freight to the sea by water transportation, even through 
artificial canals. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr, President, does the Senator mean to say 
that the Interstate Commerce Commission has connived at the 
actions of the railroads in reducing freight rates for the specific 
purpose of destroying competition in some streams? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
has done what the law allowed it to do. The law does it. The 
fault lies right here, right in the center of this aisle. It is 
because there have been too many people who would not wake 
up to the fact that we are entitled to water transportation, 
and they allowed this law to stand on the statute books. The 
American people never will have a fair opportunity to get the 
advantage of cheap water transportation to carry their prod- 
ucts to the sea until the American Congress repeals some of 
the laws in which it has authorized this unjust competition. 

Mr. BORAH. What is the defect of the law dealing with the 
powers of the Interstate Commerce Commission which permits 
the railroads to do this without the supervision of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD.: I can not quote the clause verbatim. 
The Senator will find it there. 

Mr. BORAH. No; the Senator will find there a clause which 
was put in there for the specific purpose of enabling the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission to deal with just that kind of a 
situation. f 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. To be sure. 

Mr. BORAH. If it is not sufficient and efficient to do that, 
we ought to be advised of it, because the intent of Congress 
was to prevent that very thing. 


. UNDERWOOD. No; the Senator is wrong. 

Mr. BORAH. The Senator is not wrong. 

. UNDERWOOD. I know what I am talking about. 
. BORAH. So do I. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. A clause was put in the transportation 
act to authorize railroads, in the discretion of the commission, 
to meet competition by water. It was discretionary with the 
commission in the beginning. When it went in there no one 
expected the commission to go to the extent of giving them an 
unlimited right to meet water competition and destroy it; but 
the commission took the position away back yonder that that 
was what it meant, and it ran along, and on occasions they al- 
lowed the railroads to meet the competitive rate until they 
said the precedent was so strongly established that they could 
not overcome it. When the Esch-Cummins bill was passed, we 
attempted to change that situation and give the commission a 
chance to start over again and prevent this unlawful competi- 
tion. So far as I am advised, they have done nothing up to 
this time under the power vested in the Esch-Cummins Act. 

Mr. BORAH. Then the Senator and I agree upon the propo- 
sition that it is not the fault of the law, but that it is the fault 
of the commission. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is the fault of the law in allowing the 
commission any discretion at all in the matter. What the law 
ought to do is to prohibit the railroads from reducing rates to 
meet this competition. If they can not carry the freight at 
their ordinary and just rates of tariff, notwithstanding the 
river, the freight ought to go to the river, and be carried by 
the cheapest means of transportation. 

Mr. BORAH. I agree with the Senator. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. My understanding is that the attempt on 
the part of the Esch-Cummins law was to modify the provision 
as it then existed, which was that a charge for a short dis- 
tance should not be greater than one for a longer distance, the 
shorter being included within the longer, provided—and this 
was the provision—that no rate should be established that was 
not compensatory in itself; so that they could not fix a rate 
for any distance that would not be compensatory. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. To be sure. The Senator sat on the 
committee with me, and he knows what we were driving at, 
and he remembers the discussion in the committee, and the 
witnesses that appeared before us. He knows, as I do, that the 
old clause under which the commission was first authorized to 
do this made it discretionary with the commission. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Yes. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. He knows that the commission came 
before us and said that that discretion had been used affirma- 
tively to the railroads so long that it had become a precedent, 
and they could not overthrow it, and we attempted to change 
the language so that they could set a new precedent; but, as 
far as I am advised, they have not done so. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, that is another proposition I am 
unable to understand. There is nothing at all to prevent the 
Interstate Commerce Commission from overruling any prece- 
dent which it has established at any time since it was organ- 
ized. It has perfect power. It is all within its discretion. It 
can disregard, and it does disregard, its precedents, and there 
could not be any possible reason in law why they should not 
disregard any precedent. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is right about that. They 
could, just as the Supreme Court can overrule its own de- 
cisions, but he as a lawyer and I as a lawyer know it is hard 
to get them to do it. When they establish a precedent they do 
not change it. That does not help us at all, because while 
they may feel they have the power they do not exercise it. 
Congress has invested hundreds of millions in these water- 
transportation routes. We know water transportation can 
succeed, because it has succeeded in other countries. We 
know it can succeed, because it succeeded in America before 
this unjust competition was allowed. If the commission is not 
willing to handle the matter, Congress should act. There is no 
reason why we should attempt to ignore or destroy a great 
system of waterways. I am in favor of continuing to build 
them up, as the engineers are, and to keep on building them up. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ala- 
bama yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I yield. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. My impression is that water transporta- 
tion has never been able to compete with railroad transporta- 
tion in a country of large distances, and even in Germany it 
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was not able to compete, and it was recognized that it could 
not compete without legislation. The German Gevernment 
enacted laws providing for a division of the freight between 
the canalized rivers and the railroads, and in Germany I under- 
stand certain freight must be shipped by waterway and can 
not be shipped by railroad where there is competition; so that 
it has required the force of law even in Germany to make 
water transportation possible in competition with railroads. 
To my mind in a great country like this, where distances are 
enormous, it is unreasonable to suppose that waterways can 
compete with railroads. It is almost a waste of money to 
appropriate with that hope. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, we can theorize about the 
matter, but a couple of years ago, when we had this question 
before us, I took the trouble to read the German statutes, and 
I did not find anything in them which would justify what the 
Senator from Nebraska has just said. I may not use the exact 
language, but I believe there are provisions in those statutes 
which do not allow the railroads to reduce their rates to within 
20 per cent of the rates of the waterways. Water carriage is 
cheaper than railroad carriage, and the law does not allow 
the railroad to come down beyond a certain point and drive 
the water carriers out of business. 

There can be no question about the water transportation 
being cheaper, when you can load on one barge as much as you 
can carry in two trainloads and when the barge does not cost 
as much as the engine of the train, and you start it down the 
river loaded, and it floats, or has a little tug to pull it. To 
say that it costs more to transport by water than to transport 
by rail, where you have to build miles of steel rails and carry 
the road through a country, pay enormous taxes, and great 
labor pay rolls, which you do not have in the water trans- 
portation, is really absurd, as it is to say vou can not carry 
heavy freight cheaper by water than by rail. There is no 
question about it. It has been so since the beginning of rail 
transportation. 

Mr. McKELLAR..,.,Mr. President, the Senator will recall that 
in the act under which the barge lines were created Congress 
expressly provided that they could charge 20 per cent less than 
the usual rates charged by the railroads between the same 
places, and that discrimination is the law; but the railroads, 
just as the Senator has said, have so reduced their rates, and 
have insisted upon such an unfair division of rates, as vir- 
tually to put the line, especially about which we are talking, 
out of business, 

Mr. BORAH. I would like to ask the Senator from Ten- 
nessee where the railroads have thus reduced their rates? 

Mr. McKELLAR. Only when they come in competition with 
these river lines, which they want to destroy. 

Mr. BORAH. Where is that? 

Mr. McKELLAR. ‘That is on the Warrior River especially. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator that, of 
course, they destroyed water competition a decade or two ago. 
They destroyed it down the Ohio, they destroyed it down the 
Mississippi, they destroyed it down the Warrior, and they ac- 
complished that result along most of the great rivers of the 
Mississippi Valley. There is no question about that having been 
done in the past. They have not had to do it im recent years, 
and have not, done it in recent years, because they had nobody 
to compete with except the Government. 

Mr. BORAH. The time the rivers were carrying most of 
the freight was the time when we were spending the least 
amount of money on them. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That may be true, because the rail- 
roads did not compete with them; they did not start this 
ruinous competition which the people ef the hinterland had to 
pay for. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I want to cali the attention 
of the Senator from Alabama, and also of the Senator from 
Idaho, to the fact that recently the railroads actually reduced 
the freight rate on grain going down the river to New Orleans 
‘from the upper valley 5, cents a hundred, and the shippers are 
enjoying that cut now, getting more return by reason of that 
‘reduction in the rate than the amount of money to be appro- 
priated in this bill for this purpose. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. There is no doubt about that. My 
friend from Idaho, whom I respect, and whom I always find 
is accurate where he has taken the trouble to investigate, of 
course lives among the mountain peaks. This question has not 
been next door to him, as it has been next door to us; and 
when our system of in the valleys was destroyed, 
he was looking above those who live down in the valleys and 
did not see what was happening. 

Mr. BORAH. I have seen the Senator all the time, and I 
always greatly admire him, but the reduction which the able 


Senator from Arkansas has spoken of leads me to say that 
we had a reduction out West, where there are no rivers, to 
meet certain local conditions. I have been interested in water 
transportation ever since the building of the Panama Canal, 
and I have been trying to have passage of American ships 
through the Panama Canal made free. I have undertaken to 
familiarize myself with that subject, but I have been unable 
to find where of late the railroads have reduced their freight 
rates for the purpose of destroying water competition, and I 
do not believe any instance can be cited where that has been 
done for many, many years. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I stated that the Senator was prob- 
ably right in that statement as regards the last decade, although 
I think I could find instances; but the business was dead 10 
ae and more ago, 

BORAH. It seems to have died after they began to 
PBe it out of the United States Treasury. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Let me give one illustration. I liye 103 
miles north of Helena, Ark., and because the railroad running 
near my town has no competition I could formerly ship from 
Helena to St. Louis for just about half as much as I could 
ship from my town, because they have the river competition 
into Helena. 

Mr, BORAH. We come back to the question, Where is the 
Interstate Commerce Commission? 

Mr. CARAWAY. It is down here on Pennsylvania Avenue 
and Eighteenth Street; but I do not want to be facetious—— 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If the Senator will allow me, I do not 
want to interrupt him, but I think sometimes the Interstate 
Commerce Commission is living in the mountains and can not 
see us in the valleys. 

Mr. BORAH. I want to say to the Senator that if he lived 
out in the mountain region he would think differently. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am not speaking about the policy of the 
commission ; but there was a recognized right of the railroads 
to meet what they called water competition. It was legal, 
under the ruling of the commission, up to within a compara- 
tively few years, and if one imagines there was not such com- 
petition, he ought to go and compare the rates on the railroad 
and on the river. The water rates were approximately 50 per 
cent of the rall rates. The gentleman sitting to my right lives 
on the White River. We improved the White River for a short 
distance, and then they built a line of railroad right alongside 
it, and operated the railroad absolutely at a loss all the time 
until they destroyed the last bit of water competition. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I know the Senator from Idaho is per- 
fectly sincere in what he says, but he simply does not know 
the facts. What the Senator from Arkansas has said I know 
to be true. I know it is true in my State. There is not a man 
whe lives in the Mississippi Valley along these rivers who does 
mot know that the railroads have deliberately gone out to de- 
stroy water competition, and largely because Congress has 
permitted it. 


Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, we can not escape the fact, 
then, that the Interstate Commerce Commission has connived 
at the crime. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not willing to give the Interstate 
Commerce Commission an entire acquittal. I do not say that 
they are entirely to blame; I think some of the blame lies at 
our own doors. At any rate, I think there was no justification 
for it, but I am not willing te abandon these water routes be- 
cause either the Congress or the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion has been derelict in its duty to the American people in 
seeing that they are protected against this unjust and unfair 
competition, and the natural, cheap means of transportation 
of thelr products to the sea has been destroyed. 

What I rose to say was this, and I say it in all good part: 
That since I have been in Congress I have continually listened 
to attacks from gentlemen coming from the great mountain 
country on the rivers of the country and appropriations for 
their improvement. I think the first thing I ever heard sung 
in the House of Representatives was an attack because of 
“macadamizing” creeks in the Mississippi Valley. 

There may have been a time when unwarranted appropria- 
tions were made, but everybody knows that for the last decade 
appropriations do not get into these bills until they have been 
carefully supervised by the engineers of the United States Gov- 
ernment, who have no personal interest in them, and when 
money has been expended on river and harbor projects it has 
brought a depth of water that actually justified transportation 
if the ships were allowed to run. 

The men who come from the Mississippi Valley, as I do, have 
never made war on the great mountain regions of the West, I 
sat on the Committee on Irrigation in the House of Representa- 


tives, when it was equally divided, at the time the great irriga- 
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tion bill was reported to the House. That bill came out of the 
committee by one vote; and if I had cast my vote the other way 
it would not have been reported, but I voted for it. When it 
came into the House of Representatives to be made a law, prac- 
tically the entire membership from the South, men who lived in 
the Mississippi Valley cast their votes in favor of the bill and 
made it a law, and gave that great western country a chance to 
grow and develop. 

Whenever the great West has appealed to the South on a fair, 
economic question involving their growth and development, they 
have found our people standing with them; and yet every time 
this question has come up, the most vital question to us, a 
question of ultimate cheap transportation for the products of 
our fields to the market and the world’s market, where we have 
to compete with the competition of the world, I find that the 
men who have called for our help are the first to denounce and 
attempt to destroy the one feature concerning us to be found in 
these bills of vital economic importance to us. Where are the 
appropriations that amount to anything that go South outside 
of this one item? Where are they spent? I do not mean the 
appropriations made in war times, because we built some camps 
there then; but ordinarily where do they go? 

Mr. LENROOT. May I ask the Senator what appropriations 
go to the North any more than go to the South? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not criticizing their going to the 
North, 

Mr. LENROOT. But what appropriations do go to the North 
that do not equally affect the South? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But they are not spent in the South 
and the South is not benefited. Most of them do not go to the 
Senator’s part of the country any more than they go to mine, 
but they go to the North. The only great appropriation that 
we get in the Southland that is of vital importance to the 
economic question involved for our people, and it is an impor- 
tant question, is the one we are discussing now. We are not 
asking to compete with the North. We are asking that the 
door may be opened for us to get to the sea, but every time we 
ask it and the proposition comes here in a bill we are chal- 
lenged at the door by men who ask our help and to whom we 
have been giving help for many years in their own economic 
questions. 

I do not see the justice of it. I think when the engineers 
make an estimate of this kind, and when it is for the develop- 
ment of the rivers, that we are entitled to have it retained in 
the bill, that it should not be thrown out of the bill simply 
because somebody says freight is not moving on the rivers when 
we know why it is not moving there. It is because we have 
allowed competition coming from the great railroad lines of the 
country to destroy our water transportation. I think the thing 
Congress should do, instead of criticizing the development of 
our rivers, is to correct the law so the barge lines and steam- 
boats may live on the rivers in the future. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, Clark, who was president 
of the old Illinois Central, said the physical configuration of 
the country was such that if one started a barrel of flour from 
St. Paul it would roll to the Gulf of Mexico. Of course, there 
are obstructions here and there that would do away with that 
theory, but undoubtedly New Orleans has been placed just 
where it ought to have been, the great export point of the 
United States for grain and meats and agricultural products. 
There flow to it the Missouri, the Mississippi, the Ohio, the Alle- 
gheny, the Monongahela, the Tennessee, the Cumberland, all 
the rivers that compose the great valley, and yet the commerce 
upon the great Mississippi River does not compare with that 
upon the Rhine in Germany. I want to direct a few minutes to 
pointing out why. 

Bismarck had a great many faults, but his worst enemy never 
accused him of being a fool, When they came to the question 
of competition between the railroads and the Rhine and the 
other rivers that pass through Germany into the German Sea 
or into the Baltic, Bismarck always insisted that the rivers 
should carry their share of commerce. He said that result 
could be achieved by simply not discriminating against them. 
That was all that was necessary. So, as a matter of fact, in 
1914, when the Great War began, the Rhine was carrying the 
iron ore, the coal, the lumber, and all the heavy materials, and was 
doing an infinitely large business. Although there were rail- 
roads on each side of the Rhine, they were not congested. The 
waterways naturally took the heavy stuff with the cheap freight 
rates, where expedition of delivery was not a point or the main 
point even to be considered, while the railroads took the other 
things. 

Now, what has happened here? 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a ques- 
tion? 


Mr. WILLIAMS. Certainly. 

Mr. BORAH. The river of which the Senator speaks runs 
in the direction in which the railroads run. But suppose 
the Senator wanted to get some freight from Pittsburgh, Pa., 
to Portland, Oreg., how would he get it there upon the same 
theory? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It could not be done; but I am not contend- 
ing that it should be done. However, it has nothing to do with 
the proposition. 

So much for the German history of great river traffic. Now, 
let me come to the American history of it. This time it is the 
Mississippi River. The gentleman from Texas, or a Member 
of the House of Representatives, who had been Postmaster Gen- 
eral of the Confederacy, sent over to the Senate the Reagan bill 
establishing the Interstate Commerce Commission or a national 
railroad commission. One of the provisions in that bill was that 
under no circumstances should a higher charge be made for 
a short haul—this is answering the Senator’s question—than for 
a longer haul in the same direction. Then when the bill got 
over here, that inimitable legislator, John Sherman, of Ohio, 
got an amendment upon the bill and put in the seemingly in- 
nocent words “under similar circumstances” or “ under similar 
conditions.” I have forgotten the exact language; I think it 
was “similar circumstances,” but it may have been “ similar 
conditions.” 

Thereupon the Interstate Commerce Commission ruled ‘that 
notwithstanding the long-and-short-haul provision, the principle 
of the ethies of business was that a railroad had a right to com- 
pete with a waterway and charge less without reducing its 
intermediate freight rates, and the consequence was that they 
could charge a railway rate from St. Paul to Vicksburg, Miss., 
or to New Orleans to compete with the river rates, although 
every individual shipment competing with the river rates was 
a loss so far as it itself was concerned. The only way in which 
the railroads made money out of it was that it kept up their 
general business, and as the haul was so long and there was no 
interference with it along the route they could charge almost 
any freight rate provided they did not reduce the freight rates 
between intermediate points on hauls in the same direction. 

Then I and some others began—or rather, I should have said, 
when some others and I began, because they began at an earlier 
time and contributed much more to it—to endeavor to deprive 
the Interstate Commerce Commission of the power to enable 
the railroad to cut its rates wherever it struck a river while it 
did not cut intermediate rates or rates for equal distances to 
points that did not strike a river. Finally an amendment to 
that effect was adopted in the House. It came over here and 
was amended then by leaving it to the discretion of the Inter- 
state Commerce Commission. The Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission has exercised its discretion in favor of the railroads 
and against the rivers all the time. 

Now nobody has demanded any discrimination. All we are 
demanding is that nature shall take its course, and that the 
advantage which nature has given to certain places shall not 
be destroyed by artificial legislation. Notwithstanding all that 
discrimination, in spite of all this discrimination New Orleans 
is to-day the second largest port of export in the United States, 
showing what nature would have done if legislation had not 
interfered. According to old Clark's theory, a barrel of flour 
started at St. Paul would roll to the Gulf, or come mightily 
near it, and if it were started from Cincinnati or Pittsburgh, on 
the other side to the east, it would pretty nearly roll to the 
Gulf, and started at the headwaters of the Missouri it would 
pretty nearly roll to the Gulf, and started down the Red below 
it would roll pretty close to some point on the Gulf, and started 
down the Pearl or the Lee it would roll to the Gulf, though, of 
course, not to New Orleans. : 

Here is this great, remarkable fan of waterways stretching 
from the Rocky Mountains on the one side to the top of the 
Alleghenies on the other, narrowing more and more as it 
goes southward until when we get to New Orleans it is a 
very narrow place. The Leaf and the Pearl flow directly into 
the Gulf on the one side of a small ridge, not a yery high ridge, 
and other streams, the Sabine and others, flow into the Gulf 
on the west side of another not very high ridge. But as a 
whole it starts like the points of a great fan and comes down, 
narrowing as it comes, but it brings the water from the 
Rockies and the Alleghenies and empties it through a funnel 
into the lower part of the Mississippi Valley. 

We have interfered with it so that it has nearly crippled 
what ought to be the great ocean bearing auxiliary of America, 
the great ocean’s first assistant in the commerce of these 
United States. We have not been able to do it completely, 
because New Orleans is second as an export point, but we have 
done a great deal toward doing it. 
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Now, if we had obeyed a wise policy, such as was followed 
in Germany, two things would have occurred. First, the north 
and south railways would not have been congested with freight 
to such an extent that it would take from 10 to 15 days to 
carry a carload of freight from New York down to Mobile, 
to New Orleans, to Galveston, to almost any point on the 
Gulf coast. So we have crippled the railways somewhat as 
commerce feeders, and we have deprived the river of the 
burden of its commerce. We have done both. I remember 
that James J. Hill, the great railway man, said that if some 
one came to him with an offer that he should deliver 50 
carloads of freight from New Orleans to New York within 
25 days he would be compelled to refuse it if he had the 
management of every line that would handle the freight. 

Why was that? It was because we had allowed the rail- 
roads to make a discrimination against the intermediate points 
in favor of river points and water points by charging less than 
the cost of the haul, and we have thereby congested them while 
we have emasculated the river. Now, suppose we quit both, 
Give a chance to nature to assert itself. That is not claiming 
any discrimination. When people have a natural advantage 
they ought to be allowed to enjoy it. Legislation ought not 
to destroy a natural advantage, wherever it may be. If we 
should simply make the rule that wherever a railroad charges 
a certain rate from one point to another it shall charge no 
higher rate of freight from the first point to any intermediate 
point than it charges to the other, that would be a wise rule. 

What has been the result of a whole lot of this action on 
our part? I remember the time when it was solemnly asserted 
and alleged, and affidavits were made to support it, and I sup- 
pose it was true, that it paid men to ship freight from New 
York to San Francisco, a water point, and then ship it back to 
Helena, Mont., rather than to ship it from New York to 
Helena direct. They said that was true. I do not know 
whether it was or not. I never went fully into the question, 
but I read the evidence. There were affidavits, and people 
with tolerable good repute swore to them, to the effect that 
people would absolutely have their goods shipped from New 
York to San Francisco and then shipped back to Helena, 
Mont., and get a much cheaper rate than if they had shipped 
direct from New York to Helena. 

Then some of them conceived the idea that they would be 
bright and smart and Yankeelike sharp and English and 
Scotch like sharp in business; and so they would get a permit 
to take the freight off en route at Helena. But then, lo and 
behold, it was decided that that was a fraud, and they could 
not do it; that the freight had to be carried bodily all the way 
to San Francisco and be brought bodily all the way back. It 
is absurd that a man could not be allowed to take his freight 
off in transitu when the shipper and he had agreed, because by 
doing so they would break up the great bunko railroad game 
which was playing the shipper for all he was worth. 

Mr. GOODING. I am quite sure the Senator is stating the 
facts in connection with the matter. Not only did that happen 
as to Helena but it also happened in practically all of the inte- 
rior States of the West. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. At any rate, from my cursory reading of 
the testimony I believed it at the time to be true. I do not 
know, however, and I do not wish to vouch for anything I do 
not know. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I have no doubt that things 
have been done by the railroads in order to destroy water com- 
petition exactly as has been alleged upon this floor; but the 
fault for the disappearance of water-borne commerce upon 
many of the rivers of this country has not been altogether that 
of the railroads. It seems to me so plain that every Senator 
must recognize it, that one of the reasons for the decline of 
traffic upon the Missouri and the Mississippi Rivers, for in- 
stance, is the fact that in the days when there was a great 
volume of commerce on those rivers there was no other way by 
which products could be carried either up or down in that ter- 
ritory; there were no railroads. Then, when the railroads 
came, rail transportation became cheaper than any possible 
water transportation where the haul was very short, where the 
shipment originated inland, and not upon a river point, and 
where the destination was not upon the water but inland. In 
other words, where there has to be a shipment by rail to a 
water point, a short haul by water, and the goods then have to 
be unloaded and again shipped by railroad cars, in such a case 
there can be no economy in water transportation. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, if the Senator will 


allow me, I merely wish to call his attention to the fact that 
goods shipped from New York to the city of Birmingham, Ala., 
coming to Mobile, there transferred to barge lines, and then 


again transferred to the railroad at Tuscaloosa, and thence to 
Birmingham, are carried at a cheaper freight rate than the 


all-rail freight rate. That is not a theory. A great deal of the 
goods that go into the stores of the merchants of Birmingham 
come by water on the Mallory Line steamships to Mobile, and 
up the Warrior River into Birmingham by way of Tuscaloosa ; 
so that, although the Senator from Wisconsin may be correct 
in regard to some matters about which I do not know, I do 
know that he is incorrect in reference to this particular matter. 

Mr. LENROOT. What the Senator from Alabama has stated 
might have happened in a particular case; but does the Senator 
dispute my contention as an economic proposition? I was only 
stating it as an economic proposition. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course, there are a great many ele- 
ments involved. I think that under some circumstances the 
Senator’s statement may be true, but under other circumstances 
it would not be. Now I will give the Senator an illustration. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. What was the statement of the Senator 
from Wisconsin? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator from Wisconsin said that 
freight might be hauled by water cheaper when it was not 
transferred to railroads, but that when there was an inter- 


‘| mediate transfer to railroads the all-rail rate was cheaper. 


Mr. LENROOT. I stated when there was a short haul by 
water. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. In the case of a short haul by water. 
Of course, it depends upon the length or shortness of the haul. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is the point. I was just about to 
complete my statement. There must be a long enough haul 
by water so that the cheaper water transportation upon that 
part of it will more than absorb the extra handling charge 
involved in the intermediate rail shipments. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Of course. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. That is true. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The proposition about which I am talk- 
ing involves a comparatively long haul. I wish, by way of 
illustration, to cite another instance, though, it is true, a pretty 
long water haul is involved. The greatest movement of freight 
of which I know in this country is the transfer of iron ore from 
the State of the Senator from Wisconsin and from Minnesota 
to the furnaces in Pittsburgh. That movement starts with a 
short railroad haul, then the freight goes across the Great 
Lakes; it is then unloaded and goes by rail to Pittsburgh. It 
is transported twice by rail and once by water and, of course, 
has got to be unloaded and reloaded at each transfer. That 
instance demonstrates that such transportation may be done 
and is successfully done. More than that, the Pittsburgh fur- 
naces could not use that ore if they did not have the advantage 
of the water transportation. : 

Mr. LENROOT. That is a perfect illustration of the very 
point that I am trying to make, 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

Mr. LENROOT. I will yield in just a moment. 

Water transportation upon the Lakes has been so successful 
and the railroads have not been able to crush transportation 
upon the Lakes because the economies have been so great that 
the railroads could not do it; but the haul is long enough so 
as much more than to absorb the extra handling charge. 
Wherever that is true, and we can improve a river or a harbor 
at a reasonable cost, so that the additional charge is not 
merely paid out of the Public Treasury and eventually there 
is no Saving at all—in all such cases we are justified in mak- 
ing such improvements. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. What I am arguing for to-day are the 
items in the pending bill which relate to the Mississippi River. 
Of course, so far as the Warrior River, to which I have re- 
ferred, is concerned, that improvement has been completed and 
has been paid for; we are not asking for any appropriations 
for that; but we merely wish an opportunity to do business. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator is rather anticipating some 
objections which he thinks I may make, but which, perhaps, 
he will find that I shall not make. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. As to water transportation, we have 
it by sea from New York to Mobile and for almost 800 miles 
from Mobile to Birmingham; while down the Mississippi and 
its tributaries there are 2,000 miles of water transportation, 

Mr. BROUSSARD. Five thousand miles. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator from Louisiana says 5,000 
miles, and I have no doubt he is correct, including the Missis- 
sippi and its tributaries. So that there is a long water haul. 
Of course, in the case of a yery short haul, the Senator may 
be correct. We are not, however, pleading for that; we are 
pleading for an opportunity to vitalize water transportation 
in the very instance where the Senator himself admits that 
it may be developed, 
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Mr. LENROOT. If the Senator will allow me to develop the 
argument I was making, perhaps we shall not disagree, I per- 
fectly agree that if we can upon the Mississippi River develop 
commerce to New Orleans on a long enough haul so as to absorb 
the extra costs of which I have spoken, then transportation 
over the Mississippi, with the proper regulation of railroad 
rates upon the part of the Government, will be a success; but 
we have got to have the long haul, and I think we must look 
for suecess on the Mississippi River principally to shipments 
through to New Orleans for foreign export. We can not expect 
any great commerce to be developed upon the Mississippi River 
at any point where the haul is only 100 miles or 200 miles or 
300 miles along the river and then the goods have to be trans- 
ported inland, coming in the first place by railroad to the 
initial point upon which the water shipment is made. That is 
why I am anxious to have the Mississippi River completed and 
put in the best possible condition from St. Louis to New Or- 
leans. I want to see the Ohio River completed and put in the 
best possible condition so that there will be a completed chan- 
nel to New Orleans. Then, I say that if that is not success- 
ful—and by successful 1 mean taking into consideration the cost 
each year to the Government of maintaining the river—then, 
it is simply absurd to expect any benefits from the improve- 
ment of the Missourl River or the upper Mississippi River. I 
think I haye now made my point clear to the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I have no objection to 
the statement which the Senator makes in regard to that fea- 
ture of the case, because I think he is correct. But we are not 
asking to have rivers “ macadamized”; we are not asking to 
do an impossible thing; we are only asking for a fair chance 
for the development of a great natural resource that may be 
made profitable. 

Mr. LENROOT. The trouble with the Senator is that he 
makes the assumption that it can be made profitable, but that 
has not yet been proven. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It was profitable in the past before 
undue competition was put against it, and while, of course, the 
future must prove the fact, I can not do so; yet I have not a 
doubt in my mind that those rivers would be alive with barge 
lines and steamboats carrying the commerce of that great val- 
ley to the sea within a decade if the Congress would give them 
a chance. 

Mr. LENROOT. I hope the Senator is correct, yet it must 
be noted that there has been practically a complete channel 
from St. Louis te New Orleans for a good many years, and 
the commerce has been very slow in developing. It has been 
impossible to get any private capital to engage in it, and the 
Government itself has been compelled to do it, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not now speaking of the appro- 
priation, but I am speakfng of the undue and destructive 
competition that Congress or the Interstate Commerce Com- 
mission—one or the other—has invited as against these water- 


ways. 

Mr, LENROOT. I am speaking about what the Senator 
intimates, that there are no items in this bill that are in ac- 
cord with the theory which I have just presented. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not familiar with all the items, be- 
cause this is a general appropriation and I have not given 
careful and detailed study to all the items. I assume they 
are correct, as they come here with the recommendation of the 
Government engineers. 

Mr. LENROOT. I have just stated that I hope to see and I 
want to see the Mississippi a success, and I want to see the 
Ohio River a success. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lapp in the chair). Does 
the Senator from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr, LENROOT, I yield. 

Mr. GOODING. I should like to ask the Senator if he 
thinks there is any chance for water competition on our rivers 
so long as we permit a violation of the fourth section of the 
. interstate commerce law? ‘There are 12,000 violations of that 
law to-day where the railroads in this country have been 
permitted to charge more for a short haul than for a long 
haul. Surely there can not be any doubt in the mind of any 
Senator that such violations of the interstate commerce act 
have destroyed water transportation.on our rivers. I do not 
care how much money may be spent for improving rivers, un- 
less water transportation is protected through legislation it 
can not exist in America. 

I wish to say further to the Senator that the railroads have 
not only destroyed transportation on the rivers, but they have 
destroyed coastwise transportation from the West. We are not 
permitted to ship freight from Portland or Seattle or San 


Francisco to any extent at all, especially from the interior, 
because the railroads make the rate so high, two or three times 
on a mileage basis what the rates are in the East, that they 
force all of our farm products over the long haul to the eastern 
market. This policy of the railroads brings about a great 
congestion and shortage of cars everywhere when the farm 
products are moving to market. Through this policy of charg- 
ing excessive freight rates for the short haul to the Pacific 
coast the people of my State are denied the use of the Pacific 
Ocean which God Almighty, no doubt, intended for the use of 
all the people. 

These excessive freight rates of the West denied the people 
of my State the use of the Panama Canal which they were 
taxed to help build as well as the rest of the people. 

Practically all of Idaho's farm products should be shipped to 
Portland to receive the benefit of water transportation and if 
we were given a reasonable freight rate, or anywhere near as 
cheap a freight rate to the West on a mileage basis as to the 
East, all of our wheat and many other farm products would 
receive the benefit of water transportation. 

I introduced a bill some time in December denying the Inter- 


state Commerce Commission the right to violate the fourth 


section of the interstate commerce act; but, unfortunately, 
the chairman of the Interstate Commerce Committee has been 
ill and there has been no hearing, and I do not suppose there 
will be one on this measure at this session, but until we change 
our laws so as to deny to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
the right to make these violations, all this money that we spend 
to improve our rivers is not wasted, of course, but to a large 
extent it will be impossible to develop anything like an ade- 
quate commerce. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, I am not going into that 
question, although the Senator of course is familiar with the 
argument which has been made by the railroads affecting his 
own country, too; and I am not going to express any opinion 
on it, other than to say that the situation narrated by the Sen- 
ator from: Mississippi, where some years ago they charged the 
San Francisco rate plus the local rate back and then simply 
shipped the freight out from the East to that point, was ab- 
solutely indefensible. Of course, however, the Senator is famil- 
iar with the claim that is made, that where this lower rate 
has been granted by reason of water competition, it is upon 
the theory that the traffic would be lost entirely to the railroads ; 
that it costs so much to maintain a railroad, its track and 
equipment, its section men and its overhead, and therefore it 
is no injury but a benefit to those who do live in the interior 
to permit a somewhat lower rate where water competition ex- 
ists, so as to get the traffic, and enable that traffic to bear part of 
the cost of the overhead, although in itself it may not be profit- 
able. 

Mr. GOODING. Mr, President, I want to say to the Senator 
that we do not accept that claim in the West at all. 

Mr. LENROOT. I know you do not. 

Mr. GOODING, My people lost 10,000 carloads of potatoes 
this year because they were not given a freight rate that would 
enable them to move them to market. I saw wheat stacked up 
in the fields for three months because there was no transporta- 
tion to carry it to market. We do not accept that theory at all. 

Mr. LENROOT. I know the Senator does not, and I do 
not 

Mr. GOODING. The people of the West do not. 

Mr. LENROOT. I do not accept it to the extent that the 
railroads have invoked it either; and yet I can see that to have 
an iron-clad rule practically putting the freight of this country 
upon a mileage basis might work to the injury of the very 
people of whom the Senator from Idaho speaks and whom he 
desires, of course, to benefit. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. If the Senator will yield, there has been 
much discussion here to-day as to the status of the law rela- 
tive to the so-called long and short haul, The Senator from 
Mississippi has practically stated correctly. the history of the 
interstate commerce law in reference to the matter. I want 
to read for the Recoxrp, if the Senator will permit me, sec- 
tion 4 of the act of 1920, which was the last statement of the 
Congress relative to the law for handling freight on the long 
and short haul. 

The act of 1920 amended section 4 of the interstate commerce 
law itself, and as amended the section reads as follows: 


That it sball be unlawful for any common carrier subject to the 
rovisions of this act to charge or receive any greater compensatio: 
the aggregate for the transportation of passengers, or of like kind o 
property, for a shorter than for a longer distance over the same line 
or route in the same direction, the shorter being included within the 
longer distance, or to charge any greater compensation as a through 
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rate than the aggregate of the intermediate rates subject to the pro- 
visions of this act, but this shall not be construed as authorizing any 
common carrier within the terms of this act to charge or receive as 

eat compensation for a shorter as for a longer distance: Provided, 
hat upon application to the commission such common carrier may in 
S 1 cases, after investigation, be authorized by the commission to 
charge less for longer than for shorter distances for the transportation 
of passengers or property; and the commission may from time to time 
prescribe the extent to which such designated common carrier may be 
relieved from the operation of this section; but in exercising the au- 
thority conferred upon It in this proviso the commission shall not 
permit the establishment of any charge to or from the more distant 
point that is not reasonably compensatory for the service ‘ormed ; 
and if a circuitous rail line or route is, because of such circuity, 
granted authority to meet the charges of a more direct line or route 
to or from competitive points and to maintain higher charges to or 
from intermediate points on its line, the authority shall not include 
intermediate points as to which the haul of the petitioning line or 
route is not longer than that of the direct line or route between the 
competitive points; and no such authorization shall be granted’ on 
oe of merely potential water competition not actually in ex- 
istence— 


And so forth. That is the present law relative to the long 
and short haul. 

Mr. LENROOT. Mr. President, in reply to the Senator I 
was about to state that since the passage of the Esch-Cummins 
law, if the commission performs its duty, there can be no 
such thing in the future as has been complained of this 
afternoon. 

Mr, GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator let me 
correct him? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly. 
Esch-Cummins law. 

Mr. GOODING. Within the last six months we have had 
a rate on wool from Portland to Boston of $1.50 a hundred; 
from Shoshone, Idaho, 608 miles inland, nearer Boston, the 
rate has been $2.81 a hundred; so that is a violation of the 
fourth section of the interstate commerce act, and that is 
within the last six months. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. That can not be a violation of the sec- 
tion unless the $1.50 rate is not compensatory in itself. 

Mr. GOODING. Well, then, if $1.50 is a compensatory rate, 
what is the $2.81? It is robbery. 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, if the $1.50 is compensatory to 
Boston, the other rate is too high and should be reduced by the 
commission. That is the answer, of course. 

Mr. President, this being a general lump-sum appropriation, 
the Senator from Alabama took it for granted that there were 
no appropriations in this bill that if expended would not 
without question benefit navigation to a degree commensurate 
with the cost. I want to spend a moment on the Missouri 
River. 

Of this $56,000,000, $1,500,000 will be spent upon the Mis- 
souri River—$500,000 for maintenance, $1,000,000 for improve- 
ment—and I am going to speak only of the maintenance item 
now. The commerce carried on the Missouri River last year, 
according to the table placed in the Recorp and according to 
the Engineer’s Report, was 139,000 tons. That is practically 
$4 a ton that the Government has contributed out of the 
Treasury of the United States to enable that amount of com- 
merce to be carried by water. As a matter of fact, the major 
part of that 139,000 tons is sand and gravel, I am informed; 
but we have improved only a yery small part of the Missouri 
River. The entire improvement will cost more than $20,000,000; 
and on the small part that we have improved it is proposed to 
expend out of the estimate of one million and a half dollars 
$225,000 for repairs to existing dikes and rèevetments. 

When the entire $20,000,000 is expended, and it is all diked 
and revetted, how much is it going to cost to maintain the 
Missouri River each year? According to these figures, it will 
cost not less than a million dollars a year to maintain that 
river after we have completed the improvement. 

Suppose that the shippers do save a million dollars a year 
by reason of the commerce that will be carried on the Missouri 
River. Is the Government justified in making the improvement 
then unless there be a greater saving than that? Can any- 
body ask this Government to pay out of ‘ts Treasury a sum of 
money where the saving will not be greater than the amount 
that it has cost the taxpayers? I think that is a fair ques- 
tion; but so far as we can foresee now, Mr. President, the 
time probably will never come, or at least—I do not want to 
put it so strongly—certainly the time will not come within the 
next 10 years when there will be enough commerce on the 
Missouri River to justify a $20,000,000 improvement project 
and $1,000,000 maintenance each year. 

On the Mississippi River we have a different proposition. 
The cost of maintenance is not nearly so great, and the com- 
merce that will go down the Ohio River is of such magnitude, 
I believe, that we may hope for that being a success: but I 
repeat that if the Mississippi River and the Ohio River will 


I said since the passage of the 


not be commercially successful, who is there that will predict 
that the Missouri River would be commercially successful? 

The same thing is true of the upper Mississippi, in my own 
country. In this $56,000,000 there is included an item of $1,100,- 
000 for the improvement of the upper Mississippi. I také exactly 
the same position with reference to that that I do with reference 
to the Missouri, although the upper Mississippi for several hun- 
dred miles runs along the borders of the State that I have the 
honor in part to represent. It will be time enough to put in 
these millions when we determine that the lower Mississippi is a 
commercially successful project; but until that time we had 
better save the money of the taxpayers, because the upper 
Mississippi River will not get worse, and if the improvement 
down below does not warrant the cost we shall have just 
thrown away our money upon the upper river. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, may I interrupt the Senator 
just a minute? 2 

Mr. LENROOT. Les. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I notice that the upper Mississippi River, 
between the Missouri River and Minneapolis, carried last year 
761,522 tons of freight, and yet we find it in this very situa- 
tion, if I may read just one paragraph. I will take only a 
minute of the Senator’s time. 

Mr. LENROOT. All right. 

Mr. CARAWAY. Last April there was to have been a barge 
line put on the upper Mississippi River between Minneapolis 
and St. Louis. In anticipation of this barge-line service the 
rail line paralleling the river between Minneapolis and St. 
Louis early this year, with the approval of the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, made a rate upon first-class freight of 
$1.063 per 100 pounds over a distance of 586 miles, while the 
rail rate from Minneapolis to Kansas City, over a more level 
country, a distance of 500 miles, was $1.44. In anticipation. 
of.a possible competing line en the Mississippi, they cut the 
freight 40 cents a hundred. 

Mr. LENROOT, Mr. President, I do not know whether the 
Senator objects to the reduction of freight rates or not. Under 
the law, they are not permitted to reduce rates below what is 
compensatory. 

Mr, CARAWAY. I was just trying to show that instead of 
using the water, however, the railroads, knowing that the rate 
could be reduced, cut the rate. 

Mr. LENROOT. That may be; only the answer is, it ought 
to be cut in the other portion of the country. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I agree with the statement the Senator 
was making a minute ago, but I am showing that here are 
nearly 800,000 tons of freight carried on the upper Mississippi 
River despite these conditions. 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator inform the Senate as to 
the character of the commerce carried on the upper Mississippi 
River and the distance it is carried? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am sure I do not know. 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator will find that most of it is 
carried across the river by ferries at different points between 
cities. There is no appreciable commerce from St. Paul, the 
head of navigation, down the Mississippi River. 

Mr. CARAWAY. All I know, of course, is the figures given 
by the engineers in their reports. I do not know the character 
of the freight. 

Mr. LENROOT. I may say that I have in my possession— 
I have not them with me—resolutions passed by one of the 
considerable cities bordering on the Mississippi River asking 
that further money be not expended upon the Mississippi River 
unless and until a barge line is put upon the river that will 
produce commerce. It is of no benefit to any city in Wisconsin 
bordering upon the Mississippi River, except so far as the 
wages that the men get may be spent in the city, to have this 
improvement if no commerce is carried over the river. 

Mr. CARAWAY. I was just calling the Senator's attention 
to the fact that the mere threat of putting a barge line on the 
Mississippi River reduced the freight from Minneapolis to St. 
Louis from $1.44 u hundred to $1.063 a hundred. 2 

Mr. LENROOT. Will the Senator state where he got that 
information? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am taking the information from a report 
filed by Mr. Newton of Missouri, who put it in the Recorp of 
January 20. 

Mr. LENROOT. Is it his statement or the statement of the 
Board of Engineers? 

Mr. CARAWAY. I am unable to answer that. He was giv- 
ing a statement of actual conditions. 

Mr. LENROOT. I would like to have the facts before I 


undertook to discuss it. Of course, the fact that a reduction 
might have gone into effect, and that previous to that time 
there was a promise to put a barge line on the river, might 
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have been a coincidence, or the barge line might have been 
reason for the reduction. ; 

Mr. CARAWAY. The real facts are that the freight rate 
from New Orleans to St. Louis is $1.06}—for 580 miles parallel- 
ing the river. From Minneapolis to Kansas City, only 500 miles 
and over a more level route, the freight rate is $1.44, which 
would, of course, leave no room for speculation as to why the 
rate was reduced along the river. It was to prevent the estab- 
lishment of a barge line. It was to kill competition. 

Mr. LENROOT. Again I say that if that rate is itself com- 
pensatory nobody can object, but if that rate is compensatory 
the rate west of Kansas City is more than compensatory and 
ought to be reduced. 

Mr. CARAWAY. That is the point. 

Mr. KING, Referring to the matter of the Mississippi River 
and the Missouri River, the Senator, in discussing some time 
ago the improvements upon the Mississippi River, made the 
statement—or I inferred from his statement—that additional 
improvements are needed on the Mississippi River to carry com- 
merce. I want to ask the Senator, because he is more familiar 
with that than I am, why it is necessary to make improvements 
there for carrying commerce, even though the commerce might 
be greatly increased, when we take into account that in the 
forties and fifties and sixties and seventies the commerce upon 
the Mississippi River was very much greater, as I am advised, 
than it is now, and boats of considerable size plied up and down 
the river? There seemed to be no obstacles then to commerce, 
and very little, if any, sums were appropriated in the early 
days for canalization, for ving sand bars, or for improve- 
ments. The river itself was sufficiently large to carry the com- 
merce, and if it was large enough to carry the commerce then, 
which was very much greater than the commerce now, why 
the necessity of millions and tens of millions of dollars of addi- 
tional appropriations? R ö 

Mr. LENROOT. I think perhaps the Senator was not in the 
Chamber when I began my statement. I tried then to give the 
reason for the large commerce in the early days and the reason 
for the decline, the decline being in part due to the fact that 
the reduction of rates on railroads drove the commerce off the 
river and in part due to the fact that originally water was the 
only means by which commerce could be transported. In the 
early days there were no railroads; but if the origin of ship- 
ment is inland, away from the river, and the haul upon the river 
is a short haul and the destination is away from the river, it 
is actually cheaper to ship by rail than by water. 

Mr. KING. I appreciate that, and I think I agree with the 
observation of the Senator, but the point I am trying to make 
is that if appropriations were made for improvement or main- 
tenance, they were insignificant in amount measured by the ap- 
propriations for the past 20 or 30 years for improvements upon 
the Mississippi River, and if without appropriations for im- 
provement or maintenance the volume of commerce which 
could be carried in those early days was in excess of that which 
is now carried why make additional improvements? 

Mr. LENROOT. Because in the early days in point of tons 
the cost was very small indeed for each boat, but now the 
greater the draft the greater the tonnage of your barge, and 
the greater the tonnage of your barge the cheaper it can be 
operated. Of course, commerce can not be carried over a river 
with a 3-foot draft as cheaply as it can over a river with a 
6-foot draft, and that is still more true of a river with a 9-foot 
draft. On the Great Lakes, with our tremendous commerce, I 
will say in passing that more commerce goes in and out of my 
own city of Superior, in connecting with Duluth, just across the 
way, than is handled, according to some of these tables, in all 
the so-called secondary rivers and harbors put together. 

Mr. KING. Does the Senator mean that the boats which 
are now used upon the Mississippi River are so much larger 
than those which were used in the early days that they could 
not have been floated down the river in those days? 

Mr. LENROOT. Certainly; in those early days they had a 
2 or 3 foot draft. y 

Mr. KING. My understanding is that some of those boats 
carried considerable tonnage, and while the boats used now 
are larger and carry a greater tonnage, they are so constructed 
as not to require very deep water; they are flat-bottomed, in 
other words, 

Mr. LENROOT. They are flat-bottomed. I want to spend 
a moment now upon the question as to what part of this 
$56,000,000 will be used in the way of maintenance of some of 
our rivers, and the commerce that is carried on them. The 
hour is late, and I am going to refer to only a few. 

Mr, WADSWORTH. I assume the Senator is going to refer 
to the projects which are mentioned in this report as finished, 
in a large measure? 


Mr. LENROOT. I am going to refer only to those where 
the appropriation is made for maintenance. I am not going 
to discuss any item where the appropriation is for improve- 
ment. Take, for instance, the Pamlico and Tar Rivers, of 
North Carolina, where it is proposed to spend $12,000 of this 
$56,000,000 for maintenance of those streams, upon which in 
1921 there was a commerce of 624 tons. In other words, we 
propose to expend out of the United States Treasury about $20 
a ton in this particular instance for the commerce that is car- 
ried over those rivers. 

On the Red River, in Arkansas, it is proposed to expend 
$100,000 in maintenance, a river upon which last year there 
were carried 13,000 tons; or it is proposed to spend about $7.50 
a ton out of the United States Treasury for the commerce that 
is carried over that river. 

There is a river in Florida, the name of which I can not 
pronounce, upon which it is proposed to expend $90,000, as I 
read it, for maintenance, upon which 5,000 tons of commerce 
were carried last year. 

I wish that every Senator would read this table, and espe- 
cially these items for maintenance, and the figures of the 
commerce carried upon the rivers, and see what it is cost- 
ing out of the United States Treasury to carry a few hun- 
zea or a few thousand tons of commerce upon some of the 
rivers. 

When one objects to that, surely it can not be said that he is 
an enemy to the improvement of our rivers and other water- 
ways. Indeed, the public sentiment against proper expendi- 
tures—expenditures which will clearly be beneficial to the 
public—has been caused by Congress being willing in some cases 
to have money taken out of the Treasury the expenditure of 
which never can be justified from the standpoint of the benefits 
conferred upon commerce thereby. 

I do not think we ought to confine ourselves to the Budget 
estimate of $27,000,000 for next year, and I want to say that 
while I have stood and shall continue to stand by the Budget, 
I have never taken the position that, so far as Congress itself 
is concerned, Congress is without power or without right to 
increase an estimate made by the Budget, Our committee have 
done it in a number of instances at this session; but there should 
be the strongest reason, it seems to me, for so doing, and there 
ought to be a full investigation before it is done. 

I do not think it is necessary that we should appropriate 
$56,000,000 for the purposes of this river and harbor work. I 
believe that could be cut down without any injury to any legiti- 
mate project now authorized by law, but I am afraid that the 
Budget officer forgot for the moment that last year we author- 
ized 35 new projects, and that those projects were projects of 
the utmost importance, as certified by the Board of Engineers, 
most of them more important than the vast majority of old 
projects in the pending bill. It is proposed to spend $13,000,000, 
in round numbers, upon those new projects. We appropriated 
$42,000,000 last year without any of these new projects. So, 
Mr. President, if those new projects are to be commenced and 
many of them completed within the year, assuming that $13,- 
000,000 is spent on the 35 important and urgent projects, it 
would leave only $14,000,000 for maintenance and for carrying 
on the work on projects existing before the passage of the last 
law; and that sum is too small. 

I shall propose as an amendment to the amendment to strike 
out “$27,000,000” and insert in lieu thereof “ $42,000,000.” I 
believe that will permit cutting out of the bill items which can 
not be defended, and for which I do not blame the engineers— 
Congress is to blame, not they—and at the same time afford 
ample funds for the carrying on of the projects which are neces- 
sary for commerce and can clearly be justified. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the chair). Will 
the Senator state his amendment to the amendment for the 
benefit of the Chair? 

Mr. LENROOT. I move to strike out “$27,000,000” and to 
insert “ $42,000,000.” 

Mr. KING. Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LENROOT. I yield. 

Mr. KING. The Senator stated in his concluding sentence 
that for the recommendations of the engineers he did not blame 
them. In view of the items to which he has directed attention, 
and numerous other items which are just as reprehensible and 
just as indefensible, I ask the Senator how he can justify the 
conduct of the engineers in recommending appropriations for 
those items? Furthermore, how can he justify the action of the 
engineers in recommending 35 new projects for which provision 
is made in the bill? How can he justify the recommendation 
of the engineers for 165 new projects, many of which are as 
lacking in merit as any of the projects to which the Senator has 
called the attention of the Senate. 
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Mr. LENROOT. In reply I will say, first, that the Senator 
has observed that I have not attempted to defend the engineers 
in their original recommendations, but after Congress has once 
adopted the recommendations for improvemept and mainte- 
nance thereafter, then the engineers are justifled in assuming 
that it is a policy which has been adopted by Congress, and that 
they should make such estimates as are necessary to carry out 
the policy once adopted. 

With reference to new projects, I may say that I am a member 
of the Committee on Commerce. We went carefully into every 
one of the 35 proposed projects. I think, out of something like 
200, every one of the 35 which have been recommended is very 
urgent in character, that they are necessary; but as to the 106, 
or whatever the number may be, I wish to say frankly to the 
Senator from Utah that, as a member of the Committee on Com- 
merce, I shall not be ready to vote for the authorization of those 
projects unless there be a showing that will clearly justify 


them. 

Mr. KING. As I recall, one of the 35 projects on which the 
Senator now places the seal of his approval is Jamaica Bay, 
which has a few tons of freight, local in character, There are 
a few buildings upon the bay, so called. The freight was hauled 
from there, and a wharf was erected by the manufacturers 
who have little plants there. It would cost in the neighborhood 
of $11,000,000 to $12,000,000, as I recall. Does the Senator 
indorse that project? 

Mr. LENROOT. The Senator from New York [Mr. Waps- 
wortH] is amply able to take care of that, but let me give the 
Senator an illustration. I refer to my home city i 

Mr. KING. Now the Senator 

Mr. LENROOT. Just a moment; because I am going to draw 
a parallel. 

Mr. KING. But the Senator is not answering my question. 

Mr. LENROOT. Iam going to answer the Senator's question. 
My home city of Superior and the city of Duluth have a com- 
merce to-day of 30,000,000 tons a year. The Government has 
expended some four or five million dollars there, and if it were 
not for the improvement made by the Government and by the 
two cities, instead of 30,000,000 tons of commerce a year there 
would not be 100,000 tons, because there would be no harbor 
there. Exactly the same thing is true, as the committee were 
convinced, of Jamaica Bay. There is a great congestion of 
commerce in the port of New York, and here is a bay which, 
when improved, as certainly as the sun shines when there are 
no clouds, will be immediately used fer docks and shipping 
facilities. That is the consideration which actuated the com- 
mittee. Perhaps the committee were wrong, but in that case 
the fact that there was no commerce had no bearing any more 
than we should say that we will not improve the Ohio River be- 
cause there is no commerce upon it. 

I am making a distinction, if the Senator pleases, between a 
river or a harbor that has never been improved and improve- 
ment will bring commerce upon it, and the maintenance of a 
river where the improvement is either complete or no improve- 
ment is contemplated. The Senator must perceive very clearly 
the distinction. 

Mr. CARAWAY. If the argument of the Senator from Utah 
were sound and there had been no improvement in the great 
New York Harbor, there would still have been very little com- 
merce there. 

Mr. LENROOT. That is true, of course. 

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator from Wisconsin, 
speaking of his own city of Duluth—— 

Mr. LENROOT. Superior. 

Mr. KING. Superior? I had in mind Proctor Knott's great 
tribute to Duluth, so that it overshadowed Superior or any of 
the cities in the Senator’s State. 

Mr. LENROOT. It did then. 

Mr. KING. The fame of Duluth still lives and the glory of 
Superior is not yet comprehended. 

Mr. LENROOT. Not yet brought to its fulfillment, but com- 
prehended. 

Mr. KING. That is beside the mark, I was about to ask 
the Senator if he thinks there is some duty and responsibility 
resting upon municipalities that are favorably situated upon 
harbors, and some duty and responsibility on some States 
within which the harbors are found, to make appropriations 
and development in order to improve the commerce, the riches, 
and the prosperity of the State, or must the Federal Govern- 
ment improve all the harbors? 

Mr, LENROOT. I would say that where the commerce either 


originates in a local point or is consumed in the local point, 
that is true to a very large extent. Where a port is a gate- 
way, where many millions of peoples are the beneficiaries of 


improvements, certainly the Senator would not say that the 
local municipality should bear any considerable portion of the 
cost. 


Mr. KING. I am making no comment upon that. I was get- 
ting the Senator's view. 

Mr. LENROOT. I say that where the benefit is fully local 
the community should bear a part of the cost, but where the 
benefit is for the people at large or for a vast territory it 
would be very unfair to have the local community bear any 
substantial portion of it. 

Mr. KING. The Senator feels that under the power of the 
Federal Government to regulate commerce is implied the au- 
thority, if not the duty, or perhaps both, to expend millions 
of doliars taken from the taxpayers of the United States to 
improve rivers and harbors, to expend millions thereon, par- 
ticularly, if the commerce is not local in the sense in which 
the Senator used the term “ local.” 

Mr. LENROOT. Of course, the Senator remembers that for 
many years in the history of our Government the party of 
which he is a distinguished member took the position and 
made an issue of it that internal improvements were in vio- 
lation of the Constitution. But the Senator also knows that 
he is very lonesome in his own party now, where rivers and 
harbors improvements are involved, to urge the unconstitu- 
tionality of internal improvements of that character., 

Mr. KING. I am not only lonesome in regard to that ques- 
tion but I find that I am sometimes quite lonesome with re- 
spect to other questions which involve the rights of the States 
as against the new federalism which has become such a men- 
ace, in my view, to the proper individualism and the proper 
development of the States and the proper assertion of the 
rights of local self-government. 

But before the Senator takes his seat, if I may further im- 
pose upon his patience, some observations were made the other 
day by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Boran] and, as I recall, 
the Senator from Wisconsin took some part in the discussion, 
relating to the policy of putting upon the War Department ap- 
propriation bill items of appropriations for rivers and harbors. 
I made some suggestions as to a remedy so as to prevent what 
was conceded, by some Senators at least, to be a very unwise 
procedure. 

I ask the Senator now if it would not be a wise and proper 
course for the Senate to strike out the entire appropriation 
for rivers and harbors, for the purpose of—I will not say 
of compelling, because I do not wish to use that expression 
with respect to the distinguished branch of Congress at the 
other end of the Capitol—but for the purpose of persuading 
the House of Representatives to adopt a different policy and 
to send us a river and harbor bill as such, not as a part of 
the Army appropriation bill, or a part of the naval appro- 
priation bill, or the part of any other bill, so that the ques- 
tion of the amount that shall be expended for rivers and 
harbors may be discussed and passed upon on its own merits 
and not have it linked with some other bill. 

The statement was made that perhaps the President of the 
United States would feel compelled to sign this bill, though it 
was understood he is opposed to the increase above the rec- 
ommendations of the Budget Bureau. Does the Senator think 
that now is the time for the Senate to outline such a policy 
and to assert its right to consider a bill of such magnitude 
and character by itself instead of having it a part of another, 
measure? 

Mr. LENROOT. If I were anxious that Congress be called 
back here after the 4th of March in special session, I might 
be inclined to agree with the Senator; but I am not. The 
Senator has been a Member of the House of Representatives, 
as I have, and he knows how persuasive, as he puts it, such 
action upon the part of the Senate would be, and how little 
influence it would have with the end of the session about three 
weeks away. This is not the time to make the effort. I hope 
that something can be done at the next session of Congress, 
and perhaps it can be done through the Congress, so that the 
same committees may still have jurisdiction of the matter, 
but report a separate river and harbor bill. 

Mr. KING. If I may be pardoned for the expression of a 
view a little at variance with that of the able Senator, the 


House of Representatives fs in control of the Republican Party, 


as is the Senate. The House of Representatives knows, and 
the majority Members in the House know, that an Army appro- 
priation bill is imperatively required. I can not believe, and 
I think the Senator will agree with me, that the majority Mem- 
bers would adopt a policy that would defeat the Army appro- 
priation bill, particularly when they know that by the excision 
of this item from the bill it would perhaps meet the approval, 
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of the distinguished President of the United States, the great 


leader of the Republican Party. They know, furthermore, that 
there is ample time for them to take up a rivers and harbors 
bill and to put it through the House of Representatives as a 
separate measure, bring it to the Senate, and that the Senate 
would have opportunity to consider it and to pass it, and it 
could be passed in this body, and would be passed in this body, 
before the end of the session. 

Mr. LENROOT, I will give the Senator my opinion for what- 
ever if may be worth. Even if the conference committee or 
the Committee on Appropriations should be willing to agree to 
have this part of the bill stricken out and a new bill intro- 
duced, and if all the Republican leaders in the House of Rep- 
resentatives should so agree, it is my opinion that there would 
still be enough Republicans with an almost solid Democratic 
vote against the proposition which the Senator urges, so that 
it would be defeated. The Senator is not unaware, as I am, 
that there is some politics in a rivers and harbors bill. 

Mr. KING. I have such confidence in the patriotism of Re- 
publicans, both in the House and in the Senate, that I feel 
sure that those in the House would yield to such wise and 
patriotice action and would segregate the two bills and would 
Send back within a very few days a rivers and harbors bill. 
I am Sure there are sufficient Republicans in the Senate to 
join in speedily passing such a bill. 

Mr. LENROOT. I think we will have something of an indi- 
cation of the sentiment of the Senate in that respect when we 
come to vote upon the pending amendment to see whether 
they are willing to reduce the amount at all. If the Senate 
is not willing to make any reduction, the Senator from Utah 
will agree with me that it would be utterly useless to attempt 
to strike out the item entirely. 

Mr. KING. Except as a question of precedent. It seems 
to me that we are now committing ourselves to a policy that 
will be a sort of chain upon us in the future and may bind 
us at a time when it will be exceedingly irksome and when 
we will feel serious embarrassment. 

Mr. LENROOT. This is not the first bill. 
last year. So this is not making a precedent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend- 
ment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LENROOT] 
to the amendment proposed by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
BORAH]. 

Mr, KING. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. LENROOT. A parliamentary inquiry. Did the Senator 
from Idaho call for the yeas and nays upon his amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He did. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Utah [Mr. 
Kina] has suggested the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. KING. I withhold the suggestion for one moment. I 
wish to ask the Senator from New York, if a yote is now 
taken upon the amendment offered by the Senator from Wis- 
consin, if it is then his purpose to permit us to adjourn until 
to-morrow? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I had hoped that we should vote this 
evening on the amendment offered by the Senator from Wis- 
consin and, in the event of the adoption or defeat of that 
amendment, that we might vote on the so-called Borah amend- 
ment. If that shall be done, I am willing to conclude the ses- 
sion for the day. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am hopeful that the Senate may at 
least dispose of this item to-night. 

Mr. KING. We can not do that. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I am perfectly willing to do that, but I 
am beginning to despair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. So far as I am concerned, I myself 
spoke this afternoon for an hour, trespassing upon the time of 
the Senate, which is unusual, because I felt the importance of 
the matter; but I think this item should be disposed of. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I think it should be disposed of before 
we take a recess to-day. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. And I hope the Senator will hold the 
Senate here until this particular item in the bill shall have 
been disposed of. . 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is my intention, if the Senate will 
stand for it, to hold the Senate here so long as it is possible 
to do so. 

Mr, UNDERWOOD. So far as I am personally concerned, I 
am willing that that shall be done. 

Mr. KING. I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The absence of a quorum is 
suggested. The Secretary will call the roll. 


This was done 


The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators 
answered to their names: 


Gerry McKellar Spencer 
Bayard Glass McKinley Stanfield 
Brookhart Gooding McNary Stanley 
Broussard Harreld oses pes J 
Bursum arrison Nelson Sutherland 
Calder Heflin New Swanson 
Cameron Johnson Norbeck Townsend 
Capper Jones, N. Mex. Norris Trammell 
Caraway Kendrick . die Underwood 
Colt Keyes Overman Wadsworth 
Dial King per Walsh, Mass. 
Fernald Ladd ‘oindexter Warren 
Fletcher Lenroot Reed, Pa. Williams 
Frelinghuysen Lodge Sheppard Willis 
George McCormick Shields 

Mr. LODGE. I desire to announce that the Senator from 


Kansas [Mr. Curtis] is necessarily absent on official business. 

Mr. BROOKHART. I wish to repeat the statement that the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. La FOLLETTE] is necessarily ab- 
sent on business of the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty-nine Senators have an- 
swered to their names. A quorum is present. 

Mr. CALDER. I ask unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Recorp a telegram from the president of the Chamber of 
Commerce of Brooklyn, N. Y., urging that the appropriation 
recommended by the Committee on Appropriations be agreed to 
by the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. : 

The telegram referred to is as follows: 7 

BROOKLYN, N. X., January 29, 1923. 


WILLIAM M. CALDER, 
Washington, D. 0.: 


We urge you to vote for the riyers and harbors appropriation in the 
interest of the Jamaica Bay 8 The members of the Brook- 
lyn Chamber of Commerce are solidly behind this project, and we urge 
you to give it your support. 

ARTHUR S. SOMMERS, President. 

Mr, CALDER. Mr. President, I also present a letter from 
the chairman of the Port of New York Authority, which, I 
may say, was established by compact between the States of 
New York and New Jersey, and its membership is made up of 
citizens of both States. I ask that the letter may be read. 

: The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none. The Secretary will read as requested. 

The reading clerk read as follows: 

Tue Port ov New Tonk AUTHORITY, 
New York, February 5, 1923, 
Hon. WX. M. CALDER 


Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dran SENATOR CALDER : The Port Authority has been somewhat con- 
cerned at the recommendations of the Director of the Budget for a 


cut of practically 50 per cent in the amount recommended by the 
Sa of Engineers for development and maintenance of rivers and 
rs 


T 5 
We are fully aware of the poene demand and necessity for care 
and economy in Federal expenditures, but we believe it would be a 
false economy to cut those expenditures which are directly necessary 
in the provision for and promotion of produceva enterprise. 

We can, of course, only express a positive opinion about those items 
with which we are familiar, which are the ones relating to main- 
tenance and construction of channels in the waters which constitute 
the port of New York district. We are familiar with the careful study 
and conservative judgment evidenced by the Board of Sno Engineers 
for Rivers and Harbors in this district in arriving at their judgment 
as to the sums that could be 5 expended in this district during 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924. 

We not only heartily concur in those recommendations but we 
believe the expenditures essentially necessary in the interests of the 
commerce of the Nation being handled at and 5 8 5 this port and 
to 3 peha of the communities directly affected lying within the 

r strict. 

Pohe e ditures recommended by the Chief of Engineers to be 
made in the 75 of New York will contribute both to productive en- 
terprise and to economies in the handling of commerce to a degree far 
more than necessary to justify the expenditures as recommended. 
Yours very truly, 
E. H. OUTERBRIDGE, Chairman. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is upon agreeing 
to the amendment offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Lenroor] to the amendment proposed by the Senator from 
Idaho [Mr. BORAH]. f 

Mr. FLETCHER. I ask that the Secretary state the amend- 
ment to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the 
amendment to the amendment. 

The Reaprne CLERK. The Senator from Idaho proposes to 
strike out “ $56,588,910" and to insert in lieu thereof 827,000, 
000.“ To that amendment the Senator from Wisconsin proposes 


an amendment to strike out $27,000,000" and insert “ $42,000,- 
000.” 


Mr. FLETCHER. I ask for the yeas and nays. 
Mr. President, a parliamentary inquiry. 


Mr. KING. 


1923. 


The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state his par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. KING. If the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin shall prevail, would that defeat a vote upon the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question then would recur 
upon the amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho as 
amended by the amendment of the Senator from Wisconsin, 

Mr. McKELLAR. I inquire if the yeas and nays have been 
ordered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas and nays have not 
been ordered upon the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Wisconsin to the amendment of the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask for the yeas and nays. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Let us have the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. NORRIS obtained the floor. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, as I understand, if the 
pending amendment 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I beg the Senator’s pardon; I was not 
aware that he had taken the floor. I merely wish to ask a ques- 
tion. If the amendment proposed by the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin to the amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho pre- 
vails, I understand it will make the appropriation $42,000,000 
instead of $27,000,000? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is the understanding of 
the Chair. ; 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. So that those who are in favor of the 
item should support the amendment to the amendment. 

Mr, CARAWAY. Mr. President, will the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to me for Just a second? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, the Senator from Wiscon- 
sin [Mr. Lenroor] rather challenged the figures given by Mr. 
Newton, which I read, touching the reduction in freight rates 
from Minneapolis to St. Louis. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I wish to say to the Senator 
that I would just as lief yield the floor and resume it after he 
concludes. I did not expect to speak about what the Senator 
is discussing, but I can see that he ought to be permitted to 
say what he wants to say on that subject now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Arkansas is 

recognized. 
Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I am sorry that I inter- 
rupted the Senator from Nebraska, but the Senator from Wis- 
consin wanted to know the authority for the statement as to 
the reduction of freight rates on lines paralleling the Missis- 
sippi River and the rates that prevailed from Minneapolis to 
Kansas City. At the time the inquiry was made I did not have 
the authority, but I wish to say that the information comes 
from the report of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

Since I have the floor I should like to call attention to a 
number of other discriminations, if I may be permitted to use 
that term, or, at any rate, instances showing that to points 
which have a river or sea connection freight rates are very 
much cheaper. I could take the rates from Portland, Me., to 
New Orleans, à distance of 14686 miles, and show that the 
freight rate on first-class freight is $2.51, while from Dallas, 
Tex., to New Orleans, a distance of 515 miles, the rate is $3.315. 
The rate between Boston and San Francisco on fruits is just 
exactly the same as the rate upon the same class of freight be- 
tween San Francisco and Kansas City, which is just half the 
distance. In other words, all the points that have water-com- 
peting rates have rail rates that are not exceeding half and in 
some cases are less than one-third of the rail rates between 
points equidistant but having no water rates. 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, the information just given by 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway] is exceedingly en- 
lightening. You will notice that he has given not what has 
been the rate, but the rate as it stands to-day. I should like 
to be sure of that, and I will inquire of the Senator from 
Arkansas: The rates that the Senator has just given are rates 
now in existence, are they? 

Mr. CARAWAY. Rates now in existence or that were re- 
cently in existence. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes. The statement was made by somebody 
during the debate some time to-day or yesterday that while 
these things existed in the past they did not exist now. While 
I have not looked up any rate in reference to the debate on 
this bill at this time, I am satisfied that the discrimination that 
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has frequently been pointed out, that has existed in the past, 
still exists. We have it with us now. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that any man can justify the 
condition that the Senator from Arkansas has pointed out, for 
instance, in the rate from Portland, Me., to New Orleans, some- 
thing over 1,800 miles, being much less than the freight rate 
on the same material from Dallas, Tex., to New Orleans. It 
seems to me that the discrepancy, the injustice, is so apparent 
that it can not be justified on any ground whatever. 

I do not want to cast any vote or take any action here that 
would injure any legitimate harbor or river or other improve- 
ment that may be contemplated by this appropriation. Since I 
have been in Congress I have been one of those who have 
usually opposed the river and harbor bills. I think those of us 
who opposed those bills were doing what we thought was good 
service to the country and to the taxpayers who had to foot the 
bills. I never have believed that any river and harbor bill with 
which I have ever been familiar was all wrong. I never have 
examined one yet but that it had, in my judgment, a great many 
good items in it, a great many instances where the Government 
could properly expend the money that was provided for in the 
bill. But, Mr. President, it became common knowledge over 
this country—common belief, at least, on the part of prac- 
tically all the people—that a river and harbor bill and a public 
buildings bill were two species of congressional legislation that 
could not be defended as a whole. They were designated—I 
think, as a rule, properly so—as logrolling propositions, contain- 
ing a vast amount of appropriations for the expenditure of 
public funds that could not be defended upon any just and fair 
economical consideration. 

I believe that the opposition that has taken place in the past 
to river and harbor bills, while it usually failed, and sometimes 
resulted in a compromise, has in the end done a great deal of 
good. As far as my limited time has permitted me to examine 
the particular uses to which this lump-sum appropriation is 
going to be put. I believe it is the best river and harbor appro- 
priation that I have ever examined. It has a great many meri- 
torious things in it. But, Mr. President, the reputation of a 
river and harbor bill has been built up by the kind of legisia- 
tion that I have outlined; and the good and the bad have been 
classified, perhaps wrongfully, as a system of logrolling legisla- 
tion that was unjustified, as a pork-barrel proposition. Like 
Old Dog Tray, who had to suffer because he was in bad com- 
pany, those who have good items in the bill have to take the 
blame oftentimes because of the bad items that are likewise in 
the bill. I think there are some such items—as far as I have 
examined the bill, I think there are quite a good many such 
items—in this bill; that is, they are not in the bill proper, but 
they are included in the rivers and harbors that are going to be 
improved by the use of this lump-sum appropriation. They are 
included in the report of the engineers among the purposes for 
which this money is going to be used, and the use of a great deal 
of the money for these purposes can not be justified. 

There is another reason now, Mr. President, why we ought to 
be more careful than in the past, and that is because of the 
necessity for economy in legislation. We have heard it preached 
by all political parties, by all people, by all newspapers, that the 
strictest kind of economy in appropriations was necessary now 
in this Government, as, indeed, it is necessary in every other 
government. We now have conditions confronting us that never 
have confronted us before when we were considering a river 
and harbor appropriation bill or a public buildings bill. We 
ought not only te serutinize the bill so closely that we could 
throw out every proposition about which there was any doubt 
but we ought perhaps under existing conditions to delay a good 
many meritorious propositions that can be delayed without loss 
to the taxpayers. 

Mr. President, in the report of the engineers printed in the 
Recorp yesterday, and printed in the Recorp at the request of 
a Senator who is in favor of appropriating $56,000,000 for this 
purpose, there are a great many items that require only a 
glance to tell that they ought to be excluded, at least at the 
present time, and some of them perhaps forever, certainly until 
the conditions show that there would be some reasonable ex- 
cuse for the expenditure of public money upon them. 

Here is one river that is to be improved where they expect 
to use $2,000 for maintenance out of this fund, and in the year 
1921 the commerce on that river was 2,544 tons. In round 
numbers that is about $1 a ton out of the Public Treasury for 
maintenance alone. It is not contemplated in the case of that 
river to make anything new, but for every ton of freight 
shipped on the river it costs the Government of the United 
States practically $1 to keep the river in condition so that it 
can be shipped. : 
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Mr. GOODING. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield. 

Mr. GOODING, I should like to ask the Senator if he has 
any knowledge of the influence of that particular river on 
freight rates in the surrounding country? 

Mr. NORRIS. No. 

Mr. GOODING. I want to say to the Senator that in my 
State the only chance for water transportation to the ocean 
which we had a few years ago was at Lewiston, Idaho. Be- 
cause of the fact that there is possible water transportation 
there the people at Lewiston, Idaho, enjoy very much lower 
freight rates than the people at any other point in my State. 
Is it not possible, after all, that these projects that we are dis- 
cussing here over which there is only a small amount of freight 
moving are of great benefit to the farmers of that particular 
community? It is true in my State, so far as the only river is 
concerned over which there is a possible chance for a boat to 
reach the ocean, although none is moving at the present time; 
but it is there. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, Mr. President; I will say, in answer to 
the Senator’s question, that what he suggests is possible. Be- 
cause it is possible, however, is that a sufficient reason for the 
appropriation of this money? Ought we not, before we use the 
money that is taken from an overburdened people by taxation, 
to require that a showing should be made, not that such a 
thing may be possible, but that there is some reason, some 
probability within reason, that if we expend the money we will 
get good returns from it? 

Mr. GOODING and Mr. SPENOER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield; and if so, to whom? 3 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; I yield to both Senators. I yield to the 
Senator from Idaho first. 

Mr. GOODING. I will ask the Senator if it is not possible 
also that there is a violation of the fourth section of the inter- 
state commerce act, as amended, in those particular communi- 
ties where but very little use is made of the river? 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes; that is possible, I will say to the Senator. 
All things are possible. 

Mr. GOODING. That it has practically destroyed the water 
competition? 

Mr. NORRIS. That may be possible. 


Mr. GOODING. It is possible, and it is the fact in many 
communities. 
Mr. NORRIS. I will say that that is possible; but before 


we take money out of the Federal Treasury it is not enough to 
show a possibility, in my judgment. Especially is that true now 
under existing conditions, 

I now yield to the Senator from Missouri. 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I agree with the Senator 
from Nebraska that more than a mere possibility ought to be 
shown. The necessity for the appropriation ought to be shown 
beyond a reasonable doubt; but I ask the Senator from Ne- 
braska whether he has considered the fact that out of more 
than 200 projects which the Engineer Department regarded as 
essential last year Congress picked out 36 as being strategic 
and necessary; and if this appropriation were reduced, as the 
Senator from Wisconsin proposes, to $42,000,000 not one dollar 
could be expended for any one of those 36 new projects? Those 
include Milwaukee, Galveston Harbor—where there is a real 
peril—Coos Bay in Oregon, and so on, the 36 strategic projects 
which need immediate attention. I say that for this reason, 
and I thank the Senator for his courtesy: The $56,000,000 is 
made up of the appropriation of last year, $42,000,000, plus 
$13,000,000, which is necessary for the new projects, and if it 
is cut down to $42,000,000 not one dollar can be expended upon 
the new projects. 

Mr. NORRIS. Why does the Senator say that if this appro- 
priation is cut down there will be nothing spent at Galveston, 
Tex.? What authority has he for that statement? 

Mr. SPENCER. Because Galveston, Tex., is a new project, 

Mr. NORRIS. Oh, I beg the Senator’s pardon. 

Mr. SPENCER. I do not mean old Galveston; I mean the 
extension of the wall. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is what I mean. 

Mr. SPENCER. It is a new project that was ratified by 
Congress last year—I have the act in my hand—and that is 
one of the new projects, for which $600,000 is appropriated. 
That is a part of the $13,000,000 that makes the difference be- 
tween $42,000,000 and $56,000,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. Is the Senator aware that this very day in 
the Senate the Senator from Florida, in answer to interroga- 
tories by me, read the testimony of General Taylor, in which 
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he said that they would be able to take care of Galveston 
even though there was no increase above the Budget estimate? 

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, that is impossible 

Mr. NORRIS. That is in the testimony, from the man who 
has charge of all of it. 

Mr. SPENCER. Because the Budget calls for $27,000,000, 
and the harbors upon the eastern seacoast and the western 
Seacoast alone will require $27,000,000 for their maintenance. 
There would not be left in the Treasury a single dollar avail- 
able for rivers. Here are the figures: $19,000,000 for new 
work and $7,000,000 for maintenance, which takes up the 
entire appropriation in harbors alone. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator was not here this afternoon 
when we went over that to the extent that we read the testi- 
mony taken before the committee, and that particular harbor 
was mentioned by General Taylor in his testimony, who said 
they were going to complete it anyway, even if they did not 
get any additional money. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. They have complete discretion, with 
the approval of the Secretary of War. 

Mr. NORRIS. Of course they have. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There is nothing binding in this report 
at all. 

Mr. NORRIS. To say that because we cut down the appro- 
priation this particular place or that particular place will 
have to be cut out is to say that we will not be able to use 
any of the money appropriated. Nobody proposes to cut this 
appropriation below $27,000,000. It is true some places will 
have to be left out. Suppose they leave out a place like the 
river I have just read about, where it costs a dollar a ton 
for every ton that is moved over it to keep the river in shape 
so that traffic can be moved. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. There are many worse than that. 

Mr. NORRIS. Yes, there are a number worse than that. 
Let neither the Senator from Missouri nor anybody else get 
the idea that I want to have the appropriation for those har- 
bors or rivers or bays cut down, whatever they may be, which, 
in the judgment of the proper officials, should be cared for 
to the extent of the appropriation that is made. I do not 
want to have the appropriation entirely cut out. I believe 
that under existing conditions we ought to cut this down, I 
think we ought to cut it down to $27,000,000. There will then 
be some worthy places which ought to be worked on, where 
there must be delay. For instance, it developed this after- 
noon in the debate that General Taylor testified that if they 
got the $56,000,000 he expected to use seven or eight million 
on the Ohio River, and that with that money he expected to 
commence three new dams and work on them, as well as work- 
ing on other dams which are partially completed. I would not 
want to prevent work on the dams which are partially com- 
pleted. I do not want to prevent the building of those three 
new dams when we can do it properly and are in better finan- 
cial shape to do it. I would not want to injure the existing 
conditions by stopping work on a dam, as the Ford followers 
did with the Muscle Shoals project, and to so fix an appropria- 
tion that it would not be usable during the season of the year 
when they could do good work, I do not want to injure the 
Government in that way. I would like to see the work on the 
Ohio River, where the Government has partially built a dam, 
go on at a reasonable rate, at a rate which would, under all 
the circumstances, be economical and proper; but with the 
present condition of the Treasury of the United States, with 
the present condition of the taxpayers of the United States, 
I would not start on any new projects. I would utilize the 
appropriation on the existing work, and we can do with less 
than $56,000,000. 

Mr. STANLEY. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Kentucky? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. STANLEY. The Senator speaks of completing dams 
which have been started, but delaying the construction of new 
dams, It is true that work of that kind after it is started 
is very much more costly if the work is stopped, because 
floods and atmospheric conditions tend to disintegrate the 
work already done unless it is brought to completion as rap- 
idly as possible. 

Does the Senator realize the enormous economic waste, such 
as no private concern is guilty of, in constructing dams as we 
have constructed the dams on the Ohio River? There is a 
stream which carries more tonnage than enters New York 
Harbor. There is no harbor on this continent which handles 
as great a tonnage as is carried on the Ohio River. Coal has 
been transported on that river for five-tenths of a mill per 
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ton-mile, and the average rate for like commodities on the rail- 
roads is 700 times that much. 

Dams have been constructed over a stretch of 500 miles on 
the upper part of that rapidly falling stream where, in order 
to get a 10-foot pool, the dams had to be placed 6 or 8 or 10 
miles apart. Now we have reached a stage of the river within 
120 feet of sea level in an unbroken plane where one dam 
gives us a pool 30 miles long. Yet with the expenditure of all 
the millions we have spent the canalization of the Ohio River, 
with the prime purpose of giving us an unbroken waterway 
to the Mississippi River, is comparatively useless for through 
freight as long as there is one shoal, as long as there is one 
sand bar, as long as there is less than a 6-foot channel avail- 
able. So the completion of two or three dams on the Ohio 
River not only makes available that portion of the river but 
opens to the commerce of the United States, through the in- 
dustrial heart of this continent, the whole length of that great 
stream and multiplies by many hundred per cent the value of 
every dam hitherto constructed. Why this delay? Why this 
penny-wise and pound-foolish policy? Why this procrastina- 
tion in an improvement of known value? Why continue this 
policy of holding a dime so close to your eye that you can not 
see the dollar, I can not understand. 

Again I wish to ask the Senator from Nebraska about the 
item he has just mentioned. What is the item which the Sen- 
ator thinks is so objectionable? 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not read any item that I thought was 
particularly objectionable, any more than 15 or 20 others I 
could have read. 

Mr. STANLEY. An item where it costs a dollar a ton to 
transport the freight. 

Mr. NORRIS. There are lots of them. 

Mr. STANLEY. I wanted to get the one item. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator wanted to get the one I read? 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes, for the purpose of illustrating a point. 

Mr. NORRIS. Does the Senator want the name of that 
stream? 

Mr. STANLEY. Yes. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not know whether I can find it or not. 
I do not know whether I will get the same one. 

Mr. STANLEY. Any one of them. One will do as well as 
another, 

Mr. NORRIS. Take the Blackwater River, in Virginia, then. 

Mr. STANLEY. What is the objection to that? 

Mr. NORRIS. I have not made any. The Senator wanted 
me to give an item, so that he could argue. 

Mr. STANLEY. I wanted to ask the Senator about some 
item to which he was objecting. 

Mr. NORRIS. I will object to that one. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Virginia? 

Mr. NORRIS. No; not at the present time. The Senator 
from Kentucky has not finished the question he was asking me. 

Mr. STANLEY. This is my purpose, I will say to the Sen- 
ator from Nebraska: I want to know the specific ground of 
his objection to some one of these items, so that I can get the 
Senator’s viewpoint. 

Mr. POINDEXTER. Which one? 

Mr. STANLEY. I do not care which one he takes. 

Mr. NORRIS. I gave my objection. The Senator does not 
want me to repeat it, does he? 

Mr. STANLEY. If I understood the Senator, he said the 
amount of tonnage carried on the river previous to the improve- 
ment was so slight that the rate would amount to a dollar a 
ton on the traffic. carried. 

Mr. NORRIS. No. Improvement is not spoken of at all. 
I said that the cost of maintenance was practically a dollar a 
ton for the total amount of freight carried on the river. 

Mr. STANLEY. I wanted to call the Senator’s attention to 
this proposition, that if we take the freight carried prior to an 
improvement, it is totally misleading. I will give the Senator 
an illustration. There is no more pressing need now than to 
overcome, as far as possible, the seasonal lack of coal cars. 
Whenever the demand for coal in this country reaches its maxi- 
mum—that has been the history for 10 years—there is a total 
failure on the part of the railroads in transportating the coal, 
and will be a total failure for many years to come, Since the 
last coal strike was settled we have had miners ready and 
willing to work and coal available to supply twice the amount 
needed by the people in the middle of this winter. The trouble 
is with the transportation. As soon as that demand is met, 
in a few months, you will find the tracks and sidings all over 
the United States littered with empty coal cars. We have 
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more coal cars than we need when there is no great demand, 
during the period when there is slight demand, and not half 
as many as are necessary when the demand is abnormal. 

There is a little stream which feeds the Ohio down near 
Shawnee Town. There is a proposition, for instance, to extend 
the canalization of that little stream up for about a mile or 
two. The record will show that practically no freight is car- 


ried on that stream at present. The dredging of that stream 
furnishes water transportation to the most remarkable coal 
field in that region. There are already thousands of tons of 
coal practically contracted on account of its by-product and 
gas qualities in St. Louis and other large markets. If those 
coal fields can be reached by water transportation, at the very 
time coal cars can not be obtained, there will be uninterrupted 
water transportation. 

The quickest and surest way to solve this apparently unsolv- 
able problem of a seasonal breakdown in transportation facili- 
ties is to reach the coal regions, wherever they are adjacent 
to navigable waters, by improving those streams. This slight 
improvement on the one stream that has practically no ton- 
nage now would bring about a thousand times as much as is 
carried on the stream at the present time. We can not judge 
accurately by the meager data that we have as to the pro- 
priety or the wisdom of the improvements. None of them can 
be accomplished without the approval beforehand of competent 
Army engineers. 

Mr. NORRIS. I have forgotten the question the Senator 
asked me, but I will proceed. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Alabama? 

Mr. NORRIS. In just a moment I will yield to the Senator 
from Alabama. The Senator from Kentucky has well told 
what I think is necessary, and much better than I could have 
said it, but I would have said in substance a good deal of 
what he has said about the development of streams under the 
circumstances he outlined. If we can develop a stream that 
would reach the coal mine or a number of coal mines, I would 
be in favor of doing it; but when we did it, and the coal was 
developed and the Government had spent the money in im- 
proving the navigability of the stream so they could carry the 
coal out, does anyone suppose that the result would be that 
there would be any coal carried out? The case the Senator 
puts would be a proper one to develop. The stream he has 
described as running to the coal fields would be the kind of 
stream we ought to spend money on in making it navigable, 
but when we got it navigable the shipment of coal would com- 
mence and we would get some results from it and we would 
not be paying for the maintenance of the stream a dollar a 
ton for all the coal that was shipped out. 

So that, with all due respect to the illustrious Senator from 
Kentucky, I do not believe that the river or the stream he has 
outlined, whether it be a real one or an imaginary one, has 
anything to do with the objection I am making to streams 
where those conditions do not exist. 

I now yield to the Senator from Alabama, 

Mr. HEFLIN. I was just wondering if we could not get 
some kind of an agreement by which we could vote on the 
amendment and the amendment to the amendment and then 
take a recess until to-morrow. It is growing rather late. If 
we could agree to vote on the two amendments, I would like to 
see that arrangement made. I do not think the Senator from 
Utah [Mr. Kino] has any objection to such an arrangement. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. President, I do not want to cut off 
any debate by making a motion to lay on the table, so I am 
waiting until the debate ceases. I want to test the sentiment 
of the Senate on the proposition. When no Senator desires to 
debate further, I intend to make a motion to table the amend- 
ment to the amendment and the amendment and find out 
how the Senate stands on the question. Of course, whenever 
the vote comes, it will determine that question; but I make 
this statement because I do not want to take the floor to make 
the motion for the purpose of cutting off debate. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not want to delay a vote. While I have 
held the floor a good while already, I have not had an oppor- 
tunity to talk very much. It is often true in the Senate that 
the Senator who holds the floor does not do the talking. But 
that has not been my fault. 

I was going to read, when the interruptions took place, several 
other items. 

Mr. SWANSON. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me 
to interrupt him briefly? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield to the Senator from Virginia, 
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Mr. SWANSON. I wish to make a brief statement as to the 
item to which he has called special attention. I simply want 


to describe it. It is an item having to do with a stretch of 13 
miles of the Blackwater River from the little town of Franklin, 
a very enterprising town on that river. I think the improve- 
ment commenced in 1878. We have spent very little money 
on it. 

Mr. NORRIS. In 1878? 

Mr. SWANSON. I think we first had a small removal of 
obstructions there in 1878, but very little money has been spent 
on it. The traffic amounted to $303,000, though it was not 
large in tonnage. It consisted of peanuts and various products 
raised all along the river by the farmers. They would not 
otherwise have had access to the market, The commerce 
amounted to $300,000 that year. It is an enterprising town. 
In Franklin they have some railroad traffic, and I suspect most 
of it is picked up down the river. They have two steamers that 
have been regularly plying there for the last two years. 

I am satisfied that there would be no development there in 
an agricultural way except for this small expenditure of money. 
The proposition is to expend $2,000 this year for the removal of 
some snags or obstructions that have come into the river. That 
is all that is needed to take it up and make it accessible to the 
two steamers. 

I simply wanted to make this brief statement to show the 
amount of business that Is possible as a result of the expendi- 
ture of that small amount of money, which is more than usually 
given to keep it up. 

Mr. NORRIS. Now, let us take the Senator’s statement at 
100 per cent. I have no doubt it is entitled to be taken that 
way. A small town commenced this development in 1878, and 
they have come up to 1921—just count the years—and it cost 
the taxpayers $2,000 a year to keep that stream open, and there 
was a little bit over 2,000 tons shipped out. 

Mr. SWANSON. Will the Senator let me correct a mistake? 
It has only cost since 1878 $22,000. That is the entire amount 
thut has been expended on it in all those years. 

Mr. NORRIS. I did not know that. I am glad to get that 
contribution. Out of the $56,000,000 that is proposed to be 
taken from the taxpayers of America, we are going to spend 
$2,000 to keep the stream open in order that this enterprising 
town may continue business. 

Mr. SWANSON. I want to tell the Senator something else. 
All that has been spent on that entire enterprise since it started 
was $22,000. 

Mr. NORRIS. That is what the Senator said, and I have 
accepted that statement. Out of the $56,000,000 to be appro- 
priated when the bill passes and becomes a law the Govern- 
ment engineers propose to spend $2,000 to keep that stream 
open for one year. During the last year they have had just a 
little over 2,000 tons of freight. Should we appropriate from 
the Public Treasury of the United States funds for conditions 
of that kind? Are we warranted in doing it? If we are, then 
I want to call attention to an enterprising little town out in 
Nebraska—Steckville. It is the county seat of a county entirely 
agricultural, inhabited by some of the finest people in the world. 
It is on a stream. If Congress would spend $22,000 on that 
stream we could make it navigable for small boats to carry 
the produce of that community about 20 miles, where they would 
connect with a railroad. It would not cost $2,000 a year to 
keep the stream open, and I would guarantee that we would 
curry many times more than 2,000 tons of freight every year. 
Why not do that? If we do that in Virginia, why not do it in 
Nebraska? 

Mr. GOODING. Mr. President 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield. 

Mr. GOODING, I would say let us do it; but if we are going 
to strike out all the projects that we now have in the bill there 
will not be any chance for the Senator to improve his river in 
Nebraska. ‘Then, again, I want to call the attention of the 
Senator 

Mr. NORRIS. Let me answer that first. That is a subject 
about which I want to talk a little. 3 

If we strike this out, then there will not be any money to pay 
for making navigable, so to speak, tbe little streams in Ne- 
braska. There, Mr. President, is the foundation of a log- 
rolling proposition. That is what has given to the river and 
harbor bills its bad reputation in the past and made good items 
suffer with the bad ones, because it is a proposition that “If 
you will scratch my back in Virginia, I will scratch your back 
in Nebraska. We will open up a stream and help an enter- 
prising village in Virginia, and you will open up another one in 
Nebraska and help another enterprising village there.” If it 
were carried on all over the country in respect to every enter- 


. village, the cost would be billions instead of millions of 
Ollars. 

Mr. GOODING. I would like to ask the Senator, if it is as 
good a thing as he says it is, ought it not to be done in the 
interest of the people and in the interest of the taxpayers? 

Mr. NORRIS. Surely it ought to be done if somebody else 
will pay for it, but we are going to ruin the taxpayers before 
we bring it about if we have to pay it from taxation. 

Mr. GOODING. I can not agree with the Senator. Will the 
Senator let me make myself clear on a question presented 
before? With the 12,000 violations of the fourth section of the 
interstate commerce act, there is no question of doubt that 
where there is any water transportation at all on all these 
projects the Interstate Commerce Commission has permitted 
violations of that fourth section, These small projects which 
carry only a few tons of commerce at the present time, if prop- 
erly protected as they ought to be, might be carrying one hun- 
dred times as much more. 

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with that statement. 

Mr. GOODING. So it seems to me it is hardly fair to say 
what projects should be cut out by cuttting down the appro- 
priations. We should not be the judges, it seems to me. We 
can not judge fairly. 

Mr. NORRIS. The Senator and I agree on the proposition. 
He takes what is possible and what I deem is possible. If in a 
given case it could be demonstrated that that was going to 
happen, I would be for it, but on the face of it that evidence 
is not produced. I say the burden of proof is on the men who 
get the appropriation. When they prove it, I will be for it, 
with limitations. I will be for it as far as I think we can go 
in the expenditure of public money without injury to the 
Treasury of the United States. 

Mr. WILLIAMS and Mr. GOODING addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ne- 
braska yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. NORRIS. I will yield first to the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. GOODING. I want to say to the Senator from Nebraska 
that I am sure there is no place in America where there is 
water transportation but what the railroads have practically 
destroyed it through violations of the fourth section of the 
interstate commerce act. 

Mr. NORRIS. I again agree with the Senator in regard to 
violations of the fourth section of the interstate commerce act. 
I expect to diseuss that before I close. I think there has been 
no excuse for it, There can be no reason given for it. It 
seems to me it has been unjustified, and I will go as far as 
any other Senator to stop it; but I am not willing, blindly and 
without evidence, to appropriate millions and millions of public 
funds to improve rivers and develop harbors until the evidence 
shows that there is some reasonable ground for believing that 
something would come from it. In one of the river and harbor 
measures that passed the Senate at one time there was a propo- 
sition to sink artesian wells in the bed of a stream in order to 
increase the flow so as to make it navigable. That actually 
happened in a river and harbor bill. I now yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course, one can very easily reduce any 
argument to a reductio ad absurdum by simply quoting extreme 
things that have been said or proposed, but after he has done 
that it is nothing but a play of ingenious intellect. 

Leaving the question of rivers and harbors just for a mo- 
ment and going to the railroads, a cognate question because 
it deals with the proposition of transportation, how long does 
the Senator from Nebraska think the population of the United 
States would have had to wait in order to connect the Atlantic 
with the Pacific and the Mississippi and the Missouri with the 
Pacific if they had counted each mile of transportation or each 
50 miles or each 100 miles to ascertain if it would give back 
to the Treasury of the United States the next year more than 
had gone out? We would still have been a little struggling 
country along the Atlantic and Mississippi, and the interme- 
diate country where the Senator from Nebraska lives and 
where some few other Senators live would have been a wilder- 
ness. There must be addressed to every legislator a sense of 
reason concerning the potentialities of the development of a 
country. If we had built the transcontinental railroad lines 
simply upon the proposition that they would pay for themselves 
in the next year or the next 5 years or the next 10 years or 
the next 20 years we never would have built them at all, of 
course; and If we are going to wait to have the future prove 
about a few miles of river bed or a lake coast, that it is to be 
beyond all mathematical calculation potentially and commer- 
cially valuable, we would not improve either a river or any- 
thing else. k 

Mr. President, the entire development of the United States 
has come from the fact that we pushed westward, spending 
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money like water for railroads and for water transportation 
in order to make a great nation of this country stretching from 
the Atlantic to the Pacific. Amongst the people who opposed 
that movement in the very early days were a good many of my 
own ancestors, who did not think that we ought to do that, but 
the proof of the pudding is in the eating of it. Later on I 
think everybody has concluded that we did very wisely when 
we laid down unprofitable lines of railroads between the Atlan- 
tic and Pacific—unprofitable then, unprofitable for 20 years 
afterwards, and some of them unprofitable in their main routes 
even yet. 

The whole philosophy of the rivers and harbors bill consists 
in a great vision. Of course, upon every river and harbor bill 
there will appear an unworthy project here and there, because 
there will appear unworthy men here and there, who will 
father unworthy projects in order to be elected to the Senate 
or to the House of Representatives. So far as I can see that 
may not be very well prevented. The Senator is going off 
criticizing the sun, about the specks upon the sun. One can not 
criticize the sun in that way. Here is a great thing that has 
accrued to the enrichment of the United States, to its homo- 
geneousness of population, to its collectivism of government 
in very way, and has made a nation out of a straggling sea- 
coast. We never have hesitated about spending a few dollars 
for that purpose, and there is no reason why we should do so. 
If anybody can point out to me 13 miles of river stretch the 
improvement of which will not pay for itself right now, but 
may in 20 years result in bringing to the people of the United 
States one hundred times the cost of the improvement, although 
we would have to wait 20 years for the money to come into the 
Treasury, I shall advocate it. 

However, even there the Senator is not striking at the heart 
of the river and harbor bill, because the heart of it is in the 
ascertained streams whose ascertained commercial capacity 
everybody knows. The whole difficulty is that they have been 
stabbed under the fifth rib by enabling the railroads to make 
an unfair competition with them, and until we do away with 
that there can not be the full enrichment which the country 
should enjoy from its waterways. 

A few minutes earlier in the day I attempted to illustrate 
that and to give the history of certain events which had oc- 
curred here in the United States; but the Senator’s argument 
a few minutes prior to the time when I interrupted him 
amounted simply to saying that some things ought to be cast 
out of the bill because the number of dollars returned to the 
Treasury a year or two years or three years from now would 
not be equal to the number of dollars taken out of the Treasury 
in order to make the improvement. I deny that there is any 
common sense or any nationality or any long vision or any 
great business sense in that sort of argument. When a nation 
is betting it bets for the future; when the Senator or I, with our 
limited individual fortunes are betting, we had better go pretty 
close to the seashore and not bet much beyond what our bank 
account will permit us to draw on; but when a nation is bet- 
ting upon the future there can be no “bears” on the United 
States; every wise man is a bull.“ 

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. President, I appreciate the question 
which the Senator from Mississippi has propounded by his 
short interruption. He has set up a man of straw, charging 
the straw man to me, alleging that I had made a certain argu- 
ment, and then he says there is not any sense in it. That argu- 
ment exists only in the Senator's imagination, for I made no 
such argument. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I listened to the Senator for some 
time, and I thought I understood his argument. 

Mr. NORRIS. I am sorry the Senator did not listen to me 
more intently. I have been interrupted by other Senators. 
The Senator knew I had the floor and he probably listened to 
some other Senator who was speaking, and credited me with the 
argument which that Senator made. The Senator has not got 
what I stated right at all. I have not adduced or attempted 
to adduce the argument which the Senator pretends I have 
tried to adduce. 

Mr. President, the Senator’s argument, as well as the argu- 
ment of several other Senators who have interrupted me, is to 
the effect that we ought to provide for everything at once be- 
cause it would be better—for instance, as to the Ohio River— 
to complete all the improvements in one year; otherwise there 
the improvements which we make this year will not be fully 
realized on next year because another part of the river lower 
down is not developed to the same degree. That would be the 
model way to make river and harbor improvements; that would 
be the way to proceed if we had unlimited funds. I submit, 
Mr. President, that there is only one place in the United States, 
and that is in this Chamber, where a man will be ridiculed if 
he talks economy for the taxpayers of America; und yet out 


on the hustings, on every stump, and in the platform of every 
political party economy is the watchword; it is the demand 
made by the people; it is the promise made by the party and 
by the candidate for office. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Nebraska yield to me? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. One other question, and then I shall let 
the Senator from Nebraska alone. 

Mr. NORRIS. I yield first to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, in addition to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borax], 
with the supplemental amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Lenroor], I am informed that there are other 
amendments to be offered to this particular rivers and harbors 
title of the bill, and that it will be exceedingly difficult, and 
perhaps impossible, to finish the consideration of the bill to- 
night. It is now 6 o’clock and 25 minutes p. m., and one of the 
Senators has made a special request that I move an executive 
session. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President—— 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I desire to ask unanimous consent 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator allow me to say a word 
before he makes the request for unanimous consent? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I will ask the Senator fron: Mississippi 
if the discussion may not go on to-morrow? The Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. Norris] will have the floor in the morning. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I merely wish to ask one question, because 
I probably will not be here to-morrow morning. 

Mr. NORRIS. Very well, Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator has mismeasured my argu- 
ment. I think if there is anybody who realizes the difference 
between an expenditure and an investment it is I. When I 
was speaking of river and harbor improvements in the way I 
did I was viewing them as investments. Very frequently a 
nation invests a large amount of money in order to receive an 
ultimate profit of very much more, expecting very little imme- 
diate return. I hope the Senator does not think that I do not 
know the difference between a mere expenditure and an invest- 
ment. Most of the things where they are worth anything at all 
are investments and not merely expenditures. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. President, continuing what I was 
about to say, I ask unanimous consent that at not later than 4 
o'clock to-morrow the Senate shall proceed to vote without 
further debate upon all amendments which may be pending to 
the rivers and harbors title of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, that does not mean that we 
have got to vote upon the Lenroot amendment without an 
amendment to it? 

Mr. NORRIS. There can not be an amendment offered to the 
so-called Lenroot amendment. 

Mr. SMOOT, Is it in the second degree? 

Mr. NORRIS. It is already in the second degree. 

Mr. SMOOT. Very well. But I wish to give notice now 
that while I am not going to object to the request for unani- 
mous consent I want a direct vote upon the amendment propos- 
ing to make the appropriation $27,000,000, which, as I under- 
stand, is the so-called Borah amendment. 

Mr. NORRIS. I agree with the Senator. I want a direct 
vote upon that proposition; but if the Lenroot amendment shall 
prevail, we will not have an opportunity to vote on it. 

Mr. SMOOT. Why could we not have a unanimous-consent 
agreement that we shall first vote on the proposal to make the 
amount $27,000,000 and then on an amendment proposing to 
make the appropriation $37,000,000 and last on the amendment 
proposing to make it $42,000,000 rather than to vote upon the 
larger amount first? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The Senator is wasting time in asking 
that that be done, because he will not get unanimous consent 
to do it. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. The yeas and nays have already been 
ordered on these amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On both amendments the 
yeas and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. The Senator can bring up the question in 
the Senate. 

Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that; but the proper 
way to do is to vote on the smaller amount first, then on the 
next larger one, then on the third, and so on. 


Mr. SWANSON. We are proceeding according to the rules 
of the Senate. 
Mr. SMOOT. I am perfectly aware of that; but I think the 


proper way is to vote on the amendments in the manner in 
which I have suggested. 
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Mr. SWANSON. Then the rules of the Senate ought to be 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. ‘The Senator from New York 
asks unanimous consent that at not later than 4 o'clock to- 
morrow the Senate without further debate shall yote upon all 
amendments which may then be pending to the rivers and 
harbors title of the pending bill. 

Mr. ASHURST. Or amendments that may be offered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Or amendments that may be 
offered. Is there objection? The Chair hears none, and the 
‘order will be entered, 

The unanimous-consent agreement was reduced to writing, as 
follows: 


Capt. Miles Whitney Kresge, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank 

from July 1, 1920. 

CIA Rosswell Eric Hardy, Infantry, with rank from July 
Capt. John Huling; jr., Infantry, with rank from July 1, 1920. 
First Lieut. Ward Edwin Becker, Coast Artillery Corps, with 

rank from July 29, 1919. 


First Lieut. Clyde Hobart Morgan, Coast Artillery Corps. 
FIELD ARTILLERY. 
Maj. George Meredith Peek, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank 
from July 1, 1920. 
Capt. William Foster Daugherty, Cavalry, with rank from 
March 27, 1920. 


A Povey Miron James Rockwell, Infantry, with rank from July 

Capt. Duncan Thomas Boisseau, Infantry, with rank from 
July 1, 1920. 

First Lieut. Murray Charles Wilson, Chemical Warfare Sery- 
ice, with rank from July 1, 1920. 

Second Lieut. Harold Arthur Doherty, Infantry. 

COAST ARTILLERY CORPS. 

Capt. Nelson Hammond Duval, Quartermaster Corps, with 

rank from July 1, 1920. 


Capt. Erwin Adolph Manthey, Quartermaster Corps, with 
rank from July 1, 1920. 


UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMBENT. 


It is agreed by unanimous consent that at not later than 4 o'clock 
p. m. on the calendar day of Thursday, February 8, 1923, the Senate 
will proceed to vote, without further debate, upon any amendment 
that may be pending, on any amendment that may be offered, to the 
rivers and harbors title of the bill H. R. 13793. 


Mr. WADSWORTH. I ask the Senator from Nebraska if he 
is willing to yield at this time in order that the Senate may 
proceed to the consideration of executive business? 

Mr. NORRIS. If it is the wish of the Senator from New 
Jork to take that course, I will yield for that purpose. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. A parliamentary inquiry, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Is it the intention of the Senator from 
New York, after the executive session, to move that the Senate 
shall adjourn or that it shall take a recess? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. An order has already been entered 
that the Senate shall take a recess until 12 o'clock to-morrow. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not know that. I think we ought 
to have some opportunity to consider bills on the calendar. 
The time of the present Congress is getting short, and I think 
the calendar ought to be sounded for unobjected bills. I hope, 
therefore, the Senator from New York will move that the 
Senate adjourn. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. It is not the purpose of the Senator 
from New York to move to adjourn until the pending bill shall 
have been passed. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then I hope that at an early date we 
may have an opportunity to consider bills on the calendar. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION. 


Mr. WADSWORTH, I move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of executive business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the 
‘consideration of executive business. After three minutes spent 


AIR SERVICE. 


First Lieut. Raymond Carl Zettel, Infantry, with rank from 
July 1, 1920. 
POSTMASTER. 
OHIO. 


Henry A. Taylor to be postmaster at Cleveland, Ohio, in place 
of W. J. Murphy. Commission expired September 19, 1922. 


CONFIRMATIONS 


Beecutive nominations confirmed by the Senate February T 
(legislative day of February 5), 1923. 


PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY. 


To be captain, 
William V. Tomb. 


To be commander. 
Carl T. Osburn. 


To be lieutenant commanders. 


in executive session the doors were reopened and (at 6 o'clock ee fue i i 
and 33 minutes p. m.) the Senate, under the order previously Jas E Karle Charles P e 
entered, took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, February 8, Henry M. Kieffer, Jenn x BOA 


1923, at 12 o'clock meridian. James I. King. 


To be lieutenants, 
NOMINATIONS, O ve heutenants 


7 Jarrard E. Jones. James N. MeTwiggan. 
Brecutive nominations received by the Senate February 7 (legis- Alexander B. Holman. George A. Ott. 
lative day of February 5), 1923. Joseph W. Storm. Emil Chourre. 
UNITED States ATTORNEY, Edwin F. Bilson. Robert H. Harrell. 
Edward W. Miller, of Wisconsin, to be United States attorney, | Floyd S. Crosley. Thomas B. Lee. 
eastern district of Wisconsin, vice H. A. Sawyer, resigned. Allen D. Brown. David A. Musk. 
5 Charles E. Olsen. Maxwell B. Saben. 
APPOINTMENTS, BY TRANSFER, IN THE REGULAR ARMY. Charles E. Coney: John McC. Fitz-Stmons 
ADJUTANT GENERAL'S DEPARTMENT. Albert R. Staudt. Victor F. Marinelli, 
Col. Harvey Wolfarth Miller, Infantry, with rank from July 1, Willis W. Pace. Cecil F. Harper. 
1920. Charles H. Rockey. Harvey R. Bowes. 
Maj. John Southworth Upham, Infantry, with rank from July Edgar R. Winckler. Frank R. Whitmore. 
1, 1920. George Paille. Albert E. Dupuy. 
Maj. Clarence Hagbart Danielson, Infantry, with rank from Lewis P. Harris. Barrett Studley. 
! July 1, 1920. Guy R. Bostain. Herbert A. Anderson. 
. To be lieutenants (junior grade). 
Capt. Eugene Edmund Barton, Infantry, with rank from July Charles C. Stotz. Wallace II. Gregg. 
1. 1920. „ < . Milton P. Wilson. 
Capt. William Franklin Campbell, Infantry, with rank from] George C. Neilsen. e 
ui e 1880; homas G. Shanahan. Fred J, Barden. 
Capt. James Charles Longine, Cavalry, with rank from July 1, Henrie Schneider Ralph W. Floody. 
1920. Joseph A. Guard. 
Capt. Christian Allen Schwarzwaelder, Infantry, with rank aore D EANES nae S. Holman. 
from July 1, 1920. Walter E. Holden. Paul G. Haas. 
Capt. = Sanders Van Deusen, Infantry, with rank from Olaf J. Gullickson. James C. Taylor. 
W ; Joseph W. Mullally. 
i` Capt. Harold William Keller, Infantry, with rank from July 1. Harty A. Mewshaw eee, 
1920. E. Cook. Donald McK. Weld. 
First Lieut. Walter Christian Thee, Coast Artillery Corps. e We PREA. Salta Or Renta 
ORDNANCE DEPARTMENT, Warren R. Hastings. John L. Albice. 
Cupt. Joel Grant Holmes, Coast Artillery Corps, with rank John O. Jenkins. Kenneth C. Manning. 
from January 17, 1020. Ove P. O. Hansen, Horatio G. Sickel, 4th, 
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William: H. Hutter. 
Frank M. Maichle. 


Norman R. Hitchcock. 
Delmer S. Fahrney. 
Augustus J. Wellings. James B. Carter. 
Stanley E. Martin. William M. Smith, 
To be passed assistant surgeon. 
Robert M. Cochrane. 
To be passed assistant dental surgeon. 
Julian. A. Turrentine. 
To be passed assistant payimasters. 
Frank J. Manley. George F. Yoran. 
William Elliott. James M. McComb. 
Lester B. Karelle. Frank P. Delahanty. 
Ellory F. Carr. Hunter J. Norton. 
Forrest Ivanhoe. John H. Skillman. 
To be naval constructors. 
William B. Fogarty. 
Charles L. Brand. 
To. be civil engineer. 
Roscoe L. Martin. 
To be chief pay clerk. 
John F. Flynn. 
MARINE CORPS. 
Harry M. Leighley to be second lieutenant. 
POSTMASTERS. 
FLORIDA. 
Royal W. Storrs, De Funiak Springs. 
Lera H. Taylor, Mayo. 
James R. Pomeroy, Stuart. 
LOUISIANA. 
James M. Cook, Oakdale. 
NEBRASKA. 
Richard L. Roach, Maywood. 
, Charles G. Anderson, Shelby. 
Roscoe Buck, Springview. 
NORTH CAROLINA. 
Clarence M. McCall, Biltmore: 
Edward F. Yarborough, Louisburg: 
SOUTH CAROLINA, 
Virginia M. Bodie, Wagener. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Wepnespax, February 7, 1923. 


The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D: D., offered 
thé following prayer: 


Holy, hely, holy Lord God Almighty, we thank Thee that 


Thou dost show us from day to day the great and marvelous; 


things. We pray for the forgiveness of our sins and for the 


redemption of our whole nature. Be Thou a defense to our 


peculiar weakness, and when temptation thickens around help 
us to recover our courage and faith. Work in us a sweet pa- 
tience and a, childlike trust in our Heavenly Father. Help us 
the solution of the difficult problems that perplex mind and 
heart, Cause the strong to come forth in defense of the weak, 
the poor, and the helpless, and bless owr people everywhere 
with the bounties of Thy love. Through Jesus Christ our Lord. 
Amen, 


The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

JOINT SESSION OF SENATE AND HOUSE. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I offer the resolution which 
I send to the Clerk’s desk. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming offers a 
resolution, which the Clerk will report, 

The Clerk read as follows: 

House Concurrent Resolution 82. 

Resolved by the House of Representatives: (the Senate concurring) 
That the two Houses of Sones assemble in the Hall of the House o 
Representatives on Wednesday, the Tth day of February, 1923, at 1 
o'clock in the afternoon, for the 


. as the President of the U 


urpose of receiving such communi- 
5 ted States shall be pleased to make 
them. 


The resolution was agreed to. 
QUESTION OF PERSONAL PRIVILEGE. 
Mr. HERRICK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to a question of personal 
privilege for the purpose of presenting a resolution which I 
think is privileged, 


The SPHAKER, The gentleman will state his question of 
privilege. 

Mr. HERRICK. Well, it is a matter in which I consider 
that the House 

The SPEAKER, The gentleman will send up his resolution. 
[After examining the resolution.] The Chair thinks the gentle- 
man is entitled to have this read, so that the House can con- 
‘sider whether it is a question of privilege or not. 

The Clerk read as follows: 0 

Whereas on February the 6th, 1923, the Washington Times and the 
Washington Herald blished a libelous, slanderous, and infamously 
false article to the effect that I, MANUEL HERRICK, a. Member of Con- 


had been sued for breach of promise by a Follies beauty, and 
that a hated rival had 


ad called himself a Spark-plug lover,“ 
broken ! my romance, and that I had engaged a detective to spy 
upon an innocent girl, and other false and slanderous matter; and 


Whereas no Member of Congress is immune from equally vicious 
and libelous accusations: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That any and all representatives of the Washington Times 
jand Washington Herald be, and are Porites i ed and debarred from 
the 7 gallery, the cloak rooms, corridors, and reed of the House 
‘of presentatives during the remainder of the Sixty-seventh Con- 
gress. 


|! Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, a point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair does not think this resolution 
presents œ question of privilege. 

Mr. MONDELL. And as a motion it is not in order. 

The SPEAKER: The Chair sustains the point of order. 

Mr. HERRICK. Will the gentleman: from Wyoming consent 
to some specific time 


CALENDAR WEDNESDAY, 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, this is Calendar Wednesday, 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will call the committees. 
The Clerk called. the Committee on Agriculture, 


chor FAILURE” DEFINED. 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up S. 2023, defining the 
‘erop failure in the production of wheat, rye; or oats by those 
who borrowed! money from the Government of the United States 
for the purchase of wheat, rye, or oats for seed, and for other 
purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa calls up a bill, 
which the Clerk will report by title. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and 
‘the House automatically resolves itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union for its consideration. 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. Husrep] will please take 
the chair. 

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. Husrro 
‘in the chair. : 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of S. 2023, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The bill was read, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That a yield of 5 bushels or less per acre of 
wheat, rye, or oats on lands owned by those in the dronght-stricken 
regions who borrowed money from the Government of the United States 
for the purchase of wheat, rye, or oats for seed be, and the same is 
hereby declared to be a failure, and the borrower whose yield was 5 
bushels or less per acre be, and he is hereby, released from repayment 
of the amount borrowed by him from the Government: Provided, That 
nothing herein shall release the borrower who signed a guaranty-fund 
5 and whose crop was not a failure from making the contribu- 

on provided for in such agreement, but said aranty fund shat! be 
used as stipulated in the agreement to the settlement of the loans to 
those whose crop was a failure: Provided further, That any such bor- 
rower whose crop was a failure, as herein defined, and who made pay- 
ment on his loan prior to May 31, 1920, shall be fully reimbursed froma 
such guaranty fund. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
TincHER] such time as he desires. 

Mr. TINCHER. Ten minutes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman from Kansas 10 
minutes, 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I take the time of the com- 
mittee only for the purpose of making clear what this resolu- 
tion is about. I do not want the committee to confuse this 
resolution with the loans made to the farmers out of Govern- 
ment funds since the war. 

During the fall of 1918 there was an effort made upon the 
part of the Government, through the several agencies then in ex- 
istence because of the war, to procure increased production of 
grain, and a number of loans were made to farmers in an effort 
to get them to try to raise wheat in a territory where they had 
not previously found it profitable to plant wheat. These loans 
were not made as the loans recently authorized were made. 
They were made on a contract that called for as high as 100 
per cent interest. The farmer who planted wheat in these arid 
regions was a patriot and doing it for his Government, and he 
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did not object to a contract that called for the share that the 
Government contracts called for. These contracts called for a 
. guaranty fund. Some men in my district paid as high as $2 a 
bushel interest on their wheat. I want to say that there is no 
question about this in my district, because there they made a 
_wheat crop that year and the Government made money out of 
us. It is not a very long story. There were $276,000 paid in 
on this guaranty, Sixty-eight thousand dollars of that money 
was paid by men whose wheat did not amount to 5 bushels per 
acre when the contract provided that they should not pay 
anything for their wheat unless it exceeded that yield, The 
passage of this resolution, which passed the Senate by unanl- 
mous vote a year and a half ago, will simply mean that the 
Federal farm-loan banks will settle up with the Treasury in 
this way. 

They should return the $68,000, the amount due on the crop 
failure, I am rather proud to handle this bill, because my 
district had a successful crop, and it was from my district that 
we paid in the guaranty money. But the fellow that failed 
to pay in the money is as much entitled to a return as the 
other. I refused to have it hooked: up with bills looking toward 
excusing other debts due the Government. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. LARSEN of Georgia. Did I understand the gentleman 
to say that they paid as high as $2 a bushel? 

Mr. TINCHER, They would take a bushel of wheat and 
agree to pay 25 per cent of the crop. It was just like you fur- 
nish the seed wheat and the fellow gives you half. That would 
not be considered as usury and it was not usury. We have a 
guaranteed fund of $268,000. Mr. Lobdell's letter is here in 
the report, and he wants to pay the money back. The whole 
contribution to the guaranty fund by those who had suc- 
cessful crops was $246,486. The amount of the loans paid by 
the borrowers amounted to $68,249, so that there will be in 
the guaranty fund $178,237 to be paid back into the Treasury. 

Mr. KINCHELOH, Is it not a fact that many of the farmers 
who paid in this guaranty fund were in good circumstances? 

Mr. TINCHER. Some of them were. 

Mr. KINCHELOB. This is a bill to pay these fellows back 
that which they owed the Government 

Mr. TINCHER, They never contracted to do it. It was a 
mistake made in sending out the notices by the banks them- 
selves. The gentleman from South Carolina [Mr. Lever], on 
this side of the House, was on the Agricultural Committee 
at the time the loan was made and was on the board at the 
time they had the transaction, and was very active in support 
of this bill. 

Mr. KINCHELOH. They borrowed the money from the Gov- 
ernment to buy the seed wheat, 

Mr, TINCHER. Yes; but this is not in the nature of for- 
giving a debt. I want you to discriminate between this bill 
and other bills that may come up in the future for forgiving 
debts. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. UNDERHILL. Would not it be a good thing to have 
some limit of time in which these claims should be filed? 

Mr. TINCHER, They are all filed and all audited. There 
was a serious question in the mind of the department whether 
they did not have the right to return the money, but they 
wanted to go along with the law. The exact amount that will 
be turned into the Treasury is in the report, and the Treasury 
will receive the money within a week after the President signs 
the bill, and they will mall the checks back. 

Mr, UNDERHILL. And there will be no other claims? 

Mr. TINCHER. There can not be. These men who produce 
the crop were all required to send the number of bushels that 
they raised, regardless of whether they raised 40 bushels or 
100 bushels. They have a complete report. 

Mr. LOWREY. If the bill passes, how does the Government 
come out on the whole deal? 

Mr. TINCHER. The money was loaned out of a fund that 
the President had turned over to Mr. Hoover to go into the 
war with. I suppose the most of it was spent without any hope 
of getting it back, but in this particular transaction the Gov- 
ernment will gain money, because they have a guaranty fund 
of $280,000 and there is only $68,000 that is going back to these 


people. 

Mr. LOWREY, After these men are paid back there will 
be nothing to cover what the Government paid out. 

Mr. PURNELL. If the gentleman will yield, I think I know 
what the gentleman from Mississippi has, in mind. If the 
$68,000 is returned to the people there will still be left in the 
guaranty fund something like $178,000 to be covered into the 


Treasury. So it is not equivalent to an appropriation. I think 
this is a fuir statement of the situation. 

The appropriation act of 1920 released and absolved from 
further liability all of those who did not raise more than 5 
bushels per acre, These producers who paid in this $68,000 
were producers who did not raise the 5 bushels per acre, 
and if we do not correct this situation we are penalizing the 
men who are prompt; and, as the gentleman from Kansas [Mr, 
TINCHER] has very clearly stated, the officials of the Govern- 
ment are anxious to do this and want this authority from Con- 


Mr. TINCHER, There was no division among the officials. 
Take Mr. Lever, for instance. He was on the board at that 
time and he was entirely famillar with the creation of the 
fund and the loan. I do not care to take up any more time 
of the committee, unless some one desires to ask a question. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Les. 

Mr, BLANTON. Is not this paternalism rather gone to seed? 
We first loan them the money to plant the wheat, and they 
plant it and pay the money back, and now we pay back the 
money that they pay to us. 

Mr. TINCHER. I do not know whether my friend was in 
here when I started to speak, 

Mr. BLANTON. I have been here all of the time. 

Mr. TINCHER. This is not like any other loan that I know 
of. This is a loan that was not solicited. It was some money 
taken from the President's contingent fund to encourage crop 
production. 

Mr. BLANTON, But if a man takes the money, whether he 
solicits it or not, and pays it back, he has only done his duty. 

Mr. TINCHER. But the contract provides that he should 
not pay unless he raised 5 bushels per acre, and I think the 
law also provided that. 

Mr. KINCHEL OE. 
thing. 

Mr. TINCHER. 

Mr. BLANTON. 
law. 

Mr. TINCHER, The contract was made by the Federal ofti- 
cials that they would not collect unless there was 5 bushels 
per acre raised, and if there was more than that they would 
collect it up to 100 per cent. If a man raised 30 bushels per 
acre and he got only 1 bushel of seed wheat, he would have to 
pay for 2. 

The CHAIRMAN. 
has expired, 


Oh, the law did not provide any such 


It was paid out of the contingent fund. 
The contract was made regardless of the 


The time of the gentleman from Kansas 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 


The committee informally rose; and the Speaker having taken 
the chair, a message from the Senate, by Mr. Craven, its Chief 
Clerk, announced that the Senate had concurred in the House 
amendments to bills of the following titles: : 

S. 4029. An act amendatory of and supplemental to an act 
entitled “ An act to incorporate the Texas Pacific Railroad Co. 
and to aid in the construction of its road, and for other pur- 
poses,” approved March 3, 1871, and acts supplemental thereto, 
approved, respectively, May 2, 1872, March 3, 1873, and June 
22, 1874. 

S. 4841. An act granting the consent of Congress to the 
Oregon-Washington Bridge Co. and its successors to construct a 
bridge across the Columbia River at or near the city of Hood 
River, Oreg. i - 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed bill 
of the following title, in which the concurrence of the House 
of Representatives was requested : 

S. 543. An act for the relief of contributors of the Ellen M. 
Stone ransom fund, 

The message also announced, pursuant to the provisions of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 36, the Vice President had 
appointed Mr. WapswortnH, Mr. Warren, Mr. REED of Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Harris, and Mr. Roprnson as the committee on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with- 
out amendment the following concurrent resolution: 

House Concurrent Resolution 82. 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate conourring) 
That the two Houses of Congress assemble in the Hall of the House o 
Representatives on Wednesday, the 7th day of February; 1923, at 1 
o'clock in the afternoon for the rpose of receiving such communica- 
ton as the President of the United States shall be pleased to make 

em. 

“ CROP FAILURE " DEFINED, 

The committee resumed its session, 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr, KrnoHeEror]. 


Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee, this is one of the seed wheat propositions which 
always develop at the last into a gift. In 1918, under the 
revolving fund that the President then had, he loaned money 
with which to buy seed wheat. Of course that was right at 
the close of the war. There was no provision then defining 
a crop failure to be of 5 bushels per acre or less. They 
loaned the money to these wheat growers in the Northwest 
in 1918 with no stipulation at all except that they were to 
pay it back. In the agricultural appropriation act of 1920 
there was a provision defining what was a crop failure, to 
wit, 5 bushels per acre or less, and it provided that those 
who raised 5 bushels per acre or less had a crop failure and 
would not have to pay. 

Mr. TINCHER. I know the gentleman wants to be ac- 
curate, 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes. 

Mr. TINCHER. Under the terms of the loan, in addition to 
giving a note to guarantee, the borrowers were required to 
enter into a guaranty fund agreement, and if the borrower 
realized 5 bushels or less he was obliged to pay his note, 
put he was entitled to be reimbursed, so far as the guaranty 
fund would go around, That is in the written agreement that 
was made between the banks and the men, and that is what 
I am talking about now. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. There never was anything said in the 
law about what. a crop failure was until the agricultural 
appropriation act of 1920 defined it. Then between 1918 and 
the adoption of the agricultural appropriation act of 1920 some 
farmers, I presume solvent farmers, may have raised less than 
5 bushels to the acre, but they paid the money back to the 
Government according to their contract, which they had agreed 
to do, in a total amount of $68,000. To repeat, between 1918 
and 1920, when this provision was inserted in the agricultural 
appropriation act defining what a crop failure was, there were 
farmers out there who paid to the Government what they 
owed to it, amounting to $68,000. 

I presume they were solvent. They had the money. It is 
now a question of whether you are going to give back to the 
people who paid this under contract they had with the Govern- 
ment, this $68,000, whether you want to reimburse those farm- 
ers out there for that; and I want to serve notice on you now 
that you will have some more free-seed propositions here a 
little later that were contracted since the war, because the 
Agricultural Committee is constantly having people before it 
from the Northwest Territory wanting free seed wheat, wanting 
a guaranty for crops in a country where the climatice condition 
is such that it is net suitable to agriculture. 

Mr. TINCHER. If this contract that was made during the 
war before the signing of the armistice provided that they 
would pay, some of them as high as 100 per cent, and that if a 
man raised less than 5 bushels per acre he should be reim- 
bursed, and that guaranty fund was enough to pay him back, 
would the gentleman not be willing to pay that back, especially 
if the guaranty fund amounts to four times as much as that 
money? 

Mee KINCHELOE. Oh, they talk about a guaranty fund! 
They talked about that in another measure, but that fund be- 
longs to the people and ought to go into the Treasury, and if 
we want to make a gift of $68,000 to solvent farmers who are 
benefited by the Government, who borrowed the money for seed 
wheat and paid it back, very well, but there will be some more 
free seed wheat propositions here from the Committee on Agri- 
' culture that were contracted since the war. If you want to do 
that, all right. It is a question for you to decide, but so far 
las I am concerned, I am against doing it. I want to assist 
the farmers of the country the country over, and expect to do 
| so, but I think this $68,000 which these farmers owed should 
remain in the Treasury. [Applause.] 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, it seems to be a growing 
function of the Congress first to lend the people’s money out 
and when the money is to be paid back then relieve the debtor 
of paying the debt. We loaned this money to the wheat farmers 
to plant wheat. Some of them have paid back $68,000, and now 
there is an attempt to give them their money back. We 
‘Joaned the foreign governments about $10,000,000,000. To one 
of the greatest foreign Governments, Great Britain, we loaned 
between four and five billion dollars under laws that they 
were to pay us the same rate of interest we had to pay for our 
money, which was over 4 per cent. Now the Congress is to 
assemble in a few minutes in joint session, the House and 
Senate, to receive a message from the Chief Executive of this 
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Nation, not to have Great Britain pay back the money in ac- 
cordance with the law under which it is loaned, but to pay 
back a lesser sum. In other words, to make a present of about 
1} per cent interest on between four and five billion dollars to 
the great mighty nation that never yet has repudiated a single 
penny of debt, either principal or interest; a great mighty 
nation that can not afford to repudiate its debt; a great mighty 
nation which would not survive history if they repudiated the 
debt. Why, it is becoming a common practice. I am not in 
favor of paying this wheat money back. We loaned it. They 
raised a crop; they got the benefit of the money. 

Mr. PURNELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. They have now paid it back. Why prolong 
the discussion? It is just what I said to the distinguished 
gentleman from Kansas; it is paternalism gone to seed. I 
will yield now. 

Mr. PURNELL. Is the gentleman familiar with the guar- 
anty part of the agreement under which this money was 
loaned? 

Bere BLANTON. I am familiar with the law that existed in 

Mr. PURNELL. I did not ask the gentleman that. 

Mr. BLANTON. When part of this lump-sum appropriation 
was loaned to these farmers that provision was not in the law. 
I want to say to the distinguished gentleman that whenever 
public money is loaned out of the Public Treasury in this 
Nation it is loaned under act of Congress, under law, and 
therefore people borrowing must take notice of the provisions 
of the law. When they get beyond the law 

Mr. TINCHER. Does the gentleman want the Government to 
profit under that bad guaranty, as he says, to the extent of 
$280,000 and now te the extent of taking $68,000 from men? 
Does the gentleman want to enforce one side of the agreement 
and not the other? 

Mr. BLANTON. The Government is out right now several 
million dollars. 

Mr. TINCHER. Not under this agreement and guaranty. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am talking about the whole seed agree- 
ments. The gentleman knows there has been about half the 
money paid back under all of these seed loans. About half has 
been paid back, and the taxpaying people of this country who 
put the money in the Treasury are the ones who have to stand 
the loss. Now, I will tell you they are getting tired of it. The 
time has got to come soon if we do not stop these propositions 
when we are going to have half the people in the United States 
5 the other half in idleness, and I am not in favor 
of it. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield two minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota [Mr. Younes]. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, I would like to have some mat- 
ters cleared up by the chairman of the committee. As I under- 
stand it, when the seed loans were made an additional charge 
was made from all those who got the seed in order to create a 
guaranty fund to relieve those from payment who received less 
than 5 bushels to the acre. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Exactly. 

Mr. YOUNG. And some people who got less than 5 bushels 
per acre paid their notes under a misapprehension, not knowing 
that a guaranty fund had been created in the nature of in- 
surance. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. YOUNG. Practically they are in the same position as 
the man who pays for insurance? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Exactly. 

Mr. YOUNG. And if the Government refuses to come through 
it will stand in the same relation as an insurance company 
which refuses to pay after there has been a loss? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

I yield five minutes to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. 
PURNELL]. 

Mr. PURNELL. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the com- 
mittee, if I may have your attention. This is not in the least 
complicated, as the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON] and 
my colleague on the committee [Mr. KINCHELOE] would have 
you believe. It is a very simple matter. In 1918 the Goyern- 
ment adopted a seed-loan policy, the purpose of which was to 
loan money for the purchase of seed to two classes—first, 
those who had suffered drought during the preceding year, and, 
second, to those who were encouraged to raise wheat where 
theretofore wheat had not been grown. Every man who bor- 
rowed money, every producer, entered into a guaranty-fund 
agreement by the terms of which he agreed to pay a certain 
amount into a guaranty fund. Now, in case he suffered a 
loss—that is, raised less than 5 bushels per acre—he was to 
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draw back from this guaranty fund paid in by those who 
were—— 

Mr. BOX. Will the gentleman yield? 
` Mr. PURNELL. Not now. Paid in by those who were suc- 
cessful. In case he suffered a loss he was to draw back from 
this guaranty fund which was paid in by those who were suc- 
cessful as much as that fund would stand up to the full 
amount of his loss. Now, a number of producers suffered dis- 
tinct losses. They raised less than 5 bushels per acre, not 
enough to pay for threshing and raising. Men who, perhaps, 
were not familiar with the terms of the agreement they had 
signed came voluntarily and paid the full amount of their 
notes. The total amount paid in was 868,000. In 1920, after 
those men had paid in $68,000, this Congress, by the appro- 
priation act of 1920, specifically absolved every man from 
further liability who had raised 5 bushels per acre. 

The question then arose, Shall we penalize the men who paid 
in $68,000, who stood exactly in the same relation to the Gov- 
ernment as those whom we absolved in 1920 by the appropria- 
tion act? That guaranty fund, which was paid in by the suc- 
cessful producers, created a sum of $246,486. That money was 
derived from payment by men who were successful, and the 
purpose of this resolution is to authorize the payment out of 
that fund of the $68,000 to those who suffered a loss. Answer- 
ing the gentleman from Texas who raised the question awhile 
ago, this will leave in this fund a total of $178,237. Gentlemen, 
in simple justice to those who have paid and would be penal- 
ized if we did not pass this bill I hope it will be adopted. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the bill for amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, cte., That a yield of 5 bushels or less per acre of 
wheat, rye, or oats on lands owned by those in the drought-stricken 
regions who borrowed money from the Government of the United 
States for the purchase of wheat, rye, or oats for be, and the 
same is hereby, declared to be a failure, and the borrower whose yield 
was 5 bushels or less per acre be, and he is hereby, released trom 
repayment of the amount borrowed by him from the Government: 
Provided, That nothing herein shall release the borrower who signed 
a guaranuty-fund reement and whose crop was not a failure from 
making the contribution provided for in such agreement, but said 
guaranty fund shall be used as stipulated in the agreement to the 
dettlement of the loans to those whose crop was a failure: Provided 
further, That any such borrower whose crop was a failure, as herein 
defined, and who made payment on his loan prior to May 31, 1920, 
shall be fully reimbursed from such guaranty fund. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. It seems to be admitted that the dollars and cents in- 
volved in this proposition amount to $68,000. That is the money 
that is involved in a fund that grew out of this seed transac- 
tion. We have absolyed those who did not pay in, but who 
made a crop failure. As I understand the bill, no one will 
benefit under it unless he made a failure in the crop, a failure 
in meeting the demand of the Government to try to increase 
the food supply of the Nation during the war. Every man 
who knows anything about wheat growing knows that 5 bushels 
or less to the acre was an absolute failure, that the farmer 
whose crop amounted to no more than that lost money. But it 
is said that he paid his honest debt and now he wants to have 
his money back. That was true of the men whom you absolved, 
except that they did not pay. Oh, gentlemen, $68,000 to men 
who made a failure in trying to increase the food supply of the 
Nation! You have pald prospective profits to some of these 
war contractors who tried to meet and were meeting the neces- 
sities of the Nation. Whether it be right or wrong, the stage 
is set to remit to England millions of dollars of interest that, 
as she made the contract, she would have to pay. Yet you 
quibble about remitting $68,000 of money paid by a few farmers 
in the Northwest who made a complete failure. I am not going 
to be in the attitude of having voted for some of the bills that 
have gone through here to clean up the accumulated losses of 
the war, and then say, “ No, no; these fellows up there in the 
Northwest who have paid their money in ought to have kept it 
back, and I will not let them have it reimbursed to them out 
of the fund that they created.” I am not going to be put in that 
little measly attitude, from my standpoint. It is not a question 
of technical liabilities. It is a question whether or not the 
Government will remit this amount to these unfortunate men 
who did the best they could to increase the food supply, and 
made a complete and miserable failure in their effort and lost 
money and tried to be honest with the Government, tried to 
meet their obligations which they were not bound to do by the 
technical provisions of the contract. They might have de- 
feated the payment, but they did not do it. We have remitted 
the money to the others. Why not do it to those who were 
honest enough to come in and pay it into this fund. [Ap- 
plause,] 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
debate on this bill and all amendments thereto be now closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on this bill and all amendments 
thereto be now closed. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Does the gentleman from Arkansas with- 
draw his pro forma amendment? 

Mr. WINGO. I withdraw my pro forma amendment. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I move that the committee do now rise and 
report the bill to the House with the recommendation that it 
do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re- 
sumed the chair, Mr. Husrep, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee, having had under consideration the bill (S. 2023) 
defining the crop failure in the production of wheat, rye, or 
oats by those who borrowed money from the Government of 
the United States for the purchase of wheat, rye, or oats for 
seed, and for other purposes, had directed him to report the 
same back to the House without amendment and with the 
recommendation that it do pass. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill to the final passage. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the third reading of 
the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third reading, and was accordingly 
read the third time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question being taken, on a division (demanded by Mr. 
KINCHELOE) there were—ayes 127, noes 14. 

Accordingly the bill was passed. 

On motion of Mr. HauGeN, a motion to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed was laid on the table. 


RECESS, 


Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the House stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- 
mous consent that the House stand in recess subject to the call 
of the Chair. Is there objection? 

There was no objection, 

Accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 50 minutes p. m.) the House 
stood in recess, 

AFTER RECESS. 


The recess having expired, the House (at 12 o'clock and 54 
minutes p. in.) resumed its session, 

JOINT SESSION OF SENATE AND HOUSE, 

At 12 o'clock and 54 minutes p. m. the members of the Presi- 
dent's Cabinet entered the Chamber and took seats on the left of 
the Speaker's rostrum. 

At 12 o'clock and 55 minutes p. m. the Doorkeeper announced 
the Acting President pro tempore of the Senate [Mr. Moses] 
and she Members of the Senate. 

The Members of the House rose. 

The Senate, preceded by their Acting President pro tempore 
and their Sergeant at Arms, entered the Chamber, 

The Acting President pro tempore of the Senate took the 
chair at the right of the Speaker and the Members of the Senate 
took the seats reserved for them. 

The SPEAKER, The Chair appoints the following com- 
mittee on the part of the House to wait upon the President and 
escort him to the Hall: Mr. MONDELL, Mr. Fonbxkx, Mr. Burton, 
Mr. Garretr of Tennessee, and Mr. COLLIER. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tempore of the Senate. On 
behalf of the Senate the Chair appoints as members of that 
committee the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE], 
the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNnperwoop], the senior 
Senator from Utah [Mr. SMoor], the junior Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. Kenprick], and the junior Senator from In- 
diana [Mr. New]. 

At 1 o’clock and 6 minutes p. m. the President of the United 
States, escorted by the committee of Senators and Representa- 
tives, entered the Hall of the House, was announced by the 
Doorkeeper, and stood at the Clerk’s desk, amidst applause on 
the floor and in the galleries, 

ADDRESS OF THE PRESIDENT. 

The PRESIDENT. Members of the Congress, you have been 
asked to assemble in joint session in order that I may submit 
to you the report of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
covering its accepted proposal for the funding of the debt due 
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to the United States from the Government of Great Britain. 
This report, concluded on February 3, 1923, reads as follows: 


The PRESIDENT: 


The World War Foreign Debt Commission created under the 
act of Congress approved February 9, 1922, having received 
the mission appointed by the British Government to consider 
the funding of the demand obligations of that Government held 
by the United States, reports as follows: 

The British Government designated as Its representatives the 
Right Honorable Stanley Baldwin, Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
and Mr. Montagu Norman, the governor of the Bank of Eng- 
land, who have conferred with the commission in Washington 
and presented facts relating to the position of the British Gov- 
ernment. The commission has also met frequently in separate 
sessions and has given the fullest consideration to the problems 
involved in the funding of the British debt to the United States. 
It became manifest at the outset that it would not be possible 
to effect an agreement for funding within the limits of the act 
approved February 9, 1922, and the commission has, therefore, 
considered the practicability of a settlement on some other 
basis, and though it has not been able, in the absence of au- 
thority under the law, to conclude negotiations, it unanimously 
recommends for submission to Congress a settlement with the 
British Government, as follows: 


Principal of notes to be refunded_________ — $4, O74, 818, 358. 44 

Interest accrued and unpaid up to Dec. 15, 
1922, at the rate of 4} per cent 629, 836, 106. 99 
4, 704, 654, 465. 43 


Deduct payments made Oct. 16, 1922, and 
Noy. 15, 1922, with interest at 44 per cent 
thereon to Dec. 15, 1922- = L 100, 526. 379. 69 
4, 604, 128, 085. 74 

So: be paid tn) eae  s teeh U 4, 128, 085. 74 


Total principal of indebtedness as of 
Dec. 15, 1922, for which British 
Government bonds are to be issued 
to the United States Government at 
DA tae AR cea dere at SA a aes — 4,600, 000. 000. 00 


The principal of the bonds shall be paid in annual install- 
ments on a fixed schedule, subject to the right of the British 
Government to make these payments in three-year periods. The 
amount of the first year’s installment will be $23,000,000 and 
these annual installments will increase with due regularity 
during the life of the bonds until, in the sixty-second year, the 
amount of the Installment will be $175,000,000, the aggregate 
installments being equal to the total principal of the debt. 

The British Government shall have the right to pay off addi- 
tional amounts of the principal of the bonds on any interest 
date upon 90 days’ previous notice. 

Interest is to be payable upon the unpaid balances at the fol- 
lowing rates, on December 15 and June 15 of each year: 3 per 
cent semiannually, June 15, 1923, to December 15, 1932, inclu- 
sive; 84 per cent semiannually, June 15, 1933, until final pay- 
ment. 

For the first five years one-half the interest may be deferred 
and added to the principal, bonds to be issued therefor similar 
to those of the original issue. 

Any payment of interest or of principal may be made in any 
United States Government bonds issued since April 6, 1917, such 
bonds to be taken at par and accrued interest. 

The commission believes that a settlement of the British debt 
to the United States on this basis is fair and just to both Goy- 
ernments, and that its prompt adoption will make a most impor- 
tant contribution to international stability. The extension of 
payment, both of the principal and interest, over a long period 
will make for stability in exchange and promotion of commerce 
between the two countries. The payment of principal has been 
established on a basis of positive installments of increasing 
volume, firmly establishing the principle of repayment of the 
entire capital sum. The payment of interest has been estab- 
lished at the approximately normal rates payable by strong 
governments over long terms of years. 

It has not been the thought of the commission that it would 
be just to demand over a long period the high rate of interest 
naturally maintained during the war and reconstruction, and 
that such an attempt would defeat our efforts at settlement. 
Beyond this the commission has felt that the present difficulties 
of unemployment and high taxation in the United Kingdom 
should be met with suitable consideration during the early 
years, and therefore the commission considers it equitable and 


desirable that payments during the next few years should be 
made on such basis and with such flexibility as will encourage 
economic recuperation not only in the countries immediately 
concerned but throughout the world. 

This settlement between the British Government and the 
United States has the utmost significance. It is a business set- 
tlement fully preserving the integrity of the obligations, and 
it represents the first great step in the readjustment of the 
intergovernmental obligations growing out of the war. 

Respectfully submitted. 

A. W. MELLON, Chairman, 
CHARLES E. HUGHES. 
HERBERT Hoover. 

REED Smoor. 

THEODORE E. BURTON. 


In its comments upon the arrangements negotiated the com- 
mission itself has said essentially everything necessary to 
commend the agreement to your sanction. Note that the com- 
mission urges that the settlement is on a basis which “is fair 
and just to both Governments,” and “ will make a most impor- 
tant contribution to international stability.“ More important 
still is the closing observation that “it is a business settlement, 
fully preserving the integrity of the obligations, and it repre- 
sents the first great step in the readjustment of the intergov- 
ernmental obligations growing out of the war.” In these 
observations I most heartily approve. 

The call of the world to-day is for integrity of agreements, 
the sanctity of covenants, the validity of contracts. Here is the 
first clearing of the war-clouded skies in a debt-burdened world, 
and the sincere commitment of one great nation to validate its 
financial pledges and discharge its obligations in the highest 
sense of financial honor. 

There is no purpose to report that your commission has driven 
a hard bargain with Great Britain, or to do a less seemly thing 
in proclaiming a rare generosity in settlement. Amid wide- 
spread clamor for the cancellation of World War debts, as a 
fancied but fallacious contribution toward peace—a clamor not 
limited to the lands of debtor nations but insistent among many 
of our own people—the British commission came to make ac- 
knowledgment of the debt, to put fresh stamp of approval upon 
its validity, and agree upon terms for its repayment. 

It was manifest from the beginning that Great Britain could 
not undertake any program of payment which would conform to 
the limitations of time and interest rates which the commission 
had been authorized to grant. But here was a great nation 
acknowledging its obligations and seeking terms in which it 
might repay. So your commission proceeded to negotiate in a 
business way for a fair and just settlement. Such a settlement 
had to take into consideration the approximately normal inter- 
est rates payable, as the commission suggests, “ by strong goy- 
ernments over a long term of years,” with a temporary interest 
rate and suitable options adjusted to the tremendous problems 
of readjustment and recuperation. Your commission went so 
far as it believed the American sense of fair play would justify. 
Even then the British debt commission did not feel justified 
by its instructions to accept the proposal. Only after submis- 
sion to the British Cabinet was the proposal of your commission 
accepted, and I bring it to you, with the earnest recommenda- 
tion that it be given, so far as legislative procedure will admit, 
a cordial and prompt approval. [Applause.] 

A transaction of such vast importance naturally has attracted 
widespread attention and much of commendation. It is a very 
gratifying thing to note the press and public have uttered sub- 
stantially unanimous approval. [Applause] It means vastly 
more than the mere funding and the ultimate discharge of the 
largest international loan ever contracted. It is a recommit- 
ment of the English-speaking world to the validity of con- 
tract; it is in effect a plight against war and war expenditures 
and a rigid adherence to that production and retrenchment 
which enhances stability precisely as it discharges obligations, 

It can not be unseemly to say it, and it is too important to 
be omitted, the failure of the British undertaking would have 
spread political and economic discouragement throughout the 
world and general repudiation would have likely followed in 
its wake. But here is kept faith—willingly kept, let it be re- 
corded—and a covenant of peace no less effective than it would 
be if joint British and American opposition to war were ex- 
pressly agreed upon. It is a covenant of peace and recupera- 
tion, of respect and cooperation. It is a new element of finan- 
cial and economic stabilization, when the world is sadly need- 
ing a reminder of the ways of peace. It is an example of en- 
couragement and inspiration, when the world is staggering in 
discouragement and bowed with the sorrows of wars that were 
and fears of wars which humanity is praying may be avoided. 
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Ordinarity I should be reluctant to add this question to a 
congressional program which is already crowded, in view of 
the short period remaining of your session. But it is of such 
outstanding importance to us and to the world that I should 
be remiss if I did not invite your sanction even amid crowded 
calendars and pending problems of great importance. And I 
hope you will be glad to approve. If the debtor nation could 
decide to assume the great obligation in two cabinet sessions, 
in the face of enormous financial and economic difficulties, 
surely the deciding authority of the creditor nation will be 
ready to approve in a spirit appropriate to the great transac- 
ton and with a promptness which will convey befitting appre- 
ciation. 

I am not unmindful of the disposition to pledge the applica- 
tion of anticipated payments in giving sanction to the settle- 
ment. It is not necessary to remind the Congress that the use 
of moneys secured in the repayment of war loans has been 
pledged by the very grant of authority to make the loans. The 
repeal of that commitment is always within the authority of 
the Congress if such a repeal is deemed wise, but it will best 
comport with the importance of such an international transac- 
tion to give a frank, exclusive, and direct decision, uninvolved 
by any disposition of the moneys which the funding program 
altimetely will bring to the Federal Treasury. 

Nor am I unmindful of the importance of pending legislation 
with which any prolonged consideration of the debt settlement 
might come in conflict. 

Knowing there is abundant time for ample debate, I would 
be recreant to my belief in the urgency of a decision on ‘the 
merchant marine bill if I did not renew the request that it be 
brought to a final disposition. [Applause.] I venture the allu- 
sion because it has been threatened that the merchant marine 
act shall net be allowed to come to a vote. To-day you have 
a debt settlement which is to bring the Treasury something 
more than a hundred and fifty millions a year, and we rightly 
appraise it a notable accomplishment. On the other hand, the 
executive branch of the Government is charged with the opera- 
tion of Government-owned shipping, which is losing the Fed- 
eral Treasury $50,000,000 a year. It is as important to 
avoid losses as it is to secure funds on debts or from taxation 
sources. 

1 have detailed the discouraging situation with our ship- 
ping to Congress, and have suggested what is believed to be a 
remedy, not only to put an end to the losses but to uphold 
an American merchant marine to meet our cherished aspira- 
tions and further our commerce abroad. In inviting your 
support I frankly urged that if Congress would not approve 
that it should submit some alternative remedy. I am unwill- 
ing, the public is unwilling, to continue these appalling losses 
te the Public Treasury, when we know we are operating with 
no prospect of relief or of ultimate achievement. 
owes to itself, to the executive branch of the Government, and 
to the American public some decisive action. Mere avoidance 
by prolonged debate is a mark of impotence on a vitally im- 
portant public question. [Prolonged applause.] I plead for 
a decision. If there is a favorable majority, the bill should 
be enacted. If a majority is opposed, defeat will be decisive. 
Then if Congress fails in providing the requested alternative 
measure, the executive branch of the Government may pro- 
ceed as best it can to end the losses in liquidation and hu- 
miliation. 

I speak frankly, because the situation demands frankness. 
I am trying to emphasize a responsibility which can not be 
met by one branch of the Government alone. There is call 
for congressional expression, not mere avoidance. I am not 
seeking now to influence the Senate’s decision, but I am 
appealing for some decision. [Prolonged applause.] 

There is time, abundant time, for decisive action on both 
these tremendously important questions. I have brought up 
the shipping bill because I can foresee the possible conflict 
for right of way, but it ought and can be avoided. There is 
time for essential debate of both, and each carries its own 
appeal, Either is fit to be recorded a chapter in great achieve- 
ment, both will mark a signal triumph. Both are inseparably 
related to our good fortunes at home and our high place in 
the world. [Prolonged applause, the Members rising.!] 


At 1 o’clock and 30 minutes p. m. the President and the 
members of the Cabinet retired from the Hall of the House. 

Whereupon the Acting President pro tempore and the Mem- 
bers of the Senate returned to their Chamber. 

The SPEAKER. The joint session of the two Houses is 
now adjourned, 

At 1 o'clock and 31 minutes p. m. the House resumed its 
Session. 


SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATORS, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill H. R. 10819, 
relating to the Department of Agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Iowa calls up a Dill, 
which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

A bill (H. R. 10819) relating to the Department of Agriculture. 

The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar. 

PRINTING THE PRESIDENT’S ADDRESS (H. DOC. NO. 554). 


Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, was any dis- 
position made of the President's address? 

The SPEAKER. Not yet. 

Mr. GARRETT of Tennessee. May I suggest to the gen- 
tleman from Wyoming [Mr. Moxnzrrl that it would be desir- 
able to have it published in document form? I assume it is 
going to be put in document form. I think it would be de- 
sirable to have it in document form as quickly as possible, 
so that Members may have the opportunity of studying it. 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask us consent 
that the President's address be published as a House document. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wyoming asks unani- 
mous consent that the President’s address be published as a 
House document. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


SCIENTIFIC INVESTIGATORS, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 


The SPEAKER. This bill is on the Union Calendar, and the 
House automatically resolves itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for its consideration. 
The gentleman from Connecticut, Mr. To, will please take 
the chair. 

Thereupon the House resolved itself into Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for the consideration 
of the bill H. R. 10819, relating to the Department of Agricul- 
ture, with Mr. TILsox in the chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the 
bill H. R. 10819, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the maximum salaries 
following number of scientific investigators or employees engaged in 
scientific work, paid from the general ap ropriations of the art- 
ment of Agriculture, shall not exceed as follows 

eia more than seven in excess of $4,500 — not in excess of $5,000 
Not more than five in excess of $5,000 but net in excess of $5,500 
Not more than three in excess of $5,500 but not in excess of $6,000 
each, and in no case sball the salary of any exceed $6,000. 

Sec. 2. That . salaries per annum of the foll following officers in the 
Department of Agriculture shall not exceed as follows 

Director of ntific work, $6,000; chief of the E Bureau of Animal 
of the B "$0,000; chief of tbe Bureau of Plant Industry, $6,000 ; chief 
of the Bu of Forestry, $6,000 ; chief of 


r annum of the 


į librarian, $2,500. 
That upon 


culture, and then only T bs el press 
exceed 10 per cent of any amounts appropriated ‘by by Congre 
annual appropriation for the artmen Agriculture for the 7 
laneous expenses of the work any bureau, division, or office in the 
Department of Agriculture shall be 3 interchangeably, for ex- 

nditure on the objects included et ae the general expenses of such 

u, division, or office: „That there shall not be added 

to any one item of appropriation — than 10 per cent of such item. 

Mr. HAUGEN, Mr. Chairman, the bill makes provision for 
maximum salaries of scientific investigators in the Department 
of Agriculture. It is proposed to increase the salaries of a 
number of scientific investigators whose salaries are at present 
limited to $4,500 by the provisions of the act of June 30, 1914. 
They are as follows: 

Not more than seven in excess of $4,500, but not in excess of 
$5,000 each; 

Not more than five in excess of $5,000, but not in excess of 
$5,500 each; and 

Not more than three in excess of $5,500, but not in excess 
of $6,000 each. 

On yesterday the Committee on Agriculture had the matter 
under consideration, and decided to increase the number 
of increases, and when the bill comes up for discussion under 
the five-minute rule amendments will be offered to increase a 
number of salaries. If no time is desired in the discussion of 
the bill generally, it may be discussed in debate under the five- 
minute rule. I yield five minutes to the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. ASWELL]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Louisiana is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. ASWELL. Mr. Chairman, I merely want to state that 
in substance this bill enacts into law the detailed increases of 
salaries that were made the other day by the Committee on 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE. 


3215 


Appropriations in the Agricultural appropriation bill, In other 
words, this is to make permanent law the increases carried in 
the appropriation bill the other day. It was the unanimous 
report of the Committee on Agriculture, favored by every mem- 
ber, unquestionably a strong indorsement, and in my opinion is 
urgently necessary to be acted upon now. 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I ask recognition against the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is any member of the committee opposed 
to the bill? If not, the Chair will recognize the gentleman from 
Texas. The gentleman from Texas is recognized. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr, Chairman, this is not the day of re- 
trenchment in the expenditure of public funds. I do not know 
where it is going to end. There is hardly a day or a week 
passes but what we haye a similar bill for increased salaries 
under consideration. Yesterday we had a bill before the House 
increasing the salaries of our consular agents $528,000 a year 
above the present statutory salaries, and an extra increase of 
other expenses of the Government in the creation of a retire- 
ment provision involving $500,000 a year more. In addition 
to that, we increased the amount allowed for subsistence 
amounting to quite a large sum; in other words, instead of $5 
a day for subsistence, in addition to traveling expenses, the 
bill increased it to $8 a day. As I say, I do not know where it 
is going toend. Iam afraid that the day is going to come when 
the farmers on the farms and the cattlemen are going to be 
furnishing the money for the support of the balance of all the 
people of America. Those people will all be either on the re- 
tired list or drawing pubHc salaries from the Treasury, 

Mr. HAUGEN. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Did not the gentleman vote the other day 
for an increase of salaries in the appropriation bill? 

Mr. BLANTON. I did not; I opposed it. 

Mr. ASWELL. Why did not the gentleman have a record 
vote and oppose it? 

Mr. BLANTON. The Recorp will show you how I opposed it. 
I did oppose it with all the vigor in my being. 

Mr. ASWELL. It did not seem to have much effect on the 
House. 

Mr. BLANTON. No; it never does when the distinguished 
governor of Louisiana is here. 

Mr. ASWELL. He is not here. 

Mr. BLANTON, Well, the ex-governor, then. 

Mr. ASWELL. He is not here. 

Mr. BLANTON. The ex-lieutenant governor. 

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman shows that he does not know 
what he is talking about. 

Mr. BLANTON. Well, I want to answer the gentleman’s 
question first. What good does it do to have a roll call, and 
what good does it do to ask for a quorum unless it forces a 
record vote? We can not force a record vote in the Com- 
mittee of the Whole and there was no way to do it in the House 
on that raise. It punishes men who are somewhere else, and 
accomplishes nothing, unless you can force a record vote. I 
have tried that before. I had roll calls time and again during 
the Sixty-fifth Congress when there would be only 30 or 40 
‘men on the floor, and I tried it in the Sixty-sixth Congress, 
but it only made every man in Congress mad at me. I had them 
feeling like the ex-governor of Louisiana feels when I oppose 
his propositions. 

A Member. The next governor. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; the future governor—I knew there 
was a governorship attached to it somewhere. 

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman still shows that he does not 
know what he is talking about. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am sure there is a difference of opinion 
existing between the gentleman from Louisiana and the present 
governor—one thinks one way and the other the other. But I 
am not responsible for that. I am fighting against this ever- 
lasting and eternal increase of salaries here in the bills on the 
floor of the House. If I could get some help from the distin- 
guished gentleman from Louisiana, I might stop it. 

Now, let us see about these salaries. We are going to raise 
by statute here, in the aftermath of the war, when the days of 
reconstruction are upon us, when we are supposed to be get- 
ting back to normal to such an extent that we can remit and 
annul war-time contracts; we are proposing to pay scientific 
men who have served during the war without asking for more 
salary—we are proposing to pay them increased salaries. 

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yiéld ? 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to get some of these facts stated, 
and then I am going to yield in a minute. 

Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman does not want to make a mis- 
statement, 


Mr, BLANTON. I am not making a misstatement; I want 
to treat the gentleman courteously and I am going to do it. 
But I am going to do it in my own way and I am not going to 
let the gentleman from Louisiana do it his way. 

Mr. ASWELL, The gentleman has not stated the record 
correctly 

Mr. BLANTON, Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be abrupt 
with the gentleman from Louisiana. I am trying to treat him 
courteously. I am trying to keep my temper and smile, and I 
am doing it. But here is what the bill says about some of these 
salaries we are increasing: Not more than five in excess of 
$5,000.” They are not getting that now. I think their present 
statutory salary is $3,500, and if I understand the proposition 
this is an increase of $1,500 a year. “Not more than five shall 
be paid in excess of $5,500." That is a substantial increase of 
their salary of about $1,500 over the statutory salary. ‘“ Not 
more than three in excess of $6,000 each.” This is permanent 
law. “Director of scientific work, $6,000.” 

We provide in this bill that the director of scientific work 
shall get $6,000 a year, that the Chief of the Bureau of Animal 
Industry shall get $6,000 a year, that the Chief of the Bureau of 
Plant Industry shall get $6,000 a year, that the Chief of the 
Bureau of Forestry shall get $6,000 a year, that the Chief of the 
Bureau of Chemistry shall get $6,000 a year, and the Chief of 
the Bureau of Biological Survey $4,500 a year, and so on. 

I want to show you now what the governors of the various 
States are getting— distinguished men, competent men, intelli- 
gent men. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In a moment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. No; now. 

Mr. BLANTON. I shall not yield now; I shall yield in a 
moment. The Governor of Alabama gets $5,000 a year, the 
Governor of Delaware, the State of my distinguished friend, 
Doctor Layron, gets $4,000 a year, the Governor of Maryland, 
the great State of my Baltimore friend who rides the great 
white charger, $4,500 a year. : 

Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. 

Mr. DICKINSON. But that is a very long moment, 

Mr. BLANTON. The Governor of New Hampshire gets 
$3,000 a year, the Governor of Oklahoma gets $4,500 a year, 
the Governor of South Dakota gets $3,000, the Governor of 
Tennessee—and Tennessee has had some of the greatest men 
in this Nation as its governors—gets $4,000 a year, the Goy- 
ernor of Texas gets $4,000 a year, the Governor of Vermont 
$3,000 a year, the Governor of Wyoming $4,000 a year. Now 
I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr, DICKINSON. Is it not true that men accept the gov- 
ernorships of the various States for the honor there is in it, 
while these men who are experts are accepting these positions 
as their life work, and they never expect to get anything more? 
There is absolutely no analogy in the gentleman's argument 
at all. 

Mr. BLANTON. Let me tell the gentleman something. There 
is just as much honor connected with the duties of the Chief of 
the Bureau of Plant Industry, if he does his work patriotically 
and well, as there is connected with the governorship of a State. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Did the gentleman ever know of a man 
being recognized politically by the people generally because he 
happened to be the chief of one of these bureaus down here in 
Washington? 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Is it not also true that he does 
not get “ honorable” on his tombstone? [Laughter.] 

Mr. DICKINSON. Absolutely. 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, that is more a question of the amount 
of money that he happens to leave when he dies, 

Mr. DICKINSON. Is it not also true that the experts are in 
demand in competition with the chiefs of these departments, 
and they can go out into the various walks of life with corpo- 
rations and other organizations at much larger salaries, while 
there is no competition so far as governorships are concern 
because a whole lot of fellows would take that job for nothing 

Mr. BLANTON. Does the gentleman propose to pay public 
salaries by the Government in competition with private employ- 
ment? 

Mr. DICKINSON. I do not; but I hope to pay sufficient 
salaries so that we can keep some of these men in the depart- 
ment and not have them all go out. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman hopes to pay in compari- 
son with private establishments, he will bankrupt this Nation, 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I promised first to yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. ASWELL]. 
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Mr. ASWELL. The gentleman made a statement that these 
men whose salaries are increased worked during the war time 
at their present salaries. That is not true. The places are 
vacant. The department could not get anybody to fill them. 

Mr. BLANTON, Vacant? 

Mr. ASWELL. They are vacant now, because we can not get 
competent men to fill them. 

Mr. BLANTON. Is the office of the Chief of the Bureau of 
Plant Industry vacant? No. Is the office of the Chief of the 
Bureau of Animal Industry vacant? No. 

Mr. ASWELL. But the gentleman has not read the bill 
very carefully. There are five places provided for in this 
bill at $6,500 a year, and they are now vacant because men 
are not available at the present salary of $4,500 per year. And 
why? Because these same scientific men in the gentleman’s 
own State and other States receive salaries at an average of 
$7,500 a year, and the University of Ohio pays $15,000 a year 
for the same work that these men are doing at $4,500 a year. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman says that these places are 
vacant. 

Mr. ASWELL. I said that some of them are vacant. I did 
not say they were all vacant, and the gentleman knows that I 
made no such statement as that. 

Mr. BLANTON, Oh, I yielded to the gentleman for a cour- 
teous question. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. In just a moment. Here is the director of 
scientific work, $6,000. Is that place vacant? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is a new place. 

Mr. TINCHER. They have had an appropriation for it for 
over a year and have been unable to fill it. 

Mr. BLANTON. ‘That is a new place, and we never heard of 
it until the last year or so. 

Mr. TINCHER. They have had an appropriation for it for 
more than a year. 

Mr. BLANTON: Oh, yes; but it is something that the Gov- 
ernment has gotten along without until 1922. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Does the gentleman not believe in having 
some new developments here? ' 

Mr. BLANTON. Ob, we are having them all of the time in 
the way of new places and new salaries. That is an evolution 
that we ought to stop. Let us get down a little further. There 
is the Bureau of Animal Industry. That office is occupied by 
the same man who has filled it for a long time. He is just 
having his salary raised. Here is the Chief of the Bureau of 
Plant Industry, and that office is still occupied by Doctor Taylor, 
the same man who has been in charge for a long time. He has 
been there ever since I have been in Congress. That office is 
not vacant. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Doctor Taylor has been with the Government 
for about 30 years. 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman from Iowa also has been 
with the Government and his State probably for 30 years. 

Mr. HAUGEN. That has nothing to do with this. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, yes; it has. It is the same identical 
question. It involves the same principle. 

It involves somewhat the economic policy of the Government. 
What has it done for you—anything? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I am satisfied. But does not the gentleman 
think that anyone who has rendered excellent service for years 
and years is entitled to some consideration and some increase 
in salary? I think the service rendered by these gentlemen is 
recognized by everybody, and they are recognized as some of the 
most eminent men of this country. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am a peculiar individual. I can differ 
with a man as totally as a man can differ, and yet not fall out 
with him. I give my friend here the right to his opinion, and 
‘I recognize he has the right of opinion. I give every man of 
this House the right of their opinion, and I have the right to 
‘mine, and I do not fall out about it. 

The distinguished gentleman from Iowa can go back to his 
State and tell his farmers out there about raising all these 
salaries and may get thelr approval. I do not object to it if 
he can get it. Why, I just say I do not believe in it and 
the people whom I have the honor to represent do not believe 
in it. The people in the State I come from do not believe 
in it, and I do not believe the people of this Nation believe 
‘in it, and I will tell you why. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I am going to yield to both in a minute. 
Here is what I want to say: This raising of salaries has been 
going on for years and years. I am going to show how I know 
dhe people of the United States do not believe in it. It has 


been going on for years and years, this raise of salaries, and 
I just want to mention one little thing, and I can mention 
it as a Democrat, for if I mentioned to you something about 
Republicans you would say I am a partisan. I am a partisan 
Democrat, but I can mention something about a Democrat 
without being partisan. We had a very distinguished gen- 
tleman from Kentucky in the House, a splendid gentleman, 
one of the ablest men in the United States. He wanted to 
stay on in the House at $7,500. He ran for Congress in his 
State for reelection. He was defeated. He would have been 
perfectly willing to have stayed here and continued his labors 
for $7,500 a year, but after he was defeated, what did Demo- 
crats do? Democrats put him in the office of the Railroad Board 
at $25,000 a year. The people of the United States have been 
watching these things. They do not like it. And though we 
were then in control in this House, in the succeeding election 
they gave you Republicans a majority of 170 Members in this 
House. Then you Republicans kept it up and you went a little 
further than we did. You began making these new positions 
and increasing these salaries, and the reading and thinking 
people of the United States were watching the proceedings 
here and in the last election they wiped out your 170 majority 
and reduced it down to about 20 in the next House, 

Mr. EDMONDS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will yield. 

Mr. EDMONDS. I think the gentleman is to be congratu- 
lated because he is carrying out his persistent opposition to 
subsidies. But these other gentlemen in the House who are 
opposed to a ship subsidy are willing to carry on and pay for 
subsidies at the present time. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am against all subsidies. 

Mr. TINCHER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will. 

Mr. TINCHER. Does the gentleman want to be classed with 
gentlemen who class the salaries of scientists in the Agricul- 
tural Department as a subsidy? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; not if it is a reasonable salary. 

Mr. TINCHER. Does the gentleman belieye—— 

Mr. BLANTON. But when you have a prominent educator, 
who teaches science in a university, not drawing over $5,000 a 
year in the universities of the different States—when you have 
a teacher of science drawing only $5,000 a year and satisfied 
with that chair and not giving it up to receive other compensu- 
tion—when you raise the scientists down here in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture $1,000 above university scientists and to a 
point where it is not a legitimate salary in reconstruction 
times, it is a subsidy. 

Mr. TINCHER. If the salaries in the universities have be- 
come such that they can not compete and keep men in their 
scientific departments, would it not be necessary for them to 
come up to those salaries? 

Mr. BLANTON. I guarantee you will have plenty of able 
scientists in the Agricultural Department under the present 
régime, under the present system, under the present law with- 
out increasing a single salary. 

Mr. TINCHER. There are some places that have not been 
filled at these higher salaries; more than half were not filled 
last year. 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. TINCHER. How does the gentleman aceount for it? 

Mr. BLANTON. We have vacancies in Congress. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Taylor, the gentleman mentioned 
awhile ago, and I think he deserves some personal mention, 
I happen to know has been offered within the last four years 
at different times more than twice the salary at which he has 
been working for the Government to go into a private insti- 
tution. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why did he not do it? 

Mr. TINCHER. Because he loves the work and loves his 
country, and for that reason he should have a reasonable 
salary. Would the gentleman deny a man that because he 
feels that way? It is a question of paying that or abandoning 
the work. 

Mr. BLANTON. I want to tell the distinguished gentleman 
from Iowa [Mr. Haven] that I went to Texas last summer, 
and I went out through the farms, and I saw good women and 
little girls on riding plows out in the hot sun plowing the fields 
from early in the morning until late at night. I saw them out 
in the harvest fields. I saw them at hard work. Do you know 
what they receive at the end of the year? All the way from 
$600, for the whole family, on up to about $1,200, for a whole 
family; and sometimes they have a total crop failure. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 
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Tlie people the gentleman refers to are the 
very ones we are trying to help. 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, you are not going to help them in this 
way. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The department is endeavoring to improve 
farm conditions, and in that way to help them. 


Mr. HAUGEN. 


Mr. BLANTON. It is about $33,000,000 that we spend in 
this Agricultural appropriation bill each year, is it not? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. I tell you what I believe: I believe that the 
farmers and the agricultural interests of this Nation get the 
benefit of about $3,000,000 of that, and the other $30,000,000 
is overhead. That is just my honest belief as to that proposi- 
tion. I have reached that conclusion since I have been in 
Congress. 

Mr. HAUGEN. You had reference to the annual appropria- 
tion. That does not include the permanent appropriation. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am talking about the annual appropria- 
tion. I honestly believe that the real agriculturists of the Na- 
tion get about $3,000,000 of actual benefit from that bill, and 
the other $30,000,000 is wasted in administrative expenses. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. If that is a fact, does the gentleman say 
that by reason of that he is in favor of destroying the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? 

Mr. BLANTON. Oh, no; I am not in favor of destroying the 
department, but I am trying to keep this money from being 
spent for overhead salaries, and I am trying to divert it into 
the proper channel, so that the real benefit will go to the peo- 
ple on the farms. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman knows that I have been 
just as much against the salary increases as anybody, and I 
voted against the appropriation in the Agricultural appropria- 
tion bill the other day mainly because it was legislation on an 
appropriation bill, to which I am opposed. But the Secretary 
of Agriculture came before us yesterday and testified that five 
of these scientific places are vacant now. He thought he had 
a contract to close all those five places, but he said when those 
fellows realized that it is still temporary law they would not 
take it. That is what the Secretary of Agriculture said about 
it. And he further says, what is true, that the Agricultural 
Department pay roll is less than that of any other department 
of the Government. If that is true, then as a friend of the 
agricultural interests in this country I am not going to stand 
in the way of that. I will take the word of the Secretary of 
Agriculture and vote for this bill, because I am not going to 
help to hamstring the activities of the department by voting 
against this proposition. [Applause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman from Kentucky is one of the 
strong men of this House. His judgment is good on most ques- 
tions, on most issues, and on most bills; likewise the distin- 
guished gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. AswELL], and likewise 
the distinguished gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Havueren]. I fol- 
low them here lots of times on propositions. But I want 
to tell you where you can not always follow them. 

The Committee on Naval Affairs has the Secretary of the 
Navy and the big admirals come down before it at hearings 
and convince its members that they must increase the naval 
personnel, that they must increase the number of battleships, 
that they must increase the number of cruisers, that they must 
increase the number of submarine chasers, and administrative 
expenses. They say we must do this and that, and they have 
the most convincing way you ever heard of of convincing the 
committee that they are right; and they do convince the com- 
mittee, and the committee in bringing in their bill bring in pro- 
visions granting most of what the Secretary of the Navy wants. 
It is the same way with respect to the War Department. 

We passed a law here right after the war limiting the num- 
ber of men that Secretary Baker could enlist in the Army under 
the appropriation we gave him. Secretary Baker went right 
ahead and violated our instructions. He went beyond the law. 
He disobeyed it, and he enlisted more men than we authorized, 
and I heard Republican after Republican get up on this floor 
and skin him alive because he did it. Then your party came 
into power. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Did he deserve it? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; and I helped to do it. Then your 
party came into power, and your Secretary of War did the same 
thing. You provided for almost as large a number of men as 
Secretary Baker enlisted, and the very men who did the 
skinning of Secretary Baker turned around and provided for 
practically the same men that he had enlisted. So with the 
Department of Agriculture. When the distinguished Secretary 
comes up from the Department of Agriculture he brings all of 


his able scientific chiefs with him, and then he actually stam- 
pedes our economy friends on the committee. He convinces 
them that the Department of Agriculture will go to the demni- 
tion bowwows unless we increase the salaries. They make the 
committee think that our country is going to lose our Agri- 
cultural Department if they do not increase the salaries, and 
they are carried away with the argument, and they bring in 
their bill with all the increases that are asked. And just so 
it is with all of our legislative committees. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I assure the gentleman that the Secre- 
tary of Agriculture has no hypnotic power over me; but I was 
wondering whether the officials in the Agricultural Depart- 
ment had any more hypnotic influence over members of the 
Committee on Agriculture than the newspapers and the elite 
and the bon tons of Washington have over the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, of which the gentleman from Texas 
is a member. 

Mr. BLANTON. Have they exercised any hypnotic influence 
over the Member who is now occupying the floor? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I think they have, to the extent that the 
gentleman is now espousing suffrage in the District of Colum- 
bia. I think somebody has exercised some hypnotic powers 
over the gentleman. 

Mr. BLANTON, I believe that the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky [Mr. KixcHetor] is different from the make-up of most 
of the Members of the House if he would deny to 437,000 peo- 
ple living in this District the right to representation on the 
floor in the way of a Delegate. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I do not think I will ever vote for suf- 
frage in the District of Columbia, but I certainly will never 
do it so long as my taxpayers in the State of Kentucky and 
taxpayers from every other State are paying 40 cents of every 
dollar that is spent for the support of the government of the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. BLANTON. When I suggested that I was in favor of 
giving a Delegate to the District, and was in favor of the peo- 
ple of the District electing their commissioners, and was in 
favor of letting the people of the District elect their school 
board, the papers ran me in headlines and said that the Blan- 
ton bill was a fine proposition ; but when they got hold of the 
Blanton bill and read it, they saw in it a little clause which 
said that hereafter every school building erected in the city 
of Washington was to be paid for wholly out of the District 
revenues; that the people of Kentucky and Louisiana and 
Texas were not to be taxed any more on that account. Then they 
read a little further in that bill and found out that BLANTOx's 
bill provided that all of the expense of furnishing books to 
66,000 school children here, and the expense of hiring 2,500 
teachers to teach them, and the expense of these elections 
should be borne wholly by the people of the District of Colum- 
bia, and then the newspapers dropped the Blanton bill like a 
hot rock. 

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield on that? 

Mr. BLANTON. They had nothing more to say about the 
Blanton bill. The gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. KincHetor] 
has not read up on what the Blanton bill contains. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I was wondering why the gentleman did 
not apply the same principle to all taxes for the support of the 
District of Columbia. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman remembers my speeches 
on the subject or will read my bill he will find that it covers 
most of the millions of dollars which are now poured out of the 
Treasury from taxes paid by the people of Kentucky and Lou- 
isiana and Texas and other States to pay the expenses of the 
District and seeks to stop it all. 

Mr. KINCHELOB. The gentleman was amending it by sec- 
tions. I was wondering why he was not going to do the whole 
thing all at once instead of amending by particular sections. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not going to deny representation in 
this House by a Delegate to the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I am talking about taxation. The gen- 
tleman said he proposed that the people of the District of Co- 
lumbia should pay for their own schools, and I agree with him, 
I was wondering why he did not apply the same rule to all the 
expenses of the District. 

Mr. BLANTON. If the gentleman will read my bill he will 
find that it covers practically all of it. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman did not say that. 

Mr. BLANTON. It covers practically all of it. But why 
should not these 437,000 people have a Delegate on this floor 
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to speak for them? Why should they not have a Delegate 
before the District Committee to speak for them when the com- 
mittee has hearings on matters relating to the District? Why 
should they not have a Delegate to get up here when every 
District day is promised and then turned down? Why should 
they not have a Delegate to get up here on the floor and speak 
for them? I am in favor of giving them representation to the 
extent of a Delegate. I think that is as little as we ought to do. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The point I am making is that somebedy 
evidently had some hypnotic influence on the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, and especially on the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. BLANTON. Do not you ever be a bit afraid that they 
can Coue me. I am one Member that they will never Coue. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. They may not be able to do that, and 
I want to say also that neither the Secretary of Agriculture nor 
anybody else has any hypnotic influence over me. 

Mr. BLANTON. I do not think they have, but they have 
enough on somebody to get these salaries increased, 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. I should like to go back to what the 
gentleman said about the Navy. 

Mr. BLANTON, That was a mere incidental illustration. 

Mr, WOODRUFF, The gentleman said that the Secretary 
of the Navy and the admirals appeared before the Committee 
on Naval Affairs and made them believe anything they wanted. 

Mr. BLANTON. No; but that they got what they wanted. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Is it not a fact that the Secretary of 
the Navy and the admirals appeared before the Committee 
on Naval Affairs and asked certain things, but that they did 
not convince the Committee on Naval Affairs, but later did 
convince the House? 

Mr. BLANTON. They convinced the ruling power that 
gave them what they wanted. They finally got what they 
wanted. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. The gentleman will admit that they did 
not convince the Naval Affairs Committee? 

Mr. BLANTON. Not the chairman who brought in the bill; 
but, nevertheless, they got what they wanted through some 
other members of the Naval Affairs Committee. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. But they did not get it from the Naval 
Affairs Committee, 

Mr. BLANTON. Not through the action of the committee, 
but they got it from the House through some members of the 
Naval Affairs Committee. It makes no difference how they 
got it; they did get it. 

Mr, HULL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman referred to the War Department. 

Mr. BLANTON. I am not going back to that. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman made a statement, Let us see 
whether he is correct. j 

Mr. BLANTON. Go ahead. 

Mr. HULL. The gentleman said the War Department came 
down here and persuaded us to authorize more men for the 
Army than ever Secretary Baker had enlisted. Secretary Baker 
enlisted 240,000 men. He got the number up to 240,000, and 
we cut it to 175,000 within 30 days after we came into power, 
and we never authorized anything like 240,000, and the gentle- 
man ought to know it. 

Mr. BLANTON. How many is the gentleman in favor of 
himself? 

Mr. HULL. I am in favor of the present number of 128,000, 
and I am in favor of cutting that if necessary. 

Mr. BLANTON. Why did the gentleman let them put it at 
175,000, 50,000 above what he believes necessary? 

Mr. HULL. Simply because 

Mr. BLANTON. Because they overawed you. 

Mr. HULL. The Secretary of War had recommended 240,000 
men. 

Mr. BLANTON. And he violated the law when he did it. 

Mr. HULL. And we reduced it to 175,000, then we reduced 
it to 150,000, and then we reduced it to 125,000. 

Mr, BLANTON. Why do you not come along down the line 
and reduce it to 100,000? 

Mr. HULL. I am calling attention to the fact that the gen- 
tleman made a misstatement. 

Mr. BLANTON. And the gentleman has corrected it, and 
he n admitted that they put 50,000 over on him more than he 
wanted. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. I will. 

Mr. CLARKE of New York. When do we resume the ques- 
tion of salaries? 


Mr. BLANTON. Whenever gentlemen get through asking 
foolish questions. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield? I do not 
know whether this is a foolish question or not, but I want to 
ask the gentleman this question: The gentleman from Texas 
paid a high tribute to the gentleman from Iowa, to the gen- 
tleman from Louisiana, to the gentleman from Kentucky, and 
stated that usually their judgment was sound on administrative 
questions. Does not the gentleman think that there is a 
probability that their judgment is right in this instance, and 
that the gentleman from Texas may be wrong? 

Mr. BLANTON. It might be. My people in Texas may be 
wrong as to what they want. The farmers back in Alabama 
are pretty much like the farmers in Texas. In fact, some 
Alabama men went to Texas, but they are about like the gen- 
tleman from Alabama, I went home and I asked the farmers 
in my district what they thought about these things. I got 
their view. I am representing them and I am supposed to do 
all I can to please them. Do you know that the farmers back 
in Alabama and the farmers in Texas who live on rural free 
delivery routes and read the papers every day keep up with 
what is going on here and know more about the bills that 
are introduced in Congress than we do? You can go back 
home and the farmers will ask you questions about bills that 
you do not know a thing on earth about. That is why some 
Members do not want to go home—they can not answer their 
questions. They know too much. If there is anything on 
God’s earth that the 314,000 people of my district are deter- 
mined upon it is to cut down taxation and the expenses of 
the Government. Now, the one way to stop it is to stop 
spending. 

When an individual's income does not amount to as much 
as his expenses why what does he do? Why he cuts down his 
expense in order to keep out of bankruptcy. When the income 
of the Government is not sufficient to meet the expenses of the 
Government and they have no new means of taxation, what 
should a sane government do? It ought to cut down its ex- 
penses, The only way to cut down expenses is to quit passing 
increased salary bills that come up here every day. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. As I understand the issue here, I may 
be misinformed, it is not a matter of increase of salaries but 
only a matter of paying the same salaries that they are now 
paying. Am I not correct? 

Mr. BLANTON. It is making permanent law out of what 
they did this year, which in some instances was granting 
$1,500 raise in the salaries of several men. That is what we 
did in the appropriation bill, and this bill is to make it 
permanent law, so that it will have to be done every year. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from South Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON]. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. Chairman, I have been very much 
interested in the discussion by the gentleman from Texas. I 
was interested in that feature of his address in which he com- 
plains that too much of the agricultural appropriation is spent 
for overhead and too little of it goes directly to the people. 
There is some ground for that complaint, and to that extent I 
am inclined to agree with the gentleman from Texas, although 
I do not agree with him that this is an improper increase. 

I want to call the attention of the House to the fact that 
some few weeks ago when the Agricultural appropriation bill 
was being considered there was an earnest effort made to pro- 
vide $360,000 that would go directly to the people to pro- 
vide for the distribution of garden seeds to the people of the 
country such as the gentleman described with tears in his 
voice and who were found digging in the garden and plowing 
in the fields, working in the mills and making gardens at home, 
and who to-day are writing 25 letters a day to me asking for 
seeds, and many deploring the fact that there will be none for 
the next year. When that auspicious occasion came, and the 
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr, LANGLEY] offered an amend- 
ment appropriating $360,000 to go directly to the people, the 
distinguished gentleman from Texas made a point of order 
against it, which was sustained by the Speaker, and the people 
at home lost it. 

I just want to direct the gentleman’s attention to that, and 
the attention of the House, and again register my protest against 
this shutting off of the people from some direct participation 
in some of the appropriations that are made by this Congress. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. BLANTON. And the House of Representatives by their 
vote sustained the action of the Speaker. 
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Mr. STEVENSON. Yes; and the House of Representatives 
by their vote sustained the action of the Speaker, and sus- 
tained the charge that this gentleman from Texas makes, not 
to have too much of this going to the people, because the gentle- 
man from Texas voted in that way. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. STEVENSON. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I think the gentleman is in error 
when he says that the House approved the substance of the 
proposition. I know that I am in favor of the seed proposition, 
yet I voted to sustain the Chair because I thought he was right 
upon the question of the point of order. 

Mr. STEVENSON. Iam speaking of the result and answer- 
ing what the gentleman from Texas says. 

Mr. SEARS. I received a letter yesterday from a very emi- 
nent gentleman, a scientist, and he said that he was sorry to 
see the garden seeds cut off, and that about all that he could 
do now was to pay his income tax. 

Mr. STEVENSON. I am not running with the scientists. I 
am running with the folks that the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Branton] says he is standing for—the people who work, the 
people who come te us and ask for a little something free— 
but whenever there is a proposition here to cut them off from 
direct participation in some of the money we spend, I am not 
like some of the gentlemen in this House, who talk for them and 
then vote against them on a proposition of that kind. [Ap- 
plause.] 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLACK]. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, this bill may or may not be in 
the interest of the farmers. I have noticed lately that almost 
every bill that is brought before the House which will increase 
expenditures is urged for the reason that it will benefit the 
farmer. One of the most insistent reasons that has been of- 
fered for the adoption of the ship subsidy bill is that agricul- 
ture requires it, and yesterday we had before the House a bill 
to increase the salaries of our diplomatic and consular officers, 
and one of the strong arguments made in favor of the bill was 
made by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Towner] to the effect 
that it would benefit the farmer to increase the salaries of dip- 
lomatic and consular officers. So the argument urged in favor 
of this pending bill is certainly not novel. I do not assail or 
criticize the work of these scientific investigators, or the heads 
of these bureaus such as the Bureau of Plant Industry, the 
Bureau of Animal Industry, the Bureau of Chemistry, and 
other important bureaus in the Department of Agriculture. I 
am sure they are doing a valuable work. These gentlemen may 
be worth all the bill proposes to pay, but the reason that I am 
opposed to its enactment at the present time is because the 
House has already passed a reclassification bill which under- 
takes to do equal justice to all of the Government employees, 
from the man who receives $720 a year up to the man who 
receives the higher salaries in the Government service. The 
House has shown its good faith to these employees by the adop- 
tion of that measure. The Senate has not adopted it. If, for 
reasons of economy, it would be unwise to enact that general 
legislation at this time, then I can not see my way clear to 
vote for legislation which will discriminate in favor of this 
limited number and who seem to be reasonably well paid. 

What kind of a situation will we have if this bill is passed? 

Let us take the Post Office Department, for example. I used 
to be a member of the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads and have some little knowledge about the workings of 
that department. The First Assistant Postmaster General, 
for example, has supervision over 75,000 or 80,000 postal em- 
ployees. He has supervision over 53,000 post offices and post- 
masters in the United States, and yet he receives only $5,000 
a year. The Fourth Assistant Postmaster General has super- 
vision over 43,000 rural routes, 43,000 rural carriers, all of the 
vast rural free-delivery mileage in the United States, and yet 
he receives only $5,000 a year, 

The Second Assistant Postmaster General has supervision 
over about 20,000 railway mail clerks. He has supervision over 
the entire transportation of the mails of the United States, and 
yet he gets only $5,000 a year, The three Civil Service Com- 
missioners who have supervision over the examination and se- 
lection of the eligibles of the entire civil-service personnel of the 
United States receive only $5,000 a year, I submit that if the 
situation is such as to require us to pass a bill to give the 
chiefs of the bureaus in the Department of Agriculture $6,000 
per year, it ought to be.such as to cause us to pass a law which 
will give the officials I have mentioned and others equally 
worthy similar increases in salary. Therefore, it brings us 
right back to the general proposition that if we are going to 


deal with these particular employees, we ought to deal with 
them all in one bill, as we did in the reclassification bill, and 
do justice to all of them. Take Mr. Ethelbert Stewart, the 
Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. I dare say 
there is not a more competent man in the United States for 
his particular kind of work than Mr. Stewart, and he gets only 
$5,000 a year. 

He is just as much a scientist in his field of labor; he is just 
as valuable to the Government of the United States as anyone 
of the chiefs of bureau of the Department of Agriculture, 
valuable though they may be. [Applause.] Now, if for con- 
siderations of economy we are forbidden at this time to enact 
general legislation, then the same considerations should move 
us to vote against this bill. I agree that economy is an im- 
portant consideration. Our backs are already bending under 
the burden of taxes that we now have. Oh, yes; gentlemen 
say, “ This will not cost much.” Yesterday the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs said, “ This will not cost but $700,000 or $800,- 
000, will not add but a little more to the burden of the tax- 
payer, and therefore pass it.“ These gentlemen bring in this 
bill to-day and say, This will only add a small amount.” 

Mr. HUDSPETH. How much? 

Mr. BLACK. The figures, I believe, have not been stated, 
but I admit it will not be a very large amount; but until we do 
balance our budget it is a good time to practice economy. 
Now, the President when he vetoed the bonus bill in October 
gave as one very good reason for that veto that there was prob- 
ably a deficit of $700,000,000 in the present fiscal year. Now, 
later on, when he made his speech to the Congress in December, 
I believe he said the estimated deficit would be about $273,000,- 
000; and recently a statement was given out still reducing the 
estimated deficit, but as my colleague from Texas [Mr. GARNER] 
pointed out a few days ago, this change in the amount of 
deficit is not due to economy practiced by this Government; it 
is due to the sale of capital assets of the Government and the 
use of them in the payment of current expenditures. 

The CHAIRMAN. ‘The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield me one additional 
minute? 

Mr. BLANTON. I yield the gentleman one minute addi- 
tional. 

Mr. BLACK. Just in order to finish this statement. What 
is the sale of capital assets? Why, we have in the Treasury, or 
did have, about $183,000,000 of farm-loan bonds. We had in 
the hands of the Railroad Administration several hundred mil- 
lion dollars of railroad securities. We had in the hands of the 
Navy Department several hundred million dollars of surplus 
supplies purchased during the war. We had in the hands of 
the War Department, and still have, a large amount of surplus 
material. Now, what has taken place? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK. In a moment. The Secretary of the Treasury 
is selling these farm-loan bonds; the Railroad Administration 
is selling these railroad securities; the War Department is sell- 
ing these war supplies; and the Navy Department is selling its 
surplus materials and the proceeds from these capital assets, 
which were bought with bonds, are used to pay current expenses 
of the Federal Government. I do not complain that these 
capital assets are sold but I do say we have not balanced our 
budget, and we ought to do it before we continue to increase 
the expenditures of the Government. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has again ex- 
pired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield five minutes to the 
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. Wrxgo]. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, this seems to be an occasion 
on which statesmen indulge in economic and political solilo- 
quies with reference to salaries, seeds, and so forth, so I think 
that a modest retiring Member, who seldom intrudes himself 
upon the patience of the House, may proceed to indulge in the 
same pastime for five minutes. I have no desire or intention 
to discuss the pending measure, because I know very little 
about it. As a general proposition I believe in paying every- 
body a proper wage or salary for the services they render. 
Neither shall I criticize any of those gentlemen who seem to be 
so much disturbed because they lost their seed. That naturally 
would disturb some gentlemen. [Laughter.] But I observe 
the growing tendency of this House, and I do not criticize it, 
but it is a tendency, to express a concern in the welfare of the 
American farmer. I say I do not criticize the growing tend- 
ency. I am glad to see it. I am not interested so much in get- 
ting a package of seed to the farmer or town man. I am not 
so much interested In some of the other things that are done 
for the farmer or in his name, or are done to him, as I am, as 
those know with whom I have served, deeply and seriously 
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concerned in the general proposition of the general welfare of 
the American farmer that is wrapped up in better credit and 
marketing facilities. The American farmer is not going to be 
satisfied with giving him a county agent. He is not going to 
be satisfied with giving a few seed. He is intelligent enough 
to know that his trouble can not be relieved by little pallatives 
like that. He knows that his troubles are fundamental. I am 
firmly convinced that if the war had not interrupted the pro- 
gram of those who were responsible for that character of legis- 
lation under the last administration that we would have com- 
pleted that program and have written upon the statute books 
a bona fide, practical rural-credit system. 

I regret that there is no effort by the administration being 
put forth at this time along that line. There is an effort 
which, I fear, is largely political, to put through a so-called 
program, where most of the benefits seem calculated to go to 
a man who has a big farm already or else he has sufficient 
wealth to enable him with five others to get together and put 
up a capital stock of a quarter of a million dollars or a million 
dollars, as provided in one of the bills. I do not object to 
extending the benefits of the farm-loan system to all the 
farmers, but I say that instead of trying to reach the men 
higher up and more prosperous, I wish there was a bona fide, 
sincere effort on the part of those who are responsible to try 
to reach further down and provide some agency by which the 
landless man can have an opportunity upon terms that he 
ean bear and under which he can work out and under which 
he can get a home, because I am convinced that the farm 
home owners constitute the surest and safest bulwark and 
security for our free institutions. 

I am interested in quicker facilities and less red tape in 
supplying the small farmer, who already has a farm and wants 
a small loan of less than $10,000. I say I am deeply inter- 
ested in that. I am interested in trying to cut out the awful 
waste that there is in the distribution of farm products, by 
which the American farmer and the American ultimate con- 
sumer have to pay an awful toll to the men who stand in 
between and take toll for their services. They may render 
services for which they should be paid; I am not discussing 
that. I am discussing the practicability of eliminating some 
of this machinery that stands between the producer and the 
ultimate consumer, 

Those two problems, Mr. Chairman, are more important 
than the question of raising the salaries of a few scientists 
in the Department of Agriculture or the distribution of seeds 
under congressional franks. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman two 
minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Arkansas is recog- 
nized for two minutes more. 

Mr. WINGO. Mr. Chairman, I think that in the adminis- 
tration of the Federal reserve act men should get away from 
that fear that they continually express that whenever you under- 
take to handle the credit of the American farmer you are 
getting into an unsafe field; because I believe, in my humble 
judgment, from my study of the question, that there is no safer 
or sounder credit for either the mercantile banker or merchant 
or anybody else who deals with them than the credits that are 
bottomed upon the products that come from the farmers’ toil, 
and I believe half of that problem would be solved if you could 
just get that fear out of the minds of the men who control 
these credit agencies. I wish you could realize that if a credit 
is frozen, when it is extended to a farmer to hold his wheat 
or his cotton on his farm, by the same line of reasoning and 
the same line of logic it is a frozen credit if extended to the 
cotton factor and the wheat elevator man to hold that cotton 
or that wheat in their hands. There can be no distinction. I 
recognize the argument with reference to frozen credits; but, 
Mr. Speaker, it is like the argument with reference to inflation. 
There is a clear distinction between that which is liquid 
and that which is frozen, just as there is a proper distinction 
between legitimate and wholesome expansion and dangerous 
inflation. That, I contend, Mr. Chairman, is the wrong view- 
point, and it is the failure to make a correct distinction that 
produces the fear I refer to. 

The newspapers told us yesterday afternoon that the Senate 
had passed the buck to the House on these farm bills. I am 
not going to say anything in violation of the rules, but from 
my. knowledge of the situation I am inclined to believe that they 
have thrown into the hopper bills that many of them do not 
understand. They call one of these bills the “ Capper bill.” In 
my judgment it ought to be called the Eugene Meyer bill.“ 
They say, Oh, what is the difference? It does not make any 


difference in what form it is, it will not do much anyway ; it 
can be whipped into shape; just bring it on.” That is a dan- 
gerous way of preparing legislation. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Arkansas 
has again expired. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from South 
Carolina [Mr. STEVENSON] offered some criticism because I made 
the point of order against the Langley proposition to continue 
spending $360,000 for garden seeds. There was just as much 
overhead in that proposition as there is in the balance of these 
appropriations. When you compute the cost of printing all of 
the congressional seed franks and the cost of having them 
addressed and sending them to the seed division down in the 
Department of Agriculture, and having these seeds bought and 
put in bags and placed in packages, and having the two separate 
packages in which they are inclosed printed at the Government 
Printing Office, the expense of doling them out and the expense 
to the Government in our Post Office Department in connection 
with scattering them all over the United States, you will find 
there is a big overhead in that, and it ought to stop. 

I saw in the newspapers that our distinguished colleague 
from Oklahoma, the lady from Oklahoma [Miss ROBERTSON], 
had been able to so accumulate seeds that she sent a whole 
carload out from Washington down to Oklahoma to her dis- 
trict. Of course that is overhead. There never has been, in 
my judgment, a single package of free garden seed yet deliv- 
ered to one of our constituents that has paid in benefits the 
cost of it; not one. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes. 

Mr. CURRY. I would like to know if the gentleman is 
aware of the fact that the lady from Oklahoma sent all of her 
seeds to schools in her district? In my judgment, if there is 
any. pronor way to send out garden seeds, that is the way to 

o it. 

Mr. BLANTON. But there is not any good way to send them 
out. It is true that there are some valuable seeds that are 
still provided for in the bill, valuable seeds of kinds that the 
farmer can not get in his neighborhood. They will continue 
to go out. They do bestow great benefit on the farmers 
when they receive seed like alfalfa and milo maize and 
soudan grass and kaffir corn. Things of that kind help the 
farmers, who are benefited by them. They use them, but take 
these little quart packages of cotton seed that the distin- 
guished gentleman and myself send to a few of our cotton- 
planting farmers, what can they do with a quart of cotton 
seed? They are not going to plant that seed and keep it 
separate and have the cotton ginned separately. The sending 
out of such seed as that has been a waste of the money of the 
Government, and the farmers have not appreciated it and they 
want it stopped. 

Mr. DICKINSON. The gentleman stated in his former ad- 
dress that if over $3,000,000 of the annual agricultural appro- 
priation went direct to the farmer he did not know about it. 
Now, we appropriate over $4,000,000 for county agents who go 
out into every county. Does not the gentleman believe that is 
a good thing? 

Mr. BLANTON. I believe the average farmer in Iowa or 
Texas knows more in five minutes about practical farming than 
half of these county agents that are appointed and sent out. 
Many are appointed through political patronage. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Would the gentleman want to strike out 
that appropriation? 

Mr. BLANTON. No; because some of them are good, but 
some of them are not good. Some of them are not worth a 
penny to the farmer. I believe it is a good policy to keep them 
if we can get good men, but I am against the patronage part 
of it. 

Mr. DICKINSON. Is not that true of the men who come to 
Congress, that we ought to get good men? 

Mr. BLANTON. Yes; that is true. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I have no requests for fur- 
ther time and I ask that the Clerk read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, ete, That the maximum salaries per annum of the 
following number of scientific investigators or employees engaged in 
scientific work, paid from the genera a i Piel of the part- 
ment of Agriculture, shall not exceed as follows: 

age more than seven in excess of $4,500 but not in excess of $5,000 
each ; 

Not more than five in excess of $5,000 but not in excess of $5,500 
each ; 

Not more than three in excess of $5,500 but not in excess of $6,000 
each, and in no case shall the salary of any exceed $6,000. 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HAUGEN : Page 1, strike out the matter 
in lines 8 to 13, inclusive, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“That the maximum salary per annum of any scientific investigator 
or employee engaged in scientific work and paid from the general 
5 of the Department of Agriculture shall not exceed 
$6,500: Provided, That no miny shall be paid under this section at 
a rate per annum in excess of $5,000 except the following: Not more 
than 12 in excess of $5,000 but not in excess of $5,500 each, and not 
more than 5 in excess of $5,500 each.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman make some explana- 
tion of this amendment? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, this increases the number to 
receive in excess of $5,000 but not in excess of $5,500 from 5 to 
12, and the number who are to receive in excess of $5,500 but 
not in excess of $6,500 from 8 to 5. 

The numbers indicated-in the amendment are identically the 
same as those carried in the appropriation bill for the year 
ending June 30, 1924. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Mississippi. 
why that is necessary? 

Mr. HAUGEN. That is the amount carried in the appropria- 
tion bill and agreed to by Congress, and if my memory serves 
me right it was adopted by the House by unanimous vote, I 
believe without a dissenting vote. It is the number suggested 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, and it is believed that this 
should be done. 

Mr. BLACK. 
limit $500. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. BLACK. What is the reason for that? 

Mr. HAUGEN. The reason for that is that we believe the 
amount should be increased. I think all of us appreciate the 
worth of the Department of Agriculture and the value of 
the service rendered by the very efficient employees in the 
department. 

Mr. BLACK. Most of us think we are pretty generous when 
we go to the limit proposed in the bill, but the gentleman pro- 
poses this increase right out of hand. 

Mr. HAUGEN. It increases the maximum salary from 
$4,500 to $5,000. The facts are these: In that great depart- 
ment, with upward of 20,000 employees, only 19 employees re- 
ceive a salary of $5,000 or above while the outside Government 
service has 7,724 receiving the $5,000 or above. A year ago of 
the 19 in the Department of Agriculture receiving $5,000 or 
above only 8 received a salary above $5,000. 

Mr. KINCHELOE, This does not increase the limit beyond 
that which was contained in the agricultural bill as we passed 
it. That was $6,500. 


Will the gentleman tell us 


I notice that the gentleman also raises the 


Mr. HAUGEN. It does not increase the limit beyond that in 
the agricultural bill. 
Mr. BLACK. Oh, no; but it does under this bill. 


Mr. HAUGEN. It increases the maximum to scientists from 
$4,500 to $5,000, with the exception of those provided for here 
at a higher salary. 

Mr. BLACK. And it increases the limit that may be paid to 
$6,500. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes; for 12 of them not to exceed $5,500, and 
for 5 of them not to exceed $6,500. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I desire to offer a perfecting 
amendment when the time comes, to strike out “ $6,500” and 
insert “ $6,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Iowa yield the 
floor? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman to offer his amend- 
ment. 

Mr. BLANTON. I move to strike out “$6,500” and insert 
* $6,000.” 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. BLANTON to the amendment offered by Mr. 
0050 A Strike out the figures 56,500“ and insert in lieu thereof 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I want just one minute to 
say this: That the committee met with such a warm reception 
when they brought in their bill for increase to $6,000 that where 
we gave them an inch they are now taking an ell in this amend- 
ment. They see that it is an opportune time now to increase 
the amount to $6,500. If the other gentlemen on the floor want 
to do that, they will do it without my vote. 

Mr. HAUGEN, I think we all appreciate that the cost of 
living has increased and that salaries and wages have in- 
creased all along the line, and it is now time that recognition 
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should be given to these worthy and deserving employees of 
this department. It is the judgment of the committee and the 
judgment of the Secretary of Agriculture that the maximum 
salaries should be fixed as provided in the proposed amend- 
ment for employees. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Under the proposed amendment will it be 
permissible for five to receive the maximum salary of $6,500? 

Mr. HAUGEN. It is left to the discretion of the Secretary 
of Agriculture. - 

Mr. STAFFORD. Is there any question but that he will 
exercise his discretion and pay the highest amount? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Not unless it is necessary. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Has there been any instance when it 
comes to the increasing of a salary that it has not been to the 
maximum amount? Can the gentleman mention one instance 
where there is an exception? 

Mr. ASWELL. Let me say that the salary has been $6,500 
per year and it has not been paid to anyone. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The maximum has been $6,500, and the 
Secretary has not paid anybody $6,500. 

Mr. STAFFORD. How many in the present year is the Sec- 
retary privileged to pay $6,500? 

Mr. KINCHELOR. Five. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, we 
always repeat ourselves. I want to call attention of the com- 
mittee to what it means to fight these little appropriations. In 
this last year the Department of Agriculture has had in that 
department to contend with the fights made on the packer con- 
trol law, the grain futures act, and numerous other important 
propositions to the agricultural interests where they have been 
contested in the courts by the department against the greatest 
financial organizations in this country. On one side over there 
to-day are the representatives of the Department of Agricul- 
ture contesting five big packers who propose to merge. They are 
meeting the best paid talent in the world, they are meeting the 
best paid lawyers and the best scientists that money can hire. 
Yet every time we come upon the floor of this House and recom- 
mend that the Secretary of Agriculture be unfettered and have 
a reasonable amount of money to spend in the conduct of his 
business there are men on the floor who pretend that they rep- 
resent some farmers down home; that they want to call out 
to the country to look upon their barefooted farmers following a 
double-shovel plow in Texas, who get up and protest against 
treating the Department of Agriculture as we treat other de- 
partments of this Government. Whoever heard of the Repre- 
sentatives of the farmers protesting against the Secretary of 
War in peace time receiving $12,000 a year for his services? 
But you let the Committee on Agriculture come in here with a 
unanimous report, regardless of party—and there are men of 
both parties on that committee—and they get up and how! about 
increased salaries. The Committee on Agriculture works every 
day in the year, and I venture the assertion that the men on 
that committee, regardless of party, are better informed as to 
what transpires in that committee than in any other committee 
in Congress. 

Here is a unanimous report, and the amendment offered is 
the unanimous vote of the committee. Here are men who say 
they are friendly to the farmers who want to hamper the 
department, so that when Mr, Armour, of Chicago, tells the 
department what to do and sends a half a million dollars’ 
worth lawyer here to try some case the department will have 
to go in with a two dollar and a half man. Yet the men 
there now are 100 per cent, except their salaries, I said the 
other day that I favored giving Henry Wallace, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, $50,000,000 in a lump sum to battle for the 
farmers, and to place no strings on it. [Applause.] 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. I want to say that I am in 
accord with what the gentleman has said, but I do not think 
he ought to let the charge stand in the Recorp that a Texas 
farmer uses a double-shovel plow. 

Mr. TINCHER. Well, they said that the farmers down there 
were barefooted, and I thought, perhaps, they used the double- 
shovel plow. But the Texas farmer is all right, and if he 
understood the situation and understood the fight that these 
men who represent the department are having to make I think 
he, regardless of party, would support this measure. 

Mr. BLACK. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. I will yield first to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. Hl, who was on his feet. 
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Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, in this very important matter 
I think we should have a quorum. I make the point that no 
‘quorum is present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas makes the 
point that no quorum is present. The Chair will count. [After 
\counting.] Ninety-one Members present, not a quorum. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I move that 
the committee do now rise, and on that I demand tellers. 

,_ Tellers were ordered, and the Chair appointed as tellers Mr. 
McLavcuutn of Michigan and Mr. BLACK. 

, he question was taken, and the tellers reported that there 
were 6 ayes and 96 noes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The motion of the gentleman from Michi- 
gan is lost; a quorum is present, and the gentleman from Kan- 
sus [Mr. TINCHER] will proceed. 

Mr. HILL. Now will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TINCHER. Yes. 

Mr. HILL. All I wanted to say was that I remember that in 
| the antitrust cases the Government had against them $50,000 
| lawyers for a particular case, and the Government lawyers were 
only paid about 85,000 a year. I think the gentleman has put 

his finger on a very important question. 

Mr. BLANTON. And in that case what was the gentleman 
from Maryland paid? 

Mr. HILL. I was a $4,000-a-year lawyer. 

Mr. TINCHER. Right now the solicitor of the department 
is trying a case in the Supreme Court of the United States 

involving millions, and the Grain Exchange has the very best 
talent in the country, the very best lawyers, and does not spare 
any expense to win their case. Now, here is what I wonder at: 
Every time this committee comes in upon the floor of the House, 
no matter how unanimous their report may be on the particular 
bill, certain gentlemen who pretend to be the friends of the 
farmer take the floor and call us wasteful, extravagant, no- 
account Congressmen, and they will have the people believe 
_they are the only friend of the people. I think an amendment 
like the amendment just proposed should be voted down; I do 
not think it ought to have the support of two men in this House, 
and I do not believe it will have. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Kansas 
has expired. All time has expired. 

1 5 TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
wor 

1 BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. That motion is not in order. Without 
objection, the Chair will recognize the gentleman from Iowa for 
five minutes. 

There was no objection. 

Mr. TOWNER. Mr. Chairman, I have no criticism to make 
of gentlemen who contest and challenge every increase of 
Salary that is proposed. I think such increases of salary 
ought to be contested and challenged because a showing should 
be made that will justify them, and unless that showing is 
made, then the increases ought not to be granted. I am as 
anxious as any man in this House to keep down expenditures to 
the lowest possible point, but we must always remember that 
above everything else, we must keep the efficiency of the Gov- 
ernment service up to the highest standard possible. [Ap- 

| plause.] Gentlemen talk as if it were an argument against 
an increase at the present time, because we have been making 
increases in the limitation from time to time. It is true that 
we have made increases from time to time. However, I want 
this committee to understand that the Agricultural Department 
is the only department of the Government that has to sub- 
mit to these limitations such as are included in these various 
acts which fixed the limitations. Why are not limitations 
placed in the acts referring to other departments of the Gov- 
ernment? In the Agricultural Department where there is more 
need for scientific men requiring a higher grade of salaries 
than in any other department of the Government, why should 
there always be these limitations? I call attention to what 
has been the record in respect to increases from time to time, 
and I do this in justification and not in refutation of the 
practice. The first limitation upon the salaries that was made 
for scientific investigation in the Department of Agriculture 
was placed in the agricultural act for the fiscal year 1906. 
The limitation in that year was fixed at $3,000. In 1908 it 
was raised to $3,500 and in 1911 it was changed to $4,000. 
In 1915 it was changed to $4,500, and in 1923 it was fixed in 
| the appropriation bill at $6,500. The bill under consideration 
seeks to make permanent law out of the provision in the 
agricultural appropriation bill, and we hope it will stay for 
a long period of time. Why were these increases made? The 
answer is evident, and the reason is more potent now than 


it ever was before. In this remarkable industrial Nation of 
ours, there has been a continual demand for scientific experts 
who will bring to our industrial improvement the highest type 
of intellectual ability, the highest grade of educated efficiency. 
Competition for these men have made these increases neces- 
sary from time to time, and in order to keep up with the com- 
petition the Government has been compelled to make these 
advances, 

What is the situation at the present time? Every State has 
at least one great school, and some of them four or five, which 
are using the same class of experts that are demanded and re- 
ferred to in this bill for the use of the Agricultural Depart- 
ment. Besides that, the great commercial enterprises of the 
United States, some of them with capitalization of tens and 
even hundreds of millions of dollars, are demanding the very 
best talent, no matter what may be paid for it. If we desire 
to secure and keep a class of men that ought to be placed at the 
head of the Government service, we must make these increases 
in salaries. We know now that even with an increase to 
$6,500, provided in this bill temporarily, men whom we desire 
have refused to come, because they say that that salary may be 
changed next year. They want at least a reasonable chance 
of security in their tenure for a few years, because they can se- 
cure that elsewhere. They can go to these schools and get 
$6,500 a year with an assurance, and usually a contract, for 
five years’ time; and if we do not pass this legislation, having 
made only an increase to $6,500 a year for a limited time, we 
can not get the men to fill these places. They must have some 
assurance of stability. Therefore it is necessary in our own 
interest and in the interest of this great department of ours 
that we should do this thing. Has this confidence which we 
have reposed in the Secretary ever been misplaced? I said 
the other day, and I repeat it now, I challenge any gentleman 
to show where in any one instance during all these years there 
has been a single man employed who was not qualified for the 
position. On the contrary, men have been taken from the de- 
partment every year because they have been offered greater and 
larger salaries. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. BLACK. Mr. Chairman, the eloquent gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. TincHer] seems to think that whenever Members 
of the House venture to oppose a bill brought in from the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture such opposition indicates a hostile atti- 
tude to the farmers and to the committee, I want to make it 
plain that I am not critical of the Committee on Agriculture. 
If the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. Trycuer] were the only 
member of it I might be somewhat critical, though I do not 
know that I would be; but the gentleman from Kansas, able 
though he is and eloquent, happens not to be all of the com- 
mittee. Nothing that I say is critical of the committee. The 
gentleman from Kansas devoted all of his argument as a rea- 
son for the passage of this legislation to the fact that the 
Solicitor of the Department of Agriculture does not have legal 
talent competent to cope with the able lawyers that repre- 
sent the other side in litigation. If that be true, why has the 
gentleman from Kansas not busied himself to correct the situ- 
ation? There is nothing in this bill that I know of that has 
anything to do with that particular matter. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BLACK. When I conclude this statement I shall be 
glad to yield to the gentleman. The gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
Towner] said why limit the Department of Agriculture in 
these expenditures when we do not limit anyone else? Gentle- 
men of the committee know that it is the settled policy of 
Congress—at least since the war closed—that when we grant 
one of these lump-sum appropriations in every case to impose 
a limit on the expenditures. We have just passed recently the 
appropriation bill for the Executive Office and sundry independ- 
ent offices. I find in that bill a lump-sum appropriation for. 
the Housing Corporation, and on page 15 of the bill is a provi- 
sion that no person shall be employed thereunder at a rate of 
compensation exceeding $5,000 per annum. 

On the next page is an appropriation for the Government 
hotels of $800,000, with this limitation: “ Provided, That no 
person shall be employed hereunder at a rate of compensation 
exceeding $5,000 per annum.” Now, over here in the Emer- 
gency Shipping Corporation appropriation, on page 40 of the 
bill, we find this limitation: No officer or employee of the 
United States Shipping Board or the United States Shipping 
Board Emergency Fleet Corporation shall be paid a salary or 
compensation at a rate per annum in excess of $11,000, except 
the following: Six at not to exceed $25,000 each and two at 
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not to exceed $20,000 each.“ And all the Members on this 
side of the House—the Democratic side—with but few excep- 
tions, did the best we could to still further economize on these 
high salaries, but we did not get much help from the Repub- 
lican side of the House. I am wondering if we got any help 
from some of the gentlemen who now quarrel with us because 
we are seeking to place limitations upon an agricultural ap- 
propriation bill. Now, Mr. Chairman, I know we Members do 
not get much credit in making economy fights in the House. 
I am not here to strive for credit and praise and favorable 


publicity. I am here to do my duty as I see it, and I am go- 
ing to do and let consequences take care of themselves. [Ap- 
plause.] 


The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FESS. Mr. Chairman, I want to call the attention of the 
committee to the particular application of these increases. If 
the increases were simply administrative or to facilitate a 
going concern, and that was the nature of them, I would not be 
so much concerned about the measure of increase, but that is 
not this case. This particular case deals with a fundamental 
increase of production. It has to do with the food supply. It 
is dealing with the heads of the various bureaus who are in 
the research department of the Government. It is not a diffi- 
cult thing to keep a going concern going, but it is a difficult 
thing to find out information that is not yet known and thereby 
Increase the sum total of important knowledge. In that sense, 
therefore, this particular relief is going directly to the research 
man, to the scientific man, to the employment of our most 
valuable talent. I do not want to be regarded as hypercritical 
in my observations upon the character of opposition to the bill 
which criticized an increase like this. In fact, I think that the 
membership of the House really does serve a good purpose in 
resisting large increases, since there is a persistent pressure 
from all sides for increases. I sympathize with those Members 
who resist this pressure generally, but here is a sort of an 
increase that ought not to be resisted. Let me illustrate what 
I mean. Only recently we lost one of our best research men. 
We lost the director of one of our most important bureaus in 
the Capital, one whose work in 21 years has developed to a 
rank that has called the attention of research men from all the 
world. I refer to the Bureau of Standards. That director 
received when he left us the same salary he received 10 years 
ago. He was not mercenary. He did not go simply because 
there was a very large increase. We recognize the difficulty of 
getting the sort of increase in salaries applicable to this sort 
of service, namely, research; but it was a magnificent com- 
pliment to our Government when a research institution in 
another quarter of the country offered him over four times in 
salary what the Government had been paying him for the last 
10 years, and nobody criticizes him because he accepted that 
offer. A reasonable increase by us would likely result in his 
remaining in the place to which he was devoted. Now we, of 
course, can not meet that competition; nobody would think of 
it; but the facts are that private enterprises and private busi- 
nesses, alive to the great value of such talent, are ever alert 
seeking out the research men at the head of the various de- 
partments of the Government in this and that industry, and in 
this manner drain our Government supply of the best trained 
men we have, and will continue to do so unless we can show 
some sympathetic response to their needs as will be expressed 
by like services in industries differing from the Government. 

We are losing and will continue to lose the best men, and we 
are losing them not because they are dominated purely by a 
money consideration but because we fail to show a different 
attitude toward investigational ability, which displays the iack 
of appreciation toward our research men and work. This ob- 
servation applies to the director of scientific work, as provided 
in this bill. He ought to be a very high-grade man. It also 
applies to the superintendent or director of the Bureau of 
Animal Industry. Think of the remarkable growth in the 
assembling of a body of knowledge on that subject since the 
Agricultural Department has been established! You might 
say the same thing of the Bureau of Plant Industry and the 
several other investigational bureaus. I am amazed, really, at 
the small salary we provide for the Chief of the Bureau of 
Biological Survey. My friend across the way here, Doetor 
Lowrey, will recognize that there is one of the greatest fields, 
when viewed from the range of possible investigation and 
research, now fronting the world, and look at the salary we 
pay for that man! 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FESS. I Will. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. I am in fayor, I will say to my friend 
from Ohio, of these -increases, but why discriminate against 
the Chief of the Biological Survey in giving a salary of $4,500? 
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Mr. FESS. I am in sympathy with my friend with respect 
to that, but I do not know how to allot these salaries; I do 
not know how to classify them. But I do know it would be a 
compliment to the greatest Nation if we would show a little 
better appreciation of the research man who finds out the 
things that are not yet known, the real measure of a nation’s 
progress, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. FESS. I will ask for one additional minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection? [After a pause.] 
The Chair hears none. 

Mr. FESS. Only a few years ago there was a gentleman 
working in the Bureau of Mines in our Capital. He had to 
work under a contract that any discovery that he might make 
would have to go to the benefit of the Government, which, of 
course, was proper. That man made a discovery in the con- 
stituents of crude oil that by a scientific application of his 
discovery had so increased the gasoline content that I will say 
to my friends that it is asserted by high authority that one 
discovery will be enough in the increase of the wealth of the 
country to pay for the Bureau of Mines, all told, administration, 
and so forth, for the next score of years, and yet he got nothing 
but a nominal salary from the Government. He attached him- 
self to the research work of the Government because of his 
intense love of scientific research. He remained until the out- 
side world claimed him for a field wider than the Government 
would supply. 

I do not complain because he got nothing for his discovery, 
as perhaps he should not have gotten anything for it. He 
did it from the love of research, and the Government got the 
benefit of it. It was a tremendously important discovery, and 
I simply urge that we ought to appreciate the value of the 
research men who are at the head of these departments. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
all debate on the section and all amendments thereto be now 
closed. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa asks unani- 
mous consent that all debate on the section and all amend- 
ments thereto be now closed. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. - 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas [Mr. BLANTON]. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, may we have that again re- 
ported? 

The CHAIRMAN. 
again be reported. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. REAREN G 
Haugen amendment and insert “ $6,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. | The question É on agreeing to the amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Texas. 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on agreeing to the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. HAUGEN]. 

The question was taken; and the Chairman announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. BLANTON. I ask for a division, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas asks for a 
division. 

The committee divided; and there were—ayes 56, noes 10. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 2. That the salaries per annum of the following officers in 
the Department of Agriculture shall not exceed as follows: 

Director of Scientific Work, $6,000; Chief of the Bureau of Animal 
Industry, $6,000; Chief of the Bureau of Plant Industry, $6,000 ; 
of the Bureau of Forestry, $6,000; Chlef of the Bureau of Chemistry, 
$6,000: Chief of the Bureau of Markets, $6,000; Chief of the Bureau 
of Biological Survey, $4,500; Chief ot 0.55 Division of Accounts and 
Disbursements, $4,000 ; librarian, $2,500. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HAUGEN: Page 2, strike out the matter 
in lines 1 to 10, inclusive, and insert In lieu thereof the followin 

“Assistant Secretary, rA 500; Director of Scientific Work, $6, 500: 
e of Regulatory Work, $6,500; Director of Extension Service, 

6.500; Solicitor, $6,500; Chief of the Weather Bureau, $6,000; 
Chief of the Bureau 26 Animal Industry ot ne Chief of the Bureau 
of Plant 8 Forester. PRY Chief of the Bureau 
of Chemistry, $6, 60 Chlor of the 8 bo "Agricultural Economics, 
$6,500 ; Chief of the Bureau of Public Roads, $6,500; Chief of the 
Bureau of Entomology, $6,500; Chief of the Bureau of Biological 
Survey, $6,000; Chief of the Bureau of Soils, $5,500; Chief of oe 


Division of Accounts and Disbursements, $4,500; librarian, $3,600 
Provided, That during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, the Bec 


Without objection, the amendment will 


Strike out “$6,500” in the 
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Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. Chairman, I reserve a point of order 
on the proposed amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Wisconsin reserves 
a point of order on the amendment. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to offer an 
amendment to the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas will have an 
opportunity to offer that amendment. The gentleman from 
Iowa [Mr. Haucen] has the floor. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, this amendment increases the 
salaries over the salaries carried in the bill as follows: The 
Director of Scientific Work, from $6,000, as carried in the bill, 
to $6,500; the Chief of the Bureau of Animal Industry, from 
$6,000 to $6,500; the Chief of the Bureau of Plant Industry, 
from $6,000 to $6,500; the Forester, from $6,000 to $6,500; the 

Chief of the Bureau of Chemistry, from $6,000 to $6,500; the 
Chief of the Bureau of Biological Survey, from $4,500 to $6,000; 
the librarian, from $2,500 to $3,600; the chief of accounts, 
from $4,000 to $4,500; and it adds to the bill the following 
increases: To the Assistant Secretary, an increase from $5,000 
to $7,500; the director of regulatory work, from $5,000 to 
$6,500; the director of extension service, from $5,000 to $6,500; 
the Solicitor, from $5,000 to $6,500; the Chief of Agricultural 
Economics, from $5,000 to $6,500; the Chief of the Bureau of 
Public Roads, from $6,000 to $6,500: the Chief of the Bureau 
of Entomology, from $5,000 to $6,500; and the Chief of the 
Bureau of Soils, from $5,000 to $5,500. These are all increases 
recommended by the Secretary of Agriculture and unanimously 
agreed to by the committee. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HupsperH: Strike out, in the Haugen 
amendment, $6,000," salary of the Chief of the Bureau of Biological 
Survey, and insert“ $6,500." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state to the gentleman 
that there is a point of order pending, so that his amendment 
may be read for information only. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Very well. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, if there is a point of 
order pending, I ask for the regular order. Let us pass on it 
now. F 

Mr. STAFFORD. I make the point of order that the pro- 
posed substitute is not germane to the bill or to the substitute 
for section 1 heretofore adopted, for the .reason that the bill 
as originally introduced, so far as increases of salaries are 
concerned, relates to the salaries of those engaged in scientific 
research. The whole bill is predicated upon the idea that the 
heads of these respective bureaus should have their salaries 
increased because they are connected with scientific research. 
Now we have the chairman of the committee offering some- 
thing entirely different from that which was submitted origi- 
nally in the committee report, and that is to increase the 
salary of the Assistant Secretary. If you can increase the 
salary of the Assistant Secretary, you can increase the salary 
of the Secretary, or you might just as well increase the salaries 
of employees. Where a bill in its general scope or a committee 
amendment is limited to a certain class of employees, namely, 
bureau chiefs or those engaged in scientific endeavor, no one 
ean hold that you may by amendment provide increases of 
departmental heads or subordinate employees. I call the atten- 
tion of the Chair to the fact that the pending amendment pro- 
vides an increase of salary to the Assistant Secretary from the 
$5,000 that he is now receiving to $7,500. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman say that the Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture is not an officer in the Department of 
Agriculture? 

Mr. STAFFORD, I could not say that he is not an officer, 
no, I claim that the text of the bill is limited merely to the 
directors of scientific work and the other enumerated heads. 

Mr. ASWELL. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. I yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr, ASWELL. Has the gentleman any information to prove 
that the Assistant Secretary is not a scientist? 

Mr. STAFFORD. No. 

Mr. ASWELL. How does the gentleman know he is not a 
scientist? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Those who held the position before were 
not scientists. I am not as well acquainted with the inner 
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workings of the Department of Agriculture as is the illus- 
trious gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Yes. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Suppose this bill were predicated upon 
the idea that it was intended to increase the salaries of men 
engaged in scientific research only, what rule of the House is 
there which would be violated by an amendment to increase 
the salaries of some who were not scientific employees? 

Mr. STAFFORD. The rule that it is not germane to what 
is before the House for consideration. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. It is germane to a bill “ relating to the 
Department of Agriculture,” which is what this bill is, 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will say to the gentleman from Wisconsin 
that the Assistant Secretary is a scientist. That was so stated 
before the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Ohair is ready to rule. This is a 
bill the title of which is “ Relating to the Department of Ag- 
riculture.” Section 1 attempts to increase the maximum sala- 
ries of certain scientific investigators and employees engaged 
in scientific work. 

Section 2 of the bill relates to the salaries of certain officials 
described as “officers in the Department of Agriculture,” 
making no reference whatever to whether they are scientific 
or other officers. The only question, then, is whether the 
officers included in the amendment are officers in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. If so, the amendment is germane to the 
second section of the bill, which is the section to which the 
amendment is offered. It would seem to be ciear that they are 
officers in the Department of Agriculture. The Chair there- 
fore overrules the point of order. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment to 
the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Texas offers an 
amendment to the amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. HUDSPETH to the amendment offered by 
Mr. HAUGEN : In line 9 of the Haugen amendment, strike out $6,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof $6,500." 

Mr. STAFFORD. I reserve a point of order on that amend- 
ment, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Mr, Chairman, I do not understand why 
the chairman of the committee [Mr. Havcen], in offering his 
amendment, should discriminate against one of the most im- 
portant bureaus in the Department of Agriculture, namely, the 
Bureau of Biological Survey. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The committee acted on the suggestion of 
the Secretary of Agriculture. The present salary of the Direc- 
tor of the Bureau of Biological Survey is $4,000, and it is 
proposed to increase it to $6,000, That is an increase of $2,000, 
which seems to be a very liberal increase. I agree with the 
gentleman that Doctor Nelson is a most exceptional man, but 
the committee thought they should defer to the Judgment of the 
Secretary in the matter. We have given a very liberal increase, 
which we believe will be quite acceptable. ` 

Mr. HUDSPETH.. The Chief of the Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry is a very eflicient man and he is getting an increase. I 
grant that he should have an increase. Likewise the Chief of 
Plant Industry and the other gentlemen who are getting $6,500 
are all good men. But here is one of the most important bu- 
reaus down there, and Doctor Nelson is one of the most 
efficient men in the department. You are discriminating against 
him and giving the heads of other departments $500 more than 
you are giving Doctor Nelson, who has been there for many 
years and who is doing work of great value to farmers and 
stockmen in destroying rodents and predatory animals all over 
the West and saving the farmer and live-stock producer thou- 
sands. I agree with the chairman of the committee and with 
the Secretary of Agriculture that Doctor Nelson is a splendid 
man, and I do not think you should discriminate against him. 

Mr. HAUGEN. We give Doctor Nelson $500 more than we 
give to Doctor Whitney, of the Bureau of Soils, the present 
salary of each being $4,000. 

Mr. HUDSPETH, I want to say to the gentleman that a 
great many of my colleagues do not agree with me as to the 
work of these scientific investigators. A great many years 
ago we old cowmen out in the sticks used to say that a little 
tick that alighted on an animal and bit that animal did not 
produce fever, but when we lost an entire herd we were 
convineed that there was something wrong with that tick. 

Then a man from the Department of Agriculture showed us 
how to destroy the tick by a dip in which we immersed our 
cattle and destroyed the fever tick and cleaned up three- 
quarters of my State and advanced the price of cattle about 
$5 a head in the clean territory. For this reason I say the 
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scientific investigators do a great work for the stockmen 


and the farmer. Here is Doctor Nelson, who has been there 
for many years devoting his entire time and thought to the 
work, and yet you are discriminating against him in the sum 
of $500 in other departments. I do not want you to get the 
idea that I do not believe that the other gentlemen are en- 
titled to the increase, but they are no more entitled to it 
than is Doctor Nelson. I want to say that the farmers of 
my district, some of them, who wear high-heeled boots and 
ride the double-shovel plow with spurs, are in favor of these 
increases and would vote for the merease of salary to get 
the best talent obtainable. Talk about the stockyard compa- 
nies, we all know that they were charging live-stock shippers 
$1.50 a bale for prairie hay that they purchased for 50 cents 
a bale. But they are not doing that now. 

Since we passed the paekers and stockyards’ control act 
they tried to destroy the act by employing some of the best 
legal talent in the United States, but this Government was 
able to cope with them; the Agricultural Department was able 
to cope with them. We had an Attorney General, Mr. Palmer, 
that was able to cope with them in the former administration, 
and he got a deeree against the stockyards and packers that 
saved the consumer thousands. It is necessary to employ good 
talent, and I am in favor of appropriating the money to get it. 
[Applause, } 

I agree with Mr. Haveen, my friend the chairman, on these 
raises, except the Chief of Biological Survey. He should have 
as much as the other department heads. They are all good men 
and doing splendid work in their departments. I admire Sec- 
retary Wallace in his recognition of his department chiefs and 
requesting adequate salaries for them. Wallace is a good man 
and a good Secretary of Agrieulture. He is doing a good work 
for the farmer, but he should have gone a little stronger on 
Doctor Nelson. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reservation 
of a point ef order, and I rise in opposition to the amendment. 
1 think the sooner we get action and vote on this bill, so that 
the chairman of the committee and those having it in charge 
will not be able to offer more amendments in conflict with the 
purpose of the original bill, the better for the Treasury of 
the United States. We have just adopted an amendment two 
minutes ago restricting the number of those employed in the 
Agricultural Department receiving $6,500 to five, and here we 
have an amendment where it is proposed to increase the salary 
of 11 to $6,500. The gentleman from Texas [Mr. HUDSPETH], 
while the pickings are good, wants to increase the salary of a 
man receiving $4,000 up to $6,500, the pending substitute pro- 
viding for $6,000. 

Mr. HUDSPETH. Why should he not receive $6,500? 

Mr. STAFFORD. It is a special distinction that you wish 

,to confer by giving him a greater increase than any other. 
Not content with the raiding of the Treasury this way by jump- 
ing doubly the number from 5 to 11, they are going to increase 
the salary of the Assistant Secretary to $7,500. It brings to 
mind the action of the Committee on Foreign Affairs on yester- 
day. 

They introduced a bill in April, 1921, where the maximum 
salary of foreign-service officers was placed at $8,000, During 
the ineubation of the bill in the Committee on Foreign Affairs 
the maximum was raised to $9,000. We had better hurry up 
before the session comes to an end, or they will get up to 
$10,000 and $11,000. 

Congress started out with a policy of increasing salaries all 
along the line. There were some on the Appropriations Com- 
mittee who were acquainted with this general salary proposal. 
The gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Byrns], the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mxr. Sisson], the gentleman from Indiana 
[Mr. Woop], and myself in a humble way tried to stop the 
outlandish increase of salaries that would impose a burden of 
$50,000,000 a year upon the Government. Well, it went through 
like everything goes through when it comes before the House. 

Now the dear farmer is involved. I see all about me a large 
number of the farm bloc; anything at all from the Capper- 
Tincher bloc, the famous farm bloc in Congress, anything that 
emanates from Capper and TixcHAn goes. No matter how 
much it costs the Treasury if it comes from Capper, the leader 
of the senatorial farm bloc, or from TrncHER, the would-be 
leader of the agricultural bloc in this House, it is going to go. 
[Laughter.}] I wanted in my feeble way to call attention to the 
fact that only a few minutes ago the committee said that five 
men only would receive a maximum of $6,500, and now, in the 
pending amendment, it has Increased to 11. I am not blam- 
ing my good friend from Texas, while the picking is good, that 
he should single out a man to increase his salary from $4,000 
to $6,500. But, gentlemen, let us hurry and pass this bill, else 


there is danger that the committee will increase everybody's 
salary in the department. [Applause.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Wis- 
consin has expired. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Mr. Chairman, of course, we are all much 
impressed by the statement of the “farmer” from Milwaukee. 
[Laughter.] Not only that but he is a great economist. Here 
within the last 10 days when the great sugar interests from 
New York came down here to loot the Treasury, my distin- 

and economical friend from Milwaukee was right there 
with his scoop into the Treasury. [Laughter.] 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KINCHELOE. The gentleman then voted for the Amer 
ican Trading Co.'s claim and the Howell claim. 

Mr, STAFFORD. But I did oppose and oppose seriously the 
subsequent claim which the gentleman failed to fight. 

Mr. KINCHELOE, Because it had more merit in it than the 
other one ever did. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I question very much whether it had; it 
did not have the support of any Secretary of the department as 
the first bill had, 

Mr. KINCHELOE. My purpose is to get the gentleman's 
record clear, and, if I am not mistaken, when the ship subsidy 
bill was under consideration to take $50,000,000 more out of the 
Treasury, he voted for that. 

Mr. STAFFORD, Oh, the gentleman is in error there, as he 
usually is, as to my position. 

Mr. TINCHER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman is a prominent 
member of the subcommittee that appropriates for the Army 
appropriation bill, and the Assistant Secretary of War gets 
$10,000 a year, and why should he have more money than the 
Assistant Secretary of Agriculture? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Because that went through this House 
with my opposition to it, and it became a law. I could do noth- 
ing else than yield to these raiders of the Treasury. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. I wanted to file the gentleman as an ex- 
hibit of the raider of the Treasury on the sugar bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not think there is a Member of this House 
who has been more of a stickler about the raising of salaries 
than I have been. When the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
Brack] called up his reclassification bill to increase salaries, I 
voted against the bill, because I thought there were too many, 
salaries increased, and here the gentleman comes now, when we 
try to put the Agricultural Department upon a basis where it 
will function for the benefit of 6,000,000 farmers of this country, 
and he is against it. 

Mr. BLACK. Oh, if I am in error, the gentleman led me into 
that error a few days ago when I followed him in this same 
fight. 

Mr. KINCHELOE. Yes; and my purpose in leading that 
fight was to rob the Appropriations Committee, of which the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Srarrorp] is a distinguished 
member, from the power of legislation; and I am going to con- 
tinue to do that as far as I am concerned. I did not enter into 
the merits of the thing at that time. I am opposed to raising 
salaries as much as anybody in the House; but if you are not 
going to carry on the activities of the Department of Agriculture 
in a scientific, up-to-date, serviceable way, then you ought to do 
away with the Department of Agriculture, because you ean not 
get the scientific men for these salaries that we have been 
paying. They have lost four in the last year. One of these 
men who left is now getting $25,000 a year in private employ- 
ment. The Secretary testified only yesterday that he had five 
young men who seemed to be willing to agree to take these 
places, but when they learned that it was not permanent law, 
that it is likely to be changed in a year, they refused so far to 
take the employment. The trouble is this: You take young 
men who have graduated in scientific courses from these various 
universities, who are making this character of work a life work, 
and this kind of a job is not going to appeal to them, because 
it is not permanent; they do not know next year what they are 
going to get; and that is why it is highly important to stabilize 
the matter and make the scientific bureaus and Department of 
Agriculture more serviceable and proficient. Whatever salaries 
you fix should be made permanent law, so that the Secretary 
of Agriculture and those whom he employs know what they 
are doing. I do not believe these raises in salaries are ex- 
orbitant, and I believe the sums fixed are as low as you can 
get any scientific man to accept the job for; but whatever you 
do, let us pass some kind of a bill that makes it permanent law. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas. 

The amendment was rejected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentlemam from Iowa. i 

The amendment was agreed to, 
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The Clerk read as follows: 

Sec. 3. That upon the written approval of the Secretary of Agri- 
culture, and then only in the case of extraordinary emergency, not to 
exceed 10 per cent of any amounts approntata by Con in the 
annual appropriation for the Department of Agriculture for the mis- 
cellaneous expenses of the work of any bureau, division, or office in 
the Department of Agriculture shall be available, interchangeably, for 
expenditure on the objects included within the general expenses of 
such bureau, division, or office: Provided, That there shall not be 
added to any one item of appropriation more than 10 per cent of 
such item. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, I have an amendment which I 
desire to offer. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Iowa has an amend- 
ment pending which the Clerk will first report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

S Sa by Mr. Haucen: Page 2, after line 21, insert the fol- 
ng: 
* Se. 4. That this act shall take effect July 1, 1923.“ 

The CHAIRMAN. The amendment of the gentleman from 
California takes preference, and the Clerk will report the 
amendment of the gentleman from California. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment by Mr. Curry: Page 2. line 21, after the word “ item,” 
insert the following: “Provided further, That no statutory employee 
shall be transferred from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll 
and be pm a higher salary than one he or she receives on the statu- 
tory roll.” 

Mr. CURRY rose. 

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from California is recdg- 
nized. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman—— 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I make the 
point of order against the amendment. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I make the point of order 
that the point of order comes too late. The gentleman from 
California has been recognized and had addressed the Chair. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, I had started to speak. 

The CHAIRMAN. Was the gentleman from Michigan on 
his feet seeking recognition when the Chair recognized the 
gentleman from California? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I have been standing for 
several minutes, and from the beginning of the reading of the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from California, I in- 
tended to make the point of order. Perhaps I did not speak 
quickly enough, but it seems to me I did. Not a word had 
been uttered by the gentleman from California in argument 
in favor of the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair thinks the gentleman from 
Michigan ought to be recognized to make the point of order. 

Mr. CURRY. I would like to have the point of order re- 
served. 

Mr. BLANTON. It is not subject to the point of order. 

Mr. CURRY. I had been recognized by the Chair. 

The CHAIRMAN. Debate had not actually begun, and that 
is the test, The gentleman from Michigan was on his feet, and 
it has been the practice of the House where a gentleman is 
on his feet seeking recognition for the purpose of making a 
point of order even though another has begun to speak, that 
the point of order shall not fail on this account. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Chairman, I demand the regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN, The regular order is, Does the gentleman 
from Michigan make his point of order? 

Mr. CURRY. I would like to have the point of order re- 
served. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I would be glad to reserve 
the point of order, but the gentleman from Texas demands the 
regular order. 

The CHAIRMAN, 
order? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, in my judg- 
ment the gentleman’s amendment is not germane to the Dill. 
It relates to a matter that the bill is not concerned with at all. 

Mr. CURRY. The section of the bill itself refers to the very 
appropriation to which my amendment is addressed. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman’s amendment cover 
only the employees carried in this bill? 

Mr. CURRY. No; neither does the third section. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. It refers to any or all 
employees in the Department of Agriculture who might be 
under other circumstances transferred from one roll to another 
roll. If it were limited entirely to those covered in this bill, 
it might possibly be germane; at least it would remove that 
feature of my objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman’ examined the third 
section, and does it not apply to all employees in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture? It seems to the Chair upon a very hasty 


Does the gentleman make his point of 


reading of section 8 that it applies to all employees in the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. BLANTON. There is no question. 

The CHAIRMAN, If the amendment of the gentleman from 
California does not go beyond these it would be germane, if the 
Chair is correct in his reading of both the section and the 
amendment. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I have not now in mind 
the reading of the section to which the Chair refers, but I do 
not recall any section that refers to all employees in the De- 
partment of Agriculture, 

Mr, BLANTON, The Chair is correct; the bill applies to all 
employees. It is clearly within the limitation. I just want to 
say to the Chair the amendment is clearly within the purpose 
of the bill. It is clearly germane; and for another reason it 
would be in order, anyway, in that it is a limitation. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, section 3, 
to which the Chair refers, is to another matter entirely. The 
section, if it shall become law, will permit a certain percentage 
of one appropriation to be transferred to another appropriation 
in case of emergency. It does not relate to the work or com- 
pensation of officers or employees. It does not relate in any 
respect to compensation of employees of the department. The 
rest of the bill refers to the compensation of certain of the 
employees of the department. The bill as introduced refers to 
the compensation of certain employees, but this amendment is 
applicable to all employees of the department. Now, in my 
judgment, the amendment offered by the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia is not germane to the bill nor is it germane to the sec- 
tion to which it is offered as an amendment. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, if my amendment is out of 
order, then section 3 is not in order in this bill. My amend- 
ment seeks to limit what may be done with the appropriation 
that the appropriation for agriculture is provided for in sec- 
tion 3. Section 3 does apply to all employees of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and my amendment is to prohibit the 
Secretary of Agriculture from transferring from the statutory 
roll to the lump-sum roll and employ a statutory employee, 
give him a title and a larger salary. Now, it does not stop 
the use of the lump-sum roll, but it does prohibit the transfer 
from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll of an employee 
and give him a title and a salary. Section 3 embraces all of 
the employees of the Agricultural Department. If my amend- 
ment is not in order, certainly section 3 is not in order, and I 
shall make a point of order against section 3 if my amendment 
is held out of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. A more careful reading of section 3 of 
the bill has modified the first impression of the Chair, so 
the Chair will read it in order that the membership of the 
committee may have it fresh in their minds. Section 3 reads 
as follows: 

Sec. 3. That upon the written approval of the Secretary of Agri-* 
culture, and then only in the case of extraordinary emergency, not 
to exceed 10 per cent of any amounts appropriated by Congress in. 
the annual appropriation for the Department of Agriculture for the 
miscellaneous expenses of the work of any bureau, division, or office 
in the Department of Agriculture shall be available, interchangeably, 
for expenditure on the objects included within the general expenses 
of such bureau, division, or office; Provided, That there shall not be 
3 — any one item of appropriation more than 10 per cent of 
suc 8 

Does the gentleman from Michigan say that in the two 
funds mentioned, general expenses and miscellaneous expenses, 
are included the Salaries of employees? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. There are appropriations 
for general expenses which are used to compensate agents 
and employees, and the special appropriations are also used 
partly for wages of employees—— 

The CHAIRMAN. May I ask the gentleman from Michi- 
gan, who has had experience on this committee, does the term 
“miscellaneous expenses” or the term “general expenses” 
include the sularies of the employees referred to in the amend- 
ment offered by the gentleman from California? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I suppose some of the em- 
ployees referred to in this bill—they are scattered all through 
the department—are paid in various ways, I can not tell 
how they are paid, but they are scattered—— 

The CHAIRMAN. Do the terms “ miscellaneous expenses” 
and “general expenses” refer to special funds appropriated 
for two distinct purposes in the agricultural appropriation 
bill? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. My understanding of the 
meaning of this section is that, suppose a lump-sum appro- 
priation were made for a particular purpose. An emergency 
arises respecting that work, The amount of money appro- 
priated is not sufficient to take care of it. Congress is not 
in session. This would authorize the Secretary of Agricul- 
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ture to transfer funds from some other appropriation to take 
cure of that emergency work. 

It has happened, Mr. Chairman, that there was a very seri- 
ous, unexpected, and unusual fire in a national forest; the 
money appropriated for fighting fires was not sufficient. The 
Secretary of Agriculture was able to get more money by trans- 
ferring certain sums from other funds. When the foot-and- 
mouth disease struck the country a few years ago a particular 
fund for fighting that disease was not available; an appropria- 
tion had not been made; but the Secretary of Agriculture 
needed immediately a very large sum of money, and under the 
authority then existing—and some such authority is carried in 
almost every appropriation bill—he transferred money from 
another appropriation and used it there, and in using it he 
employed men and paid the wages of men who were employed 
in various lines of work and paid from various funds. 

So that when the Chair asked what employees would be 
covered by this in carrying it out, I can not answer. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Can the Secretary of Agriculture transfer 
any money from the Bureau of Plant Industry under that 10 
per cent proposition to the work of the Bureau of Forestry? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I de not know how broad 
it is or how it is construed. 

Mr. HAWLEY. It says that as to any bureau, division, or 
office he can transfer money “for the uses of such bureau or 
office.” 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. As the gentleman from 
Oregon reads it, it would not permit transfer of appropriations 
from one bureau to another bureau. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
California. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, my amendment would not stop 
the transfer of these funds; it will not stop the employment of 
necessary employees. It will not even stop the transfer from 
the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll. What it will stop will 
be the transfer from the statutory roll to the lump-sum fund 
and giving a title and a larger salary than is provided for on 
the statutory roll. I am in favor of this bill. I believe in 
paying adequate salaries for good work, but all positions 
should be statutory except those that are in fact temporary. 
If the Secretary of Agriculture needs more permanent em- 
ployees than he has, I will vote for a bill to provide them if the 
bill is brought in properly. But for the last 10 or 15 years a 
custom has grown up in the Department of Agriculture of 
transferring from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll some 
persons to whom it is desired to give a larger salary. Then 
they fill up the statutory roll from the civil-service list. It 
does not eliminate the person employed on the statutory roll 
and transferred to the lump-sum roll from a civil-service status. 
He can be retransferred at any time. But it does give the 
Secretary the right to employ a great many people at higher 
salaries than cre specifically provided by law. I do not blame 
the Secretary. He inherited the system. It is a bad system. 
There is no necessity for it. 

My amendment will not affect the efficiency of any bureau in 
the Department of Agriculture. I would not do that if I could. 
A great many bureaus, in my judgment, are doing good work. 
But I want to stop that abuse. I belleve my amendment is in 
order if section 3 is in order, and we ought to have an opportu- 
nity of considering it on its merits. i 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
Jndiana. 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 
that section 3 would have been subject to a point of order on 
the ground that it is an appropriation, but that has been waived 
by not having a point of order made against it, and therefore 
any amendment that is germane may be offered to section 3 of 
the bill. Section 3 deals with just one proposition, and that is 
the right to transfer 10 per cent of the annual apprepriation, 
and it must be only in the annual appropriation and nothing 
else; 10 per cent of money thus appropriated for miscellaneous 
expenses may be transferred over to the fund for general ex- 

It does not deal with the question of salary, and it 
deals alone with the annual appropriation—nothing else. 

Now the amendment offered by the gentleman from California 
IMr. Curry] reads: 

Provided further, That no statutory e shall be transferred 
from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll and paid any higher salary 
than the one he or she received on the statutory roll. 

That does not deal with the question of transferring money 
from the miscellaneous fund to the general fund, and it does 
not deal alone with the annual appropriation, but deals with 
all appropriations for all time to come and prevents the raising 

of a salary. This is an appropriation section, appropriating 
money from one place to another, This amendment offered by 


the gentleman from California is a salary section, and it is not 
u limitation upon this particular transfer or upon this partic- 
ular appropriation, but it is permanent law. I think therefore 
that it is subject to a point of order. 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. Yes. 

Mr. CURRY. Is not section 3 permanent law if it is enacted, 
and are not the salaries of employees in the lump-sum paid out 
of miscellaneous expenses? 

Mr. SANDERS of Indiana. You know how they have been 
paid heretofore; you do not know in the future. 

Mr. DOWELL 


8 rose. 
; The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will hear the gentleman from 
owa. 

Mr. DOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I want to emphasize what 
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. SANpDERS] has said about this 
being permanent legislation. It seems to me it is not germane 
to section 3 at all, but it is legislation upon a specific and 
distinct question of limiting the department in paying salaries. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is prepared to rule. This bill, 
according to its title, is a bill “relating to the Department of 
Agriculture.” It is rather broad in its terms, especially for so 
small a bill, Matters of salary are included in the bill, as 
well as limitations on certain appropriations and increased 
privileges as to how they may be transferred from one fund 
to another. The gentleman from California [Mr. Curry] 
offers an amendment relating to the transfer of certain em- 
ployees from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll, It seems 
to the Chair that the amendment as offered by the gentleman 
is not germane to this particular section. While it relates 
to the Department of Agriculture, and relates to matters 
which have been considered in this bill, at the same time it 
does not appear to the Chair to be germane to the matter 
contained in section 3. Therefore, as it is offered by way of 
proviso to this section, in the opinion of the Chair it is.not in 
order, and the Chair sustains the point of order, 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, I reoffer it as an additional 
section. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from California now offers 
the amendment as a new section. 

Mr. CURRY. Leave off the words “Provided, however,” at 
the beginning. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Mr. Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will state it. 

Mr. HAWLEY. Should we not act upon the amendment 
offered by the chairman of the committee [Mr. Havcrn] before 
acting on section 3? 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair now recalls, the new sec- 
tion offered by the gentleman from Iowa should be last in the 
bill. It is also a new section, but as the Chair recalls it 
should be last. The Clerk will report the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. Curry]. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CURRY: Page 2, after line 21, insert a 
new section, to read as follows: 

“That no statutory employee shall be transferred from the statutory 
roll to the lump-sum roll and be given a higher salary than the one 
he or she received on the statutory roll.” 

Mr. CURRY. Mr. Chairman, the merits of this amendment 
have been pretty well discussed on the point of order. It is 
getting late, and I do not wish to delay unnecessarily the action 
of the House on this bill. 

The Department of Agriculture is a great department and 
some of its bureaus are doing great good, but there is a pecul- 
iar trait in human nature which makes it undesirable to trust 
any great power in any department of the Government or in any 
individual unless you expect the bureau or the individual to 
use it to the limit and then fudge a little bit. 

For a great many years the Department of Agriculture has 
been carrying on the lump-sum roll dozens and sometimes hun- 
dreds of permanent employees. They are by indirection made 
permanent, although the appropriation is only from year to 
year. When it is desired to raise some particular person on 
the statutory roll and give him a higher salary, the Secretary 
of Agriculture at the request of the chief of the bureau trans- 
fers that employee from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll, 
and in some cases doubles or trebles his salary. We have as- 
sistants to bureaus in the Department of Agriculture for whom 
there is no statutory authority at all. It has simply grown up 
as a custom, inherited by the present Secretary of Agriculture 
from his predecessors. If he needs these permanent employees, 
he should have the courage of his convictions. I do not mean 
Mr. Wallace himself, for whom I have the highest regard, but 
I mean the Secretary of Agriculture, whether he is Mr. Wallace 
or his predecessors or his successor. He shonld come te Con- 
gress and say, We need this many more permanent employees 


3228 


f 

In this department.” Instead of doing that, by these transfers 
they load hundreds of thousands of dollars and in some in- 
stances millions of dollars onto the Government pay roll with- 
out any specific authority of law. 

This new section will not prevent the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture from employing all the people he needs and paying them 
any salaries he desires. He may transfer them from the statu- 
tory to the lump-sum roll, provided he does not transfer them 
from the statutory to the lump-sum roll and increase the sala- 
ries of the transferred employees. If this section is adopted 
‘undoubtedly at the next session of Congress the Secretary of 
Agriculture will come before the Committee on Agriculture and 
request legislation, and we will then know exactly how many 
people it is necessary to employ permanently in the Department 
of Agriculture and what their salaries are and what their 
duties are. 

Mr. FESS. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CURRY. I yield to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. FESS. This is a question for information. Would the 
gentleman's amendment forbid the Secretary of Agriculture 
taking some particular man of great ability now in the employ 
of the department and placing him in the list that we are pro- 
viding in this bill? 

Mr. CURRY. No. If it would, I would not want it adopted. 
Neither will it prevent the Secretary of Agriculture from tak- 
ing any man or woman he wishes, who is on the statutory roll, 
and transferring him to the temporary roll, provided he does 
not increase his salary. My amendment will not prohibit pro- 
motion or demotion from one statutory position to another 
statutory position. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment of the gentleman from California. 
Involved in this is a matter to which the Committee on Agri- 
culture has given a. great deal of attention. It can be seen 
that, there being two rolls—one the statutory roll, where the 
salaries are fixed by law and can not be increased, and another 
roll where the salaries are not fixed by law—there is an oppor- 
tunity, you may say a temptation, to the Secretary to transfer 
an employee from the statutory roll to the lump-sum roll and 
pay that employee a higher salary for the same or practically 
the same work. 

We have made considerable inquiry in regard to that, to find 
whether or not the practice prevails, whether the Secretary 
often or rarely takes advantage of it, and we are satisfied that 
the Secretary plays fair and does not take advantage of what 
we muy concede to be an opportunity for him to play unfairly. 
About four years ago, as I remember the time—— 

Mr. CURRY. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Yes. 

Mr. CURRY. Does the gentleman know how many have been 
transferred from the statutory roll to the temporary roll? 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. To the lump-sum roll? 

. CURRY. To the lump-sum roll. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. Within what time? 

. CURRY. Within the last five years. 

. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. No: I would not undertake 
to tell the gentleman. 

Mr. CURRY. There are nearly 100 now transferred, and 
there are some assistants in the bureaus who have been trans- 
ferred and given the title of assistant without any statutory 
law for it. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I started to say, Mr. Chair- 
man, that about four years ago, when I thought this authority 
of the Secretary of Agriculture was being abused, or I thought 
there was an opportunity for abuse that ought to be removed by 
legislation, I offered a motion to recommit the annual appro- 
priation bill for the Department of Agriculture, and my motion 
involved the very idea that is contained in the amendment of 
the gentleman from California, but I did not make it as narrow 
as he did—that there could be no transfer whatever. My mo- 
tion to recommit prevailed in the House and my amendment 
became a part of the appropriation bill as it went to the Senate. 
My motion to recommit provided that there should be no trans- 

er unless other work was to be done of a different or more 

mportant character justifying the transfer and the payment 
of higher wages. This amendment of the gentleman from Cali- 
fornia would prevent the transfer of anyone, no matter how 
meritorious, no matter how great the need of the department 
for some man in a new position on the lump-sum roll. It would 
be an absolute prohibition against a transfer of any kind for 
any purpose or under any circumstances, Let me tell you a 
ittle more of the history of that matter that came up four 
‘years ago. I offered that motion to recommit and it imme- 
diately attracted the attention of the Department of Agricul- 
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ture, and I had a number of conferences with the Secretary 
and some of the responsible men under him. 

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the gentleman from Michigan 
has expired. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. 
five minutes more. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Michigan asks to 
continue for five minutes. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. McLAUGHLIN of Michigan. I became satisfied that I 
had taken a wrong view of the matter. The Senate struck my 
amendment from the bill, so it came up in conference between 
the House and the Senate. It was therefore in conference be- 
tween the House and the Senate. I was one of the conferees 
and in a position to exert some influence perhaps to insist on 
my amendment remaining as part of the bill and becoming 
law. After my conference with the officials of the department 
I was satisfied that I was wrong, that it might work great 
injury and injustice and embarrassment to the department, so 
I withdrew it. We agreed that the Senate amendment should 
stand, and that my amendment should not become law. My 
opinion of the matter is the same now as it was then. A man 
might be on the statutory roll drawing $2,000 per annum. 
There might be a vacancy in a position paid out of the lump- 
sum appropriation paying $3,000 a year, and the Secretary 
might find that that man on the statutory roll, very capable and 
deserving, was the very man to be transferred to the other roll 
to do an important work. If this amendment offered by the 
gentleman from California shall become law, it will remain on 
the books for all time, forbidding and preventing any transfer 
by the Secretary. It seems to me unwise from any stand- 
point. It would certainly embarrass the Secretary in his work 
in operating the department, 

Mr, CURRY. Mr. Chairman, this proposed new section I 
offered does not prohibit the transfer of employees from the 
statutory roll to the lump-sum roll. It does prohibit the 
transferred employee from receiving a higher salary after the 
transfer to the lump-sum roll than he received on the statu- 
tory roll. There is no such thing as a permanent salary on 
the lump-sum roll. The positions and salaries on the lump- 
sum roll are created and fixed arbitrarily by the Secretary of 
Agriculture, whether it be $3,000, $4,000, or $1,800, or more or 
less per annum, or positions and pay per month or per diem, 
There is no such thing as a permanent salary on the lump- 
sum roll. The lump-sum roll is paid out of annual lump-sum 
emergency appropriations, but many on the lump-sum roll who 
have been transferred from the statutory roll are made prac- 
tically permanent employees without direct authority of law. 
The lump-sum roll is intended to pay only temporary emer- 
gency employees and not permanent employees. But it is used 
to pay permanent employees by this indirect method. 

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from California, 

The question was taken, and the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer the following amend- 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Page 2. line 21, add section 4. 
1923. 

The CHAIRMAN. Tue question is on the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to, 

Mr. HAUGEN, Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee 
do now rise, report the bill with amendments back to the 
House, with the recommendation that the amendments be 
agreed to and that the bill as amended do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Trison, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 10819) 
relating to the Department of Agriculture and had directed 
him to report the same back with sundry amendments, with 
the recommendation that the amendments be agreed to and 
that the bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move the previous question 
on the bill and amendments to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 

The SPEAKER. Is a separate yote demanded on any amend- 
ment? 

There was no demand for a separate vote. 

The amendments were agreed to. 

The bill as amended was ordered to be engrossed and read 
the third time, and was read the third time. 


Mr. Chairman, I ask for 


This act shall take effect July 1, 
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The SPEAKER. The question is on the passage of the bill, 
The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. BLANTON) there were 51 ayes and 6 noes. 
So the bill was passed. 
On motion of Mr. HauaEx, a motion to reconsider the vote 
whereby the bill was passed was laid on the table. 
POST OFFICE APPROPRIATION BILL. 


Mr. MADDEN, chairman of the Committee on Appropriations, 
presented a conference report (H. Rept. 1559) on the bill (H. R. 
13593) making appropriations for the Post Office Department 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1924, and for other purposes, 
which was ordered printed under the rule. 

THE COAST GUARD. 

Mr. HICKS. Mr. Speaker, I regret exceedingly to have to 
come to the House again to ask that a bill be recommitted to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs, but in view of certain changes 
which we failed to make in a bill now on the calendar I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill (S. 4137) relating to the Coast 
Guard, be recommitted to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 
I ask this in the name and by the direction of the Committee 
on Naval Affairs, 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani- 
mous consent that the bill S. 4187 be recommitted to the Com- 
mittee on Naval Affairs. Is there objection? 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, 
may I ask the gentleman if it is going to embrace any salary 
increases? K 

Mr, HICKS. No; it is not. 

Mr. BLANTON. Then I have no objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob- 
ject. what is the subject matter of the bill? 

Mr. HICKS. The subject matter of the bill on the calendar 
is the same as the bill I referred to the other day, when the 
. asked a similar question. It refers to the Coast 

uard, 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the Coast Guard ever get through 
importuning the members of that committee? 

Mr. HICKS. It merely takes out one of the amendments 
that we included. 

The SPHAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

MEMORIAL EXERCISES FOR LATE REPRESENTATIVE NOLAN. 


Mr. CURRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
Sunday, February 25, 1923, be set apart for addresses upon 
the life, character, and public services of the late Representa- 
tive Jonn I. Noran, of California. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from California asks unani- 
mous consent that Sunday, February 25, 1923, be set apart for 
memorial exercises on the late Representative Noran. Is there 
objection? 

There was no objection. 

REFORESTATION OF DENUDED LANDS. 


Mr. CLARKE of New York. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed as a public document a letter addressed 
to me by the President of the United States, together with a 
copy of a bill to provide protection against forest fires and for 
the reforestation of denuded lands, and for other purposes, 
referred to in the letter. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unanl- 
mous consent to have printed as a public document the letter 
of the President of the United States referred to, together with 
a copy of the bill referred to. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 


DEFINING BUTTER AND PROVIDING A STANDARD THEREFOR. 


Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I call up the bill (H. R. 
12053) to define butter and to provide a standard therefor, 
which I send to the desk and ask to have read. 

Mr. BLANTON. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman surely does not 
expect to take up another bill to-night? 

Mr. HAUGEN. We have only two other bills. 

Mr. BLANTON. The gentleman knows the weather condi- 
tions outside? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Let me suggest that the gentleman from 
Texas is a friend of the farmer. We have spent all of the af- 
ternoon in extracting money from the Treasury of the United 
States. Now let us do a little for Uncle Rueben. 

Mr, BLANTON. How long will it take? 

Mr HAUGEN, It ought not to take more than 10 minutes. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the bill. 

The Clerk read as follows: 


Be it enacted, cto., That butter“ shall be understood to mean the 
food product usually known as butter, and which is made exclusively 


from milk or cream, or both, with or without common salt, and with 
or without additional coloring matter, aud containing not less than 
80 per cent of milk fat and not more than 16 per cent of water. 

SEC, 2. That the 2 8 N py as defined in section 1 of the act 
of August 29 1886 L. a 209), and in section 4 of the 
act of May 9, 15022 N 193), shall be understood to 
mean butter as defined in section 1 of this act. 

Sec. 3, That for the pon posos of the food and drug act of June 
30, 1906 (34 Stat. L. 768), butter is the article of food defined 
in section 1 of this act, 


With the following committee amendments: 


Page 1, line 9, after the word centum“ insert the words “by 
weight,” 4 and strike out the words “and not more than 16 per centum 
of water.’ 

Strike out all of section 2. 


Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 
The SPEAKER, The gentleman from New York makes the 


point of order that there is no quorum present. It is clear’ 


that there is no quorum present. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. The Doorkeeper will close the doors, the 
Sergeant at Arms will bring in absent Members, and the Clerk 
will call the roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the following Members failed 
to answer to their names; 


Anderson Free Kunz Riddick 
Frothingham Lan ley Riordan 
Anthony Funk Lay Rodenberg 
Aswell ahn 8 Rogers 
Atkeson allivan N. X. Rose 
Barkley Garner Lehlbach Rosenbloom 
nham Gilbert Lineberger Rossdale 
lakeney Goodykoontz Tdnthicum Bocke 
Bland, Ind. Gorman on Rya. 
ies Gould cArthur Sanders N.Y. 
Bond Graham, Pa, MecClintie t, Mich 
Bowers Griffin McFadden Scott Tenn. 
Brennan Hardy, Tex, McKenzie Shre 
Britten Hawes McLaughlin, Nebr. Siegel. 
Brooks, Pa. Hayden MacGregor Senp 
Brown, Tenn ays a Smith, Mich 
Buchanan Henr, Maloney 
Bulwinkle Herrick Mansfield Stiness 
Burdick Hersey Martin Stoll 
Burke Hickey Merritt Strong, Pa. 
Burton Hill Michaelson Sullivan 
Butler Himes . Mills Tague 
Byrnes, S. C Hoch Morin Taylor, Ark. 
Ca Hogan Mott Taylor, Colo. 
* Huck Mudd Taylor, N 
Carter Hukriede Newton, Mina. Ten Eyck 
8 N. X Husted Newton, Mo bomas 
handler, Okla, Hutchinson pares horpe 
Clark, Fla, Jacoway lpp Tyson 
lasson Jefferis, Nebr. Osborne Upshaw 
Clouse Johnson, Miss. Overstreet Vestal 
Cockran Johnson, S. Dak, Pal Vinson 
Codd 8 Wash. Park, Ga Volk 
Connally, Tex. Jones, Parker, N. Y, Ward, N. X. 
opley Kahn $ 8 Watson 
Crowther Keller Patterson, Mo. Webster 
Cullen Kelley, Mich, Perkins Wheeler 
Davis, Minn Kelly, Pa. Perlman White, Me. 
Dominick Kendall Petersen Williams, Tex, 
Drane Kennedy Porter Winslow 
Dunn Ki Pou Wise 
Dyer Kindred Radcliffe Wood, Ind. 
Echols King Rainey, Ala Woods, Va. 
Kitchin Raker ‘oodyard 
Faust Kleczka Ramseyer Wurzbach 
Fenn Kline, N. Y. ley yates 
Fish t Reber Young 
Focht Kreider Reed, W. Va. Zibiman 


The SPEAKER. Two hundred and thirty-six Members have 
answered to their names; a quorum is present. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Speaker, I move to dispense with 
further proceedings under the call. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The SPHAKER. The Doorkeeper will open the doors. The 
bill has been reported. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill is to 
establish a standard for butter requiring 80 per cent of fat, 
which is now the standard adopted by the Joint Committee on 
Standards and by the Department of Agriculture. The standard 
adopted about 16 years ago by the joint committee required 824 
per cent of butter fat. That was found to be an impractical 
standard and out of line with the existing custom in the trade, 
which is almost universal on the basis of 80 per cent. As a re- 
sult the department announced that it would not attempt to en- 
force the standard of 824 per cent, but would apply only that 
of 80 per cent, and on December 18, 1922, the 80 per cent milk- 
fat standard previously adopted by the joint committee was 
adopted and promulgated by the Department of Agriculture as 
a guide for officers of the department in the enforcement of the 
pure food and drugs act. 

Mr. STAFFORD. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 
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Mr. STAFFORD, I notice the amendment seeks to amend the 
pure food law? 


Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. It is a guide for the enforcement of that 


act. 

Mr. STAFFORD, An examination of that law fails to show 
wherein there is any special food designated as to what is pure 
or impure, adulterated or unadulterated; so what is the neces- 
sity, when the department has the authority to determine what 
is good butter, to pass special legislation of this kind? 

Mr. HAUGEN. The only regulation—as I have said the 
definition required 80 per cent by regulation. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What is the need of special legislation? 

Mr. HAUGEN. What we propose to do is to write the 
definition into the law. 

Mr. STAFFORD. What is the need if there is a regulation 

, to-day which has the force of law? 

Mr. HAUGEN. It is to give it the force and effect of law 
and to make it conform with the laws of the various States 
and the general custom throughout the country. 

Mr. STAFFORD. There are many other foods which the 
commission passes upon as to their purity or impurity which 
are not singled out, but are determined upon the edict of the 
commission in the Department of Agriculture. Here you are 
attempting to single out one single product, and what is the 
necessity? 

Mr. HAUGEN. There seems to be a necessity for it. The 
bill was drafted and introduced at the suggestion of the dairy 
people and has the approval of the Department of Agriculture. 
The subject has been discussed in conventions and by the dairy 
people and finally referred to the committee to determine. 

Mr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will. 

Mr. LONDON. It seems that 25 States have a higher stand- 
ard than 80 per cent. 

Mr. HAUGEN. But it has not been enforced. It is imprac- 
tical, and for that reason it has never been enforced. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I will. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The gentleman might even go fur- 
ther. The courts, so far as they have passed on it, have held 
the present law gives the commission no authority to fix the 
percentage of water in butter. That matter has been before the 
court several times. 

Mr. HAUGEN. The bill as originally drawn provides for a 
double standard, requiring 80 per cent of butter fat and not to 
exceed 16 per cent of moisture. After again conferring with 
representatives of the creamery people it was thought best to 
deal with one at a time. 

Mr. STAFFORD. It seems this Congress is not strong for 
moisture. 

Mr. LONDON. Will the gentleman yield again? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I Will. 

Mr. LONDON. What is this expression, with or without 
additional coloring matter”; what does that mean, in line 8, 
page 1? 

: Mr. HAUGEN. Of the bill? 

Mr. LONDON. Yes; “with or without additional coloring 
matter.” 

Mr. HAUGEN (reading)— 

Butter shall be understood to mean the food product usually known 
as butter, but which is made exclusively from milk or cream, or both, 
with or without common salt, and with or without additional coloring 
matter, and containing not less than 80 per cent. 

Mr. LONDON. I understand that; but I do not understand 
the meaning of the expression “and with or without additional 
coloring matter.” You are now defining a bill as something 
made from milk or cream and containing additional coloring 
matter. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Most butter is colored. The gentleman 
understands when 80 per cent of butter fat is required and 
under the regulations of the Treasury Department only 16 
per cent of moisture is permitted, and generally about 31 per 
cent of salt is used, there is only about a half per cent left for 
coloring matter. 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. If I may interrupt the gentleman 
again. The gentleman from New York is, of course, aware, 
but may have forgotten it for the moment, that imitation but- 
ters are forbidden to have coloring matter, and this is to give 
authority to put a certain proportion in butter. 

Mr. LONDON. Is the proportion determined by law or 
regulation? 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. There is no regulation about it. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Only a certain amount can be used. If 80 
per cent butter fat which leaves 16 per cent for moisture, 


34 per cent for salt, and a half per cent for coloring, casein, and 
other matter. f 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The fact of the matter is they would 
only use a very slight proportion. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Does anybody desire time? If not, I shall 
move—— 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. Well, I would like a little time. 

Mr. CHALMERS. And I would like a little time. 

Mr. BROWNE of Wisconsin. I want to make a short ex- 
planation, 


Mr. HAUGEN. Can not the gentleman do that under the 
5-minute rule? 

Mr, BROWNE of Wisconsin. Yes. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I have no requests for ad- 
ditional time. T ask that the bill be read for amendment. 

The SPEAKER. It has already been read. 

Mr. HAUGEN, Then I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. Davis]. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee is recog- 
nized for five minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, in connection with 
this bill I wish to take occasion to call attention to the fact that 
the growth of the dairy industry in Tennessee has been such 
that it now ranks third among the States of the Union in but- 
ter production. 

There is located in the district which I have the honor to 
represent the largest cooperative creamery association in the 
South and. what is said to be the second largest cooperative 
creamery in the world. I refer to the Rutherford County Co- 
operative Creamery Association, at Murfreesboro, Tenn. 

This association was organized only about eight years ago, 
and during the first year the number of patrons were only 85, 
and such patrons received $25,000 for their butter fat. The 
production of this association has increased to such an extent 
that in 1922 the farmers connected with this association re- 
ceived $640,000 for their butter fat, and the creamery during 
1922 manufactured 1,722,178 pounds of butter. 

This butter was shipped to all sections of the country, North, 
East, and South, and this is the first creamery in the South 
which exported butter, They are not only producing in quantity 
but also in quality. I refer to this because it is a new industry 
in the South and because this association is operated strictly on 
a cooperative plan, which is being so greatly encouraged by the 
Department of Agriculture, and because this association is 
owned and operated by farmers without any profit to anybody 
except them, after deducting expenses. As evidence of the qual- 
ity of the butter there produced, I may say that the Magnolia“ 
butter manufactured by this dairy won first prize at the Tennes- 
see State Fair at Nashville, the Tri-State Fair at Memphis, the 
Ohattanooga Interstate Fair, the Mississippi-Alabama Fair, and 
the Southeastern Fair at Atlanta, Ga., and elsewhere. 

Now, the success of this cooperative dairy has been such that 
similar cooperative creamery associations have been organized 
in various adjoining and surrounding counties, such as Bedford, 
Marshall, Lincoln, Coffee, Wilson, and so forth. It has been a 
great source of ready revenue to the farmers of that section 
during the hard times through which we have passed, and it 
has been largely responsible, in my opinion, for the fact they 
have been more prosperous than the farmers have been during 
the same period in many other sections of the country where 
they have been dependent on one or two commodities, 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin [Mr. Vorort] to offer an amendment. 8 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks there is a misdpprehen- 
sion in the House as to how this bill is being considered. It 
is not in Committee of the Whole, It is in the House. The 
gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Havucen] has control of the floor. 
If he yields time he loses control of the floor. 

Mr. VOIGT. I understand we are in the House, and that 
if the gentleman from Iowa moves the previous question I 
shall be deprived of the opportunity of offering an amend- 
ment? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. If he moves the previous question 
all amendments will be shut out. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin be permitted to offer his amend- 
ment. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin can have 
his amendment read for information, of course, but the Chair 
presumes that that is not what the gentleman wants to do. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Let it be read for information. 

Mr. VOIGT. I intended to offer this amendment and get 
10 minutes’ time, and then yield the floor to the gentleman | 
from Iowa. 


1923. 


The SPEAKER. The gentleman can do that. The gentle- 
man is recognized for 10 minutes. 


Mr. VOIGT. I wish to Inquire of the gentleman from Iowa 
if he will yield further time on this amendment? 

Mr. HAUGEN. I have only an hour, and I have many re- 
quests for time. 

Mr. VOIGT. ‘There are many gentlemen here who want time. 

Mr. HAUGEN. I have agreed to yield time to the gentle- 
man's colleague [Mr. Browne] from his State. 

Mr. VOIGT. Mr. Speaker, has the amendment been read? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Wisconsin submits an 
amendment, which the Clerk will report. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. VOIGT: Page 1, line 9, after the word 
8 ” insert a comma and add “all tolerances having been allowed 

Mr. VOIGT. Mr. Speaker and gentlemen of the House, as 
a member of the Agricultural Committee I voted to make a 
favorable report on the bill now before us. The bill went 
through our committee rather hurriedly, as it was claimed an 
emergency existed in that the State of Massachusetts threat- 
ened to literally enforce the Federal standard of 82.5 per cent 
of milk fat in butter, to the injury of butter manufacturers in 
general. It was stated that a stay of 30 days had been pro- 
cured in Massachusetts, which had adopted the Federal stand- 
ard, and that the difficulty which had arisen there could be 
adjusted by passing a Federal law making the minimum 80 per 
cent. I got all the light I could by closely following the hear- 
ings. I also telegraphed Mr. Emery, dairy and food commis- 
sioner of my State, who replied that he regarded a law fixing 
the minimum fat content at 80 per cent with favor. After the 
bill was reported I had some further correspondence with Mr. 
Emery and with Mr. H. C. Larson, secretary of the Wisconsin 
Butter Makers’ Association, and these gentlemen pointed out 
that there was danger in the language of the bill reported in 
that 80 per cent minimum might not, in fact, become the mini- 
mum on account of the possibility of the allowance of a toler- 
ance. I am convinced that this contention is meritorious, and 
that in order to make the bill provide for an 80 per cent rock- 
bottom minimum it must be amended. 

The bill as now before us provides that “for the purposes 
of the food and drug act * * * butter shall be understood 
to mean the food product usually known as butter, and which 
is made exclusively from milk or cream, or both, with or 
without common salt, and with or without additional coloring 
matter, and containing not less than 80 per cent by weight of 
milk fat,” 

You have already been informed that the Department of 
Agriculture has for some years fixed a standard of 82} per 
cent milk fat in butter, and that while the department has 
laid down this standard it has never enforced it. The de- 
partment has allowed a deviation or tolerance from its own 
standard of 2} per cent and has never prosecuted anybody 
who had 80 per cent of fat in his butter. 

Mr. WILLIAMSON. I did not hear the gentleman's amend- 
ment, What does he propose in his amendment? 

Mr. VOIGT. I shall come to that in a moment. We pro- 
pose now by law to provide for a minimum of 80 per cent. 
The danger in the phraseology of the bill is that while tech- 
nieally it does provide this minimum, administrative officers, 
courts, and juries, following established precedents, will make 
an allowance or tolerance below this 80 per cent. In the prac- 
tical administration of many laws and regulations providing 
minimum standards for food products in the United States, 
tolerauces are allowed, and in my opinion as the bill now 
stands the 80 per cent will not become the positive minimum, 

Mr. TOWNER. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOIGT. I yield to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. TOWNER. The establishment of a standard of 823 per 
cent was only an order of the department, was it not? 

Mr. VOIGT. Yes. 

Mr. TOWNER. In other words, it was not law? 

Mr. VOIGT. No, 

Mr, TOWNER. It would be perfectly proper under a regu- 
lation or order of the department to allow a tolerance, but cer- 
tainly it could not under any circumstances be proper to violate 
the law by giving a tolerance below the 80 per cent fixed by the 
statute? 

Mr. VOIGT. I will say in answer to the gentleman that as 
a matter of fact in the administration of many laws, not only 
National but State, where a certain minimum is fixed, toler- 
ances are allowed. Suppose you make this minimum of 80 per 
cent here, and take a manufacturer into court who has made 
butter having 784 per cent fat. He tells the jury, as they do 
in all these cases—I have had a little experience in matters of 
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this kind—that it was not his fault; that it was due to the 
negligence of some employee, or has some other plausible expla- 
nation. The jury is apt to say, We do not think he did this 
i he is only 13 per cent short. We will not find him 
guilty. 

The butter manufacturers of this country who have large 
establishments, expert employees, and fine instruments can 
gauge the fat in their butter to a fraction of 1 per cent. It is 
no trouble for the butter maker, with the means he has at his 
command, to hold his butter at a shade over 80 per cent, but 
the fellow who runs a small cooperative or noncooperative 
creamery is not so fortunately situated, and he is apt to suffer 
under a law under which advantage may be taken of toler- 
ances. 

In order to avoid this and to make the 80 per cent beyond all 
question the absolute bedrock minimum, I have proposed an 
amendment which no honest manufacturer of butter can ob- 
ject to. I propose to add to the bill the words “all tolerances 
having been allowed for.” That language, if added to the pro- 
vision for the minimum, will serve notice in certain language 
on administrative officers, judges, and juries that Congress 
meant that no tolerance should be allowed. 

Ordinarily, if a manufacturer of butter wants to go below 
the 80 per cent, he must resort to trickery to get additional 
water into the butter. Butter made in an honest way will not 
fall below 80 per cent, and if we make this ironclad rule we 
are making a rule that any creamery man in the country can 
easily adhere to. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOIGT. I yield to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. I am in sympathy with the gentle- 
man’s purpose, but it seems to me that when by law you fix 80 
per cent as the minimum you have done all that the legislature 
ean do. 

Mr, VOIGT. I can not agree with the gentleman. If we 
insert the additional words that I suggest, that this shall be 
the minimum after all tolerances have been allowed for, then 
we clearly state our purpose—— 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VOIGT. Yes. 

Mr. SUMNDERS of Texas. When you say 80 per cent, do you 
not exclude all tolerances and everything else that could bring 
down the butter fat content below 80 per cent? 

Mr. VOIGT. No; because in the practical administration of 
laws of this character our own Department of Agriculture does 
allow tolerances below a certain minimum. 

Mr. SUMNERS of Texas. Is not that where they make 
regulations over which they have a certain degree of latitude? 
But when the Congress enacts a law and fixes 80 per cent as 
the minimum, and I assume subjects to criminal prosecution 
those who violate the law, then is not that all that the legis- 
lative branch can do? 

Mr. VOIGT.. The legislative branch can make this clear; 
this amendment can certainly do no man any harm. It lays 
down a positive rule. 

There are a few States which have laws prescribing a higher 
standard than 80 per cent; some States say 80 per cent and 
quite a few adopt the Federal standard. Prior to 1921 a Wiscon- 
sin statute fixed the minimum at 823 per cent, in harmony with 
the ruling of the United States Department of Agriculture. 
When the department failed to enforce its own rule friction 
arose, and therefore in 1921 the Wisconsin Legislature passed 
a law making the minimum 82.5 per cent, with a tolerance of 
2.5 per cent, and added, so that in no event shall the milk-fat 
content of said butter * * * be less than 80 per cent.” I 
prefer that language to the language of the bill before us, but I 
believe the amendment offered by me will serve the same pur- 


pose. 

Mr. LONDON. The committee says in its report that if the 
bill is passed it will do away with the impracticable and impos- 
sible 824 per cent butter-fat standard. Why is 824 per cent 
impracticable and why is 80 per cent practicable? 

Mr. VOIGT. It has been found by custom and the general 
operation of creameries, not only here but all over the world, 
that a good, salable, merchantable butter will have 80 per cent 
butter fat. 

Mr. LONDON, 
made butter? 

Mr. VOIGT. Homemade butter fluctuates more than that 
made by scientific machinery and processes, The average but- 
ter made by the farmer, however, has less water than com- 
mercial butter and more fat than prescribed by this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
in the RECORD, 


What is the amount of butter fat in home- 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 

There was no objection. 

Mr, HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield five minutes to the gen- 
tleman from Ohio [Mr. CHALMERS]. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr, Speaker and gentlemen of the House, 
I do not pretend to be an expert upon the manufacture of 


butter. I do know good butter, and I am opposed to lowering 
the butter standard. I find that the good women of my dis- 
trict are opposed to the lowering of the standard of butter, 
and as far as I know, those who are posted on this legislation 
have written me in opposition to the bill. The Consumers’ 
League, the housewives, and the legislative committee of the 
League of Women Voters, and others are interested in this 
matter, and they are opposed to lowering the standard of the 
percentage of butter fat. If it has been the general practice 
to require 80 per cent of butter fat, and this bill will not 
lower the standard, I should like to follow the committee, but 
I am opposed to passing a law that will lower the quality of 
the standard regulation of butter. If the amendment of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Voter] will take care of the 
proposition of tolerance and keep the standard up, and that 
amendment be adopted, then I would not vote against the bill. 
I shall vote against the bill or against any amendment if it 
would lower the standard of butter that is now authorized by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CHALMERS. Yes. 

Mr. LONDON. Who demands this legislation? 

Mr. CHALMERS. I do not know. 

Mr. HAUGEN. When the gentleman is through, I will tell 
him. 
Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Let the gentleman from Iowa first make 
his explanation. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw the point of no 
quorum. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. Voir! stated that the Department of Agriculture had 
adopted a standard of 824 per cent. The department has never 
enforeed the standard of 824 per cent. The joint committee 
agreed on that standard, but the department found it to be im- 
practical and announced that it would not attempt to enforee 
the standard determined by the commission. It was found out 
of line with the general custom in the trade, and for that reason 
the 824 per cent standard has never been enforced. We have 
actually had this 80 per cent requirement all of these 16 years 
notwithstanding the finding of the commission. On the 18th of 
December the joint commission’s new definition was adopted 
and promulgated by the Department of Agriculture. It requires 
80 per cent of butter fat, and what is proposed to do now is to 
write the 80 per cent butter-fat requirement into law and thus 
avoid further contention in the matter. 

Mr. TILSON. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. TILSON. In case we make an 80 per cent standard, will 
there be a tolerance below 80 per cent? 

Mr. HAUGEN. When did Congress or anybody ever say any- 
thing about tolerance being written into a bill? 

Mr. TILSON. But the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
Voigt] said that the courts had held there was a tolerance 
allowed of 14 per cent. 

Mr. HAUGEN. But one court might allow 1 per cent and 
another might allow more or less. 

Mr. TILSON. But we can determine here whether the 3 per 
cent shall be a minimum standard, whether there will be a 
tolerance taken off, after we have fixed the standard at 80 


r cent. 

7 8 HAUGEN. The bill fixes an 80 per cent minimum stand- 
ard. That is the way laws are generally written. It fixes that 
as the minimum. 

Mr. LONDON, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr, HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. LONDON. I understand that ordinarily butter is under- 
stood to mean the fatty content of milk. It is supposed to be 
all of the fat of the milk. 

Mr. HAUGEN. No. 

Mr. LONDON. What other elements enter into butter? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Moisture, for one. I recall a statement 
made before the committee years ago that if moisture is re- 
duced down to 11 or 12 per cent, nobody would eat the butter. 
It requires certain moisture and flavor to make it palatable. 
There has been some contention over the question whether the 
limitation of moisture should be placed at 16 per cent or at 14 


per cent. I think all admit that it should contain at least 14 
per cent. 

Mr. LONDON. [If the moisture is limited to 14 per cent and 
the fat to 80 per cent, that would leave 6 per cent for adultera- 
tion of the article. 

Mr. HAUGEN. No; you have to add salt. Few people eat 
unsalted butter. As a general thing, it is salted to the extent 
of 31 pounds of salt to the hundred. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAUGEN. Yes. 

Mr. CHALMERS. Is it not a fact that it is the intention of 
the Department of Agriculture to allow a tolerance of 1 per 
cent on this law if it passes? I have so understood. 

Mr. HAUGEN. No; the department will do exactly as it has 
been doing for the last 16 years. This does not change it. It 
leaves it exactly where it has been all of these years. 

Mr. J. M. NELSON, And why not accept the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. Vorer]? 

Mr. HAUGEN. The bill was drafted and introduced at the 
suggestion of representatives of the creamery people, and as 
drafted it provided for a double standard, requiring not less 
than 80 per cent of milk fat and not more than 16 per cent of 
water. 

Before reporting the bill it was deemed advisable to confer 
further with the representatives of the dairy and creamery 
people. In a conference with a number of representatives of 
the dairy people it developed that they unanimously favored the 
single standard and were in favor of the establishment of the 


minimum fat standard ef 80 per cent; hence it was determined 


to so amend the bill to conform to the general sentiment. 

In order that the subject might be given full consideration 
by the dairy and creamery industry, action has been withheld 
in order to have expressions from all parties interested. 

The subject has been discussed in conventions and meetings 
by the creamery people, and my understanding is that practi- 
cally all favor the single standard, requiring 80 per cent 
butter fat. 

After the matter had been generally discussed the creamery 
people referred the question to the American association's ex- 
ecutive committee on the subject of legislation for butter, and 
I am advised that the committee desired to unanimously 
ask for the passage of the Haugen bill, now pending before 
Congress, establishing a minimum fat standard of 80 per cent. 

As before stated, the Department of Agriculture on December 
18, 1922, adopted and promulgated the butter standard, whieh 
standard had been adopted by the joint committee on defini- 
tions and standards June 22, 1922, approved by the Associa- 
tion of American Dairy, Food, and Drug Officials October 5, 
1922, and by the Association of Official Agricultural Chemists 
November 17, 1922. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of order that 
there is no quorum present. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York makes the 
point of order that there is no quorum present. Evidently 
there is not. 

Mr. HAUGEN. Mr. Speaker, I move a call of the House. 

The question was taken; and on a division (demanded by 
Mr. Lonpon) there were—ayes 24, noes 35. 

So the motion was rejected. 


SENATE BILL REFERRED. 


Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following title 
was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to its appro- 
priate committee, as indicated below: 

S. 543. An act for the relief of contributors of the Ellen M. 
Stone ransom fund; to the Committee on Claims, 

ADJOURNMENT. 

Mr. LONDON. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

Mr. MONDELL, Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do 
now adjourn, 

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 5 o'clock 
and 43 minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, 
Thursday, February 8, 1923, at 12 o’clock noon. 


EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were 
taken from the Spenker's table and referred as follows: 

960. A letter from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmit- 
ting reports from heads of executive departments and inde- 
pendent establishments relative to money received during the 
fiscal year ended June 80, 1922, which was not paid Into the 
General Treasury of the United States, and the payments 
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made from such funds during said fiscal year; to the Commit- 
tee on Appropriations. 

961. A letter from the president of the Washington & Old 
Dominion Railway, transmitting the report of the Washington 
& Old Dominion Railway for the 12 months ending December 
81, 1922, in compliance with the requirements of section 10 of 
the act of Congress approved June 10, 1896 (29 Stat. 320); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

962. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation 
for the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1923, for settlement of claims for damages occasioned 
by collisions for whieh the vessels of the Lighthouse Service 
are responsible, payment of which is authorized under section 
4 of the act of June 17, 1910 (36 Stat. 537), in the sum of 
$106.75 (H. Doc. No. 555); to the Committee on Appropria- 
tions and ordered to be printed: 

963. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting a supplemental estimate of apprepriation 
for the Treasury Department for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1923, for the pay, ete:, of commissioned officers and pharmacists 
of the Public Health Service, $174,273.84 (H. Doe. No. 556) ; to 
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 

964. A communication from the President of the United 
States, transmitting supplemental estimates of appropriations 
for the Department of Commerce for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1923, amounting to $77,550 (H. Doc. No. 557); to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 

Mr. McARTHUR: Committee on Naval Affairs. H. R. 10268. 
A bill to provide for the relief of certain officers of the Naval 
Reserve Force, and for other purposes; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1552). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. KEARNS: Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 13772. 
A bill to authorize the Secretary of War to reappoint and im- 
mediately discharge or retire certain warrant officers of the 
Army Mine Planter Service; with amendments (Rept. No. 
1556). Referred to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. BUTLER: Committee on Naval Affairs. S. 4137. An act 
to authorize the transfer of certain vessels from the Navy to the 
Coast Guard; with amendments (Rept. No. 1558). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII. . 

Mr. FROTHINGHAM : Committee on Military Affairs. H. R. 
10177. A bill for the relief of Sherman Miles; with amendments 
G Rept. No. 1553). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 

ouse. 

Mr. JEFFERS of Alabama: Committee on Public Lands. 
H. R. 13751. A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to 
sell and patent certain lands to Robert E. Wyche, a résident of 
Caddo Parish, La.; without amendment (Rept. No. 1554). Re- 
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House. 

Mr. WURZBACH: Committee on Military Affairs. S. 2946. 
An act for the relief of D. C. Darroċh; without amendment 
2 No. 1555). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 

ouse, 

Mr. EDMONDS: Committee on Claims. S. 2168. An act for 
the relief of Jesse C. Dennis and William Rhett Eleazer; with 
an amendment (Rept. No. 1557). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House. 


PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS. 


Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- 
rials were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BURTON: A bill (H. R. 14235) to amend the act 
entitled “An act to create a commission authorized under 
certain conditions to refund or convert obligations of foreign 
Governments held by the United States of America, and for 
other purposes,” approved February 9, 1922; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, 

By Mr. KINDRED: A bill (H. R. 14286) authorizing the Sec- 
retary of War to donate to the Edward M. McKee Post, of 
Whitestone, N. Y., two German cannon or fleldpieces; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. DRANE: A bill (H. R. 14237) to authorize the Sec- 
retary of the Interior to adjust disputes or claims by settlers, 


entrymen, selectors, grantees, and patentees of the United 
States, against the United States and between each other, 
arising from incomplete or faulty surveys in township 28 south, 
ranges 26 and 27 east, Tallahassee meridian, Polk County, in 
the State of Florida, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on the Public Lands. 

By Mr. KINDRED: A bill (H. R. 14238) to reduce the nar- 
cotic tax imposed upon physicians, dentists, veterinary sur- 
geons, and others, by section 1005 of the revenue act of 1921; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means, 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14239) to create a national police bureau, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RAMSEYER: A bill (H. R. 14240) relating to the 
sinking fund for bonds and notes of the United States; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLARKE of New York: A bill (H. R. 14241) to pro- 
vide, through cooperation between the Federal Government, the 
States, and owners of timberlands, for adequate protection 
against forest fires, for the reforestation of denuded lands, 
for the extension of national forests, and for other purposes, 
in order to promote forest renéwal and the continuous produc- 
tion of timber on lands chiefly suitable therefor; to the Com- 
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. DARROW: A. bill (H. R. 14242) for the benefit of 
commissioned officers of the Coast Guard who at the time of 
their respective retirements had 40 years of active service and 
held the rank of commander; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of New York, urging Congress to eliminate the 
“quota” provision from the immigration laws; to the Com- 
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. FULLER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
Oregon, urging that Congress submit a constitutional amendment 
which will prohibit the further issuance of tax-exempt secur- 
ities; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. YOUNG: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
North Dakota, urging Congress to cede to the State of North 
Dakota the building and grounds at Fort Lincoln for use as a 
State training school; to the Committee on Public Buildings and 
Grounds. 

By Mr. FULMER: Memorial of the Legislature of the State of 
South Carolina, urging Congress to permit Henry Ford to take 
over and develop the Muscle Shoals property; to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

By the SPEAKER (by request): Memorial of the Legislature 
of the State of Oregon favoring a bill compelling every manu- 
facturer or handler or seller of woolen fabrics and woolen 
garments to place thereon a tag plainly stating the exact per- 
centage of virgin wool and also how much and what other ma- 
terials enter into such cloth; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 


PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. COUGHLIN: A bill (H. R. 14248) granting a pension 
to John Bray, alias John Pickthorn; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14244) granting a pension to Martha 
Rebecca Generals; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GREEN of Iowa: A bill (H. R. 14245) granting a 
pension to William Church; to the Committee on Invalid Pen- 
sions. 

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 14246) granting an increase 
of pension to Pearl L. Rounds; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. MOTT: A bill (H. R. 14247) granting a pension to 
Ella L. Kipp; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. TURNER: A bill (H. R. 14248) granting an increase 
of pension to Anita Stephens; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. WHITE of Maine: A bill (H. R. 14249) for the relief 
of the owners of the American schooner Mount Hope; to the 
Committee on Claims. £ 

Also, a bill (H. R. 14250) for the relief of the owners of the 
schooner Blanche C. Pendleton; to the Committee on Claims. 


PETITIONS, ETC. 


Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 

7216. By the SPEAKER (by request): Petition of the board 
of directors of the Phyllis Wheatley Y. W. C. A., Washington, 
D. C., protesting against the granting of a site for the erec- 
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tion of a statue to the Black Mammy of the South”; to 
the Committee on the Library. 

7217. By Mr. AN SORGE: Petition of R. E. Enright, president 
International Police Conference, New York City, urging pas- 
sage of Senate bill 4202, a bill to create a national police 
bureau; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

7218. Also, petition of the National Board of Young Women’s 
Christian Associations, New York City, urging the immediate 
passage of the McCormick joint resolution for a child labor 


amendment to the Federal Constitution; to the Committee 


on the Judiciary. 

7219. By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: Petition from citizens 
of Nashville, Tenn., protesting against House bill 4388; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 3 

7220. By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Willlam A. Kemper and 
105 other citizens, of Peru, III., favoring joint resolution ex- 
tending aid to famine-stricken people of the German and 
Austrian Republics; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7221. By Mr. KISSEL: Petition of Spencer, White & Pren- 
tis (Inc.), New York City, N. V., favoring a liberalizing of the 
present immigration law; to the Committee on Immigration 
and Naturalization, 


7222. By Mr. LAYTON: Petition of 61 citizens of Delaware, 
opposing the tax on small-arms ammunition and firearms; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

7223. By Mr. PATTERSON of New Jersey: Petition of resi- 
dents of Camden, N. J., and vicinity, indorsing joint resolution 
proposing to extend aid to the people of Germany and Austria; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

7224, Also, petition of the legislative committee of the 
Woman’s Club, of Merchantville, N. J., urging a constitutional 
amendment to limit or prohibit child labor; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

7225. By Mr. SMITH of Michigan: Petitions of the Business 
and Professional Women’s Club and Kalamazoo County League 
of Women Voters, of Kalamazoo, Mich., indorsing Senate Joint 
Resolution 232, a proposed amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States giving Congress the right to control or pro- 
hibit the labor of all persons under 18 years of age; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

7226. By Mr. ZIHLMAN: Petition of citizens of Cumberland, 
Md., and vicinity, protesting against Sunday legislation for 
the District of Columbia now pending in the House of Repre- 
sentatives; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 


